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INTRODUCTION

The Chicago Syllabary was first published by the late Professor D. D. Luckenbill in 1917
(AJSL XXXTIT 169-99). Luckenbill’s commentary was very brief, including only two pages
of notes, with no general discussion. In 1920 Thureau-Dangin (RA XVII 31) made a few
remarks on rare forms occurring in the text. In 1929 Ungnad (ZA XXXVIII 65-79) made a
detailed study of the text, improving many readings and filling up a number of the lacunae.
Included with his study was a reconstruction of the two parallel series 4 |A| ndgu and
e a |a| ndgu, to the latter of which CS belongs.

Two fragments of texts identical with CS, 93042 and 81-7-27, 200 (both published in CT
XII [1901] Pl. 27), were known before Luckenbill’s publication. Luckenbill made some use
of them, but seemed not to appreciate their full value. Thus, for instance, he failed to restore
CS 4144 and 48-50 on the basis of the parallel passages 93042 obv. 14 and 8-10; Thureau-
Dangin restored line 43, Ungnad lines 41 f. and 44, and the present writer has arranged the
values in lines 48-50 to accord with the parallel.

Subsequent to Ungnad’s work a parallel text of great importance for the study of the Chi-
cago Syllabary appeared. This is the sign list CT XLI (1931) Pls. 47 . (hereafter called
simply “List”), the first fifty-three lines of which run parallel to the latter part of CS (1l. 194~
306), while its remaining thirty-eight lines parallel the whole of another valuable syllabary,
the text AO 7661, first published in V. Scheil, NVB (1919), republished by F. Thureau-Dangin
as TU (1922) 37.

It was with these facts in mind that Professor Arno Poebel several years ago suggested to
me a more extensive treatment of CS as a subject for my Ph.D. dissertation. Subsequently
the scope of the work was widened to include the above-mentioned List as a whole, rather
than just the part parallel to CS; and then the desirability of rounding off the work by includ-
ing also the syllabary AO 7661, parallel to the latter part of the List, became apparent. The
inclusion of these texts has not only extended the work on the plane of textual and philological
study but has also, to some extent, enabled it to rise to a higher level of research.

Although syllabary texts have been known and used since the earliest days of cuneiform
study, they have on the whole failed to receive (in print, at least) the critical analysis which
alone can derive all the information which they have to give. Of course, in the past, when
scholars were fewer and the syllabary material less complete, it is entirely understandable
that the syllabaries should have received rather superficial treatment.! But in the present day
we can and should go deeper. We need to discover and evaluate every scrap of evidence
bearing on the origin and development of the syllabaries. That the syllabaries are historical
documents representing a cultural phase of the periods from which they come is a point which
should not need to be labored. The modern historian knows that he cannot afford to neglect
any phase of culture, and he has a right to ask the syllabary scholar such questions as who
wrote the syllabaries, when, and why-—questions to which there have been in the past no

1 For a discussion of the early misapprehensions which surrounded the syllabaries, cf. the introduction to F. Lenor-
mant, Les syllabaires cunéiformes (Paris, 1877). Lenormant (pp. 9 f.) recognized that the name “syllabary,” based on
the belief that the left subcolumns of the texts presented syllabic values for use in the writing of Akkadian, was a mis-
nomer. He accepted, however, the prevalent notion (which undoubtedly exists in many minds even today), adopted
without any sort of proof, that the Akkadian words in the right subcolumns represented ideographic values.

1
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2 THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY AND AO 7661

adequate answers. Furthermore, until the syllabaries take their place as historical documents
against a historical background, even the purely philological evidence which they give cannot
be completely understood and evaluated.?

In this direction lies the particular value to be derived from the inclusion of the two related
texts in the present treatise. Because our three texts are closely related in subject matter,
while differing sharply in scope and other features, their mere juxtaposition brings into focus
many of the problems surrounding the origin and development of the syllabaries. Although
all of these problems are not yet capable of definitive solution, there is no doubt that the his-

tory of the texts, in broad outlines, begins to emerge. It is earnestly hoped that other scholars
will apply themselves to speed the final solution.

* Another feature of past neglect, in the study of all classes of texts, has been the failure to give adequate attention to
purely external features., The detailed descriptions in chap. i, it should be said, have resulted from the precept and ex-

ample of Professor Poebel, whose careful observation of, and reasoning from, such features in the new Khorsabad king
list represent & model of their kind.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE TEXTS

The Chicago Syllabary.—CS is written on a plano-convex tablet of rather light brown clay,
measuring 20.8X14.5X4 cm. Each face is divided into two columns. The text proper con-
sists of 306 lines; the two columns of the obverse and the first column of the reverse contain
78 lines each, while the second column of the reverse contains 72 lines. To the latter column
is appended a catch line, that is, the first line of the following text of the series, and also a
four-line colophon, a translation of which is given in the next to last paragraph of this section.

Each of the four columns is divided into four subcolumns by three vertical lines. These
dividing lines, though occasionally impinged upon by the signs, are on the whole well pre-
served. Two other vertical lines were drawn to keep the ends of the lines in the left-hand col-
umn of each face properly aligned (for the right-hand columns the right edge of the tablet
served this purpose); these verticals have been largely, but not entirely, covered up by the
writing. The scribe also ruled verticals on which to align the vertical wedges which begin
each line; these verticals have been completely covered up, and only the perfect alignment of
the vertical wedges and the depth to which they are sunk into the clay remain to attest their
existence.! Horizontal lines, slanting upward at an angle of about five degrees, were used to
keep the lines of the text straight. The writing “hangs” from the line above, rather than
resting on the line below. The horizontal lines are intersected by the heads of the vertical
wedges and the tails of the slanting wedges, and they often disappear entirely where the text
is closely written; also they are frequently very faint or invisible even where not covered by
writing.

Of the 311 lines of the text, more than half have suffered some damage, though no line is
completely missing. The upper left and lower right corners of the obverse and, corresponding-
ly, the lower left and upper right corners of the reverse have been broken away, and most of
the left edge is missing on both faces. Also missing is a piece from the lower left center of the
obverse, covering parts of nineteen lines of column i. Three smooth grooves on the upper right
portion of the obverse show where the digger’s tool scraped the still moist tablet, defacing a
number of signs; and many other minor injuries have occurred.

The upper two-thirds of column i of the obverse have suffered the most severe damage. In
consequence it was particularly gratifying to discover, glued upside down on the reverse by
the native discoverers of the tablet, a small piece belonging to this portion of the text, which
restores the readings in lines 17 f. and confirms the conjectural restorations which had been
made in lines 19-21. This piece, which does not appear in Luckenbill’s copy, may be ob-
served in his photograph of the reverse, at the lower left corner.

Like other syllabary texts, CS is written in excessively small characters, as one may readily
understand from the fact that there are approximately ten lines to the inch.? Because of the

t These verticals may have been drawn, as in the case of AO 7661, only for the right-hand columns. The beginnings
of the left-hand columns are insufficiently preserved to give evidence.

2 The British Museum duplicates of CS, 93042 and 81-7-27, 200, have respectively ten and eleven lines to the inch
(for this information I am indebted to Professor F. W, Geers). The Yale Syllabary, which is of exactly the same type
as CS, contains a few more lines and has slightly greater dimensions, and its writing must be of almost exactly the same

3
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tininess of the signs, they are unusually difficult to read wherever the surface of the tablet is
not perfectly preserved. It is, indeed, largely on this account that a number of signs have
been misread in the past and that several difficult passages may not, even now, be understood
with certainty.

The writing, except in the second subcolumn of each column,? is Neo-Babylonian. Clear-cut
differentiations from the Assyrian script are found in the forms of the Ta and A signs, also
in RU, KA, DA, ID, and many others. In comparison with the earlier forms of the Babylonian
seript the writing shows less obvious but equally decisive differentiations. When, however,
we seek to discover in exactly what part of the Neo-Babylonian period our text was written,
the sign forms are of little help, and other evidence is required to show that it was, in fact,
written during the Seleucid regime.

The catch line mentioned above is separated from the last line of the text by an unusually
heavy horizontal line. This fact and the fact that there are no horizontal lines between the
catch line and the colophon or within the colophon show that these were not regarded as part
of the text proper.

The surviving portions of the colophon may be translated as follows: “(1) [.. .. ; llike
its original it has been written and collated. (2) [For the deity . . . . of] Babylon (3) [. ...
(personal name) has caused . . . . (personal name)], his samalld, (4) [to write (it); and in the
temple of . .. .] he has placed(?) (it).” The word $amalld is used to designate a scribe only
in the Seleucid period (in the earlier period it is restricted to the meaning ‘“‘merchant’s as-
sistant,” “clerk”). This is the closest indication of date which is found on the tablet.

Of the four subcolumns mentioned above, the second has in each line a Sumerian sign, the
third presents the name of the sign, while the first and fourth give, respectively, the Sumerian
pronunciation and an Akkadian translation.

The duplicates.—Of the two duplicates published in CT XII, Pl. 27, 81-7-27, 200, measur-
ing 2§X2% in.* and containing 8+24+4-274-0 lines, differs from CS only in the method of
writing a few values and equivalents. It also has vertical lines which divide the subcolumns.
The other duplicate, 93042, which measures 8.5X8 cm.,’ lacks these verticals, had but one
column on each face, and contained less than half of the text, as may be seen from the fact
that the reverse begins with line 69 of CS, which appears there toward the end of the first
column of the obverse. The fragment contains parts of 28425 lines, paralleling CS 41-93.

List CT XLI, Pls. 47 f—The List, BM 29625, which in size and shape resembles a Neo-
Babylonian business document, measures 12)X6.4 cm. and contains six lines to the inch.t
Like CS and the syllabary AO 7661, it has two columns on each face, containing 24424+
2518 lines, a total of 91. Line 91 is the catch line, and below it is written “91"’ to indicate
the number of lines—a feature not found in any of the other texts considered here. Space for
five lines remains vacant at the end of the last column, leaving room for a colophon which for

size. Similarly, the syllabary AO 7661 would seem to have writing of the same size or slightly larger. Syllabary texts
belonging to other classes show as few as five, a8 many a3 twelve, lines to the inch. Unfortunately, past publications fail
to mention the size of the writing, and most of them do not provide the dimensions of the tablets, from which it could be
approximately deduced. Such information could be of particular importance in the assignment of doubtful fragments.

* The writing in the second subcolumns of CS and the related texts is discussed on pp. 8 f.

4 Cat., p. 1808.

§ Information communicated by Professor Geers.

¢ Professor Geers, who communicates this information, adds that the writing, though much larger than that on the
two duplicates mentioned above, is less legible because of the condition of the clay.
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some unknown reason (possibly because the text is a practice copy made in the scribal school)
was not written.

A vertical line appears on each face to separate the columns. One horizontal line is drawn
between the catch line (which is not set off from the text in any way) and the number “91.”
Subcolumns, of which there are two in each column, corresponding to the first two in CS (the
List lacks sign names and Akkadian translations), are not ruled, nor are the individual lines
of the text separated by horizontal lines.

The text has suffered minor damage at a number of points, but is on the whole well pre-
served.

The writing in the first subcolumn’ is curiously inconsistent and cannot be definitely as-
signed to any period. The presence of distinctive Neo-Babylonian forms for several signs, for
example pa (1. 16), £ (1. 17), A (1. 34), and gar (L. 61), clearly shows, however, that the text
could not have been written before the Neo-Babylonian period. But the forms of the signs
as a whole fit best with those of the Kassite period, while a few appear to be earlier. The
conclusion which suggests itself is that the scribe was copying a much earlier original and tried
half-heartedly to retain the forms which he found there. In several cases he gives different
forms of the same sign: observe LI in lines 4 and 90, pa in lines 16, 41, and 86, m in lines 26
and 76, k1 in lines 42 and 67, LuM in lines 59 and 68.

The syllabary AO 7661.—The Louvre syllabary AO 7661 measures 14.5X9.5 em. Like CS
it has four columns, containing 58453454442 lines, a total of 207, excluding the catch line
and the eight-line colophon at the end of the last column.

The four columns are each divided into three subcolumns, as against four in CS and two in
the List (AO 7661 has Akkadian translations, but not sign names). Vertical lines, largely ob-
scured by writing, form these divisions. Additional verticals, as in CS, are used to align the
ends of the left-hand columns and the vertical wedges which begin the lines in the right-hand
columns. The two lines serving this latter purpose, which are entirely covered up in CS, are
not so here, since the first subcolumns have many blank spaces. Horizontal separating lines
also are used, but only above lines in which the first two spaces are not blank. The horizontal
line above the catch line, as may be seen from Scheil’s photograph, again is much heavier
than the others.

The tablet is on the whole well preserved. It has suffered serious damage only in the upper
right edge of the obverse and the lower right edge of the reverse. Instances of minor damage
are few.

For the writing in the first and third subcolumns? precisely the same is true as in the case
of CS: it is clearly Neo-Babylonian, but supplies no closer evidence of date.

The colophon, which is complete, tells us that the text is the first part of the tablet hum
|LoM| hamdsu, belonging to the series 4 |A| ndgu, . . .. incomplete, copy of (a tablet in)
Babylon; like its original it has been written and collated.” It goes on to say that Bel-ahe-
eriba, son of Nabu-...-..., the priest, has caused Nabu-Sum-ibni, his 3amalld, to write
it for Ishtar of Uruk, his mistress, in order to obtain health, long life, the welfare of his family,
and freedom from sickness, and has deposited it in the temple of Eanna. It ends by invoking
a blessing on the user who does not harm the tablet (the exact meaning is not clear), a curse
on him who removes it. The use of the word samalld for “‘scribe,” as in CS, shows that the

7 For the writing in the second subcolumn see p. 9.

8 For that of the second subcolumn see pp. 8 f.
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text must have been written in the Seleucid era. This, again, is our closest evidence of date,
as efforts to identify Bel-ahe-eriba and his scribe have been fruitless.

Relationship of the texts to one another—The catch line of CS presents the sign LuM, with
the Sumerian value hum and the Akkadian equivalent hamdsu. When we note that the
syllabary AO 7661 begins with this same equation, we know that this syllabary is an imme-
diate continuation of CS. This conclusion is certified by the fact that List CT XLI, Pls.
47 {., beginning at line 194 of CS, runs parallel to the remainder of that text and continues to
parallel the whole of AO 7661, ending at the same point.

Despite the close relationship between them, our texts represent three distinet types which
differ sharply in scope and in degree of condensation. Most condensed is the List: its first 53
lines cover the same ground as the last 113 lines of CS, while its last 38 lines parallel the 208
lines of AQ 7661. Its omissions involve chiefly compound signs, of which it lacks nearly half,
and phonetic variants, of which it lacks more than half of those found in the other two texts.

CS, in its turn, is much more compressed than AQ 7661. The difference lies mainly in the
number of Akkadian equivalents. Seldom does CS give more than one equivalent, and never
more than three, for each Sumerian value of a sign, while AQ 7661 averages more than three,
and in one case gives twenty-eight. It may also be noted that AO 7661 gives, on the aver-
age, more values per sign than CS; the difference in this respect, though far less striking, can
hardly be fortuitous, and evidently it likewise represents a characteristic distinction between
the two types of text.®

Relationship to the series.—CS and the syllabary AO 7661 are parts of a more comprehen-
sive syllabary, which has come down to us in two parallel series of tablets. The more con-
densed series ea |a| ndqu contained only eight tablets, of which C8 is No. IV; the en-
larged series 4 |a| ndgqu, to which AO 7661 belongs, contained forty-two tablets.® The
tablets of the enlarged series are so composed that a varying number of them (from four to
eight, it appears) cover exactly the same ground as one tablet of the condensed series. Thus,
for example, Tablets 9-15 cover the same ground as Tablet Il of ea |a| ndgu and may,
therefore, be alternatively numbered as II 1-7. Since the numbers 20-38 (covering the last
two or three tablets parallel to III and all the tablets parallel to IV-VII) cannot as yet be
definitely assigned, tablets in this part of the series can be designated only by this alternative
numbering. AO 7661 is thus numbered V 1.

The List in CT XLI, in all probability, represents a third series, of which it is the only
tablet yet known. This series presumably ran completely parallel to the other two series. It
is clear, however, from the fact that the List parallels the end of Tablet IV and the beginning

$ Note that a text of the same type as C8—38129 (CT XII, Pl. 24), the first part of which parallels AO 7661—gives
fewer values than AO 7661; this is certain, even though the text is much broken and often difficult to restore. When we
seek other cases in which parallel texts of the two types may be compared in this respect, we find only one case in which
both texts are sufficiently well preserved for exact comparison: 82693 (CT XII, Pls. 1-3), of the type of AO 7661, and
Vok. Ass. 523 ii 59—iii 18. The former presents 18 signs with 54 values (3 values per sign), the latter 14 signs with 39
values (2.79 values per sign). The difference is inconclusive. However, if we remove from the former the four signs (with

five values) which are absent in the parallel, we arrive at 14 signs with 49 values (3.40 values per sign), and the difference
between it and Vok. Ass. 523 becomes greater than that between AO 7661 and CS.

In our texts the average number of values per sign is as follows: List, 1.73; CS, 2.38; AO 7661, 2.89. It will be noted
that the proportional increase of AO 7661 over CS is about half that of CS over the List.

The saverage of equivalents per value is: CS8, 1.11; AO 7661, 3.15.

10 These statements derive from the latest reconstruction of the two series (Schuster in ZA XLIV [1938] 255~58), based
in part on unpublished texts. The first reconstruction was made by Ungnad (ZDMG LXXI [1617] 121~25), who pre-
sented a revised outline in ZA XXXVIII (1929) 65-67.
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of Tablet V of ea |A| ndgu, that this third series was not divided in exactly the same way
as the other two. But the tradition which it followed in its divisions must have been related,

for the List ends at the same point as AQ 7661, and it is likely that the tablet preceding the
List in its series began at the same point as CS.12

11 But the List apparently does not begin at the same point as an 4 |a| ndgqu tablet. cii-tend, its first sign, would oc-
cur toward the end of Tablet IV 3 according to Schuster’s reconstruction (ZA XLIV 257). And, indeed, the fragment
K 7703 (CT XI, Pl 42), if obverse and reverse are correctly marked in the published text, practically rules out the pos-

sibility that a1s-fend began an 4 |A| ndqu tablet, since it presents the sign Ta-gund, which follows only eighteen lines
after ari-tend in CS (Il. 194 and 212), in the second column of the reverse.

12 By exact calculation the preceding tablet, supposing it to show the same number of lines (90, excluding catch line)
and the same degree of condensation as the List, would cover 192 lines of CS and begin at the second line of that text.
This result is arrived at through the proportion 53:113::90:191.9; since 53 lines of the list cover 113 lines of CS, 90
lines of the preceding text should cover 191.9 lines of CS. This calculation establishes a presumption that the preced-

ing tablet began near the point at which CS begins; and, this being so, it is reasonable to suppose that it actually began
at the same point.
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II
ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEXTS

The nature of the evidence—In chapter i we noted that CS, AO 7661, and List CT XLI,
Pls. 47 {., were all Neo-Babylonian, the first two late Neo-Babylonian. The fact is that all
the known texts of the series ea |A| ndgu and 4 |A| ndqu come from the late Assyrian
and Neo-Babylonian periods. Already in chapter i, however, we found internal evidence
that the list was a copy of a much earlier original,! and in the following we shall observe further
evidence that all of our texts have an extended history behind them. The internal evidence
is, indeed, sufficiently strong to support firm deductions concerning the origin of the texts
and to establish, in broad outlines, the course of development which they must have followed.
The final proof of our conclusions, however, and especially the filling in of the details must
await the discovery of texts from earlier periods.

The evidence of the sign order—Quite obviously the material of our texts is arranged ac-
cording to the forms of the signs in the second subcolumns; similar forms are grouped together,
and there is no clear indication of the presence of any other principle of arrangement.? It is
also readily apparent that the order of the signs is based upon sign forms of a period much
earlier than the Neo-Babylonian, from which our copies come. The sequence k1, Na, HA (CS
92-115) may serve to illustrate this fact; these signs are markedly similar in their Sargonic
and pre-Sargonic forms (ROEC 254, 13, 251), while their Neo-Babylonian forms could hardly
be more dissimilar.

It would of course be very interesting to learn exactly which sign forms served as a basis-
for the sign order. In an effort to discover this, the signs as they occur in all the texts of the
two series were drawn in a column and the corresponding signs from the various periods were
placed in adjoining columns. The forms of the Lagash dynasty were thus found to show the
greatest degree of similarity. The evidence is, indeed, not altogether conclusive, since, in the
first place, our present knowledge of the early signs is inadequate, in the second place, the
sign order is somewhat loose and has been subject to later influences, and, in the third place,
judgment as to similarity of sign forms must often be to some extent subjective; in conse-
quence, an earlier or later origin of the sign order cannot be excluded. What can be said with
certainty is that no forms later than the monumental forms of Hammurabi could serve as
basis for the sign order. ‘

Similar evidence is presented by the forms of the signs as actually written in the second
subcolumns of CS and AO 7661. These forms are in many stages of development, from early
to late, with a fair predominance in favor of the Hammurabi script; only a minority are in
the late Neo-Babylonian writing which is used in the other columns. There are very signifi-
cant indications that at least two derive from pre-Hammurabi forms. The outstanding ex-
ample is ga. CS 106-9 gives a form not found elsewhere, which is reasonably close to the earli-
est known linear pictographic form in the original horizontal position (cf. ROEC 251) but

1Cf. p. 5.

2 Other syllabary texts are arranged according to the meanings or “alphabetically” according to the values. For the
latter type of arrangement cf. Rm 2, 588, published by Meek in AJSL XXXVI (1919/20) 15460, and the discussion
by the present writer in AJSL LIII (1936/37) 45 .

8
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which diverges sharply from all the later forms. Another example is UN; the sign is broken
away in CS 47-50, but the duplicate 93042 (CT XII, PL. 27) obv. 7-10 presents a form identi-
cal with the gund form of Ur III (ROEC 421 and BW 268) but quite unlike the Hammurabi and
later forms. Turning to the List, we find a similar situation. Its sign forms, however, are some-
what earlier, belonging predominantly to the Ur III and Gudea secripts.

Apparently all the scribes who copied the syllabary texts down through the centuries tried
to preserve the early forms in the sign column. It is quite natural that the effort should not
have been uniformly successful. This assumption accounts for all the facts we have noted.
The fact that the forms in the List are earlier than those in the other two texts can be readily
explained if we assume that the List is a copy of a much earlier original.?

Turning again to the sign order in our syllabaries, we may point out one invariable rule: a
simple sign always precedes the signs derived from it. After it follow in the order indicated
the sign forms x.x, i.e., the simple sign doubled (e.g. ¢a.ca, CS 29); x.x.X ete. (e.g. U.U.U etc.

after v.u, Vok. Ass. 523 ii 70—iii 11); and i, i.e., two identical signs placed one above the

other (e.g. igﬁ, A0 7661 ii 1). Then follow the forms x.v, i.e., the simple sign followed by

a different sign; x-tend, i.e., the simple sign slanted; x-gundi, i.e., the simple sign with added
vertical or horizontal strokes (e.g. HA.A, HA~fend, HA-guni, CS 110-15); X-minnabi-gilimd,
i.e., two identical signs crossed (e.g. GANA-minnabi-gilimi, CS 282 {.) ; x-Sessig, i.e., the simple
sign with added slanting strokes; and x+v, i.e., the simple sign with another sign inserted
into it. For the internal order of the signs in this group no rigid sequence was established.*
The form v.X, where it occurs, usually stands at the end of the sequence. This form is, indeed,
very rare, except where the prefixed sign is an element represented in the late writing by
c18pu. Evidently the addition of this element was regarded as modifying the meaning of the
simple sign in somewhat the same way as the gund and $essig strokes; hence it seemed reason-
able to list ci18pu.x under the sign x instead of under cispu.

An arrangement analogous to the sequence of derived signs is sometimes carried out with
independent signs. That is, the simplest sign comes first and is followed by similar signs in
order of complexity. Thus, in CS, a18 (Il. 188-91) is followed by Ta (1. 211), which looks like
an x.Y derivative of 618, pisan (Il. 216-21), which looks like a18 plus a vertical stroke, and
GAna (ll. 276-80), which looks like 18 plus several verticals. Although these signs in the later
periods were clearly felt to be independent, the possibility that they were originally related
is by no means excluded.

In general the signs of the series tend to fall into groups of similar forms. Three such groups
may be observed in CS: KA to 18 (ll. 1-86), 11 to air (Il. 87-119), cup to xaL (Il. 124-306).
The st sign (1. 120-23), bearing no apparent relationship in form to the signs preceding and
following, stands alone. Although there is no thoroughgoing principle to be seen in the way
such groups are joined to form the series, it seems that an effort was made to put the simpler
ones first. Tablet I (the Yale Syllabary) thus begins with the sign A, formed in the early writ-

3 Cf. p. 5, where the same assumption is used to explain the earlier forms in its first subcolumn.

4 One example may indicate the difficulties in the way of deducing an established order. In the whole of the two series
the form x.v occurs before x-guni five times, never after, while the form x4-v occurs after x-gund three times and never
before. We should then expect a regular order Xx.v, Xx~gund, Xx-+v. But, in fact, x+Y occurs after X.Y in the sequence
only once, while it occurs before X.Y three times. ‘

In a series formed of one simple sign with a variety of inserted signs we should expect the signs to be arranged accord-
ing to the forms of the inserted signs. But such is not the case: the sign order seems to be almost completely haphazard.
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ing by two parallel vertical (in the earliest writing horizontal) lines, and the other two groups
in that text are likewise led by simple geometrical forms: an upright rectangle (LAcaB) and
a vertical and a horizontal line (ME).

The evidence we have given for the age of the sign order applies, of course, to the order
within the groups, not in the series as a whole. The facts suggest a theory that our texts origi-
nated in the “crystallization” of similar signs around certain basic forms. A disjointed collec-
tion of texts would thus result. Later on, presumably, the impulse to systematize caused these
texts to be linked together into a series. At the same time, in order to include all the cuneiform
signs in common use,’ a number of signs hitherto left out because they did not fit in with any
group were either interpolated into (cf. the st sign in CS) or added at the end of the series.®
Finally the material was divided more or less arbitrarily to produce subdivisions of approxi-
mately equal length.

Development of the Chicago Syllabary.—Ungnad has stated that CS was not only written, but
also composed, at a late date.” Evidence for this conclusion he finds in the following points:

1) In CS 222-75 are found many & compositions which are shown, not only by their de-
scription as such in the sign names but also by their very inclusion in this passage, to be mis-
taken for compositions of PISAN.

2) CS gives a number of Neo-Babylonian forms all deriving from one archaic sign;® it gives
sign names which indicate a Neo-Babylonian viewpoint;? it gives two lines in one place which
are identical with two lines in another, except that the signs are differently explained;® it
apparently identifies one sign with another, quite different sign,1t

As regards the first point, it must now be noted that the List, in its corresponding passage
(1. 15-41), contains at least six £ compositions.”? Since the List, as shown under the follow-
ing heading, represents a much earlier stage of development than does CS, we may safely
assume that £ compositions existed in this passage long before the Neo-Babylonian period.
It is, indeed, entirely possible that they were placed here at the very beginning: since the
archaic £ sign contains no empty space in which to insert a sign, the similar PisAN sign may
very early have taken its place in all the compound forms; these changed compositions may
then very well have been grouped with the real prsan compositions purely on the basis of
form.??

Ungnad’s other evidence indicates two things: first, that the text remained susceptible to
change down into the Neo-Babylonian period; second, that the persons responsible for the
late changes did not understand the original plan of the text. In view of this misunderstanding

5 A rough caleulation, allowing for the many breaks, indicates that the series contained about four-fifths as many signs
as Briinnow’s sign list.

¢ Tablets V and VIII (little is preserved of VI and VII) contain a much larger proportion of “isolated” signs, that is,
signs which bear no relation in form to the signs preceding and following, than Nos. I-1V.

7 ZA XXXVIII (1929) 68, note to 1l. 28 fi. Ungnad referred, of course, to the final shape of the text. He was well aware
that the sign order goes back to an earlier period.

8 Cf. note to CS 28-32.

9 Cf. notes to CS 45 1., 208 f.

10 Cf. note to CS 282f.

11 Cf, Ungnad’s note to CS 196.

12 Cf, the analysis given in note to CS 222-75.

13 Professor Poebel informs me that PIsaN was presumably the basic form of £, which looks like a double gung of p1san.
By the rule that the simple sign originally had the values of the more complicated signs, r1san may once have had the
value e ; when later pisaN= e was generally replaced by £, P1sax yet retained the value in the compound forms.
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we must assume that, if a true recomposition had taken place, wide divergences from the origi-
nal, as exemplified in the List, would be found. But such is not the case. The late syllabaries,
despite minor additions and changes, preserve the early framework substantially unaltered.
And so we must conclude that texts such as CS and the syllabary AO 7661 arrived at their
present form after an extended process of gradual change and were not, properly speaking,
“composed”’ at all.

The texts have their share of the inconsequential errors that come from frequent recopying.
We find, for instance, cases in which a correct and an incorrect reading appear side by side:
CS 225 gives the Sumerian value of the sign pisaN+4-anx as da4 hé-gal, which is to
be interpreted as da-gal and hé-gal; only dagal is correct, as only it has the
required meaning, “width” (List, 1. 16, has only dagal), hegal being the common
word for “abundance.” A possibly similar case occurs in AQ 7661 iv 11-14, where two
values, su-uh and su-bu, are written one above the other, and apparently only
the latter is correct.'* The evident explanation of such occurrences is that the seribe had
before him two or more different copies of the original, and where one of the copies con-
tained an error he conscientiously recorded it as a variant.’s

Occasionally the scribe provides two or more variant forms of one Sumerian sign. Note, for
instance, CS 149-54: the first two lines of this passage give the early aB-gun# sign in its
original form, while the remaining four give it in the form aB-+E§ which it assumed after the
Hammurabi period. Obviously the two groups were taken from different sources. Further
evidence of conflation has been mentioned in the notes to CS 62 and to AO 7661 i 16.

Certain changes from the original text have been caused by the effort to abbreviate. One
method of abbreviation is shown by CS 282 f. (also 1l. 198 {., practically identical), present~
ing the equations ul’ul=qirbitu and al>al=méristu: ul>ul and al>al, being
simple phonetic variants, i.e., different pronunciations of the same word, must each possess
both the meaning here attributed to it and the meaning given to the other; the scribe has
dropped the alternative equations ul>ul = méristu and al>al = girbitu because he felt
they could be understood from the context.’ Similarly in CS 284-86, giving ka-al =
dan-nu, da-an =dan-nu, ka-al=KAKA si-ga, we are perhaps to supply another
line: da-an=XAKA si-ga. Another type of abbreviation appears in CS 250-52,
where three different signs, given with the values sad (. 250f.) and sabad (1. 252),
all have the same equivalent, gablum: it is clear that sad and sabad are simple pho-
netic variants and should belong without distinetion to all three signs; but the scribe saves
three lines by giving each sign only one of the two values.!” Still a different method is used
in AO 7661 i 41-45: to gum, gun, and gud, values of LUM, are given three out of
the fifteen meanings ascribed to the value guz in lines 2740, and it seems to be implied
that these values possessed, in addition, all the other meanings attached to gu z.'* It must
be noted that for none of these abbreviated passages do we have a parallel text giving the

14 Cf. fuller discussion in notes. For the preservation of wrong variants among the Akkadian equivalents cf. AO 7661

i 4 and 17 and discussion in notes.

15 This practice is not confined to syllabary texts. Professor Poebel has pointed out that the so-called text glosses are
really variant writings from the copied originals.

16 Cf. Poebel in ZA XXXVII (1928) 252 {. for remarks on this type of abbreviation. For the possibility of such an
abbreviation in CS 120 {. cf. Poebel in JAOS LVII (1937) 62-65.

17Cf. GSG § 4.
18 For other abbreviations cf. notes to CS 19-21 and 288 and to AO 7661 ii 48 f.
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passage in full as we would restore it;'® and it follows that all conclusions rest upon purely
internal evidence.

A further fact instructive for the development of our texts is that exact duplicates exist.
The CS duplicates 81-7-27, 200 and 93042 (both texts CT XII, Pl. 27) have been discussed
in chapter i. Duplicates which show only the most minute differences from AO 7661 are
found in the fragments 93058-93062 (CT XII, Pl. 21). The scribes who wrote these tablets
sought complete accuracy and did not venture to make any changes. The colophon em-
phasizes that copies were made from an authoritative original and were collated. Evidently
the copies which we have stem from a redaction made in the early Neo-Babylonian period.
This redaction could not have been made before the Neo-Babylonian period, since we have
found important changes that are clearly Neo-Babylonian. On the other hand, it must have
been made some time before the fall of Assyria, for an extensive Assyrian text, 108862 (CT
XXXV, Pls. 1-8), runs closely parallel to its late Neo-Babylonian counterpart, the Yale
Syllabary.

Age and authority of the List—The comparative simplicity of the List seems to indicate
that it belongs to an earlier stage of development than the two syllabary texts. Evidence of
its greater age has already been adduced. Further evidence follows:

1) In the writing in the first subcolumn the List uses several sign values that are distinc-
tively early and avoids a number of sign values, used in the other texts, which seem to be
distinctively late. Among the early sign values are gdl (1. 16), gd (Il. 21, 25, 34), sigs (L. 51),
and gus (1. 61), for which the corresponding lines of the other texts give respectively gal,
ga (and gd), si-ig, and gu.?® The late sign values used in CS: mus (1. 212, 214), hus (1. 240),
rim (1. 245), kil (1. 280) contrast with broken writings in the List: mu-u§ (1. 10; cf. mus in
1. 9), hu-us (L. 27), r-im (1. 26), ki-el (1. 42). It is further to be observed that the writings
gdl, sigs, gus, and mus; used in the List are not otherwise attested as Akkadian values and
would seem to be survivals from a period at which the texts were made by and for Sumerians.

2) As already indicated,? the List gives earlier forms of certain signs in the sign column.
Here we may observe one particularly interesting example: the puxk sign in lines 65-68. The
List gives the old form of this sign (ROEC 380), simpler than the old B1 sign (ROEC 390),
which evidently is the gund of pUk. AO 7661 (ii 36—47), on the other hand, gives the late form
of the sign, which appears to be B1+a4.2 In both texts the sign precedes the simple B1. In

19 Such a parallel exists, however, for an abbreviated passage in Yale Syll. Ll. 182 f. give the sign s1a.LaM with the
values %e and 3e¥ (simple phonetic variants), e with equivalent bak?, $es with pafdfu. We assume Se =
padd¥u, %ed = bakd. Now the passage K 8284 (CT XI, PL 37) (rev.) ii 1-4, from a fragment of a fuller parallel to
Yale Syll., must be restored to give, first to Se, then to 5ed, the equivalents baki, pisiatu, paidsu 3a Samni. Al-
though only the Akkadian column is preserved here, there does not seem to be any other possible restoration.

20 Tt ghould be noted that early sign values are occasionally used in the late syllabary texts in passages in which the
gign in question is being treated; thus CS uses the sign values gd (sign P1sax) and gu. (sign Gup), but only in represent-
ing values of PrsaN compositions and of Gup respectively. This is not true of the List except in the case of gd, and there
perhaps by accident.

A Cf. p. 9.

2 How the DUK sign arrived at its late form is not readily apparent. Professor Poebel offers the following explanation:
BI, originally the gund form of pUK, in the course of time lost its guna strokes and became identical with DUX;it then
became necessary, in order to distinguish between the two signs, to use another sign for the values and meanings of the
early pUK, and the sign pUK+A (original meaning presumably “water jug”) was utilized. As yet, however, the form
DUK +4 has not been found in early texts, while a form B1+a (LAKT 642) is found in the texts from Fara. Possibly this
latter form influenced the adoption of the late form of puUk. It may be observed that a similar development took place
in the form of the GURUN sign. The early form of this sign (ROEC 381) is the simple pUE 4K UR; while the late form, by
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view of the rule that the simple sign precedes the signs derived from it, there can be no doubt
that the sign order here was based on the simple puk sign and that the List is, in this passage
at least, closer to the common original than is AO 7661.28

3) The List tends to favor the shorter forms of values with amissible final consonants.
Thus List, lines 85 {., gives only the short values ta and da (sign TAG), while the paral-
lel passage AO 7661 iv 15-24 first gives the longer value t ag and then adds these shorter
values. Similarly List, line 87, provides Seri, parallel to Serim and Serid of
A0 7661 iv 27 and 33.2* We may also note the values §in (?) and nin (sign SEM-+GAR)
in List, lines 79 f., parallel to lumgi and ningi, AQ7661 iii 46f. In the early pe-
riod, as first contended by Professor Poebel, only the short values were used, and we should
expect syllabaries from that period to give only those values, as the List in these cases does.

All of this evidence taken together unquestionably demonstrates that the List reflects an
earlier stage in the development of the syllabaries than do CS and AO 7661 and that, in
consequence, its statements must ordinarily be granted a higher degree of authority in cases
of conflict between the List and the other texts.

It is necessary, nevertheless, to use the List with some caution, since it comes to us in a
late copy, apparently made by a pupil.® Several cases of carelessness in writing may be
noted: the sic, sign appears in line 61 in a peculiar and doubtless incorrect form, while
the sign in line 62 and the compositions in lines 63 f. show the usual form; in line 69 the sign
DUK.KAK.BUR is to be corrected to DUK.QA.BUR;® line 76 gives a form of the $EM sign which
disagrees with the simple sign in the preceding line and with the compound forms in the fol-
lowing lines; SEM+ME in line 77 must apparently be read SEM-+MUNUS; and PISAN-NA in
line 29 is evidently an error for P1sAN+p1.2 The most probable explanation of these inaccu-
racies is that the text was copied by an inexperienced student, a conclusion already suggested
by the lack of a colophon. :

So far as can now be discovered, the deviations of our copy of the List from its early original
are only the minor ones we should naturally expect. There is, indeed, little doubt that the
List on the whole presents the characteristics which the prototypes of our syllabaries pos-
sessed at an early period. Such lists, lacking Akkadian translations, were composed at a time
when Sumerian was still a living language.?® In a later period, when Sumerian had to be
learned in schools, it was naturally found desirable to add a column for Akkadian equivalents,
thus creating the three-column syllabary of the type of AO 7661, and also, in some cases, an
additional column for sign names, whereby the four-column text of the type of CS came into
existence. The addition of these columns need not have taken place suddenly. Note that in

analogy to pUK, has added an inserted a, to the bottom of which the original xur, having lost one wedge, is attached
(admittedly this explanation does not solve all the puzzles connected with the GURUN sign).

Poebel in AOF IX (1933/34) 285, n. 95, points out the necessity of distinguishing in transliteration between the two
forms of pUK.

28 For another case in which the List may possess a more correct sign form cf. note to CS 261.
24 Cf, remarks on these passages by Poebel in JAOS LVII 44 {.

% Cf. p. 5. Since, as mentioned on p. 4, n. 6, the text is rather difficult to read, there may be some inaccuracies in the
published text which are not the fault of the Neo-Babylonian copyist.

26 Cf, note to AO 7661 ii 48 f.
27 Cf. note to CS 253.

28 Lists of this type belonging to a Nippur series are to be found in HGT (Nos. 111-28), and several further examples
appear in SGT.
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one case (in L. 63) the List crowds in an Akkadian equivalent; perhaps more and more equiva-
lents were inserted, and finally a separate column was allotted to them. Similarly sign names
may well have been placed at first only beside signs which were, for one reason or another,
difficult to identify, and only later given for all signs. Note that in certain texts (ef. CT XII,
Pls. 1-9) the sign names are written, in tiny characters, in the same column with the Sumerian
sign; doubtless this is a survival of a usage that preceded the placing of the sign names in a
separate column. There seems to be no evidence to show with any exactness when the Akkadi-
an column was incorporated; but the column with sign names, since in a number of cases these
names apply only to the later forms of the signs, is evidently late.
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III
TRANSLITERATIONS
A, THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY
Obv. i
*1 [Tka-a )ﬁ%’ ka-aln-nu ba-a-bu gate!
2 .. ey “ « “
B Yﬁz ka-an®-gli-di-ri-gu-u "ba-ab? i-zu-th gate?of . ...
* [r.. %’ ka-aln>—min-na-bi-gi-li-mu-u 4 1. .. ) nak-ri ....enemy
5 [T gi-e T% kli-i-tum ki-i-tum skein(?) etc.
*6¢ [T su-ul? Y@ “] su-fub(4?)-hu
7 [¥li-il =5 ]« Zi-gi-Tqu storm wind
8 [r« Tﬁ ] $d-a-ri wind, breath
9 r Tﬁ 1“ KA.KA Si-ga
10 [T 8i-ta % gti&-pu-ki-ta-ku ri%-ik-Tsu) & uk-lu-lu bond ete.; perfect
o[, === g e« “ 4 “ “
12 [v.... ‘ﬁ 1 “ ta-kal-t receptacle
*13 [T ba-ra W da-alg-qu Su~par-ru~ru to spread (a net)
*14 [T da-ag JEEF “] na-ga-ru to tear down
*15 [Ta-lal 5% IF &} "tem-ma-ku-a-a—-du 4 a-lal-lum a vessel
*16 [T pi-sa-an EROF 1 “ “ | pi-sa-an-nu receptacle
*17 Y hu -bu b-lhu- BaT ¥ 1 “ “ | bu-up-hu-up-pu
18 [r « ubl ] [ &F | ~im-ma— « |« “
*19 [Yal-lmu [ gl ¥ 1 —a-a- “ \ dglmy /’;Iﬁ: Almu
*20 [T a-la-Jmu @E}’ T¥ ]¢ “ “ | dg-la-mu Hpﬁ Alamu
*21 [T ki-ir-]ba-an gﬁr ¥ 1“ “ « | dkisr-ba-an k’%f; Kirban
22 [y gu-ujr ﬁfn'\/ gla~gu-u ka-ma-ru to weigh down etc.

* Lines 80 marked are annotated in chap. iv A.

! The translations are offered merely as a convenience to the reader. In general they are the meanings given in the Assyrian dictionaries and
are not intended to represent original research.

* Doubtful; cf. note.

3 Text gi!

15



23
24
25
*26
27
*28
*29
*30
*31
*32
33
*34
35
36
37
*38

*39

*40

*41

*42

*43
*44
*45
*46

47

*48

16

[Tga-a
[v....

[r.

[T ka-a

(T ga-a

[T ga-ar

[T gza-ar-ga-ar®
[Tga-ar

[r «

[r «

r...

(T za-ha-an
[T G-tu

r.

[T 4-ta-ah
r....
[Tla-a

[Tru-u
[T 11
[T’ [{4

[V bi-ir
[T e-din
v«
v«
[T d-ug

[T 4-nu
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| B
g
S
]
i
B
Eir 28
B
BiriF]

e
i

yar= =g
EREET
TEpF ]
lizaiad

lgla-gu-u
1
1«

«
ga[-min-nla-be
gal—ia-a}-ku
lglal-a-a}-ku
ga—de-es-Se-ku

ga—. . ..
gis-pu—ga-ak-ku
“] “
] « 11
[4 “®
e-di-nu

(4
] «

[} ]

&« ]

“]

“]

“  —ki-ik-ki-in~bur-ru-u

ka-lam-mu

[

lu-t-um
2
3

34 FAEL dpap-
sukal

Si-iz-bi

lil-du

2

3

4

5

Ti-su

zal-ha-an

ti-ik-tum

[e(D)}-ter-tum

$la}-mu~it

$a-a-bu-um

$d 9t 68 - ey te-el-

§e-za»;§f:f
dd it 68 -ey le-ek-

Seru ﬁﬂ*ﬁf

3d %es Ygar'-pa-ni-

tumcgf

4d de, aid.xv

ge. a8 AL EF

§¢ su- Su~
bar-t
gi-'e'-[ru]

Yga—pa-ap~i-gu-nu—de-es-Se-ku'[ 4 “]8

A [

ni-[§u)

Su~[ub-tum?®]

the precative particle

@ “® «

{3 &« &«

Kaka =Papsukal
milk

a delicacy*

« «

« o«

« «

« 14

tree?

a vessel?

a vessel?
wagon?
heavens

to bend down

Tesela

TeSeru

Eru =Jarpanitum

Eru=..

Subartu
(open) fields

&« «
9 3

people

dwelling

4 Lildu presumably derives from a Toot I8d, “to suck” (cf. Gesenius-Buhl, 14th ed.) and thus means “‘something which is sucked,” in othe.
words, “a delicacy.” Cf. Hebrew 05, “a sweet cake.”

8 Doubtful; cf. note.

¢ Cf. note.



*49
*50
51
52
53
*54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
*62

*64
*65

66

67
*68
*69
*70

71
*72
*73

[T ka-nam
[T ka-lajm
[T a-ma-4]8
[T ki-s]i-im
re 1

[T 4-]tu-d-a
[M1Ma-tul
[TIW-bur

[T a-gan}®

[T ki-s]i-i[m]
[T zi-b]i-in
[T Su-lru-un
[T $4-lra-an
[T 4-]bur

[T ki-]&i
re1

[T bhla-ru-bu
Mha-ra
[Tlra-pi-qu
Tsa-a
Tga-ar
Tku-usg
Ta
Tku-uz-bul®

Y kla-zabn

7 Doubtful; cf. note.
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s

[ WephF
e ApRE
WG AR
i Calyad
HEREE AT
YR Y
JEREE At
W et
WERGES E-
yarar

ka-lam-mu

&«

ma-af-tum)

ru-l. .. .]

da-ak-$d~ki-si-ma-ku—i-da~ma-d[$—i-du 4 su~pu-

« &«

—81-8Q-0~
—ni-ta-ha—
&« &«

&«

—ga-ga-a~—

—gi-ra—

“ —ta-kal-

—-20—

“ ~ba-'lag-ga—
—ga~ga-a—
-gi-ga-a—
~Igi-ral-a—

~~a[—gli-ra—~

—ka-$d—
—bu-lu-ga—
gi-id

sa—ia-a-ku

U-mu~u

«

“

“

&

U]
ki-sli-im-mau]

tar-[ba-su?]

man-za-zu} [$d alpi
u tmmert’

G-tull-lu}

tu-lul-4)

sir-[ta]

[8Te-2-[hu]

nab-bil[-lum}]

sa-stf-ru]

i[-8lid bu-Tkanl-nu

tu-lul-u §d mév!

Tzir'-ba-bu

«

ha~ru-bu

ba~ru-y

ra~pi-qu

pi-td-nu

lil-du

am-ma-ti

ri-i-td

ST kuousbuk i

/’;ﬁ’r = ka-zabki

17

country

(sheep)fold
an insect
cattle yard
pen for cattle and
sheep
chief shepherd
(fem.) breast
(fem.) breast
an insect’
caterpillar
cricket
an insect
. ... of (for) water®
ant
«
an insect
a vessel
(prob.) a vessel
strings (of a musical
instrument)
ef. 1. 28
cubit
pasture etc.

Kuzbu
Kazab

8 Luckenbill’s transliteration gives this value, presumably by a misprint, as a-gam.
® The tult $a mé is perhaps a wave or, possibly, a breast-shaped water-jar.

Y For . 7275 of. K 4174 (CT X1, Pls. 45-48) obv. i 42-45 (restored from Smith, MAT, Pl. 25, ll. 5f., where the value in 1. 6b, copied
88 ma-[..]-84-am, isclearly to beread ma-a%-84-am according to Professor Geers, who has collated the text):

#ku-ulz-bi
#ka-laz-bi
“ka-Jza-bur
#“mat-]Sam-mi

GlEi
Gkt
Gki |«
Gt |«

“(=1)ki-ki
&« I3

Su)
Su)
§u]
Su} .

1 This writing originally, as Professor Poebel suggests to me, may well have been read ka-zabu. Ké4zabu, accented on the first

syllable, could of course readily be abbreviated to k a zbu, which is presumably the form from which kazbi (cf. preceding note) and
kuzbu developed.



*74
*75
76
77
*78

Obv.
79

80
81
*82
*83
84
*85
*86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
*08
99
100

101

18

(T kla-za-bur
[ malJt-Sam-mi
(Y Ju-ub

[T slu-kal

[T su-ka]l

i

Tis
Y 8u-us
Ysa-har
Yid-ku-um
Ysa-ha-ar-
pid,t?
Tmi-il
Tis
Tii-si-]i8
TIdi-¢
T di-i
Tsa-a
T si'-lim
T fsi-i
T ki-fit
Tku-4
Tgu-u
Tgi-e
TYir-gi-tid
Yga-gar
Thab-ru-da
Y «

YTha-an-bu-
ru-da

T ki-is-lah

12 Cf. note.
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Gii
Gii
Gl
Gl
Gl

BERENERAEEY

EHEXBRRARFES

~ A X A

U=-mu~u

&

su~kal-lum

i«

{3
“®

&

sa~al-gu-ut-tu

&«

«“

18d—ki-ga-"ku—gis-pa—~i-du

[“ —bad-da-]

(3

—gi§-pa—
“ ~ut-ta—

%:Fﬂ’ = ka-za-burk i
#rr: mdt fam-mik i
mi-su~t
su~uk-kal-lum

Pa~§1-§u

$d-du-u
na-d$-pan-tfum]
e-pr-rum
tur-bu~w-tum
p
Su-uk-ku-ru
ba-as'-su
Tgi-i"-hu
qal-bju~u
di-i-nu
mil-Tkw
Sul-mu
§d-na-nu
r-gi-tum

[{3

Ima-al-tum

s B -nle bi-
nu-jny

ir-gli-tlum

gag-gal-ru]

bur-[rum]

2

3

mas-ka-nu

Kazabur

Mat Sammi (lit.
“weed land”)

to wash

vizier

a priest

desert

overthrow
dust ete.
dust cloud

« o«
hostility (or the like)
heap of sand
outery
to speak
(legal) judgment etc.
counsel ete.
well-being etc.
to equal ete.
earth
«
land
hearth fire
earth
ground

hole

«

{3

storage place



i02 Yni-e

i03 Tna-a

104 Ynu-u

106 Tna-a

i06 Yha-a

107 Y a-a

108 T ku-1

109 Tku-t-a
i10 Y za-ah

111 Y zu-bu-ud
112 Yzu-gu-ud
113 T ki-ir

114 Y gi-ir

115 Y pi-e5

*116 T “e

*117 T ma-al

*118 Yhai-hu-ur

*119 Y du-ur-ba

*120 Y si-e

*121 Y si-i

122 Y za-ar

*123 Y ul-umb
124 Y gu-u

*125 Yha-ar

*126 Y ba-ha-ar
127 Y ga-ar

*128 Y zi-ib

*129 T ed-tu-ub
13 Text ku!
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cCt
et

na-nu~u

ku-ti—a-a-a-ku

ku~te-nu-u

4 «

ku-gu-nu-u

ma-mu-u

“«

MA—~GU-NU-Y

“Readinl. 116 ma-a, inl 117 “(=ma-a). Cf. note.
1* Posgibly fzu'-um. Cf. note.

ha-la-qu 4 na-bu-tu

zu~bu-ul-tu-u

patar—rum

8d-hu-u

dd-bat-ti

na-pa-§u

t-it-th

ma-a-tum

bas-hu-ru

ft nin- Ay
Su-ma

ma-Sd-lum

sa-pa-nu

Sa-0r-ri

na-da-nu 4 Su-ma

al-pi

% dba-ar%,(

ININ.EZEN+GUD!*

19
his
stone
negative
man, gentleman

the precative particle

fish

to perish, flee; to flee
a kind of fish?

a kind of fish?
pigfish?

day of full moon

to expand ete.

fig (tree)

land

apple (tree)?
Nindurba

to be like

to overcome, destroy
door socket

to give; garlic?

0x

Har=NIN.EzZEN}
GUD!®

Sd dﬁ#’ £ ba-pa-ar 4 #ﬂ Babhar

har-pu

early (planting
ete)!?

§d dur- /,‘.f L gir-rum Urzib=girru (lion)

dr-su-up-pu

1¢ Doubtful; cf. note.
'" Doubtful; perhaps to be read par-bu.

a grain?



*130
131
132

*133

*134

*135
136
137
138

*139

*140

*141

*142

*143

*144

*145

*146
147

*148

*149
150

*151

*152

*153

*154

*155

*156

20
Ta-la-ab
Y 'gud-ud

Tgu-ud-ma
YTkad-ma
Ydi-pa-ar

Y 'da(N-par
Tka-mu-u$
T 8u-uf-gim
T gu-ga-rid
Tku-8u-um
Y ru-us-ban®
T 'a-am!
Tifl-ldag
Tl

Ydu-u
Yru-u

T ab

Ye-e$

YTd-nu-ug
Te-ri-im
Yd-ru-gal2
T«

TeS-gal

18 Doubtful; cf. note.

*2 Perhaps to be restored i-5it-t4f. Cf. Ungnad’s note to this line.
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Gt
s
Zoo
G
s
Zds
B
s

e

S

el
s $
SR PN
GF¥

R
Y B

gu-ut-tu

&«

$d—gud-da-ku—ku-ra—i-du

“ —a-a-ku-ra—

gié-pu—gu-ud-da-ku

&«
e-e§—-gu-nul-u
« [“

.. 20

«

4

Sd—es-Se-ku~gal-la—i-du

“« [

“@

«

A

lal-pi!

qafrzgiz-du A $d-ha-
dqu-ud-mas T
had-ma L
ddi-parf;:}’%
dda-parﬁfﬁ
Tha-mu-us SFL
Ay rsd-gim );:F(\
dgu-ga-ri-id 5L
dkusuum&?:{
Atru-ug-banin AT

4 ri-i-[mu]

a-{{a-ru]
ull-lu]
nla-ka-pu §d alp?)
nla-ka-pu 4 urig]
ap-t418]
bi-i-t4)
R
i gi-AE] g
qu~nu-u]
Sub-tum)]
..
M d-nu-ugh i]

. .2

¢ dné- f’;_:w -
gal Su-ma?
a-ra-al-lu-124]

ed-gal-lu

19 For posgible restorations cf. note.

) *0 Bign name either e3-gund or Sd—e¥Seku—eS-gidpa—idu (cf. note). If the latter, then of course the first and last elements of the sign name
in 1. 155 would be represented by ditto marks.

# Perhaps to be restored ““(=Sub-tum).

23 Cf. note.

24 Doubtful; ¢f. note.

0x

strong, hero; to jump
Gudma

Kadma

Dipar

Dapar

Kamus

Suégim

Gugarid

Kugum

Rusban'®

wild ox

a kind of tree
joy

to gore, of an ox
to butt, of a goat
opening etc.

house

nether world

dwelling

Uruk

Nergal
nether world

palace



ev. i

157
158
159
i60
161
162
163
i64
165
166
167
168
169
170
*171
172
*173
*174
175
176
i
178
179
*180
*181
*182
183
184

Tid-nu-gi
[YIna-an-%e
[YIni-na-a

T si-ra-ra

T gi-i

T «

TeS§-i-mi-in

Ya-ga-ri-in

T

Yab-zu

YTd-mu-un

T «

T di-e

T di-e

Tda-a

Y si-i

Tnin-4-gal

Tku-us

Tku-ru-us

Tku-ru-ug-da
Tku-=u
Tku-uk-ku-da
Tka-ak-ku-da

T ;b:;s-an-dili-

T §in-dili-bal]

Ttu-ba-§i-in
Yda-ba-an

T hi-ri-in

% Doubtful; cf. note.
* Doubtful; ef. Ungnad’s note to this line.
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SEEr B
R
CE
g
T
AT 4
2o ¥
g
AT R
BT
iy
priF
B
AR
2
i
i

IRFFXFLIF RS

§d—es-Se-kul—-gi-gu-na—i-du 4 par-su)

“ —ku-4[-a—

¢ “1

‘ y

—gi-e$-{{u-ra—
—st-sa~a[—~

“ —-Mi-na-a—

“ ~fu-um-ma—

“ —ga~na-te-na—
2u~t—es-Se-ku
U~Mmu-nu

«

{4

“

«

[

144
u§—nu-til-lu-u
«

“

«

&

14

«©

&«

dna-an-Se )}'—%T ]

’,:,’W ni-no-a* i

m st-ra-rak i]

mar-td)

“Ml

[me-lu-ul-tiv §d kip-
pr-e%]

[um-mu 4 a-ga-rin-
nud)

1«1 [« “x]

a|p-su-u]

um[-ma-tum)

mu~-{um-mu)

a-[ba-lu)

pa-gal-. . .
ba-ba-lul 4 ... ]
nap-pla-hu]
dnin-d-gal [ SZEF |
ma-ru-{u]

2

3

ta-a-bu 4 mat-qu 4
das-"pu!

'
=

=
$in-di-is-T. . ]
tu-ba-§i[-in®]
Sar-da-abl-. . .]

zi~in-bu-pa-[t4*]

21

grave
Nanse
Nin4
Sirara
gall
«
playing of the lute?

mother; mother

&“@ . {3
b

(sweet) waters

to carry

to carry
smith
Ninagal

fat, robust, ete.

good, sweet; sweet
Kukkuda
Kakkuda
Bandilisa

a leather object?



185
*186
187
188
189
*190
*191
*192
193
*194
*195
196
*197
*198
*199
200
*201
202
*203
204
*205
*206
*207
*208
*209
*210
211
*212
*213

27 Followed by erasure (cf. note).

28 Doubtful; «llu perhaps a loan word from Sumerian ul.

22

Y ad

Yi-si-im

Y gi-ir
Yi-is

T «

Y gi-es
Ymu-u

T gis-har
Yzi-iz
Ygu-ru

Y ul¥

Ya-da-min

Yhu-ul

Yul-ul

Tal-al

T ki-ib

T 8e-en-nu-ur

Ydu-ru

YTda-ru

Ypu-ubh-rum

T li-ro®®

Tgi-e§-tin

T«

Ttu-ub

Y «

Tsag-ku-ru-
un

Yta-a

Tga-an-mus

TYTkab-ta
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=
=1
=1

L ERERRRERANT D 0n

B

a-du

gis-pu—ad-da-ku

[“ ] “«

glil-Su

3

“®

“
Sd-gis-'Se-ku-bad-da—i-du
[ [ 43
gis-"te-nut-i

kib-bu

[
[
«

44

gi§—tin-na-ku

tab—tin-na-ku

tab-tin—u-gu-nu-des-Se-ku

tin— “

tin—kds-kal-u-gu-nu—des-se-
ku

ta-Ttul-u

ta—"gu-nu-u!

& «

2%Q0r li-rum.
30 Doubtful; cf. note.

ri-ig-{mu)

pi-ir-um 4 rigl-qlu
ki-i-rum

-§U

3d-bat-tim

1-SU

“ eme-sAL

bal-{i~it-tit
$0-a-su
na-§u-u
ul-lu $d& kal-bu
le-gi-e-t0t
Lim-nu
gir-bn-ti
me-ri$-ti
ki-ib-bu
Sal-lu-rum
BIT-{um
UD-ri-ku
pu-up-rum
ga~mi-rum
kea-ra-nu

«

na-pa-su

«

sa-bu-u 4 sa-hi-it
ka-ra~nu

ul-tu 4 a-na

e-{a-tum

f4 201k gb-tq

voice, sound, ete.

sprout ete.; herb

oven

wood

day of full moon

wood
“ (in) em e -SAL

wood beetle

moth

to carry ete.

dog chain?®®

overthrow

evil

fields

cultivable land

medlar tree

assembly
completeness?

wine

barkeeper; one who
presses out wine

from; to

darkness

Kabta



*214 Ya-lam-mus}
*215 Tla-al

*216 T ma-a

*17 T ¢

*218 Yga-a

*219 T ba-a

*220 T«

221 7Y pi-sa-an
*¥222 Te-tt-tum
*223 T ti-il-har
*¥224 Yi-ku

*225 Y da 4 hé-galn
*226 T e-me

*227 Y a-ma

*228 YT i-la

229 T gil-la

*230 T [i%-bJu-ur
*231 Y [ga-zi]®
*232 Y [ga-zi-gall
233 TYga-nun
*234 Y G-%u-ud
Rev. ii

*235 [T ur]

*236 v ...

237 (v...]

*238 [T..].-tur

31 Cf. note.
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AT 5
R

18390 T

=T
=0
F=T —
2= g
] P
bz i
LT A
FeE o=
B S
] A=
PR A
2] AT
g A

fEET S
PEEE] #HF
FET &
fEE

Sd—ta-ta-ku—du-ga—i-du

&

43

pi-sa-an-nu

143

@

[

[

&

A Slu-ma

Idid-pu
a-la-ku
bi-i-ti

2

3

§d 4z a-

Su-ma ﬁﬁ

pi-sa-an-nu

Sd-pi-sa-an-ga-ku-bad-da~i-du 4 e-ti-tum

&%

[

(9

«

&«

“

[

~di-la-a—

—a-na—

«
P
—gi$~pa~
—gi$-tu-ra—
«
—di-e3-§d—
~di~e§-§d—gal-la~

—nun-nu~-na—

[44

[

[44

(4

4

&«

&«

“

[

d-pu~t $d Same-e

t-ku §d ndri®

TU-up-Su

UMm-mu-um

[

qab-lum

pu-ha-du

& d@' dnisaba

ka-su-u

na-ds-pak 4% ka-
ai-11

ga-nu-nu

mi~t[t-ruj

Sd—pi-sa-an-go-ku-ni-ir-ra~i~dlu & G-rum

[

{3

(3

-$e-a—

—Se-a~tur-ra—

“®

({3

i@

gul-1§u-rum
qal-}ri-tld]

18-r[4]

23

the same
(=alammus [=1])

honey

to go

house

“

[

Zababa
receptacle
darkness
overcasting, of the
heavens
ditch of (for) a canal®
breadth
mother
[
midst ete.
lamb
I3hur =Nisaba
cassia
storehouse® for cas-
sia
hall, room, ete.

rain3

roof
beam
granary

small granary?

% Completely preserved in Luckenbill’s copy. A piece bearing this value and parts of the values in 1. 230 and 232 has since been broken
off and lost.

33 84 erroneous ; cf. note.
3¢ Doubtful; ef. note.

3 Or “‘garden plot.”” Cf. Ungnad’s note to this line, also Meissner, AS No. 4, pp. 14 f.

% Value gusSur or giSur. Cf. note.



239
*240
*241
*242
*243
*244
*245
*246

247

248

249
*250
*251
*252
*253
*254

255

256

257

258

259
*260
*261
*262
*263

264

¥ Value e-me evidently to be restored. Cf. note.

24

[T]Ja-ra-al
Yar-hus
Ya-ma
Y bipi e5-$ud
T gal-ga
Ye-ga-ra
Ye-rim
Te-ta-am-up
Tka-ra-am
Ti-ti-ma
Yga-gig
Ysa-ad
T«

{Tlsa-bad

[Tle-di

[TMlme-e

[T mle-en

{T1é-hal-la

Mé-hi-li

[T]é-111-14

Mé-azag

Mé-gir-su

(Mga-gii-a

[Mlga-bur-ra

[T} -sikil-la

[T1i8-hu-rum

3#0r un; cf. note.

% For the meaning “tabu’’ of az a g =asakku cf. von Soden in ZA XLI (1933) 2181.

4 Doubtful; c¢f. note.
4 Sumerian: ‘“hall of the stone vases.”

42 This sign and the preceding ¢
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T &
FBF- i —
Fo- o
FoF e
FEET T
T W
B &
HE¥] &F
fEF £F
R =
o @=
=T <
BT A<
ezt =
gy
T B

FERT B

]
RTS8
FEET v
YT o F
YRR wEY
R i
e
Y By
FEERT AR

&«

&“

&«

[3

&«

[

«

—Se-a—
—MuU-nu~sa—

«
[

~nin-da—

43
~ul-ta—
[

«“
—gig-ki-ga—-
“
~gi$-pa—
-bad-da-

—i~gi-gu-na—

—sa-al-gu-ut-ta—

—kds-ka-la—

-me-ma-a—e-na—

—hal-la-la-la-a—
—du-ga-li-la-a—
—ki-ta—lal-la—
~ku-"ga'-a-na—
—gi-ra—ku-sd—

—gi-gu-na-a—

—bur-ra—ra-ra-a—

-si-kil-la-la-la-a—

({4

[

4 48-$d—mu-se-en—dr-la-a— “

ar-pu_ 4 na-d$-pa-
k[u]

ri-e-f'may)

mas-ta-ku

bitu rap-§u

mil-ki 4 te-e-mu

bit ku-mur-ri-e

1-§it-th

bitu ib-[blu

kar-mu

kis-su

na-a-qu

gab-lum

2

3

3 ‘na-mu-
e¥1-du S§u-ma

ta-ha-zu

a-gu-y

bit pr-ris-ti

bit ku-uz-bu

bit zi-gl-qu

bit a-sak-ku

bit maq'-mi~1

ga-gu-u

bit ni-ki-i

é-sikil-la

vz

§ ¢ pEDECF«
dnisaba

granary; granary

pity

room

wide house

counsel; command

building for drying
dates

provision house

pure house

ruin

abode

to lament

midst etc.

Namuedu

battle ete.

cap of king or god

house of decision

house of pleasure

house of wind

house of tabu®®

house of burning??

cloister

hall of drink offer-
ing#

bright house

Ishurum = Nisaba

correctly shown in Luckenbill’s copy, were accidentally omitted in his transliteration.



*265
266
267
268

*269

*270

*271

*272

*273

*274

*275
276
277
278

*279

*280

*281

*282

*283

*284
285
286
287

*288

*289
290

*291

*202

*293

Mda-su-ud
[T]é-si-bir
Mda-an

o«
Mga-du-ub
[Tle-me-du-ub
o«
(Mba-lu-db-ba
(r«

[(Mmu-nu
[Tle-da-ku-d-a
Mig-hu-rum
Mga-na
M-k u
[Tlik-1lu
[Mik-kil
Mka-ra
Mul-ul
Mal-al

[T kla-al
{T]lda-an
[Tlka-al
[TIri-ib

[THa-a
Mla-ab
Mlia-la

[T S]le-e-du
[Tba-a]§-tum

[Tlla-mas-su

42 Doubtful; c¢f. note.

oi.uchicago.edu

TRANSLITERATIONS: CHICAGO SYLLABARY

R »FIF
e
YT i

B

Sz

=gy
i
S W
JrE e
ZESEESR
FER P

R NA AR AARATODRRT

44 Text zu!

&«

«

143

“

“ —g-g-da[-d]a-a—ku-i-a—

—a-na—qag-qa—a-a—
—st-bir-ra—
~ta-ka—
—ga-na-te-na—
—dub-ba—

«
—§i-tim-ma—
~ku-t-a—-lu-"ub-ba'~

44

-mu-"nal-

ga~-nu-i

[

«

&«

[

ga-na—te-nu-i

gal-nay—min-na-bi-gi-li-mu-u

4

&«

[

14

«

[(3

«

[

«

({4

“©

«

44

144

Si-bir-rum

bit si-bir-rum

za~ku-i A zu-ku-u

« &«

gar-du-up-pu

su-a-tu

“ 4 Si-ir-fmu)

By 81 7a(?) Ap(?)
5i(?) wr(?) vp(MN

su-hi-fir- . .. -pul

ta-ab-t

si-hi~tl nu-nu

3d "m— Inisaba

iq-lu

i~ku $d 1g-lu

tg-lu

«

na-po-pu §¢ més!

& qir-bi-t

mi-ris-td

dan-nu

«

KAKA si-ga

Su-tu-qu

5 ey-SFF illu

ni-p-lu  §d méme
§d ur-/pF lo-
ab-bu
id ba -},H:-_F dan-
nw
dZe-e-du ﬁﬁf
pa-as-tum ’,W
dla-mas-su“k,p?’:_—F

25

staff
house of . . ..

free, exempt; to set
free

free, exempt; to set
free

case tablet??

case tablet?

« “

tablet 43

; case

salt

fish bone

I8hurum = Nisaba
field

the iku (measure) of
area

field
«
to glitter, of waters
fields
cultivable land

powerful

{9

surpassingly great

flood(?); flood,
(used) of waters

lion
powerful
Sedu

Bastum

Lamassu



*294
*295
*206
*297
*208
299
*300
*301
*302
*303
*304
*305
*306
307
308
309
310
311

26
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(Tla-ajm-ma A}F_—F gu-ru-§t Sa-am-ma JEEF Lamma

¥ du®)-na "ﬁ “ Sal-tu mighty, victorious

[T s]li-ig %ﬁsz “ dam-qu good

[T 5w =2 « “ ‘

[r. = “ Bi(2)-is-lime-th

[T e-sit kﬁ% “ U-§u-u maple tree (or dol-

[T si-li-ma ’ﬁ “ hu-ub-3d-Su-u erite?)

[Tur-ru-ub 'ﬁ% “ ur-ru-ub-bu a kind of pot?

[T sur-su-ub *ﬁ ] « sur-su-ub-bu a kind of pot?

r... "ﬁ ] |« na-sa-bu container

[T gu-ru-us¥ )jﬁ 1¢ -l (young) man

[T gi-ri-ig" f};—ty « « « «

ir.... % gu-ru-us}-*min-na’-bi-gi-li-mu-u 4 Sit-pu~su 4  to cling to (each other);
Sit-nu-nu to rival (each other)

[T hbu-um @2 lu-um-mlu ha-ma-§ to crush ete.

o klima labiri-§% Satir-ma bari . like its original it has been written

and collated.

S DU ] babilek . Babylon

amélu)Samalld-§i . his clerk

S u]-kin(?) . he has placed(?).

4% Doubtful; cf. note.

“ Doubtful; cf. Ungnad’s note.

47 Doubtful; cf. note.



Obv. i (=CS 16-23)

1 [T pi-sa-an

2 [Thu-ub-hu-ubdb

3 [r«

4 [Tal-mu

5 [Ta-la-mu

6 [T ki-ir-ba-an

7 [Ygu-ur

8 [Tga-a

Obv. ii (=CS8 87-110)

1 [T di-e

2 [Tdi-i

3 [Tsa-a

4 {Tsi-1lim

5 [T si-i

6 [T ki-i
[Tku-1

8 [Tgul-d

9 Wgi-e

10 Tir-si-tu

11 Tga-gar

12 Yhab-ru-da

13 17 ¢

14
da

15 Y ki-is-1ah

16 YT ni-e
17

18

Tha-an-bu-ru-

oi.uchicago.edu

TRANSLITERATIONS: DUPLICATES

B. THE DUPLICATE TEXTS
1. 81-7-27, 200 (CT XII, Pr. 27)

—
—

ssxsan B¥

SRS ERAAAARIAS

& «
“« [
~im-ma—

—a-0—

sa-al-gu-ut-tu

« ]

4@
Fi-ku-
9
[
“®
[44

[

dd-ki-ka-ku-gis-pa—i-du

“ —bad-da— ¢
« — g,i .S‘.’ _p a— «
“ ~ut-ta— “
na-nu-

143

pi-sa-an-nu
bu-up-pu-ulp-pu
¢ ]

dalmul 5ZFT
Salamu) ST
Ski-ir-ba-an] S5FET

ka-ma-rjum

lu~d~ulm

gla-bu(")[-4]
di~i[-nu)
mil-ku
Sul-mu
$d-na-nu
wr-gi-tum

«

ma-a-tum

id @' -ne ki-nu-nu
r-si-tum

qaq-qa-ru

bur-rum

«

«

mas-ka-nu
Su-4
ab-nu

la-a

27



28

19
20
21

22
23

24

Rev. i (=CS 213-39)

1
2
3

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Tna-a

Yha-a
Ta-a
Mku-t
Mku-d-3a

[Y za-ah

[T kab-ta

[Ta-lam-mus

[Tla-al
[Tma-a

v«

[T ga-a

[T ba-a

[r «

{Y pi-sa-an
[Te-tu-tum
[y ti-il-har
[Ti-ku

[T da-gal#*
[Te-me

(T a-ma

(Y d-1a

[T si-l1a
{Tis-hu-ur
[T ga-zi

(Yga-zi-gal

48 Text “!

oi.uchicago.edu

T 4|

¢ The text may have given also the wrong value hegal, as does CS 225

[ku-t—a-a-a-ku

i@« (]

I$d—ta-ta-ku'-du-ga—i-du

41 “ «
PI-8a-an-ny

[}

13

&

“

[

THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY AND AO 7661

a~wi-lu

lu~t

KA.KA si-ga
nu-nu

4 ]

ha-la-qu 4 na-bu-tu]

M kab-ta
Su-ma
dis-pu
a~la-ku
bi<i-tum
«

[

§d dza -,ﬁ,ﬁ Su-ma

Pi-Sa-aNn-ny

$d*8—pi-sa-an-ga-ku-bad-da—i-du 4 e-fudum

“ 143
“ —di-la-a—

-0-na-

—gi8-pa-
—gis-tu-ra—
144 [

“ —di-e§-§d—

&

—div-es-§d—gal-la—

[

&«

&

u-pu-u 3d Same-e
-ku $a ndri
ru-up-su
um-mu-um

13

gab-lum

bu-pa-du

id ¢ ,ﬁ@’ dnisaba
ka-su-u

na-ds-pak ka-si-i

:dadhé-gal.



21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Rev. ii completely destroyed.

[Y...-tur

[Ta-ra-ab

Obv. (=CS 41-68)

1

2
3
4

[~

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

T Y4 =ru-u)|
T [3

Y bi-ir
Te-din

T @

Y @

Yia-ug
Yd-nu

Tka-nam
Tka-lam
Ta-ma-48§
Tki-si-im

Y“

Ta-tul
Td-bur
Ya-gan
T ki-ri-im

Yzi-bi-in

oi.uchicago.edu

il
oz i
] AT
fe] AT
AT &
A 4=

TRANSLITERATIONS: DUPLICATES

AT &

2. 93042

B
RS
EREET
k=gl
==z
e |
=i
=G
i=gid
=i
THEGE St
THEF G
WERGE T
TR
TR
TG ot
W
TG #2
TR 7Y

14 —“NUN-NU-NA— “
]“ « é“©
I —NAT-ra— “
]“ « &«
]« ~fe-a— «
“ —Sel-a—~tur-ra— “
« —§e-a]— «
(CT XII, Pr. 27)

“(=e-di-nu)

«
«

«

ga—pa-ap—i-gu-nu—de-es-
Se-ku

“ —Ti-ik-ki-in—bur-ru-u
kla-lam-mu

“

“

“

29

ga-nu-ny
ma-il-rum
U~rum
gu-Su-rum
ga-ri-tum
18-rum

ar A na-d$-pa-ku 'hu(?)1°

8d de, dsar-pa-ni-tum ﬁf':? ]
§de sa18.K0 EE.GIE.IAW 1
i su _);#,:F su-bar-ti)
$i-e-ru)

q

“]

ni-Su)

Su-ub-tum?)

ma-a-tum)

U= ...l

da-ak-8d—ki-si-mla-ku~i-do—ma-d§~i-du 4 su-pu-ru]

&« [ [ “@

“ —st-s{a-a— “
“ —ni-tal-ha—- “
« « [ 44
“ ~ga-gal-a— “
“ « [ &«
“ ~gi-ra-al— “
“ —ta-kal- “

ki-st-tm~-mu)

tar-ba-su?}

man-za-zu $d alpi w immert)
U-tul-lu]

tu-lu-i}

sir-td)

§i-t-pu)

nab-bil-lum}

5 This writing evidently stands for ar-pu 4 na-dd-pa-ku (cf. CS 239). Presumably the scribe omitted the ju by ac-
cident, then added it at the end of the space.



30

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Rev.

BN B S - 2 )

[* <]

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

oi.uchicago.edu

THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY AND AO 7661

T S§uSl-ru-un

Y §4d-ra-an

Y d-bur

T ki-8i

T «

Y ha-ru-ub

T ha-ru

Tra-pi-qu®

T sa-a

(=CS 69-93)

Yga-ar

Tku-us

Tda

Tki-li-bus

T 'ka-za'-bu

Yka-za'-bur

Y 'mat(D'-8am-
mu (7)1

Y lu-uly

Tsu-kal

T«

Yi§

TS8u-u$

Ysa-har [

Yda-ku-um|

Tsa-ha-ar-plis,

Tmi-ifl

Yis [

51 Text ma!

52 Text il!

TRRGES s ¢
e ¢
TRt
TR T«
TR -«

o
-

¥

nE N R RS

—

~i-za-|
—ba-lag-gla—
-ga-ga-{a—
-gi-ga-la-
—gi-ra-{a—
—t-a—gi-rla—
“ ~ka-$d-{
~bu-lu-gal—

gi-[id(?)

sa—ia-{a-ku
-mul-u

& [

« [

“ 1

141 [

“«
su-kal{-lum
[(1 [

43

«

@

“«

&«

$a-si-ru)

i-§id bu-kan-nu]
tu-lu-u $d mér]
zir-ba-bu)

“]

ha-ru-bu]
ha-ru-u)
ra-pi-quj

pi-id-nu)

lil-du]
am-ma-ti]

ri-t-td}

HSHEF kiticbusa e 1]
)}ﬁr ka-za-buk 1]
% ka-za-burk i]
i,ﬁ mét Sam-mu(?)k i]

su-uk-kal-lum]
pa-$i-§u)
$d-du-u)
na-ds-pan-tum]
e-pi-rum)
tur-bu-w>-tum]
“]

Su-uk-ku-ru)

ba-as-su}

ssKi-li-bu is probably an error of the copyist for ku-uz-bu, given in CS 72.
5¢ The otiose 4 is presumably left over from an erasure.



18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Ti-si-if§
Ydi-e]
Tdi-if
Tsa-[a
T gi-[lim
T sil-i
Tkil-i
Yku-4

TRANSLITERATIONS: DUPLICATES

BERERERY

oi.uchicago.edu

[

sa-al-gu-ut-tu

«

31

si~i-hu]

ga-bu-u)

di-i-nu)

mil-ku)

Sul-mu]

$d-na-nu)

ir-gi-tum]

“]
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32 THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY AND AO 7661

C. LIST CT XLI, PLS. 47 F.

1 Tgu-ru &Y (194)%
*2 Tal-al a5 (199)
*3 T hu-ul =% 197)
*4 Yli-rum 25 (205)
*5 Y AT (206 1.)
* T tu-ub ()® Jiali=ig (208 £.)
*7 Ysag-ku-ri-mi' AR (210)
8 Y anst (211)
* Ygan-muss M (212)
*10 Ta-lam-mu-u$g W (214)
*11 Y - < (215)
12 7 AT (218)
*13 Y 'mg-a¥% m (216 1.)
14 7 T (221)
*15 T 'ganal i-ku f= (224)
*16 Y da-gal fz.ag (225)
*17 Ye-me m (226)
¥18 Ta-ma »@T (227)
19 Y si-la m (229)
*20 Y gi-zi ST (231)
21 Tga-nun m (233)
*22 Y G-su-u¥ fo>Tig (234)

*23 Yur SEHE] (235)
24 Y [...l] W (237)
*25 T ga-al-ga m (243)
*26 Yi-ri-im-ma RS<af (245)

* Lines so marked are discussed in the annotations to the parallel passages in chap. iv A (the Chicago Syllabary) and
B (the syllabary AO 7661).

% These numbers, for II. 1-53, indicate the corresponding lines of CS.

86 Text tu-u>! 7 Doubtful; cf. note.



*27

28
*29
*30

31

32

33
*34
*35
*36
*37
*38
*39
*40
*41
*42

43

*45
46
47
48
49

*50

*51

*52

*53

88 Sic!

TRANSLITERATIONS: LIST

Yar-hu-u$
Ti-tim

T é-di

Tme
Tme-en

T é-hal-1a

Y é-1il-14
Yga-bur-ra
Yé-Tgir-su
T é-sikil-la
Ygh-gis-a

T gur-dub

T mu-na®
Thu-lu-ul®
Tes-da-kus-a
Te-ki-el
Tga-na
Tka-ra
Tgir-ri
Tka-al
Tfdal-an
Tri-ib
Tla-ab
Tidu(Ml-un
T sigs
Tgi-ri

Y fguru @)W

®O0r mu-un. Text mu-gur!

 To be corrected to hu-lu-ub-ba; cf. note.

& Doubtful; <f. note.

oi.uchicago.edu

SRS EITETE LI EN LY

§EEL

(240)
(248)
(253)
(254)
(255)
(256)
(258)
(262)
(260)
(263)
(261)
(269)
(274)
(2721.)
(275)
(2791.)
(277)
(281)
(2821.)
(284, 286)
(285)
(287)
(289)
(295)
(296 1.)
(305)

(304?)

33



34

54
*55
*56
*57
*58
*59
*60

61
*62
*63
*64
*65
*66
*67

68
*69

70

71
*72
*73

74

75
*76
77
*78
*79

oi.uchicago.edu

THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY AND AO 7661

Thu-um
T1lu-ums
Tgu-um
Tgu-uz
Trnu-um

Tlum
Ygu-um-gu-um
Ymur-gu,

T 8e-ig
Tlah-bu-T§G-am

T dggs

Y
Té-lu-ud
T 8i-ki-it
Ylum

Y

Y

Y

Tmi-sa-al
Tku®-zu-un
[r.....

Y
TSe-im-bi-zi
T Sem-§a-1a%8
Thu?-lu-ug

T Bil-in

f

HmERERR

-

i

@w;pam fd u kdiadrs)
R2:: =g
fa

A
P

P
AEPOE
P

for -
19

fer

8 This and the following numbers indicate the corresponding lines of AQ 7661.
83 Error for hu-uz? Cf. note to AO 7661 i 24.
6t Doubtful; cf. note. Text ¢ -ri-un(?)!

% Doubtful; cf. note. If correctly read dd g, this value belongs in the next line (L. 65).

% Text 1u! Cf. note.

8 Value a-g8i-la to be restored?

8 Doubtful; cf. note.

6 Text mu! Cf. note.

(1 1)62

(24

(i 41)
(27
(i 46)
(i 47)
(i 1)
(ii 9)
(ii 20)
(ii 33)
(i 32)
(ii 36)
(i 37)
(ii 41)
(ii 38)
(ii 48-50)
(ii 51)
(iii 28)
(iii 30)
(iii 31)
(iii 347)
(iii 37)
(iii 43)
(iii 51)
(iii 54)
(iii 46)
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TRANSLITERATIONS: LIST 35

*80 Y ni-in fo (iii 47)
81 Tba-bi-ir SR (iil 45)
82 T iu-um > (iv 3, 7)
*83 Y zu-bla]" o (iv 11)
*84 Y su-bun fmaix = (iv 11)
*85 T ta e (iv 24)
*86 YT da iy (iv 23)
87 T de-ri s (iv 27)
8 Ttu-ku W (iv 28)
*80 Y ti-bi-ir fiomss- (iv 34-38)
*00 Y si-li-ig fompe S (iv 39-41)
91 Y > (iv 43)

91

7 Doubtful; ef. note. Text ba-.[..]!
™ Doubtful; cf. note. Text su->!



36

*1
*2
*3

*5
*6
*7

*9
*10
*11
*12

13
*14
*15

16
*17
*18
*19

20
*21
*22
*23
*24

*25

oi.uchicago.edu
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[T hu-um

[Yhu-uz

[T gu-ulz

( ]

[T gu-lum

[Tgu-lud

[T gu-luz

[ ]

[T nu-d]

(TY1u-ulm

[f gu-um-gu-ulm

[Ygu-um-gu-
ulm-8§4 4

[T gu-uh-8u?

[T gu-um-gu-
um-ka-48§

[T lu-gu-ud

[Ymur-gu

[T si-ig

[T ga-4ar

[T ma-ar®

T kul-la

[T 8i-ka-ha-ra]

[Tla-ah-bhu-8u]

[Tdu-ug 1
Tlu-ud 1
[Tlu-ulm

D. 38129 (CT XII, PL. 24) OBV. 1

]

—

MEE REE REE

]
=

%

i

5
%ﬁﬁﬁgﬁw

FEEK
> TF
> TF
R T

lu-um-mu

14

“

«

&«

[3

lu-um-—min-na-bi
lu~-um-min-na-bi—-

bar-te-en-nu-u
[ @©

.. )% ka-$d-ak-ku

.« J.-min-na-bi—
[nin-d)a—min-na-bi

R LI

&«

«

143

« ]

% [...-lum-min-na-bi-

bar-te-en-nu-u
“® [{1

{ha-ma-s1)
ba-sla-pul
ga~-§a-su
hu-te-en-zu-u
« «

“« 13

bu-ur-ru-ru
bu-ur-ru-mu

§d dan-nu dan-nu
un-nu-bu
bu-te-en-zu-t
JuU~UMm-gu-um-§a-u
gu-up-Su-u

la~sa-mu

ku-ru-u

pu-~t-du

[Ji-bit-tum

i 6-%3K) tiga-

rum

“ €1 € -SAJL

rau)wml

Su-pal-at 9 kdigdrq)

({3 [ ]

$d-ka-$d-ak-ku—a-a—i-du 4 kar[-pa-tum]

(4 «

« 4

lu-ut-{tu]

lu-um-[mu]

inm=
(i 24)
(i 27)
(i 29)
(i 41)
(i 45)
(i31)
(i37)
(i 46)
(i47)
(i 1)

(ii 5)

=

(ii 6)

@i 7)

(ii 9)

(ii 20)
(ii 24)
(ii 25)
(ii 26)
(ii 32)
(ii 33)
(ii 36)
(ii 37)
(ii 38)

* Lines so marked are discussed in the annotations to the parallel passages of the syllabary AO 7661, chap. iv B.
72 These numbers indicate the corresponding lines of AO 7661.
3 For restoration of sign names in 11. 14 f. ef. notes.

74 Text {. . . .] qu-rum!
B0r ba-4r; cf. note.



*26
*27
*28
*29
*30
*31
*32
33
34
35
36
*37
*38
39
*40
*41
42
43
44
*45
*46
*17
*48
*49
*50
51
52
*53

Tsli-li

T fel-Ipli-ir

T 8[i-lkin
Tlur-ru-ujb (Y
Y [zur-zu-ub)
[T ku-ru-um

[T ba-har]

[T nun-nur-ru]
[T lil-1v]

[T bi-i

Y pi-i

[T bi-iz
[Ye-pir
(Tka-48%

[T gi-is-8a-a]l
[T ku-3u-Jlum
[T 8a-qlu™

[T a-s]i-1a

[T §e-im]
[T8em-bi-zi"
[T8em-me§-1a]
[T bu-Ju-fug
[Tnu-ulg

[T nu-uln-gfi
[Tlu-um-g}i()
[T bap-pi-rju
[T 3u-ujm

[T su-bja™

7 Text —gi-es-tu!
7 Text Sa-fdid-5uM

" Text [$a-nlim!

oi.uchicago.edu

TRANSLITERATIONS: 38129

JEER TF
AR TF
e TF

i
SR
SnET
ERErS
AR
T
i

144 “«
[ [{4
&« &
@& &«
14 “
{1 “
duk—si-lo-bur-ru-u 4
€« 144
& “
ka-a-su

&«

144

&«

[
ka-ds—gi-es-Se-ku™

ka-d§—na-ra-ku

“ [ «

ka-ds[—is-3a-ku

« [ ]

ka-an-na-{tum(?)]

Si-kin-nu
ur-ru~ub-bu
zur-zu~ub-bu
da-a-mu
pa-ha-rum
i atk=d
etk d

Su-t-um

KAKA si-ga
na-~ta~-ku
ka-an-nu
$i-ka-ri
gi-sal-lu

Sa-Ta -q[u]"
Sa~qu-u)

ri-Sa-a~-tum)

“« 1 “ ri-1~qu)
§d-sem[-me-ku—. ... ~idu & ...]

¢ —mu-nul-sa- ¢ S-mes-Sa-lu-u?)
“  bu-lu-ug~ ¢l pal-lu-kul

“  —muk-ka-  “l  nu-ulk-tum®®

“ —nin-da—  “[ sa-a]lb(?)-%

“ “ “ 1

“ “ “  bap-pi-rum
Su-ri-du ta-ba-hu

7 Doubtful; cf. note.
80 Or [nu-uk-kal-tum; cf. note.

[(3

37

(ii 39)
(ii 40)
(ii 41)
(ii 42)
(ii 44)
(ii 45)
(ii 48)
(ii 49)
(ii 50)
(i 51)
(iii 18)
(iii 19)
(i 27)
(iii 28)
(iii 30)
(iii 31)
(iii 33)
(iii 34)
(iii 37)
(iif 43)
(iii 51)
(iii 54)
(v 1)
(iii 47)
(iii 46)
(iii 45)
(iv 3,7)
(iv 13)



38

*54 [T su-Db]ude
55 [T ta-alg
*56 [T da-]a®

57 [T zi-i]l

58 [T §e-ri-ilm
59 [T tu-ku]
*60 [T $4-a]ln
61 [Y Se-ri-i]d
*2 [T ti-bi-ir]
*3 [T “
*4 [T ¢
65 [T si-lig
*6 [Tut-tu
*67 [T i¥
68 (T .
69 [T.

80a Doubtful; f. note.
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fefrde-
R
Yo
o
s
T
yoa
(g
e A
ity 2y
b e
Yo S P
e E

RIS

810r [ta-]a asin AO 7661 iv 24.

«

Suk-lu-lum

la-pa-tum

Tstl-si-tum

mla-hal-su $d subdti

[$d b}‘-gam-m]e

Sd-ds-8d-rum
[kKaAK]A si-ga

Sd—Su-ri-dak-ku—s[u-§d®*—i-du 4 Jri-it-tum

“84  —ut-ta-Ta~
“1 —tu-kul-la—
“  —glu-ud-da—
“  —tu-ku)l-lla—
du-i-lglu

&

‘K'l[ [3 ]

(iv 11)
(v 21)
(iv 23)
(v 25)
(v 27)
(iv 28)
(v 32)
(iv 33)
(iv 35)
(iv 36)
(iv 37)
(iv 40)
(iv 42)
(iv 43)

8 These signs appear in the copy as beginning the sign names. Christian in MVAG XVIII, Heft 1, p. 78, pointed out
that they are, in fact, repetitions of the inserted signs.

83 Qr ~§[d-a—].

8¢ Copied as &d!

88 Perhaps ‘‘( =ri~ii-fum) should be restored; cf. note.

% Evidently an error for TaAg+T10Ua; cf. note.

87 Doubtful; cf. note.



oi.uchicago.edu

TRANSLITERATIONS: AO 7661

Col. i
*1 Yhu-um gﬁ ha-ma-§um
2 pa-na-ny
3 ba-ra-sum
*4 ra-ha-Sum
5 $i-1-bu
6 §i-tb-bu-u
7 t-ba-hu
8 ku-un-nu-u
9 ku-tin-nu-u
10 ba-mu-u $d zum-rim
11 §ir-ri-tt & ga-ra-rum
12 hu~ur-pt G1G
*13 mi-til-lu-tum
14 §d-a-qum
15 Su-up-lum
*16 un-nu-bu 4 ha-ma-Su
*17 za-ma-§u 4 a-ma-"$u)
18 ka-pa-lum 4 su3®
19 widlgrfy-u A ly-um-
20 gu?z:Z-lu 4 ru-ub-su
21 Su-ub-tum
22 Se-e-hu
23 na-tub-hu
*24 Y hu-uz ﬁ ha-sa-pu 4 Sa-a-qu
25 pa-a-su $d murst
26 “ §d Sarri
*27 Ygu-uz @ ga-sa-su
28 bu-un-zu-u
29 hu-tin-zu-u

* Lines so marked are annotated in chap. iv B.

88 I.e., ka-pa-su.

39

E. THE SYLLABARY AO 7661 (THUREAU-DANGIN, TU 37)

to break, crush, grind

to breathe heavily?

to fasten

to fasten?

satiation?

?

womb

to prepare

to prepare repeatedly

to care for(?), (said) of the
body

rope ete.; to press, force
through

delirium(?), a sickness(?)

virile strength etc.

calf (of leg)?

depth

to bear fruit; to crush ete.

to....;to.

to twist, roll, wind; to roll
up

rope; a vessel?

to transport; place of lying
down

dwelling
tall

?

to cut; calf (of leg)?
to ravage(?), of disease

« [

of a king

to cut to pieces etc.
to cry out?

to cry out repeatedly?
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30 ka-ra-bu to pray?
31 bu~ur-ru-rum to dig through ete.
32 na-pal-su-hu to cower
33 ka-sa~-pu 4 ka-sa-su to break; to rend
34 na-a>-bu-tum to perish, flee
35 Sa-pa-lum to be low
36 ap-par-ru-u shaggy pig
37 bu-ur-ru-mu 3d to smash, of pots
38 bi-;; ZS.E%Z dukdigdri (new break) of pots
*39 ra-ha-su 34 Sépu to urinate?
*40

lpa(?)-a(?)-ka-lu 3d
ANSU

*41 Y gu-um
42

ga-sa-su 4 hu-tin-zu-u

ka-ra-bu

*43 Y gu-un
44

ga-sa-su % pu-tin-zu-u

ka-ra-bu

*5 Y gu-ud

ga-sa-su A pu-tin-zu-u
4 ka-ra-bu

*#6 Y nu-u

§d dan-nu 4 $u

*#7 Ylu-um
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
*56

8¢ Read us-Su-bu; cf. note.

Il om oK OR

un-nu-bu 4 §i-i-bi
Se-bu-u A $i-t-hu
na-ma-ri 4 la-pu-u
lu-um-mu
ta-ba-ad-ta-nu
tu-un-nu-bu
1-tap-pu-su
TU-US-SU-U

e-Se-bu

Su-us-bu®® 4 G-pu-u

....,of an ass

to cut to pieces ete.; to cry
out repeatedly?
to pray?

to cut to pieces etc.; to ery
out repeatedly?
to pray?

to cut to pieces ete. ; to cry
out repeatedly(?); to
pray?

powerful

to bear fruit; satiation
to be satisfied; tall
illumination; jaw?

a vessel?

ordure

to soil?

to break in many pieces
witcheraft?

to sprout

to grow abundantly(?);
clouds



oi.uchicago.edu

TRANSLITERATIONS: AO 7661 11
57 $i-Si-tum womb
58 na*-Su-u to carry (or confusion?)
Col. il
*I Ygu-um-gu-um @ [bu-tin-zu-u?] to cry out repeatedly?
2 e
3 ma-. .. .]
4 §-l.. ]
*3 YT gu-um-gu-um-§q @ gu-u[m-gu-um-§i-u) ?
* Ygu-um-gu-um- %’;ﬁ la-s[a-mu) to run
ka-48"1 ?
*7T Ylu-gu-ud @fﬁ; Lu-ru-u 4 ma-{tu-u?] short; mean, little
8 ka-tu-u weak, poor
9 Tmur-gu @éﬁ pu-ti-du §d [améli] shoulder, back, of a man
10 e-si-rum (D). ...] 2
11 e-gi-en-gli-ru] backbone
12 ar-ka[-tum] rear, back
13 ta-ba-as-tla-nu) posterior? (lit. “ordure’”)
14 ma-a-tum & [. .. .] R
15 e-mit[-tum(?)] impost
*16 ma-al{-gu-u] ?
17 marf-. .. .]%
18 tal-....]
19 e-....]
*20 T si-fig @g& 1i[-bit-tum] brick
21 a-ma-rumf . . . .] heap of bricks(?) .. ..
22 dd-{. .. .}%8

% Or te. Scheil copies the sign as a clear na; Thureau-Dangin indicates traces of an additional wedge which could
make it te.

9 The last two signs, ka-4%, are actually written beneath xS in the second subcolumn; cf. note.
52 Perhaps to be restored mar[-gu-u]; cf. note to preceding line. 93 Perhaps a 8d . . . . phrase was given here.
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*23 T 8e-ib

Y=

li-bit-tflum e m e -sAL)

*24 Y ga-Ar @‘2& 3 6 -iﬁ:@:ﬁ i-ga-ru)
*25 Y ma-ar* ﬁfﬁi “ elme-sar]

26 YTkul-la IS5} o g4

27 t{-tu(?)]

28 mif-. . . .]

29 da-rfa- . . .]

30 e-[...]

31

li-bift-t]um

*32 Y 8i-ka-ha-ra
*33 Yla-Tah'-hu-34

$u-§ub di-qa[-ri 4 §a-
pa-at 4 %digdri

& (erasure)

34

[N

-Tru

ti-bu 4 im-du

33 Yba-an-da

tag-Si-r{u]

*36 YTdu-ug

kar-pa-t{um)

*37 Tlu-ud

lu-ut-tu 4 na-al-pa-té

*38° Ylu-um

" lu-um-mu

*39 Y si-i

*40 Ye-pi-ir

ka-an-nu

*41 T 8i-kin

$i-kin-nu

*42 Yur-ru-ub

ur-ru-ub-bu

*43 Y ur-su-ub

ur-su-ub-bu

%4Q0r ba-4r; cf. note.

% Error for @X ; of. note.

brick (in) eme -SAL
wall
1

(in) eme -SAL

Kulla

clay

brick

support(?) of a pot;
brim(?) of pots

(4

buttress(?) ; prop
supporting wall

pot

(silver) vessel; ladle?
a vessel?

« o«

(earthen) vessel
(clay) vessel

a vessel?

a vessel?



*44

*45
*46
*47

*48

*49

*50

51
52
53

Col.

[ B NV

10
11
12
13
14
15

Ysur-su-ub

oi.uchicago.edu
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TRANSLITERATIONS: AO 7661

sur-su-ub-bu

Yku-ru-um

s> ¥

ta-a-bu 4 da-mu
ku-ru-un-nu

$i-ka~-rum A ka-ra-nu

Y ba-har

FTES

pa-ha-rum 4 den-lil

Ynun-ur-ru

FPTEY

$u 4 dé-a

T lil-lu

TR

Y bi-i

il

yizs

Su-u A Su-nu 4 ga-bu-u
na-bu-u 4 na-qu-u

hi-is-sa-fum

da-ba-bu
at-mu-u
Sd-su-u
ha-wu~u
ha-ba-bu
1g-bi-nu
ga-du
Su-a-tum

ana-ku $u-a-tum

Y bi-e

% A grammatical term?
7 Bé%u is perhaps a loan word from a root be (8) .
88 A grammatical term; K1.7A =suffix?

ga-bu-u
Ma-ru-u
bi-e-su
at-ta
Su-a-tum

ma-ru-i KLTA

43

a vessel?

good (wine); red wine
(grape) wine
strong drink; wine

potter; Enlil
Nunurry, i.e., Ea
Lillu

his; their; to speak
to call ete.; to pour out

thought, perception

to speak, complain, ete.
to speak together

to ery out, complain

to speak?

to cry out

?96

together with, and

that

I (upon) it

to speak
? 96

? 97

thou
that

P98



44

16
17

18

*19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

*27

28
*29

*30

*31
32

33

34
35

36
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al-la XIL.KI.TA

% NU.KIL 4 ga-du

Y pi-i ﬁ& EA.EA Si-ga
Y bi-iz W na-ta-ku A ba-sa-su
§d-pa-a-ku 4 na-pa-su
bi-is bi-ph e5-5u®
da~igt%  pi-ph es-5u
tup-pu-li
ti~t-ku
bi-su-ul®
sa-ha-tum $d Samni
YTe-pir kan-nu 84 Sikdrt
Tka-48 Si-ka-rum
PU-TU-US-SU
T gi-is-84-a11% gi-sal-lu
Tku-Su-um $d-a-qu

na-a-qu & Na-a-$u

Y Sa-qu

$d-qu-u

Ya-si-il-la

ri-$d-a-tum

e-bi-rum 4 qu-Tlu!

Ymu-ud

R

144 A «

99 Probably to be restored as bi-ig-su, a loan word from Sumerian biz.

190 17 might be only the beginning of a broken sign on the original from which AQ 7661 was copied. Professor Poebel
suggests a reading fa-pla-lu} corresponding to fup-pu-ii in the following line.

101 Bisf} presumably a loan word derived from a Sumerian form bizi.

122 Here more specifically ‘‘date wine.” Cf. note to ii 45-47.

103 Error for gi-i§-sa-al? Cf. note.

thou, . ... suffix?

and, not.... ;together
with, and

?

to trickle; to flow?

to pour out; to smash
.. .. (new break)

.. .. (new break)

1o soil

neck?

?

to press, of oil

receptacle for liquor

strong drink10?

decision

peak, point, ete.

providing drink?

pouring out(?); to chew?

cupbearer?

shout of joy

to pass over; voice
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37 Tde-im EPEY | rimiglu. .
38 bi-pt [ed-5d)
39 ur-k{i-tum]
40 sig[ . . . .]
41 sa[m-~mu]
42 =0

*43 Y 8e-im-bi-zi m [...]

*44 Y bap-pi-ru »mg]’ bap[-pi-rum]
45 T ¢ ’MWT Yé, “ ]

*46 Y lu-um-gi ARETEY B | sili-bu?)

*47 Y ni-in-gi @EB"TW “«1 ]
48 Tsi-ra-4% APy B | IR
49 T Se-im-bi jf%’é’gﬁ’ 8 | a-ragl-tum]
50 rig[-qu]

*51 Y Sem-mes-la SR X | Sil-mes-Sd-lu-u?)
*52 Y Sem-bu-lu-ug ﬁﬁﬁ»ﬁ/’& pall-lu-ku)

*53 Y & m&r @[ «

Col. iv
*1 [T nlu-ug ﬁ@@;ﬁ »ﬁ nu-uk-ka-tu
* [T]¢ m&r 4\ «
*3 [T]$u-um SR ta-ba-hu 4 bi-pi es-5i

4 Sur-du-u

45

aromatic herb, spice . . ..
(new break)

plant, verdure

herb

beer, barley wine

(4 “® 3

grape juice

Siras

green vegetables?

spice?
box tree

oleander?

{3

to slaughter; (new break)

cracked, leaky?
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Su-up-pu-tum 4 put®  shaking; to shake

6 % 538-gam-ma  saw
dd-as-Sd-rum

*T Y8u-um W ta-ba-hu 4 hi-pi 8- to slaughter; (new break)
8 Sur-du-u cracked, leaky?
9

Su~up-pu-tum 4 pu!*®  shaking; to shake

10 §6 2A-gam-ma saw
$d-as-$d-rum

M1 Y su-bao S Suk-lu-lu & pipheiii  perfect; (new break)
su-bu
12 Sa-ta bi-pil®? .. .. (break)?
13 ta-ba hi-pit8 .. .. (break)1os
14 bu-ma hi-pt . ... (break)
15 Tta-ag W ma-a-su & no-tu-u to beat ete.; to beat
16 ra-ka-su & za-ka-pu to bind; to overthrow?
17 si-nig-tu 4 pu~ut-tu-tu  constraint; to terrify?
18 $d $u -fi,ﬁ% $u-  to praise, exalt?
ta-nu-du
19 8 $u-22%52 gu-  to be strong
tas-Su-ru
20 §¢ Be m&iﬁ n-gu a kind of plant
21 la-pa-tum $d ka-la-ma to touch, of anything
22 “ §i to touch, of a stick
gi ébattiloe
*23 Yda-a W Suk-lu-lu 4 §¢ nam- perfect; offense
pA-ga dr-nu
*24 T ta-a W Suk-lu-lu 4 §6 nam- perfect; offense
gﬁ\- ga dr-nu
25 Yazi-il W da-ma-qu 4 dam-qu to be good; good
26 ba-nu-t 4 ku-un-nu-¢ to build etec.; to set in
order
104 T e., Su-up-pu-pu. 107 Restore $a-ta-[qul, “to cut off”’?
105 [ e, u-up-pu-pu. 108 Restore fa-ba-[hul, “to slaughter”’?

106 Doubtful; text - uh(?) . Cf. note. 109 Written = i3nfa.pa.
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47

27 Se-ri-im W Sd ei 5{:_% si-gi-tum  nail?
28 Y tu-ku 71N ma-ha-su $¢ subdti  to full (weave?), of cloth
29 pu-zut®-u $d &i%r$  to purify(?), of a bed
30 Su-us na-ka-su 4 §d-ra-mu to cut off; to cut off
31 gu-ru-us na-ka-su 4 $d-ra-mu to cut off; to cut off
*32 84-an

§d NUN.ME. }AX im-qu

clever, wise

33 T se-ri-id XKA.KA si-ga ?

*34 T ti-bi-ir

e
P
whe>
P>
WP

rit-tum 4 qa-~tum hand; hand
*35 T ¢ ﬁﬁ@ g | rit-tum A qa-tum hand; hand
*36 T ¢ ﬁﬁm K¥F | rit-tum & qa-tum hand; hand
*37 T ¢ ‘;gﬁfbm g | rit-tum 4 qa-tum hand; hand
*38 T ¢ m{jﬁ:ﬁ gL | rit-tum 4 ga-tum hand; hand
*39 Tsi-lig W & | rit-tum 4 qa-tum hand; hand
*0 Y X W SR | up-nu fist

*1 T ¢ WJ‘@' g « «
W@' ol ;;—_»g Uttu

*43 T i g:} KAKA si-ga ?

44  par-su mapru-u Y hu-um ﬁ & pa-ma-§um eskdru Y 4 JF 4 na-a-ga

*42 Y ut-tu

45 BIR.MES NU.AL.TIL GABA.RI babilik i12 Lima13 labiri'-§4 Satir'®-ma bari''s
46  ana %star urukk i beltinI-§u mibél-ahérl-ertba apil-St $d minabi-2-?

10 Text e!

111 Qr possibly hé; cf. note.
12 Written TIN.TIRK !,

113 Written GiM.

114 Written SUMUN.
115 Written sAR.
116 Written 1GI.

17 Written GABAN.



48

47
48
49
50
51

44
45
46
47

48
49
50

51
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amélupia§ gna baldi napddteP'-50 ardk 4mevl-§4 $d-lam zéri-$4
1o bale-e mursi-§t ™dnabh-Sum-ibnt *mugamalld-$u
t-Sed-tir-ma ina é-an-na 4-kin "ym-man-ny
§¢ MU NU.GLGI u IMLLA.A BA.GAR %8tar ha-dis Lippalis-su

§d ultu é-an-na uSésu-u ug-gi§ Ystar lis-te-id-dis

TRANSLATION OF THE COLOPHON

First part (of the tablet) hum vuMm | pamdsu (of the) series 4 A | ndqu.

. . . . incomplete; copy of (a tablet in) Babylon; like its original it has been written and collated.

For Ishtar of Uruk, his mistress, Bel-ahe-eriba, son of Nabu-. . .-

the Ma$ (priest), for the life of his soul, the length of his days (i.e., long life), the welfare of his
family, (and)

his freedom from sickness has caused Nabu-$um-ibni, his clerk,
to write (it); and in Eanna he has placed (it). The scholar

who does not alter(?) a word(?) and replaces(?) it on the support(?), may Ishtar regard him
with pleasure;

him who from Eanna removes (it) may Ishtar wrathfully expose(?).
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NOTES
A. THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY (LIST, LL. 1-53)

1. Since the two signs preserved in the sign name are crowded at the right, leaving much more than
the necessary space for ka, the restoration [ka-aln-nu cannot be regarded as altogether certain. No
other possibility, however, presents itself.

2. For one of the Sumerian values of k4 =bdbu Luckenbill' chose ka-an. This value depends,
of course, on the acceptance of a root kan for the Sumerian word for “gate.” Such a root might
be assumed, first, from the fact that k4 is followed by an n in certain phrases and, second, from
the sign name [ka-a]n-nu, which would seem to have originated in a root kan. As to the sign name
there is, as indicated above, some doubt, and it could not, in any case, be accepted as absolute proof
for a root kan. K4 appears followed by an = in the phrase &i®zac.ul-kd-na-gé, trans-
lated tna pi-it-t¢ §d ba-a-b¢ (CT XVI, PL. 29, 11. 721.),* “in the hittu of the gate,” where kd-na-gé
would most naturally be analyzed as kan-ak-e, yielding a root kan. Also the compound
word gif-ka-na = ¢i3kanakku (Br. 3890) might well be analyzed as giS-kan-a(k), “the
gate (or door) beam(?),” literally “the beam(?) of the gate” ; the meaning of the Akkadian # i #kanakku,
which is shown by the inscriptions3 as well as by the writing with K& to be part of a gate, fits well with
this interpretation. Both of the above cases may, however, involve a word ®i®kana (k), or even
a word kan which has no connection with the word for “gate.” Furthermore, evidence against a
root kan isfoundin {ld-en-nun]-k4 = “(=ma-as-sa-ru) ba-a-bz (V R 32, No. 3, 1. 30), where,
of course, a root kan would demand k4-na=kan-a(k), “of the gate”; apparently only
an assumption of textual corruption could account for the missing na. Similar evidence is pro-
vided by the phrase §4-k4-ta, rendered in Akkadian ina lsbbi bdb: (IV R 21, right col., 11. 30 f.),
which should be analyzed as §a(g)-ka(-a(k))-ta: “in (ta) the heart (3ag) of (ak) the
gate (ka).” Were kan the root of the word, we ought to have $ad-kéd-na-ta, to be ana-
lyzed §a(g)-kan-a(k)-ta, for the final » would necessarily appear before a suffix beginning
with a vowel. Post-Sumerian texts, however, often omit the genitive in constructions like this (cf.
GSG § 386), and therefore this evidence is not absolutely conclusive.

Thus it is as yet impossible either to prove or to disprove a root k an, and the restoration of one
of the values of K& remains doubtful. This value might be a variant pronunciation of k4 (such
as ga-a) or an entirely new word.

3 f. The compound signs in these two lines must be derived from x4, unless they are derived from £.
Since k£ is a §dSig form of £ (cf. the forms ROEC 423 {.), which almost certainly appeared at the
end of the preceding text of the series (i.e., Tablet III, the last section of which is completely miss-
ing),* it is possible that other signs derived from £ should appear here. However, the damaged signs
preceding i-zu-t4 in 1. 3, which can hardly be anything but ba-ab, representing the construct of bdbu,
“gate,” and the traces at the beginning of the sign name in 1. 4, which seem to require that the first
element of the name be restored as [ka-a]n, make it probable that k£ derivatives appeared in both cases.

1 References to Luckenbill without further specification refer to his publication of CS in AJSL XXXIIT 169-99. All
significant changes from his readings are explained in these notes.

2 The old edition of the text, IV R 30* rev. 5{., gives the usual ideogram ¢i3gf.uL (read €t¥hé-du;), which is
no doubt correct. It also inserts before k4-na-gé another gi#, which may or may not be correct.
3Cf. e.g. I R 53-58 iii 50 and I R 65f. i 36.

¢ Note that £ immediately precedes k4 in SP, where the order of signs in 1l. 232-53 is similar to that in ll. 1-67 of C8.
49
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Ka-an in 1. 4 was written out, like ga{-na) in 1. 282 (cf. note), instead of being represented by a ditto,
to prevent the reader’s mistaking the min which follows for a second ditto sign.

The sign in 1. 3, as indicated by g¢-dirigd in the sign name, is probably x4 with a slanting wedge
attached at the end (for a possible £-gi-dirigd form cf. LAKF 734). Cf. Yale Syll. 277 (gi-dirignd
forms appear also in Yale Syll. 279 and 317): [T bla-an-lam-mu | ,ﬁ-\ | “(=ba-an)-es~gi-
di-ri-gu-u | ir-bi sa-a-at. The sign name in K 4174 (CT XI, Pls. 45-48) iii 6: i-§u-ub | Gr.pIRI | gi-
di-ri-gu-v | a-fa-at[-tu] points to KA.GLDIRI as another possibility; but this restoration is made unlikely
by the fact that syllabaries of the type of CS rarely treat such sign groups, confining themselves almost
exclusively to single signs.

The sign name in 1. 4 (for other sign names ending with minnabi-gilim4 cf. 11. 282 and 306) indi-
cates a sign formed of two x4 signs crossed.® The meaning of the original pictograph would be “gate
against gate,” which connects clearly with the Akkadian equivalent nakri, “foreign,” “hostile” (two
% signs crossed, signifying “house against house,” would admittedly fit the meaning more naturally).
We may compare the 18 sign (1. 197), which is formed by two 61% signs crossed and is given the mean-
ing limnu, “evil,” “bad,” also the paP sign, formed of two pILI signs crossed and representing ‘“one
(dili) against the other (dili),”® which is commonly equated with nakru. It is quite possible
that the sign in 1. 4, in its later forms, became identical with k18 (the sign should, of course, be con-
nected with the guni form of x1B, ROEC 171, not with the simple form, ROEC 170). It is also pos-
sible that the value here is the same as that given to k1B in 1. 197: hul.

6. Luckenbill’s reading of the Akkadian as gi-ir-r¢ cannot be correct. The first and third signs are
su and pu. Of the middle sign only one horizontal and three vertical wedges are clear. Faint traces
seem to exist both of a second horizontal, which would make %, and of two or three of the four corner
wedges needed for uh. It seems likely, then, that k1T had its value sul, here, although that value
has been attested thus far only in Akkadian (SA, p. 26), and that subpu (the more likely form) or
stiu is to be regarded as a loan word.

13{. The two signs treated here, although their later forms are identical, and although both are
named dagqu, were originally distinet. The value bara belongs to ROEC 415, the value dag
to ROEC 426. Cf. Thureau-Dangin in RA IX (1912) 79.

15. The first part of the sign name is probably to be restored as [§d-%i)-Ttim-mal-ku. Cf. the sign
name in CS 271. Luckenbill’s restoration as [§d—me-sa-lak-ku does not fit the traces and is ruled out
on other grounds, since the MEs sign (ROEC 363) is written differently from the p1sin (ROEC 428a)
and sangu (ROEC 419) signs in the Neo-Babylonian script (cf. SA, p. 26, Nos. 145f.) and its name
could thus hardly be applied to Pi1sAN. sANGU, on the other hand, though originally quite distinct, is
at this time written exactly the same as PIsAN and could very well have lent its name, Sitimmu, to
prsin. No sign name belonging properly to p1sAN is known.

Note that HGT 108, 1. 8, gives the Akkadian loan word as a-lu-t-um, which should derive from a
Sumerian root ala, whereas alallum in CS 15 must derive from a root alal. The apparent addi-
tion of an ! to the root seems impossible to explain.

16. HGT 108, 1. 7, gives the value [pi-]zé-em and the equivalent pi-sa(!)-nu-um to the simple
sign pisAN, not to PISAN+A. Quite likely the broken sign in L. 8 (parallel to CS 15) was also PIsAN.
Probably when p1sin was finished the text proceeded to give prsAN-+aA with the same values and
equivalents.

17-21. The values in these lines are restored with the aid of the newly placed fragment mentioned
on p. 3.

5 For this type of sign c¢f. AS No. 9, p. 13.

8 Luckenbill’s restoration of the pap sign in L. 4, reading the first element of the sign name di-l, is out of the question,
since it does not fit into the order of the signs and is in fact treated elsewhere in the series, i.e., at the beginning of Tablet
15, given in CT XII, Pl. 16 (where its name is pappu). pap, if it did appear here, would have to be regarded as a late
insertion; while such insertions do occur, they are not frequent, and there is no reason at all to expect one here.
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19-21. The sign name “‘(=[$d-&]-"tim-ma'-ku)-a-a—""(=1-du) shows that the sign considered in
these lines is 5;[[[{[ , and we should expect that sign to appear also in the Akkadian spaces; but the
Akkadian is 4(gloss) ﬁT_f . Probably we are to understand that this is the regular Akkadian writing,

as opposed to the Sumerian writing &;‘mﬁ . There exists, however, the alternative explanation that a
principle of abbreviation is applied here; the syllabary may originally have presented three lines with
the simple sign in the Sumerian and Akkadian spaces, followed by three lines with ﬁﬁf[ in both

spaces. In either case, there is no reason to doubt that both signs possessed the values given here, in
accordance with the fact (noted by Poebel) that the simple sign frequently possesses the values of the
compositions formed from it.

A question arises whether the sign treated in 1l. 19-21 is, in fact, based upon the PIsAN sign and,
hence, whether it properly belongs here. Note, first, that the form given in the Akkadian subcolumn
of the duplicate text 81-7-27, 200 (CT XII, Pl. 27) obv. i 4-6 can hardly be taken for r1sAN; it looks
like um and might actually represent the similarly written MEs. Reference may also be made
to K13666 (CT XXV, Pl 33) 1. 7: 9al-mu dub-bi-sag-g[a....] (the following line has

da-la-mu [....]), which scems to connect the god Almu (or Alamu) with ¢2J[pf =dubbisag

(PB, No. 748), an epithet of Nabd, the god of tablet-writing; this &;'m;g[ also represents the word
dubbisag =tupdarru, “scribe” (S* 238), and its connection with tablets indicates a derivation
from pUB, with which MEs is closely related (cf. ROEC 363 and 385, and note that puB, vrRUDU, and
MEs, all written exactly alike, appear together, followed by v, in Tablet III 7 of our series, i.e., 47760
[CT XII, Pls. 141.] obv. i). These facts suggest a conclusion that the sign treated in 1l. 19-21 is
mEes(or puB)+A. If this conclusion is correct, however, it is very difficult to explain the use in these

lines of the sign m , correctly employed in the Neo-Babylonian writing only for sancu and pisin

(cf. note to 1. 15, above). To complicate the problem further, the saANGU sign with the value lag
is equated with kirbannu (SP 241; cf. HGT 153 v 2), which might be connected with the god Kirban
of 1. 21,

For dal-la-mu=¢9mes-lam-ta-&-a and 9al-mu=9%ugal-gir-ra cf. PB,
No. 178.

26. Since 4ca.ca is glossed ka-ka (CT XXV, PL 3, 1. 55; Rm 2, 289 [CT XXV, Pl 29]ii 3;
CT XXI1V, PL 1, 1. 32) and since there would be no reason for the inclusion of this line in a syllabary
of this type unless it provided a more or less uncommon value of Ga, the Sumerian value of the sign
gA must be restored as ka (with Ungnad®), not ga.

As the meaning of the formula §¢ 4x 4y has been commonly misunderstood or imperfectly under-
stood in the past, it may be well to state here exactly what this line is intended to express. [T ka-a
|aa] | “(=Igla~gu-v) | §¢ 9GAa.GA “pap-sukal means that the sign Ga, named gagd, has the value ka
when it appears in the Sumerian combination 9Ga.ca, thus to be read 9k a4 -k &, and that this Su-
merian god Kaka corresponds to the god Papsukal of the Semitic Babylonians. Cf. the discussion
of the essentially identical formula §d . . . . $u-ma in the note to 1. 119, below.

28-32. For the restoration of these lines see Thureau-Dangin, HS, p. 10, notes 3 and 9. Cf. sa.n1
(text sA.A), 1. 69. Thureau-Dangin, loc. cit., states that all of the signs treated in these lines are prob-
ably graphic variants of the same archaic sign, ROEC 417. An exception is ¢A.¢A in 1. 29, which, if
its value is actually gargar, and not simply gar, must represent a reduplicated form of
ROEC 417.

Ga as the name of the ca sign in 11. 20-33 (also in 1. 34) is to be connected with the name g2 (5* iii 48),
not with the “reduplicated”” form gagd found in CS 22. Gag# without the case ending is written ga-go-a,

7 References to Ungnad without further specification refer to his note on the line in question in ZA XXXVIII (1929)
67-79.
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as seen in CS 56 and 62. For other signs with alternative names of this sort cf. a1 (g4, gigd), avu (g4,
gugi), za (24, zaztt), 20 (24, zuzd), ete., cited by Christian in MVAG XVIII, Heft 1, pp. 4042,

34. In the Akkadian space the Sumerian loan word should, of course, appear as za-ha-an-nu, not
za-pa-an. Cf. CT XI, Pl. 241 5: za-bha-an|v.ean|ze-ha-an-nu. Cf. note to CS 182.

38. Luckenbill doubtfully assigned this line and the Akkadian word $a-a-bu-um to the last gispu-

gakku sign. But since the parts of the tablet recently were more accurately fitted together there can
be no doubt that §dbu belongs with the first Epin sign.

39f. La and ru must be restored (with Ungnad) as the values in 1. 39 and 40, since these are
the values which EDIN bears in the combinations in the Akkadian space.® Between te§8ela and
te3Seru there must have been an intermediate te§$era. For the interchange of » and 1 cf.
GSG § 66. The $d formulas in the Akkadian spaces of these two lines differ from the regular formula
in not expressing the Akkadian equivalent of the Sumerian 9 é §-e,-EDIN. Properly we should
have, if the Akkadian differs from the Sumerian (cf. note to 1. 26), §¢ % é&-es-EDIN ©. ..., or, if
the Akkadian is identical with the Sumerian (cf. note to 1. 119), §4 9t é & - es -EDIN $u-ma. But the
scribe did not have room here for both the gloss te-e&§-5e-1a /ru, which he felt to be essential,
and the Akkadian equivalent; so he omitted the latter. The lines of course imply that the Akkadian
equivalent is identical in writing and pronunciation with the Sumerian, since otherwise it could not
have been left out.

41f. These two lines give the Akkadian equivalents, 4sar'-pa-ni-tum and G18.KU BE.GIS.IA,° as
glosses to the Sumerian combinations. Apparently the purpose of this unusual arrangement is to treat
the Akkadian spaces (beginning with §¢ ¢ and ending with EpIN) in conformity with the two pre-
ceding lines. cI8.Ku 'SE'.G18.1A, since it does not have the divine determinative, is probably an at-
tribute or symbol of the god and is perhaps to be taken as ©i%kak SammasSammsi, “spear (shaft?)
of sesame.” Note that in 1. 128 gir-rum, without determinative, is given as the equivalent of dur-zib.

43 f. The duplicate 93042 (CT XII, Pl. 27) obv. 3 f. shows that 1l. 43 and 44 have respectively the
values bi-ir and e-din .t°

45 f. These two lines, as shown by the signs (and value e din) preserved in the duplicate 93042
(CT XII, Pl 27) obv. 5 f. and the sign names preserved in CS, present two variant forms of the Epiv
sign. The first of the variants looks as if it were composed of Ga, pap, and an element which appears
also in the signs in ll. 208-10, where it is described in the sign names as v-gu-nu—des-§e-ku. Evidently
the sign name here (which Luckenbill read . ... -tu) is to be read 'ga—pa-ap—i-gu-nu—de-es-Se-ku.1*
The second variant, which looks like GA.HAR.BUR, is named “~ki-tk-ki-in-bur-ru-u; the ditto is writ-
ten over an erasure, apparently of the Ga sign, which presumably was first written, then replaced by
a ditto mark when the scribe noticed that ga appeared directly above in the sign name of the pre-
ceding line (cf. the sign name in 1. 193, where traces of an otiose bad exist beside “[ =bad-da]). We may

# Luckenbill (AJSL XXXV [1918/19] 58) on the basis of his own interpretation of the 3¢ ®x %y and %¢ . . . . $u-ma
formulas (cf. p. 55, n. 16) suggested restoring the Sumerian values in CS 3941 as te-e5-%e-la, te-e8-8e-ru,
and Sarpanitum (or e-ru); but the duplicate fragment 93042 (CT XII, Pl. 27) in its first two lines, parallel

to CS 41f., gives the value as ““, which means that CS 41 f. must have the same value as CS 40 (and only the value
ru could serve these three lines). :

? Luckenbill’s reading GI18.XU.TU.NI cannot be correct, as the latter part of the sign read Tu has only two horizontal
wedges instead of four (cf. fu in 1. 56, at beginning of Akkadian equivalent).

10 Thureau-Dangin in RA XVII (1920) 32 first made and discussed the restoration of bi-ir in 1. 43.

11 Tt is indeed possible that Se-ku at the end is actually tu and that the slanting stroke taken as part of €3 is part of a
division mark. In that case tu would begin the Akkadian equivalent (tu[-§d-ru}?), and the preceding signs could be read
t~gu-nu—de$-Se-ku. However, the sign taken for ku in this interpretation merely touches the vertical line dividing the
subcolumns, and thus there is no reason for the use of a division mark or for the indentation of the Akkadian equiva-
lent. Also, the vertical stroke taken for def could well be just a scratch. Finally, the two parts of the sign read tu are

farther apart than they should be, as may be seen by comparison with the {u beginning the equivalent in 1. 56. Conse-
quently this alternative interpretation is less probable.
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note that a combination of the two variants, formed by substituting gAR from the second for paP in
the first, thus 6A. gAR.UGONU.DIS, would approximate very closely the archaic EpiN-gund (ROEC 428).

The writing #-gu-nu for the name of vaNU in 1. 45 evidently proves that U-gu~nu in the sign names
in 1. 208 and 210 is to be read u-gu-nu, not gispu-gu-nu (Luckenbill’s reading), even though vetnu
as an independent sign is named gi§-pu~gu-nu-u in 92693 (CT XII, Pls. 1-3) rev. ii 27. Strictly speak-
ing, u-gu-nu as used here is not the name of vaNU but a phonetic value used as a name. In the naming
of composite signs such as GA.PAP.UGGONU.DIS, 2 formed (whether actually or only apparently) of a se-
quence of separate signs, there is a clear tendency to represent the components by phonetic values
rather than complicated names. As an example we may cite DUK in DUK.QA.BUR, named duk in 38129
(CT XII, Pl 24) obv. i 32, while as an independent sign it is named §d-ka-3d-ak-ku—a-a—-du in obv.
i 23. Furthermore, as regards the reading of v as gi§pu, it must be noted that, although U quite likely
had that value, there is as yet no direct evidence for it.

L1 45 £. ought to have the same Akkadian equivalent as 1. 44, namely séru. In cases like this, where
several variant sign forms are given for the same value, the usual practice is to give the same equivalent
for all. Thusin C8 206 f. two signs with the value ge $tin are both equated with kardnu, in CS 208 f.
two signs for t ub are equated with napdsu, in CS 250 £, two signs for sa d are equated with gablum,
in CS 267{. two signs for dan are equated with zakd, zukd. Similarly in AO 7661 iv 34-38 five
signs for tibir are equated with riftu, gdtu. Exceptions do occur, however, e.g. in CS 270 {., where
two signs for emedub are both equated with stitu but the second is also equated with $irmu,
and in AO 7661 iv 3941, where the first of three signs for silig is equated with rittu, qdtu, while
the second and third are equated with upnu. We cannot, therefore, be certain that an exception did
not also occur here.

48-50. The order of the values given to UN in these lines must be 4-nu (l. 48), ka-nam (L
49), ka-lam (1. 50) as in the duplicate 93042 (CT XII, PL. 27) obv. 8-10. Luckenbill restored
the value in 1. 50 as [u-nu (?)]; but two vertical strokes are preserved at the end, indicating [k a -
1a]m. This being so, Luckenbill’s restoration of the equivalent in 1. 50 as Sub-[fum] becomes impos-
sible, and we read ru-[. . . .]. At the beginning of the equivalent in 1. 48 Su is preserved, and Lucken-
bill’s reading ma-{a-tum] is therefore out of the question; perhaps we should read Su-[ub-tum].

54. Since man-za-zu' takes up less than half of the Akkadian space, it cannot be the complete
equivalent, as Ungnad apparently assumed it to be. In the break after manzdzu Luckenbill restored
44 alpi u tmmeri, on the basis of Yale Syll. 161 (=CT XXXV, Pl 4, 1. 64), where the sign treated is
LU, with the value lu g ; and this seems to be the most likely restoration. An alternative possibility
is that pu-pa-lu was given as a second equivalent; cf. 93080 (CT XIV, Pl 11) obv. 13, where the
dak-$a-kisimaku sign with inserted Lu.MA45 is glossed [G-tu]-G-a and equated with pu-ha-lum.

62 and 64. The sign with inserted aa, already given in 1. 56 f., is repeated here, and likewise the
sign with inserted 6ir, given in 1. 58, is repeated in 1. 64. The fact that lines dealing with identical signs
are not consecutive requires some explanation. The explanation may be that 1. 62 (or one of the pre-
vious three lines) begins a passage inserted from a different syllabary. But it should be observed that
within a series formed of the same basic sign with a variety of inserted signs the usual rules of sign
order do not obtain (cf. p. 9, n. 4). In the present case the scribe may very well have placed 1. 64
where it is, instead of directly after 1. 58, for the convenience of representing the value and equivalent,
which are the same as in . 63, by means of the ditto sign. The reason for the separation of 1. 62 from
11. 56 f. is, however, not apparent.

65. Ha-ru-bu, the Sumerian value, is probably an error for ha-ru-ub, which appears
in the duplicate 93042 (CT XII, Pl. 27) obv. 25.

68. With gi-id, the name given here for the sa sign, cf. the names sa-gi-tu, DT 40 (CT XI, Pls. 29-32)
obv. ii 42, gi~i-du, S* iii 70, gi-da (in a-gi-da-ku for a.sa), 79-7-8, 300 (CT XI, Pl 37) rev. (wrongly

12 For examples of such sign names cf. Christian in MVAG XVIII, Heft 1, pp. 97-109.



oi.uchicago.edu

54 THE CHICAGO SYLLABARY AND AO 7661

marked obv.) ii 7, and sa, CS 69. Professor Poebel would explain sagitu as derived from sa-gid,
“the long or high sa,” so named to distinguish it from o1, named sa-al-gu-ut-tw (CS 87), i.e., sa-
lugud, ‘“the short or low sa.” The explanation given by Christian (MVAG XVIII, Heft 1,
pp- 43 f. and 46 {.) that each is formed from two phonetic values of the sign in question: sagitu from
sa and gid, salguttu from sal and gud, seems much less satisfactory, since neither a value
gid for sa nora value gud for p1is attested. The name gidu is then either abbreviated from sagitu
under the influence of the equation of sa with the Akkadian gidu, “sinew” (cf. Clay, BE X 24, note
to 1. 10, and BE XIV 26, note to 1. 18; only the plural form of this word, giddfi, seems to occur), or
directly derived from this Akkadian word. Gi-id in CS 68 must be a seribal error for gi-du, since there
is no reason why an abbreviated form should be given here.

69. Sa, which appears in the sign name here, alternates with gi-da (cf. note to 1. 68) as the name of
sA in compound forms. It occurs also in 81-4-28 (JRAS, 1905, p. 830) obv. 28 {.

sA.A is undoubtedly an error for sa.Ny,'* as shown by the sign name sajdku (=sa.1i); the dupli-
cate 93042 (CT XII, Pl 27) rev. 1 gives the correct form. sa.a may, however, have been one of the
late variants of the archaic sign ROEC 417, since cA.A as well as ga.N1 (CS 30 {.) is attested assuch. The
original form of the sign, of course, has no connection with sa; it looks like the guni of ca (ROEC 416).

70. Since sign names based on Semitic values are rare and dubious in the texts of this series, 4-mu-u
is better than fam-mu-u (Luckenbill’s reading) for the name of . Cf. the short form -i-a- in the sign
name in 1. 65. Umd is presumably formed by two u’s with a helping consonant m between, plus the
nominative ending -u. The use of m (from original w?) instead of >aleph as the helping consonant is
unusual but, in view of the affinity between m and u, should occasion no surprise.

72-75. These lines, with ¢ (gloss)* ! in their Akkadian spaces, must be understood as implying that
Uk i was used, with the pronunciations given, in Akkadian as well as in Sumerian, since if the Akkadian
name of the city were different it would have been necessary to add it. A like interpretation, of course,
applies to the form x (gloss)* ! in its other occurrences (1. 152 and 159 f.) and to the forms 4(gloss) x
(1. 19-21, 13240, 158, 173, 291-94) and 9x (ll. 178-80). As with the §¢ ¢x dy (cf. note to 1. 26) and
& ....S&u-ma (cf. note to 1. 119) formulas, these forms present a combination containing the sign
under discussion, bearing the value given to it in the first space. Unlike the lines with the & .. ..
formulas, lines with these forms do not present a strictly logical equation, since they state that the
sign x=xki or 4x. Evidently the mere addition of a determinative was not regarded as sufficiently
significant to require the use of the more elaborate formula. The fact that in one case (1. 126: §d
dGUDb a-ha-ar 96GUD) the complete formula is used seems, however, to indicate that a logical diffi-
culty was felt.

75. The reading mat-Sam-mi (with Ungnad), as against Luckenbill's kur-§am-me
(misprint for -m1i correctly shown in copy), is certified by the writing ma-[..]-8d4-am (to
be read ma-a§-84-am according to the collation of Professor Geers) for the value of ¢¥1 in
Smith, MAT, Pl 25, 1. 6b.

78. As Ungnad pointed out, the value must be read [su-ka}l in accordance with the duplicate
93042 (CT XII, PL 27) rev. 10, not [§u (?)-ka]l (Luckenbill’s reading).

82. The tablet has G-ku-um (not G4-§u-um) and is thus in agreement with the duplicate
93042 (CT XII, PL 27) rev. 14.

83. Luckenbill read sa-ha-ar-dah(?), while copying the last sign correctly as MEs (or
puB). Comparing the equation sahar-pe&-pes =turbwium (II R 32, No. 3 ii 9), Ungnad as-
sumed a value pi& for the MEs sign, and read the value here sa-ha-ar-piso, a reading ac-
cepted by Thureau-Dangin, HS, p. 26. Before a final adoption of this reading, however, one would
like to have more evidence.

85. Luckenbill read the Akkadian as $u~uk-kur(?), while copying the last sign in such a way that
Ungnad wished to read Su-uk-mur/bur(!). A further cleaning of the tablet, however, has shown the

13 First noted by Thureau-Dangin in RA XVII 31,
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last sign to be a clear su; Professor Geers therefore suggested the reading 'ba-as'-su, which fits so
well with the traces, and also with other meanings of the 1% sign, that there can be no doubt as to its
acceptability. Bagsu, meaning “sand,” “sand dune,” may be compared with the other equivalents
of 18, Sadd (value i8), “desert’” (Poebel), and epirum (value sahar), “earth,” “dust.”

86. Luckenbill’s reading of the Akkadian as i-ju, which gave no apparent sense, is invalidated by
the traces which exist of a third sign in the middle of the space. The first sign, damaged at the end,
could be gt. Evidently the word is to be restored as 'gi-¢'-hu. Compare 32582 (CT XII, Pl 28) rev. 13
(ae1= 181§ =ghltu]) and Ass. 3024 1 9 (a+161=isi§ =gihtu).lt

98. The value is clearly to be read hab-ru-da (with Ungnad) as against Luckenbill's kir-
ru-da, since ha-an-bu-ru-da in L 100 for the same sign is obviously a phonetic variant.

106. The Akkadian ku-% is (with Ungnad) undoubtedly a scribal error for lu-i, which appears
in the duplicate 81-7-27, 200 (CT XII, Pl. 27) obv. ii 20. Apparently the proximity of the sign name
ku~t~a occasioned the error.

110. The value za-al, given here to ga.a, is to be restored in Yale Syll. 13, where A+Ha has
the meanings paldqu, na*bdtu, nar(?)qd.

111 f. ga-tend, as inscribed on the tablet, is practically identical with ga, the only apparent differ-
ence being that in ya-fend the lower of the initial two wedges slants slightly downward. Thureau-
Dangin in RA XVII 31 notes the appearance of an archaic form similar to ga-tend. Cf. RTC 30 obv.
i2; 32 obv. ii 3 and rev. i 2 (Lugalanda).

116 f. The text gives in the Sumerian spaces of these lines “(= pi-e8) (. 116) and ma-a
(1.117). Ungnad is certainly correct in inverting them to read respectively ma-a and “(= ma-a).
This correction provides the value ma (not pe8) for ma=tittu, “fig,” and thus allows an explana-
tion of ma-na, “mina,” as “stone fig” (Poebel).

118. Read with Ungnad hasS§-bhu-ur and pas-pu-ru, as against Luckenbill's tar-hu-ur
and tar-pu-ru. For a discussion of the jashiru-tree see Meissner in MAOG XI 1/2 (1937) p. 41.

119. The Sumerian value is clearly du-ur-ba (not du-ur-ku). Luckenbill’s reading of
the Akkadian, §d ¢NIN.MA-gund MA~gund, seemed unintelligible. A thorough cleaning has since revealed
that the tablet has, in fact, §¢ °nin -mMa-gunt Su-ma.

The & . . . . Su-ma formula (which occurs also in CS 220 and 253) always, unless the text is cor-
rupted, incloses a sign group or “ideogram” which contains the sign treated, bearing the value given
to it in the Sumerian space. It diverges from what may be called the basic formula, typified in 4
su-bir, su-bar-té (1. 43; cf. note to 1. 26), in representing the second, or Akkadian, term of the
equation by $u-ma, the Akkadian pronoun meaning ‘“the same,” which indicates that the Akkadian
equivalent is written and pronounced the same as the Sumerian “ideogram.” Sd....3%u-ma is used
whenever the Sumerian and Akkadian terms are identical, except when the “ideogram” consists merely
of the sign treated and a determinative, in which case one writing, e.g. 94X or Xk, serves for both
terms (cf. note to 1. 72-75).16

4 Cited by Delitzsch, SG, p. 28.

BCi. TU 35 rev. ii 18: z a(=NUN)*»-al | na-o>-bu-tsi, where possibly the al is an error for ah, since the two
signs are often very similar in the Neo-Babylonian writing.

18 Luckenbill (AJSL XXXV 55-61), discussing the ¥4 . . . . $u-ma and related formulas, concluded that the appear-
ance of the sign treated in the “ideogram” in the Akkadian space was often coincidental and that when it so appeared
it did not necessarily have the value given in the Sumerian space. Thus he interpreted CS 220: T “(= b a-a) | P1san |
“( =pi-sa-an-nu) | ¥ 9z a -PISAN.PISAN Su~-ma as equating a (Sumerian) god 9rIsaN (pronounced b a) with the (Semitic)
god 9z a -P8aN.p1saN and believed that the passage tells us nothing concerning the pronunciation of p1san in the lat-
ter. Much of his argument was based on a wrong translation of 3¢ (9). ... §u-ma as “‘a name of (the god) .. ..”; since
in several passages fu replaces Su-ma — cf. e.g. 92691 (CT XII, Pls. 101.) obv.ii 14: T i-di-ig-na | MaS.a0.qAr |
3¢ 1didign a(Ma%.q6.QAR) $u and 38128 (CT XII, Pls. 25f.) rev. i 2: YT su-uk | LagaB+4 | 3¢ suk(LagaB+a) -
lum 3u and note to AO 7661 i 46 — while Su-mu or $u-mi never appears, Su-ma must be the pronoun and cannot be
the word for “name.”

Ungnad (OLZ XX [1917] 1-7), in an extended treatment of this subject, arrived at the conclusions outlined above.
Passages in which the sign treated does not appear in the “ideogram” in the Akkadian space he regarded as <pso facto
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120 f. For a discussion of the values se and si given here to the sign si, their relationship, and
how they may have originated, cf. Poebel in JAOS LVII (1937) 62-65.

123. The Sumerian is probably to be read su-um ; but zu-um is possible. The upper and
lower horizontal wedges of the first sign are so deeply impressed as almost to have obliterated the
wedge or wedges between them: traces of two horizontal lines are visible there, but so faintly that we
cannot be sure they represent wedges; furthermore, the upper and lower horizontals are closer to-
gether than is usual in the su sign. But probably the two strongly marked vertical wedges at the end
are decisive for the reading su. Note that the zu sign is made in two different ways on the tablet:
on the reverse the two verticals are as we see them here (ef. zu in 1. 166, 254, 293); but on the ob-
verse (this line is on the obverse) the first vertical is much fainter and is moved toward the center of
the sign, cutting through the horizontal wedges (cf. zu in 1l. 3 and 111 f.).

125. Luckenbill read the Akkadian §¢ ha-ar-ru °NIN-EzeN.BI. His reading of the last sign
(which his copy shows as EZEN+BAD) is evidently based upon CT XXIX, Pl. 44,1. 11: [.. . .] | dauD
| 8¢ 4'am’ *NIN.EZEN+BI. But this passage cannot be correct as it stands. 4'aM’ is certainly an error
for Ycup; and 9NIN.EZEN-BI, since it occurs nowhere else and since the Akkadian equivalent of 4Gup
would be likely to contain a cuDp, is probably to be corrected to ININ.EzZEN-+6¢UD, which occurs fairly
frequently (cf. PB, No. 2524). The Akkadian space of this line will then read §¢ 46UD ‘NIN.EZEN+GUD;
and, if this is correct, the Akkadian of CS 125 must be read §¢ 9ha-ar'cup’ ININ.EZEN+GUD, as
Ungnad suggested. There are, indeed, certain difficulties in reading it so. Ha-ar does not look
like a gloss on the tablet (but the writing is so small that it could not readily have been made smaller);
the broken sign following ha-ar, though it cannot be ru, as Luckenbill read it, does not par-
ticularly suggest Gup; and, finally, EzEN--GUD is not written quite as we should expect. Nevertheless,
there being no satisfactory alternative, the suggested reading is probably correct.

126. The phrase §d¢ 9GUDba-ba-ar 4GUD is rather peculiar. The position of the gloss indicates
that it applies to both the Sumerian and the Akkadian 4cup, and the text thus informs us that the
Akkadian equivalent is identical in writing and pronunciation with the Sumerian. But this informa-
tion, when the “ideogram” consists merely of the sign treated and a determinative (cf. note to ll. 72-75),
is everywhere else conveyed simply by a single writing of the “ideogram,” such as 4(gloss) Gup which
occurs in 1. 132-40. The apparent explanation of the form in our passage is that, in this one case, the
inaccuracy of the equation Gup = 9GUD impressed the scribe so strongly that he used the more elaborate
and accurate formula.

Ungnad wished to read the value ma-ha-ar on the basis of 'ma'-ha-ar in the parallel
text 81-2-4, 480 (CT XI, Pl 44) L. 3. But CS 126 shows the typical form of B4, with the bottom hori-
zontal protruding to the left and slanting downward, a form which MaA never even approaches in the
writing of CS. Since, on the other hand, the sign in the parallel text can hardly be read ba,' it ap-
pears that mahar and babar must be considered phonetic variants.

128. Ungnad read the Akkadian correctly as §d dur-zib(=aup) gir-rum; according to rule
(cf. note to 1. 26) gup, with the value zi-ib, appears in the combination in the Akkadian space.

corrupt. He listed eight such cases, only two of which he was able to emend. An additional case, from a text subsequently
published, may be cited here: Vok. Ass. 523 ii 63 gives Y gi-e|U |8 gi-e mi-hi~l-tu. Here gi-e in the Ak-
kadian space has presumably replaced U with an unpronounced determinative (what determinative, since the meaning
of mibiltu is unknown, cannot be decided). But note that the parallel text 92693 (CT XII, Pls. 1-3) obv. i 41 gives
the Akkadian as simply mi-pi-il-tum. For another such case ef. CS 253 and note. Ungnad’s theory, even though it
leaves a number of passages without a satisfactory explanation, must be accepted as the most reasonable and self-con~
sistent. Luckenbill (op. cit. p. 58) himself admitted exceptions to his interpretation, e.g. in the case of (Y ta-ar)
| (xup) | 8¢ al-tar al-ta-ru, 47760 (CT XII, Pls. 14{.) rev. i 47; and on the basis of this interpretation he (loc. cit.)
suggested a restoration which can be proved wrong (cf. p. 52, n. 8).

17 Mr. C. J. Gadd of the British Museum kindly collated this passage for me. He writes, in part: ‘. ... although
the sign is not perfectly clear, it almost certainly has not the characteristic Assyrian form of b a.”



oi.uchicago.edu

NOTES: CHICAGO SYLLABARY 57

Luckenbill, holding a different theory about such passages (cf. p. 55, n. 16), here took the first part
of the Gup as pa and the two slanting strokes at the end as the division mark.'®

129. The tablet has dr-su-up-pu, not dr-zu-ub-bu, as Luckenbill copied and read it. This word, as
shown by the doubled consonant at the end, is a loan word, apparently derived from e§tub, with
change of ¢ to s (by partial assimilation to §) and change of § to r (Poebel).

130. Ungnad corrected a-la-ad, Luckenbill’s reading of the value of cGup=alpu, to a-la-ab.
The tablet gives a clear ab. The value alab is of course taken over from Akkadian alpu.

133. Ungnad read kdr-ma, Luckenbill only . .. -ma(?), in the Sumerian and Akkadian spaces.
The tablet has kad-ma, which is a simple phonetic variant of gus-ud-ma in the preceding
line. Cf. @xup glossed qu-ud-mu and qa-ad-mu, 47760 (CT XII, Pls. 141.) rev. ii 281,

134 {. In addition to the two variants dipar and dapar given here for Gup, a third, da-
pa-ra, appearsin II R 51, No. 1 obv. ii 13.

139. Luckenbill read the Sumerian value and the gloss in the Akkadian space as Su-ku-um,
which Ungnad accepted. But the first two signs of the gloss are undoubtedly ku and $u respec-
tively, not the reverse. So we must read ku-$u-um.

140. Luckenbill read ru-ga (?)-ban (?) in both the Sumerian and the Akkadian space. The
second sign can apparently be nothing but u§; the third, though the form is strange, is more likely
to be ban than anything else. We read ru-u§-ban (?).

141. Read in the sign name gud-da, not gut-ta.

142. For the restoration of the Sumerian as i[l-]d a g and the Akkadian as a-{{a-ru] cf. Ungnad’s
references. The text clearly favors these readings.

143. On the basis of 8 98: ¥ 4-1u |uL| ul-lu, ul-{lu] (not ul-fu-lu}), or possibly ul-{lu §d kal-bu]
as in C8 195, is to be restored in the Akkadian space.

144 f. In accordance with K 2034 obv. ii 3 f.4+80-7-19, 308 obv. 4 f. (both texts CT XII, Pl. 33):

du-uuL| “(=na-ka~pu) §d alpt
ru-uouL|“ §d urigi

it seems advisable to restore the Akkadian sections of these lines not merely with the verb nakdpu,
as Luckenbill did, but to add §¢ alp: in the first line, §¢ urisé in the second.

146. In the Sumerian space Luckenbill read a%. A more thorough cleaning now reveals the Lip
sign, which here has the value 4 b. This discovery disposes of the value a § which Thureau-Dangin
(HS, p. 3) assigned to the aB sign purely on the basis of this passage. In the Akkadian space the most
likely restoration is ap-tu, in accordance with SP 188: Y a b |aB| ap-tum.

148. The Akkadian equivalent for AB= e-e § might be e-5u or aBe-e3ki, Cf. K 247 (CT XIX,
Pls. 421.) obv. i 8 {.:

AB|e-[§u?)
ABe-e Bk 1| Sy aluki].
For the restoration e-[$u] cf. SAI 2485.
149. Since the value gun (u) for uNU (=aB-gund) is attested only in the combination cr.unv=

gi-gun (u)s (cf. Br. 2498 f., where the sign in question is mistaken for N1saG), the Akkadian is
to be restored, with Ungnad, [$d gi-gunu, gi-gu-nu-u)®

18 [t may be noted that in syllabaries of the type of CS the division mark is used in place of the perpendicular dividing
line, first, where signs belonging in one space go over into another (cf. CS 15, 46, 222, etc.; Yale Syll. 129-31), second,
where two or more equivalents, each of which should be given a separate line, appear in the Akkadian space (cf. CS 10f,,
110, 177, ete.). Since the Sumerian-Akkadian equations in the §d . . . . formulas are presumably taken from vocabularies
which presented the two terms, as e.g. dur-zlb and gir-rum, in separate columns divided by the perpendicular line,
the division mark might well have been used between the two terms of the 3 . . . . formulas. But it is, in fact, so used
only once, namely in AQ 7661 i 46.

19 According to Professor Poebel the form gi-gunu, is always used in inscriptions from the time of Gudea on-~

ward, while in the older inscriptions the word invariably appears as giguna, written gi-gi-na (for references
see the index to Thureau-Dangin, Die sumerischen und akkadischen Koénigsinschriften [Leipzig, 1907], under gikana).
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151. Although the form of the sign is different from that in the preceding line, it may be identically
described as'es-gund, since it is so described elsewhere (Br. 4793); another possibility is Sd—e$-Se-ku~
ed-gis-pa—i-du (cf. e.g. Yale Syll. 96). N u-14 in the Sumerian space gives the only evidence for the
value nu; of this sign (Thureau-Dangin, HS, p. 25). Possibly it is an error for t-nu, the value
in the preceding line, although in that case it should have been represented by a ditto. If nu-4

is correct, the two values unu and nu (being simple phonetic variants) must of course belong in-
terchangeably to both signs, AB-gunt and aAB+ES.

152. The Akkadian must be restored as UNUGi-nu-ugki; Luckenbill wrote only “uruk(?).” The
pattern x (gloss)< ! is taken from ll. 72-75 (cf. note to those lines); the gloss might, indeed, have been
omitted.

153. Ungnad restored the Akkadian as ¢-$it-td, which is equated with p1san+up (CS 245) and
UrRU-+NiG (SP 263), both with the value erim. But the meaning of ¢$itfu, “treasure house,” is so
remote from ‘“‘dwelling,” the basic meaning of uxv, that this restoration is more than doubtful.

154f. The value urugal, as applied to UNU in 1. 154, is likely to be erroneous, as it hardly
seems possible that the sign for “dwelling” could also be used for “great dwelling,” which should be
the literal meaning of urugal. UNU must, indeed, have had the value uru, intermediate be-
tween its values unu and eri(m). It appears with the value eri or ere (or perhaps re) in
the name of the god Nergal: né-unu-gal, which should be given in our passage. Quite likely
1l. 153-55 originally appeared as follows:

Ye-ri

UNU
T UNU $d ‘n ¢é-vNU-gal Su-ma
Td-ru-gal |AB+GAL| .....

In a later period the amissible m of erim was restored at the end of the value in 1. 153, and the
ditto mark in L. 154 thus came to stand for erim, which did not fit into the name of Nergal; some
scribe, confused by this and feeling that the value urugal in the following line did fit into the
name of the god, then placed G-ru-gal in 1 154 and ditto in 1. 155. If this explanation be ac-
cepted as correct, the value urugdal for unu (HS, p. 38) becomes invalid.

In the combination AB4-GaL= urugal in l. 155, oB has the value uru < unus.2° The fact
that it shares the values uru and unu of unu illustrates again Professor Poebel’s thesis that
the simple sign often had the values of its gund and compound forms.

In the Akkadian space of 1. 155 Luckenbill’s restoration gabru, “grave,” is possible; but aralld,
“nether world,” as the more fundamental meaning of the ideogram, is more likely.

Simply by an oversight, Luckenbill restored the sign name in 1. 155 as “(=e-e§)-“(=gu-nu-u).
It must, of course, be Sd~es-Se-ku~gal-la—i-du. Two lines below, in 1. 157, $d—es-fe-ku is repeated (in-
stead of being indicated by ‘) because that line stands at the top of a new column. Note the similar
repetition of the name 4-du~% in Yale Syll. 161.

156. Since the meanings of e§ and uru < unu are practically identical, we should possibly
restore for AB-+caL=eSgal the same equivalent as for AB+caL=urugal, ie., arallé, or else
the synonym gabru (suggested by Luckenbill). More likely, however, is edgallu, the Akkadian loan
word from Sumerian eSgal.

158. Ungnad restored ¢NINA in the Akkadian space. But in accordance with the overwhelm-
ing preference of CS for the pattern 9(gloss) x (cf. note to 1l. 72-75) we should rather restore
dna-an-%eABtHA.

159 f, Restore the Akkadian spaces AB-+HAni-na-aki and AB-+pgasi-ra-raki respectively, with
Ungnad.

162. The restoration suggested by Ungnad, “(=mar-ti2), is doubtless correct, since wherever, as

20 Thureau-Dangin, HS, p. 37, assumes that sAB must have the value un u because uNU, TE.UNU, and TE.AB all have
that value.
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here, two different (though related) signs in successive lines have the same value, they have the same
equivalent also (cf. e.g. Il. 206-9 and 250 f.). AB+Pa (=gI), given in the preceding line, is the usual
ideogram for martu in Akkadian. For the rationalization of our sign AB+3ES=martu we may note
that $e§ and Ses-a (SL 331:8) are commonly equated with marru (< mariru), “bitter,” of which
martu (<marratu? <mdriratu?), “gall,” may originally have been the feminine form.

163. Luckenbill read the value e$-8e-mi-in; the text actually has e¥-i-mi-in, which
accords perfectly with the composition aAB=e § plus the numeral i-min. Ungnad suggested that
this value might be identical with e-8e-min, gloss for ku.g6L8AR.RA, K 5+K 4352+Sm 1806 (CT
XIX, Pls. 30-32) rev. ii 19, and that the Akkadian should be restored from there as me-lu-[ul-ti]
8d kip-pi[-e].?* But this identification, somewhat favored by Luckenbill’s misreading, rests entirely
upon the similarity between e$-imin and efemin. E3-imin may actually have a quite
different meaning; it might, for instance, be the name of a temple.

164 f. The equivalent to AB4+TU and aB-+Gana-fend, both with the value agarin, may be
ummu (with Luckenbill) or agarinnu, or both. Cf. 8 193: Y a-ga-ri-in |AB+7TU| um-mu and
Rm 604 (CT XIX, Pls. 32f.) obv. 12: aMAa-ga-ri-inTu | a-ga-rin-nu. Whatever the equivalent,
it should be the same in both lines (cf. note to 1. 162).

166. Ungnad correctly restored the Akkadian a[p-su-u), as against Luckenbill’s a[b-zu].

169. Luckenbill restored a-[ba-tu] as the equivalent of uM6N with the value d é. Since the true
equation is u g u—d é =nawbutu (IV 1 of abdéu), this equation would be doubly inaccurate. Such in-
accurate equations do sometimes occur. But a-[ba-lu] is a more probable restoration. Note that 1. 171
gives babdlu for uMON with the value da, .

171. The crowding of the signs at the beginning of the Akkadian space shows that there must be
another word in the break, a fact for which Luckenbill allows in his copy but not in his transliteration.
Possibly a-ba-lu is to be restored, or perhaps e m e -saL.

173. The size of the break at the end of the line demands the restoration of another sign, for which
Luckenbill does not allow. Undoubtedly we are to read dnin-4-gal[uMON].

174. Luckenbill’s copy left out two of the horizontal wedges as well as the tail of the first vertical
of ku in the value ku-us. All of the omitted strokes are, indeed, quite faint,.

177. Luckenbill took the first sign of the third equivalent as LU, and Ungnad suggested the reading
dib-§[4] = diSpu. But the first sign, though damaged, is clearly UR rather than Lu, and the two slanting
wedges preserved from the second sign forbid the reading §%. A reading dad-'pu! is thus indicated,
daspu, “sweet,” being a synonym of ¢{dbu and matqu. Note that in Sm 1300 (CT X1, Pls. 35£.) rev.
12 {. both {a-a-bu and de-ds$-pu are given for ud-nu-til-min-na-b12 with the value ku-uk-ku.

180. The last sign in the value cannot be §in, as Luckenbill read it with a query. Probably it is
$a (with Ungnad) written over an erasure. Ba-an-dfli-ga, the complete value, would seem
to be a variant by metathesis of 8indiliba, given in the next line, with the first and last con-
sonants interchanged and i in the first syllable changed to a .

181. Ungnad is right in saying one should expect in the Akkadian space something like $in-di-ltb(?)-
ba(?) instead of §in-di-is- . ... But the next to last sign is a clear G18. The last sign could be ba, but
seems too long. Note that, while in Luckenbill’s copy it is merely lightly shaded at the junction of the

2 Jf the identification is correct, the Akkadian might equally well be restored as kip-pu-i; & me-lull-ti], as given in
81-4-28 (Pinches in JRAS, 1905, p. 830) rev. 45, where the value of xu.g0L is broken away. (The sign-name there must
be corrected to “(=tu-kul)-bar-tin-ra-a-nu-til(1)-lu-%: 1l has been miscopied as u, and lu-, which is forced over into
the right-hand column, has been wrongly taken as the first Akkadian equivalent; correct SAI 8140-8142 and SL 536:
293 @ and b. For the name of the g6L sign cf. Yale Syll. 304.) The same two equivalents appear in 82-8-16, 1 (CT
X1, Pls. 491f.) rev. ii 7, where KL.E.NE.DI is glossed e-5e-me-in; cf. K40 (CT XII, Pls. 46-49) obv. ii 4749,
where KI.E.NE.DI.JINNANNA, KI.§U.E.ZA.JINNANNA, and kU.gUL, all without gloss, are equated with kip-pu-u.

22 The sign is given with K1 at the end; but this, since it is not represented in the sign name and since the equivalents
are not place names, is probably erroneously borrowed from the preceding lines. Two more equivalents in l. 12f. are
broken off; 11. 13 f. give the equivalents a-pu-[u} and ¥id-da-aft(?) ... .] for the same sign and value.
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two surviving wedges, actually the surface of the tablet below and to the right of those wedges is com-
pletely destroyed. An (?), which Luckenbill restored in the small break at the end of the Sumerian

value, might have been squeezed in there; but there seems to be no reasen to expect it. Cf. Sm 1300
(CT XI, Pls. 351.) rev. 10f£.:

Tbu-bi-e | | winu-tit-kiki| u dlfux ]

T §in-di-lib [;L‘;ﬂ@ “ “ Sin~di-[. . ]

182. In the Akkadian space there ought to be tu-ba-§i[-in-nu]; but, since there is scarcely room
in the break for more than one sign, we are probably to read -¢n. Note that in 1. 34 also a Sumerian
loan word appears in its Sumerian form in the Akkadian space.

186. The second equivalent, which Luckenbill left unrestored, is probably rigl-glv, an approximate
synonym of pi-ir-um, the first equivalent of v.ap, value i-si-im.

190. The sign 18 with the value gi-e§ (or, conceivably, me-e3) apparently must be re-
stored on the rev. of the fragment K 8298 (CT XI, PI. 33), the obv. of which parallels CS 143-45.

The first three lines (on the remaining two lines the equivalents are completely destroyed) then read
as follows:

[T gi-e8 |e18|ge]-Suli-sfu(® ....]
[T gi-el&|a18|gil-Su|rRimtum [ ... )
[V gi-les[|c18|gl-su|it-tum(? {....].

The equivalent rRiT-tum is otherwise unknown.

191. The scribal notation e m e -sAL, indicating, of course, that the sign and value occur with the
meaning given only in the e m e -saL dialect, appears only here in CS, unless it is to be restored in
1. 171. It is found also in AQ 7661 ii 23 and 25.

192. Luckenbill read the Akkadian #(?)-di-it-t%i; the first sign, however, as his copy showed, is
clearly bal. So we read bal-{i-it-t, with Ungnad. For the meaning of baltittu cf. 1. 262-64 of gAR-r a =
bubullu, Tablet 14 (Landsberger, Fauna, p. 20), where it is equated with the Sumerian uh-gis,
“wood insect,” uh-ti-bal (var. ub-an-ti-bal), “omen(?)insect,’® and uh-gig-dr-ra,
“beam insect.”

The sign name is $§d—gis-"Se-ku'-bad-da—~i-du, not sd—gi-su-bad-da—~i-du, as Luckenbill took it. The
formuls for signs of this type is invariably sa~x-ku-vy—idu.

194. With this line begins List CT XLI, Pls. 47 {.

The sign name, which Luckenbill left unrestored, Thureau-Dangin, in his notes on the text in RA
XVII 31, restored as [gi-§u~te-nu]-%. But the first sign is completely preserved and is, in fact, though
confused by an extra wedge left over from an erasure, clearly ¢i§ and not gi. We read, therefore,
gi§—te-nu'-. It may, furthermore, be noted, as against the possibility of a form gisu- here, that the
nominative ending - appears in general only at the end of composite sign names; the internal elements
in such names appear either in their original Sumerian form (usually a phonetic value) or with an -a
added, depending on the type of formula involved.?* Before -ten?t (or -tena-) the original Sumerian
form always appears. Thus in CS 268 we find -ga-na—te-na-, in CS 281 ga-na—te-nu-~t, as opposed to the
Akkadian form ga-nu-i(=ganid <ganau) given in CS 276. For further examples cf. Christian in MVAG
XVIII, Heft 1, p. 58.

195. The value is ul, not ul-lu (Luckenbill’s reading). After ul in the Sumerian space

23 For the meaning of uh-ti-bal cf. Landsberger, op. cit. p. 127, note to 1. 263, and the references which he gives.

2¢ An apparent exception to this rule occurs in certain cases in which the first element of the name is represented by
the ditto sign. Thus in K 4146 (CT XI, Pls. 401.) obv. 19 appears “( =ma-a-51)—gis-pu-min-nja-bi]. But since when-
ever the first element of the sign name is written out the short form is given, this usage of the ditto sign must be regarded

a8 a scribal inaccuracy. In the case just mentioned the name must therefore be read not mdSu-geSpu-minnabi but mas-
geSpu~minnabi, as given in Yale Syll. 252.
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is one of the nine deep round holes, presumably made by the butt of the scribe’s stylus, which appear
on the reverse of the tablet. Traces of a second sign show at the edges of this hole. They indicate,
however, another ul and were probably made under the influence of the value ul-ul in 1, 198.
Perhaps the hole was used, in this instance, as a form of erasure. At any rate, it is inconceivable
that the scribe would so obliterate a sign which was intended to be read.

Placed as it is between gis-fend and gis-tinnaku, the k1B sign in 1. 195-205 must be regarded as a
618 composition; it is, of course, formed of two 1% signs crossed. It might therefore more properly
have been named gi§-min-na-bi-gi-li-mu-u (cf. the name of the similarly formed sign in 1. 282); evi-
dently the name k¢b-bu was used instead for the sake of convenience.

197-99 (List, 1. 2£.). Line 199 (al-al) corresponds to List, 1. 2, 1. 197 (hu-ul) to List, L. 3.
Probably, though not certainly, the List preserves the original order. The value in 1. 198, ul-ul,
a simple phonetic variant of al-al, does not occur in the List. The equivalents in ll. 198 f., girbitu
and méristu, are synonyms and belong without distinction to ul-ul and al-al. Cf. note to
1, 282 1.

201. Sallurum, a loan word from the Sumerian $ennur, is an unusual example of the inter-
change of n and [. Cf. GSG §§65f.

203. The last sign in the Akkadian space is ku, not §u(?) (Luckenbill’s reading). This correction
has already been made by Thureau-Dangin (RA XXI [1924] 144) on the basis of AO 8870 (op. cit. pp.
140 £)) ii 21: si%gy.d a - riKIB=UD-ri-ka.

205 (List, 1. 4). Thureau-Dangin (HS, p. 12) would read the Sumerian gdb-rum instead of
li-rum. But the value gib of L1 was not in common use in any period, nor do we know a Su-
merian writing LI~ um which might explain the use of this uncommon value.

206 f. (List, 1. 5). These two lines both present the sign GESTIN with the value gi-e&-tin and
the equivalent ka-ra-nu, although 1. 206 analyzes the sign as ci8.7iN, 1. 207 as TAB.TIN. Since, how-
ever, the syllabary is at this point concerned with 615 compositions, only the analysis as G1I5.TIN can
properly belong here. Furthermore, this analysis fits the meaning (cf. Poebel in ZA XXXIX [1930]
147) and the archaic form of the sign (ROEC 372); the analysis as TAB.TIN fits only the late form
of the sign, and therefore 1. 207 must be a late insertion. Note that in the List GESTIN is represented
only once.

The writings of the sign as 618 GESTIN (1. 206) and TaB GESTIN (1. 207) are obviously employed to
emphasize the statement of the sign names gi§~in-na-ku and tab—tin-na-ku that the first part of the
GESTIN sign is in 1. 206 regarded as 1§, in 1. 207 as TaB. This usage is, of course, in close analogy to
the double writing found e.g. in Gi8+Bap BaAD (I. 192), which aids in the identification of the usually
very tiny inserted signs. These helps in reading, since they do not occur in the List, are evidently
of late origin,

208 f. (List, 1. 6). These two lines present the signs TAB.TIN.UGUNU.DIS and TIN.UGGNU.DIS, neither
of which fits into the sequence of G185 compositions, with the value tu-ub and the equivalent na-
pa~su. In the List, however, GESTIN is appropriately followed by a sign which could be described as
GESTIN.UGONU.DI§ (value tu-ub [text tu-u>1]); and this is doubtless the form which origi-
nally appeared in CS. Line 208 simply mistakes the first element for TaB instead of ¢18, while 1. 209,
presumably under the influence of the sign in 1. 210, drops the first element completely.

The early forms of the sign found in the List, given in ROEC 373, show that the first part is similar
to if not identical with GESTIN, but that the latter part cannot actually be vGGNU.DIS.

For the reading -u-gu-nu~ instead of -gispu-gu-nu~ (Luckenbill’s reading) in the sign names in 11. 208
and 210 cf. note to 1. 45 f.

210 (List, 1. 7). For sagkurun CS here gives a sign TIN.KASKAL.UGUNU.DIS, while the List has
GESTIN.UGONU.DIS, just as for tG b in the preceding line. The original, correct form must of course
have begun with GESTIN, The sign in CS suggests T6B with XKAsKAL inserted (or possibly a Sessig form
of T6B). An inserted KASKAL in the form in the List might have been overlooked, because of its small-
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ness, by either the ancient or the modern copyist; and the appropriateness of KASKAL, in view of the
equivalents sab? and sahit kardnu, is enhanced by the fact that it is used in early Sumerian texts in
place of B for the meaning %ikdru (cf. SL 166:8). It is, of course, quite possible that the List has a
correct form, that both T0B and TOB-+EASKAL were used for sagkurun ; thus we should have
another instance of a simple sign with the value of one of its derived forms. For suggestive specula-
tions concerning the word sagkurun and the possible significance of the ideogram in CS 210, cf.
Poebel in ZA XXXIX (1930) 152, n. 1.

In List, 1. 7, we should expect the value (corresponding to sag-ku-ru-un in CS) tobe sag-
ku-ri-in, rather than sag-ku-ri-ni. The final i may, however, be a survival of the Se-

mitic genitive, since the form sagkurun, though not yet satisfactorily explained, would seem like-
lier to have a Semitic than a Sumerian origin.

212 (List, 1. 9). The value of TA-gunii meaning e-ti-tum is to be read ga-an-mus, not ga-
an-zer (Luckenbill’s reading), as shown by Ungnad on the basis of St 103 f.:

[TA4-M1)®
TA-}MI

T [gal-fan®-mu
Tgla-an-]mus;

e-lu-tum
ik-li-tum

and K 7703 (CT XI, Pl 42) rev. 2,77 the latter of which provides the value ga-an-muds for the
sign Ta-gund (with horizontal instead of vertical guni strokes). List,1. 9, has gdn-mus (or gé-
mud;) for the sign Ta-gund; the same writing of the value appears in HGT 117, 1. 19, but only the
first part of the sign is preserved there, so that it is impossible to tell whether it is TaA-guni or TA+Mr.
The use of the rare value m u §; of 888 four times out of fiverin the writing of ganmu§ can ap-
parently be explained only on the supposition that g4n-mus; or ga-an-mus; was a tra-
ditional Sumerian writing of the word ganmu§. Ungnad correctly restored the sign name as
ta—gu-nu-u',

213. Luckenbill (AJSL XXXV [1918/19] 60, note 3) suggested the restoration of the Akkadian
as "kgb-ta, and Ungnad took it as certain. Although the traces of the first sign, both in CS and in
the duplicate 81-7-27, 200 (CT XII, PL. 27) rev. i 1, do not fit the DINGIR sign very well, the sign ap-
parently cannot be anything else. Instead of dkab-ta we should of course expect ab~aTa-gundi or
dpa-gundl (cf. notes to 1l. 72-75 and 119). Probably the text originally had dra-gund and the gloss re-
placed the TA~gund sign. It would seem, indeed, that the phrase 4(gloss) x originated in such errors—
a scribe copying from two different copies, one with the correct 9x, the other with the incorrect 4(gloss),
combined the two to make 4(gloss) X (cf. p. 11)—and that its use was subsequently extended to pas-
sages where no such error had occurred.

214 f. (List, 1. 10f.). Ungnad read the gloss in CS 214 a-lam-mus, as against Luckenbill’s
a-lam-zer, on the analogy of the value in CS 212, A-lam-mu-u$ in List, 1. 10, proves
this reading correct. Note also the writing a-la-mug in K 7703 (CT XI, Pl. 42) rev. 4.

While CS 214 f. and the duplicate 81-7-27, 200 (CT XII, Pl. 27) rev. 2f. give the sign TaA+u5r
for both a-lam-mus and la-al, List, Il. 10f, gives TA4+xAK (value a-lam-mu-u§)
for the first, Ta-+y1 (value left blank) only for the second. The List, if it accurately represents the
original at this point (cf. p. 13), probably preserves a correct differentiation. For an indication of the

% Cf. Sm 107 (CT XI, P1. 20) ii 7.
2 Restored from OECT IV, No. 84, 1. 101.

27 The rev. of the fragment K 7703 (on the obv. too little is preserved for restoration), paralleling CS 212-15, reads
as follows:

Yga-an-mud [{.... el
Tga-an-mud |TA-gund [}....]
YTkab-ta TA-gundt (... .]
Ta-la-mus Tadgr [|....]
Tla-al TAdEl [[....]

Yla-al Tatur [|....].
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meaning of TA+KAK note the item “7 qa, 10 shekels of Ta +xax” which appears in an Ur dynasty temple
receipt (ITT III, No. 5258 obv. 2) otherwise devoted to dairy products.

In CS 214 §u-ma, “the same,” in the Akkadian space should mean that the Akkadian is identical
with the Sumerian, that 1s, alammus, not alammusdu as Ungnad believed. Since an ordinary word
should have the nominative ending, the conclusion is suggested that alammu§ is a god’s name
which did not always have the divine determinative (if it had, the Akkadian space would necessarily
read 4ra-+y1). Possibly it is the reading, or a reading, of the well known <LiL (PB 1818).

216-18 (List, 1. 12f.). Ll 216 f. give p1saN with the value ma-a, equivalents a-la-kw and bs-
i-lit, and 1. 218 equates the value ga-a with bitu; according to a principle of abbreviation (cf. p. 11)
the passage implies also the equation ga -a =algku. Now, since the value m & belongs properly
to the eme-saL and g4 to the main dialect, we should expect g4 to be given first and m 4, fol-
lowing it, to be definitely indicated as an e m e -sar value. The fact that ma is placed first ap-
parently can be explained only on the assumption that CS was given its present form by a scribal
school which agreed with the em e-saL in using the pronunciation m 3 and therefore naturally
placed it first. The school involved evidently is that of Nippur, which, as Professor Poebel has fre-
quently pointed out, preferred the e m e -saL pronunciation of certain words with m in em e ~8AL,
g in the main dialect.?®

The traces in List, 1. 13, seem to indicate a value 'ma-a! or ma', though ba-al, asin CS
219, is not ruled out.

219 f. The reading b as for pisaN probably derives from one of the minor dialects, and thus it is
possible that it had that value in 9z a -PIsan.rsan originally only in that dialect. Since Zababa
is the god of Kish, it is reasonable to suppose, as pointed out in GSG § 75, that it was in the dialect
of that city that prsan=0bifu was pronounced b a .

222-75 (List, 1. 15-41). This long passage dealing with p1saN compositions takes up more than a
sixth of CS and nearly a third of the List.?® Its apparently disproportionate length is partly explained
by the fact that it contains not only compositions of p1sax but also of £ (cf. p. 10). The signs
may be divided into three groups: first, ideographic compounds; second, phonetic combinations with
PISAN; third, phonetic combinations with %,

The first group, by far the largest, comprises the following lines: CS 222-30, 234-35, 236(?), 23741,
243(?), 24748, 250-52, 254-55, 264-65, 26768, 270-75 (35 lines)—List, 11. 15-19, 22-24, 25(?), 27-28,
30-31, 38-41 (17 lines). In this group it is generally not possible to determine which signs had p1san
and which had £ as their basis, though certain of them can be proved to be & compositions from the
parallelism of CS 237-39, 241, 248, and List, 1. 24, with the passage HGT 106 iv 11-17 containing
sign groups that begin with £,

To the second group, PISAN compounds with values beginning with ga or g4 (ma), are to be
ascribed CS 231-33, 249, 26162, 269 (7 lines)—List, 1l. 20-21, 34, 37 (4 lines).

To the third group, £ compounds with values beginning with e or é, are to be ascribed CS 242(?),
244, 245(7), 246, 253, 25660, 263, 266 (12 lines)—List, I1. 26(?), 29, 32-33, 35-36 (6 lines).

A difficulty in discriminating between the second and third groups is caused by the fact that, in
both CS and the List, the g4 and é signs are written exactly alike where they appear in the Su-
merian values. It has been the practice to read é-. ... wherever bit(u) . ... appears in the Akka-
dian space. But this admittedly is not a valid criterion, since pIsAN too, with the values ma, g4,
and ba, (cf. CS 217-19), is equated with bitu. In one case at least (cf. note to 1. 262) it can be shown
that we must read g4 - even though bit does appear in the Akkadian space; and it is quite possible

2% For ma as the pronunciation of PIsaN at Nippur cf. the expression gd nu-um-ma-ma-a, “that they

will not bring suit,” which occurs repeatedly in legal documents of the Hammurabi period (e.g. BE VI 2, No. 35, 1. 15;
No. 45, 1. 17; No. 64, 1. 18).

2 Cf. the even more extensive passage Yale Syll. 38-112, taking up nearly a quarter of that text, which contains
compositions of LaGAB, a sign which, like PIsaN, offers a very convenient space for placing inserted signs.
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that g4 - would be correct also in other cases where we have read 6- (i.e., CS 256-60, 263, 266—
List, 11. 32-33, 35-36).

223. The value of PrsaN-+BAD=upi $a Saméis ti-il-har (Luckenbill read ti-il->).*® Note
the similar value gis-har of ciS+Bap=balfstiu in 1. 192. Any connection between tilhar
and giShar, since the meanings given, “overcasting, of the heavens” and “wood beetle,” are
apparently irreconcilable, would seem to be out of the question. Yet it is curious to note that II R 47
ii 39 equates our PISAN-+BAD, glossed [. . . . -l r, with buliitu, of which baltittu is a variant. Ungnad
(in his note to 1. 192) may, however, be right in correcting the sign to G1$+BAD and restoring the value
ag [gi&-ha-lir.

The sign pisaNn-+BAaD does not occur in the List, and CS 222 f. are therefore late additions.

224 (List, 1. 15). Ungnad suggested that PrsaN+pivL, value i-ku, equivalent i-ku 6 ndri, stands
for cANa-pILI, an interpretation which is reinforced by the reading g4na i-ku in List, l. 15.
But Ungnad’s further suggestion that ndri (a.ip) is a mistake for egli (a.83), though reasonable, is
far less certain. Since p1L1L.GANA, which also properly designates the sku which is a measure of area,
is occasionally used as ideogram for #qu (according to Professor Poebel a loan word from Sumerian
e (g)), “ditch” (cf. SAI 19), our GANA-DILI could equally well have been so used.

225 (List, 1. 16). Da 4hé-gal in the writing of the value means that this is to be read either
dagal or hegal. The List has only da-g41, and only this, of course, is correct (cf. p. 11).

226 f. (List, 1. 17f.). Eme and ama are presumably dialectal variants, the former belonging
to the e m e -sAL or, more likely, to a special dialect within the main dialect.

228. With the value G-1a given here to PISAN+U=qablum cf. the values sad and sabad
given in C8 250-52 to PisaN+U, PISAN+BAD, and PIsaN-IGI-gund, all equated with gablum. On
the strength of CS 250 Ungnad reasonably regarded ula as suspect. His suggestion, however,
that 4 might be a mistake for sa, and la for ad, would require definite proof. It may be noted
that possibly the inserted v in 1. 228 was originally a different sign from the v in 1. 250, one being
ROEC 257, the other ROEC 474, This line (as also Il. 250-52) has no parallel in the List and is there-
fore presumably a late insertion.

230. Judging from 1. 264, where P1sAN+18.gU.RUM has the value i§hurum, one may suspect
that the pa inserted here is a gloss with the value i§hur, perhaps to be connected with the sign
name gisturd.

231 (List, 1. 20). P1saN+48= ga-zi would seem to be a phonetic combination in which pPrsan
bears its value g4 and A8 a value zi shortened from z{z. Gi-zi (perhaps indicating a value
gi for prsan) in List, 1. 20, evidently developed from gazi by assimilation of the first vowel to
the second. This development points to a stressing ga z1, since as a rule only unstressed vowels are
subject to assimilation,

232. Na-d$-pak §d ka-si-i, the equivalent of PrsaN-+48.6AL=ga-zi-gal, can hardly be cor-
rect, since the construct should not appear before $a. The duplicate 81-7-27, 200 (CT XII, Pl 27)
rev. 20 has the correct na-ds-pak ka-si-i. A translation of the Akkadian as “(the place of) the pour-
ing out of cassia’ could readily be reconciled with a rendering of ga-zi-gal (taking gal as
from the root g41) as “(the place where) cassia is placed.” A difficulty in the way of this rendering,
however, is that we should certainly expect GAL and not eaL in the ideogram if the meaning were
“placed.” If we take gal as “‘great,” then gazi-gal should mean “the large cassia,” indicating

a variety different from ga z1i in the preceding line; but it seems impossible to reconcile this interpre-
tation with the Akkadian equivalent.

% The form of the gar sign in CS, with four slanting wedges in line, a vertical wedge, and another slanting wedge
at the bottom of the vertical, is unusual but quite consistent in its six occurrences (i1. 81, 98, 127, 192, 223, 244). AO 7661
ii 9 shows a similar form, with an extra slanting wedge before the head of the vertical wedge. The sign in CS 223 is quite
certain. Luckenbill mistook the vertical for a horizontal wedge; but even that change does not make the sign an °a, as
shown by the forms of > given in 1. 82 and 288,
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234 (List, 1. 22). The tablet has G-8u-u§ (with Ungnad), not 4-ku-us§ (Luckenbill’s read-
ing). U-su-u$ in List, 1. 22, lends further confirmation to this reading.

235 f. (List, 1. 23). Luckenbill restored the value in both lines as ur (?) . List, I. 23, giving ur,
places the value in 1. 235 for PISAN+-NIR =4%-rum (loan word) beyond question. In 1. 236, however,
the value for PISAN+NIR=gu~Su-rum ought to be gudur (or gidur) to serve as basis for the
Akkadian loan word gusiru. Apparently, indeed, the value gudur can belong properly only to
GIS.PISAN+NIR, ie., gi§-ur. This combination, however, after its pronunciation changed by
vowel assimilation from gi&-dr to gu§-Ur, presumably came to be regarded as ¢i’gusur,
with unpronounced determinative, whereby pisan-+nNir by itself was considered to have the value
gusur.

238. Ungnad proved that the Akkadian is to be read is-ri as against Luckenbill’s gis-rs.

240 (List, 1. 27). Ungnad read the value ar-hus (Luckenbill read ar-rus8) on the basis
of the writing ar-hu-u$§ for the value of TUR+BAR and TorR+[saL] in 38129 (CT XII, Pl 24)
obv. ii 69 and 71 (the parallel 93041 [CT XII, Pl 18] ii, last two lines, has ar-hu§; in both texts
the Akkadian equivalent, presumably rému, is completely destroyed). This reading is now made ab-
solutely certain by the writing ar-hu-u$§ in List, . 27.

241 {. pIsAN+MUNUS is evidently a phonetic writing, p1saN standing for é and mMuNus having
its value m{. The value in 1. 242 (represented by hi-pi e5-5i) presumably was e -me or something
gimilar, of which a-ma in L. 241 is a simple phonetic variant (cf. eme and ama as variant pro-
punciations of PIsAN+DINGIR in 1. 226 f.). A connection with the frequently occurring £.MuNUs (cf.
SI. 324:306) is probable, as suggested to me by Professor Poebel, and this probability indicates a
pronunciation é-m{ for that combination.

243 (List, 1. 25). The writing PIsaN-al-ga in List, 1. 25, may be read either gd-al-ga or
ma-al-ga; and perhaps the PIsan sign is used here, rather than simple ¢a or Ma, which would
have fixed the pronunciation one way or the other, as a means of indicating that both pronuncia-
tions were used: galga in the main dialect, malga in the em e-saL. This conjecture fits in
with K 197 (CT XII, Pls. 34£.) obv. i 13 {., where the first line gives [ga]l-ga (first restored by
Pinches in JRAS, 1908, p. 582) as the gloss to p1saN+ GAR = mil-ku, while the second provides [Ma].AL.Ga
(Luckenbill’s restoration) as the e m e -sAL writing (and pronunciation) of the same word. Whether,
as Luckenbill suggests, galga isa loan word from the Akkadian (galga <malga <malku=
milku) remains uncertain.

244. Luckenbill read the equivalent of pisAN+GaAR= e-ga-ra as bil zu-har-ri-e, which Ung-
nad translated “Kinderstube.” But the sign which Luckenbill read zu is a clear KU, and the equiva-
lent must therefore be read bit ku-mur-ri-e. In PISAN+GAR PiSAN (pronounced e) stands for bitu
and Gar (pronounced gara) for kumurd. Cf. nig-gar(a) and nig-gar-gar(a) =ku-
mur-ru~t, ana ttsu, Tablet 4 iii 11 f. (Landsberger, ana itti$u, p. 60). For kumurrd (synonym of
Sukunn®)3' meaning the artificial ripening and drying of dates cf. ibid. pp. 197-99, 207.

245 (List, 1. 26). Ungnad’s reading of the value as e-rim (against Luckenbill’'s e-rin) re-
ceives additional confirmation from i-ri-im-ma in the List.

246. The second sign of the Sumerian value of pisaNn-+UD =00ty ib-bu is TA, not ca (Luckenbill’s
reading), and the whole is thus to be read e-ta-~am-up. A reading e-ta-am-td would be
very strange, since tamtu is known neither as a Sumerian word nor as a pronunciation of vp.
Possibly it represents a conflation of e-ta-am and e-un(=tam); but tam as the pronun-
ciation of the inserted UD is not very satisfactory, for UD is not known to have had that value in Su-
merian,

250-52. The values sad and sabad are, of course, simple phonetic variants. For the disap-

a1 For a discussion of the origin and meaning of the collective singular formation exemplified by kumurrd and Sukunnd,
¢f. AS No. 9, pp. xif. and 140.
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pearance of b between two vowels cf. GSG § 44. For the principle of abbreviation involved in these
lines of. p. 11.

253 (List, 1. 29). N a-mu-e(?)-du, inclosed within 4. ... u-ma in the Akkadian space,
must represent a corruption of the text, since it does not contain the sign P1saNn+pr= e-di.®® The
original text must have had ‘na-mu-edi{(=risaN+bpI1), X(=namu)-edi, or something
gimilar. Professor Poebel suggests <n a m m u(=1ip) as a possible restoration of the first part of the
name, INammu-edi might mean “Nammu of the courthouse.”

A text parallel to CS, 47779 (CT XII, Pl 21) rev. (text obv.!) 2, provides 4na]-mu-un-di,
in which un should perhaps be read e .?* If the sign is actually un, possibly we should read un in-
stead of e also in CS, where the text allows either reading. Namundi, however, apparently
could be explained only as an erroneously nasalized form of namtdi, contracted from the origi-
nal namuedi.

In List, 1. 29, the inserted sign appears as Na instead of p1; in view of the value é-d1i, the natural
presumption is that the sign stands for £-+p1. Na, very close to b1 in form, will then be an error,
either of the writer of the tablet or of the copyist.

254 (List, 1. 30). With the sign PISAN-+KASKAL= m e - e ={a-ha-zu compare the early sign ROEC
448bs, which appears to be our sign doubled and which, preceded by xaskaL (cf. ROEC 169), has
the meaning “battle” in texts of the Agade period (e.g. HGT 34 ii 26; 35, 1. 3). Other signs having
the value me and the meaning tdhdzu are A6 and AG+saB, also Lacas+? (Yale Syll. 103; CT XXXV,
PL 3,1 3; HGT 104 obv. ii 11).

260 (List, 1. 36). P1sAN+-GiR.sU= é-gir-su represents, of course, the temple of Ningirsu at
Lagash. The relation of the ideogram to the equivalent bit nag-mi-i, which should mean “house of
burning,” is not apparent. Any possibility of reading bit naq mi-i, “house of pouring out water(?),”
is apparently excluded by the parallel text 36991 (CT XII, Pl 22) rev. i 11-16, where nagmitum in
bit na~ag-mi-tum, equated with PISAN--GI4, would seem to be from the same root as nagmd (note that
this text gives the equivalent bit te-lil-tum to both P1saN+cir.sU and PisAN+GL).

261 (List, 1. 37). The sign in List, 1. 37, has 61..A inserted, while the sign in CS has only 61,. Since,
clearly, we have here a phonetic writing of the value g4-gis~a, the former should be correct.
Note, however, that the parallel text 36991 (CT XII, P1. 22) rev. i 15 also has PISAN+GI,.

262 (List, 1. 34). The value must be read g4-bur-ra, not 6-bur-ra (Luckenbill’s read-
ing), as shown by CT XXV, Pl 3, 1. 61: deNIN-gdga-bur-ra | “(= Nin-kar-ra-a[k]).

263 (List, 1. 36). Thureau-Dangin in RA XVII 32 f. showed that the value here should be read
é-sikil-la asagainst Luckenbill's é -el-1a. The Akkadian, too, is probably to be read é-sikil-la,
for if we read bitu el-la there would be no apparent explanation for the -a ending.

265. Luckenbill’s reading of the value ags G-su-td is possible, but G-su-ud makes a more
normal Sumerian word.

269 (List, 1. 38). Ungnad read the equivalent of risan+puB=ga-du-ub as §d du-up-pu (so
also Luckenbill) and translated this as “Tontafelbehlter,” comparing g4-dub-ba, which has
that meaning in Ur III texts. His interpretation receives support from the value gur-dub of
pIsAN-a1 in List, 1. 38; for P1sAN+61 occurs in archaic texts where it may be rendered “basket” (cf.
examples cited in SL 243). But the Akkadian, if read §¢ du-up-pu, could hardly have the meaning
“tablet receptacle” or, indeed, any meaning suitable to this passage. Apparently it is gar-du-up-pu,
loan word from an original Sumerian gardub which on the one hand became gadub by drop-
ping the 7 and on the other hand became gurdub by assimilation of the a in the first syllable to
the u in the second. If this assumption is correct the first element of the compound is, as Professor

3 For a discussion of the 34 . . . . Su-ma formula cf. note to 1. 119.

3 Mr. C. J. Gadd, who very kindly collated this passage for me, writes: “The sign in question is not clear, but, while
e is not impossible, I think un is still the more probable reading.”



oi.uchicago.edu

NOTES: CHICAGO SYLLABARY 67

Poebel points out to me, not g4, “house” or “box,” but gar, which is equated (SL 597:2f.)
with uppuzu, “to cover,” “to plate,” and thzu, “a covering” or “a plating.” In these equations the
Sumerian gar of course has its usual meaning, “to lay (something upon something).” The gar-
dub, then, evidently is to be understood as a covering (gar) which is also a tablet (dub) ; and
this could be only a case tablet. Apparently the ideogram pisan+-pus is a “picture” of the tablet
inclosed in its envelope. But the sign in the List, pisan-+ 61, seems impossible to explain on the basis
of this interpretation and hence, if this interpretation is correct, apparently must be regarded as a
scribal error.

The name of the inserted sign is of course dub-ba, not um-ma (Luckenbill’s reading).

270. The tablet has su-i-tu, not su-ub-té (Luckenbill’s reading), as equivalent of PISAN+DUB=
e-me-du-ub. Since, as Professor Poebel points out to me, the literal meaning of eme-dub
apparently is ‘“mother tablet” (cf. e me =ummu in 1. 226), and since the ideogram is the same as
in the preceding line, the meaning here too is doubtless “case tablet.” This meaning for the Akkadian
sfitu, as well as its common use as a measure of 10 Qa, presumably derives from a general meaning
“receptacle.”

271. The second equivalent of PIsSAN+-8iD=emedub must be read §i-ir-mu (Luckenbill: §i~ir-
gul[?]). Since the value and the first equivalent are the same as in the preceding line, §irmu too should
have the meaning “case tablet.” This §rmu would most naturally be expected to derive from a
verb $ardmu meaning ‘‘to cover over” or the like. But $ardmu is commonly translated ‘“to cut off”
or “to break off.” We may, however, note the use of the possibly cognate®* pardmu in Cappadocian
texts in the meaning ‘““to inclose (a tablet) in an envelope,”’% also {uppum harmum as “‘a tablet in-
closed in an envelope.”’? Where $ardmu is used in connection with tablets it seems, on the contrary,
to indicate the breaking off of the envelope.?” Perhaps, therefore, the literal meaning of irmu is “that
which is to be broken off,” i.e., the outer envelope which has to be removed in the presence of the judge
before the tablet can be accepted as evidence in court.

272f. (List, 1. 40). The use of the rare value i b in the writing of the Sumerian ha-lu-db-ba
is permissible here only because that value occurs in the “ideogram,” PISAN+HA.LU.GB. In the sign
name LU.6B, named lu-ub-ba (Luckenbill’s lu-qu is out of the question), is treated as a single sign,
presumably in order to save space and because the combination was regarded as having the value
lub.® Hu-lu-ub, given in List, 1. 40, must be corrected to hu-lu-ub!-bal.

Unfortunately the Akkadian equivalents in Il. 272 f., which might have helped to explain the Su-
merian, are imperfectly preserved. We may at any rate observe that halubba is balub plus
another element. Probably it is the genitive halub-a (k) with the governing substantive (é or
g4 ?) left out, although it may possibly have developed from a combination halub-é (or -g4
or -ma or bas meaning “the halub tree as a dwelling (of a deity or some animal),”

274 (List, 1. 39). Altbough PISAN+MUNU is here given the same value, mu-nu, and the same
equivalent, fa-ab-ti, as are given elsewhere to MUNU alone, it hardly seems possible that the mean-
ing is simply “salt.” We may compare the combination £.MUNU, rendered bt {ébtz, with the mean-

3 Observe #aB, value $ab =3ardmu and nakdsu (SL 295k:12 and 8); xup, value k ud =pardmu (Sa pardsu) and
nakdsu (SL 12:32 and 43).

# Cf. VAT 13515 (transliterated by Eisser and Lewy in MVAG XXXV (1930) Heft 3, p. 48) L. 8 and Clay in BIN
IV, No. 114, 1. 11. I am indebted to Professor Poebel for these references.

% Lewy in OLZ XXIX (1926) 752. For a different interpretation, with references, cf. Christian in WZKM XXXVI
(1929) 13-17.

31 Cf. AO 5429 (RA IX [1912] 22) 1. 23; also the Cappadocian letter KTS 5a, 1. 23, where the sense of $-er-ma-am
is not very clear.

3 Note that the value G b, in both Sumerian and Akkadian, is found only after 1u. Cf. CT XXXV, Pl. 4, 1. 5¢
(=Yale Syll. 151): Tub 8% 5 Lv.0B lu-ub-bu. For its use in Akkadian cf. SA, p. 46. For the naming of LU.6B cf.
also K 4174 (CT XI, Pls. 45-48) iv 12, where the sign name of K1.80.LU.0B.GAR is "'( = ki4)—-ku-us-lu-ub-ga-rak-ku.
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ings “salt desert”®® and “salt-container.”4® Since £.MUNU=‘salt desert’’ occurs only in the inscrip-
tions of the later Assyrian kings in reference to a district at the foot of Mount Bikni in Media, a dis-
trict presumably unknown to the earlier Babylonians, whereas salt-containers must have been used
very early, the meaning “salt desert” would seem to be secondary.® Probably, therefore, PrsaN-+
MUNU means “‘salt-container’” and our passage indicates that this was called a “salt” in the spoken
language.

List, 1. 39, has the sign pISAN-TIM; presumably the scribe merely left out the gunt strokes (or the
inserted KUR, if the late form were used) which change M to munu. M u-gur, the value in Gadd’s
copy of the List, is surely to be corrected to mu-na or possibly mu-un.

275 (List, 1. 41). In the value e-da-ku-t-a for PIsAN+E,DA.KUs the final a, like the final a
in balubba in L. 272, must be assumed to represent an element represented in the ideogram by
PISAN. In a-da-kug-a, the writing of the value in List, 1. 41, a is probably to be read e,, al-
though the original pronunciation of the value was doubtless adakua. The rare values e, and
k us are used in imitation of the writing in the ideogram.

279 f. (List, L. 42). Ik-1u (1. 279), ik-kil (. 280), and e-ki-el (List, 1. 42) are three va-
riant forms of the loan word from the Akkadian eqlu.

281 (List, 1. 44). The tablet has, as equivalent of caNA-tend= ka-ra, na-pa-pu $d A.MES, not
na~d$-pak §d a.MES (Luckenbill’s reading).#? Napdhu has the meanings “to blow,” “to kindle,” “to
shine,” “to rise (of the sun or a star),” etc., none of which fits very well with the phrase “(said) of
waters.” Perhaps we are to translate “to shine (or glitter), of waters,” although it does not seem
very likely that Sumerian would have a special word for such a meaning. What we should expect is
8¢ 9¥amas in place of ¢ A.MES, and perhaps that is what the text originally had.

282 1. (cf. List, 1. 45). Cf.1l. 198 {., where the sign gis-minnabi-gilima (=x18, actually named kib-bu)
has the same values and equivalents as are given here to gana-minnabi-gilimd. In view of the meanings
given—gqirbitu, “fields,” méristu, “cultivable land”’—it would seem that these values belonged originally
only to the GANA composition which we have here, since the simple c{na means “field,” while a18
means “wood.”

In the sign name ga is doubtless a mistake for ga-na, which appears in the preceding line. Ga{-na)
here was written out, instead of being represented by a ditto sign, to prevent the min which follows
from being mistaken for a second ditto sign standing for te-nu-~4.

According to Gadd’s copy, List, 1. 45, gives to this sign the value gfr-ri. This value apparently
must be a mistake deriving from the value k4ra of cANa-fend in the preceding line; note kirf{
as a variant of k4ra in Yale Syll, 158 {.

284 (List, 1. 46). Since kal in the meaning dannu never occurs in the inscriptions, where always
kala-ga (or with syncope kal-ga) is used as the adjective, the equivalent here ought to be,
as suggested by Poebel in Studia Orientalia I (Helsingforsiae, 1925) 120, 3¢ kal-ga dan-nu; but
the scribe did not take the trouble to be so scrupulously accurate. The same is true of DT 40 (CT XI,
Pls. 20-32) rev. ii 17, where kAL with the value k a-1a is equated with dan-nu. It would, indeed, be
grammatically possible for kala (g), as active participle, to be used in early times for the intransi-
tive adjective, but the pronunciation should be kala, not kal; and, in any case, such a usage
would not be likely to survive in the late syllabary texts.

58 Cf. R. C. Thompson, The Prisms of Esarhaddon and of Ashurbanipal (London, 1931) PL. 8 iv 46.
0 Cf. Nabuchodonosor 441, 1. 2: . . . . i8tén°® bit(=£) {4bli(=MUNU) u sah-li-e, “‘one container of salt and cress(?).”

4 Professor Geers informs me that the sandy district of Brandenburg in Prussia was once called the ‘“Sandbiichse des

heiligen romischen Reiches” (“Sandbiichse” being of course the sand box formerly used to sprinkle sand for ink-blotting).
It seems that the salt desert, by a similar metaphor, was called the “saltcellar.”

2Cf. Rm 2, 414 (CT XIX, Pl 40) L. 2: xAR.KAR|‘“‘(=n[a-pa-pu]) §& '[famad(?)] and V R 42, 1. 47 cd:
KARk & T - k a rKAR | {-tan-pu-pu.
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Luckenbill read the sign name gu-ru-u. A thorough cleaning of the tablet has since revealed the verti-
cal wedge that changes u to §4. The tablet thus offers gu-ru-§i, the proper name of the sign, derived
from its value guru§.

288. It may be noted that in the Akkadian space, giving §¢ o.xar (pronounced e,-las) il-lu ni-
»-lu §d mé, no division mark separates the two Akkadian equivalents of A.xaL. This is in accord-
ance with the usual lack of a division mark in the §4 . . . . formula between the Sumerian combination
and the equivalent (cf. p. 57, n. 18). A division mark here between the two equivalents would of course
cause doubt whether the second equivalent belonged to e,-1a4 or simply to 1as. That both equiva-
lents do in fact belong to es-1ag is further shown by K 9928 (CT XI, P 28) rev., where ni-lu, il-lu,
and 4, . .1 8¢ mé®! are among the equivalents of e;-1a.

289 (List, 1. 49). In the Akkadian space the tablet has ur-kaL (as Ungnad suggested), not zu.xAL
(Luckenbill’s reading).

291-94. This passage gives four names of more or less identical tutelary deities in animal form; the
first three lines have Semitic namesin both Sumerian and Akkadian spaces, while the fourth line (1. 294)
has in both spaces the Sumerian name lamma, which is usually translated in Akkadian inscrip-
tions by lamassu (given here in 1. 293).

295 (List, 1. 50). The restoration of the value of xaL=3%al-tu as [du]-na (as against Luckenbill’s
[ga (?)]-na) is made probable by 'du (?)'-un in List, 1. 50, and also by the equation of Sal-{i§
with [BJ6R-na (IVR 13,1 24 b) and BOr-na-bi (TU 51 rev. 151.), in which BUR is presumably
to be pronounced du,.

296 f. (List, 1. 51). Ungnad hesitated to read [s]i-ig and [s]i-i because in Luckenbill’s copy
the break seemed too big; but on the tablet there is, on the contrary, too little space for [e-s]i-ig
and [e-sji-i(?), which Luckenbill read. Furthermore, the corresponding line of the List gives
for XL the value sigs (here probably to be read si, a value which the sign s1Gs must have had,
though it is not yet specifically attested). Although the Sumerian section of 1. 297 is now almost en-
tirely broken away (note that when Luckenbill’s copy was made it was in slightly better condition),
the reading si-i, of which Luckenbill saw traces, is reasonably certain, because it is exactly what
should be expected.

The Akkadian must, of course, be read dam-qu, with Ungnad, not dun-gu (a misprint in Luckenbill’s
transliteration; his copy shows a clear dam).

298. In the Akkadian equivalent the somewhat damaged first sign can hardly be jar, as Luckenbill
suggested (for the form of this sign cf. p. 64, n. 30). Apparently it cannot be anything but pi.
The reading (hi-i§-li~e-tts or hi-mil-li-e-td) and the meaning of the equivalent, however, remain un-
certain. Nor does there seem to be any clue for the restoration of the Sumerian value.

300. The value si-li-m a is to be restored, with Ungnad, on the basis of SAI 10833.

301 f. Cf. AO 7661 ii 42-44, where the values urrub and sursub, and the additional value
ursub, are given to the sign pUKX; and cf. the note to those lines on p. 74.

303. The Akkadian must be read na-sa-bu, not na-a-bu (Luckenbill’s reading). The sign for ga lacks
one of the upper wedges, but it could hardly be read otherwise. Ndsdbu is of course the word that ap-
pears more commonly, in the later period, in the form nansdbu or namsdbu (for the rules governing
nasalization ¢f. AS No. 9, pp. 142-54, especially p. 152).

304 f. (List, 1l. 52{.). List, 1. 52, with the value gi-ri, apparently corresponds to these two
lines, which give etlu as the Akkadian equivalent of KaL. The value giri derives of course from
the root guru$, or rather from a variant girig, the final & of which is treated as an amissible
consonant. For the two destroyed values in CS 304 f. Ungnad supplies gu-ru-u$ and gu-ru;
other possibilities in place of gu-ru are gi-ri and gi-ri-i&. The broken value in List, 1. 53,
might well be KaL, with the pronunciation guru (8) ; it might, however, equally well correspond
to the destroyed value in C8 303, in which case its reading would be quite uncertain.

306. Sitnunu, “to rival each other,” given here in the Akkadian space, is given in BMisc, P1. 101 7,
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as equivalent of the gilimd form of UR, with the value, according to Weissbach’s copy, UR.DAH.GAB(?),
read (ibid. p. 28) ur-tab-bhu. Luckenbill consequently restored the value in CS 306 as ur-
dah-hu. The Sumerian sign he failed to indicate, but his reading of its name as [ur-ru-Imin-na-bi-
gi-li-mu~u shows that he wrongly regarded it as an UR derivation. Since it follows the simple KAL sign
it must, as Ungnad saw, be composed of two RAL signs crossed. The sign name thus is to be restored
lgu-ru-us]-'min-na'-bi—gi-li-mu-u. The value might, indeed, be the same as for the gilim? form of UR,
but a value urtabhu is not very satisfactory for either ideogram.*3

For the correspondence between the gilim signs and the Akkadian reflexive or reciprocal {-forms
(mithusu, Sitnunu, tidiku, ete.) cf. AS No. 9, pp. 12f.

B. THE SYLLABARY AO 7661 (LIST, LL. 54-91)

i 1-23 (List, 1. 54). This passage, providing no less than twenty-eight equivalents for the sign LumM
with the value hum, offers many difficulties of interpretation. Only the first equation, with pamdsu,
which appeared as catch line at the end of CS and which is undoubtedly to be restored in the first line
of 38129 (CT XII, Pl. 24),%* can be regarded as standard. The remaining twenty-seven equations
presumably represent specialized usages of some sort. The meanings given vary so widely that they
cannot be traced back to a single basic idea. The fact that the meanings of a number of the equiva-
lents are as yet unknown or known very imperfectly adds to the difficulty and makes any final interpre-
tation of the passage at this time impossible. It may at any rate be said that for the Sumerian hum
to have been used at one time and place in all these meanings is out of the question. Some of the equiva-
lents may represent dialectal variants or forms used in the familiar speech; others may have belonged
to technical terminologies. At least two of them apparently represent scribal errors. These remarks
apply in general to all long lists of equivalents given for one sign and value in syllabaries of this type.

i 4. Ra-pa-$um is evidently a phonetic variant of pa-ra-§um in the preceding line. Note that the piM
sign is equated with marhd$u and pardsu (SL 94:7 and 4), while various combinations beginning with
pIM are equated with mahrd$u (SL 94:32f. and 36). The more easily pronounced marhdsu may be
presumed to derive by metathesis from maprddu. The root rapd$u might then have been deduced from
marhdsu.

i 13. Since abstract nouns in Sumerian are usually formed with the prefix nam (cf. GSG § 121),
it is surprising to find métillatu here equated with the simple hum.

i 16. To all appearances, the repetition of pamdsu signalizes the beginning of a section extracted
from a different source. Cf. note to CS 62.

117. Za-ma-3u and a-ma-$u are possibly wrong variants which have arisen from ja-ma-§u by a mis-
take in the first sign (za has, in this script, two wedges less than ga; A, one less than za).

i 24-26 (cf. List, 1. 55). The value hu z no doubt has some phonetic connection with hum (note
that both have the equivalent $dqu, 1. 14 and 24 respectively), as do also the following values guz,
gum, gun, gud, and perhaps nu and lum. It cannot, however, be assumed from this that
the change of m to z (or z to m) is a regular phonetic phenomenon. 38129, as in the case of
bum, gives only the first equivalent, i.e., pasdpu. List, 1. 55, gives the value as 1u-um ; but this,
since the writing LuM for the last value of the sign Lum in List, 1. 59, evidently is to be read lum,
is likely to be a mistake of the scribe (apparently a pupil) for hu-uz. With this change the se-
quence of the values of LuM in the List becomes the same as in 38129, varying in only one particular,
as explained in the following note, from that of AO 7661.

43 No conceivable reading of the value as it appears in the Weissbach text provides an orthodox Sumerian verbal stem,

It is possible, however, that Stnunu, as well as Sitpusu, the other equivalent, is not an infinitive, but a substantive mean-
ing “strife’”’ or the like.

44 This text is of the same abbreviated type as CS. The first column of the obverse, transliterated on pp. 3638, parallels
the whole of AQ 7661. In the following it is cited simply as 38129,
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i 27-40 (List, 1. 57). The phonetic connection of the value guz with the following values gum,
gun, and gud is evidenced by the fact that each of these values is given the first, third, and fourth
of the fifteen equivalents given to guz. A connection with the value hum is indicated by the
equivalent Sapdlu (1. 35) as compared with Suplu (1. 15) for hum.

Evidently the value guz must be restored in L. 3 of 38129. According to the published text there
is no LUM sign in that line, although the ditto mark for the sign name appears; but it will be noted
that the LUM sign in 1. 2 is somewhat below its proper position, and apparently it actually belongs in
1. 3, while the sign belonging in 1. 2 is broken away. With this restoration we find guz equated
with gasdsu (and butinzd), just as we should expect from AO 7661. In L. 7 of 38129, following gum
and gud, the value [gu-Juz appears again, equated with purruru and purrumu, given in Il. 31
and 37 of AO 7661. Evidently this value is given twice in 38129 in order that the first two equivalents,
gasdsu and putinzd (earlier doubtless written in one line), may be conveniently represented by « 4
as belonging to the values gum and gud in Il 5f. In the List the position of guz in the se-
quence of values corresponds to that of the second guz in 38129. Evidently that is the original
position of guz, and 38129 has it in both the right and the wrong place, AO 7661 only in the wrong
place.

i 39. Scheil’s® reading rahdsu Sa $épi is probably correct, though the meaning is difficult to con-
jecture. Where rabdsu is used with $2pu in connected texts it seems always to mean “to wash.” But
it is unlikely that the Sumerians would have a special word for washing the feet. Perhaps the phrase
is a euphemism meaning ‘“‘to urinate.”

i 40. Scheil took the combination at the end of the line as c15.G1R, for which we have an equation
with kurgt, “foot shackles.” But Thureau-Dangin’s* copy provides PA.GIR, i.e., the ANSU sign.

i 41-45 (List, 1. 56). It is possible, though not certain, that in givingto gum, gun, and gud
three of the fifteen equivalents already given to the value guz the scribe means to imply that these
values possessed all the other equivalents of guz. Gum and gun are, of course, simple phonetic
variants. Gud may be related to guz through an intermediate gud or, possibly, it may be a
survival of an early writing gu-us,*” representing gu (m) or gu(z).

i 46 (List, L. 58). The value nu, or rather the older num, is connected with the value lum
and is, perhaps, the original form of that value, since according to the rule given in GSG § 64 the n
of num would change to 1. The Akkadian space has the rather curious §¢ dan-nu £ $u, for
which the duplicate 93058 (CT XII, Pl. 21) obv. i 7 provides ¢ dan-Lom [. .. .], whileL. 9 of 38129
has ¥ dan-nu dan-nu. Originally the combination in the Akkadian space must have been da -
Lum, read da-ndm, the common writing of dannum in early Akkadian texts. It is unusual that
a combination representing an Akkadian instead of a Sumerian word should be given in this manner.
Also unusus] is the division mark in the formula in AO 7661; though this use of the division mark is
quite reasonable, this is its only occurrence in the §¢ formula (cf. p. 57, n. 18); presumably its use here
is due to the special circumstance that an Akkadian combination is involved.

i 47-58 (List, 1. 59). Unnubu and 3tbu (. 47) and lummu (1. 50) here given as equivalents of LumM=
lum have been equated above (ll. 16, 5, and 19) with Lum=hum. In addition Sebd and fpu=
lum (l. 48) are apparently to be connected with &bb2 and §éhu= bum (.6 and 22). A phonetic
connection between the words lum and bum thus seems indicated, although a regular change
from } to I or I to } cannot be shown to have existed in Sumerian.

i 56. In Scheil’s opinion §u-us-bu stands for §asubu (Scheil SusSubu!), the Safel form of esébu. But
since the faf<el of esébu is unknown, and since it could, in any case, hardly be shortened to $usbu,

15 References to Scheil without further specification refer to his study of the text in NVB.
4 References to Thureau-Dangin without further specification refer to his publication of the text, TU 37.

47 Cf. the writings mu-u, and tu-u, for values of v6a in HGT 102 obv. iii 6 f. Cf. also Poebel, “Zu dem Laut-
wert 0 des Zeichens ud,” OLZ XVIII (1915) 75-78.
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what we have here is probably an accidental interchange of the first two signs, and we are thus to
read u$-§u-bu, the frequently occurring pi‘el form. Cf. lum =wunnuby in 1. 47,

ii 1 (List, 1. 60). As a variant to the usual gu-um-gu-um, given in AO 7661 and the List
as the reading of Lum.Lum, 38186 (CT XII, Pl. 26) obv. ii 4 provides gu-gu-mu, formed by drop-
ping the final m of the first syllable and adding a short u at the end.

ii 5. As seen by Scheil, the sign 7\ must be corrected to LUMS6, since it is clearly intended to

render the value gim-gdim-§1G phonetically. Line 12 of 38129, where the latter part of the
sign is destroyed, must also have had this form, as shown by the sign name lu~-um-min-na-bi~bar-te-
en-nu-u.,

ii 6. The gloss ka-48 beneath kKAS, in the ideogram apparently must belong at the end of the
value, being placed where it is because there was no room for it in the first space. Thus the value is

gu-um-gu-um-ka-48¥, which the sign “UMkA%, renders phonetically. The Akkadian equiva-

lent, which Scheil transliterates la-si-mu (accidentally leaving out the brackets), could be read, ac-
cording to Scheil’s and Thureau-Dangin’s copies and Scheil’s photograph, either la-s[i-mu) or la-sla-mu];
but la-se-mu in 1. 14 of 38129 makes that the probable reading here. Since k a 8, by itself means “to
run,” the addition of gum gum must represent a modification of that meaning; perhaps it repre-
sents onomatopoetically the sound made in a certain kind of running, gum gumk a § then mean-
ing “to run clumpingly” or something similar. For the sign name in 38129 the traces in the copy
suggest [lu-ulm—ka-§d-ak-ku; but if the sign in 38129 is the same, as it presumably is, the name must
of course be “(=lu-um)-*‘(=min-na-bi)-ka-sd-ak-ku.

ii 7. With LUM-GAR— Jugud =kurd of. LaGAB=lugud =kurd (SL 483:36). The sign name
in 1. 15 of 38129 should of course be [lu-u]m—min-na-bi-[nin-dla-min-na-bi (written in two lines), but
the copy seems to indicate [. . . . -]Jup—min-na-bi as the first element in the name. If the copy is cor-
rect, the scribe presumably, under the influence of the sign value lugud, wrote [lu-gu-jud by error.

ii 16. The equivalent given here for 81G4= mur gu is to be restored (with Scheil) as ma-al[-gu-u).
Cf. K 197 (CT XII, Pls. 34f.) obv. 1 20f.:

ma-al-gi,-aki | ma-al-'gul-u
81G4 | ma~al-gu-u.

Malgd is here doubtless not the city name but a word of unknown meaning derived from the Sumerian
murgu. Although the change from r to [ is not exampled in Sumerian except under certain spe-
cific conditions (ef. GSG §§ 66, 57), the two sounds are so close that the change can be readily ac-
cepted; quite likely the intermediate pronunciations margu (or mulgu) and malgu ex
isted in Sumerian. Possibly mar[-gu-u], as another form of the loan word, is to be restored in the
following line. Note that the city Malg(, written ma-al-gi,-aki in the passage quoted above,
is occasionally written “ideographically” with sics1; cf. e.g. the date formula for the tenth year
of Hammurabi.

Professor Poebel draws my attention to the writing mur;(=siG)-gd in the equation
mur;mu-ur-gi =amae-rum, K 4323 (CT XVIII, Pls. 36 f.) obv. i 18, a writing which, like the
parallel ban-da for banda, belongs to a late (post-Sumerian) period. The equivalent amdru,
given to sig,= si-ig in L. 21, may well have been given here for mur gu in one of the breaks in
the Akkadian subcolumn.

i 20, 23 (List, 1. 62). Scheil copied and transliterated the values in these two lines as si-ga and
§e-ba; Thureau-Dangin’s copy, on the other hand, has si-fig! and §e-ib. Since sig and
§eb are the common values, Thureau-Dangin’s readings are more acceptable, and, indeed, they seem
to be supported by Scheil’s photograph. In the Akkadian space of 1. 23 Scheil read simply li-bit-tfum];
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but the size of the break requires something more, which, since $eb is the em e -saL word for
“brick,” corresponding to main dialect sig, is doubtless the scribal note e m e -SAL.

ii 24. For é-gars =igdru we may compare HGT 106 rev. iv, where 1. 4 equates si6..%, value
[e-ga-a]lr, with i-ga-ru, while ll. 5-10 equate £.s16,, value [“(=e-ga-ar)], with “(=1-ga-
ru), la-g-nu~um, me-lu-u, da-am-tum, ga-at-tum, e-mu-qu; the additional equivalents here given to
£.8164 apply also, of course, to s1G.t. Note also the nasalized pronunciation ingar givenin VR
42, 1. 56-57 gh:

£in - g a 18164 | “( = a~ba-ru)
B« 81G4 | la-a-n[u).
For the e m e -saL pronunciation amar see the following note.

ii 25. From the copies it cannot be decided whether the e m e -saL value given here is to be read
ma-4r or ba-4r. Scheil copies the sign in question as a clear ba, while Thureau-Dangin
makes it less certain, but still rather ba than ma. A consideration in favor of the reading ba
is that abdru, an equivalent of £.5164 (cf. preceding note), may be a loan word derived from £.s164.
But in view of the frequently observed equation between initial g in the main dialect and m in the
em e -saL (cf. GSG §§751.), and since the em e-saL pronunciation of f.s1a4 is in fact given as
d-mar in VR 11{, 1i 50 and iii 1:

4-mar
4-mar

la-a-nyu
gal-at-tum),

the reading m a must be regarded as decidedly preferable in our passage.

it 32f. (List, Il. 63 f.). LuM.50, appearing in these two lines, is undoubtedly an error for g}g:éfr,

given in the List. The fact that the horizontal dividing line which everywhere else separates lines
with different sign values is omitted between 1l. 32 and 33 (its appearance in Scheil’s copy is shown
by his photograph to be an error) suggests that these two lines were at first devoted only to the first

value, 8ikahara. Presumably the Sumerian sign was correctly written gig:éﬁ, and the second

of the two Akkadian equivalents now given in l. 32 was then written in 1. 33. Subsequently the scribe
discovered he had omitted the value lahhu§u. He therefore inserted it in the blank space in 1. 33,
and then he erased the Akkadian equivalent in that line and added it at the end of 1. 32 (note that
this is the only line on the tablet which extends beyond the right edge of the column; note also that
the traces left over from the erasure in 1. 33, as represented in Thureau-Dangin’s copy, fit with the
theory that Sa~pa-af ¢ ® ¥digdri was written there). The scribe then put the ditto sign in the Akkadian

space of 1. 33. After that, seeking to put two gig:éﬁ signs in place of the one, he erased the §6, in-
advertently erasing also the latter part of the two sia, signs and thus turning both into LuM, and

replaced it with two §¢’s. At this point he concluded that it was practically impossible to squeeze

two S%g:éﬁ signs into the available space and abandoned the attempt. Rather curiously, an apparent

é-garg
é-gar,

confusion between s164 and LUM exists also in the corresponding lines of 38129, where according to
the copy the name of the sign $164.5164.80 in 1. 21 is evidently to be restored as [lu-Jum-min-na-bi—bar-
te-en-nu-w (written in two lines), properly the name of LuM.LUM.5306.

In place of the values §i-ka-ha-ra and la-fah'-hu-§d given in AO 7661 Gadd’s copy
of the List shows d-ri-un inl 63, TIN(?) in 1. 64. The former is perhaps to be read, as Professor
Poebel suggests to me, l1ah-hu-8d-a. Apparently the only possible explanation of the second
value is that the single sign representing it is g1 and that it actually belongs in the next line, render-
ing the first value of DUK as dig or duy, parallel to du-ug, the first value of pUK in 1. 36
of AO 7661.

ii 3647 (List, 11. 65-68). In both AO 7661 and 38129 the sign pUK appears in its late form, which
looks like B1+-a, while the List has the simple, early form of which »1 is the gund. The fact that pux
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precedes BI of course presupposes the early form offered by the List. For a discussion of the develop-
ment of the pUk sign from the early form to the late B1+4-4 cf. pp. 121,

ii 37 (List, 1. 66). The value W-lu-ud given in the List, as against lu-ud in AO 7661, is
presumably an older form of the value.

ii 38f. (List, 1. 68). Lummu, here equated with bUK=lu-um and si-i, is perhaps the same
word as the lummu equated with LuM=lum in1i 50 and LuM=hum ini 19.

ii 40. The value epir given here to pUK=Fkannu and in iii 27 to Br=kannu $a $kdri is, accord-
ing to Professor Poebel, evidently a loan word from the Akkadian epru, “earth”; e pir should there-
fore mean “earthenware,” “earthen pot.” The value is not given in the List.

ii 41 (List, 1. 67). According to Professor Poebel $ikin also is a loan word, deriving from Ak-
kadian &knu, “sediment,” and consequently must mean a vessel made from clay deposited by a stream.
The corresponding value in the List is #i-ki-it, which, if correct, derives from an Akkadian
word $ikittu < Stkintu, the feminine form of Siknu. gikinnu, the equivalent in AQ 7661, is of course, in
its turn, a loan word from the Sumerian §ikin.

il 42-44. It is clear that the values urrub, ursub, and sursub are related in some way,
although at present no completely satisfactory explanation of the relationship can be given. It seems
most probable, as Professor Poebel points out to me, that urrub originated from urzub by as-
similation of z to r. Since an assimilation of this sort is not attested in Sumerian or Akkadian,
it would seem that the word was borrowed, in both of these forms, from one of the neighboring lan-
guages to the east or north. The form zurzub (=sursub) is then perhaps to be explained
as a vernacular transformation of the foreign urzub. In this connection we may observe that the
sign UR had the values sur and zur as well as ur (cf. the discussion of these values by Professor
Poebel in a forthcoming article; UR is given the value zu < zur in HGT 105 ii 18). This fact, in-
deed, suggests another possible explanation. If at an early period the writing ur-zu-ub was used
for zurzub it might in a later period have been read zur-zu-ub by scribes who were ac-
quainted with the word, ur-zu-ub by those who were not.

The omission of these values from the List may be due to their being foreign loan words. Ll. 29 f.
of 38129 have only urrub and zurzub. Note that the values urrub and sursub are
given also, in CS 301f,, to the AL sign, while in AO 2162 (Thureau-Dangin in RA VI [1907] 130)
obv. 1f. [urrjub (or [ursjub) and sursub are given to ¢vkgar (SAI 10830, 10831, 10835).
It will be observed that the value ursub is attested with certainty only in AO 7661. The dupli-
cate text 93058 (CT XII, Pl. 21) obv. ii 3 provides the variant ur-su-ub.

ii 45—47. The value of pUK here given as ku-ru-um appears in the variant form ku-ru-un
in 93058 (CT XII, Pl. 21) obv. ii 5. For the relations between kurum /kurun on the one hand,
kurunnu and kardnu on the other, cf. Poebel in ZA XXXIX 149, n. 2. The deductions made there
may be summarized as follows: Very early the Sumerians borrowed the Semitic root krm, “vineyard”
etc., presumably in the form *karam, from which developed the three forms *karan (the
basis for the Akkadian loan word kardnu), kurum, and (under the influence of the true Sumerian
word gurun,*® “fruit”) kurun (the basis of the Akkadian kurunnu). Poebel, op. cit. pp. 149 f.
(and cf. pp. 146 f.), also. points out that §ikdru, as here equated with kurum, has its general Se-
mitic meaning, “strong drink,” while in its usual equation with Sumerian ka § (cf. e.g. iii 28) it has
the special meaning (peculiar to Akkadian) ‘“‘date wine.”

ii 48 (List, 1. 69). pUk.QA.BUR, “potter,” evidently means literally ‘“‘the fashioner of pot (and) jar.”
DUK of course means ‘“pot’’; QA presumably represents a small jar or cup, whence its common use as
a measure of capacity; BUR, sometimes used for a stone vessel, ought here to be (as Professor Poebel
suggests to me) the active participle of a verb meaning “to fashion (on the potter’s wheel)” or the
like, a meaning which might derive from an earlier meaning ‘“to fashion (vessels out of stone).”

4 On the connection between the signs GURUN and puk of. p. 12, n. 22.
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The equation of DUK.QA.BUR, value ba-har, with den-lil (as also the equation with 9-g in the
following line) is not strictly accurate, since the intention of course is to equate 9DUK.QA.BUR, not
just DUK.QA.BUR, with the god’s name Enlil. Properly the Akkadian space should read §¢ DUX.QA.BUR
den-lil; of. especially CS 230, 264, 276. For 9pUK.QA.BUR as one of the names of Enlil in the god lists
of. CT XXIV, PL 5, 1. 42, and PL 22, 1. 102 (L1$ wrongly written for ga). The name dbabhar of
course designates Enlil as having created mankind out of clay in the manner of a potter; cf. Genesis 2:7.

The sign in List, 1. 69, has kAK in place of Qa. This is apparently a mistake arising from the similarity
between these signs in their earlier forms (cf. ROEC 164 and 317).

ii 49. With this line, equating DUK.QA.BUR, value nun-ur-ru, with $u (=nunurru) and 4é-a,
we may compare CT XXV, Pl. 48, 1. 7:

Tnun-dr-ra | 9pUK.QA.BUR| %-a |3a pa-ha-ri,

where the god Ea, as equated with 9DUK.QA.BUR pronounced nunurra, is described as “of the
potter,” that is, as the patron deity of the potters. Cf. also CT XXIV, Pl. 14, 11. 4043, where ‘nun-
ury[-ra] and ‘nun-8[4r], as well as DUK.QA.BUR with the pronunciations nun-ur.[-ra]
and nun-§[4r], are equated with dé-a (the signs broken away are restored from the parallel pas-
sage CT XXIV, PL 27, 11. 91.).

ii 50. Lillu is a third deity whose name is written with puk.ga.BUR. As indicated by Su(-ma), the
name of this god in Akkadian is the same as in Sumerian. Professor Poebel points out to me that
the shorter value 111 was also used, as shown by comparison of 8» 359: T 1i-il |Lwn|kl-lu with CT
XXIV, Pl 26, 1. 107: il dumu-dingir-makh-gé | ¢“(=1il1Y)puk.Qa(written LIS!).BUR,

from which, in accordance with the system used in this god list, the unabbreviated parallel passage
CT XX1V, Pl 13, 1. 59 {,, is to be restored

il dumu-dingir-lmabh-a-gé
[¢ “ puK.QA.BUR| dumu-dingir-ma)h-a-gé.

The god Lillu was a son of the goddess Dingir-mah of Adab, whose husband 4§ ul-pa-&-a is equat-
ed with Enlil. For discussion of the god Lillu cf. H. Radau, BE XXIX 1, p. 18, n. 6, and H. Holma,
Die assyrisch-babylonischen Personennamen der Form quétulu (Helsinki, 1914) p. 70.

iii 6. The horizontal wedge appearing here before ig-bi~nu as well as in 1. 15 and 42 is perhaps,
as Professor Poebel suggests to me, used to indicate that the word is a grammatical term explaining
a syntactical function of Sumerian bi. Mard in L. 15 is a well known grammatical term, the op-
posite of pamiu. In 1. 42 the Akkadian section is unfortunately destroyed. The form igbinu evidently
derives from gabil, an equivalent of bi. For the use of such a horizontal wedge in king lists, prob-
ably to indicate the omission of a king, cf. Poebel in ZDMG LXXXI xlv (abstract of a paper read at
the Deutscher Orientalistentag zu Hamburg, 1926).

iii 19. The value biz of BI is of course secondary. It originated from the circumstance that the
word bi (z), having dropped its final 2, was written in the old Sumerian with the sign B1.

iii 27. The value e pir is given in ii 40 to DUER=kannu. Since it must be presumed to mean “earth-
en pot,” the value can belong properly only to pUK, not to B1 (=DpUK-gunt), which depicts the liquid
contents of a DUK.

iii 29. For ka§ =purusst cf. ka-a8 =pursi and purusst, SAI 411, and ka-as-bar =pa-
ri-is ES.BAR (=purussé), CT XVI, Pl. 43, 1. 741, and IV R 9 obv. 47 {., where bar corresponds
to the participle pdris and ka-a$§ to purussi.

iii 30 (List, 1. 72). The strange value gi-is-$4-al given here to BI.GIS seems to be a mistake
for gi-i%-sa-al or gi-sa-al. M-sa-al, the value in List, l. 72, might be read gis-sa-
al; but since the syllable gi elsewhere in the List is represented by c1 (ll. 20 and 52) and 614 (L. 37)
it seems more probable that we are heretoread mi-sa-al(< mi%sal), the e m e-sALform of
the value.
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iii 31 (List, 1. 73). Lu-zu-un, in the List, is surely to be corrected to ku(!)-zu-un, a
phonetic variant of kufum.

iii 43 (List, 1. 76). The value §e-im-bi-zi given here to the simple $EM sign is given in List,
1. 76, to a strangely written sign (note that the B1 at the beginning appears in its late form, quite
contrary to its other representations in the List), perhaps the result of an erasure. This strange form
might, indeed, have been intended for the simple $EM. But the value Sembizi, evidently com-
pounded of Sem + bizi, ought properly to belong to a compound sign formed of §EM+ an ele-
ment representing bizi. In 38129 (which gives for the simple $EM, in 11. 43 f., only the values [a -s}i-
la and [$e-im], omitting mud as well as Sembizi) this value probably was given to the
first 8EM composition, in 1. 45, where only slight traces of the inserted sign remain and its designation
in the sign name is completely destroyed. It is likely, therefore, that List, 1. 76, also had a 3EM com-
position. The traces suggest SEM---MUNUS. But in 1. 45 of 38129 the inserted sign cannot be MUNUS,
for, if it were, mu-nuf-sa] in the sign name in the following line would have been represented by a ditto
mark. If these two texts gave a SEM composition for the value $embizi, it follows that AO 7661
must have done so too. Evidently it was the presence of the simple $em in the following line (placed
for convenience before 8EM-+ GAR, with which it shares the value ba p piru and equivalent bappirw)
which caused the original compound sign in AO 7661 to be mistaken for the simple $Em.

Although this Sembizi is probably the same as the phonetically written Sem-bi-zi,
Scheil’s restoration of the equivalent here as te[r-fum §d pi-ha-tim], in accordance with the usual resto-
ration of the equivalent of §em-bi-zi in K 4378 (CT XIX, Pl 29) obv. ii 3 remains doubtful.*

Sembizi is quite possibly a longer form of the value $embi given to SEM--16I-gund in iii
49, if we assume that Sembi is actually Sembi(z), as ban is ban(d). Compare the
value biz of BIiniii 19 (cf. note).

iii 44-48. For a thorough discussion of these lines ¢f. Poebel in ZA XXXIX 156-60.

iii 46 f. (List, 1I. 79f.). Ni-in (=nin(g)), the value given to 8EM+4-car in List, 1. 80, is
clearly an abbreviated form of ni-in-gi in 1. 47 of AO 7661. The value in List, 1. 79, parallel
to lu-um-gi inl 46 of AO 7661, is probably to be read '§i'-in (=%in(g); "i'-in is pos-
sible, but would be a very unusual writing) and evidently is an em e -saL form of nin (g). For
the correspondence between main dialect n and e m e -saL § ¢f. Poebel, GSG § 83, and in ZA XXXVIII
84-87. For the change of n to I in lumgi < ningi and for the rule governing this change cf.
GSG §64. In 1. 49 of 38129 the intermediate form [nu-uln-gli] is apparently to be restored.

iii 51 (List, 1. 77). This line, giving SEM-+MUNUS= §em-me’-1a, is evidently paralleled by
List, 1. 77, where the sign, which looks like SEM--ME, can easily be an error for $EM-+mUuNus. The
value, in which only the final -1a is certain, can hardly be $em-me§-1a but might be Sem-
§al-la. Sem&ala, stressed $6mSald or §¢m$ald, could yield the syncopated form
$§é6m5la or Sem&l4; Semedla could then readily be explained as an alleviation of the pro-
nunciation $em$la. Note that the sign is a phonetic rendering of the Sumerian word.

ifi 52-54 (List, 1. 78). The value Sembulug is here given to three different signs, $EM-+MuUG,
S8Em+i161, and $EmM+ ... 38129 (1. 47), however, has only one sign, $EmM-+BuLUG; the value
there apparently must be restored simply [bu-lju-fug', since, if the copy is correct, space
forbids the restoration of [fem-bu-1ju-fug'. The List likewise has only one sign, which is too

49K 4378 obv. ii 1-3 reads as follows:

4-4g-g4 |“8d....)
gi8 | “ & pi-pla-. . )
f§em-bi-zi |“ &4 pi-pal-...].

According to Professor Poebel this section of the text, like the sections beginning at obv. i 1, obv. ii 4, and obv. ii 13,
started by equating LAGABni-gi-inLAGAB with some verb, then gave other “ideograms’ for the same verb and for
nouns derived from it, and finally, perhaps, offered equations with nouns unrelated but similar in form, showing at least
the same consonants; if the ditto in obv. ii 1-3 does in fact stand for tértu, the verb at the beginning of the section might
quite well have been tdru.
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much damaged to be identified; the value, copied as 'mu-lu-ug', evidently is to be corrected
to Tbu-lu-ug'. Bulug is of course an abbreviation of $embulug; the initial Sem,
considered as a kind of determinative, could be read or omitted; it is omitted in the Akkadian equiv-
alent palliku. Presumably the broken sign in 1. 54 of AO 7661 is to be restored from 38129 as SEM+
BULUG (rather than 8EM-+BAL, which Thureau-Dangin, HS, p. 32, n. 11, would restore on the basis
of the passage cited below), which is doubtless the original and correct phonetic representation of the
value §embulug.
For the restoration of the Akkadian equivalent as pa[l-lu-ku] c¢f. Rm 367 (SAW, autog. Pl 23)

obv. 211.:

e i 53pMm.MUG | pal-lu-ku

£i33pM, BAL | ¢

The fact that the determinative 18 is sometimes used and sometimes omitted apparently means
there was some doubt whether the palldku should be regarded as a tree and suggests that it was actu-
ally a bush.

iv 1f. As compared with the two signs 8EM+Mue and 3EM-TIN given here for nu-ug =nu-
uk-ka-tu, 38129 (1. 48) has only 8EM--MUG.%° The spacing of the signs in the Akkadian space there
and the trace preserved of the next to last sign seem to indicate a reading [nu-ulk-fum; but perhaps
the trace is actually a scratch and the spacing not accurately represented in the published text, so
that the preferable [nu-uk-ka]-tum (or [nu-ka]-tum) would become possible. Doubtless there is a pho-
netic connection between nug and mug. Note that the value nug is not given in the List.
Despite the fact that SEM~+Mue was used for palldku as well as nukkatu, any connection between the
meanings of the two words is very doubtful.

iv 3-10 (List, 1. 82). The repetition of 1I. 3-6 in 1l. 7-10 without any variation apparently must
be purely accidental. An alternative explanation would be that 1. 7 originally gave not Su-um,
as does 1. 3, but a variant value such as sum, §u, or §un; but it is by no means customary
in the texts of this series to give long identical lists of equivalents to different values of the same sign,
and a case such as this would be, with six equivalents not only identically written but paired in the
same way, is without example in the whole of 4 | A | ndqu.

iv 11-14 (List,11. 83f.). Su-uh (?) and su-bu, written one above the other in the first space,
are certainly to be regarded as separate values for Tae = §uklulu etc. Scheil, comparing sU.UB.8U.UB=
Suklulu (Br. 206), believed that the passage gave one value, suhsubu, to be emended to
subsubu. But for such a reduplicated form we should naturally expect the sign representing it
to be doubled. Furthermore, single values, no matter how long, are never written in two lines in
AO 7661, Finally, as noted below, both the List and 38129 (ll. 53 f.) evidently give two values which
correspond to this passage.

Since a phonetic connection between sub and subu would be difficult to explain and since
we have no reason to expect a value sul for Tag, the second sign in the value su-uh (?), writ-
ten over an erasure, is probably to be read ba or ub. The curious presentation of the values
su-ba(l) and su-bu together apparently must be taken as a form of abbreviation; presumably
the text from which AO 7661 was copied gave the values suba (or sub) and subu in two
separate sections, the first containing all the Akkadian equivalents given here, the second with per-
haps two of those equivalents; our seribe combined the two sections in order to regain the space lost
in the inadvertent repetition of the previous four lines (cf. preceding note).

Regarding the restoration of the values in 1I. 53 f. of 38129 and in List, 11. 83 f., it is to be noted

50 The sign is described as BEmM+MUG by the sign name, 4( = §d-Feml-me-ku])-muk-ka-*‘( =[-dul), but is curiously
written as SEM.MUG.MUG. MUG.MUG might be taken for the BUR sign, which is so written in 38130 (CT XII, Pls. 121.)
rev. i 4, 8,42, and the whole sign then understood as 3EM+BUR. But the evidence of the sign name, as well as the pfn:al-
lelism with AO 7661, requires that the first MU be taken as the inserted sign and the second as the customary repetition
of it, despite the fact that otherwise in this particular passage the inserted signs are not repeated.
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that these stand at the same place in the sequence of TaG valuesasdo suba and subu in AO 7661
(the sequence, if we disregard omitted values, is otherwise the same in 38129 and the List as in AO 7661,
except for the inversion of da and ta in the List). This fact makes it probable that these values
correspond to suba and subu. The probability is strengthened by the equivalents given in
38129: “(=ta-ba-hu) in 1. 53, corresponding to fa-ba i-bi in 1. 13 of AO 7661, and Suk-lu-lum in 1. 54,
corresponding to §uk-lu-lu in 1. 11 of AO 7661. The values in 11. 53 {. of 38129 may then be tentatively
restored as [su-bja and [su-blu; the traces at the end of the value in 1. 53, if correctly copied,
would not allow the reading {su -u] b, and this fact makes it probable that the first value in AO 7661
is su-ba rather than su-ub. The valuesin List, Il. 83 f., appearing in the published text as ba -
.[..] and su->, may be read respectively zu-b[a] and su-bu. These restorations are, of
course, merely the most probable of the various possibilities.

iv 23 f. (List, 1. 85f.). The values da and ta for Tag provide additional proof of the amissi-
bility of final g in Sumerian (cf. GSG § 39). In the List the value ta g is omitted because at the
time the List was composed TaG did not have that value but only the abbreviated values ta (g)
and da (g). 38129 (1. 56) has only one of these abbreviated values, either [da-]a or {ta-]a.

iv 32. This line states that TaG in the combination NUN.ME.TAG =emqu has the value §an. The
whole combination has the value gaSan, as shown by the phonetic variant ga§am given for
NUN.ME.TAG=¢nqu (a variant of emqu) in CT XI, Pl 49, 1. 21. NuN.ME clearly must have been re-
garded as having the value ga. Very likely the sign TaG originally had its value $um in this com-
bination, the whole word being, perhaps, originally gu8um, which could readily become gasam
by a change of both vowels (ef. urud, arad, ered, “slave’”). The analysis of NUN.ME.TAG
as ga-8an by the ancient scribes indicates very clearly that in the Sumerian system of writing
the so-called “ideograms” were regarded as representing nothing but phonetic values. Gafan =
emqu of course has nothing to do with ga &an (sign 161-gunit) =béltu, bélu, Saqd, ete. (cf. 92693 [CT
XII, Pls. 1-3] rev. ii 27-33), the n of which is original (on 8an < 8en =nin, cf. Poebel in ZA
XXXVIII 861.).

It seems likely that $an (or possibly §am) was given as the value of TaG also in 1. 60 of 38129,
where the equation is [rac.cam.M]E (for this restoration cf. SAI 2482)=3d-d$-§d-rum instead of
NUN.ME.TAG=emqu. In Il. iv 6 and 10 of AO 7661 TAG in TAG.GAM.MA = $a$Sary is pronounced $um.
But §um is unlikely to have appeared here, as it has already been given in 1. 52; and the other values
which might be expected here, $u$ and gurus§, are out of the question as values of TaG in this
combination. A reading Sangamme<Samgamma<Sumgamma could, of course,
be readily explained.

iv 34-38 (List, 1. 89). These lines give the value tibir and the equivalents ritfu and gdfu to the
simple TaG and to TAc with the insertions 5u, up (not saB; cf. below), xu, and B1. We have here an-
other example of the fact observed by Professor Poebel that the simple sign frequently had the values
of its compounds. The great variety of the compound signs given here for the same value and the
same equivalents is rather surprising. Perhaps all the signs given here resulted from a confusion, due
to the tiny writing of the inserted sign, out of one original sign, which would presumably, in view of
the meanings given, be the sign with inserted Su (=‘hand”). It is, however, also possible that the
signs were used in different senses, comparable, for instance, with our use of “hands” for the indicators
on a clock. In its various writings tibir may thus literally mean “the hand which is, or has to do
with, an uD, xu, or BL.” In the List (1. 89) only one sign, Tae+BA (an error for Tag+5u?), is given for
the value tibir. Ll 62-64 of 38129, as they must be restored, give for tibir =rittu the signs
TAG+8U, TAG+UD, and TAG+KU, but omit TAG+BI. The inserted sign in 1. 63, written like saB, ex-
actly as in 1. 36 of AO 7661, is shown by ul-fa-'a! in the sign name to be up; and this proves that the
inserted sign in 1. 36 of AO 7661, despite the fact that it is written differently from the inserted up in
1. 39, must be up and not gaB (as taken by Thureau-Dangin, HS, p. 34).
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iv 3941 (List, 1. 90). Inl 39 Tac+Up=silig is equated with rittu and gdfu, while in 1I. 40 f.
TAG+GUD and TAG+KU= silig are equated with upnu. The first equation (with ritfu and gdtu)
may well be a mistake. In view, however, of the closeness between the meanings, it can scarcely be
said that Sumerian tibir is correctly represented only by rittu and ¢dtu, Sumerian silig only
by upnu. Possibly the composer of this passage took this method of indicating that the meanings
upnu, rittu, and gdiu belong without distinetion to tibir and silig.

For the value silig the List (1. 90) has only one sign, TAG+GA, which is presumably to be cor-
rected to Tag+Gup. This value apparently must be restored for the sign Tac+cup in 1. 65 of 38129,
We should expect up-nu to be given in the Akkadian space of that line. But since the -nu should then
appear in the preserved right half of that space (which is blank), perhaps the text actually had “(=ri-
i-tum).

iv 42. Line 66 of 38129 has in the Akkadian space, instead of Tac+T6a given in AQ 7661, simply
iTaq. Since the passage treats compositions of TAg, this must be regarded as an error here, although
it is conceivable that the name of the god Uttu, usually written with Tac+T16a, was also occasionally
written simply with Tag.

iv 43 (List, 1. 91). This line, which is the catch line for the next tablet in the series, seems to supply an
otherwise unattested value i for g1. Since gU has the value uy (HS, p. 36) and ga the value a;
(op. cit. p. 1), such a value should cause no surprise. The only doubt is caused by the similarity between
the sign for i and the sign for h é (which we actually find as a gloss for g1 in SGT 55 rev. iii 7). It
is presumably on account of this doubt that Thureau-Dangin does not include this value among his
Sumerian homophones, even though the gloss, as both he and Scheil copy it, is preferably to beread i.
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