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Ulrike Steinert
Introduction

Catalogues, Corpora and Canons in Mesopotamian Scholarship

Lists of scriptures or “text catalogues” are common in different literate cultures of the ancient world. Such lists appear
in various forms and types, serving different purposes and functions. Especially lists of literary works and authors from
the Greco-Roman world, designated in Greek as pinax (plural pinakes; Latin index), display distinct characteristics
and developments that can be compared with Mesopotamian text catalogues. The basic meaning of the term pinax is
“(wooden or metal) board/tablet” used e.g. for official inscriptions, but the word also refers to lists of various kinds
such as chronological lists of the winners in the great Greek games or in theatrical competitions, and lists of priests.!
Systematic lists of literary works, most importantly the Pinakes by Kallimachos, a catalogue of all authors and works of
Greek literature regarded as the first bibliographical catalogue in history, could only be created in the context of larger
libraries as in Alexandria (Blum 1991). Kallimachos’ Pinakes (dating to the second half of the 3 century BCE), which
were assembled presumably on the basis of existing library inventories at Alexandria, were divided into literary genres
(probably reflecting the way in which groups of scrolls were stored in the library), and within each section authors were
listed alphabetically (including some biographical information).”> The works of each author were registered by name,
together with the incipit (the first words of the text) and the number of constituent books or lines. Kallimachos’ work
served as a prime model and source of information for later catalogues of authors and texts.?

Ancient Mesopotamian lists of texts, which this volume sets out to investigate, were supposedly often drawn up as
inventories of tablets stored in a particular archive or library, although the exact purposes of these lists are difficult to
determine exactly in many cases (due to lacking colophons or explicit purpose statements).* None of the of tablet inven-
tories from the late 3 millennium to the 1% millennium BCE can definitely be identified as the complete registers of a
library or archive.® Such documents are of varying format, scope and length; the registered texts can belong to different
genres or be restricted to a specific group (e.g. to literary texts, cult songs or incantations).® Similar to the library cat-
alogues and lists of literature from the Greco-Roman world, the Mesopotamian tablet inventories often display certain

1 For an overview see Regenbogen 1950; Welwei, Fakas and Scheibler 2000.

2 A detailed study of Kallimachos’ Pinakes is found in Blum 1991; cf. Regenbogen 1950: 1418-1421. Only a few fragments of library catalogues
are preserved from the Hellenistic period or later, among which is a catalogue from Rhodos (ca. 2" century BCE) inscribed on a multi-column
stone board, which was probably hung up in the library for the information of the users. It likewise listed authors and their work alphabeti-
cally and in groups of literary genres (Blum 1991: 182, 185-188; Regenbogen 1950: 1419-1420). A similar practice is attested for Ptolemaic Egypt
(ca. 4"—1% century BCE), where rudimentary book catalogues were inscribed on the temple library walls at Edfu and Dendera (Webb 2013: 22).
3 See Blum 1991: 182-184, 188-227. The primary function of bibliographical catalogues such as Kallimachos’ Pinakes was to serve as an aid for
scholarly research into the branches of Greek literature. In the subsequent centuries, lists of books also appear e.g. in biographies and in com-
pilations on the lives and opinions of famous philosophers and scholars. During the Hellenistic period and in Late Antiquity, catalogues of
authors and works were created for various fields of learning and for all possible topics, while at the same time bibliographical lists of sources
and indices begin to be integrated into encyclopaedic works, e.g. on history (Regenbogen 1950: 1424-1460, 1466-1482).

4 Collections of scholarly or literary cuneiform texts found in temples, palaces and private houses are conventionally designated as “librar-
ies” in Assyriological parlance, while the term “archive” is primarily used for text assemblages of largely administrative and legal documents,
although there are archaeological examples of text collections containing both text groups. In contrast to the Greco-Roman world, Mesopota-
mian libraries had no public function, but were only accessible to the scribes or scholars who owned them or who were employed in the in-
stitutions that housed them. The contents and functions of these “libraries” also vary from case to case, see e.g. Pedersén 1998; Robson 2013.
5 For an overview see Krecher 1980; Delnero 2010; 2015: 124-125. It may be assumed that for the management of large collections such as
the library of king Ashurbanipal (669-627 BCE) at Nineveh with several thousands of tablets, a sort of registering or ordering system was
necessary and in use, although there is at present no evidence for the existence of a complete library catalogue. The preserved catalogues
from Nineveh are restricted to specific groups of tablets and compositions, and may reflect different scribal activities in connection with as-
sembling, editing, registering and organising the royal tablet collection. It is possible that in larger collections such as Nineveh, tablets were
stored in groups according to topic or genre. A few examples of shelf labels from Nineveh suggest that a labelling system may have been used
for tablet retrieval. For discussion see Steinert’s contribution in this volume.

6 Most of the Old Babylonian text catalogues (ca. 1800-1600 BCE) are “genre-specific”, i.e. they list only texts of one specific type such as
literary compositions, incantations, liturgical songs (Delnero 2010: 41-49; 2015: 124-125), but there are also examples of inventories registering
texts of various types, see Finkel (in this volume).
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ordering principles in the arrangement of entries on the list. For instance, groups of texts with a common theme or topic
may be enumerated together in ruled-off sections, which may be followed by a summary rubric or by a sub-total of the
tablets listed in a section.” However, as a fundamental difference, Mesopotamian text catalogues and tablet inventories
are usually not ordered by the names of authors, since the cuneiform writing system is not an alphabetic script and thus
does not lend itself to such an ordering principle, but — equally important — because most scholarly and literary works
were anonymous.®

At the beginning of the 15t millennium BCE, new types of catalogues appear in the Mesopotamian textual record,
which give a systematic outline of the contents of specific works and text corpora. These “system catalogues” (Finkel
infra) are especially attested for technical compendia such as omen collections, medical remedies, or liturgical songs,
i.e. for the text corpora associated with the disciplines of diviners, physicians, ritual specialists or lamentation priests.
The present volume investigates the forms, roles and functions of text catalogues and their relations to the text corpora
of different technical disciplines. These documents are also analysed as a source of information for the reconstruction
of the ancient text corpora, their historical development and transmission. Moreover, Mesopotamian text catalogues
not only mirror the development of specific works and compositions, but can also be used as sources for literary and
scholarly canons and be brought into dialogue with discussions of canonisation processes in neighbouring cultures.’
Notably, in studies of Greek literature, the term “canon” is used in connection with selective “priority lists” of books and
authors that are preferred to others (Hagg 2010: 109). The development of lists of the “best” authors in each genre (epic,
lyric poetry, prose etc.) has been connected with the teaching methods and the scholarly activities in the Alexandrian
schools, and such lists can be regarded as codifications of a standard selection of authors that were already widely
recognised (Hagg 2010).'° However, the Greek “literary canon” expressed in such lists does not present a fixed or closed
canon, and is not based on a clear dividing line between “inside” and “outside” books, in contrast e.g. to the biblical
canon. Yet, the observation that only a smaller part of the works of Greek authors known from ancient text catalogues is
preserved in complete copies, while other works are lost, has been attributed to selection and evaluation processes (on
the basis of success, impact, aesthetic criteria etc.), which led to the preference of some authors and works, while others
were neglected and ceased to be copied. Doubtlessly, similar processes of selective transmission could also be detected
for Mesopotamia, if one compares the number of preserved copies for particular compositions and their geographical
and temporal distribution.

An interesting case of “canon formation” is presented by the collection of texts designated as the Hippocratic
Corpus, since it was already recognised in ancient times that not all works attributed to Hippocrates could have been
written by one author alone.! The oldest preserved glossary on Hippocratic works by Erotian (1% century CE) contains
a list of ca. 30 works which he judged to be authentic, and gives a classification of the treatises (divided into books on
signs, works on aetiology/nature, therapy (surgical and dietary), works on the “art” of medicine and mixed treatises).*?

7 Trving Finkel (infra) edits two examples of inventories, in which tablets of different types were recorded at random, without apparent
grouping.

8 For authorship in Mesopotamian literature, see lately van der Toorn 2007: 31-49; Lenzi 2015: 151-153; Delnero 2015: 112. One 7% century BCE
catalogue of texts attributed to individual authors from Nineveh is based on an assumed “chronological” order, i.e. by the perceived antiquity
of the texts and chronological sequence of their authors or editors (see below).

9 See e.g. van der Toorn 2007; Thomassen 2010; Becker and Scholz 2012; Lim 2013; Ryholt and Barjamovic 2016 for recent discussions of
religious and literary canons from antiquity to the present.

10 Higg (2010: 110) notes that the Greek word kanén (“rod, bar; rule, standard, model”) acquired the meaning “list of acknowledged scrip-
tures” only in the Roman period, and that the use of the word for “scriptural canon” only appears in a Christian context, in the 4™ century
CE. From the Hellenistic period onward, “shortlists” with a fixed number (e.g. three, seven or ten) of “best” authors for different genres come
into fashion, but the authors included can vary. Selective lists of works and authors later also appear in introductions and guides to Greek
literature that give recommendations for “must-have” books, and in larger compilations that discuss the most important authors for each area
of expertise and literature (Hzgg 2010; Radermacher 1919).

11 Jouanna 1999: 56-65; Craik 2015: xx-xxiv; van der Eijk 2015. Galen (2 century CE) wrote a whole book (not preserved) discussing which
Hippocratic writings he regarded as authentic or spurious, and his commentaries on Hippocratic works try to establish such differentiations
as well. Aristotle attributes two treatises in the Hippocratic Corpus to Hippocrates’ disciples, notably to his son-in-law Polybus, and the lack of
overt claims of authorship in the Hippocratic texts may indicate that some of them were not composed by an individual, but in the community
setting of Hippocrates’ medical school (Craik 2015: xxiii). It is also well known today that some of the Hippocratic works were not composed
during Hippocrates’ lifetime, but one or two generations later.

12 Jouanna 1999: 63-65; Craik 2015: xxiii-xxvi. This tradition of glossaries on Hippocratic works goes back to the Hellenistic period and the
Alexandrian philologists.
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Erotian’s list ascribes to Hippocrates most of the major treatises known today as Hippocratic, but his list includes trea-
tises that had previously been attributed to a different medical school (the Asclepiades of Cnidus). The medieval manu-
scripts that served as the basis for the Renaissance corpus of Hippocratic works (known to us through modern editions
of the 19" and 20" century) have transmitted about twenty more works than Erotian under the name Hippocrates, which
were presumably of unknown provenance and were added to the corpus in the course of transmission (Jouanna 1999:
64-65). After long-standing debates on the authorship of the Hippocratic treatises, modern scholarship increasingly
tends to regard the Hippocratic writings as “merely the end product of a long process of canonisation” (Craik 2015: xxii)
and some specialists even suggest giving up the term “Hippocratic medicine”, arguing that the writings united under
the name Hippocrates display such diversity that they can hardly be considered as a coherent corpus or group (Nutton
2004: 174-175; van der Eijk 2015). But it is undisputable that the long history of textual transmission of the “Hippocratic”
writings involved a factor of chance as well as processes of selection, growth, modification and internal changes, and
that lists of the works attributed to Hippocrates such as Erotian’s contributed to the formation of a “canon”.

A related notion of “canon” in the sense of a limited list of books is also encountered in connection with the bibli-
cal canon of Rabbinic Judaism. As is argued by Timothy Lim (2013) in a critical reappraisal of earlier theories of Jewish
canon formation, no uniform official canon existed prior to the first century CE, but a plurality of collections of scrip-
tures that were authoritative for different communities. “Canonical” lists of the Old Testament books occur from the
first century CE onward and reflect the process toward canonisation, but although these lists agree widely in content,
none of them features exactly the same number and order of books (Lim 2013: 35-53; Ulrich 2015: 277, 300). The closing
of the Jewish canon was a longer process: although a “majority canon” of Rabbinic Judaism was formed by the end of
the 1%t or beginning of the 2" century CE, many of the books included in the canon had enjoyed a status as authoritative
scriptures for a longer time, i.e. they were read, studied, interpreted and used for worship and religious guidance (Lim
2013: 4-16). The emergence of the five books of the Pentateuch was itself a complex process, which involved revisions,
rewriting and editing, although the existence of a discernible collection of books is already grasped earlier through the
use of descriptive labels such as the “Torah” or “the books of Moses” (Lim 2013: 178-188). For Lim, the decisive factor
with regard to the canonical status of the Old Testament books is not their textual standardisation, but the official
judgement of a delimited set of books as holy scriptures and their acceptance by a majority of the Jewish religious com-
munities (cf. also Ulrich 2015: 265-308). Yet, it is also apparent that selection and textual standardisation formed part
of establishing the Hebrew canon.*

These examples of selective lists of authors and the “canonical lists” in the Jewish tradition can serve as instruc-
tive points of comparison with the processes of “canonisation” of Mesopotamian literary and scholarly texts, which
is likewise reflected in the emergence of new types of text catalogues in the 1%t millennium BCE, discussed in several
contributions of this volume (see below).

Mesopotamian Technical Compendia and Scholarly Text Corpora:
Terminology

In order to familiarise the reader with the research presented here, it is useful to clarify the terminology that is applied
by the various authors in this book to describe the different levels of structural organisation, which can be encountered
in Mesopotamian technical texts as well as in the catalogues that represent the structure of these texts in the form of a
contents list.

13 Craik (2015: xxiv) notes that “there was no scribal consensus on the size and shape of the collection”, and that the preserved manuscripts
reflect different traditions of ordering and numbering the Hippocratic texts. Furthermore, some treatises mentioned by title in Erotian’s and
Galen’s works have not survived through the ages.

14 The Qumran texts dating between the 3 and 1% century BCE yield archaic recensions of almost all books of the Hebrew Bible, and a
proto-Masoretic recension for certain books is already attested. However, the Qumran manuscripts document that there still existed several
differing textual traditions and recensions of biblical books, some of which have links e.g. to the text underlying the Septuagint (the Greek
translation of the Old Testament books going back to 3'/2" century BCE Alexandria). The consonantal base of the Hebrew textus receptus was
fixed around the second century CE; before that time no “standard” text existed, it was still “pluriform” (Cross 1958: 120-145; cf. Ulrich 2015:
1528, 265-316).
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10 —— Ulrike Steinert

I) Mesopotamian technical literature as a whole can be divided into several distinct text corpora. In a general
sense, a corpus forms a collection of written texts (e.g. all works of an “author” or a body of texts focused on a specific
subject). With regard to Mesopotamian technical literature, several text corpora can be distinguished, associated with
different specialisations of practitioners (Akkadian ummdnu “masters; scholars”), falling into the disciplines of the
barii “haruspex; seer”, asipu “conjurer; exorcist; ritual specialist”, tupSar Eniima Anu Enlil “astrologer/astronomer” (lit.
scribe of (the celestial omen series) Eniima Anu Enlil), asii “physician”, and kalii “lamentation priest”.” Each of these
disciplines had its own technical “corpus”, a body of texts and writings used and transmitted by the discipline. Thus,
abstract terms such as asipiitu “the conjurer’s craft” or kaliitu “the lamentation priest’s craft” can also refer to the text
corpus of these disciplines, and catalogues such as the Exorcist’s Manual listing the texts to be mastered by an adept of
asipiitu, are witness to the existence of distinct professional corpora.

II a) The corpora of the different disciplines consist of multiple works or compositions of varying length and com-
plexity. Longer works from the 15t millennium BCE such as omen and incantation compendia or medical recipe collec-
tions (but also some literary texts), have the character of compilations, i.e. they are the result of compiling and editing
processes, forming textual assemblages created from differing materials and multiple sources. Mesopotamian texts
sometimes employ the Akkadian word riksu (or the Sumerian equivalent keSda) “band; package; structure; (ritual)
arrangement” in the sense of “compilation” or “collection”. Thus, riksu can refer to a “bundle” of texts perceived as an
edited collection of associated material.'® Most authors in this book use the term compendium for a larger collection
of textual material on a particular subject, forming a delimited work with an internal structure referred to by a common
title.”” Usually, compendia are divided into a number of named textual units, which form thematic sections and are
ordered in a fixed sequence.

II b) Assyriologists conventionally designate text compendia as “series”, stemming from the use of the Akkadian
word iskaru, lit. “work assignment”, as a technical term for texts composed of several internal units. However, the
meaning of the term iSkaru in cuneiform texts is somewhat varied. It can designate a delimited work or compilation with
a fixed sequence of constitutive text units (“sections” and/or “tablets”), and is applied to different text types such as
literary works (e.g. the Gilgamesh Epic), lexical lists, but also to omen and ritual compendia.'® For instance, the omen
compendium Sakikkii, also referred to as the Diagnostic Handbook in Assyriological literature, is organised as a series
of textual sub-units arranged in a sequence. On the other hand, the term iSkaru is occasionally used in the meaning
“text corpus”, in phrases such as iSkar asipiiti “corpus of the exorcist’s craft” or iskar kaliiti “corpus of the lamentation
priest”.*® This terminological ambiguity seems to be reflected in the textual ensemble registered in the Assur Medical
Catalogue (AMC). On the one hand, AMC consists of two parts, which could be described as two serialised compen-
dia, each of which has its own title and consists of internal divisions designated as “sections” and “tablets”.2° On the
other hand, both the contents and comprehensive character of the two compendia catalogued in AMC justify the term

15 The Akkadian designations for the respective disciplines are bariitu “haruspicy; art of the seer”, asipiitu “exorcism; the craft of the con-
jurer”, astitu “craft of the physician”, kaliitu “the lamentation priest’s craft”. The term fupSarriitu however also designates “the craft of the
scribe; scholarly learning” in general. For an overview of the disciplines see e.g. Jean 2006; Gabbay 2014: 63-79; Geller 2007; 2010: 43-88; Lenzi
2015: 146-151; Koch 2015: 15-24 and passim. Although Mesopotamian scholars were usually specialised in one discipline, they could be versed
in multiple fields of knowledge, as letters and scholars’ tablet collections inform us.

16 For instance, the diagnostic omen series Sakikkii (SA.GIG) and the physiognomic omen series Alamdimmii together form a riksu “compila-
tion”, as their joint catalogue tells us.

17 Cf. Johnson 2015: 4-5, who applies the term “infrastructural compendium” to Mesopotamian technical texts, which is characterised “by its
use of sequences of words, phrases or brief descriptions that serve as a skeleton text or agenda for oral instruction or debate within concrete
historical institutions” (Johnson 2015: 4), emphasising both the normative character of these compendia for communities of specialists and
their role in facilitating scholarly activities, e.g. oral discussions, disputes, commentaries, and teaching.

18 Sometimes, iskaru can even designate a section of a larger text collection, see Worthington 2010 and Steinert (in this volume).

19 See Gabbay 2014: 195.

20 Panayotov (infra) uses the term “medical encyclopaedia” to refer to the two serialised compendia in AMC PART 1 and 2, capturing the
idea that the text corpus itemised in AMC comprises a complete field of knowledge of a particular technical discipline. A general similarity
that connects Mesopotamian technical compendia of the 1% millennium BCE with encyclopaedic works in the Greco-Roman world is their
systematic character: textual material in the medical or omen compendia is generally grouped according to topics or organised according to
a specific ordering principle, which may be explicitly stated in text catalogues.
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“corpus”, and some arguments speak for the view that the texts listed in AMC essentially represent the corpus of the
physician (asii).**

III) Particularly long compendia can have internal divisions, which the Mesopotamian scribes designated as “sec-
tions” (sadirii).”* Assyriologists also refer to these sections as “sub-series” or “chapters”.”> The “sections” are units of
varying length, but in most cases, a “section” is a text section inscribed on multiple consecutive “tablets”. Examples of
compendia / “series” composed of “sections” are encountered in AMC PART 1 and 2 and in the Sakikkii catalogue, both
of which explicitly apply the term sadiru.

Some authors in this volume use the designation “treatise” for the “sections” (sadirii) of the medical compendia
listed in AMC, in order to foster comparisons with other ancient text cultures and scholarly traditions. If we apply a
general definition of “treatise” as “a written work dealing formally or systematically with a subject” (OED), we may call
the sections of the compendia registered in AMC “treatises™, since each of them deals with a particular topic or group
of illnesses. In this regard, they can be compared e.g. with the treatises of the Hippocratic Corpus.* The term “treatise”
for the sections of Mesopotamian technical compendia is especially appropriate in cases where these units are known
as quasi-independent compositions that are cited by a standard title. An example for such “treatises” are the sections of
the physiognomic omen series Alamdimmil, which are cited as separate works in the Nineveh library records registering
acquisitions to Ashurbanipal’s collection (with the names Alamdimmii, Kataduggii, Nigdimdimmii etc.), although these
sections also formed part of a compendium/series (according to the Alamdimmii catalogue).*®

IV) The next smaller text unit of a compendium or serialised composition is called tuppu “tablet” by the Mesopo-
tamian scribes, designating the content on a single physical text document (usually a clay tablet). Some contributions
in this volume (Johnson, Panayotov) have adopted the term “chapter” instead of “tablet” to refer to this textual unit.?
Some compendia/series are only divided into “tablets” numbered in a sequence (e.g. the omen series Summa alu),
while others are divided both into “sections” and “tablets”. In the latter case, constituent tablets are either numbered
according to their position in the “section” (e.g. the AMC compendia) or according to their position in the composition
as a whole (e.g. Late Babylonian manuscripts of the Bariitu “series”), but occasionally a double numbering system is
employed (e.g. the tablets of the Sakikkii).

Overview of the Volume

The contributions in the volume revolve around the analysis of Mesopotamian text catalogues and tablet inventories,
focusing on 1% millennium BCE catalogues that register corpora or compendia related to exorcistic or ritual healing
(asiputu), medicine (astitu) and divination (astrology). The editions of the Exorcist’s Manual (KAR 44 and duplicates),
the catalogue of the diagnostic and physiognomic omen series (CTN 4, 71 and duplicate), the catalogues of the astrolog-
ical omen series Enitma Anu Enlil and of the Assur Medical Catalogue (AMC) form the backbone of the book, serving as
a point of departure for thematic studies.

21 Cf. below.

22 Basic meanings of sadiru are “row; line; sequence”, but it can also stand for a ruled-off section on a tablet (see Geller and Steinert infra
for a review of attestations).

23 See e.g. HeefRel 2000: 17-40 (concerning the six sections or “sub-series” of Sakikkil; Koch 2015: 32, 94-95 (with regard to the ten “chapters”
of the haruspicy series Bariitu).

24 Geller (infra) comments on the Babylonian Aramaic term sydr’ cognate to Akkadian sadiru, which means “order; division” and stands for
sections of the Pentateuch read aloud in sequence. On the other hand, although there are similarities between Mesopotamian and Greek med-
ical “treatises”, one also has to point out certain differences: while Mesopotamian medical “treatises” are systematic, have a clear structure
and are based on ideas about illness and healing, they usually do not take the form of theoretical treatises, which present the point of view of
an author on a specific topic, or set out a discussion of arguments to justify specific conclusions.

25 See Schmidtchen’s discussion of the Alamdimmii catalogue in the present volume.

26 The “tablets” of which a longer composition consists, can be compared with the “chapters” of a book. However, the term “chapter” in-
stead of “tablet” has not been adopted by all contributors to the volume, in order to avoid confusion with the term sadiru “section”, which
is translated as “chapter” by some Assyriologists. Note further that the Mesopotamian scribes used multiple terms to designate the units of
serialised compositions contained on a single physical document. Thus, they sometimes speak of pirsu “division” or nishu “extract” instead
of tuppu “tablet”. Furthermore, colophons refer to other document categories such as “oblong tablet” (imgiddii) or “(wooden) writing board”
(wax tablet, l&’u).
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12 —— Ulrike Steinert

The spectrum of the Mesopotamian text catalogues is presented in Ulrike Steinert’s contribution, which offers a
diachronic overview of Mesopotamian tablet inventories and special catalogue types. The majority of extant catalogues
attested from the late 3" to the 1% millennium BCE are interpreted as tablet inventories with primarily practical pur-
poses, reflecting various activities in connection with the collection, storage or movement of tablets and the main-
tenance of archives or libraries.”” A challenging aspect in the analysis of inventories and catalogues is their striking
diversity in terms of formats and contents, which can be gleaned from Irving Finkel’s edition of three tablet inventories.
Two of them — hitherto unpublished Middle Babylonian tablets — contain tablet incipits of texts belonging to various
genres including omens (astrological, terrestrial, physiognomic, liver omens), medicine, lexical texts (including plant
and stone lists) and Sumerian literary texts, which are itemised at random (without an apparent grouping of genres).?®
The third list of tablet incipits appears on a Seleucid tablet from Uruk (TCL 6, 12), appended as a separate section to a
text with astrological-astronomical material (including illustrations of constellations). This catalogue appears to be a
copy of an older list possibly transmitted over a long time, through a sequence of successive copies, since many entries
are only incompletely written down and marked by glosses indicating older and more recent breakages. In TCL 6, 12 the
incipits are grouped in four separated sections, which seem to reflect a grouping into “genres” (one section contains
incipits of lexical works, followed by a section of largely astrological and a section with incipits of medical material,
rituals and incantations). Only a minority of the listed incipits in Finkel’s three inventories can be identified as entries
(or tablet incipits) in 1%t millennium BCE texts, which indicates that these catalogues refer to earlier compositions or
alternative collections of material that were replaced by the text series and technical compendia known from the 1% mil-
lennium BCE.? According to Finkel, the two Middle Babylonian inventories are witness to the efforts of scholars of this
period, which become manifest in the “standard” text editions of later times, namely to assemble all types of literature
circulating in a rich variety of textual sources for the purpose of creating comprehensive and systematic compilations,
in order to “impose system on chaos” and “to facilitate control and retrieval”. Similar incipit catalogues are attested
from Ashurbanipal’s library, which may document preliminary stages in the creation of revised text editions, suggest-
ing that the activities of Babylonian scholars in the Kassite and Isin-II period anticipated the efforts of Ashurbanipal’s
scholars in 7% century BCE Nineveh.*°

Linked to these compilation and redaction processes leading to the formation of serialised technical compendia
during the end of the 2 and beginning of the 1 millennium BCE (a process often termed “canonisation”), new cata-
logue types appear in the textual record, which, as Finkel underlines, document and reinforce the authority of the newly
created compendia, and which he designates as “system catalogues™, but in terms of their contents, they can be divided
into “series catalogues” and “corpus catalogues”. The “system catalogues” treated in the present book register the
textual units of a fixed technical compendium (text series) or the components of a professional text corpus. As witness
to their special status, series catalogues (such as the Sakikkii catalogue) and corpus catalogues (such as the Exorcist’s
Manual) are sometimes attested in multiple copies from different places and periods (the sources date between the
931 century BCE). From the information given in the editorial notes included in these documents and from their
opening lines and colophons, we can infer that “system catalogues” served as technical tools for textual scholarship

27 A few Mesopotamian tablet inventories, which explicitly refer to storage locations or to the numbers of copies present, very likely repre-
sent registers of tablets found in a library (or available at a specific location), but they are not comparable in scope with the bibliographical
catalogue of Greek literature (Pinakes) compiled by Kallimachos on the basis of inventories of the holdings in the Alexandrian library. Kalli-
machos’ bibliography listed not only the names of authors and the titles of their works, but included biographical information on writers,
a summary of each work, and critical notes on works of doubtful authorship (Blum 1991). A fragmentary catalogue of texts listed by their
authors from Ashurbanipal’s library at Nineveh (ca. 7" century BCE) may be regarded as an incipient Mesopotamian precursor, but this list is
selective and attributes some scholarly and literary works to a divine or mythological figure, pointing to differences in the concept of author-
ship between Mesopotamia and the Greco-Roman world (cf. Lambert 1962; van der Toorn 2007: 207-209; Lenzi 2015: 151-153). For a contrasting
perspective on the catalogue of texts and authors, see Geller infra, p. 44-45.

28 The two-column tablet BM 103690 (Finkel’s Inventory 1) is remarkable, because its reverse was left uninscribed apart from a few partially
erased lines, presenting an example of an unfinished inventory. It begins with the heading “tablet of incipits” (tuppi résétim), a document
designation also used occasionally in 1 millennium BCE texts and catalogues.

29 It is worth noting however that a few incipits of medical texts in the two Middle Babylonian inventories match up with titles or entries in
AMC and 1%t millennium texts.

30 See e.g. the Nineveh catalogues of Namburbi omens discussed in Maul 1994: 191203 passim. For Ashurbanipal’s tablet collection, see e.g.
Fincke 2003-04; Frame and George 2005; Robson 2013: 41-45.
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and in specialist training. Especially the corpus catalogues could have played an educational role as outlines of study
programmes (“curriculum”) and formed a theoretical framework for technical disciplines and professional identities.

As elaborated by several contributors, series and corpus catalogues not only reflect the interests of Mesopotamian
scholars in their own textual traditions; they are of importance for our own reconstruction of the compendia, even
though the information from the catalogues is often at odds with the manuscript sources, indicating rather complex
processes of textual formation and transmission. Technical compendia circulated in varying recensions or versions at
different places in Babylonia and Assyria, and the discrepancies between source texts and catalogues show that some
compendia went through further modifications between the Neo-Assyrian (ca. 900-600 BCE) and the Late Babylonian
period (ca. 6™ century BCE-1* century CE). Moreover, new compositions of magico-medical and omen material were
still being compiled in the course of the 1%t millennium BCE, incorporating material from existing compendia, and
their appearance or omission in certain catalogues can therefore provide clues concerning the composition date of
the catalogues. For instance, the Exorcist’s Manual omits certain compendia connected to asiputu (“arts of the ritual
specialist”), showing a few omitted texts could not be included because they were presumably composed later than the
catalogue. Furthermore, a close comparison of the series catalogues and extant text sources often reveals deviations
between them, because the catalogues document an older stage of textual development or one particular textual redac-
tion that was produced at a specific place and time, co-existing with or superseded by other editions (or recensions) of
a serialised compendium.

In particular, the Assur Medical Catalogue (AMC) and the medical texts of the 1%t millennium BCE reflect the com-
plexities in the development and transmission of the manuscript sources, although similar patterns can be pointed
out for omen compendia and other technical literature. Especially, the edition and analysis of the AMC opens up a
new chapter in the study of Mesopotamian medical texts and healing professions, since it is currently the only attested
catalogue that provides an outline of one particular edition project: the compilation and serialisation of the complete
corpus of medical texts. Crucially, AMC corresponds in part to a medical compendium organised from head to foot
assembled at Ashurbanipal’s library in Nineveh, which is dubbed here The Nineveh Medical Compendium. Thus, AMC
can serve as a crucial point of comparison and cornerstone to the identification and reconstruction of therapeutic texts
from Nineveh, but it also underlines the divergences between the serialised medical compendia in use in 1 millennium
BCE Mesopotamia.

Equally important, AMC offers new clues to re-thinking current perspectives on the two healing disciplines, astitu
“medicine” and aSipiitu “the art of the ritual specialist”, regarding the relationship, overlaps and boundaries between
their text corpora and healing practices, and regarding the differences or similarities in their theoretical understand-
ings of illnesses. Panayotov and Steinert argue that AMC and the Exorcist’s Manual as well as the textual sources indi-
cate overlaps or “incursions” between the catalogues and the text corpora of both disciplines, reflected also in the use
of medical therapeutic texts (astitu) by exorcists and in the inclusion of such texts in their archives/collections. Yet, in
their core, the Exorcist’s Manual and AMC reflect two differing and clearly delimited text corpora, professional identi-
ties and specialisations, as is emphasised in the discussions of the catalogues.

Taking a critical stance to approaches that regard the healing disciplines as complementary, Cale Johnson argues
against an undifferentiated view of the two healing disciplines, because it tends to obscure the different compendial and
disciplinary contexts of the medical manuscripts. In contrast, Johnson stresses that both “medicine” (astitu) and “exor-
cistic or incantation-and-ritual driven healing” (aSipiitu) not only had their own disciplinary identity, textual corpora
and training procedures, but that each discipline worked with differing models of aetiology and causation reflected in
the compendia pertaining to each discipline. These disciplinary distinctions become apparent if one focuses on one
particular area, namely gastrointestinal illnesses. While texts connected to asipiitu (e.g. the Diagnostic Handbook and
exorcistic healing incantations such as Udug-hul) regard primarily malevolent ghosts and demons as causal agents, the
1t millennium BCE therapeutic compendia connected to astitu reflected in AMC suggest, in Johnson’s view, that this
discipline turned increasingly to “secular etiologies” based on analogies between the invisible processes in the body
and visible processes in the natural and social world.

31 E.g. specialised therapeutic compendia such Mussu’u “Embrocation” and Qutaru “Fumigation”, cf. Béck 2007: 27-29; Finkel 1991 and Jean

2006: 106-109 for other texts related to asiputu that are not included in the list. Apart from a few omissions, the Exorcist’s Manual registers
most works and compendia known as part of asipiitu and was probably intended to represent the complete corpus of the discipline.
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The emergence of medical compendia containing solely pharmaceutical remedies in the Old Babylonian period is
often regarded as the first clear evidence for a distinct medical discipline of asiitu.>> However, Johnson argues that a
distinct disciplinary profile of asiitu is even more visible in the “medical” incantations, which are integrated as central
textual blocks into the therapeutic compendia of the 1t millennium BCE and which often go back to precursor compo-
sitions from the 2" millennium BCE.?* Contrasting specific features of the incantations used in exorcistic healing (e.g.
their prominent Sumerian or bilingual Sumerian-Akkadian format and the use of the so-called Marduk-Ea formula)
with incantations in the therapeutic compendia characterised by vernacular Akkadian poetry and their unorthodox
adaptations or avoidance of the Marduk-Ea formula, Johnson sees the latter incantations as “programmatic counter-
texts” to asipiitu texts and as “doctrinal canons” for the discipline of astitu. However, while the incantations for gas-
trointestinal disorders in the medical treatise STOMACH analysed by Johnson focus on analogies that posit “natural
causes” of illness and never attribute the complaints to malevolent ghosts, he also points out that the same incanta-
tions can appear in other incantation collections for groups of illnesses attributed to the attack of ghosts. This implies
that the latter manuscripts rely on “traditional” aetiological models and reflect diverging disciplinary backgrounds of
the compilers. Moreover, other treatises in the Nineveh Medical Compendium and AMC such as CRANIUM (focussing
on ailments of the head) include numerous cases with the diagnosis “Hand of a ghost” (or similar diagnostic labels),
because this section of the compendium dealt with symptoms that were traditionally attributed to the “Hand of a ghost”
(e.g. headaches). Johnson surmises that diagnostic labels such as “Hand of a ghost” could have been reinterpreted in
astitu texts, becoming merely technical labels for specific illness symptomologies which had lost their “metaphysical
significance”. It may not be a coincidence that the section ABDOMEN in the AMC refers explicitly to gastrointestinal
illnesses caused by ghosts or other agents (sorcery, the “curse”), since it seems to form a kind of appendix of special
materials to the previous sections on gastrointestinal illnesses (STOMACH, EPIGASTRIUM) including numerous incan-
tations. This arrangement could imply that the therapeutic compendia of asiitu included material that asserted the
traditional aetiologies prominent in aSipiitu, but relegated such material to special treatises.

A slightly differing perspective concerning the textual components of the therapeutic corpus is developed in Stein-
ert’s contribution, which compares the contents listed in AMC and the Exorcist’s Manual. This comparison points out
that the summary rubrics in AMC register incantation genres included in several sections of the medical compendia,
which also occur as genres or text groups defined as part of the aSipiitu corpus in the Exorcist’s Manual. There remains
an area of uncertainty regarding the exact meaning of these overlaps. If one regards the medical compendia outlined
in AMC as the corpus of asiitu, it could be concluded that this serialised text corpus included incantations genres
and types of therapies used in both disciplines, although the compositions involved may have been specific to each
discipline. On the other hand, it is also possible that some entries in AMC that recur in the Exorcist’s Manual referred
to material that included therapeutic practices and texts adapted from or influenced by asipiitu traditions and com-
positions (e.g. incantations). Vice versa, the second part of the Exorcist’s Manual, which includes text types also used
by other disciplines (e.g. astrological and terrestrial omens), refers to a compilation of medical remedies for various
illnesses, which could be understood as a reference to the therapeutic corpus associated with the asii and listed in
AMC. The cross-disciplinary interests of exorcists in the 1%t millennium BCE are evident in their text collections, which
included tablets with medical remedies.?* At the same time, the distinctiveness of the corpora in AMC and the Exorcist’s
Manual suggests that each discipline maintained its own identity and text corpus, although some therapeutic compo-
nents, text genres or compositions may have been used by practitioners of both disciplines.

32 For the intimate connection of the asii with the genre of pharmaceutical remedies, see also the discussion of Steinert in this volume.

33 See Collins 1999 for a study of Mesopotamian “medical incantations” drawing attention to the use of illness models that are based on
analogies with the natural environment. However, there is no consensus in Assyriological research regarding the status of “medical incan-
tations” as pertaining to asiitu or to asipitu (cf. Collins 1999: 35-37). The appearance or invocation of the patron deities of the two healing
professions (Gula/Damu vs. Marduk/Ea) in these spells may present a clue to the disciplinary links of their composers, but this criterion is not
bullet-proof, since there are incantations in the Nineveh Medical Compendium that mention the patron deities of asiitu and asipiitu together,
see the incantations Belly 9, 14, 17, 25, 26 in Collins 1999, discussed by Johnson infra, see further Collins 1999: bu’Sanu 1 (BAM 543; TEETH),
Eyes 2, 5, 8 (BAM 510 //; EYES), martu 2 (BAM 578; STOMACH), maskadu 8 (AMT 42/6 [/ BAM 124 etc.; HAMSTRING); for an example from a
collection of incantations see BM 98584+98589+K. 5416 rev. iii 424 (against diarrhoea), discussed by Béck 2014: 101-104; Steinert 2016: 223225
and by Johnson infra; cf. Bock 2014: 79-82, 94-98, 104-114. The fact that spells for therapeutic purposes are listed both in the Exorcist’s Manual
and in AMC cautions us not to attribute all “medical incantations” solely to one discipline.

34 There are also hints for the opposite case, i.e. for asils who owned tablets classified as asipiitu.
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The article of Strahil Panayotov discusses the structure of AMC and compares the incipits and tablet sequence of
the treatises listed in AMC PART 1 with the Nineveh source texts corresponding to this part of the catalogue, which he
terms the “Nineveh Medical Encyclopaedia” (elsewhere in this volume designated as the Nineveh Medical Compen-
dium). The tablets belonging to this serialised compendium form the text group with the closest correspondences to
AMC, as Panayotov amply demonstrates. But there are also a few deviations between AMC and the Nineveh texts. On the
other hand, the possible assumption that AMC may be a catalogue of a local version of the medical series is weakened
by the fact that the preserved 15t millennium BCE medical texts from Assur show only very limited overlap with AMC and
the “Nineveh Medical Enclycopedia”.®® Thus, a number of Assur medical texts belong to differing serialised compen-
dia that contain similar, yet not identical material, including witnesses of an extract (nishu) series of remedies, based
on originals from Babylonia. Although the Assur texts occasionally offer an incipit or section title matching AMC and
Nineveh texts, in most cases the catchlines and incipits of the Assur texts diverge and their text overlaps only in part
with the manuscripts of the Nineveh Medical Compendium.3® Panayotov briefly reviews other recensions of serialised
therapeutic compendia attested from later 1* millennium BCE Babylonia (especially from Uruk and Babylon). The inter-
relations and overlaps between these various compendia still remain to be investigated in detail in future research.

Several issues discussed in Panayotov’s contribution are also scrutinised by Steinert with differing conclusions.
Thus, both authors compare AMC, the Exorcist’s Manual and the catalogue of the diagnostic and physiognomic omens
in terms of their format, contents and structure. In Panayotov’s view, the three catalogues stand in a direct relation,
with the Exorcist’s Manual representing the superordinate “master catalogue”, while AMC and the catalogue of the
diagnostic and physiognomic omens form “subordinate” catalogues. Steinert’s article analyses the three catalogues
with regard to the ideal categories of series and corpus catalogue, and concludes that the overlaps of genres between
AMC and the Exorcist’s Manual could reflect components of a cross-disciplinary character in the corpora of asiitu and
asipiitu, respectively. Another perspective on the disciplines is expressed in Geller’s contribution “A Babylonian Hippo-
crates”, arguing for a division of Mesopotamian “healing arts” into three distinct categories corresponding to literary
genres and text corpora: “medicine” (reflected in the genre of prescriptions), “magic” (reflected in poetic incantations/
rituals) and “diagnosis” (reflected in the diagnostic omen texts), all of which could potentially be studied and practiced
by different healing specialists (including physicians, exorcists and even midwives). All three “genres” are represented
to varying extent in the corpora of both asipiitu and astitu.

The joint catalogue of the diagnostic and physiognomic omen series (Sakikkii and Alamdimmil) is discussed in
Eric Schmidtchen’s contribution. Both catalogues are separated by a famous editorial note that attributes the edition
of the series Sakikkii (i.e. the Diagnostic Handbook) to the renowned scholar Esagil-kin-apli who was active during the
reign of the Babylonian king Adad-apla-iddina (1068-1047 BCE). Comparing the information of the catalogue with the
textual witnesses from the 1t millennium BCE, Schmidtchen notes deviations suggesting that both compendia under-
went further changes after the edition documented in the catalogue. This observation suggests that the Sakikkii and
Alamdimmii catalogue presents an earlier stage of the series than most of the extant manuscripts. The deviations, which
concern the naming of tablets (incipits), the number assigned to a particular series tablet and the number of entries on a
given tablet, point to revision processes but are not always easy to explain. Deviations in the assigned tablet number in
catalogue and manuscripts of Sakikkii sometimes result from variations in the distribution of textual units on physical
tablets. Other deviations may point to alternative recensions. Thus, the text witnesses of Sakikkil have generally lower
numbers of entries compared with the catalogue, indicating differences between an original recension preserved in the
catalogue and the series witnesses attested from the Neo-Assyrian period and later. A similar situation can be demon-
strated for the Alamdimmii catalogue, as Schmidtchen shows. Thus, the catalogue adds the editorial remark “new, not
finished” to a few constituent sub-series, indicating that these sections were not yet finalised when the catalogue was
drawn up. Furthermore, it seems as if not all tablets of the physiognomic omens on skin moles attested from the Neo-As-
syrian period are mentioned in the catalogue, pointing to a later restructuring or reworking of the sub-series.

35 It should be added that our record of the medical archives that existed at Assur may be quite incomplete, but the differences between the
preserved medical material from Nineveh and Assur may neither be completely accidental.

36 The Assur texts with parallels to the Nineveh Medical Compendium often contain only part of the remedies preserved in the Nineveh
manuscripts, where they may occur in a diverging sequence. Sometimes, the Assur texts include material not found in the Nineveh parallels
and vice versa. The tablets of the Nineveh Medical Compendium which are recognisable through their uniform layout and size, often seem to
present a more extended collection of material.
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There are also general differences in the way the two compendia Sakikkii and Alamdimmii are listed in the cata-
logue, which find parallels in other omen series (see Rochberg infra). Whereas the Sakikkii catalogue assigns a number
of entries to each tablet and section of Sakikkii, the Alamdimmii catalogue only sums up the number of tablets in each
sub-series or treatise of the compendium. Such differences may indicate a slightly differing degree of textual standard-
isation for the series Sakikkii und Alamdimmii. Doubtlessly of special importance is the extended editorial note, which
is unique in its detailed information on the compiler and editor of the series Esagil-kin-apli, his status and titles, the
purpose and method of his edition. As pointed out by Schmidtchen and other contributions, the editorial achievements
and principles allegedly applied by Esagil-kin-apli, which are expressed through a specific technical vocabulary, served
as a model and source for other editorial projects, since this vocabulary is also encountered in the Exorcist’s Manual,
AMC and in the colophon of a reworked edition of the drug compendium Uruanna created by Ashurbanipal’s scholars
at Nineveh (Hunger 1968: No. 321).

Geller’s article “A Babylonian Hippocrates” focuses on essential questions linked to the study of the Mesopotamian
“system catalogues”, concerning the usefulness and implications of the term canon with regard to Mesopotamian tech-
nical or scientific texts. In Assyriological studies, the word “canonisation” is often tantamount to the standardisation
of texts through editing processes, in the course of which “standard” texts were produced that are attested in different
libraries and places without significant variation. However, Geller sees evidence in the three central catalogues (AMC,
Exorcist’s Manual and Sakikkii/Alamdimmii catalogue) for a “perceived ‘canon’ of scientific literature”, in the sense of
a “corpus of literature which was widely accepted and clearly defined”.

Drawing on a comparison with the Corpus Hippocraticum, where the attribution of works to Hippocrates served as
a “brand name” that helped to preserve these texts from extinction, Geller sees in Esagil-kin-apli a Babylonian coun-
terpart to Hippocrates, as a scholar “who was famous enough to have an entire text corpus attributed to his name”.
Since both the Exorcist’s Manual and Sakikkii/Alamdimmii catalogue attribute the edition of diagnostic omens and of
the corpus of exorcism to Esagil-kin-apli, Geller questions the conspicuous attribution of works of exorcism, liturgy
(kaliitu) and various omen series to the god Ea (stemming Sa pi Ea “from the mouth of Ea”) found in a catalogue of texts
and authors from Nineveh, and instead interprets it as a cryptic reference to Esagil-kin-apli. Geller’s proposition builds
on the poorly articulated differentiation between authorship and editorship in Mesopotamia, where it is not entirely
unusual to find attributions of texts or technical knowledge to a divine origin.*” For instance, a standard formula in
incantations claims that these spells are not the practitioner’s invention, but originate with the patron deities of the
healing disciplines (e.g. Ea and Marduk), thereby invoking divine authority (see above n. 33 for examples). On the other
hand, the expression Sa pi indicating authorship or origin of specific texts is only rarely attested with divine names, but
is mostly used in reference to human scholars or mythological sages (ummdnu; apkallu).3® The attribution of texts to
Ea in the catalogue of texts and authors may thus be an exceptional case that should be regarded with suspicion, and
Geller’s reading of the passage offers a striking solution challenging current opinions on the issue.*®

37 For a recent discussion of authorship in Mesopotamia, cf. van der Toorn 2007: 31-49 and Lenzi 2015: 151153, arguing that it is more appro-
priate in most cases to speak of Mesopotamian scribes as compilers, editors and contributors to textual corpora and compositions than of
authors in the modern sense. Although there are exceptional cases in which a particular person is connected with a specific work, such attri-
butions do not necessarily reflect a concept of authorship as we understand it today (tied to ideas of authenticity and intellectual property). As
Karel van der Toorn (2007: 46-48) points out, “authors” in Mesopotamia were rather seen as representatives of the scribal craft and inheritors
of a scholarly tradition, who worked in the context and interest of institutions and patrons (temple and palace). The socio-economic position
of Mesopotamian scribes accounts e.g. for the attribution of editorial activities and textual production in the colophons of tablets from Ashur-
banipal’s library directly to the king, not to the scribes who carried out these tasks. Thus, notions of authorship in Mesopotamia are closely
tied to authority. For other textual examples claiming a divine origin for branches of technical knowledge, see also Lenzi 2015: 180. One text
states that the practice of extispicy and lecanomancy was revealed by Samas and Adad to the antediluvian king Enmeduranki who taught the
knowledge to men of Sippar, Nippur and Babylon (Lambert 1967 and 1998).

38 See also LKA 146, for medical remedies (leather bags) Sa pi Ea (Lambert 1980). Although the catalogue of texts and authors seems to omit
Esagil-kin-apli, several productions of literary works as well as editorial achievements are attributed there to other named scholars associated
with rulers of the Kassite or Isin II dynasties, see e.g. Lambert 1957 and 1962; Frahm 2011: 323-324.

39 Cf. Lenzi 2008: 119-120; 2015: 178-180, considering the catalogue as a reflection of the “mythology of scribal succession” (according to
which the knowledge of the technical disciplines was revealed by the gods to the apkallu sages before the flood who transmitted it to later
generations of scholars in the form of texts); similarly van der Toorn 2007: 42-45, reading the catalogue in a hierarchical and chronological
manner, as a “canonical ranking” of texts in terms of their “scriptural authority”. See also Glassner 2015: 5-7.
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Geller’s contribution further draws attention to the terms and expressions for editorial activities in text catalogues
and colophons, such as zard sabatu “to produce an edition”, lit. “weaving” (of a text), which have been equated with
the process of “canonisation” (e.g. Finkel 1988). This expression includes the notion of creating a new textual ensemble
by compiling and combining different textual sources, selecting material and choosing between variants, resulting in
a compendium held together by a consistent arrangement of textual units. The expression zard sabatu is associated
with Esagil-kin-apli in the catalogue of diagnostic and physiognomic omens, and this scholar is also mentioned in the
Exorcist’s Manual as the person who “established” (kunnu) the exorcism texts. AMC as the third catalogue associated
with healing uses the phrase zard sabatu without attributing the edition of the listed corpus to Esagil-kin-apli. As Geller
concludes, this lacking attribution suggests that the edition of the medical therapeutic texts documented in AMC took
place later than Esagil-kin-apli and the 11" century BCE. Yet, it is apparent that the use of the expression zard sabatu in
AMC draws on the model of the Sakikkii catalogue and on textual editions associated with Esagil-kin-apli. Thus, the use
of a terminology associated with Esagil-kin-apli provided the edition of therapeutic medical texts documented in AMC
with authority by alluding to this scholar and his work.

In this line of thought, Geller takes up the differentiation among Mesopotamian scholars between texts that are
“closely edited” (“woven”), as a synonym for texts belonging to a “standard series” (iskaru), and “external” texts (ahil).
Thus, it is well known that ahii can refer to non-standard editions of a text series (e.g. of omen series such as Eniima
Anu Enlil or Summa izbu) or to manuscripts that contain many variants or orthographic peculiarities compared with an
existing “standard series”. Drawing on the observation that Mesopotamian medical texts mostly form unique manu-
scripts that are only rarely attested in multiple exactly duplicating witnesses, Geller interprets the reference to medical
texts as ligti ahiiti “extraneous collections” in Ashurbanipal colophon q (Hunger 1968: No. 329) occurring on most
tablets of the Nineveh Medical Compendium as a descriptive label for the state of the medical texts typical for astitu that
were in circulation at other places outside Nineveh. Geller emphasises the fact that prior to the edition carried out by
Ashurbanipal’s scholars in connection with assembling the royal library, most medical texts transmitted at different
places were never standardised or belonged to a “fixed canon”. This appealing reading of the Ashurbanipal colophon
is modified further in the contributions of Panayotov and Steinert, who aim at reconciling the colophon’s description of
the medical corpus assembled at Nineveh as bulti iStu muhhi adi supri “remedies from the top of the head and the toe-
nail(s)” and as ligti ahiiti “extraneous collections” with the components of the text compendia listed in AMC. While the
first expression is closely related to the serialised medical compendium in AMC PART 1, the term ligti ahiiti “extraneous
collections” is open to differing interpretations and identifications.

The issues of textual development and standardisation in 1%t millennium BCE technical compendia are also scru-
tinised in Francesca Rochberg’s contribution focussing on the astrological omen series Eniima Anu Enlil. Rochberg
offers an edition and discussion of two catalogues, containing fragmentary incipit lists of the astrological omen series
Entima Anu Enlil. The catalogues stem from two different places and periods (i.e. from 7 century BCE Assur and from 2"¢
century BCE Uruk), and both documents have a differing scope.*® The multiple divergences between the catalogues lead
Rochberg to reconsider the extent of textual standardisation and canonicity reflected in the catalogues and the related
source texts of Enitma Anu Enlil. Thus, divergences in the tablet sequence between the catalogues and the Nineveh
sources of the series suggest “that tablet-numbering was tied more to the local needs of the scribes than to any sense for
what we would call a canonical text to be transmitted in a fixed, standardized ... form”.** Based on research by Erlend
Gehlken (2005) who argues against the attribution of fixed tablet numbering systems to differing local “schools”, Roch-
berg points out that “catalogues do not appear to be the most direct or uncomplicated evidence for canonicity in cune-
iform, that is, if we want to define canonicity in terms of the existence of a fixed textus receptus”. As Rochberg rightly
emphasises, these particularities of Mesopotamian scholarly texts necessitate a definition of canonicity in cuneiform
scholarship which is not based on the model of the biblical canon.*? Thus, instead of defining canonicity on the basis
of textual characteristics such as the degree of standardisation, Rochberg understands canon in the context of Mesopo-

40 The Assur catalogue presents a collective catalogue of multiple compendia including the series Eniima Anu Enlil, Summa alu and collec-
tions of extraneous or unidentified omen texts, while the Uruk catalogue focusses solely on Eniima Anu Enlil.

41 For the divergences in the numbering of tablets of Eniima Anu Enlil and the variations in the textual contents of individual tablets see also
Koch-Westenholz 1995: 79. Sally Freedman (1998: 17-18) describes a similar situation with regard to the variant numberings of series tablets (as
well as excerpts and commentaries) of Summa alu.

42 See also Rochberg-Halton 1984, and Rochberg 2016 for discussion.
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tamian scholarly corpora as representations of “the beliefs or ideas or texts of a certain group of scribes”, which had an
“accepted meaning or value” as something worth collecting, copying, consulting and interpreting.

In a recent paper on canon and cuneiform scholarship, Rochberg elaborates her understanding of scholarly canons
in Mesopotamia, offering a pertinent framework for studying the catalogues of series and text corpora. Emphasising
power and authority as core concepts tied to a canon, she points to the role of omen texts (and other texts used by
technical disciplines subsumed under the term tupSarritu “scribal arts”) as “accepted ... interpretative guidelines, or
solutions” for interpreting signs in the practice of divination (Rochberg 2016: 221). As Rochberg argues, such texts
became (relatively) standardised, because they embodied the power of an age-old tradition and a force of authority for
the scribes, even though “the canonical force of the contents of these texts was not tightly bound up with textual stan-
dardization” (Rochberg 2016: 224). Thus, canonicity in cuneiform scholarship “resided in a variety of works permitting
a range of internal variation” (ibid. 223). Drawing on Herman Vanstiphout (2003: 16) who connects a “first canon” of
literature taught in Old Babylonian scribal school curricula with the ideological objective of presenting the “world as
it should be” and reinforcing “the idea of a well-ordered state”, Rochberg sees a similar instantiation of core values
grounded in the idea of a well-ordered cosmos based on divine decree, in the contents of the 15t millennium BCE texts of
technical disciplines, ranging from incantations to cult lamentations and omen literature (Rochberg 2016: 227). These
texts formed not only “vehicles for traditional norms and values”, but were also instrumental in “safeguarding what
was construed as divine order” (ibid.). Thus, in their authoritative force, the texts used and studied by the Mesopota-
mian technical disciplines (including medicine) can be regarded as a canon or multiple canons.

In this vein, Rochberg suggests that literary or scholarly text catalogues such as AMC or the Exorcist’s Manual can
be read as documents for an emic perception of a canon, i.e. “as historical reflections of a text corpus considered at a
given time as useful and worthy of preservation and transmission”.** Rochberg draws on works by Jonathan Z. Smith
(1982) and Aaron Hughes (2003) who regard a canon as a basic cultural process involving “a finite set of authoritative
texts or objects”, which occupy “the focal point in a community’s self-understanding” and provide a community with
an origin and a history. Especially Smith (1982: 45) connects the concept of a canon with lists (Listenwissenschaft) and
catalogues: “When lists exhibit relatively clear principles of order, we may begin to term them catalogs, a subtype of
the list whose major function is that of information retrieval”. According to Smith, catalogues are in principle open. But
when a catalogue is closed (or semi-closed), it can be called a canon (Hughes 2003: 152).

Mesopotamian “system catalogues” present at least semi-closed lists of delimited text compendia or professional
corpora and can thus be connected with the formation and articulation of scholarly and literary canons.** Although
the Mesopotamian scribes did not use the Akkadian word ganii “reed; measuring rod”, which was borrowed into Greek
kanoén, in the abstract sense of “canon”, the Exorcist’s Manual and the Sakikkii catalogue make use of the terms iskaru
“series; compilation” and riksu “compilation” in the sense of a “text corpus” of authoritative texts established for schol-
arly study, specialist practice and teaching.** The corpora described in the “system catalogues” qualify as canons,

43 A similar view is developed by Niek Veldhuis (2003: 17-18) with regard to the corpus of literary texts from the Ur-III period that was used
and adapted in the Old Babylonian scribal curricula. Veldhuis calls these texts canonical, not “in the sense of a closed canon that invites
interpretation”, but as “a literary canon, defining what literature is and how new literature is to be produced” (ibid. 18). The Sumerian texts
transmitted to the Old Babylonian period also served as an “educational canon” instrumental for defining scribal identity. Veldhuis contrasts
the Old Babylonian literary canon “as a living, changing corpus” with the first millennium corpus of authoritative texts, which he regards as
“more or less closed and textually fixed”, and emphasises that their “canonicity, their intention and ability to prescribe a direction is not in
defining what newly created literature should be like. It is rather in the never-ending project of hermeneutics” (ibid. 27-28). For differences
between Old Babylonian and later scholarly texts, in terms of two different models of authority cf. also Veldhuis 1999. For other views on Mes-
opotamian text canons, see also Hallo (1991), postulating a sequence of four differing textual canons (i.e. an Old Sumerian, Neo-Sumerian,
0ld Babylonian canon, and the canon of 1%t millennium BCE texts which took shape towards the end of the 2" millennium BCE).

44 For instance, Vanstiphout (2003) has argued for the existence of a textual canon already in the Old Babylonian period, reflected in the
contemporary catalogues of literary texts, some of which list most of the Sumerian literary works known from that period. Tinney (1999) and
Robson (2001) have interpreted them as lists of texts to be studied in the scribal curriculum, while Delnero (2010) suggests that the Old Bab-
ylonian catalogues should rather be understood as inventories of tablet collections, which were primarily drawn up for archival purposes.
Nonetheless, the fact that the Old Babylonian literary catalogues register a core of identical Sumerian compositions that formed part of the
scribal curriculum in different cities during this period, while differing in their listing of some works, corresponds well with the observation
that the scribal curriculum was not entirely uniform, but included compositions that reflect local traditions and identities (cf. Delnero 2016).
45 Frahm 2011: 317 n. 1506; Rochberg 2016: 218. In Mesopotamian culture, the measuring rod served as a symbol of just rule based on symbols
of divine authority, while Greek kanén “rod; bar” acquired the secondary meanings “rule; guide; model” and also referred to selective lists
of the prime representatives in different fields of learning. In a similar vein, Timothy Lim states that the ancient Jews did not use the Greek
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because they form coherent groups (such as divinatory, rituals, incantations and medical texts), which are linked to
different technical disciplines. These technical texts were imbued with authority and had religious, normative and
prescriptive status for the specialists who used them, contributing thus to the professional identity of different groups
of specialists, scholars and scribes (Koch 2015: 52-54). The authority of these texts is bolstered by their attribution to
a divine origin or to a venerable and ancient tradition, although human contributions to the texts were recognised as
well.

At the same time, the text catalogues and extant written sources from different periods show that Mesopotamian
literary and scholarly canons were always diverse, flexible and never entirely closed — some texts were transmitted
over a long time, although they went through re-workings and revisions; at the same time, other texts fall out of use
and new compositions see the light of the day.*¢ On the one hand, the development of serialised technical compendia
can be seen as an attempt to systematise and stabilise textual traditions and as processes of canon formation or corpus
building codified in catalogue documents,*” even though these attempts did not lead to absolutely stable and uniformly
standardised texts.*®

The development of a terminology that classifies texts as iSkaru “series” or ahil “extraneous” texts also indicates
processes of stabilisation and differentiation. By the 7® century BCE, many technical compendia on divination and
magic designated as iSkaru “series” had become relatively fixed in content and structure, i.e. “old material was consci-
entiously maintained in its traditional form and new textual material was no longer integrated” (Rochberg 1984: 127).
The category of ahii texts was often applied to thematically related textual material that was not included in the “stan-
dard” series. Both types of materials, stemming from a “series” or from an ahii collection, were clearly differentiated in
the Neo-Assyrian letters of court scholars, but the same letters show that the scholars applied and consulted both text
types to the same extent as authoritative sources for knowledge, advice and practice, i.e. they regarded them as differ-
ent, but equally important textual branches of the scholarly canon.

One last aspect worth mentioning in support of canon formation in the 15t millennium BCE texts is the link between
canons and commentaries. As pointed out by Jan Assmann (1995: 12), the occurrence of commentaries presupposes
the existence of a canon (a body of holy or classical texts with a (relatively) fixed form), and commentaries function
as dynamic links between present and past, collective identity and canon (Hughes 2003: 151, 157). This point is worth
taking into account in connection with the emergence of Mesopotamian commentaries at the end of the 2" or beginning
of the 1% millennium BCE, i.e. exactly during the period in which “standard” editions of many technical and scholarly
texts were created. Thus, following Eckart Frahm (Frahm 2011: 318), the emergence of commentaries can be seen as
a reaction to “the creation of ... Mesopotamia’s first canonical texts strictu sensu”. Through the genre of commentar-
ies, the Mesopotamian scholarly communities could continue to extend on and creatively engage with texts that had
already become relatively fixed in form, content and wording.

The present book demonstrates how the contextual study of Mesopotamian catalogues can deeply enrich and
re-adjust current Assyriological perspectives on the processes of corpus building, canonisation and textual (trans)for-
mations, especially for such critical and debated areas as the corpora of the divination and healing specialists. But most
importantly, the Assur Medical Catalogue edited here will play an indispensable role for future research concerned
with reconstructing the corpus of Mesopotamian medical texts, because it will help us to differentiate more clearly the
varying compendial contexts and disciplinary backgrounds of medical manuscripts.

term kandn with regard to the books of the Old Testament (the term was applied in this meaning only by the Christian church). Neither did
the ancient Jews have an equivalent term for “canon”, although they had a concept of a canon in the sense of “authoritative scriptures” (Lim
2013: 2-4).

46 The Mesopotamian “system catalogues” such as the Exorcist’s Manual can be compared to some extent with the early Jewish lists of ap-
proved biblical books, which are regarded as evidence for a “canon” (Lim 2013: 35-53). However, the selection of the Exorcist’s Manual does
not stipulate a closed canon of texts set apart from other texts not included in the list.

47 According to van der Toorn (2007: 206-221), these developments were connected to a rise of the written tradition to an exceedingly privi-
leged status (vis-a-vis oral traditions).

48 Many 1* millennium BCE texts (e.g. omen series, literary texts) reflect a limited degree of standardisation, ranging from textual variants to
multiple co-existing versions (Rochberg-Halton 1984: 127-128, Robson 2011: 571-572; Lenzi 2015: 163-164).
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Irving L. Finkel
On Three Tablet Inventories

Cuneiform catalogues such as those edited in the following pages of this work, which list the incipits or first lines of
textual works, provide the Assyriologist with uniquely revealing information. Their content can reflect three primary
categories: series, where the component parts are given of a given structure, numbered and in order; genre, where
known texts to deal with a specific problem are marshalled together, or contents, that itemise tablets from a specific
tablet library. Three additional sources edited here represent a different phenomenon. Each likewise contains only an
incipit list, but the nature and sequence in which the material is present recommends that they should rather be clas-
sified as tablet inventories.

Tablet Inventory 1

The first inventory, which has not been published before, is in the British Museum. This is BM 103690 (1911-4-8, 380;
see Plates 22-27), written in a competent post Old-Babylonian or Middle Babylonian hand. It is made of a fine white clay
and carefully ruled with two columns per side. Each column, as is clear from col. i, could accommodate some fifty lines
of entries; the tablet was planned, in other words, to contain some two hundred lines of writing. Most of rev. col. iii and
the whole of rev. col. iv were never inscribed, however. Lines 1-12 in col. iii appear to have been deliberately defaced after
the ruling had been made. Probably this is connected with the fact that the remainder of the tablet was not inscribed.
It is uncommon to find any cuneiform tablet that has been prepared for use with so much space left uninscribed. The
fact that the only lines written on the reverse were partially erased suggests that an original and much more ambitious
scheme on the part of the scribe — which anticipated needing space for about two hundred lines altogether — was inter-
rupted, or the plan abandoned halfway through.

The first entry of all, most unusually, represents the title or heading in a surprisingly ‘modern’ way, tuppi résétim
(DUB re-Se-e-tim), ‘tablet of incipits’. Eighty-nine incipits can be read in whole or part. It is clear even at first sight that
the genres are mixed, for the listed titles include omens (astrological, Summa alu, physiognomic and liver), medicine,
lexicography and even assorted items of Sumerian literature. Most importantly, these distinct genres are not grouped
together, but are itemised as if at random, a point to be taken up below.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501504914-002
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BM 103690 (1911-4-8, 380) (PL. 22-27)

Transliteration
Obv. col. i

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)
7)

8)
9
10)
11)
12)

13)
14)

DUB re-Se-e-tim

Tablet of incipits.

DIS ina "BARA.ZAG.GAR & 12 ITI.MES i-na ITI AN BAD-tim
ki-ma UD 1.KAM in-na-an-mu-ri-si UD 27'.KAM IGI*

If in the month of Nisan, or (in any of) the twelve months, (if) in (that) month ...

is seen on the 27" day as in its appearance on the first day (of the month).
DIS UR.Gl, a-na L[U] TE
If a dog approaches a man sexually.
DIS LU ina da-ba-bi-$u SAG.DU d-la-pat
If a man touches (his) head when talking.
DIS KUR.GI™=e" g-na URU i-ter-ba
ina E LO ku-bu us-5a-bu
If a goose has entered the city, a Kibu-demon will live in a man’s house.
DIS NA SIiG i-$a-at pa-ni ma-si-ik
If a man’s hair is tangled (and his) face is ugly.
1 i-nuden-lil u %é-a AN.TA.LU
One (tablet of) When Enlil and Ea (...) an eclipse.
1DIS lal-x x UGU LU "SUB™-ut
One (tablet of) ‘If a ... falls on a man’.
DIS Sam-mu 3i-kin-$G GIM $a-ru-"ri $a” OKUS
If a plant’s characteristics resemble the tendril of a colocynth.
DIS ina "BARA ™EN.TE.NA.BAR."HUZ" x x-$ [GI-ma? 3ar-ha

(astrological omens)

(Summa alu omens)

(physiognomic omens)

(Summa dlu omens)
(physiognomic omens)
(astrological omens)
(Summa dlu omens)
(Sammu Sikin3u)

(astrological omens)

If in the month of Nisan, the ... of the star Habasiranu ... are seen and they are preeminent.

DIS ina "BARA UD 15."KAM™ AN."TA".LU GAR-ma DINGIR-lum
a-na ta-dir(SI.A)-ti-3i (sic') e-1li$ a-dir-ma

(astrological omens)

If an eclipse takes place on the 15" of Nisan, the deity is disturbed about its gloominess above (in the heavens).

1) A clear spelling for the cataloguer’s usual DUB SAG.MES.
2) in-na-an-mu-ri-3d is a sandhi-writing for ina nanmurisu.
2-3) The reading of the signs AN/DINGIR BAD-tim is uncertain, but given the context, it may refer to the moon. The small sign at the end of

line 3 is perhaps only a marker to separate this line from col. ii.
4) The companion Summa alu tablet beginning DIS UR.GI, ana MUNUS TE-hi is attested (CT 39, 30: 66 and 26: 1), identified as Summa alu

Tablet 80, see Freedman 1998: 340.
5) For this line, cf. Bock 2000: 128 and the catalogue of the physiognomic omens (CTN 4, 71: 78 //), edited elsewhere in this volume.

7) The plural verb is unexplained. For a similar entry see e.g. Freedman 1998: 340, incipit of Summa alu Tablet 72.

8) Similar, but not identical entries are found in Alamdimmii Tablet 2, concerned with characteristics of hair and facial features, see Bock
2000: 76: 53 and 79: 82. The word d-Sa-at in the present line is unclear, but it probably forms a feminine stative verbal form qualifying
the preceding noun SIiG = Sdrtu ‘hair’. It is suggested here that ii-$a-at is a defective spelling of stative D-stem of e$ii ‘to confuse’ (note
the verbal adjective e$d, with the meaning ‘tangled’ (said of threads), CAD E 378 sub a). Alternatively, there is an adjective wasd (usd),
which is used to describe a characteristic of wool (CAD U/W 407, so far only attested in Old Assyrian texts). In Alamdimm{ Tablet 2
(Bock 2000: 76: 64), we find a similar entry: ([DIS SiG SAG.DU’]-54 ku-u$-3d-at-ma |Gl ma-sik), but here the verb ku$sd is used instead,
which describes a dense growth of hair.

11) The same entry appears in col. i 41; cf. also 50-51; perhaps designating four tablets on the subject? It is also possible that these listed
tablets with seemingly identical incipits are in fact duplicates in the original collection. A similar line is encountered in Sammu Sikinsu,
see STT 93: 58 and 63, Stadhouders 2011: 10-11.
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15) 1DIS x NA "ZAG" SAG.DU-"3u" d-zag-qd-su (medical)
One (tablet of) ‘If ... on the right side of a man’s head stings him’.

16) DIS NA $a x-3i*-tu[m? i-na] KI.NA-$d SUB-su (medical?)
If a ... falls on a man [in] his bed.

17) DIS N[A UJR."MAH" [(ina EDIN)] DAB.DAB-su (medical)
If a man is gravely injured by a lion [(in the steppe)].

18) [eeeererenn] X [X] "NI* ©)

19) [cvvnn] XX [oonn] ©)

20) [......] ©)

21) [......] @)

22) [......] @)

23) [creernnn] XX @)

24) [..... ... hJluex ®

25) [eeoeeeneen. i]-ba-i LUG[AL] (omens)

26) [eoeereererernnrnernnnss] X=8i UD 27.KAM IGI ni [X] (astrological omens)

27) [DISNA ... ] DAB-s[u] (medical)
If a man is attacked by ...

28) [ ] XXX [ooonn] NUir el @)

29) [a-ab-ba h]u-luh-"ha” en-lil nu-[gal] (Sumerian lament)
‘The raging sea’ (addressed to) Enlil; not [present (in the collection)].

30) [...oeeneee.] me-am! (or: A BAR) [x (X)] (Sumerian literary)

31) [eernnnn] X x [x] @)

32) DIS NA MURUB,.MES-30 GU,.GU -[3(] (medical)
If a man’s hips continually hurt [him].

33) [x-m]e-na sag-ga-[ni(?)] (Sumerian literary)
... on [his] head.

34) [x] xxim mu-dam [(...)] (Sumerian literary)

35) [D]IS NA GIDIM DAB-su-ma il-ta-az-za-ma (medical)
If a ghost has seized a man and persists (...).

36) DIS NA $u-<a> -lam a-na $a-ha-[ti] (medical)
In order to remove a man’s cough.

37) DIS 20 i-na UD 20.KAM is-hur-"ma’ (astrological omens)

If the sun retrogrades on the 20t day.

16) The exact interpretation of this entry remains uncertain. It could indicate a medical text speaking about an illness ‘befalling’ the patient
in his bed. Alternatively, the entry could belong to the Summa dlu type omens concerned e.g. with animals such as lizards and snakes
falling on a man while lying in bed. Cf. further behavioural omens concerned with a person being ‘thrown out of bed’, see Kdcher,
Oppenheim and Giiterbock 1957-58: 64 i 33 and 74 K. 8821: 12°.

17) This entry is probably identical with the incipit in the Assur Medical Catalogue (AMC) line 70, see the edition of the text in this volume.

29) For the Sumerian composition a-ab-ba hu-luh-ha, cf. Kutscher 1975: 17; Gabbay 2015: 16: 17, in view of which the line here could end
<d>en-lil nu [gal], specifying that the lament pertains to Enlil, and adding a comment that it was not available in the library(?). For the
edition of the text, see also Cohen 1988: 374ff.

32) See also Inventory No. 2 obv. 6’ for this entry (with slightly variant spelling), which also occurs as the title of a therapeutic composition
in a Late Babylonian medical commentary from Nippur (Civil 1974: 336: 1, see also 337: 30).

35) The entry is similar to AMC line 14, see infra and Scurlock 2006: No. 113: 1, No. 178: 1, No. 307: 1-2; No. 315: 1, No. 319a: 1-2, No. 347: 1-3.

36) Restored after the incipit of AMT 80/1: 1= AMC line 26, see infra.
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38) [......] xx a-na UD 1.KAM si-tam [x] ZI
... for one day is swollen up(?) with a ‘growth’.
39) "DIS NA” [x x] x dam? pa "IGI™""-3[i#? i]-bar-ru-ra
If a man ... his eyes flicker.
40) 2 SIG ina MURUB,-3[u] X X [... ilt-te-bi
Two (tablets of) ‘(If) the hair on his waist [...] stands on end’.
41) DIS Sam-mu 3i-kin-3d G[IM $a-ru]-ri OKUS
If a plant’s characteristics resemble the tendril of a colocynth.
42) DIS MUL ina E 8a a& x [ur]-ra-du-ma
If a star descends from the house of ....
43) ™a"KA.GI.NA [DAB NA, Sla kilt]-tim
Meteor[ite is the stone] of truth.
44) [DIS] 920 d-na-"$ar"-ma la i-ru-up
[If] the sun weakens in intensity but is not yet dark.
45) 4? DUB GIR%.[M]ES
Four Feet-tablets.
46) DIS NA um-ma ma-AH-da TU[K-5i]
If a man h[as] intense fever.
47) DISW"BARA.ZAG.GAR X [......]
If (in) the month of Nisan ... [...].
48) DIS SU.DINGIR.RA [(ina)] UGU-5ii [GAL-3i]
If the ‘Hand-of-a-God’ [is] upon him.
49) DIS ti-ra-[nu ina SA]G.DU L0 "ZAG™ [sah-ru]
If the coils (of hair) on a man’s head [turn] to the right.
50) DIS Sam*mlu ......]
If a plant...
51) DIS Sam*[mu ......]
If a plant...
Bottom of col. i

(medical)

(medical)

(medical)

(Sammu Sikin3u)
(astrological omens)
(bilingual stone list)
(astrological omens)
(medical?)

(medical)
(astrological omens)
(medical)
(physiognomic omens)
(Sammu $ikinu?)

(Sammu $ikindu?)

38) It is possible that this incipit refers to a medical text. Cf. for situ as a skin condition, CT 44, 36: 1 (a Middle Babylonian extract tablet):

DIS LU si-i-ta GIG “If a man suffers from a situ-abscess”. The reading sétu instead of situ is also possible.

39) For parallel entries in medical texts, see e.g. BAM 159 iv 26’ (Parys 2014: 21); BAM 13: 8’; SpTU 2, 50 obv. 15, 18; Fincke 2009: 87-88 BM

54641+ obv. 19°, rev. 4. See further Fincke 2000: 88-89.

42) The plural verb is unexplained. A similar sentence is found in the dream omen Oppenheim 1956: 328 rev. 2: DIS MUL ana E NA SUB-ut ‘If

a star falls down on a man’s house’.

43) The entry is close to Abnu SikinSu, see BAM 194 vii 14-15; Schuster-Brandis 2008: 33, designating ‘magnetite’ ("**KA.GI.NA DAB/Saddnu

sabitu) as the stone of truth (NA, ki-na-a-ti).

46) This entry seems to be identical with a passage in the Diagnostic Handbook (Sakikkd) Tablet 22: 26, Heefel 2000: 253: DIS NA KUM
ma-dam TUKU-ma la i-na-ah ... ‘If a man gets high fever, but it does not calm down’. The inventory entry may thus refer to a diagnostic

rather than a medical-therapeutic text.

49) The restoration follows the parallel incipit of Alamdimmd Tablet 2: DIS ti-ra-nu ina SAG.DU LU ZAG sah-ru “If the coils (of hair) on a man’s
head turn to the right’, see Bock 2000: 72. The entry is also known from the catalogue of the physiognomic omen series CTN 4, 71: 72 //

(see infra).
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Obv. col. ii

1) 2DUBNAM-xI......] ?
Two tablets for ... [...].

2) DIS ina KAS.MES-3i [......] (medical)
If @ man) in his urine [...].

3) DIS NA'DUR".GIG.GA [GIG] (medical)
If a man [suffers] from sick anus.

4) MUNUS SIG kab-ba-[ra-at ...] (physiognomic omens)
(If) a woman’s hair is thick [...].

5) 2 DIS NA di-"ik*-30 GAR X [...] (medical)
Two (tablets of) ‘If a man has a swelling ... [...]".

6) DIS SAHAR."SUB.BA GIM™ [TUG 50] (medical?)
If leprosy [covers him] like [a wrap].

7) dingir gal x) [......] (Sumerian literary)

8) DIS SAG.KI.DAB.BA[...] (medical)
If migraine [...].

9) 1ana%KIRI,"SIM.LI"x]...] (literary?)
One (tablet of) ‘For the orchard, a juniper tree [...]".

10) 1DIS x x[...] ?
One (tablet of) ‘If ... [...]".

11) DIS X X X X X-ti ?
If...

12) 2xxx[...] ?
Two (tablets of) ... [...].

13) x[...] ?

14) DIS ina "BARA’ x ka x [...] (astrological omens)
If in the month of Nisan ... [...].

15) "DIS NA ka-Sip-ma” x [...] (medical)
If a man has been bewitched and ... [...].

16) DISI.GIS 07 §ixx[...] (oil omens)
If the oil ... [...].

17) DIS GESTU.MES-3ii [...] (medical)
If his ears [...].

2) This entry could be restored following AMT 58/5: 6 (Geller 2005: No. 2a Ms. B,): DIS NA ina KAS.MES-5i M[UD d-tab-ba-kam] ‘If a man
[passes blo]od in his urine’. The same line is attested as the title of a medical composition in a Late Babylonian commentary from
Nippur (Civil 1974: 337: 31). Cf. further Sakikkd Tablet 16: 7 (HeeRel 2000: 172): DIS KI.MIN-(ma) ina KAS-5i MUD i3-tin “If ditto (he has
been sick for one day), (and) he urinates blood with his urine’.

3) See also BAM 96 ii 9, Geller 2005: No. 26 (Ms. AA). More often, the spelling DI5 NA DUR.GIG GIG is encountered, see e.g. BAM 96 ii 18,
20, iii 15’; AMT 40/4+: 9’ (Geller 2005: No. 30 Ms. dd); BAM 182 rev. 11°, 13’, 23’ (Geller 2005: No. 31 Ms. EE); AMT 56/1 obv. 8, 10 (Geller
2005: No. 32 Ms. ff); AMT 43/5: 5, 11, 13 (Geller 2005: No. 33 Ms. GG); BAM 99: 25 // BAM 95: 27 (Geller 2005: No. 35 and No. 21, Ms. Il
andV).

4) A similar entry is preserved in an excerpt text, see Bock 2000: 288: 19 (Ms. A rev. 3): DIS MUNUS ... SIG SA,-at u kab-ba-rlat...] ‘Ifa
woman(’s) ... hair is red and thi[ck ...]’. The corresponding entry is also attested in a male variant in Alamdimm Tablet 2 (Béck 2000:
81: 96 Mss. D and B): DIS SiG SAG.DU ka-ab-bar.

6) Cf. CAD S 36-37 for references.

8) Cf. the incipits of the sub-series (section) on diseases of the head registered in the Assur Medical Catalogue (AMC) lines 2-3, namely DIS
NA SAG.KI.DAB.BA TUKU.TUKU-3i (CRANIUM Tablet 2, BAM 482 i 1) and DIS SAG.KI.DAB.BA SU.GIDIM.MA ina SU NA il-ta-za-az-ma NU
DU, (CRANIUM Tablet 3, AMT 102/11i 1), see infra.
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18) DIS" xx[....] ?
If...

19) "DIS™[...] ?
If[...].

Gap of ca. 17 lines

1) traces

2’) DIS GESTU.MES-3[id x] x [...] (medical)
If his ears ...

3’) 1d4utu an za-gin-t[a U]D."DU"-[a] (Sumerian literary)
One (tablet of) ‘When Utu comes forth from the lapis heaven’.

4% DIS ina DU, ‘IM GU-$ii [SUB-di] (astrological omens)
If in the month of Tasritu, Adad thun[ders].

5) DIS ina "BARA 930 ina I1GI-34 [......] (astrological omens)
If in month of Nisan the moon ... when it appears ...

6’) ud en-e ba-dim-dim-"ma” (Sumerian literary)
When (...) was created by the lord.

7") DIS UH-su pi-3i ma-la X[......] (medical)
If his saliva ... his mouth, as much as [...].

8’) 2 UD?HUL? ina Se-re-tim K[A ......] (hemerological omens)
Two Unlucky Days (tablets): during the mornings ...

9") DISNAGIS-5ux][...] (medical?)
If a man’s penis ...[...].

10’) DIS NA pa-nu-3u i-su-ud-[du] (medical)
If a man suffers from vertigo.

11°) 1 DIS NA GU-su SU & GIR X [......] (medical)
One (tablet of) ‘If a man’s neck, hand and foot are [...]".

12’) 2 "DUB™ NiG.GIG 9" [......] (taboos)
Two (tablets of) Taboos against the god [DN].

13") DIS™ [ ] XX [uon.] ?
If...

Remainder of col. ii., six lines, lost

4) For parallel entries in 1*t millennium Endma Anu Enlil (Adad section), see Gehlken 2008: 260-263 passim.

7)) It is possible that ma-la is a mistake for ma-gat* ‘copiously’, followed by DU or illak ‘it flows’. Note the similar entry: [DIS NA] UH ina KA-3i
ma-gal DU “[If a man’(s)] saliva flows copiously from his mouth’ (AMT 31/4 obv. 11) and DIS NA il-la-tu-3( ina KA-$i ma-gal DU.MES-ma
NU TAR.MES ‘If a man’s saliva flows copiously from his mouth and does not stop’ (AMT 31/4 obv. 18). For further references see CAD R
435f. sub 1a-1’ and 1b.

10’) This line could alternatively be related to Alamdimmd Tablet 8 (cf. Bock 2000: 108ff.). Cf. CAD S 58 sub 2a-b.

11°) Cf. BAM 415 rev. 1: [DIS NA] GU-su SU".MES-[34 ...].
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1) I SRR ' ?

2) [eerreneceeneenennnd] X ?

3) [DIS...]inaITIxxx (astrological omens)

4) NIGIN?x x GU.UN erasure "X’ ?

5) 1S5A.ZI.GA ina "BARA.ZAG.GAR (medical)
One (tablet for) ‘Potency in the month of Nisan’.

6) DISITIx kiim 30 ki ha [x] x (astrological omens)
If the month ....

7) DISx (x) 3ax ?
If...

8) DISxxxan ki GIG ?
If...

9) llegible -ni ?

10) illegible  x mah za x x (Sumerian literary?)

11) illegible X x-bu ?

12) illegible xxx illegible ki ?

Remainder of col. iii and all of col. iv uninscribed.

5) This line corresponds with the incipit of KUB 4, 48 i 1f.: DIS L0 SA.ZI.GA ina "BARA.ZAG TIL ‘If a man’s sexual desire comes to an end in
the month of Nisan’ (see Biggs 1967: 54). Read in KUB 4, 48 lower edge 5: DUB 1'.KAM DIS LU SA.ZI.GA (cf. Biggs 1967: 56). The present
inventory cites the incipit in abbreviated form; the first sign DIS in col. iii 5 may have to be read Summa “if’ instead of ‘one’ (tablet).

Tablet Inventory 2

The second inventory, also published here for the first time, is Ni. 2909 from the Istanbul Museum. This document, a
‘zerbrockelnd’ single-column tablet, has for a long time been known only from a transliteration by F. R. Kraus, dated
10/6/1928 (probably a mistake for 1938, since Kraus emigrated to Turkey only in 1937). He notes the unusual use of an
oblique wedge as divider (here represented by a colon), and describes the hand as ‘fliichtige, vorniiberfallende Schrift’.
Certain details in the copied signs suggest a date in the second half of the second millennium. The present study has
profited greatly from a set of photographs produced specially for the BabMed Project by Veysal Donbaz, to whom the
warmest thanks are due.

As with the previous document, this itemizes a sequence of tablets of varied genres by incipit, mostly one per line,
but in some cases two. The understanding of how this important document is to be understood requires careful exam-
ination. Each entry begins with a DIS sign, but as with the previous document the use of the sign is not identical in each
case. That is, initial DIS can represent ‘1’ in contrast to ‘2’ (as in 1 IM.GID.DA, 2 IM.GID.DA), ana meaning ‘in order to...”
(as in ana umsati nasahi, ‘to remove boils’), or Summa, ‘if’ (as in DIS NA GIG na-ki GIG ‘If a man suffers from venereal
disease’). Understanding is helped by the use of the dividing wedge. In some cases, KI.MIN perhaps stands for IM.GID.
DA (‘oblong tablet’).

Unauthenticated
Download Date | 3/8/19 4:48 AM



32 — Irving L. Finkel

Ni. 2909

Transliteration
Obv.
About two lines missing

1) [DIS oo ] X 2 DIS MUS GAR™-"50" (explanatory list)

[......] ... : 1 (tablet of) ‘If a snake, its characteristics’.

P20 J IO

[......] has constant worries.

weeeeenns f|t-ta-na-an-ziq (medical?)

3") [ereeerversreneenn] XX i X : DIS ig-qur DU GABA.RI KA.DINGIR.RA (hemerology)

[c.eeee] ... : 1 (tablet of) Igqur ipus, a copy from Babylon.

4) 11M.GID.DA ana um-sa-ti Z\-hi (medical)

One oblong tablet, ‘To remove boils’.

5’) 2 KI.MIN $a-ni-ta-ma : 1 KI.MIN IGI.SIG,.<SIG,> US.MES (?; medical)

Two ditto (i.e. oblong tablets), ‘In the second place’. One ditto, ‘Pursued by(?) yellow eyes’ (jaundice).

6’) 1KI.MIN LO "MURUB,.MES-5i1 GU,-30 (medical)

One ditto, ‘(If) a man’s hips hurt him’.
7) 1la-nax-tixx: ana SAM GIS.KAL.x Sub-3i-i
1 (tablet of) ‘To ...”; ‘To fetch a ... price for ebony(?)’.

8’) DIS NA GIG na-ki GIG (medical)

If a man suffers from venereal disease.

9’) DISE LU i-lab-bu : 1 a-na-ku ha-am-mu-ra-pi (Summa alu; royal inscription)

If a man’s house moans; one (tablet of) ‘I, Hammurapi’.

10’) 1 IM.GID.DA e-nu-ma §d pa-ni URU SUM-nu (prodigies)

One oblong tablet, ‘When they appointed the city overseer’.

11°) 1 KI.MIN mi-ig-ri lu ta-mu ta-bi-ni (love songs?)

One ditto, ‘Let my favourite ... my shelter’.

12°) 1 KI.MIN O kam-ka-du O $im-ma-ti (plant list)

One ditto, ‘kamkadu plant is a plant for paralysis’.
13’) "1 KIZMIN?" $a E.GAL : ina "BARA 9...]-x-ru ge-bu-u?
One ditto, ‘About the palace’; ‘In the month of Nisan ...".

14°) [1 KI].MIN 3a $i-ig-ga-ti : 11M.G[ID.DA ...] (medical;?)

[One dit]to, for pimples; one obl[ong tablet ...].
15%) [eeed] X [eveereerinreneiereereresreeresreenee] X [eveerecenrennennes]

Edge broken; 1-2 lines lost

1) (DIS) KI.MIN in the following lines probably refers back to IM.GID.DA, and is not to be read ‘If ditto’. For the composition Séru $ikinsu, so
far only attested in a text from Nineveh, see Mirelman 2015: 173 and 177 (CT 14, 7+) rev. 10-29.

4) For this entry, see also BAM 35 iv 27’ and AMT 17/5: 1.

6’) This line occurs (with slightly variant spelling) as the title of a therapeutic composition in a Late Babylonian medical commentary from
Nippur (Civil 1974: 336: 1, see also 337: 30). Cf. further AMT 43/6: 1; AMT 52/6: 6°. See also above Inventory No. 1 obv. i 32.

8’) This entry is attested only as a diagnosis in the Diagnostic Handbook, e.g. Sakikkd 13: 7, 9; Sakikki 14: 107; Sakikkd 22: 11, 13, 15
(Scurlock 2014: 103, 123, 186).

9’) The same entry occurs in CT 40, 4: 77 (house omens related to Summa dlu Tablet 10, see Freedman 1998: 170 note to line 182).

10’) Cf. the similar title Sa muhhi ali (CAD A/1390).
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2) [] X DAB.DAB [....cueueeeen]
[If ...] repeatedly seizes [...].
3") [DIS NA X X] X-501 [G]IG-50 Ni X X [cerrereeene]

[If a man’s ... him, his illness ... [...].
) [DIS K]I.MIN mli-na-tu-$u it-ta-x[......]
[If(?) di]tto, his liimbs are ...].
5" ana U’ zi-[/lm KU.BABBAR sa-ra-pi
In order to refine zim kaspi.
6°) [1] IM.GID.DA NA a-si-da-50 x x x
[One] oblong tablet, ‘(If) a man’s heel ...".
7”) [1] KI.MIN $a KA HUL-tim
[One] ditto, against Evil Utterance.
8’) 1 KI.MIN NA GIG-$ii A d-kal
One ditto, ‘(If) a man’s wound retains fluid’.
9’) 1KI.MIN Sa bi ik 3a x x
One ditto, for ...
10%) 1 KI.MIN Sa x x x e-sir
One ditto, draw a ... for ...
11°) 1 KI.MIN hi-ni-ig-tam GIG : 1 KI.MIN $a 5A.ZI.GA
One ditto, ‘(If) he suffers from strangury’; one ditto, for impotence.
12’) 1 KI.MIN $a EGIR AN.TA KI."TA" x kam x x
One ditto, for behind, above and below ...

4’) Probably restore a form of the verb tabaku.

On Three Tablet Inventories =—— 33

)
(medical)
(medical)
(medical)

)
(medical)

(magic)
(medical)
Q)
(magic)
(medical)

(grammatical)

5’) This entry remains uncertain. Since zim kaspi ‘lustre of silver’ is the name of a plant, the verb may have to be connected with sarapu ‘to

dye’, rather than with sarapu ‘to refine’ (metals).

6’) Possibly, read purrur ‘(his heel) is shattered’ at the end of the line, which also occurs in Eypper 2016: 48 (K. 67+ rev. iv 17).

8’) For similar entries cf. Sakikkii 33: 14, 54 (HeeBel 2000: 354, 356).

11°) For hinigtu, stricture (of the bladder), cf. Geller 2005: No. 2: 5, 14, 16, 33, 35 (AMT 31/1+) passim; No. 53.
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Tablet Inventory 3

The third inventory is much later in date, and appears within a text in the lower portion of the famous Seleucid Uruk
text TCL 6, no. 12 (Thureau-Dangin 1922, pl. XXIV-XXV). The material is unconnected with the astrological material that
both precedes and follows, and consists of a long list of textual incipits written out over six short columns. This list was
certainly not created for the first time as a component of the main contents of the tablet but is a copy of an extant list or
lists, the opportunity having apparently been taken by the Uruk scribe to make a record of important material that was
at his disposal whose contents required safeguarding.

The material listed covers a similar range of compositions to those in the two preceding inventories, namely incan-
tations, lexical texts, astrological works, and medical — mixed with some literary — works. In significant contrast to
them, however, the incipits are here grouped consistently into four sections within the whole according to genre.

Certain conclusions can be reached about the underlying source or sources and the process of transmission from
the careful details included by the scribe. It is quite possible that the six columns in Uruk reflect a single-column
source in which the total of 104 lines had been written out on both sides. While this may well have been conventionally
balanced at some 50 lines per side, it is also possible that the ruling in col. iii after line 8 represents the bottom of the
obverse of that source and that the reverse opened with the first line of the third, astrological section. In support of this
is the fact that the divisions between incantations and lexical, and between astrological and medical material, are not
ruled across but just indicated by empty space. In addition, we can see that the source text or texts had a somewhat
complex history due to breakages. Evidently the upper left-hand third of the tablet corresponding to the whole of col. i

These notices of textual damage are, in fact, unusually revealing. The scribe is seemingly at pains to distinguish in
gloss-size script between four distinct types of breakage: 1) he-pi; 2) he-pi es-5i; 3) he-pi DIS-$i, and 4) he-pi IGI. The first
two are unremarkable, and if that was all we had their message would be clear:

1) An old incipit list A was found. The tablet showed damage in various places on obverse and reverse.

2) Copy B of list A was made. The areas of damage as received were marked by he-pi. (Other copies without further
damage could follow.)

3) This copy B itself (or its direct descendant) was badly damaged in the upper left area by the time it came to be
recopied as C. The scribe of C distinguished between the inherited damage from A, which he recorded as he-pi, and the
damage to B, which he recorded as he-pi es-si. (Any subsequent copyist beyond C, of course, would coalesce all areas of
damage into he-pi.) According to this understanding the Uruk manuscript is C and there can have been no intervening
manuscript in the transmission between B and C.

The third and fourth styles of gloss in Uruk might well have more to offer, however. Thureau-Dangin’s superb hand
copy presents the reader with eight examples of a clear he-pi DIS-3i, which must reflect some nuance distinct from he-pi
es-$i, while he-pi IGI, attested five times, will therefore also have a specific meaning (IGI = mahrii, ‘former,” for example).
This unusually refined terminology probably distinguishes more subtly than can the usual pair he-pi and he-pi es-si
between areas of damage sustained at different times in a longer transmission process. If so, it could only be applied
when more than one older and damaged tablet was available for comparison and collation. Interesting, too, is that the
scribe left spaces to correspond to missing signs, such as in line 14, which must have begun DIS NA.

What can be said about the forerunner that gave rise to this scholarship? Each line contains the incipit of a composi-
tion or, in two cases, two incipits. There is no direct clue as to the date of the underlying tablet or tablets from which the
list derives. Most entries are non-diagnostic in this respect. The composition in col. iv line 18, perhaps significantly, is
the only text in which Summa, ‘if,” is written Sum,-ma. As with inventories 1 and 2 above, the incipits here do not always
correspond to established incipits from the first millennium, and they thus offer a glimpse of texts once in circulation
that were replaced by, or blended into, the compositions familiar to us today. An example is the perfectly justifiable
lexical incipit gis-sug : aslum (col. ii 6), where, however, Hh IV and the catchline to Hh III in MSL 5 read gi$-as,-lum =
aslum. Some only of these numerous incipits have been taken up in CAD, and there is much of interest. Some equations
are otherwise unattested. Others are known but do not elsewhere constitute incipits. A further point is that many of the
astrological incipits begin "BAR or even “BAR UD 1.KAM, i.e. on the very first day of the year, suggesting a tradition of
astrological tools in which the date of occurrence, rather than observed phenomena, was the primary referent, a most
practical and useful professional tool that can only have resulted from extensive ‘reshuffling’ of established collections.
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TCL 6, 12 (PL. 28)

TCL 6,12 (AO 6448 , now joined to VAT 7847) and the inventory on the lower portion of the observe have been discussed in Weidner
1941-44: 189 and Weidner 1967: 15-34, esp. 28 and Tafel 5-10 (for photos). Following a hint from B. Landsberger, Schuster (1938: 253)
interpreted cols. ii 10-18 and iii 1-8, seeing many of them as corrupt or damaged.

Transliteration
Col. i.
1) EN d he-pirDI3-3in -ga fb-ga
2) I::N d he-pi rDIS-5i a ga
3) e-nu-ma he-rpi DIS i [y he-pi
4) EN he-pi DIS-3i igi he-pi
5) EN he-piDIS-3i -gin,
6) he-piDIS-3i GAR.MES
7). xx hepivIss suhur-gu (?)

8) [HBAR heriDISS Jp DA GAL

9) SU.NIG- he#/¢l $G SA GIG

10) "t"APIN hevel G1§.ZI.GAN

11) "UD? da@-nu P9 -bi sig’-sig-bi
12) HAL.HAL "#"'¢ DINGIR u UDU

13) DIS he-pi e3-5i a-bi-3i
14) SAG.KI rerl'6! (g-lap-pat
15) UD.DA ‘hepiessi  MUN?

16) "DIS” MUNUS heriessi HAL

17) [DIS(?) MUNUS(?)] "GAL,.LA".NA """ ng.di
(two lines left blank)

6) This is the only line that could refer to a series, if the last missing sign were ES.

8) This fragmentary incipit may stem from a text related to astrological omens (referring to the occurrence of sétu-fever in the month Nisan).

9) The first signs probably form the beginning of tukumbi, perhaps therefore a late text in ‘Sumerian’ on sagallu and related ailments?
Alternatively, read ES'.GAR (for ES.GAR) ... $d SA.GIG, referring to the Diagnostic Handbook.

11) Probably the incipit of a Sumerian incantation.

12) Esoterica?

16-17) Two paired gynaecological works, the first probably identifying nausea as a sign of pregnancy. The reading GAL,.LA.NA, ‘her vagina,’
is a guess; perhaps uterine prolapse is referred to.

Col. ii
1) sag: bu-du
2) la-sig:Sa ME
3) DU,.DU:a-ra-du
4) ka:pu-a
5) d‘nanna :gi$-da-bi
6) gis-sug :as-lum
7) gu-di-bir: nu-kar-ti
8) sal-tum mit-hu-su : pu-a-pu-i
9) DIS NA me-at LAGAB ku gar ib? gar PES-a$
EN MIN
10) DISUD :im-mu:DISUD : u,-mu
11) DIS*AB: ar-hu
12) DIS SAGAN : $ik-kdt $d Sér-ru
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13) DIS S0 : sa-ha-pi zélag ib"* -ku,-ku,
14) DIS ri-i : ra-mu-d

15) DIS KAK : PA US 34 kal(DU)-la-tu,

16) DISURU : a-lu

17) DIS U zi-iz-ma MIN

18) DIS NA AB.BI.LA : um-mu

1) Properly ZAG = bidu, but the equation is nowhere an incipit.

2) Read li-sag = Sa ME (= parsi, or mé)? This equation is unknown from lexical lists, ld-sag usually corresponds to Akkadian Sa rési.

3) This equation is not a known incipit.

4) This is Nabnitu IV 1 (MSL 16: 76).

5) ‘Nanna is his writing board’? Perhaps a god-description text, for which see Livingstone 1986.

6) This entry corresponds to Hh IV 1 (MSL 5: 151).

7) For lexical attestations of the entry see CAD N/2 329 sub nukurtu.

8) An Akkadian list or commentary, where two virtual synonyms, saltum and mithusu, are equated with a third, pu-a-pu-d. CAD M/2 138
punctuates sal-tum (= mit-hu-su) // pu-a-pu-i (for puhpuhh). For the latter word in an unnoticed literary text see Finkel 1983: 78 rev.
6.

13) This line evidently contains two incipits, the one unattested lexical, the other Sumerian.

14) This incipit corresponds to A 11/7 1 (MSL 14: 296); cf. also MSL 14: 93, 259.

15) The reading here understands this to be a ‘bailiff’s’ staff (hatti rédp) for disciplining a daughter-in-law, where the writing derives from
Sumerian KAK, ‘peg’ (perhaps in its meaning ‘lock’ i.e. to ensure faithfulness) with which it is equated. The text referred to is perhaps
an esoteric commentary rather than a lexical composition.

Col. iii
1) DISLUM: ha-ba-!
2) DISpu-ii: a-ru-i
3) DISGAL: $i-ip-tu,
4) DIS KA : ka-inim- he#i
5) DISIB: tu-bu-ug-tu,
6) DISKU:UDU na-du-u
7) DISIR.IR: zu-d-tu
8) DIS ge-e MI: mu-5i

9) Su-pu-i: pa-la-ku

10) MUL.AN.NA ha-$ah KUR

11) ™uGIR.TAB ana SA 30 KU,
12) 9M DIS is-si

13) ™ISAG.ME.GAR ana 1GI ™'MAS.TAB.BA.GAL.GAL
14) GA.RAS $d “EN.LIL

15) IM.KAL-TA IM.KUR

16) 31 5,400 (180x30) he?i

17) KI.MES MUL $d ina SA 1GI
18) e-nu-ma man-za-za $d ¢ her’
19) ina APIN jna ""GU.LA

1) The equation here is lum = habasu, and it is uncertain whether the scribe omitted -Su (thus Thureau-Dangin) or ¢!,
2) If an equation it is obscure. Schuster 1938: 253 thinks this relates to bu-ru HAL a-ru-d.
3) Schuster connects this entry with SIG = Si-pa-tu, ‘wool’.
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4) Schuster understands KA.KA.SI.GA to be behind this.

7) It is probable that the first IR gives the pronunciation, i.e. ir IR.

12-13) Probably related to astrological omens, as the majority of the entries in columns iii 10- v 4 (cf. Weidner 1941-44: 189).

15) Possibly, read instead IM.DIRI TA IM.KUR ‘a cloud from the east’. This incipit is related in structure to col. v 1; both entries could refer to
tablets of weather omens. For similar entries see e.g. Gehlken 2012: 22-23 (Endma Anu Enlil Tablet 44 Ms. D rev. 1’-5%); the entry could
also belong to the only fragmentarily preserved Tablets 38-41 concerned with cloud formations and mist.

Col. iv
1)  ina “BAR DINGIR SUR-ri
2) AN.MIEN.NUN 0S.SA a-dir
3) 30ina|GI.LA-3i SI.ME-5ii
4) DIS ina "BAR ‘UDU.IDIM KUR-ha
5) im-3é&g a-kal ud-dé-ra re?’
6) DUB ni-sir-td DUGUD- hei
7)  ™AS.GAN MUL KUR he»’
8)  mGIR.TAB ana KI
9) DIS ina BAR 9IM KA-3( he-
10)  AN-e NE.MES
11)  MUL UDU-e KI HOS GUB e
12) BAR DIS AN hepi
13)  DIS 20 ina "BAR UD 1.KAM ina 1GI.LA-5i
14)  ™'UDU.IDIM ina MURUB, Z| he#i
15)  DIS SAG.ME.GAR ana 30 DIM,
16)  1ZI.GAR TA AN.PA
17)  1ZI.GAR TA “UTU-E ana ¢UTU.S0.A
18)  Sum,-ma ina “"BAR UD 1.KAM LO.TUR a-lid
19)  ina MUL ZALAG GIS.BAR he?i

4) This line is known from Enima Anu Enlil Tablet 56 (TCL 6, 16 obv. 13), see Largement 1957: 238 (Ms. a); Koch 2015: 176.

6) This is the most tantalising entry of all; the ‘tablet of the secret’ of, presumably, Kabti-ilani-Marduk, the famous scholarly ancestor.

9) This line is identical with the incipit of Endma Anu Enlil Tablet 42, concerned with thunderstorms (= first tablet of the Adad section, see
Gehlken 2008: 258, 260).

10) Read <ina> AN-e, or perhaps DINGIR.E.NE.MES.

13) This line corresponds to the beginning of Eniima Anu Enlil Tablet 7 (lunar omens, see Weidner 1941-44: 189). The entry is also attested in
the Uruk catalogue of Endma Anu Enlil obv. 7 (Weidner 1941-44: Tafel 1 and F. Rochberg’s contribution in this volume).

16-17) These two works, quoted in sequence, evidently form a pair.

18) This entry is almost identical with an omen from Igqur ipus (Labat 1965: 132 §64: 1; see also Maul 1994: 400-408 (for a Namburbi ritual
to be performed in the case of a birth in the month Nisan) and the Namburbi catalogue SpTU 1, 6: 12 (Maul 1994: 192). Cf. further Stol
2000: 93-95 for discussion.

Col.v
1) IM.KAL-TA 20 ana IM.2
2)  ™IMAR.GID.DA ana AN.TA.LU
3)  muD|L.BAT ina KASKAL Su-ut “EN.LIL KUR-ha
4)  DIS™MU.BU.KES.DA AN ana Su-pat AN-e
Two lines left blank
5) U URU.AN.NA TA.KAL.MAS
6) le-e’-a-at an-tu,
7) an-tu, DIB-at
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8)  EN na-5d-ku s5TUKUL €5MA.NU

9 ina “BAR UD 1.KAM Si-gu-u is-si

10)  DIS NA ina SUKUD ina ka-le-e a-3ib
11)  mal-sut (BAR) 5d ZU la DINGIR.MU

12)  uan-tu,DIB-at

13)  e-nu-ma né-pe-3i $d ES.BAR MAS.GI,
14)  IM.GI.DA res-tu-i

15)  KESDA DU, i i-da-a-ti

16)  MUS GAR-$ii

17)  11/3 ma-ri a-bi 30-AM

2) This entry corresponds to the incipit of Endma Anu Enlil Tablet 50, see Reiner and Pingree 1981: 35, 40 (with variant spelling).

3) The line is also found in one of the Venus tablets of Endma Anu Enlil (see Reiner and Pingree 1998: 210 (Group F) K. 7936+: 3, and 213 K.
3601 obv. 3 //, belonging to Tablets 59-62 (cf. Koch 2015: 176).

4) Cf. the similar line in CT 33, 1i 19, reading DIS ™MU.BU.KES.DA “A-nim GAL- §d AN-e; Weidner 1941-44: 189.

5) The ‘mixed-up’ writing TA.KAL.MAS for mas-ta-kal is quite remarkable and hard both to parallel and explain. Whiting (1984) published a
Late Babylonian fragment of snake omens with some signs written in reverse order.

6-7) A pair of Akkadian praise-hymns to Antu no doubt popular at Uruk; the second recurs in line 12.

8) A similar line occurs in incantations in Udug-hul Tablet 3: 66, 153-154 and Tablet 7: 133 (Geller 2016: 22, 104, 122-123, 257).

9) This line most likely stems from an hemerology or Iqgqur ipus; see Labat 1965: 96-10 §§ 34-35 (= Labat 1962) for parallel passages
concerning recommendations when to perform a Sigd-prayer.

10) ‘If a man dwells on marshy land on a height’ (if that is possible), probably an unidentified tablet of Summa alu.

11-12) The reading $d ZU rather than NiG.ZU has been preferred on analogy with the parallel format requiring $d in col. vi 6. The writing
mal-sutX(BAR) occurs elsewhere at Uruk in a Late Babylonian medical colophon (SpTU 1, 32 rev. 15); in the present context, applying to
two works at once, malsitu seems more likely to refer to a written item like an explanatory text than to mean simply ‘reading’. Perhaps
the incipit in line 11 refers to ilf ul idi incantations (cf. Lambert 1974).

13) The present writer has identified this ritual tablet and its associated dream-provoking texts in the British Museum and is preparing a
study of them.

16) For Séru Sikinsu cf. above Inventory 2 obv. 1’ and Mirelman 2015.

Col. vi
1)  DIS sa-ma-nu I.NUN.NA
2)  EN3uzi-gasuzi-ga
3)  DIS NA li-ip-ti ina SAG.DU-$ii
4)  mal-tak.MES DIS NA lib-bu-3i SI.SA.ME
5)  lugal nig-zi nu-és ‘en-lil-la
6) mal-sut (BAR) $§d Sam-ma GAR-5i
7)  DIS NA US.MES IGLIGI-ru
8)  DIS MUNUS MUD.MES ma-MES GIS NU TAR.MES
9)  EN sa hul lg-bi ld-bi-da
10)  DIS NA NINDA GU, $d GU,-ma
SA.M[ES-$]i RA.MES-hu
11) DISNAIGI-5G LU.LD
12)  tab-nit LO UNUG.KI
13) uzu-ri: munu, su
14) xxsar "tu’-Sar-ra-ah
(2 lines left blank)
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1) The entry may refer to medical prescriptions rather than to Samana incantations; cf. Finkel 1998; Kinnier Wilson 1994; Beck 2015.

3) This entry corresponds to the incipit of Summa liptu, the section of the physiognomic omens concerned with skin moles (Béck 2000: 174).
See also the Alamdimmii catalogue CTN 4, 71: 86: [DIS TAG-tum’ ina SAG]."DU NA BAR-ma" GAR (see also Schmidtchen infra).

4) The writing mal-tak.MES resembles mal-sut (BAR) and perhaps reflects maltakati, if maltaktu here can have the specific meaning ‘tested
recipe.’ What follows is similar to BM 59623 (unpubl. medical text): 1: DIS NA SA.SI.SA TUKU “If a man has diarrhoea’.

6) A commentary on the plant description text Sammu $ikinsu?

7) For related texts, see Scurlock 2006, e.g. No. 7 (KAR 234: 27; SpTU 4, 134: 1) and passim.

8) Taking ma-MES as a writing of madis, and GIS an unsupported writing of alaku(?). For related texts see Steinert 2012 and 2013, with
further literature.

9) Cf. the spell EN E.NU.RU sa hul ld-bi li-bi silim, attested e.g. in BAM 473 iii 6’-20’ // BAM 474: 1’-3’ (Scurlock 2006: No. 169, used against
ghost-illness). For a similar incipit cf. also AMT 46/1i 10 (classified as KA.INIM.MA tak-si-ru $d ™***"Su-u ‘Recitation for an amulet
bracelet of Si-stone’).

10) Similar entries are found e.g. in Johnson 2014: 16-18 (K. 2386 obv. i 12’, 22, 28). The spelling RA.MES-hu seems to be a mistake for MU'
MES-hu.

11) This entry corresponds to the incipit of the series IGI (eye diseases) Tablet 3, see Fincke 2000: 92 n. 704; Attia 2015: 52, 72. Cf. also the
Assur Medical Catalogue (AMC) line 9 (see infra).

12) Who is the ‘offspring of the man of Uruk’? A son of Gilgamesh?

14) Read UD.SAKAR; the entry may refer to a gnomon text?

Venerable tablet-collecting inventories would surely strike an eminent Uruk scholar as worthy of precise record. Where,
then, do these three inventories fit within the cuneiform catalogue literature? I suggest that the three texts collected
here reflect one and the same phenomenon, namely the perceptible movement towards the end of the second millen-
nium BCE to bring order into a mass of inherited literature of all types, literary, lexical and scientific. Such a huge oper-
ation required not only the amassing of tablets and a cooperative and highly educated staff, but the articulated vision
of a driven individual who both conceived and carried out the plan. This is not something that could have come about
of its own accord. The idea was to impose system on chaos to facilitate control and retrieval.

Esagil-kin-apli, the Erasmus of Babylon

1. At the end of the second millennium BCE there were in circulation uncounted numbers of cuneiform healing
resources from many periods and cities that no individual could control or evaluate.

2. Esagil-kin-apli was famous ever after because he not only had a vision of what had to be done with this venerable,
inherited material but also carried it out.

3. He was in charge of a project. He had staff. Together these scholars established the major series of all the healing
arts.

4. For this process to be accomplished as many tablets as possible had to be collected and brought to one place.

5. Individuals or institutions must therefore have been recruited to amass and submit inscriptions, the older the
better. We suggest that the Middle Babylonian ‘catalogues’ from Istanbul and the British Museum are part of this
very process of collecting resources. (Interesting here is the fact that quite a few of their incipits are not identical to
the incipits we know in the first millennium.) In some respects, this activity anticipates the famous library activities
of Ashurbanipal.

6. All collected, impounded or borrowed tablets must have been laid out together on trestle tables like in the British
Museum Arched Room. Only this practical result would permit the establishing of a standard text line by line. Most
of this work would have been straightforward, since throughout the central traditional compositions variation
other than in orthography is generally quite uncommon. Significant variants would have had to be evaluated on a
one-to-one basis; sometimes in medical texts variant readings were preserved as a gloss, surviving into AMT and
BAM. Final decisions were made by the editor.

7. Esagil-kin-apli’s end products were controlled and polished to the point of providing line totals for each tablet,
thereby establishing a correct, standard text for all time, whose authority was reinforced by system catalogues. It is
probable that the adoption of Sumerian ideograms for Akkadian technical terms in omens and medicine was part
of this process, with the idea of establishing standard writings.

8. This operation is the famous Assyriological ‘canonisation’ of which Assyriologists often talk, in process and attrib-
utable to an intelligible origin; it was surely Esagil-kin-apli — as we are told by those who knew — who instituted it
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and saw it through. Probably he, or his team, did the same with all the non-medical omens too. KAR 44 gives the
full list of what was done. The same distillation process was applied to lexical resources, undoubtedly as part of
the same stimulus and for the same reasons.

9. It is this very canonisation process, moreover that led to the classification ahil; for this was material that was
excluded by the Scholar-Editor from ‘establishment’ status but carefully preserved nevertheless.

10. Probably staff members of the Esagil-kin-apli Project came to be responsible for textual commentaries.

11. There was probably a statue of Esagil-kin-apli somewhere. If not, there should have been.
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Markham J. Geller

A Babylonian Hippocrates

The BabMed Project has made important progress towards understanding of the nature and theoretical underpinnings
of Babylonian medicine, as a result of intensive study of the text catalogues being presented within this volume.* The
present author has argued elsewhere that magic and medicine, as well as prognosis / diagnosis, were all separate dis-
ciplines, which could in theory be studied and practiced by either physicians or exorcists or even midwives.? It is likely
that the various catalogues published here will permanently alter perceptions of how Babylonian ‘healing arts’ were
composed into three very distinctive literary genres, which we will label as medical, magical, and diagnostic, more as
convenient categories rather than formal definitions. Briefly, medical texts contain prescriptions and recipes (mostly
pharmacological with little surgery) for the treatment of symptoms, while magical texts (within the sub-category of
healing magic) comprise poetic incantations with accompanying rituals often performed by costumed exorcists under
dramatic ceremonial conditions, essentially to treat the psychological as well as physical dimensions of illness. The
third genre of texts consists of casuistic omens drawn from general practices of divination, aimed at predicting the
patient’s future prospects, either by interpreting his disease symptoms (signs) or general physiognomic features. Each
of these genres is distinctive, with a degree of overlap between all three, which does not, however, alter the clearly rec-
ognisable characteristics of each genre.? The three health-related catalogues in the present study, which we will label
for convenience AMC (Assur Medical Catalogue), KAR 44 (the Exorcist’s Manual), and CTN 4, 71 (Sakikkii catalogue), all
represent lengthy lists of the opening lines (incipits) of compositions dealing with medicine and magic, or alternatively
the first lines of collections of diagnostic and physiognomic omens. All three catalogues are relevant to medicine and
healing arts, listing compositions by their opening lines or rubrics, with two of these catalogues clearly attributing the
editing of these texts to one scholar, Esagil-kin-apli.* Two of these catalogues specifically refer to the process of creating
a new ‘weaving’ or text edition, and all three catalogues are bipartite, i.e. they have a clear division between a more
elementary or straightforward first section and a more esoteric second section. The pertinent questions are why such
catalogues were created in the first place and by whom, and whether these catalogues represent some kind of ‘canoni-
sation’ of texts pertaining to Heilkunde.

1 Canonicity

The issue of ‘canonicity’ in Mesopotamia, usually in relation to the Bible, was raised by Lambert already in 1957, fol-
lowed by Francesca Rochberg (see in her opera minora, Rochberg 2010: 65-83) and Alan Lenzi (2008: 147-148), among
others, but the issue has never quite been resolved.” While biblical canonicity remains at the cornerstone of the debate
about standardisation of ancient texts, biblical scholars themselves remain divided regarding the usefulness of this
term (see Lim 2013). A somewhat useful approach to the question has been taken by Karel van der Toorn, who argues

1 The Assur Medical Catalogue was studied by the entire BabMed research group, although the initial editing was done by Strahil Panayotov
and Ulrike Steinert, followed by Steinert’s excellent copy of the tablet fragments in Yale and Chicago.

2 In an article to be published in the Cambridge History of Science (forthcoming 2018). This division of Heilkunde does not agree with the
general overview of Attinger 2008: 6-9, which lists various categories of texts dealing with healing (recipes, incantations, diagnostic omens,
explanatory texts, and anatomical lists) without recognising the distinctive disciplines behind these texts.

3 A fourth genre of text belonging to healing practices consists of lists of plants and mineral stones as materia medica, combined with explan-
atory lists of these subjects known as Sammu $ikin$u and Abnu $ikinsu respectively. Another explanatory text of this same type, Simmu ikinsu,
elaborated types of skin lesions with names of various dermatological conditions. These explanatory lists existed apart from commentaries on
medical texts, which were not normally part of the curriculum.

4 Editing in this context refers to serialising compositions into ‘tablets’ or chapters and creating a widely agreed standard text which can
usually be found in multiple copies in libraries and archives without significant variation.

5 The term ‘canon’ has many meanings within ecclesiastical contexts (such as a ‘canon’ of sacred texts or a church ‘canon’ or ‘canon’ law)
which do not apply here. ‘Canon’ in the present usage results from the process of editing explained in the previous footnote. Alternative
terms could be used, such as ‘serialisation’, but this term is only useful in describing the compiling of cuneiform texts into a ‘series’ or fixed
sequence of tablets but does not address the agreed stability of a text characterised as ‘canonised’, nor does it explain the nature of a ‘non-can-
onised’ text circulating independently or outside the standard version.
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for ‘curriculum’ as one precursor to a canon (an approach taken by biblical scholarship as well, but without reference to
Mesopotamia; see van der Toorn 2007: 244f., 359). There is, however, no reliable documentary evidence for a structured
curriculum, although late Babylonian school tradition can be tracked to a limited extent from ‘school extracts’ of basic
genres (e.g. lexical texts, literary texts, incantations, etc.), copied by pupils (Gesche 2001, see Veldhuis 2014: 406-424).6

The catalogues edited in the present volume potentially provide convincing evidence for a perceived ‘canon’ of sci-
entific literature, since each catalogue represents a discrete collection or corpus of literature which was widely accepted
and clearly defined. Although in broad terms such a comprehensive notion of canon might seem plausible, in reality
such a definition cannot be applied with precision to most of cuneiform literary production with any confidence. As
Lambert already pointed out in 1957, not all of Akkadian literature (or Sumerian, for that matter) was edited into a textus
receptus, comparable to holy scriptures, but on the other hand Mesopotamian scholarship maintained a vague idea of
antediluvian apkallu-sages who established the basis of formal knowledge (or ‘classics’) later to be studied in learned
circles, and this fiction served as a useful model for curriculum and widely shared texts.” Lambert is essentially correct
in arguing that while the ancients themselves may have held a general notion of a classical ‘canon’, this in no way
compels us to adopt a similar approach to the reception of cuneiform literature in general. On the other hand, there is
little doubt that each of the catalogues treated in the present volume is intended to define a discrete thematically organ-
ised corpus of ancient texts, which leaves the question open as to whether these should be regarded as a literary ‘canon’.
In other words, the status of ‘canon’ as applied to any individual text is decisive, i.e. whether a text has come down to
us in a standard recension which was recognised in antiquity as authoritative; the question of whether an entire corpus
comprises a canon is not nearly as pressing and can be set aside for the moment.

2 Text Corpus

It was common in the ancient world for an individual text or even a corpus of texts to be attributed to a famous religious,
literary, or learned figure, whose authority would validate a work as genuine, credible, and original. Within Greek med-
icine, the name of Hippocrates served this purpose well, among many other well-known authorities on Greek medicine.
Nevertheless, we know little about Hippocrates, apart from his famous Oath, his presence on the island of Cos, and his
undeserved fame as the father of medicine. Although most of the writers in his Corpus are anonymous, the attribution
of these works to Hippocrates is the modern equivalent of a brand name. In fact, bad luck to any medical treatises
falling outside the Corpus Hippocraticum brand, since they faced a struggle to survive, and this even applies to the fun-
damentally important books of medical writers like Herophilus or Diocles, only known from fragments cited by Galen
and others.® Already in third century BCE Alexandria, scholars acknowledged the existence of an Hippocratic Corpus
consisting of some 40 works attributed to Hippocrates, and began composing glossaries of its technical language. The
preface to the lexicon of one such scholar, Erotian,’ is worth quoting in full:

6 Another precursor to canon, as argued by van der Toorn, is the library catalogue (van der Toorn 2007: 236ff.), which he posits (on theoretical
grounds) must have existed in Jerusalem for biblical books, although based upon the slenderest of evidence. Van der Toorn’s argument uses
the analogy of Mesopotamian libraries and library catalogues (ibid. 240f.), but he rightly points out that cuneiform catalogues usually specify
inventories of works in a specific geographical location (ibid. 243).

7 As Lambert notes, even Berossos subscribed to this image of the sources of wisdom from before the Flood, although not actually listing
antediluvian texts known to him (Lambert 1957: 9). See also Rochberg 2010: 216-217 for a discussion of Adapa, apkallu par excellence, acting
as editor and compiler of classical texts. A more detailed treatment is given in Lenzi 2008: 106-120 and most recently in Sanders 2017. It is
intriguing that Sumerian ABGAL (for apkallu) literally means ‘grandfather’ and nothing more.

8 As can be seen from the surviving fragments of Herophilus (von Staden 1989) and Diocles (van der Eijk 2000-01), despite their reputations
as authoritative, the writings of both of these scholars were in large measure lost because of their status outside any established corpus, in
contrast to inferior works preserved within the Corpus Hippocraticum.

9 See Jouanna 1999: 63-64 on Erotian, a first century CE lexicographer, ‘to whom we owe the most ancient list that has come down to us of the
works judged authentically Hippocratic’. Erotian listed the works in the Hippocratic Corpus (all attributed to Hippocrates) by titles (see also
Jouanna 1999: 373-416). Von Staden, like Jouanna, affirms that Erotian’s lexicon was based on an earlier list of Bacchius from the 3rd century
BCE (see von Staden 1990 and Wittern 1971). This listing of Hippocratic works is comparable to the catalogues being studied in the present
volume.

Unauthenticated
Download Date | 3/8/19 4:48 AM



44 =—— Markham . Geller

Since, of the [Hippocratic] works that have authentically been preserved, some are semiotic (sémeiotikd), while some are physiological
and aetiological (physika kai aitiologikd), and some pertain to an account of the Art (téchné); and of the therapeutic works (therapeutikd)
some are dietetic, others surgical, and [still others are?] entirely mixed. (translation von Staden 1990: 552)

While making allowances for basic differences between Greek and Babylonian medicine, nevertheless the categories
of Hippocratic genres outlined by Erotian (semiotic, aetiological, therapeutic, and general healing arts) go a long way
towards resembling the character of the works listed in the cuneiform catalogues being studied here.

The issue, however, is whether any single Mesopotamian scholar was famous enough to have an entire corpus
of texts attributed to his name. Mesopotamian scribes recorded the names of scholars to whom important individual
works were attributed (Lambert 1957), but one name amongst these lists attracts our attention, namely Esagil-kin-apli,
who at one point appears without any special distinction within a long list of other notable scholars (Lambert 1957: 13,
see line 44). It is this man who will be central to our investigation as a putative Babylonian counterpart to Hippocrates.
Esagil-kin-apli was an ummadnu-scholar (the highest academic title one could hold, equivalent to Ordinarius) who is
said to have lived in 11"-century BCE Babylonia, but at the same time was the descendant of Asalluhi-mansum, an
apkallu or ‘sage’ belonging to the circle of Hammurapi of the 18" century BCE; the title of ‘sage’ was probably fictitious,
since famous apkallu personalities were either antediluvian or were awarded mythological status (Lenzi 2008: 107).
Esagil-kin-apli, on the other hand, was not known for his literary oeuvres® but was clearly a man of science rather than
of letters, since his legacy associates him with healing arts of various kinds, including incantations as well as diagnos-
tic and physiognomic omens.

Lambert took up the thread once again in a second article on lists of ancestors and scholars (Lambert 1962), in
which he published more complete records which he had discovered in the interim, and these lists are revealing. One
passage in particular troubled Lambert, namely a fragmentary text attributing a number of important texts to the god
of wisdom, Ea (Lambert 1962: 64):

[a-$i-pu-tJu, LU.GALA-ti-tu,: UD AN ¢EN.LIL"*
[alam-dilm-mu-ii : SAG.ITL."NU.TIL".LA : SA.GIG."GA™
[KATA.D]U, .GA : LUGAL.E UD.ME.LAM.BI NIR.GAL : AN.GIM.DIM.[MA]

sz
[an-nu-tu,] $a pi-i%é-[a]

Exorcism, liturgy, astrology,
Physiognomic omens, anomalous births, diagnostic omens (symptoms),
Cledomancy, Lugal-e, Angim.

[These are] the authorship (lit. ‘from the mouth’) of Ea.

This is the only instance among such lists which attributes to a god the authorship of specific genres of texts and indi-
vidual works, many of which are relevant to the present discussion, such as exorcism (asipitu), physiognomic omens
(Alamdimmii) and diagnostic symptoms (Sakikkii), in addition to astrology, omens derived from speech, and abnor-

10 In contrast to scholars such as Sin-lége-unnini, the reputed author of the canonical Gilgamesh Epic, or Kabti-ilani-Marduk, who was cred-
ited with composing a later epic about the plague-god Erra.

11 The inclusion of kaliitu and Eniima Anu Enlil (EAE) is somewhat unexpected, since both genres are quite separate from exorcism and other
omens within this section, except for the fact that in later Uruk archives scholars bearing the title kalii (liturgy specialist) could also serve as
tupSar Eniima Anu Enlil (astrologer). It may not be coincidental that these scholars all belonged to the Sin-1ége-unnini family, the eponymous
ancestor of which was credited with a copy of the Gilgamesh Epic. See Gabbay 2014: 267. On the other hand, Esagil-kin-apli is described as a
priest (iSippu, ramku, see CTN 4, 71, Finkel 1988: 148, Schmidtchen’s edition in the present volume) and would certainly have needed to be
familiar with liturgy (kaliitu). As for his personal connections with the corpus of Eniima Anu Enlil-celestial omens, one of the Assur sources of
EAE 20 has a colophon stating that the tablet is based on a writing board from the 11* year of Adad-apla-iddina (Rochberg-Halton 1988: 216),
which would indicate that a recension of the text was in progress during Esagil-kin-apli’s tenure as royal ummdnu under this king. See also
Koch 2015: 163.

12 A late esoteric commentary from Cutha comments on three different texts, given in the opening line as BAD-ma iz-bu SA.GIG alam-dim-
mu-i, which are the same texts cited in this catalogue attributed most likely to Esagil-kin-apli’s editorial work; see Biggs 1968: 53.
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mal births (Summa izbu). Two literary works mentioned in this list, Lugal-e and Angim, were known in late bilingual
editions (van Dijk 1983 and Cooper 1978) and are unexpected.’® The assumption of Ea’s ‘authorship’ in this context is
also problematic and unprecedented, although explained by Rochberg as referring to Ea’s divine authority as being
somehow responsible for these texts (see Rochberg 2010: 215-216), whatever that may mean.'* There are no other exam-
ples of texts thought to have been inspired by a god or dictated to a human agent.”

There are several good reasons, based upon purely circumstantial evidence, for supposing that the reference to the
god Ea in this particular passage is either erroneous or intentionally cryptic. 1) No other god is credited with authorship
of any other texts, although all other attributions in the Lambert lists use the same wording, Sa pi PN, lit. ‘from the
mouth of PN’; the only other comparable reference is to Adapa, who is not a god but an antediluvian sage. 2) Several of
the texts ascribed to the god Ea in this passage are known elsewhere as being attributed to Esagil-kin-apli (in the cata-
logues KAR 44 and CTN 4, 71). 3) Esagil-kin-apli does not appear anywhere else in Lambert’s list of authors, although we
recognise him in another list of famous scholars compiled by later Seleucid scribes (Lenzi 2008: 107-108).2¢ The absence
of Esagil-kin-apli’s name in the Lambert lists is therefore remarkable. Based on this evidence, we are forced to infer
that in the statement, ‘from the mouth of Ea’, the writing %-[a] is cryptic orthography for the full name Esagil-kin-apli,
if not a simple scribal error.”” There is a way to explain how this could work. The clue is that Marduk was known as the
asib Esagil, ‘the resident of the Esagil-temple’, and in fact no other temple is ever associated with Marduk®®, and the
Esagil-temple was thought to be located immediately above Ea’s abode in the Apsii (George 1992: 296-297). In this light,
the name ™ES.GU.ZL.GIN.A // ™é-sag-gil-ki-in-apli (Lambert 1957: 13, 1. 44) could be interpreted as, ‘one who established
(my) son (in) the Esagil-temple’, i.e. Ea (referring to Marduk). The name Ea thereby becomes a nickname for our scholar.
However, the question then arises as to why these texts were never attributed to Esagil-kin-apli in relevant tablet colo-
phons, especially in the standardised lengthy compositions from Nineveh.

It is usual in Nineveh colophons for Ashurbanipal to adopt the role of editor of texts for himself rather than acknowl-
edging the hand of a scholar in his employ or any previous scholar, which is why one never finds useful information
in any standard Ashurbanipal colophon regarding the actual textual history of any library texts. Ashurbanipal’s claim
that he himself wrote, checked, and collated the Library tablets should not be taken literally, of course. Ashurbanipal

13 Although the association of these two bilingual texts with magic, liturgy, and omens remains difficult to explain, it might be not entirely
coincidental that the CTN 4, 71 catalogue describes Esagil-kin-apli as UM.ME.A KUR EME.GIR, u URIY, literally ‘ummanu-scholar of the land of
Sumerian (language) and Akkad’ (Finkel 1988: 148, and Schmidtchen’s edition in the present volume), an expression which also appears in a
standard Ashurbanipal colophon (type ‘b’, BAK No. 318: 5). It may be that these two bilingual texts (Lugal-e and Angim) were also thought to
be essential for the training of exorcists and professional healers. The first of these, Lugal-e, might be relevant to magic or divination because
of a long list of powerful stones used against a cosmic demon, reflecting the properties of materia magica; see Frahm 2011: 117, reinforcing
this suggestion from references to Lugal-e in commentaries. The second text, Angim, is less clear, since it describes the heroic exploits of the
god Ninurta and his many weapons, which could be metaphoric for the exorcist’s instruments against demonic adversaries or disease, but no
actual association with Esagil-kin-apli is otherwise known.
14 The notion of the god Ea as ‘author’ of these works could also be suggested by one standard Ashurbanipal colophon (type ‘0’), written as
if spoken by the king himself:
NAM.KU.ZU 496-a NAM.GALA ni-sir-ti ap-kal-lu , $d ana nu-uh lib-bi DINGIR.MES GAL.MES $u-lu-ku ki-i pi-i DUB.MES GABA.RI KUR as3-$urt
u KUR.URI¥i-na DUB.MES d3-tur as-niq ab-re-e-ma
I wrote, checked, and collated on tablets the ‘wisdom of Ea’ — liturgy (kaliitu), the secret of the sage (apkallu) which is fitting for ‘calming
the mind’ of the greatest gods, according to tablet copies from Assur and Akkad. (Gabbay 2014: 277-278)
However supportive this might at first seem for Ea as an author, Ashurbanipal’s description of liturgy as the “wisdom of Ea” is not the same
as attributing to Ea the authorship of kaliitu-texts; in fact, Ashurbanipal admits that such texts are actually based on the esoteric knowledge
(nisirtu) of a proverbial sage, the hypothetical apkallu-precursor of every ummdnu-scholar, but not Ea.
15 If that were the case, one might have expected Eniima eli$ to be attributed to Ea, with its final admonition in Tablet VII for the text to be
taught to the children of mankind (see Lambert 2013: 132-133 = En. el. VII), such as one finds at the end of Second Enoch (see Badalanova
Geller 2010).
16 In fact, all of the other ummadnu-scholars mentioned in the Seleucid Uruk list of kings and scholars (dating from 165 BCE) are also known
from Lambert’s list of sages (e.g. Sin-lége-unnini, Kabti-ilani-Marduk, Enlil-ibni, Gimil-Gula, Taqi$-Gula, and Esagil-kini-ubba). The only
scholar missing from the Lambert-list (Lambert 1962) is Esagil-kin-apli, unless he is accounted for under the name ‘Ea’. Lambert (1957: 13)
produces one Nineveh list of scribes in which Esagil-kin-apli’s name also appears (5R 44), but this scribal exercise was intended to identify
the famous scribes by both their Sumerian names and Akkadian equivalents.
17 Perhaps based on a faulty Vorlage where the scribe only had the first character E of the name and concluded that the god Ea was meant.
18 See George 1992: 80, 11 and Lambert 2013: 294, rev. 10, a-$ib é-sa[g-glil EN E¥ ‘marduk MAH, ‘exalted Marduk, lord of Babylon, who resides
in the Esagil’.
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takes credit for the work of his army of very capable but anonymous scribes, who had the enormous task of producing
numerous editions of Library tablets in such a standardised script that hardly any individual ductus can be detected.
Within this context, lack of reference in colophons to Esagil-kin-apli’s contribution to incantations, omens, or medical
texts is unsurprising.*®

In essence, what we see in Ashurbanipal’s Library and in the colophons of its texts is the equivalent of a King James
Bible, which also managed to obscure the individual contributions among the 47 scholars who produced this masterful
translation based on various ancient versions of the biblical text. We occasionally get a few scattered exceptional hints
at Akkadian editorial work, such as the very unusual and even eccentric esoteric remarks found on a hemerology tablet
from Assur, the so-called Nazimaruttas§ Hemerology (Livingstone 2013: 179; cf. Heef3el 2011: 171-173):

UD.MES DU, .GA.MES KA 7 tulp-pa-a-n]i GABA.RI UD.KIB.NUN¥ NIBRU* KA.DINGIR.RA* UD.UNUG* SES.UNUGH
UNUGH u eri-du,

um-ma-a-ni u-na-as-si-hu-ma u-na-as-si-qu-ma ana ™na-zi-miru-tas

LUGAL SU SUM-nu ana su-bu bu-ti-qe-e za-re-e $ér-re-e*° $a-ba-as ka-re-e it mim-ma se-bu-tit DU, .GA

Favourable days, according to seven tablets, (based on) copies from Sippar, Nippur, Babylon, Larsa, Ur, Uruk, and
Eridu. The scholars extracted, chose, and gave to Nazimaruttas$, king of the universe (the information, being) good
for looking out for deficiencies (ana su-bu bu-ti-qe-e), ‘weaving’ rows (za-re-e Sér-re-e), collecting ‘heaps’ (Sa-ba-as
ka-re-e) and whatever is planned.

This intriguing and almost incomprehensible note within a hemerology is not exactly a colophon since it occurs at
the end of the obverse, not the reverse of the tablet. The point of this passage is to show how complex texts were
being edited from various recensions or manuscripts from many different libraries and archives, in this case from seven
tablets (fuppani) from seven cities, all of which had libraries and archives. Although usually interpreted as referring to
agricultural work (see most recently Koch 2015: 217), it is more than likely that the expressions, ‘looking out for defi-
ciencies’, ‘weaving rows’, ‘collecting heaps’, etc. are all metaphors for scholarly activities. For instance, the puzzling
expression ‘collecting heaps’ of barley would make good sense if karii (‘heaps’) is a pun on iskdru, ‘series’,”* the stan-
dard technical word in colophons and catalogues for edited tablets appearing in a standard sequence.? ‘Deficiencies’
or ‘losses’ (butuqqii) on tablets could be gaps, and the ‘weaving’ (zarii) of lines (lit. rows) of a text is a metaphor referring
to the work of establishing text editions. In fact, a text as a ‘textile’ (Latin textus) was how editorial work was character-
ised in one catalogue being edited in the present volume (CTN 4, 71) ascribed to Esagil-kin-apli,*? for which we offer the
following interpretive translation of the relevant passage:

19 One further idea can be considered: it may be that Lambert’s Nineveh list of scholars and sages was actually a rather subversive text, pro-
viding the names of scholars who were responsible for standard editions of texts and text genres, but whose names were intentionally omitted
from Ashurbanipal Library colophons. Lambert’s lists would then reflect the scholars getting their own back, reacting against the imposed
anonymity of the royal colophons.
20 Livingstone translates as ‘begetting children’, which cannot be ruled out. Hunger (BAK No. 292) translates ‘das Besden der Saatfurchen’,
understanding $ér-re-e as Ser’u ‘row’. An alternative interpretation is to read the word as sirrii ‘(woven) row’, which could be derived from
Sumerian sir, ‘to weave’ (see also n. 24 below).
21 Although the usual logogram for iskaru is ES.GAR, there is evidence in colophons for the learned orthography $*GAR (BAK No. 47: 2), which
could reinforce the pun of karii for series.
22 A similar metaphor occurs in a hymn to Ninurta (Mayer 1992: 26 sub XIX), which reads:

um-man-nu mu-du-u GIM $a-a-ri a-na mi-hi-il-tu, i-zig-qa

u kul-lat tup-Sar-ru-tu GIM gu-ru-un-né-e ina kar-Si-Sit kam-su

The knowledgeable scholar blows like the wind onto his writing, and gathers all scribal craft in his heart (lit. belly) like a heap (of

grain). [reference courtesy of Cale Johnson]
23 See Frahm 2011: 328, n. 1565. The text CTN 4, 71 is unique in containing two separate catalogues of different but related text genres (di-
agnostic omens and physiognomic omens), separated by an unusually candid observation regarding the editing of such texts, which was
labelled by John Wee (2015: 274) as Esagil-kin-apli’s ‘manifesto’. Although the passage (see Finkel 1988 and Schmidtchen’s edition in this
volume) reads like a colophon, it occurs within the middle of the text, similar to the remarks in the hemerology tablet cited above.
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$a ultu ulla SUR.GIBIL la sabtu it GIM GU.MES GIL.MES $a GABA.RI NU TUKU

That (for) which from earlier an edition (lit. SUR.GIBIL ‘weaving’)** has never been realised® and (which) was like
twisted threads for which no copy (GABA.RI) existed.?

The significant point is that Esagil-kin-apli describes his own redaction of texts as a previously unaccomplished
‘weaving’ or ‘textile’, and in fact the expression SUR.GIBIL sab-tu, is a signature phrase associated with Esagil-kin-
apli’s own approach to the edition of texts, and this phrase is only found in specific and significant contexts, as we will
see below. An Akkadian equivalent to SUR.GIBIL ‘weaving’ does occur rarely in colophons, such as in a colophon to the
medical plant list (Uruanna) from Nineveh, which reads Sa ul-tu ul-la za-ra-a la sab-tu, ‘that (for) which from earlier a
“weaving” (zaril) has never been realised’ (Hunger 1968: 99 = BAK No. 321). Although Esagil-kin-apli is not mentioned
by name in this colophon, for reasons already explained,* this particular genre (lists of medical plants) would have
been relevant to other texts attributed to Esagil-kin-apli.?®

A second Nineveh colophon with the expression za-ra-a occurs in an acrostic hymn to Marduk and his consort
Zarpanitu. The colophon of K. 7592+ (= SAA 3 No. 2 rev. 24) is unusually instructive for explaining colophon terminology:

SU.NIGIN 30-TA.AM [MU].SID.IM za-ra-a ta-nit-ti ""[AMAR.UTU ...] nar-bi ‘zar-pa-[ni-tum ble-el-tu, GAL-tu,
na-[ram-ti ‘AMAR.UTU ...]

Total of thirty [lines] in ‘rows’, an edition (lit. ‘weaving’), a hymn to Marduk ..., the feats of the great lady Zarpanitu,
beloved of [Marduk ...]. (Livingstone 1989: 10)*

The logical inference is that za-ra-a corresponds to SUR.GIBIL, as in the colophon BAK No. 321 cited above (Hunger
1968: 98-99). However, the term MU.SID.IM in this tablet logically represents a logogram for Akk. sadiru,*® ‘ruled sec-
tions’, based on the fact that there are actually 30 ruled off sections easily identifiable on this tablet.>! The term sadiru
also appears in the CTN 4, 71 catalogue, in which two broken entries (1. 19 and 31) refer to a specific sub-series of
diagnostic omens - the latter consisting of no less than 860 lines - as a sa-di-ru SUR.GIBIL sab-tu,, a ‘ruled section,
an accomplished edition (lit. ‘weaving’)’.3* But what is the reason for noting that the text is a zarii (= SUR.GIBIL)? The
arrangement (or ‘weaving’, zarii) of the tablet is based upon the idea that the rows or sections are organized as an
acrostic, which spells out the phrase, ‘I Ashurbanipal, who has invoked you, heal me, O Marduk, that I may praise you!’
(a-na-ku as-Sur-ba-ni-ap-li sa il-su-ka bu-ul-li-ta-ni-ma ma-ru-du-uk da-li-li-ka lu-ud-lul). The purpose of the colophon

24 The word SUR for weaving has been previously discussed by Stol 2007: 241242, associating this logogram with Akk. famii, ‘spinning’. Stol
cites bilingual evidence for SUR = famii / temii ‘to spin’, for which the usual Sum. equivalent is NU with the reading /sir,/, which confirms
Stol’s idea that SUR is phonetic for SIR,, to ‘spin’ or ‘weave’, thus supporting the textile metaphor. Frahm (2011: 328) suggests that this might
also be a metaphor for ‘winnowing’ (zarii). However, what has not been taken into account is further lexical evidence, namely zara, (BAD.
DILI'*) for ‘garment’, as well as za-ra BAD = tamil (for zara,), ‘to spin’. It may be that the logogram SUR.GIBIL for zaril ‘weaving’ (and not zarii
eddesu ‘new weaving’) uses GIBIL (‘new’) to distinguish itself from the lexical equation ZARA, (BAD), which could erroneously be read as
SUMUN (BAD), ‘old’. John Wee’s suggestion of reading sa-ra-a for this term as derived from a root srr is unconvincing; see Wee 2015: 254 n. 27.
25 Literally, ‘grasped’.

26 See Finkel 1988: 148 and the new edition of this text in the present volume.

27 The presence of this phrase (Sa ultu ulla zard la sabtu) in an Ashurbanipal colophon could represent a subtle allusion to Esagil-kin-apli’s
reputed editorial work, without mentioning the scholar by name. See Frahm 2011: 332 n. 1588, in which he suggests that “the Assyrian king
presents himself as an Esagil-kin-apli redivivus”.

28 The catalogue KAR 44: 26 does not refer specifically to Uruanna-plant lists but does list another explanatory plant list, Sammu Sikinsu.
29 Thisis the only other known use of the term za-ra-a in a colophon, and although the rest of this colophon is uninscribed, this does not rule
out the possibility that this tablet originated in an Ashurbanipal workshop.

30 AKKk. sadiru can correspond to either logogram MU.SID or MU.MES, depending upon scribe, e.g. Hunger 1968: 134 = BAK No. 487 [CT 40,
4, Summa dlu omens) has 12 sections (MU.MES) and 95 lines (MU.SID.BI). In Ashurbanipal’s acrostic hymn cited above, the phrase [MU].SID.
(BI).IM indicates a text that is organised in ruled sections. Cf. Steinert (infra) for further discussion.

31 See also Sokoloff 2002: 799-800, for the cognate Babylonian Aramaic term sydr’ ‘recitation of the Bible’ indicating fixed sections of the
Pentateuch recited regularly in sequence in synagogue liturgy, in addition to more general meanings of ‘order, row, division’.

32 The expression sa-di-ru SUR.GIBIL sab-tu, also occurs several times in AMC. One revealing use of the term sadiru appears in a colophon of
the plant list Uruanna, characterised by long lists of words arranged in boxes but not in rows; hence its colophon expressly states that la i-Su-1i
sa-di-i-ru, (the text) ‘has no rows’ (BAK No. 321: 5 = Hunger 1968: 99). Cf. a similar discussion in Frahm 2011: 332 n. 1588.
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of combining these two terms, zarii and sadiru, was to allude to the type of editorial work specifically associated with
Esagil-kin-apli, which may have also been reflected in the acrostic.

This weaving metaphor occurs elsewhere in relation to Esagil-kin-apli’s interests in editing texts, as in an Assur
copy of physiognomic omens published by Nils Heef3el, which makes an oblique remark about Esagil-kin-apli. The text
reads, DIS "alan’-dim-mu-u LIBIR.RA $d é-sag-gil-GIN.A NU DUS.MEé-éﬂ, ‘an older (recension) of Alamdimmii-(physiog-
nomic omens) which Esagil-kin-apli never “untied”’ (Heef3el 2010: 145-150). What is meant by ‘older’ omens, which this
famous scholar never ‘untied’ or ‘resolved’? The likelihood is that to ‘untie’ a text would mean to take apart its individ-
ual variants in order to incorporate them into a standard edition, which in effect would mean that the individual tablet
is no longer required. ‘Untying’ the tablet would refer to this editing process, and the opposite case, that the tablet is not
‘untied’, would mean that the tablet has not yet had its variants recorded and it remains as a separate composition, in a
synoptic relationship to other texts of the same genre.>® In other words, this is a text which was outside the confines of
a standardised or canonised text with its widely agreed fixed form, and as such the Assur tablet discovered by Heef3el
falls outside of the usual process of text editions attributed specifically to Esagil-kin-apli.

3 Non-canonical Texts

If so much effort is expended by one scholar to create standard editions of texts, we would ideally like to know what is
actually meant by non-standard or ‘external’ (ahil) texts in relation to closely edited or ‘woven’ ones. The reason why this
is important is because canonicity is often defined by its exceptions, so while there is no clear vocabulary for standardisa-
tion of texts (beyond the metaphorical terms discussed above), texts which were not standardised in the same way were
labelled as ‘outsider’ (ahii)-texts. Nevertheless, this is all part of the same process of establishing standard text editions.
A revealing clue to identifying non-canonical texts occurs in a letter to Ashurbanipal from his chief scribes Nabfi-
zeru-lesir and Issar-sumu-ere$ (SAA 10 No. 8 rev. 12 = Parpola 1993: 9): $u-mu an-ni-u la-a $a ES.GAR-ma $u-u 3a pi-i
um-ma-ni Su-u, ‘this omen is not from the Series (i.e. Eniima Anu Enlil), it is an oral communication of a scholar’, and
then reiterates the matter once again, an-ni-ii la-a $a ES.GAR-ma $u-u a-hi-u $u-u, ‘it is not from the series, it is “external”
(non-standard)’ (ibid. rev. 8, and see Elman 1975: 23). A somewhat surprising reference to non-canonical tablets occurs
in another court letter from the exorcist Marduk-8akin-Sumi to the king in the very same year (671 BCE), reporting on a
list of various rituals being performed on the king’s behalf on the day; the scholar promises to prepare a further number
of rituals for the following day, about which he reports (SAA 10 No. 240: 2327 = Parpola 1993: 191): u-ma-a re-eS tup-
pa-a-ni ma-a’-du-ti lu 20 lu 30 SIGS.MES a-hi-u-ti u-ba-’a a-na-as-si-a a-Sat-tar ‘1 will now search for, pick out, and write
the incipits of many tablets,* some 20 or 30, either “good” (i.e. canonical) or “external” (non-canonical) ones.” The
value judgment expressed in this letter is striking, with the contrast between ‘good’ and ‘external’ tablets being clearly
expressed. That this distinction is not accidental can be seen in another letter from the same Marduk-Sakin-Sumi to
Ashurbanipal a short time later, in which he describes his own actions to prepare anti-witchcraft rituals (SAA 10 No. 245
rev. 12-18 = Parpola 1993: 195): a-na-ku an-nu-rig tup-pa-a-ni 30 40 SIGE.MEE am-mar ina muh-hi qur-bu-u-ni u a-hi-u-ti
i-ba-as-si i-se-nis$ im-ma-ti-me-ni [in-né-plu-su-u-[nli re-e-3u [a-na-as-$i a-mla-ta-ha .... ‘I am now picking out and using
30-40 tablets, as many “good” (standard) ones near to the subject and “external” (non-standard) ones as there are,
in addition to what is usually performed ...."” There appears to be no question that the standardised tablets were to be
preferred to the non-standard ones, although the latter had their uses.>® In any case, there is a clear contrast between

33 See Wee 2015: 254, in which he compares this phrase to the editorial process of ‘unravelling textual threads from older compositions’,
which is a similar idea.

34 Parpola (1993: 191) translated this passage as, ‘I shall now look up, collect, and copy numerous - 20 to 30 — canonical and non-canonical
tablets’, relying upon the idiom résa nasi, ‘to pick out’, which is technically correct. However, in most instances the term résu occurs either
immediately before nasii or in the vicinity, whereas in the present clause the term résu appears far in advance of nasi, and together with two
other verbs which do not share the same idiom with résu. For this reason, we have opted for a translation of rés tuppani as ‘incipits’, partly on
contextual grounds, since it would have been difficult even for a trained scribe to produce 20 to 30 tablets on a single day, unless they were
quite small. The recording of incipits would make good sense in this context, in effect producing a thematic catalogue of relevant omen texts,
similar to the catalogues being studied in the present volume.

35 Seealso SAA 10 No. 182 rev. 24-28, in which the writer remarks that while his competitors only had access to all kinds of ‘external’ (non-stan-
dard) tablets, he himself was fortunate enough to learn from his own father (Parpola 1993: 146-147).
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tablets which are SIG, ‘good’ and others which are either la Sa iSkari ‘not from a series’ or ahiiti, ‘external, non-stan-
dard’. We are reminded once again of the Hippocratic Corpus, which managed to protect its own texts for posterity in
preference to medical literature not included within the Corpus.

We have a number of examples of such ahii-texts, most often but not exclusively appearing in collections of omens.
The question is what is meant by the term ahil, ‘outside’ in reference to editions of texts.3® There are clear cases in which
the term ahii refers to non-standard manuscripts of a known series, such as individual Summa izbu extracts marked
as ahiiti (Leichty: 1970 198-199, de Zorzi 2014: I 336-237). On the other hand, a lengthy ahii-tablet of Eniima Anu Enlil
published by Rochberg (2010: 85-111) parallels (with many variants) the standard edition of the same material, thus
showing the contrast between standard and non-standard editions of the same text. An ahii-text might simply be a
tablet with many orthographic peculiarities, and although not be specifically marked as ahi, it could be considered as
a candidate for non-canonicity if its variant readings do not regularly conform to those of the standard series.*”

In effect, Nineveh sources show a remarkable degree of conformity with Late Babylonian redactions of the same
texts from Babylon, Sippar, and Uruk, among other sites. Although colophons never refer to such texts as ‘stan-
dardised’, it is usual to note that the tablets have been ‘checked and collated’, or even copied from a writing board or
tablet from a library elsewhere, such as Babylon. However, on occasion one encounters exceptions. A few colophons
include the term ahil, ‘outside’, to refer to texts which are ‘non-canonical’ or not part of the standard composition.?®
Several examples of such non-canonical tablets occur in collections of physiognomic omens,*® but the more interesting
example is one standard Nineveh colophon (Type q, see Hunger 1968: 103 = BAK No. 329) which labels the tablet as a
bul-ti TA muh-hi EN UMBIN lig-ti BAR.MES, or ‘prescriptions from head to toenail, non-canonical collections’.*° It is
worth examining in this connection a fuller version of the colophon most commonly appearing on editions of medical
recipes from Nineveh (BAK No. 329):

ni-siq tup-$ar-ru-ti $a ina LUGAL.MES-ni a-lik mah-ri-ia mam-ma $ip-ru $u-a-tu la e-hu-uz-zu bul-ti TA muh-hi EN
UMBIN lig-ti BAR.MES ta-hi-zu nak-la a-zu-gal-lu-ut *nin-urta u ‘gu-la ma-la ba-as-mu ina tup-pa-a-ni as-tur as-niq
IGL.KAR-ma a-na ta-mar-ti $i-ta-si-ia gé-reb E.GAL-ia 1i-kin

The apex of scribal arts — which among my royal predecessor no one could grasp this work — I (Ashurbanipal)
wrote, checked, and collated the recipes ‘from cranium to toe(nails)’, the non-standardised selections (ligti ahiiti),**
(and) clever analysis (tahizu nakla). I established (ukin) within my palace (editions) of the highest medical arts of
Ninurta and Gula, as much (as exists) taking the form of (cuneiform)-tablets, for my (own) reading and lecturing.

36 The term ahii (Sum. bar) ‘outside’, has a close equivalent in the Jewish Aramaic term beraitha, ‘outside’, which also refers to extra tradi-
tions cited in the Talmud which were not originally codified in the Mishnah, which was the main sourcebook of rabbinic academies, apart
from the Bible itself (see Stemberger 1982: 191-192). A beraitha can be characterised as 1) free standing and independent, 2) anonymous, and
3) representing an older stratum of authoritative knowledge.

37 A good example of a possible ahii-tablet is K. 111+, which duplicates Udug-hul Tablet 13-15; this large two-column tablet lacks a colophon
and shows signs of being burned. Although found in Nineveh, the tablet was written in a very distinctive Babylonian script and has many
orthographic peculiarities and variants which differ from other Udug-hul duplicates from other sites (Babylon, Sippar, Uruk, etc.); see Geller
2016: 17-18.

38 Rochberg (2010: 76) refers to ahii-collections among celestial omens (Eniima Anu Enlil), Summa alu and Summa izbu-omens, the menol-
ogy Iqqur ipus and medical prescriptions, and identifies ahii-texts as a ‘classification primarily applicable to casuistic literature, and more
specifically to the so-called scientific texts, that is, divination and medicine’; see generally Rochberg 2010: 65ff. and 85ff. Koch defines omen
texts characterised as ahii as being ‘older omen material that was left out of the standard series ... extraneous but not unauthoritative’ (Koch
(2015: 65).

39 See Bock 2000: 19, 262ff. for ahii-tablets of physiognomic omens. The first is a small excerpt tablet from the series Alamdimmii, with the
colophon which states, [SU.NIGIN X]+1 MU.MES alam-dim-mu-ii 15 u 150 TA SA lig-ti BAR.MES ZI-ha [GABA.R]I KA.DINGIR.RAK SUMUN-3ti
SAR-ma ba-ri-im ‘[Total of] x lines of Alamdimmil, right and left, extracted from among ahii-selections, a copy from Babylon, its Vorlage being
copied and checked.’ Other tablets of these omens are known to be ‘extraneous’ by comparison with the standard editions of these omens.
40 The same colophon (Hunger 1968 = BAK No. 329) occurs on almost all Nineveh medical compositions which have Ashurbanipal colophons
preserved, e.g. BAM 538.

41 The translation ‘selections’ is taken from Koch 2015: 184. See Heef3el 2012: No. 1 (KAR 483) for ligte ahiiti in explanatory omens and Koch
2005: 296 (KAR 151) showing these omens being collected as a nishu-extract.
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This colophon tells us a certain amount about the editing of medical recipes in the Ashurbanipal Library, and specif-
ically that medical recipes (bult) were edited and compiled which were a capite ad calcem, an almost universal ‘from
head-to-foot’ organisation of medical data known from Babylonian diagnostic omens as well as from Greek and Egyp-
tian and even Chinese medical literature.*? In addition, the colophon explains that medical texts also came in the form
of selections (ligti lit. ‘gleanings’) of non-standard (ahii) texts, as well as being quoted within ingenious explanatory
hermeneutics (tahizu nakla) on medical literature.

The impression given is that the bulti or medical recipes, drawn from non-standard editions, were constantly being
edited by Ashurbanipal’s scholars into azugalliitu, the highest niveau of medical learning, represented by the large
Nineveh tablets of collected medical prescriptions and incantations found in his Library. No other libraries or centres
of learning at that time produced the quality and variety of medical texts which could rival those from Nineveh. Nev-
ertheless, the thrust of this colophon raises serious doubts as to whether medical recipes (bulti) were ever actually
standardised or belonged to a fixed canon prior to the editing processes carried out by Ashurbanipal’s scholars, since
medical texts from Assur and other cities do not normally appear in duplicate copies (see Geller 2010: 97-108). What is
more typical of medical recipes are collections of individual and largely unique manuscripts, in which various prescrip-
tions may be duplicated elsewhere but the composition as a whole is not. It may be that the colophon cited above (BAK
No. 329) expressed an ambitious goal of Ashurbanipal rather than what had actually been achieved. In any case, the
combined phrases ‘head to toenail recipes’ and ‘outside collections’ occur only with medical texts among Ashurbanipal
colophons and clearly typify the discipline of asiitu.

4 Corpus Again

The question is whether we can identify an Akkadian term to describe the abstract concept of a ‘corpus’ of texts. Tech-
nical terminology was available for more concrete descriptions of how compositions were organised, such as iskaru (lit.
‘work assignment’) used to describe a collection of ‘tablets’ (fuppii) which would be the modern equivalent of chapters
of a book; these ‘tablets’ were organised into numbered sequences (hence ‘series’). Apart from complete compositions,
scholars could also construct a nishu or ‘extract’ from a longer composition, which could be conveniently used for study
or teaching purposes;*® the term pirsu had a similar meaning (Hunger 1968: 171).

However, there appears to be a more general term for ‘corpus’ within the diagnostic / physiognomic omen catalogue
CTN 4, 71. One of the noteworthy characteristics of this particular catalogue is that the obverse of the tablet records the
total number of lines in the diagnostic series Sakikkii, but at the same time the Sakikkii catalogue is divided into six sec-
tions, each listing the number of ‘tablets’ in each sub-section, and only at the very end does the text mention that Sakikkii
is composed of 40 tablets (DUB.MES); see Schmidtchen’s edition in this volume. The Sakikkii catalogue (CTN 4, 71) incor-
porates a unique note attributed to Esagil-kin-apli discussed above (see n. 23), which adds the following remarks:**

He (Esagil-kin-apli) contemplated in his mind and undertaking an edition (SUR.GIBIL, lit. ‘weaving’) of Sakikkii
(diagnostic omens) ‘from cranium to feet’ (i.e. a capite ad calcem), he established (the text) into a recension (NIG.
ZU = ihzu).* Take care and pay attention! Do not neglect your recension (ihzu), he who does not establish a recen-
sion (NIG.ZU NU GUB.BE = ihza la ukin) cannot explain symptoms (sakikkil), nor can he reveal (anything about)
physiognomic omens (Alamdimmii). Sakikkii (diagnostic omens) is a ‘corpus’ (riksu) of disease and a ‘corpus’ (riksu)

42 Avariant colophon occasionally appears (BAK No. 319) which includes the usual statement that none of Ashurbanipal’s predecessor kings
were capable of working at the highest level of scribal arts (nisig tupSarriiti), and then reads: né-me-eq “nabi ti-kip sa-ana-tak-ki ma-la ba-
as-mu ina tup-pa-a-ni as-tur as-niq ab-re-e-ma ‘I wrote, checked, and collated Nab{’s wisdom, as much as is formed in cuneiform wedges on
tablets.” This type of colophon is typical for the non-medical anti-witchcraft corpus (see for example Abusch and Schwemer 2011: 327), and it
is also the colophon which appears on the Lambert list of sages and scholars (Lambert 1962: 63). It is likely that Ashurbanipal was unaware of
the contents of the latter text, but that this colophon was a pro forma addendum required by palace protocols.

43 See Koch 2015: 184 for a discussion of nishu-excerpts from celestial omens of Eniima Anu Enlil.

44 My own interpretive translation differs from that given elsewhere in this volume (cf. Schmidtchen supra).

45 The idea of ihzu as ‘recension’ rather than a more general term for ‘knowledge’ is based on the context of this passage, which refers specif-
ically to editing texts; in fact, the term ihzu can refer to a ‘mounting’ for precious stones or metals, which is a suitable metaphor in this context
for the frame or fixed setting of an edited text.
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of mental illness, (while) Alamdimmii-omens concern physiognomy and (physical) form and human fate, which Ea
and his son (i.e. Marduk) have determined; as to the textual series (iSkaru) of both (i.e. Sakikkii and Alamdimmil),
their ‘corpus’ (riksu) is as one.

The most intriguing feature of this description of diagnostic and physiognomic omens is the appearance of the term
riksu, which literally refers to a ‘set table’ used for offerings or a ‘binding’ of various items together, but used in this
highly unusual text as a metaphor for ‘corpus’.*® The point of the remark is that diagnostic and physiognomic omens,
while already organised sequentially into compositions (i.e. ‘tablets’), should be taken together to form a single canon
of texts on the topic of signs or omens derived from physical traits.*” The interesting feature of this passage is the number
of metaphors being employed for the job of editing texts (zard sabatu, ihzu, kdnu, riksu), since no technical vocabulary
existed to explain such editorial work, and that these neologisms are associated in this text with Esagil-kin-apli.

5 Conclusion — a Babylonian Hippocrates

The question which has been lurking in the background of this entire discussion is whether Esagil-kin-apli was thought
to be responsible for the three catalogues in the present volume (AMC, KAR 44, CTN 4, 71) which list all works dealing
with healing arts. The two relevant questions concern the processes of standardising text editions into canonical ver-
sions and the attribution of texts to an author. All three catalogues dating from the Neo-Assyrian period list composi-
tions of texts in relevant genres, but only two of the catalogues formally attributed this activity to the earlier scholar
Esagil-kin-apli.

The data surveyed in the present discussion has been based upon certain assumptions. First, the process of editing
standardised texts within Mesopotamian school tradition was already well established by the time these catalogues
were created, since already in the Old Babylonian period anonymous Nippur scholars were composing Sumerian lit-
erary texts with remarkably few variants, indicating a process of canonicity long before Esagil-kin-apli’s time. Never-
theless, earlier scholars invented no specific terminology to describe this activity, and most of the works listed in our
three catalogues did not yet exist in the form we know them in the Old Babylonian period. It is therefore defensible
to argue that the serialisation and standardisation of most of the texts mentioned in these lists belonged to a later
period — an editorial activity specifically dated in one catalogue to the reign of Adad-apla-iddina in the 11" century
BCE and attributed to a single scholar, Esagil-kin-apli (see Finkel 1988). However, the jarring statement in KAR 44 that
Esagil-kin-apli’s pedigree reaches back to the time of Hammurapi may intentionally allude to the fact that such editing
processes had already been put into place in older periods by predecessors in the academy. Nevertheless, this leaves us

46 One reference to riksu as corpus is not quite certain but could possibly be an important witness to this term. The usage in question occurs
at the end of a lengthy tablet which compiles several incantations from the incantation Compendium (see Schramm 2008), copied by R. C.
Thompson in CT 17, 15-18 (BM 34223). This Seleucid period tablet (see BAK No. 421) contains a catchline followed by a unique rubric (CT 17, 18):

én sag-gig an-edin-na i-du, -du, im-gin, mu-un-ri-ri

im-dub 24 keSda nam-nar és-gar udug-hul-mes nu al-til

‘Incantation: “the headache demon circles around in the steppe and blows like the wind.”

24 tablet, riksu of chanting, Series of Udug-hul-a-me$, not complete.’
The usual interpretation of this line is Sir-nam-nar, ‘musical song’, but this term is rare and does not apply to any known corpus of texts, and
bears no special relationship to Udug-hul incantations. The likelihood is that the term nam-nar is not technical but rather a general descrip-
tion of a category of incantations, for which Udug-hul comprises one component. A similar term is Serkugii for ritual songs in incantations,
also mentioned in KAR 44 but rarely employed. The meaning of the colophon would be that the incantation in question represents the 24"
tablet of a corpus of liturgy (lit. ‘song’), incorporating the Udug-hul series, but not complete.
47 1t is hardly coincidental that the CTN 4, 71 passage (attributed to Esagil-kin-apli) describes diagnostic omens (SA.GIG) twice as a riksu of
both physical and mental disease, while avoiding this term in describing physiognomic omens (Alamdimmii). This reflects the actual status of
such omens when these observations were made, since Sakikkil was a single composition composed of six sub-series (sadiru) combined into
a unified work (riksu), while physiognomic omens consisted of several independent compositions (Alamdimmil, Nigdimdimmil, Kataduggi,
Summa sinni$tu gagqagda rabiat, Summa liptu), which never appeared under a single title and hence were not designated as a ‘corpus’ (riksu).
The passage concludes, however, that the serialised compositions (iSkariz) of diagnostic and physiognomic omens should be considered to-
gether as a combined ‘corpus’ (riksu) or canon.
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with the problem of explaining why only two of the catalogues, KAR 44 and CTN 4, 71 attribute their lists to Esagil-kin-
apli, while the third catalogue, AMC, is silent on this point.

Before addressing this question, it would be useful to review the striking similarities of all three catalogues. All are
single-column tablets, with one (KAR 44) being landscape (horizontal) in layout, while the other two have a portrait
(vertical) layout; this conforms with Irving Finkel’s observations regarding different layouts for Late Babylonian school
texts dealing with magic and medicine.*® Second, all three catalogues are divided into two main sections, indicating
a natural division of the sources listed. In CTN 4, 71 the first section lists diagnostic omens while the second section
lists physiognomic omens (see the edition of Schmidtchen below). In KAR 44, the first section lists works forming the
standard curriculum of exorcists,*® while the second list comprises more esoteric works at an advanced level of training
and education. In both these catalogues, the two sections are divided by a comment attributing these compositions to
a single scholar, Esagil-kin-apli.>® In AMC, the first section lists diseases associated with parts of the body, while the
second section enumerates more general pathologies unrelated to any specific area of human anatomy. Although no
attribution is given to any scholar in AMC, nevertheless the list includes frequent repetitions of key phrases - e.g. zara
(SUR.GIBIL) sabatu — which are closely associated with Esagil-kin-apli’s editorial work in CTN 4, 71, so that the attribu-
tion is hinted at if not specifically stated.”

There are several possible reasons why Esagil-kin-apli was not mentioned in AMC. First, the format and content
of AMC is so similar to that of the other catalogues, with some overlap between genres and general similarity of subject
matter, that it may not have been considered necessary to mention Esagil-kin-apli by name. Second, no other authority
among scholars and sages was credited with producing standard editions of medical texts, so again mentioning him by
name may have been redundant. Moreover, in Lambert’s lists of scholars and ancestors discussed above, the section
we ascribed to Esagil-kin-apli (i.e. ‘from the mouth of Ea’) identifies texts dealing with magic, liturgy, diagnostics, and
physiognomic omens, which are the very texts listed in KAR 44 and CTN 4, 71; no mention is made of asiitu or medicine
in the Lambert list in connection with Esagil-kin-apli or any other scholar. The reason for this may be (as noted above)
that the standard editions of medical texts came relatively late, probably from anonymous scholars in the employ of
Ashurbanipal’s Library, and given that the Lambert lists themselves date from roughly this same period and schol-
arly atelier, it would have been obvious that medical texts had not been edited in duplicate copies in the earlier era
of Adad-apla-iddina or Esagil-kin-apli. However, the actual editorial processes of creating a SUR.GIBIL sabtu, a ‘text
edition formally accomplished’, followed the methods and procedures already established by Esagil-kin-apli for genres
thematically similar and related to medicine. So while Esagil-kin-apli was not mentioned by name in AMC, his scholarly
presence was certainly felt.

Is there any justification for assuming Esagil-kin-apli to have been a Babylonian Hippocrates? The answer must
be affirmative, since Esagil-kin-apli is the only ancient authority whose name was associated with editorial work on
Babylonian magic, diagnostics, and medicine, and the only name which merits comparison with Hippocrates within
Greek medicine. Esagil-kin-apli was someone to whom magical and medical works could be attributed in order to lend
authority to standardised texts, with the usual implications for assumed canonicity and preservation of texts within
identifiable corpora.

48 Finkel provides a simple scheme based on a Late Babylonian archive of tablets dealing with both magic and medicine; portrait or vertical
orientation was used for asiitu and landscape or horizontal orientation was used for asipiitu (Finkel 2000: 146), which conforms to the pat-
terns of the three catalogues AMC, KAR 44, and CTN 4, 71. One grey area is the last of these catalogues (CTN 4, 71) dealing with diagnostic
and physiognomic omens, usually associated with the exorcist, but in the catalogue scheme, these omens were considered to be closer to
therapeutic prescriptions than incantations, judging by the portrait rather than landscape orientation (following AMC rather than KAR 44). It
seems plausible, however, that distinctive disciplines are not to be confused with the professionals who employed them.

49 Including his training as a priest. This information contrasts with the resumé of the exorcist provided in Koch 2015: 20-21, in which she
maintains that the ‘aSipu was almost never directly affiliated with a temple, in contrast to the various other officials and “priests”, who were
responsible for cultic cleansing rituals and the daily cult’ (ibid. 20). The fact that the activities of the asipu / masmassu are best known in
relation to exorcism and magical rituals does not rule out regular activities within the temple, which are clearly enumerated within KAR 44.
50 It is worth noting this same layout in a hemerology dating to the Neo-Assyrian period (Livingstone 2013: 179), with an explanatory state-
ment coming at the end of the obverse attributing the hemerology to the time of Nazimaruttas, about two centuries earlier than Adad-apla-id-
dina. See the discussion above.

51 This connection between AMC and CTN 4, 71 was already noted by Frahm (2011: 329 n. 1571).
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J. Cale Johnson
Towards a New Perspective on Babylonian Medicine

The Continuum of Allegoresis and the Emergence of Secular Models in Mesopotamian
Scientific Thought

Abstract: Traditional accounts of Babylonian medicine see the two disciplines involved in healing in ancient Mesopo-
tamia, viz. Sip tu “exorcism or incantation-and-ritual-driven healing” and asdtu “medicine”, as complementary dis -
ciplines, collaborating in the treatment of individual patients. Ritter’s 1965 paper on the two disciplines, for example,
sought to differentiate them, while at the same time arguing that they often collaborated in the treatment of individual
patients. The new edition of AMC in this volume already overturns one of Ritter’s primary working hypotheses, namely
that Babylonian medicine (astu) lacked the type of carefully organized, discipline-defining compendium known for
Sip tu, where The Diagnostic Handbook clearly plays this role. Now that The Nineveh Medical Compendium — the
medical corpus that AMC defines — can be seen as functionally equivalent, in certain ways, to The Diagnostic Handbook,
this paper seeks to overturn two other common descriptions of Babylonian medicine that derive, however indirectly,
from the idea that the medical corpus is amorphous or open-ended: (i) the belief that as(tu and Sip tu were comple-
mentary and cooperative disciplines and (ii) the supposedly non-theoretical character of Babylonian medicine (asGtu).

This paper argues that these two disciplines were, for the most part, in competition for the attention of the crown as
well as for social standing more generally. Each of these two disciplines (asGtuand Sip tu) maintained its own disci-
plinary identity and compendia and, perhaps more importantly for Mesopotamian intellectual history, its own models
of disease etiology and causation. These different models of etiology and causation in asdtu and Sip tu only become
apparent, however, when we adopt a properly “architectonic” approach to reconstructing the technical compendia that
were used by each of these two disciplines. And, as a consequence, the position of any given line or fragment within a
particular, discipline-specific compendium is one of its most important, even definitive, properties. This type of “archi-
tectonic approach” is unusually powerful, when we look at the diseases of the gastrointestinal tract, because there we
find a decisive split. The etiologies of gastrointestinal disease within exorcism-driven healing ( Sip tu) rely, almost
exclusively, on postulating ghosts or demons as causal agents, while Babylonian medicine (asdtu) turned to increas-
ingly “secular” etiologies based on analogies between the unseen processes of the gastrointestinal tract and visible pro-
cesses in the natural or social world. These distinctively secular etiologies in the medical corpus are registered, above
all, in medical incantations that parody the established incantations of the competing discipline of Sip tu. !

1 Introduction

One of the most important advances made possible by the new edition of the Assur Medical Catalogue (AMC), edited in
this volume, is that we can now adopt an “architectonic” approach to the reconstruction of The Nineveh Medical Com
pendium. This compendium, which is represented by the first half of the materials catalogued in AMC and is described
at length in Steinert’s and Panayotov’s contributions to the volume, consisted of twelve medical treatises, arranged
anatomically from head (I CRANIUM) to foot (XII HAMSTRING), with each chapter (viz. tablet in Assyriological par-
lance) indicated by a trailing Arabic numeral (VII1 STOMACH shows that the STOMACH treatise is the eighth treatise in
The Nineveh Medical Compendium, but STOMACH 1 refers to its first chapter). Thanks to the scaffolding made available
by The Nineveh Medical Compendium we can now systematically distinguish between “manuscripts” (the efforts of a
scribe to represent a given textual object in antiquity) and “parallels” (textual passages that present a similar or com-
pletely identical segment of a text, but are situated in a different compendial context), only granting sigla to the manu-

1 Thanks to M. Geller, N. HeeRel, U. Steinert, E. Schmidtchen and K. Simko for extensive comments on a preliminary draft. Any remaining
errors are entirely of my own doing.
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