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Reconsidering Six Lines in the Hymn to Ninurta as Savior
Eli Tadmor

New Haven, CT

This paper reconsiders the current interpretations of six lines in the Hymn to Nin-
urta as Savior, known in Akkadian as ana  išdiḫ nēber kāri ša šuḫmuṭat alaktu 
(To the business of the quay, where traffic is brisk), offering new translations of  
ll. 43–44, 53, and 55, and calling into question past renditions of ll. 48–49 while 
favorably reappraising a discounted variant. 

1. introduction

The lyrical and challenging text known in Akkadian as ana išdiḫ nēber kāri ša šuḫmuṭat alak-
tu, “To the business of the quay, where traffic is brisk,” in German as Ein Hymnus auf Ninurta 
als Helfer in der Not, and in English as A Hymn to Ninurta as Helper in Misery or A Hymn 
to Ninurta as Savior, has received three editions: Lambert 1959, Mayer 1992, and Mitto 
2022a (with a translation by both Mayer and Mitto and commentary by Mitto). 1 This paper 
reconsiders previous interpretations of six lines in the text (below, the Hymn): 43–44 (§1), 
48–49 (§2), 53 (§3), and 55 (§4). Each section opens with normalization (adapted) and score 
edition from Mitto 2022a, with the witnesses labeled there as given in Table 1.

Table 1

Mitto 2022a Mayer 1992 Lambert 1959
A SU-1951.46.A = HuzNA1 D no. 70
a BM.40802 +? BM.40832  

+? BM.40935+? BM.40988
+? BM.41254

= BabNB1

b BM.41296 = BabNB2
c BM.35757 + BM.113241 = BabaLBSch1 a (only 

BM.113241)
d BM.95480 = BabaLBSch2 c
e BM.32467 + BM.32911

+ BM.40077
= BabLBSch1 b

1.1. Lines 43–44
43 bēl nabnīti šikin āni tupšar 2 bandê el(ī)šu tašakkanma

A rev. 7’	 [b]e-⸢el*⸣ ⸢nab⸣-⸢ni⸣-tú ši-kìn ⸢d⸣a-nim | ⸢dub⸣.sar ba-an-de-e e[l-šu o o o o]
a rev. 11’	 [o o o o o o da-ni]m? ⸢dub⸣.sar ba-an-de-e ⸢ugu⸣-šú ⸢ta⸣-⸢šak⸣-⸢kan⸣-⸢ma⸣

Author’s note: For abbreviations, see The Assyrian Dictionary of the University of Chicago, vol. 10 (U–W) (2010), 
vii–xxix, and add eBL (Electronic Babylonian Library) (https://www.ebl.lmu.de/) and The Electronic Corpus of 
Sumerian Literature (https://etcsl.orinst.ox.ac.uk/). 

1. Each of these editions draws on yet more manuscripts, all school copies. The text’s sole Assyrian manuscript 
is from Sultantepe (Gesche 2001: 163–64). 

2. Following Streck 2009: 136–40, eBL generally reads tupšarru rather than ṭupšarru.

https://doi.org/10.7817/jaspa.146.2.2026.ar013
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b rev. 9	 [o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ug]u-⸢šú⸣ ⸢ta⸣-⸢šak⸣-⸢kan⸣-⸢ma⸣
c i 39b–40b	 be-lu nab-nit ši-kìn ⸢d⸣⸢a⸣-nim | lúumbisag ba-an-de-e ugu-šú ta-šak-kan-ma
d ii 14	 EN nab-nit ši-kìn da-nim lúumbisag ba-an-de-e ugu-šú ta-⸢šak⸣-⸢kan⸣-⸢ma⸣
e ii 21–22	 [o o o o o o o d]⸢a!?⸣-⸢nim!?⸣ | [o o o o o o o o t]a-šak-ka[n-(ma)]

The stanza as a whole (ll. 41–44) concerns a master of the cuneiform arts. Mayer trans-
lates, “O Herr der Lebewesen, die Anu geschaffen, über ihn setzt du einen in Quotientenbil-
dung versierten Schreiber”; Mayer and Mitto, “You, O lord of (all) the creatures fashioned 
by Anu, deploy an (ordinary) accountant over him.” 

Two emendations may be made. The first concerns  bēl  nabnīti  šikin  āni. Considering 
such phrases as ipiq-eštar šikin ea damqina, “Ipiq-Eštar, appointed by Ea (and) Damkina” 
(Frayne 1990: E.4.11.1.1:2) and ummannigaš šar elam šikin qātēya, “Ummannigaš, king of 
Elam, appointed by me (lit. my hands)” (Novotny and Jeffers 2018–22: no. 11 iii 136), šikin 
āni may be taken to refer to Ninurta, with bēl nabnīti šikin āni then meaning “Lord of crea-
tures (alt. creation), appointed by Anu.” This change would also make sense in light of the 
absence of documentation attesting to Anu acting as a deity of creation.

The second concerns tupšar  bandê. Mayer’s “einen in Quotientenbildung versierten  
Schreiber” and Mayer and Mitto’s “(ordinary) accountant” both match the CAD’s definition 
of bandû—a loanword from Sum banda, “child” (Cohen 2023: 152)—as “quotient” (B, 79). 
The CAD appears to have derived that meaning exclusively from Old Babylonian mathemat-
ical texts. Yet, more relevant than OB mathematics to the Hymn is Diri I 288 (Civil 2004: 
114), cited in CAD bandû’s lexical section, which gives the reading [ba-an]-da for tur.da 
and glosses it with the Akkadian bandû as well as, among others, šerru, ṣeḫru, lâʾu, and lâku, 
all meaning “baby” or “infant.” In light of this lexical evidence, as well as the Sumerian 
meaning of banda, tupšar bandê should rather be taken as “junior (lit. young) scribe.” The 
line would then mean “Lord of creatures, appointed by Anu, you appoint a junior scribe over 
him.” Note the repetition šikin–tašakkan, “Appointed by”–“you appoint.”

44 ūma ištēn manâ(ma) uṣṣab urqa
A rev. 8’a 	 ⸢u4⸣-mu!? 1!? ma.na-a uṣ-ṣab ur-qa
a rev. 12’a 	 [o o o o o o o o o o] ur-qu
b rev. 10    	 [o o o o o o o u]ṣ?-⸢ṣab⸣ ⸢ur?⸣-q[u?]
c i 40b–41a 	 u4-mu 1 ma.na.ta.àm uṣ-ṣa-ab | ur-qa
d ii 15	 u4-mu 1 ma.na.ta-ma uṣ-ṣab ur-⸢qa⸣
e ii 23	 [o o o ma.na.t]a.àm uṣ-ṣab ur-qa

Mayer translates: “dann fügt er (jeden) Tag pro Mine ein Goldstück hinzu,” later explain-
ing (p. 41) that, in light of the context as well as the term ḫurāṣu arqu, “yellow gold” (e.g., 
Bottéro 1949: 4 [“Inventaire I”], with other references in CAD A/II, 300 d) and the listing in 
malku = šarru V 165 (Hrůša 2010: 118) of arqu as a synonym of ḫurāṣu, he takes urqa in 
this context to be a “Deckwort” for gold. Mayer and Mitto translate “And the same day the 
latter will collect ever more gold with every mina.” (To clarify, “latter” here corresponds to 
ištēn, with the complement šūatu, “that one,” supplied in l. 45, where it refers to the master 
scribe.) Mitto comments on l. 44, “I follow Mayer . . . in understanding urqu ‘sth. yellow’ 
as a poetic word for gold.”

Two comments may be offered. First, that urqu is indeed a poetic word for gold appears 
all but certain, because Ugaritic yrq, Epigraphic South Arabian wrq, and Geʕez warq all 
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derive from the very same root as urqu and all mean “gold.” 3 (Akk. urqu may then be 
compared to Heb. חרוץ, the etymological equivalent of ḫurāṣu yet highly poetic in Biblical 
Hebrew.) Second, it is unclear what it would mean to add gold “pro” or “with” a mina, and, 
relatedly, what the mina in question is meant to quantify, e.g., copper, silver, gold, or some-
thing else. A clearer sense is produced by taking urqa as qualifying manâ via hyperbaton 
(von Soden, GAG §133g), with manâ(ma) uṣṣab urqa—a phrase striking in its combination 
of poetic form (hyperbaton) with poetic content (urqu)—meaning “he will accrue a mina of 
gold” (cf. iddinšumma ana qištīšu šitta manâ ḫurāṣa, “He gave him two minas of gold as his 
gift,” The Poor Man of Nippur l. 107, ed. Heinrich 2022). The line would then mean “One 
(of them) will accrue a mina of gold a day.”

1.2. Lines 48–49
48 muštāmû muntalku aḫiz riddi mannu šāninka (ina ilī)
49 (ilī) kīma ḫašikki ṭummumiš tušemme

48	 A rev. 10’a 		  muš-ta-mu-ú mun-tal-ku a-ḫi-iz rid-di man-nu šá-nin-ka i-na		
	 dingir.meš

	 a rev. 15’–16’a 	 [o o o o mun-ta]l-ku a-ḫi-iz rid-di | [o o o o o]
	 b rev. 15–16a 	 [o o o o o o o o o o ri]d?-d[i?] | [o o o o o (o o)]
	 c i 43a 		  muš-ta-mu-ú mun-tal-ku a-ḫi-iz rid-di ⸢:!?⸣ man-nu šá-°\°-⸢nin⸣-ku
	 d ii 19 		  ⸢muš⸣-⸢te⸣-⸢ʾu*⸣-⸢ú⸣ ⸢mun⸣-tal-⸢ku⸣ a-ḫi-iz ⸢rid⸣-⸢di⸣ man-nu ⸢šá⸣-
			   ⸢nin⸣-⸢ka 
	 e ii 29–30a 		  [muš-ta-m]u-ú mut-tal-ku ⸢a⸣-⸢ḫi⸣-⸢iz⸣ rid-di | [o o šá-ni]n-ka
49	 A rev. 10’b 		  ki-m[a o o o o o o o o o o]
	 a rev. 16’b 		  [o o ki]-ma ḫa-⸢šik⸣-ku | ṭu-um-mu-míš tu-še-eʾ-e :
	 b rev. 16b		  [(o o) g]im ⸢ḫa⸣-⸢šik?⸣-⸢ku?⸣ [t]u-še-⸢me⸣-šú tu-še-⸢e⸣-[me]
	 c i 43b–44a 		  gim ḫa-⸢šik⸣-ku | ṭu-um-mu-míš tu-še-eʾ-e :
	 d ii 20 		  ⸢dingir⸣.⸢meš⸣ ⸢gim⸣ ⸢ḫa⸣-⸢šik⸣-⸢ku⸣ ṭu-um-⸢mu⸣-⸢míš⸣ ⸢tu⸣-⸢še⸣-
			   ⸢me⸣
	 e ii 30b–31b 		 dingir.meš ⸢gim⸣ ⸢ḫa⸣-⸢šik⸣-ku ṭu-⸢um⸣-⸢mu⸣-míš | li-še-mu

Mayer translates, “Umsichtiger, Besonnener, der feine Lebensart hat, wenn einer unter 
den Göttern dir gleichzukommen sucht, // machst du (ihn) hörunfähig wie einen Taubstum-
men!” After noting that the translation follows the Sultantepe manuscript, he comments 
(p. 42), “Da in dem Fragesatz das Partizip (šānin-ka) funktional einem Relativsatz entspricht 
(ša išannanū-ka), liegt es nahe, auf die bekannte Konstruktion mannu ša im Sinne von ‘wer 
auch immer; jeder, der; wenn einer’ zu verweisen . . . Bei den spB Textzeugen ist die Struktur 
des Textes dadurch verändert, daß nach mannu šānin-ka ein oder zwei Wörter fehlen.” He 
then notes that the question “wer ist’s, der dir gleichkommen sucht” is answered in the Late 
Babylonian manuscripts as “Du machst Götter hörunfähig wie einen Taubstummen” (d), 
“Die Götter mögen (ihn) hörunfähig machen wie . . .” (e) and “Du machst (ihn) hörunfähig 
wie” (c). Mayer and Mitto translate “O considerate, circumspect, noble-mannered one, who 
(among the gods) rivals you? // (On the spot) you would turn (him) mute like the deaf!”

The current translations of the couplet present three problems. The first is that their 
underlying Akkadian is philologically chimeric, for it combines a variant found only in A 
(šāninka ina ilī) with wording found, by necessity of the fragmentary state of A rev. 10’b, 
rather in a, c, and d (kīma ḫašikki  ṭummumiš  tušemme). The second is that the rhetorical 

3.  A discussion of Semitic terms for gold, all of which, like urqu, derive from Proto-Semitic roots meaning 
“yellow,” can be found in Bloch 2010: 62.
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question mannu šāninka, “who is your rival?”—which, pace Mayer, cannot be translated as 
Der dir gleichzukommen sucht merely on account of mannu ša meaning “whoever”—would 
be expected to imply that Ninurta has no rival, not that, should a god dare rival Ninurta, 
Ninurta would make swift work of him. The third is that, since šāninka is a part of the com-
plete sentence mannu šāninka (ina ilī), one would not expect it to be the object of tušemme 
without said verb having an object referring back to it. (The verb [t]u-še-⸢me⸣-šú in b has 
such a suffix, yet as part of the dittography [t]u-še-⸢me⸣-šú tu-še-⸢e⸣-[me] should be regarded 
with caution.) This third problem may be related to the first: versions of l. 49 diverge wildly, 
and manuscript A’s own may have contained no such incongruence.

These problems call into question the current interpretation of ll. 48–49. The variant 
attested in A, and forming the basis for present renditions, may indeed be the preferable 
one, yet that cannot at present be determined, for one cannot be sure what its version of l. 49 
was. Pending the discovery of more manuscripts, how best to interpret the couplet remains 
unclear. For the time being, it may be observed that d’s variant—mušteʾʾû muntalku aḫiz 
riddi mannu šāninka // ilī kīma ḫašikki ṭummumiš tušemme, “‘Ever-searching’, circumspect, 
noble of conduct, who is your rival? // (Even) gods you render deaf-like mutes!”—seems 
best among the LB versions (notwithstanding its mistaking of muštâmû, “considerate,” for 
mušteʾʾû, “ever-searching”; that is, if mušteʾʾû is not simply an LB spelling for muštâmû 
replacing m with ʾ as in tu-še-eʾ-e for tušemme). Grammatically sound, and thematically 
coherent—note that the very virtues ascribed to Ninurta, all having to do with proper social 
conduct, are those he denies gods by making them mute—it also fits with the poem’s repeated 
exaltation of Ninurta’s power to abase whomever he chooses, however mighty. And that this 
variant perfectly fits the fragmentary beginnings of a ([o o ki]-ma) and b ([(o o) g]im) sug-
gests that they opted for it as well.

1.3. Line 53
53 ālka nippuru ša uggatuk innepšu
53 A rev. 14’ [u]ru-ka nibruki šá ug-ga-tuk in-né-e[p-šu]	

a rev. 20’ 	 [o o o o o u]g-⸢ga⸣-tu[k i]n-né-ep-[šú]
b rev. 20 	 [o o nibr]u [ki o u]g-gat-⸢tuk⸣ ⸢in⸣-⸢né⸣-⸢ep⸣-[šú]
c i 48a	 uru-ka nibruki šá ug-ga-tuk in-né-ep-šú
d ii 26	 [o o n]ibru⸢ki⸣ ⸢šá⸣ ⸢ug⸣-⸢ga!?⸣-⸢tuk!?⸣ ⸢in⸣-⸢né⸣-⸢ep⸣-⸢šú
e ii 38	 [o o nib]ru⸢ki⸣ ⸢šá⸣ ⸢ug⸣-gat-<tuk> in-né-⸢ep⸣-šú

The line is part of a couplet:

53 ālka nippuru ša uggatuk innepšu
54 ezib zerāšu lā iḫallaq rēḫu

which Mayer translates as:

[53] Deine Stadt Nippur, die in deinem Zorn gebaut worden ist: 
	 laß Samen von ihr (STT: von uns) 4 übrig 
[54] damit nicht auch noch der Rest (STT: die Hei[ligtümer]) 5 zugrundegeht!

4. The Sultantepe variant referred to here is zērāni, “our seed” (ze-ra-ni, A rev. 15’). It is here disregarded 
because it does not fit the context of the couplet. Likewise disregarded is the variant [numun?-š]á-⸢ma⸣  
(d ii 27), whose fragmentary signs, if read zērāša, “her seed,” may be explained by a student’s Aramaic-induced 
misapprehension of the masculine noun ālu as being, like Aram. qirya/qiryata, feminine.

5. This variant is eš-[re?-e?-tu?] (A rev. 15’), here disregarded because it fits the context less and only its first 
sign is preserved. 
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Listing (1992: 28 ad 48) ina ⸢ug-ga⸣-tuk as a variant based on one manuscript (d), Mayer 
later comments regarding l. 53 (1992: 44), “uggatuk (für uggatukka) bzw. ina uggatuk: Daß 
Ninurta die Stadt Nippur ‘in seinem Zorn’ gemacht (= gebaut) habe, ist eine mythologische 
Anspielung, die ich vorerst nicht einordnen kann. Unklar ist auch, gegen wen sich dieser 
‘Zorn’ des Gottes gerichtet hat: gewiß nicht gegen die Stadt selbst, sondern gegen andere 
Städte bzw. gegen Feinde.” 

Mayer and Mitto translate: “(53) Your city, Nippur, once built in your fury: (54) Preserve 
its progeny lest (its) remnants should perish as well!”

Regarding Mayer 1992’s recorded variant of ina uggatuk, Mitto comments (2022a: ad 53 
BabaLBSch2), “Mayer . . . reads ina ⸢ug⸣-⸢ga⸣-tuk, which is doubtful. Note, however, the 
manuscript’s poor state of preservation, which impedes a safe identification of the signs in 
question.” On the meaning of the couplet, Mitto writes (2022a: ad 53), “The rather unex-
pected  ša uggatuk innepšu  ‘which was built in your fury’ might be explained as an exe-
gesis of the city’s (Sumerian) name: nibruki → nì(NIG2) + íb + rú(DU3) → ša + uggatu 
+ epēšu (suggestion courtesy of E. Jiménez).” 

Mayer’s “Deine Stadt Nippur, die in deinem Zorn gebaut worden ist” and Mayer and 
Mitto’s “Your city, Nippur, once built in your fury” present two thematic problems. First, one 
intuitively takes such translations to mean that Ninurta built Nippur while he was in a rage 
(uggatu), yet fury is generally associated not with construction but with destruction; angry 
deities decimate cities rather than build them. Therefore, whether Ninurta’s wrath was aimed 
at Nippur or rather at “andere Städte bzw. gegen Feinde,” it seems unlikely that he would 
express it by engaging in urban development. (Jiménez’s above-quoted interpretation, apud 
Mitto, of ša uggatuk innepšu is one way to deal with this thematic incongruity and is taken 
up again below.) Second, was Nippur not already built by the time Ninurta was old enough 
to fly into cataclysmic rage? 6 

Were the variant ina uggatuk present, such objections would be nullified. Clearly having 
a locative (or instrumental) sense, and parallels aplenty among “pseudo-locative-adverbial” 
constructions collected by Mayer in his article on the topic (1996: 431–32, under “Gene-
tiv”), it would have all but confirmed that the preposition-less uggatuk likewise stands in 
this context for uggatukka and means “in your fury.” Yet the use of a standalone noun with 
a shortened possessive as a locative-adverbial (GAG §6f) would itself have grammatical 
parallels, 7 with one of them (Hymn to the Queen of Nippur D + 4–5, ed. Földi 2021) espe-
cially important in this context:

[ālu? n]ippur lamû rēšēti aṣû qerbīšu?

[īp]ušma enlil ramānuš ašāba 8

[The city? N]ippur, girt with preeminence, 9 coming forth from within it,
[Ma]de Enlil by/for himself to dwell (ramānuš ašāba).

6. The question of Nippur’s origins is taken up again below; on the city’s antiquity, George 1992: 245–47, 442. 
7.  Such constructions are common in Enūma eliš: e.g., qerbuš for qerbuššu (both attested as parallels for VI 52, 

54. For an edition, see Heinrich 2021). On the uses of, and confusion regarding, locative and terminative endings 
in Enūma eliš, see Lambert 2013: 34–44. In GAG §66f, von Soden has as his example for “Suffix-verkürzungen 
nach dem L.–A.” irtuš < irtuššu “an seiner Brust,” likewise from Enūma eliš (I 157 = II 43 = III 47, 105; IV 122). 

8.  Földi normalizes the tablet’s a-ša-ba as ašābu, yet as Lambert observes (1982: 215), one would expect the 
locative ašābum (ašābiš, one might add, would also have worked). Because both ašāba and ašābu would be equally 
wrong, ašāba is opted for here. 

9.  Földi and Foster (2005: 596) translate “surrounded by splendor,” yet “preeminence” better fits the etymology 
of rēšēti. 
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Here it is Enlil who builds Nippur by—or, to follow Lambert (1982: 215), Foster (2005: 
596), and Földi, “for”—himself to dwell in, with ramānuš standing in for ramanuššu (Lam-
bert 1982: 215). Note that it is here Enlil, not Ninurta, who is said to build Nippur, and that 
he does so for the expected, non-fury-related reasons. Returning to grammar, to judge by ina 
qibītukka ṣīrti, “by your sublime command” (l. 24), the poet’s preferred pseudo-locative-
adverbial construction was rather of an ina uggatukka type, yet he need not have been con-
sistent in this regard. The question of uggatuk, and thus of l. 53, is therefore open. 

One may propose an alternative interpretation, whereby the subject of innepšu, “was 
done,” is not ālka nippuru, “your city, Nippur,” but uggatuk, “your fury,” with the line then 
speaking not of a city “made” but fury “wrought”; and ša in ša uggatuk innepšu would mean 
not “which” but “where.” Applying these two reinterpretations, we have:

ālka nippuru ša uggatuk innepšu
ezib zerāšu lā iḫallaq rēḫu
Your city, Nippur, where your fury was wrought—
Spare its seed, that the remnant may not perish!

The poet would here be appealing to Ninurta, whose wrath had devastated his city Nippur, 
to spare its surviving inhabitants. 

A translation of ša as “where” is highly unusual, yet is shored up by the incipit, and thus 
the ancient title, of the Hymn itself: ana išdiḫ nēber kāri ša šuḫmuṭat alaktu. 10 Mayer has 
“Zum Betrieb an der Einschiffungsstelle am Kai, wo der Verkehr rasch dahineilt.” Mayer 
and Mitto render this as “To do business at the quay where traffic rushes swiftly by.” And 
Lambert translates the syntactically identical line ana išdiḫ nēber kāri šá šitpurat alaktu as 
“To the parade of the river crossing where the going is . . .” 11 Implicit in all three renderings 
is a construal of ša as a subordinating conjunction meaning “where,” and thus the equivalent 
of ašar, and this is explicitly argued for by P.-A. Beaulieu and Mayer (1997: 176): “In der 
Tat liegt es nahe, das Subjekt vor dem ša zu suchen; doch ist weder išdiḫu noch nēberu noch 
kāru nach den Wörterbücher Femininum. So bleibt man besser bei Lamberts Übersetzung 
‘where’.” As comparanda, Beaulieu and Mayer point to the citations in GAG §165d, yet 
these are not genuine parallels; 12 and more compellingly, a Yaḫdun-Lim (1810–1794 bc) 
inscription (Frayne 1990: E4.6.8.1 35–40): ina sawê qaqqar naṣmim ša ištu ūm ṣīātim šar 
šumšu ālam lā ippušu . . . ālam ēpuš, “In a waste, a land of thirst, where from days primordial 
no king of (any) name had built a city . . . I built a city.” 

Lambert’s “where” is further substantiated by parallelism between the poem’s opening 
couplet (ll. 1–2) and that immediately following it (ll. 3–4), for it serves to equate ša with 
ašar, as can be seen in Table 2.

10.  That this was the composition’s title is confirmed by the text’s mention in l. 14’ of the Babylonian version 
of the Catalogue of Texts and Authors (ed. Mitto 2022b). 

11.  Prayer to Marduk No. 2 “Column III, Lower Portion: 9” (Lambert 1960: 65), with alaktu taken from 
Lambert’s A. Lambert leaves šit-pu-rat untranslated. As Beaulieu and Mayer argue (1997: 176), one should take it 
as a “Dt des a/jB Verb šuteppuru, ‘sich beeilen, sich übereilen’.” 

12.  Of the four citations in GAG §165d, three involve uses of ša in Zeitbestimmungen, which does not quite 
match šuḫmuṭat/šitpurat alaktu; and the fourth is ana bīt epri ša ērubu anāku (now published as Gilgamesh VII 
193, most recent ed. George 2022b). While von Soden takes ša here as an Ortsbestimmung and translates the line 
as “zum Staubhaus, in das ich eintrat,” George’s “In the House of Dust that I entered,” with its construal of ša as 
“that,” seems preferable. 
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Table 2

ll. 1–2 ll. 3–4
ana išdiḫ nēber kāri ša šuḫmuṭat alaktu ina qereb tēšî ašar šatât anantu
To the business of the quay, where (ša) traffic 
is brisk,

In the midst of battle, where (ašar) battle is 
weaved,

šar kiššati lā maḫri lā tēbâ tušaḫrap urḫa bēl ilī pāšila ina maḫar lāsimi tašakkan
Unrivaled king of the universe, you make the 
non-riser head out early.

Lord of gods, you set the crawler in front of the 
runner. 

As understood in Table 2, ša in ša uggatuk innepšu is likewise synonymous with ašar. 
That ša is conventionally employed throughout the rest of the text (ll. 5, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 
20, 25, 31), means that its use as “where” would be confined to the opening (l. 1) and near 
the conclusion (l. 53) of this 55-line-long hymn, perhaps for symmetry. 

Returning to thematic considerations, it may be observed that Ninurta wreaking his fury 
upon Nippur would fit in well with broader Mesopotamian tradition. To point out two paral-
lels: the Sumerian city laments concern the destruction of cities by divine fury, 13 and in the 
Akkadian Erra and Išum, the raging Erra not only assaults the cities of Babylonia directly, 
but manipulates their patron gods into raging against and decimating them as well. 14 For the 
poet to beg Ninurta to stop destroying his own city so that its remnant may survive would be 
redolent of Ashurbanipal’s plea to Marduk: ḫusus bābili ša ina uggat libbika tābutūšu atta, 
“Take heed of Babylon, which you yourself destroyed in your heart’s fury” (Novotny and 
Jeffers 2018–22, 2: no. 220, ii 29’). 

Although par for the Mesopotamian course in that sense, the translation proposed here 
is highly unusual in another, for no other text of which I am aware speaks of fury (uggatu, 
uzzu, or otherwise) being “done” or “wrought” (epēšu). Would we not expect, in line with the 
above-mentioned Yaḫdun-Lim inscription, that the city of Nippur was “made,” and, in view 
of the just-cited Ashurbanipal excerpt, that Ninurta acted in his wrath rather than wrought it? 
And should the new rendition be abandoned because of these oddities of phrasing?

Not necessarily, for two reasons. The first is that Jiménez’s aforementioned equation 
nì(NIG2) + íb + rú(DU3) → ša + uggatu + epēšu may explain Ninurta’s fury being “wrought,” 
just as it might account for Ninurta’s being said to have constructed his city in a fury. The 
second involves a heretofore unnoted parallel likewise concerning Nippur. The Nippur Com-
pendium (George 1992: no. 18) explicates as follows the name Uzu-mua (l. 10’), a part of 
Nippur in which, according to a longstanding tradition (George 1992: 443), humans sprang 
out of the ground:

13.  Editions ETCSL 2.2.2–2.2.6. 
14.  Editions of the five known Sumerian City Laments can be found in ETCSL 2.2.2–2.2.6. For an edition 

and analysis of the Lamentation of Sumer and Ur, see Michalowski 1989; of The Lamentation over the Destruction 
of Ur, Samet 2014. In Erra and Išum IV 1–74, Erra attacks Babylon, Sippar, Uruk, Dur-Kurigalzu, and Dēr, and 
Marduk, Ištar, and Ištaran (these are the patron gods of Babylon, Uruk, and Dēr, respectively), then these punish 
their own cities further because of the bloody chaos Erra has unleashed within them. For an analysis of this dynamic 
and its poetic manifestations, see Tadmor 2025: 374–76 (§3.1. Chiasm). An edition and analysis of Erra and Išum 
can be found in Taylor 2017. An updated edition of the poem is under preparation by eBL, with that of Tablet 
I already on the site (www.ebl.lmu.de/corpus/L/1/5/SB/I). On possible connections between Erra and Sumerian 
lamentations, see Wisnom 2019: 216–42; 2021. 
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⸢uzu.mú.a⸣ki 	 ašar ina libbišu nišū(unmeš) ibbanâ 
	 u ašar terêti šuklulu
Uzu-mua 	 The place in which the people were created 
	 and where the oracles were perfected.

Bennett writes (2021: 57), “The scholar here derives the description from the name uzu-
mú-aki itself: uzu equates to nišū ‘people’; mú is understood as mu-udmud banû ‘to create’; ki 
as ašru ‘place.’” This is exactly the kind of etymologizing hypothesized by Jiménez for l. 53. 
The similarity goes further: ašar ina libbišu nišū ibbanâ syntactically parallels ša uggatuk 
innepšu (as the latter is understood here) down to the use of a subordinative conjunction 
meaning “where” and the preterite N-stem verb. Based on these similarities, one speculates 
that ālka nippuru ša uggatuk innepšu inverts the Nippur Compendium’s ašar ina libbišu nišū 
ibbanâ, flipping the creation of humanity (unmeš = ùgmeš) in Nippur into the wreaking of 
Ninurta’s fury (ug-ga-tu) within it. 

Complicating the picture is another line in the Nippur Compendium, namely, its incipit. 
Only its Sumerian component is known: nibruki ní-bi-ta dù-a, “Nippur, built by itself.” 
George writes (1992: 441) that this is “perhaps an ‘etymological’ explanation deriving from 
analysis of it as ní-bi, ‘itself,’ and rú, ‘to build,’” and later comments (1992: 442), “As for 
the epithet itself, the idea of a city ‘built of itself’ does not conflict with Sumero-Babylonian 
cosmological thought. According to a well-known tradition, represented by the myth of Enlil 
and Ninlil, time was when Nippur was a city inhabited by gods not men, and this would sug-
gest that it had existed from the very beginning.” 

This incipit, which declares Nippur to be self-created, may be construed as evidence 
against the possibility that l. 53 speaks of Ninurta as having constructed the city. Yet that 
would not be convincing, as there may have existed any number of mutually contradic-
tory traditions regarding Nippur’s construction—and indeed, the above-quoted Hymn to the 
Queen of Nippur D + 5 ascribes the deed to Enlil. The incipit may also be taken to strengthen 
the case for the line speaking of Ninurta doing precisely that: the Akkadian explication of 
nibruki ní-bi-ta dù-a does not survive but would presumably be nippur ša ina ramānīšu 
innepšu. Analyzing Nippur’s name as nì + íb + rú rather than ní + bi + rú and utilizing the 
pseudo-locative-adverbial construction proposed by Mayer, the poet may have transformed 
nippur ša ina ramānīšu innepšu into nippur ša uggatuk innepšu, “Nippur, which was built 
in/with your fury.” We are left, therefore, with two interpretations of nippuru ša uggatuk 
innepšu, each awkward in its own way—the current, with its strangely construction-inclined 
raging Ninurta; and the new, with its “wrought” wrath—and having a different intertextual 
connection to the Nippur Compendium that might help account for its strange phrasing. 

1.4. Line 55
55 ṣīrūtka lū emūqāʾā(ma) da-lil-ka 15 qātka liṣbat

A rev. 16’ 	 [ṣi-ru]-ut-ka la e-⸢mu⸣-qa-a-a-⸢ma⸣ da-⸢lil⸣-ka ⸢qa!?(aš)⸣-[at-ka o o o]	
a rev. 22’ 	 [o o o o lu]-⸢ú⸣ e-mu-qa-a-a da-lil-⸢ka⸣ ⸢šu⸣+min ⸢li⸣-⸢iṣ⸣-bat
b i 49b  	 ṣi-ru-ut-ka lu-ú e-mu-qa-a-⸢a⸣-ú da-lil-ka šu+min-ka li-iṣ-bat	
d ii 28–29	 [ṣi-r]u-ut-ka ⸢lu⸣-⸢ú⸣ ⸢e⸣-[mu-qa]-⸢a⸣-⸢a⸣ ⸢dà⸣-⸢lí⸣-⸢lí⸣-⸢ka⸣ | 
	 [šu+min-k]a li-⸢iṣ⸣-[bat]
e	 omitted 

15.  On this form, see below. 
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Mayer translates, “Deine Erhabenheit sei meine Stärke! Dann soll deine Hand deinen 
Ruhmespreis fassen!,” and comments (p. 44) “Was soll das heißen? Etwa: “Dann sollst du 
persönlich den Lobpreis für dich empfangen”? . . . Oder ist an etwas Konkretes gedacht, das 
man in die Hand nehmen kann: ein Emblem, ein Zeichen (der Anerkennung/Huldigung), 
eine Auszeichnung (für die Großtat)?” Mayer and Mitto translate, “May your grace be my 
strength, that your hand receive (my) praise of you!” 

As Mayer’s comment reflects, the current understanding of the line—whereby Ninurta’s 
hand is the verb’s subject and “seizes” Ninurta’s praise as one might a physical object—is 
awkward. One should take da-lil-ka not as the noun dalīlka, “Your praise,” but as the partici-
ple dālilka, “He who praises you (i.e., your worshipper),” with dālilka qātka liṣbat meaning 
“Let your worshipper take your hand.” Here qāta ṣabātu would denote the weak relying on 
the strong. This is the exact way the phrase is used in its other appearance in the hymn (l. 15, 
variant based on A): ša dādūšu šerrumma lā iṣabbatu qāssu, “(He) whose hand not even his 
darling infant takes” (cf. ṣubbi ṣeḫram ṣābitu qatīka, “Gaze at the little one holding your 
hand!,” OB Gilgamesh VA+BM a + 27, ed. George 2022a). The line would then be translated 
as “Let your sublimity be my strength: let your worshipper take your hand!” Both halves of 
the line would then speak of the worshipper drawing strength from Ninurta: a fitting ending 
for a hymn hailing Ninurta’s power as absolute. 

Our conclusions may be summarized in Table 3.
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