


A NEW VERSION OF THE BABYLONIAN RITUAL AGAINST THE EVIL PORTENDED BY A LIGHTNING STRIKE (BM 42273)
Jana Matuszak
Among the namburbi-rituals those designed to avert the evil portended by a lightning strike or ‘fall of fire’ (izišubbû) are of special importance. For one thing, their prominence can be explained by the fact that they are easily linked to the corresponding omens in series such as šumma ālu and iqqur īpuš.[footnoteRef:1] On a more practical note, the extant izišubbû namburbi-rituals are better preserved than most others. In his comprehensive treatment of the namburbi-rituals, Stefan M. Maul edited all izišubbû namburbi-rituals that were known to him at the time. Of prime importance for the reconstruction of the ritual are the two extensive versions which mark the beginning of the izišubbû section of the namburbi-series[footnoteRef:2] known from Ashurbanipal’s library. The Late Babylonian tablet BM 42273 (1881-7-1, 32),[footnoteRef:3] though nowhere designated as a namburbi,[footnoteRef:4] now provides yet another version of this izišubbû-ritual, which could be performed to soothe the fire-god’s anger when a house had been struck by lightning. As with the other izišubbû-rituals, the present ritual was not designed to be performed to prevent a bolt of lightning from setting a house on fire. Rather, the ritual’s goal was to symbolically extinguish the fire, appease the fire-god, and thereby avert the evil that was portended by what was interpreted as a bad omen: the ‘fall of fire’.[footnoteRef:5] [1:  Cf. Maul 1994: 117.]  [2:  See Maul 1994: 117–56; for the two extensive rituals, see pages 129–32, lines 1–71 (R1), and pages 133–37, lines 72–114 (R2); for a shorter parallel text (Bu 89-4-26, 357 //), see pages 152–55. An earlier treatment of R1 and R2 was given by Caplice 1967: 286–94 and 294–97 (texts 31 and 32). According to Maul 1994: 152, Bu 89-4-26, 357, the shorter parallel text, might originate from Seleucid or Arsacid Babylon. The other izišubbû rituals edited by Maul which formed part of the namburbi-series (lines 115-160) hardly bear any resemblance to our ritual and also contain completely different incantations.]  [3:  The tablet was identified and brought to my attention by Daniel Schwemer, for whose comments and corrections I am most grateful. I would further like to thank Konrad Volk for discussing the incantation with me. All mistakes, of course, are mine.]  [4:   This is also the case with Bu 89-4-26, 357//.]  [5:  See Maul 1994: 117–27 for a full discussion of the structure and function of the izišubbû-rituals.] 

The tablet BM 42273, for which so far no strict duplicates have been found, belongs to the Babylon collection of the British Museum and thus probably comes from either Babylon or Borsippa. The colophon gives the name of the scribe, but unfortunately the first sign of his name is damaged. With the scribe’s name not beyond doubt and no regnal year given, it is difficult to determine an exact date of our tablet, though palaeography suggests that it was written in Persian or, more likely, Seleucid times. Certain grammatical features are also indicative of late language. Note, for example, ‘wrong’ case endings or lack thereof, best demonstrated in rev. 7’ (šikari šizib karānu ulušinnu, all direct objects to the same verb), as well as the lack of subordination in obv. 1 (enūma … teppuš) and obv. 4 (adi lā … tukān). The absence of gender opposition in rev. 8’ (sebet kinūnātum instead of sebe kinūnātum) might even suggest that the scribe was not too familiar with Akkadian.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Irregular consonantal changes and unusual choice of words will be discussed in the commentary. ] 

Measuring 9.2 x 11.5 x 2.7 cm, the tablet originally contained a purpose clause and ritual instructions on the obverse. The bilingual incantation to be recited during the ritual was inscribed on the reverse. The last third of the obverse and the first five lines of the reverse are broken off, but the lost text can be restored ad sensum with the help of the second great izišubbû-ritual (Maul 1994: 133–37, lines 84–96 and 110–14; henceforth R2), to which our text bears the closest resemblance.
BM 42273 differs from the other three texts — R1, R2, and the short version Bu 89-4-26, 357 (cf. fn. 1) — in a number of points, not only with regard to the ritual actions and their sequence, but also with regard to the format and phrasing of the text:
All three texts edited by Maul share a ‘casuistic’ opening phrase reminiscent of their connection to omens: “If a house has been struck by lightning, …”. The present text uses a different format that is well known from many other Babylonian rituals: “When you perform the ritual against ‘fall of fire’, …”.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Cf., e.g., extensive rituals like Bīt rimki, Šurpu and Maqlû. Judging from the tablets presented in Maul 1994, however, this format seems to be unusual for namburbi-rituals (but cf. Maul 1994: 356, 11 for one namburbi with the same opening phrase).] 

As in R2: 72, the exorcist is required to go up on the roof to exactly the place where lightning has struck the house; our text adds that this is supposed to happen at nightfall (obv. 1). The following initial ritual instructions of BM 42273 (obv. 2–5a) have no parallel at all in the other texts: The exorcist sets up holy water vessels for Ninmaḫ, Kusu and Ningirima, all well known as deities of exorcism and purification, towards the east (obv. 2–3). Next, the exorcist delineates the ritual locale, apparently by sprinkling water in a circle around the holy water vessels or, more likely, around the entire area where now a reed hut is erected for the god and goddess of the house, and a third deity (obv. 3). As with many other ritual texts, even the two extensive izišubbû-rituals omit or abbreviate instructions for ritual actions that were regarded as obvious. Given that reed huts are not uncommon as temporary abodes for the gods, one may thus wonder whether the erection of a hut should also be understood to be part of the other rituals. Since the house had been contaminated by the lightning, it was deemed uninhabitable for the house gods. In any case, the mention of a reed hut and the special attention paid to the house gods are hardly surprising in a ritual such as this. 
Then, the exorcist goes over to the other side of the roof (i.e., to the west), where offerings to Ea and Asalluḫi are laid out in the usual fashion (obv. 5–6). They are also known from the parallel texts. There, however, they follow the kindling of a line of seven braziers, which in these texts forms the first ritual action. In the present text the instructions referring to the seven braziers do not appear before obv. 11. An essential part of the offering to Ea, Asalluḫi, and Nergal (see below) is the slaughter of a kid. Since it is recorded in all three parallel texts (R1: 12–13, R2: 79, Bu 89-4-26, 357: 13ff.) and common in rituals generally, our scribe (or the author of his Vorlage) apparently deemed it too obvious to include it in the ritual instructions.
Next, food offerings (two times seven loaves of bread) to Nergal are presented on a wicker tray between the two altars of Ea and Asalluḫi (obv. 7–9).[footnoteRef:8] Nergal is the main deity addressed in the ritual. This is unexpected: in R1 this role is taken by Gibil/Gira, the divine fire; in R2 Nuska, a god of light and fire identified with Gira, is adressed in the incantation. In the short version the divine Light (Nūru) is mentioned, though he is probably not the addressee of the ritual. The association of Nergal/Erra, a god of war and mayhem, with lightning and divine fire is certainly due to the destructive qualities of fire that were commonly ascribed to this god. In Erra and Išum i 113 Erra calls himself ‘Fire (Gira) in the reed thicket’, and according to Tallqvist 1938: 77 s.v. girru II, Nergal could be called ‘Gira’ in religious texts as well. While von Weiher 1971: 35 is indecisive as to whether Nergal acquired the aspect of ‘destructive fire’ from an original astral function or whether ‘fire’ was an attribute of Nergal’s right from the beginning, (destructive) fire evidently was one of his characteristics from Old Babylonian times onward.[footnoteRef:9] His light aspect continuously gains in importance (especially in hymns and prayers) after the Kassite period,[footnoteRef:10] and his frequent comparison with fire then probably led to his identification with Gibil/Gira.[footnoteRef:11] Most importantly, his identification with Mars and his irregular luminosity[footnoteRef:12] may have favoured his association with a flickering fire — or, indeed, a torch! This seems to be reflected in the Middle Babylonian personal name dnergal2-dipār-ilī (“Nergal is the torch of the gods”).[footnoteRef:13] Of special interest to the present text may be the fact that the flaring up of Mars, which had an ominous quality, can be called miqit išātim, the Akkadian translation for izi-šub-ba “fall of fire”.[footnoteRef:14]  [8:  Since Nergal is the fiery ‘evildoer’ in this ritual, it seems as if the two gods of exorcism, both connected with water, are keeping him under guard.]  [9:  It needs to be mentioned, however, that Nergal equally, if not more often (at least in earlier times), is described as a destructive flood.]  [10:  Von Weiher 1971: 73ff.]  [11:  Cf. Böllenrücher 1904: 24, lines 12–13 and Böllenrücher 1904: 25, lines 54–55.]  [12:  Von Weiher 1971: 76ff.]  [13:  BE 14 168, line 57, quoted by von Weiher 1971: 45.]  [14:  See, for instance, Weidner 1915: 19 (sub g) line 8.] 

Only then — note that this section is introduced by arkīšu “afterwards” — the exorcist turns his attention again to the reed hut erected for the house gods and sets up portable altars for the god and goddess of the house and one further deity, probably on the east side of the roof. The whole ritual arrangement is adorned (and thereby protected magically?) with threads of wool of various colours (obv. 9–10). Naturally, this is unique to our ritual; the house gods are not mentioned at all in the three parallel texts.
In obv. 11–12, again set off from the preceding text by arkīšu “afterwards”, follow the instructions for the lighting of seven braziers set up in a row — this time again on the west side of the roof, facing the offerings to Ea, Asalluḫi, and Nergal. As mentioned above, the other three texts give the parallel instructions at the very beginning of the proceedings (R1: 3–4, R2: 72–73). As in Bu 89-4-26, 357 //, the shorter parallel text, this is connected with setting up seven sets of offerings associated with the braziers (ina muḫḫi kinūnāti, obv. 12). These offerings consist of beer arranged in seven libation vessels and other liquids presented in seven small bowls, behind which a (water) barrel is set up. The incantation leaves no doubt that the offering is dedicated to Nergal. Why he would receive seven sets of offerings, however, is not easy to explain. Maul 1994: 120 with footnote 41 suggested for R1 that the seven braziers were set up for the seven sons of Apsû (Gibil/Gira being a son of Enki/Ea) and that Gira was addressed as a heptad. While the latter cannot be excluded, the idea that Gira was perceived as representative of the seven sons of Apsû is not entirely convincing. Recalling the fact that in the present ritual also fourteen breads (seven of each type) are put into Nergal’s wicker tray, one might surmise that they were offered to the Divine Heptad (the Sebetti), who, as the “harbingers of death and destruction,” often accompany Nergal/Erra (cf. Wiggermann 2011: 459). Nergal must have somehow been regarded as one of them, since the last lines of the main ritual, as recorded both in R1 (lines 29–30) and R2 (line 91), make it clear that Gira (or Nuska and Nergal respectively) was one of the seven gods to whom offerings were made in the course of the ritual: the incantation was to be recited to the middle brazier.[footnoteRef:15] Note that both R1: 25 and R2: 88 give instructions for the offering arrangement to be left out on the roof ana pān kakkabī mūšīti, which could either mean “under the stars of the night” or “for the stars of the night”. This instruction may possibly be associated with the identification of the Divine Heptad with the Pleiades. However, one must bear in mind that also in R1 and R2 seven sets of offerings are laid out, though neither Gira nor Nuska is commonly associated with a/the Divine Heptad. To complicate matters, the section dealing with the seven sets of offerings behind the braziers in the present ritual (obv. 11ff.) is captioned “the aromatics and seeds of/for Ea and Asalluḫi” (obv. 11). So either Nergal was addressed as, or together with, a Heptad, while Ea and Asalluḫi got their share because their portable altars were standing nearby, or the two times three sets of braziers, libations vessels and small bowls on either side of Nergal’s brazier, libation vessel and small bowl belonged to Ea and Asalluḫi; the latter seems far less probable. [15:  In this respect, compare Wiggermann 2011: 460, who states that the “‘Divine Heptad’ may have connoted an amorphous totality of gods” which then could have included Nergal.] 

The remaining lines before the break (obv. 15?–17) detail the incense offering for the fire-god (here Nergal), which is briefly introduced already in obv. 11. The same fumigations are prescribed in R1 (lines 16–19) and R2 (lines 82–84) at this stage of the ritual performance. Missing in the gap are, according to R2: 83 and 86–91, the flour offering, the drawing of flour lines, the šuluḫḫu-rite, and, finally, just before sunrise,[footnoteRef:16] libations to Nergal. These libations are accompanied by the recitation of the incantation ur-saĝ en ḫuš ri-a abzu-ta è-a, a text addressed to Gibil/Gira. There seem to have been two different versions of the incantation ur-saĝ en ḫuš ri-a abzu-ta è-a.[footnoteRef:17] Since the incantation text preserved in BM 42273 is the same as that offered in R2, the restorations in our transliteration are based on R2 rather than R1. [16:  Thus, the ritual lasted throughout the night, ‘from dusk till dawn’. For the relevant passages in R1 and R2, see Maul 1994: 130–31 (lines 20–30) and 133–34 (lines 84–91).]  [17:  Maul 1994: 131–32, 134–37, provides a full edition of the two versions of the incantation; for a detailed commentary, see ibid.: 148–49, notes on lines 31–58.] 

The text in BM 42273 ends with the last line of the incantation. The final ritual actions — the removal of ritual paraphernalia, the purification of house and client, and prophylactic rites — can be supplied from the parallel texts (especially R2: 110–14). It is quite possible that these actions were detailed in BM 42273 in the lost parts of the obverse. Thus, the present tablet would have first given all ritual instructions and then the text of the recitanda. 

BM 42273 (1881-7-1, 32)
Transliteration
obv.	1	[e-n]u-ma né-peš šá izi-[šu]b-bu-ú teppuš(DÙ-uš) ina ši-mi-tan ana ūri(ÙR) tellī(E11)-ma a-šar išātu(I[ZI) innamru(IGI-ru)(?)]
	2	[a-na] šadî([I]M.KUR.RA) šalāšat(3) [dug]egubbê(A.GÚB.BA)meš ana dnin-maḫ dkù-sù u dnin-gìr[ima tukān(GIN-an)(?)]
	3	[mê(A)m]eš dugegubbê(A.GÚB.BA)meš su-mu-ur-tum tu-sar-ri gišutukku(ŠUTUG) ana il(DINGIR) bīti(É) dištar(15) bīti(É) ⌈u⌉ [dx tanaddi(ŠUB-di)(?)]
	4	a-di la paṭīru(GI.[D]U8) ana pān(IGI) dugegubbê(A.GÚB.BA)meš u gišutukki(ŠUTUG) tukān(GIN-an) te-re-tíš [(…)]
	5	ana tar-ṣu ⌈dug⌉egubbê(⌈A⌉.GÚB.BA)meš u gišutukki(ŠUTUG) šina(2) paṭīrī(GI.DU8) ana dea(idim) u dasal-lú-ḫi tukān(⌈GIN⌉-a[n]) 
	6	suluppī(ZÚ.LUM.MA) zìsasqû(EŠA) tasarraq(DUB-aq) miris(NINDA.Ì.DÉ.A) dišpi(LÀL) ḫimēti(Ì.NUN.NA) tašakkan(GAR-an) dugadagurru(A.DA.GUR5) tukān(GI[N-an ])
	7	i-na qab-lat paṭīrī(GI.DU8) 2!.ÀM!(ÀM.2) gimasabbu(MA.SÁ.AB) ana dnergal(U.GUR) tašakkan(GAR-an) sebet(7) akal(NINDA) ma-ka-[li]
	8	ù sebe(7) nindaḫa-si-sa-a-tum ina muḫḫi(UGU) tašakkan(GAR-an) suluppī(ZÚ.LUM.MA) zìsasqû(EŠA) miris(NINDA.Ì.DÉ.A) dišpi(LÀL) ḫimēti(Ì.NUN.[NA])
	9	tašakkan(GAR-an) arkī(EGIR)-šú šalāšat(3) paṭīrī(GI.DU8) ana pān(IGI) dugegubbê(A.GÚB<.BA>)meš tarakkas(KÉŠ-as) šalāšat(3) paṭīrī(GI.DU8) ana pān(IGI) il(DINGIR) bīti(É) dištar(15) bīti(É) u ⌈d⌉[x]
	10	tarakkas(KÉŠ-as) {ŠE.NUMUN}? šīpāti(SÍG) peṣêti(BABBAR) šārat(SÍG) enzi(ÙZ) šīpāti(SÍG) sāmāti(SA5) síguqnâti(ZA.GÌN.NA) ana riksi(KÉŠ) gab-bi tašakkan(GAR-[an])
	11	arkī(EGIR)-šú riqqī(⌈ŠIM⌉) zērī(ŠE.NUMUN) šá dea(IDIM) u dasal-lú-ḫi sebe(7) kinūnāti(KI.NE)meš lu-ub-bu-ni 
	12	ta-sad-dir gišēru(MA.NU) u qanî(GI)meš kar-tu-tu ina muḫḫi(UGU) [t]e-ṣe-en ⌈ina muḫḫi(UGU)⌉ kinūnāti(KI.NE)[(meš)]
	13	sebet(7) <dug>adagurrī(A.DA.GUR5) billatu(D[ID]A) tumallā(SA5)-ma gitakussu(SAG.KUD) qanî(GI) ṭābi(DU10.G[A]) [ana libbi(ŠÀ)] tu-zaq-[qáp]
	14	1+en-TA.ÀM tašakkan([GAR]-an) arki(EGIR) dugadagurrī(A.DA.GUR5) sebet(7) dugḫaṣbī(⌈LA⌉)meš tašakkan(⌈GAR⌉?-a[n]?) [x x] x x tumalla(SA5)
	15	1+en-TA.ÀM tašakkan(GAR-an) arki(EGIR) dugḫaṣbī(LA)me[š] ḫa-⌈ra?⌉-[a? 
	16	[š]imballukku(MUG) šimšalû(ŠIM.ŠAL) qanû(GI) ṭābu(DU10.GA) šimbaluḫḫu(BU[LUḪ?
	17	 [šim]ṣumlalû(GAM.MA) úsi-i-ḫu úár-gan-[na
	18	[x] x x [
		Obv. breaks; the following gap of approximately 13 lines on the obv. contained text parallel to R2, lines 84–91 and 110–14, and on the reverse the first 5 lines of the incantation, parallel to R2, lines 92–96 (see commentary). 
rev.	1ꞌ	[tu6 dasal-lú-ḫi ina š]ip-tú šá dAM[AR.UTU ina tê ša dEa abīka tu6 den-ki-ke4 ad-da-zu]
	2ꞌ	[en-e š]e4-da-zu-šè be-lum a-na nu-ḫ[i-ka] a-na šu-up-šu-ḫi-ka ⌈a⌉ [še4-da-zu-šè]
	3ꞌ	[zì] mad-ĝá šu-luḫ-ḫa ma-aṣ-ḫa-tum šu-luḫ-⌈ḫe⌉-e! ellūti(KÙ)meš aš-kun-ka sikil-l[a a-ra-an-ĝar]
	4ꞌ	a kù-ga a sikil-la a šinig úin-nu-uš gišul-ḫi ĝišĝišimmar tur-ra kù-si22 kù-babbar na4nír na4g[ug? na4za-gìn(?)]
	5ꞌ	ì-az! ì-ĝišeren ì-saĝ ì-du10-ga ì-ĝiš làl ì-nun-[na]
	6ꞌ 	šimli šimše-li babbar šimbulug ĝišerin ĝiššur-min gi-du10-ga a-ra-an-dub-[dub-bu(?)]
	7ꞌ	ga kaš ĝeštin ulušin ši-ka-ri ši-zib ka-ra-nu ú-lu-šin-nu ú-naq-qí-ka a-ra-an-b[al-bal-e(?)]
	8ꞌ	imin ki-NE se-bet ki-nu-na-a-tum ú-nam-mir-ka ḫu-mu-un-z[álag-ga] 
	9ꞌ	ḫúl-bi šu te-ma-ab šà-zu ḫé-en-ḫuĝ-ĝe26 bar-zu ḫé-en-še4-[dè]
			ḫa-diš mu-ḫur lìb-ba-ka li-nu-uḫ ka-bat-ta-ka lip-šaḫ 
	10ꞌ	é-a ku4-ra-zu ana bīti(É) te-ru-bu bi-ki-tum la ta-šak-kan ér na-an-[ĝá-ĝá]
	11ꞌ	ĝiškim sig5-ga it-ta-ka damiqtu(SIG5-tim) lib-ba-ši-ma ḫé-en-ši-i[n-ĝál]
	12ꞌ	diĝir lú-ba-ke4 nam-maḫ-zu il(DINGIR) a-me-lu nar-bi-ka liq-bi ḫé-éb-[bé]
	13ꞌ	lú-u18-lu-bi ka-tar-zu a-me-lu šu!(ma)-ú dà-lí-lí-ka lid-lul ḫé-en-si-i[l]
	14ꞌ	ù ĝe26-e lúmu7-mu7 ìr-zu ka-tar-zu ga-an-si-[il]
			ù ana-ku a-ši-pu arad(ÌR)-ka dà-lí-lí-ka lud-lul
		------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
	15ꞌ	[kīma(GIM)] labirī(SUMUN)-šú šaṭir(GUB)-ma bari(IGI.KÁR) uppuš(AK.A) tuppi(IM) Ierība(⌈SU⌉?)-dnabû(AG) mārū(A)-šú šá Idmarduk(ŠÀ.ZU)-šumu(MU)-iddina(MU) mār(A) Idmarduk(ŠÚ)-šá-k[ìn?-šumi(MU)(?)]
	16ꞌ	[pa-l]iḫ dnabû(PA) u dnisaba ina dannati?(BAD4) [lā(NU) ] inašši?(GIŠ) u ina me-reš-tum la ú-šá-k[a-šu?]
Translation
obv.	1	[W]hen you perform the ritual against ‘[fa]ll of fire’: At nightfall, you go up onto the roof. In the place where the fi[re was seen],
	2	[towards] the east, [you set up] three holy water vessels for Ninmaḫ, Kusu, and Ningir[ima].
	3	With the water from the holy water vessels you draw a circle. [You erect] a reed hut for the god of the house, the goddess of the house, and [  …  ].
	4	Before you set up the portable altar(s) in front of the holy water vessels and the reed hut, 
	5	you set [up] two portable altars for Ea and Asalluḫi according to the instructions opposite the holy water vessels and the reed hut.
	6	You strew dates (and) fine flour, you place mirsu-confection (made) of date syrup (and) ghee (on the altars). You set [up] a libation vessel.
	7	Between the two portable altars you put a wicker tray for Nergal. Seven dinn[er] breads
	8	and seven ‘ear’ breads you put on (it). Dates, fine flour, mirsu-confection (made) of date syrup (and) ghee
	9	you put (there). Afterwards you arrange three portable altars in front of the holy water vessels: you arrange three portable altars before the god of the house, the goddess of the house, and the god(dess) [ … ].
	10	You adorn the whole ritual arrangement with {seeds,}? white wool, goat hair, red wool, (and) blue wool.
	11	Afterwards the aromatics (and) seeds of Ea and Asalluḫi: You set up seven incense braziers in a row;
	12	you load cut cornel wood and reeds on top. With respect to the braziers:
	13	You fill seven libation vessels with beer wort and stick straw(s) made of ‘sweet’ reed [into (them)].
	14	You place one (libation vessel) each (behind the braziers). Behind the libation vessels you place seven small bowls; you fill (them) with [     …     ].
	15	You place one (small bowl behind) each (libation vessel). Behind the small bowls [you place] a barrel [    …    ]
	16	ballukku-aromatic, šimšalû-aromatic, ‘sweet’ reed, ba[luḫḫu-aromatic,      …      ],
	17	ṣumlalû-aromatic, sīḫu-aromatic, argan[nu-aromatic,      …      ],
	18	… [
		Obv. breaks; the following gap of approximately 18 lines contained text parallel to R2, lines 84–96 and 110–114 (see commentary).
rev.	1’	[With the in]cantation of Asal[luḫi, with the incantation of Enki, your father],
	2’	O lord, in order to calm you and to soothe you,
	3’	I have provided you with a flour offering (and have performed) a pure hand-washing rite (for you).
	4’	Holy water, pure water, tamarisk ‘water’, maštakal-soapwort, šalālu-reed, palm shoots, gold, silver, ḫulālu-stone, carne[lian, lapis lazuli(?)],
	5’	myrtle oil, cedar oil, choice oil, fine oil, oil, date syrup, ghe[e],
	6’	juniper, juniper seeds, ballukku-aromatic, cedar, cypress, (and) ‘sweet’ reed I have poured out for you.
	7’	Milk, beer, wine, (and) emmer beer I have libated for you.
	8’	I have indeed lit seven braziers (for you).
	9’	Accept it joyfully so that your heart be calmed, your mind be soothed!
	10’	Do not cause grief in the house you have entered,
	11’	let a favourable sign appear (from you)!
	12’	May the god of (this) man proclaim your greatness,
	13’	may this man sing your praise!
	14’	Also I, the exorcist, your servant, will sing your praise!
		------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
	15’	Written, collated and completed according to its original. Tablet of E[rīb]a?-Nabû, son of Marduk-šumu-iddina, son of Marduk-šāk[in?-šumi?].
	16’	[Whoever] reveres Nabû and Nisaba shall not remove (the tablet) by force nor knowingly allow [it to] get lost.
Commentary
	obv. 2:	Because the entire section (lines 1–5a) of the ritual has no parallel in the other three izišubbû namburbi-rituals (see introduction), the restoration at the beginning of the line remains tentative, but making offerings facing east is common in rituals.
	3:	sumurtu must be a variant of sûrtu, suʾʾurtu with the reduplicated glottal stop turned into m. According to GAG § 21d, intervocalic w is commonly rendered as m from MB times onward. Perhaps the similarity of u and w facilitated m and ʾ being used indiscriminately (GAG §21e: w becomes m or ʾ), which would explain the variant forms sumurtu and suʾʾurtu. For the rendering of etymologic w as m, further compare the Late Babylonian tablet BM 36310 + 36468, probably from Babylon, which writes šūruqū (“they become very pale”) instead of šumruqū (courtesy D. Schwemer). Also note the irregularity in the verb derived from the same root, tusarri, of which the expected form would be tusār. This, however, is more likely a purely graphic phenomenon common in late texts.
		The choice of sumurtu for ‘circle’ rather than zisurrû ‘flour circle’ (or šiddu ‘(flour) line’, see below) as in other ritual texts is peculiar. Usually, the word sûrtu is restricted to bārûtu-texts, whereas the latter two frequently occur in other (namburbi)rituals — which belong to the āšipūtu-literature. Interestingly, Maul 1994: 56 (and also footnote 153) points out that the ‘Erdbeben-Namburbi’ line 44’–45’ and AMT 71/1 obv. 25 show that there was a distinction between the way an āšipu drew šiddū and the way a bārû did it. The namburbi shows that (in certain contexts) an exorcist would draw šiddū in the manner of a diviner: šiddu kīma ša bārî tašaddad. Presumably, the connection to bārûtu-rituals is to be explained by the fact that the lightning that struck the house was regarded as a bad.
		What was the purpose of the sumurtu-circle within the present ritual? In R1: 20b and R2: 85b, šiddū are drawn to demarcate and protect the place of the offering to Gibil/Gira. Maul 1994: 55–56 plausibly argues for translating šiddī šadādu as ‘(Mehl-)Linien ziehen’ (cf. the explicit expression šiddī ša qēmi šadādu in R2: 85b). However, the flour lines are drawn as the last part of the offering to Gira, i.e. at a different stage of the ritual, and can therefore not be directly compared with the sumurtu-circle here. While one still could assume that the sumurtu-circle was drawn with flour, the reference to the holy water vessels at the beginning of the line suggests that the magic line was drawn with water, an assumption that does not seem far-fetched in a ritual concerned with extinguishing fire. In this respect it is noteworthy that the references cited in CAD S 414–15 s.v. sûrtu do not suggest that it (ever) consisted of flour.
		Given the fact that in line 9 a third deity follows the god and goddess of the house one can probably restore a third divine name in the break at the end of this line too. One can only speculate about the identity of this deity, though other izišubbû namburbi-rituals suggest possible candidates: While in the incantation of R1 (line 57), we find the sequence “dingir — m[ášk]im?? — dlamma”, line 119 of another ritual belonging to the izišubbû namburbi-series, prescribes setting up ritual arrangements for Ea, Šamaš and Asalluḫi as well as the client’s personal god and goddess. Although Šamaš is a god to be expected in rituals, the assumption that he, as a major deity, should follow the house god is unconvincing. So perhaps the rābiṣu or the lamassu mentioned in R1 are more likely candidates, since they are more closely related to the domestic sphere. 
	4:	According to CAD A/I 114 s.v. adi b1’, the negation particle lā is commonly separated from the verb in the expression adi lā, though the verb (tukān) still should be in the subordinative. The instruction to which adi lā is referring, namely the setting up of portable altars for the house gods, is only fully explained in obv. 9. This construction seems unnecessarily complicated. Compare, however, the instructions concerning the fumigations: they are briefly introduced in obv. 11, while the aromatics to be burned are not enumerated before line 15ff. BM 47457 (courtesy D. Schwemer) proves that the less frequent adi lā could be used instead of kīma in Late Babylonian rituals: while lines 12–13 read adi lā nignakku kurummatī uqattû / ultu libbi nignakki teleqqe “Before the censer has burned up the portions (of juniper) entirely, / you take (some juniper) from inside the censer”, the tablets quoted in CAD K 578 s.v. kurummatu 3b construe the same phrase with kīma. In these instances, however, the time designation is directly relevant to the correct execution of the ritual and does not anticipate actions that will take place only much later.
		It may be that the complicated instruction motivated the insertion of the otherwise unattested word têrētiš. While in this text genre one can exclude the possibility of a terminative as in Atra-ḫasīs III viii 12 (attā mālik il[ī rabûti] têrētiš[ka] ušabši qa[bla] “you (Enlil) are the counsellor of the great gods, it is at your decree that I set battle in motion”, see Lambert – Millard 1969: 104), one might cautiously propose an adverb derived from têrtu. Unless a duplicate of the tablet is found, it cannot be decided whether there were signs following the enigmatic TE-RI-UR, which could then give them a different meaning from the one proposed. Arguments in favour of têrētiš are the fact that the scribe did not always space out the signs so that they would reach the end of the tablet, and his predilection for unusual words, cf. lubbunu in obv. 11 and dannatu in a so far unattested meaning in rev. 16’. Just as adi lā stands in lieu of more common kīma, têrētiš seems to replace more usual phrases like (ana) mala /ammala têrti , cf. CAD M/I 148 s.v. mala a 1’b’. 
	7–8:	In the parallel sections in R1 (lines 10-11) and R2 (line 78) only mirsu is put into the basket. While the two kinds of bread that are added in our ritual are absent from the parallel passages in R1 and R2, it is noteworthy that in R2: 111 (the section in which ritual paraphernalia are cleared up) pannīgu-breads and ‘ear’-breads are mentioned. They must have been used in the main ritual, although they are not listed among the food offerings there. This shows that even the most complete rendering of the izišubbû-namburbi ritual omits things that were obvious to the exorcist. It should be noted that, instead of pannīgu-breads, the present text has mākālû-breads, though the significance of this escapes me. 
	10:	The coloured wools are unparalleled in the texts edited by Maul, apart from the fact that a torch wrapped in red wool is used to kindle the fire in R1: 7 (not mentioned in our text). Comparison with line 3 suggests that the threads of wool were used to demarcate certain areas of the ritual arrangement and to protect offerings from contamination. The preposition ana is not very explicit, so one might well imagine that these different threads of wool were used to encircle the portable altars. For a similar usage of yarn, cf. Maqlû ritual tablet VI 117’ ulinna erša talammi “you encircle the bed with yarn” (cf. also Maqlû VI 131’’ for the corresponding incantation; courtesy D. Schwemer), and also the attestations cited in CAD U/W 73 s.v. ulinnu. 
		The presence of zēru seems to be a corruption, probably due to the mention of it in the next line, since this line otherwise is solely concerned with wool. Moreover, if my interpretation of the purpose of the wool is correct, it is difficult to understand how seeds would have helped to protect the offering; it makes better sense to burn them as incense. 
		The insertion of lubbuni or lubbunī, either as apposition to, or as rectum of, kinūnāti, can be explained as Aramaic influence. CAD L 231 lists only one NB attestation of lubbunu and refers to labānatu (CAD L 8), which is a poorly attested first-millennium West Semitic loanword related to Hebrew lebōnāh. The word also seems to have travelled west, where líbanos (“frankincense-tree”) and libanōtós (“frankincense”, “censer”) became two distinct loanwords in Greek. 
	13:	While R2: 85 simply reads ina libbīšunu qanâ ṭāba turatta, Bu 89-4-26, 357: 6, like the present text, explicitly mentions straws. Compare Maul 1994: 121 who remarks that, contrary to most offering descriptions, no ready brewed beer (šikaru) is used but that the beer was brewed “on site”: The exorcist infused beer wort (billatu) with water (see Röllig 1970: 27). The straws were necessary to drink the beer without getting the remaining sediments into the mouth. Why it was important not to use ordinary beer is unclear; perhaps it is related to the fact that the house gods (and probably the human inhabitants too) had to leave the house and retreat to the reed hutas if on a journey.
	14–15	According to R2: 84 (sebet adagurrī ēma kinūnāti tuzaqqipu) and Bu 89-4-26, 357: 7–8 ([ēm]a kinūnu 1.TA.ÀM dugadagurru / [tukān]), libation vessels are understood to be the direct object in line 14 of our text. Thus, “Where a brazier (stands), [you set up] one libation vessel each” is abridged to “You set up one (libation vessel) each”. Given the parallel construction of line 15, the understood direct object there must be the small ḫaṣbu-bowls.
	15:	The reading of the last signs before the break is supported by R2: 80, where a barrel is set up in the vicinity of the braziers. The references in CAD Ḫ 116–17 s.v. ḫarû A show that this vessel was often spelled without the determinative dug.
		According to R2: 80–82, a censer is set up and the fatty tissue of the slaughtered kid is put on the braziers. Since there is not much space in the second half of line 15 and the kid is not mentioned in the preceding text, this instruction was probably left out in our tablet. Possibly, the enumeration of the aromatics started immediately after the instructions regarding the barrel.
	16:	Following R1: 17 and R2: 82 one could restore the last two aromatics as [šimMÌN.DU (suādu) šimGÚR.GÚR (kukru)], but since the texts are not strictly ‘duplicates’ (note that especially the sequence of ingredients varies), the restoration is too doubtful to be included in the transliteration. Note furthermore that our text consistently leaves out some ingredients (cf. commentary on rev. 4’). 
	17:	Following R2: 83 one can perhaps restore [úbarirāti 1 SÌLA.TA.ÀM qēmi ina muḫḫi kinūnāti tatabbakma] “You pour sagapenum? and one litre of flour on the braziers”.
		Given that the first five lines of the reverse are missing, approximately twelve lines are lost at the end of the obverse. This gap can probably be restored corresponding to R2: 84–91 (ritual instructions directly preceding the incantation) and 110–14 (proceedings after the recitation of the incantation), the sum of thirteen lines tallying with the calculation above. 
	rev. 3’	The Akkadian verbal form leaves no doubt that the incantation is phrased in the first person, i.e. the exorcist himself is giving an account of the ritual he has performed on behalf of the man whose house has been struck by lightning. The corresponding Sumerian verbal form with the /n/ morpheme before the verbal base suggests a third person singular, but in these late times is probably just a subject/ergative marker regardless of person. NBGT I 1-81 speaks in favour of this idea since it suggests that V(n)- can denote the first, the second and the third person singular. Also, rev. 14ꞌ clearly shows that the exorcist is speaking of himself in the first person (ù ĝe26-e lúmu7-mu7 ... ga-an-si-[il]). It may, however, be remarked, that the prefix chain a-ra-an-B is very rare (cf. Heimpel 1974 for attestations up to OB times). No single attestation is known in the balaĝ corpus (courtesy K. Volk).
	4’:	For tamarisk sap see the attestations in CAD B 241 s.v. bīnu A c) 7’. na4gug and na4za-gin3 are restored according to R2: 86. The signs must have been squeezed in, even though GUG is much smaller than the preceding signs. Of course it is possible that one of the two stones was omitted here (what is left of the last sign before the break (‘ZA’) could be the beginning of either of the two). 
	5’:	The second sign is different from the common NB form of AZ, but very similar to the AZ! (also in ì-az) in K 2782 obv.! 5 (manuscript A in Maul 1994, NB script). Further note that also in šaman asi in manuscript C (BM 94354), where the sign comes closer to the usual NB form of AZ, the characteristic inscribed ZA is missing—quite unlike the AZ in obv. 9 and 10 of the present tablet. However, since myrtle oil is well attested, the reading is beyond doubt. AZ as logogram for asu is unusual in LB texts to start with, the common orthography is šimGÍR. Only Nabnītu K 99–100 lists AZ and GÍR as alternative spellings for asu. Hh. III 93, contrary to CAD A/II 342, only has GIŠ.ŠIM.GÍR, and the same holds true for Practical Vocabulary Assur 131, as well as Hh. XXIV 32 in the case of šaman asi. Judging from the attestations in CAD A/II 342ff., spellings with AZ are only used in the second millennium BC (mainly in Mari and Tell el-Amarna), rarely if ever in the first millennium. But even in the second millennium we find many spellings with GÍR, while AZ for some reason seems to be especially frequent in šaman asi. Possibly, also the present scribe thought it fit to draw a distinction (however motivated) between AZ in šaman asi without inscribed ZA, and AZ with inscribed ZA outside the usage of AZ as logogram for asi. Note, however, that the scribe of manuscript G of R2 (copy in Maul 1994: 532, line 17’) clearly wrote AZ, though the sign is partly broken, with an inscribed ZA.
	6’–7’:	Out of the four duplicate manuscripts to our line from R2, only manuscript C gives verbal forms: a-ra-an-dub-dub-bu in line 102 and a-ra-an-bal-bal-e in line 103. This shows that the verbs (frequently written logographically in the Akkadian ritual instructions) were so obvious that they could be omitted, and that there was a certain degree of liberty as to whether Akkadian translations would be added. The interlinear Akkadian translations given are also far from uniform. Nevertheless, the format of the present tablet suggests that it originally contained the same verbal forms as manuscript C in R2: 102–3, although *a-ra-an-dub and *a-ra-an-bal would seem preferable: from a modern perspective, one might object to the change from ḫamṭu- (a-ra-an-ĝar) to marû-forms (a-ra-an-dub-dub-bu, a-ra-an-bal-bal-e). In the present paragraph the exorcist describes the ritual as he has performed it. Hence in Sumerian ḫamṭu-forms, and in Akkadian preterite forms are expected, since the action is completed. This would contrast nicely with the next section (lines 9’–11’), where hopes for the future, resulting from the correct execution of the ritual, are expressed with precatives. While, for lack of an OB forerunner, we cannot exclude the possibility that the scribes of manuscript C and of the present tablet (or the author of the respective Vorlage) got the Sumerian wrong, it is equally possible that they tried to express the progression of the offering by the shift from ḫamṭu- to marû-forms. The Akkadian translation of the present scribe in line 7’ (unaqqīka), however, leaves no doubt that he too understood the section as an account of the ritual as he had performed it.
	8’:	Only our scribe (or the author of his Vorlage) added an Akkadian translation to this line, which imitates the format of the preceding lines (preterite forms) but does not easily correspond to the Sumerian. In Maul’s four duplicates it is the only Sumerian line which is left untranslated (apart from the lines with enumerations of offerings, where a translation was superfluous). 
		In the preceding lines (3’–7’), the exorcist recounts which rites and offerings he has performed for the fire-god. The present line logically belong to this section, while the following line (9’) introduces a new section in which the fire god is requested to accept the offerings, moving from perfective forms to precatives. 
		Maul 1994: 145, who did not know the Akkadian translation of our scribe, translated the Sumerian line as “die 7 Kohlebecken mögen (all das) strahlend machen(?)”, taking the modal prefix ḫu- and the lack of a dative infix as indicators of a new section. He rightly understood zálag as a transitive verb; in the lexical tradition and in bilingual texts zálag(-ga) often corresponds to nummuru (cf. CAD N/I 210–11). His translation does not, however, account for the fact that the pre-radical /n/, in line with the preceding passage, indicates a first person singular. Furthermore, the line logically belongs to the preceding passage. Thus, it seems better to interpret the modal prefix ḫu- as an affirmative rather than a precative. Apparently, the present scribe added an Akkadian translation to avoid a possible misunderstanding of the ambiguous Sumerian form.
15’:	This type of colophon is used in Neo- and Late Babylonian Babylon and Borsippa as well as in Seleucid Uruk. I have not been able to identify other references to the scribe, whose name unfortunately is damaged. Though personal names of the Erība-DN type are rare in Neo- and Late Babylonian times, the restoration does not seem unreasonable (cf. the well-attested Erība-Marduk). The name of the scribe’s father, on the contrary, is frequent; note that according to Boiy 2004: 199 (see also van der Spek 2000) there were two šatammu of Babylon in the Seleucid era called Marduk-šumu-iddina as well as two kalû-priests of that name, though due to lack of filiation (or different filiation) none of them can be identified with the father of the present scribe. The family name can probably be restored as Marduk-šākin-šumi, a name common in this period.
	16’:	This line of the colophon contains some unusual characteristics. First, dannatu is not found in other colophons of this type but seems to stand in lieu of sartu or šurqu, both frequently used in this phrase. The most common meaning of dannatu is “hardship”, “distress”, and the present usage may suggest a semantic shift from this meaning to ‘force’ or ‘violence’. But the basic meaning of the root d-n-n is “to be strong”, and it seems entirely possible that ina dannati developed a meaning “by force” simply in analogy to the common phrase ina danāni “by force”; it also cannot be excluded that the logogram BAD4 here actually stands for danāni rather than, as usual, for dannati.
		The verbal form expected at the end is ušamkī-šu. Hunger 1968: 124 no. 423 lists one variant form written ú-šá-kaš (Seleucid Uruk) which CAD M I 140 s.v. makû emends to ú-šá-<am>-kaš. The present tablet may point to a variant form ušakkaš(u) with an assimilation of mk > kk. This again is rather unusual, as the expected consonantal change would be mk > ng (cf. GAG § 28d). 
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