Resumptive Repetition as Editorial Technique in Ancient Near Eastern Literature:
Cosmogony and Anthropogony in Enūma Eliš as Case Studies

A. Resumptive Repetition as Editorial Technique
Every literary work, by its very nature, contains many repetitions of words, sentences, and sometimes even whole passages that constitute part of the work’s stylistic characteristics, the origins of which may be in a time when the work was transmitted orally from tradent to tradent. Perhaps there are certain types of repetition that, over time, began to serve authors also as an agreed technical means for inserting new material into an existing literary tradition. The identification of such repetitions enables us to gain a better understanding of the manner in which the text was formed and the stages it underwent on the way to the final version that has reached us.
	One of those technical repetitions is the resumptive repetition, through which the author returns to the narrative thread after deviating from it, repeating, either precisely or with some variation, the textual material that came before the deviation from the narrative flow. One can list many reasons for an author’s desire to depart from the narrative sequence and then return to it through the use of resumptive repetition, among them being to add a parenthetic remark or a retrospective look, to relate a simultaneous event, to insert an aside on a specific point, to add summarizing observations, and to interpolate secondary material into the existing sequence. Identifying the conditions that engendered the diversion and the return marked by repetitive resumption is dependent on a philological and literary examination of the text. Because the resumptive repetition belongs originally to the continuum that preceded the diversion, the more that resumptive repetition is discontinuous with the text that follows it, and the less awareness the continuation reveals of the existence of the text that occasioned the use of the resumptive repetition, the greater the chance that that resumptive repetition served to insert secondary material in an existing continuum. Additional support for such a view would be provided if the material we wish to identify as an insertion also deviates in language and/or in content from the rest of the continuum.	Comment by Peretz Rodman: כאן שיניתי קצת וקיצרתי קצת לשם הבהרת הנקודות. אם סילפתי או השמטתי משהו, אז (1) איתך הסליחה ו-(2) אשמח לספק תרגום נאמן יותר למבנה של המקור.
	For the modern scholar, then, resumptive repetition may constitute a first signpost for identifying secondary material in the interstices between two similar passages. In that sense, resumptive repetition serves as something like a bulging seam basting peripheral traditions into the central narrative cloth and thus identifiable through a critical reading of the text. And indeed, among the areas of philological research, modern Bible scholars have for years enlisted the aid of the repetitive resumption in discerning different traditions, because of the extensive use of that technique by biblical authors who have interpolated various additions into the text.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  For the phenomenon of repetitive resumption in the Hebrew Bible, see….] 

	Like the biblical authors, cuneiform scribes too used repetitive resumption for various purposes, including inserting material from a secondary source into the narrative continuum.[footnoteRef:2] Now we will examine the use of resumptive repetition at two central points in Enūma Eliš—the cosmogony and the anthropogony—and its possible implications for understanding the development of that work.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  For a discussion of the purely literary use of the technique of repetitive resumption (for a parenthetical remark, simultaneity, a “sidebar” expansion, and the like) in letters from Mari and texts from Ugarit, which is beyond the scope of this study (and is, in fact, one of the characteristics of all human communications), see… For a short discussion of the use of repetitive resumption for the insertion of secondary material into the Nabonidus inscriptions and in the Hurro-Hittite Song of Ullikummi, see…]  [3:  To dispel any doubt, it should be noted that the present study does not address the traditions of cosmogony and anthropogony in Enūma Eliš themselves (about which much has been written elsewhere), but rather only the manner in which they became attached to the narrative continuum of that work.] 

B. The Resumptive Repetitions after the Cosmogony and Anthropogony in Enūma Eliš
Enūma Eliš, whose plot describes how Marduk, god of Babylon, came to power over the gods after defeating the sea, is composed of a variety of traditions. Many of those are known to us in relation to other gods, such as Enlil and his son Ninurta, and Enki/Ea and his son Asalluḫi, as they are documented in literary works, god lists, and hymns.[footnoteRef:4] This wealth of traditions was applied by the Babylonian author to Marduk, and by joining them one to another he created a new work. It should be no surprise, then, that Enūma Eliš is replete with duplications and problems of continuity caused by the melding of the traditions it comprises. Evidence for the author’s awareness of intentional changes in the sequence is provided by the frequent use of the technical language “After…”(Akkadian: ultu/ištu) / “When…” (Akkadian: enūma) to coordinate between various events—whose origins are often in different sources—that happen simultaneously or consecutively. In this study we will focus on points of connection between events in which the author has employed an additional technique, that of the resumptive repetition.	Comment by Peretz Rodman: כך תרגמתי את ״הים״ במקומות רבים בהמשך. בסדר?	Comment by Peretz Rodman: In the original, “את שלל המסורות הללו האציל הסופר את הבבלי על”. Why “את”? Am I misunderstanding something here?	Comment by Peretz Rodman: אולי הפכתי את הסֵדר בטעות? [4:  This has been written about in many places. See, principally, …] 

1. The Cosmogony
As Lambert has argued, most of the descriptions of Marduk’s war against Tiāmtu were modeled by their author on the story of Ninurta’s war against Anzû.[footnoteRef:5] Thus, just as in The Myth of Anzû, so in Enūma Eliš as well some gods are asked to do battle against the enemy that is holding the Tablet of Destinies, but they refuse, and eventually Ea calls on the protagonist of the story to do battle and receives a positive response. The war against the enemy is pursued with the help of winds, net, and arrow, and at the end the wind moves parts of the vanquished one’s body as an announcement of his death to the gods. All the gods rejoice in the defeat of the foe, and the Tablet of Destinies is removed from the enemy’s chest.	Comment by Peretz Rodman: שתי גרסאות משמשות בערבוביה במאמר: ״לוח הגורלות״ ו״לוחות הגורל״. [5:  See…] 

	Since this story matches The Myth of Anzû so well, and since it is inappropriate in many senses to Enūma Eliš (so, for example, the gods called to battle before Marduk’s summons in Enūma Eliš are not fighting gods, and the Tablet of Destinies has no importance in the plot of Enūma Eliš, etc.), there is no doubt that the direction of borrowing is from The Myth of Anzû, which is dated to the Late Babylonian period, to Enūma Eliš, and we are not dealing with two traditions drawing in parallel on one prototype tradition. However, the author of Enūma Eliš inserted into that well-established Babylonian tradition another tradition that had never been connected to Ninurta, a tradition describing the creation of the inhabited world. Because that creation was effected from the components of the defeated sea, the author saw fit to interpolate this description into the description of the aftermath of the war known to us from The Myth of Anzû: the seizure of the Tablet of Destinies by the victor, the announcement to the gods of the enemy’s death, and the gods’ rejoicing over the outcome of the battle.	Comment by Peretz Rodman: Should this be לפי זימונו rather than לפני זימונו?	Comment by Peretz Rodman: Or: Yam? Or something else?	Comment by Peretz Rodman: כאן (ולא כאן בלבד) כתוב ״לוחות הגורל״ ולא ״לוח הגורלות״. טעות? תרגמתי כאילו כתוב ״לוח הגורלות״.
	The description of these aspects of the aftermath begins at the end of Tablet IV. There we read that at the end of the war, Marduk imprisoned the allies of the dead Tiāmtu and broke their weapons (IV 105–114):[footnoteRef:6] [6:  The translated lines from Enūma Eliš are based on Lambert 2013, with modifications.] 

107Regarding her divine aides, who went beside her…
111He bound them and broke their weapons,
112and they lay enmeshed, sitting in a snare,
113hiding in corners, filled with grief,
114bearing his punishment, held in a prison.
Regarding the eleven creatures of Tiāmtu, he placed rings in their noses and tied up their hands (ll. 115–118):
115Regarding the eleven creatures who were laden with fearfulness,
116the throng of devils who went as grooms at her right hand,
117he put ropes upon them and bound their arms,
118together with their warfare he trampled them beneath him.
He counted Qingu among the dead and took the Tablet of Destinies from him (ll. 119–122):
119Regarding Qingu, who had risen to power among them,
120he bound him and reckoned with the Dead Gods.
121He took from him the Tablet of Destinies, which was not properly his,
122sealed it with a seal and fastened it to his own breast.
Then Marduk returned to Tiāmtu and announced her death to the gods. They rejoiced at the news and gave him gifts (ll. 123–134):
[bookmark: _Ref485134199]129…The Lord trampled upon Tiāmtu’s lower part,
130and with his merciless mace smashed (her) skull.
131He severed her arteries,
132(and) the north wind delivered (her blood) as tidings.[footnoteRef:7]
133His fathers saw it and were glad (and) rejoiced;
134They brought him gifts and presents. [7:  Literally: “the north wind delivered to tidings.” Scholars are divided as to how to read this line. The preposition ana precludes understanding the abstract (genitive) noun busratim as a direct object. Some have thus suggested reading ana puzrātim “(to deliver …) to an undisclosed place”: see, for example… The context does not suit this interpretation elsewhere, however—in the Myth of Anzû I, 69–72 (where Ekur parallels the “undisclosed place” in this reading) or Enūma Eliš V 83, for example. The significance the authors of both the Myth of Anzû and Enūma Eliš attribute to the gods’ awareness that their terrible adversary is dead also suggests that this sentence signifies the delivering of the news at the end of the battle rather than an insignificant aside relating to the hiding of the corpse’s parts in an unknown location: see also... and cf. Ashurbanipal’s epigraph, which links the expression ana busrat with the term ḫadê. Although this interpretation does not fully resolve the initial grammatical difficulty, the reading ana puzrātim is completely foreign to the literary context and must be rejected out of hand.] 

	As hard as it is to imagine blood being carried on the wind to announce the death of the enemy rather than spilled on the ground, as is normally the case, the cause of this description is, like the other components of the battle in Enūma Eliš, the borrowing of the motif from the Myth of Anzû. There too the gods are informed of Anzû’s defeat by similar means: Anzû’s broken wings are carried by the wind. There, though, that is in keeping with their nature.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  See…] 

	Thus does the description of the aftermath of the battle end and the cosmogony begin. Surprisingly, however, in Tablet V, beginning at line 67 the author returns again to describing the aftermath of the battle. First he again describes the placing of rings in the nose, without explaining in any way who is being described and what is the antecedent of “them” in line 68:
67After he had formulated his regulations and composed [his] decrees,
68he put ropes and put them in Ea’s hands. (cf. IV 117)
After that, the narrator returns to the Tablet of Destinies and describes  how Marduk took them from Qingu  and turned them over to Anu, without mentioning that we have already been told that Marduk took the tablets from Qingu (ll. 69–70):[footnoteRef:9]	Comment by Peretz Rodman: גם כאן מופיע השם כ-״לוחות הגורל״.	Comment by Peretz Rodman:  ״אותם״ ולא אותו, בהתאם למינוח״לוחות״. תרגמתי באופן לא עקבי. אם ״לוחות״ נכתב בטעות, אז צריך להיות ״לקחוֹ״ ולא ״לקחם״.	Comment by Peretz Rodman: שוב, ברבים ולא ביחיד. [9:  It may be that the joining together of those lines hints at Ninurta’s actions when he took the tablets from Anzû and eventually delivered them to Enlil. However, not only does the present narrator display no awareness of the connection between the lines, but the view that it is Ninurta who is spoken of is not at all certain, since the lines in question that are apparently supposed to describe the Myth of Anzû are broken.] 

69[Regarding the Tablet] of Destinies which Qingu had taken and carried, (cf. IV 121)
70he took as an audience-gift and presented it to Anu.
Then he returns to the eleven creatures of Tiāmtu and describes the breaking of their weapons and their arrest, whild on tablet IV this description was applied to Tiāmtu’s allies (ll. 71–76):
73[Regarding] her eleven creatures, to which Tiāmtu had given birth and . . ., (cf. IV 115)
74he broke their weapons and bound them to his feet. (cf. IV 111)
75He made images of them and stationed them at the [Gate] of the Apsû,
76to be a sign never to be forgotten.
At the end, the author again tells about the gods’ rejoicing at the news of the victory (“the tidings”) and goes on from there to the removal of the dust of battle from Marduk’s clothing and his enthronement (ll. 77–112). In contrast to the previous section, where the author relates events only briefly in contrast to what appears in Tablet IV, here he expatiates about the rejoicing:
77The [gods] saw (it) and were jubilantly happy, (cf. IV 133)
78(that is:) [L]aḫmu, Laḫamu (and) all his fathers. (cf. IV 133)
79Anšar [embra]ced him (= Marduk), the king pronounced a greeting to him.
80[A]nu, Enlil, and Ea gave him gifts. (cf. IV 134)
81[Mothe]r Damkina, who bore him, hailed him,
82[wit]h clean ... she made his face shine.
83[T]o Usmû, who held her present (which was brought) for the tidings, (cf. IV 133, 135)
84[he entru]sted the position of vizier of the Apsû, to take care of the shrines.
85The Igigi a[ss]embled and all paid obeisance to him,
86The Anunnaki, all that existed, kissed his feet.
87[They all gathered] in their assembly to show their submission…
88[...] they stood and bowed down: “Behold the king!”
89[...] his fathers, took their fill of his beauty,
90The Lord heard (it), his (robe’s) fringes girded with the dust of battle ...
92Anointing his [b]ody with [...] cedar perfume,
93[he p]ut on [his] princely [ro]be
94a royal [au]ra, a terrifying crown …
106The gods, all that existed [...]
107Laḫmu and L[aḫam]u [...]
108opened their mouths and a[ddressed] the Igigi [god]s:
109“Previously, [Mar]duk (was) our beloved son,
110Now, he is your king! Heed his command!”
111Again, they called and spoke up together:
112“Lugal-dimmer-an-ki-a is his name, trust in him!”
	What we have here, then, is undoubtedly a direct continuation of the aftermath of the battle that was interrupted near the end of the fourth tablet, which leads directly to Marduk’s enthronement. Both the passage’s syntactic structure and its contents are nearly identical to the aftermath of the battle mentioned earlier. Between those two parts, however, are the many intervening lines that contain a description of the creation of the inhabited world from the components of the sea: the sky, the earth, the clouds, and the rivers (IV 135 – V 66). Because of that interpolation, which splits the battle’s aftermath into two, the reader is likely to think that what the gods saw (l. 77 above) and the good news they heard (l. 83), due to which they were very happy and enthroned Marduk, are the acts of creation described immediately before this scene. However, the contents of the text and a comparison to the lines that preceded the creation material (and in any case, there is no need here for an announcement of the creation of the world), but the plot reprises at length the descriptions of rejoicing at the news of Marduk’s victory over the sea as they had been described in brief back before the cosmogony, and from there continues directly to a description of Marduk’s cleansing from the dust of battle and his being anointed with cedar fragrance. In these lines, though, the author ignored any description of the creation of the world by Marduk, as though he had never related that story at length.

The following table shows how the cosmogony is caged between identical topics:
	Aftermath of the battle
(V 67-84) 
	Cosmogony
(IV 135 – V 66 )
	Aftermath of the battle 
(IV 105-134)

	Placement of nose rings and presentation to Ea

	
	Tiāmtu’s enemies are tied up and their weapons broken

	Tablets of destiny seized from Qingu 	Comment by Peretz Rodman: שוב, מה בלשון יחוד ומה בלשון רבים?
and delivered to Anu

	
	Nose rings placed in the eleven creatures


	The eleven creatures’ weapons are broken, they are tied up, their statues are placed in the temple of Apsû

	
	Tablets of Destiny seized from Qingu	Comment by Peretz Rodman: כנ״ל

	The gods’ rejoicing, presentation of gifts

	
	News of victory, the gods’ rejoicing, presentation of gifts

	
Enthronement of Marduk
after the battle
(V 85-112)
	
	





Because the second part of the battle’s aftermath, which leads to the enthronement of Marduk, is not repeated precisely, with all the stages of the end of the battle—e.g., it does not list for a second time the identity of the gods who were imprisoned along with the eleven creatures, nor does it again describe the Tiāmtu’s blood lifted by wind to bring news of the battle’s end—the resumptive repetition creates many problems of continuity. However, if the function of such a repetition is to return the reader to the narrative flow that was interrupted with the insertion of the description of creation, that goal has been fully achieved: if we remove the cosmogony from the text along with parts of the resumptive repetition, which is rendered superfluous, the text is smoother, still free of potholes, and leads directly from the scene of the gods’ rejoicing over Marduk’s victory at the end of the battle (IV 134) to its continuation (V 77 ff.) and Marduk’s enthronement at the end.
2. The Anthropogony
A similar phenomenon takes place with regard to the creation of humankind, the anthropogony. This act of creation is interpolated in the midst of the story of the founding of the city of Babylon, described along the lines of the description of building of a temple.[footnoteRef:10] Right after the description of Marduk’s enthronement, the gods ask that their king see to the needs of their temples as he sees fit (V 113–116): [10:  On the question of Babylon’s founding from the ancient cities of Aridu and Manipur, see…] 

113When they had given kingship to Marduk,
114They addressed to him a benediction for prosperity and success:
115“Henceforth you are the caretaker of our shrine,
116Whatever you command, we will do!”
To this request Marduk responds that he will build his city, Babylon, as a shine to the gods, where they will rest when they arrive from the heavens and the Apsû (ll. 117–130):
	119… “Above the Apsû, the abode of Ḫašmanu-stone,[footnoteRef:11]
120Opposite Ešarra, which I built above you— [11:  The selection of this blue stone evinces the Mesopotamian belief that the subterranean water (= the Apsû) was blue: see…] 

121Below, the hard ground, I made its floor firm,[footnoteRef:12] [12:  According to these lines, Babylon is situated between the Apsû and the Ešarra. For a discussion of Babylon’s cosmic location in the light of Enūma Eliš and other texts, see…. For the meaning of Ašrata as a “hard ground,” rather than “heaven,” see…] 

122 (there) I shall build a house, it shall be my luxurious abode,
123within it I shall establish its sanctuary,
124I shall appoint (it as) my cella, I shall establish my kingship.
125When you (= the gods) come up from the Apsû to decree destinies,
126This shall be your resting place before your assembly.
127When you com[e do]wn from heaven to dec[ree destinies]
128This shall be your resting place before your assembly.
129I shall call its name “Babylon” – “The Homes of the Great Gods.”[footnoteRef:13] [13:  The name “Homes of the Great Gods” refers to the common local etymology of the name of Babylon, based on the phrase bāb ilī, literally “the gate/doorway of the god(s).” As an ideogram, it is spelled KÁ.DINGIR.RA.KI, bearing the same meaning.] 

130Within it we will hold a festival, that will be the evening festival.
At this point we would expect to read about the implementation of Marduk’s plan to buildBabylon to serve as a resting place for the gods, but that comes only at  IV 59: 
59The Anunnaki wielded the pick.
60For one year they made the needed bricks.
61When the second year arrived,
62They raised the peak of Esagil, a replica of the Apsû…
In the interim are inserted the many lines about anthropogony, which offer a different interpretation of the gods’ rest—they are to rest not at Marduk’s shrine but as a result of the creation of the human being: the human will work, and the gods will not have to do any building.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  This tradition is based primarily on Atraḫasis; see below for more on this topic.] 

	Because the anthropogony creates a break in the continuity of the action, the author returns to telling about the planning of the temple’s construction at the end of the anthropogony, before its actual construction, by means of a resumptive repetition. That resumptive repetition too, however, as in the previous example, does not display any awareness of the preceding description that it parallels. It begins with the division of the gods by Marduk between the heavens and the underworld (and not, as before, between the heavens and the Apsû), those being the places from which the gods will descend to rest in Babylon (VI 39–44).
[bookmark: _Hlk58849876]39King Marduk divided the gods,
40All the Anunnaki into upper and lower groups.
41He assigned 300 in the heavens to guard the decrees of Anu,
42And appointed them as a guard.
43Next he arranged the organization of the netherworld.
44In heaven and netherworld he stationed 600 gods.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Even though the underworld is not mentioned at all in Enūma Eliš but here the identification of the god as Anunaki requires us to assume that the author meant to refer to the underworld and not to “earth” (and so it is translated in Lambert 2013, 113), even though the two meanings are comprised by the term erṣetum. This unique terminology joins other abnormalities in the anthropogony and in the resumptive repetition that follows it. See below.] 

Then the author repeats the request to build a shrine to Marduk, with the gods now asking Marduk for this as a gesture of thanks (ll. 45–54):
49“Now, O lord, who established our relief
50What favor can we do for you?
51Let us make a shrine of great renown. (cf. V 122-124)
52Your chamber will be our resting place wherein we may repose. 
53Let us erect a shrine, a cult-platform there,
54Wherein we may repose when we arrive.” (cf. V 125-128)
	With Marduk’s affirmative response, Babylon is again mentioned as the temple of the gods, at last continuing the narrative sequence that had been interrupted at V 130 with the beginning of the anthropogony (ll. 55–73):
57… “Build Babylon, the task you have sought; (cf. V 129)
58Let bricks for it be molded, and raise the shrine!”
59The Anunnaki wielded the pick.
60For one year they made the needed bricks.
61When the second year arrived,
62They raised the peak of Esagil, a replica of the Apsû…
	Between the two parts of the planning of that temple, which in many senses overlap one another, is inserted, as we have seen, the anthropogony (V 131–VI 88), as the following chart illustrates:
	Planning the temple (VI 39-58)
	Anthropogony (V 131 – VI 38)
	Planning the temple (V 113-130)

	Desire to build a temple

	
	Desire to build a temple


	Resting place for the gods
	
	Resting place for the gods

	The temple is Babylon

	
	The temple is Babylon


	

Constructing the temple (VI 59–73)
	
	




Again, as in the previous example, when the author finally resumes the narrative sequence and describes the actual construction of the temple, he ignores the story of the creation of humankind that appeared just before, essentially cancelling out its essentials. Although the anthropogony describes how the gods were liberated from their difficult labor with the creation of human beings, it is now the gods again, not human beings, who are building the shrine at their own initiative—and gladly so. In light of the contradictions and difficulties in the sequence created by the anthropogony and the resumptive repetition that follows it, we can state that in this instance as well, if the anthropogony were excised from the text along with parts of the overlapping resumptive repetition, the continuity would be smoothed and lead directly from the planning of the temple by Marduk to its construction by the gods, without any difficulties.

C. The Uniqueness of the Materials that Constitute the Cosmogony and the Anthropogony
	Familiarity with the function of resumptive repetition and the realization that its main contribution in the two places examined above is to return the narrative sequence to its place without there being any awareness in the resumed narrative of what was interpolated earlier serve to highlight the exceptional character of the cosmogony and the anthropogony in the sequence of Enūma Eliš. Another aspect of that exceptionality finds expression in the views, expressions, and contradictions that appear in these sections in relation to the rest of the work.	Comment by Peretz Rodman: Perhaps “exceptional and extraneous” would be even better?
	So, for example, even though Tiāmtu is the sea’s generic name and its nature as stormy waters is very much emphasized in most of the work, only in the cosmogony, and especially in the description of the creation of the inhabited world (V 47–63) is Tiāmtu described as a cow.[footnoteRef:16] Such a description—the creation of the world from a cow’s corpse—is not found in earlier Mesopotamian writings, but it may be that the motif of the creation of humankind from the blood of a dead god, according to which the anthropogony was shaped (see below), influenced this description of the creation of the world from the carcass of an animal. In contrast to that, the first parts of the cosmogony are very familiar to us from ancient Mesopotamian Creation traditions—such aspects as the division of heavens from land, which had hitherto been related only to dry materials but here is adapted to refer to Tiāmtu, and the arranging of the stars and the gods in the heavens, known from mystical and astronomical writings.[footnoteRef:17] With regard to the lines of resumptive repetition after the cosmogony, we have already mentioned the details that interfere with a smooth sequence, such as the information that Marduk took the Tablets of Fate from Qingu and passed them directly to Anu (V 69-70 , while earlier the reader was told that he took them for himself (IV 121–122), or the use at the beginning of the resumptive repetition of pronouns without antecedents.[footnoteRef:18]	Comment by Peretz Rodman: במקור כתוב ״69-07״ [16:  The characteristic bovine features of Tiāmtu include udders, tail, and saliva (this term, according to Landsberger and Kiener-Wilson, bears this meaning only with regard to bovine creature and parallels the Hebrew term refeš). To those we may add the following organs and limbs, which might be appropriate for any creature: head, eyes, nostrils, feet, thighs. A late exegetical-mystical text also mentions Tiāmtu’s horns (in addition to her legs and tail), which were cut off by Marduk, and this we learn that this tradition was well accepted. This stands in contrast to a competing tradition that Byrosos [??] had, according to which the defeated Tiāmtu was a woman.]  [17:  On the division of heavens and land, cf. …  On the arrangement of the stars and gods, see…]  [18:  For the notion that the source of the two traditions about Marduk and the Tablets of Fate is the Myth of Anzû, see n. XX above.] 

	In the anthropogony, the author made use of traditions known from Atraḫasis to describe the creation of humankind by Marduk in place of the gods, who were tired from their labors.[footnoteRef:19] Those traditions had earlier served the author of Enūma Eliš in his description of Tiāmtu’s and Apsû’s desire to rest and their distress due to the noise made by the gods (which is the principal content of the first tablet of Enūma Eliš). In the anthropogony, however, it is the gods themselves who ask to rest from their construction work, even though, as we have said, this has no meaning in the continuation of the work that describes the temple’s construction by the gods. In the role of the god We, who served in Atraḫasis as the basis for the creation of humankind after the gods trapped and slaughtered him, in the anthropogony we find Qingu; it is told that the gods turned him over to Marduk, who fashioned humankind from his blood (VI 20–34)—despite the fact that earlier it was related that Marduk killed Qingu right away at the end of the war (IV 119–120).[footnoteRef:20] We have already mentioned that the resumptive repetition following the anthropogony cites the gods’ request to build a temple, thus overlapping and contradicting Marduk’s request noted above. We should also take note of the unique terminology employed in the gods’ division between the heavens and the netherworld (erṣetu) at the beginning of the resumptive repetition (VI 39–46), in contrast to the description of the gods’ division between the heavens and Apsû before the anthropogony (V 125–128) and after it (VI 69).[footnoteRef:21]	Comment by Peretz Rodman: Perhaps “that idea is not reflected”? Why “meaning”?	Comment by Peretz Rodman: Would “man” be better here for “האדם”? Or “the human”? [19:  For early traditions from Atraḫasis with a similar notion, see…]  [20:  Some have sought to equate the description of Qingu in the story of the battle, his defeat, and his death (as distinct from the depiction of Qingu in the cosmogony) and the traditions of Enmešarra, ancient king of the gods, who was killed by Enlil and lives ever since in the netherworld; see…]  [21:  Many consider l. 69 in Tablet VI as a late gloss (see….), a view that appears to be correct. It is not impossible, though, that that gloss, which also refers to the heavens and the Apsû and describes 900 gods called Igigi (in place of Ananuki in the lines in the resumptive repetition), was added before the passage in question. For the traditions of the gods’ division and the terminology employed in them, see…] 

	We have seen, then, that the two indices whose presence raise the possibility of secondary material having been interpolated are both present in the cosmogony and the anthropogony of Enūma Eliš: first, a diversion from the sequence and a repetition that links back the reader back at the end to the place in which he departed from the sequence, but at the cost of contradictions and difficulties; second, unusual contents and expressions that do not appear elsewhere in the work or contradict other places in the work.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Nevertheless, we must admit that in contrast to other works, in Enūma Eliš, which comprises so many traditions, this index is of relatively less importance.] 


D. From War to Enthronement and the Construction of a Temple
	In light of this, we have reason to wonder whether we might be in possession of a clue to a presumed sequence that did not include the cosmogony and the anthropogony. Unusually for Mesopotamian literature, even though many manuscripts of Enūma Eliš have been discovered, they are all very close to one another, and it seems their source is in a single textual prototype.[footnoteRef:23] Therefore, they cannot provide assistance in addressing that question. Moreover, in all vast Mesopotamian literature that precedes Enūma Eliš no such sequence can be found: war->enthronement->building a temple, like the presumed sequence of Enūma Eliš without the cosmogony and the anthropogony. [23:  For a list of the manuscripts, see... For the view that all the extant copies derive from a single origin, thus containing the same errors, see... For further discussion, see recently ….] 

	So, for example, regarding the character closest to Marduk who fights in Enūma Eliš, the god Ninurta, we are never told that he was enthroned by the gods at the end of his wars. According to The Myth of Anzû, Ninurta’s victory led to his attaining fame and to the construction of temples in his honor, but not to his becoming king.[footnoteRef:24] This is embodied in the words of the gods to Ninurta at the end of his war (III 118-121): [24:  Despite Ninurta’s newly won fame, in the Neo-Assyrian version of The Myth of Anzû it is made explicit that Ninurta will have the honor of having his shrines [דביריו--??] be brought into Ekur, which is the temple of Enlil, and not that he will have a dedicated temple. It may be that a later development of this idea is found in tablet KAR 307, which describes how Ninurta took revenge on his father and inherited Ekur, but that is not relevant to the texts under consideration here. Regarding the lack of enthronement, that is the description in the Neo-Assyrian version (III 127ff.), cf. …. ; she was not yet familiar with that tablet, but she sensed the spirit of the work accurately. For the following lines from The Myth of Anzû, see….] 

118You defeated Anzû, slew (him) with your strength,
119the winged Anzû you slew with your strength.
120Because you have become brave and slew the mountains,
121all the foes bow down at the feet of your father Enlil.
And indeed, one of the characteristic features of Ninurta, if not the most characteristic, is that he is a permanent heir to the throne, who gladdens his father’s heart and takes revenge on his behalf. This we learn from the legends about him that have survived, in which he returns to his father’s temple as the end of his journey, and this we can also glean from his common epithet, “the Avenger of his Father.”[footnoteRef:25] Although, like many gods in Mesopotamia (including the more junior among them), Ninurta too has royal epithets, these are never put into practice in the plot.[footnoteRef:26] 	Comment by Peretz Rodman: Or: perennial? [25:  For Ninurta’s epithet, see Lambert 2013, 451–452. This is also the reason why Nabû, as the son of Marduk, king of the gods, became identified with Ninurta in a later period.]  [26:  Ninurta’s royal titles appear in the prologue of Lugal-e, for example: “Ninurta, the king, whom Enlil has exalted above himself.” At the beginning of An-gim, Ninurta likewise receives Enlil’s title “King of all the lands.” Ninurta’s kingship is also indicated by non-literary texts, such as prayers (cf. the Hymn to Ninurta, which repeatedly employs the term “king”), personal names, and boundary stones (see the brief survey in…). In this respect, he does not differ from other Mesopotamian gods, none of whom functions as head of the pantheon. Annus nevertheless argues that here too, Ninurta traditions served as the source of Marduk’s kingship.] 

However, just such a sequence, from war to enthronement to building a temple, can be found in extra-Mesopotamian texts from the 2nd millennium BCE, which predate the estimated date of the composition of Enūma Eliš.[footnoteRef:27] The most complete (in relative terms) and best known of those texts is the Ugaritic Baal Cycle, which includes the story of Baal’s war against the sea, whose written composition is dated approximately to the 12th century. This text does not ascribe to its protagonist the creation of the world and humankind, describing instead how his war against the sea led to Baal’s enthronement over the gods and the construction of his temple at Har Ṣafon (KTU 1.2–1.4), similar to the sequence found in Enūma Eliš without the cosmogony and the anthropogony.[footnoteRef:28] That sequence finds support in additional texts from Egypt (from the 15th century) and Hatti (from the 14th century)—all preceding Enūma Eliš—and in all of them much attention is paid to the coronation of the storm god after his war with the sea with no mention of Creation.[footnoteRef:29]	Comment by Peretz Rodman: A toponym? Or did I misunderstand? [27:  The first manuscripts of Enūma Eliš are dated to the tenth century BCE, so the terminus ante quem of the composition of Enūma Eliš may be as late as the beginning of the first millennium BCE. Nevertheless, most scholars tend today to date Enūma Eliš to Nebuchadnezzar I’s short reign (ca. 1100 BCE), after the Kassite rule came to an end, and slightly prior to the emergence of the first manuscripts. It was at that time that the first official documents relating to Marduk’s reign were compiled. These coincide with the decline of Nippur, the most sacred and important city in southern Mesopotamia until that point, and the consequent rise of Babylon (cf. Lambert... Numerous scholars have followed in Lambert’s wake, adducing further factors: see, inter alia…).]  [28:  For the Ugaritic text, see…. For an extensive commentary on that text, see….]  [29:  See…. Contrary to them, in the biblical sources Creation is already woven into the struggle against the sea so tightly that the two cannot be separated. The question of whether this displays the influence of Enūma Eliš has no easy answer, in light of the significant differences between the descriptions of Creation in the two literatures. See more on this in ….] 

A hint that the author of Enūma Eliš too saw the coronation of Marduk as king in the aftermath of the war against the sea as the main point of the work can be found in the “credo” that appears at the end of Enūma Eliš and in a few words summarizes the events of the story (VII 157–162):[footnoteRef:30] [30:  A similar edict is issued in the Erra epic, dated to the first millennium BCE. For other similar texts, see…] 

157The instructions that the former (poet?)[footnoteRef:31] recited in his (= Marduk’s statue’s) presence, [31:  Some scholars suggest that this is a reference to a mythical figure such as Oannes/Adapa, regarded in later Mesopotamian tradition as responsible for the ancient writings; see:… The term maḫrû (rendered here: “former”) can also signify “preeminent”; see:.] 

158wrote (it) down and stored (it) so that future (generations) might hear (it) ...
161He[re no]w is the song (zamāru) of Marduk,
162[who de]feated Ti[āmtu] and took the kingship.
		Even though Enūma Eliš has, since its discovery and even today, been called in various publications “the Babylonian Creation story,” it appears that even in the eyes of the Babylonian author, as with his counterparts across the Euphrates, the main thrust of Enūma Eliš is to describe how Marduk, the god of Babylon, ascended to dominion over the gods after he defeated the sea. The cosmogony and the anthropogony play no role in that.
		These pieces of evidence, then, may indicate that when Enūma Eliš was being composed, its author based himself on an early narrative sequence that related the god’s war with the sea, his victory, and the construction of his temple, without any description of the creation of the world or human beings. Such a version nicely matches its parallels in Enūma Eliš from across the Euphrates, and that bears a great deal of importance in light of the clear genetic connection between the various works.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Today it is difficult to find scholars who deny that genetic connection, but there are those who think that the source of the story is in Mesopotamia and from there it was inherited by the other Ancient Near Eastern cultures (so, e.g. …), while others think that its source in on the Mediterranean coast and the Mesopotamians inherited it toward the end of the second millennium or at the beginning of the first millennium BCE (so, e.g., …). Many bits of evidence in Enūma Eliš and its parallels tip the scales toward the latter view (see those listed above), and those are further strengthened by the argument presented in this study.] 

To that early version, the philological and literary considerations discussed above indicate, the Babylonian author added, apparently at a rather late stage in the work’s formation, the creation of the world from the parts of the defeated sea and the creation of humankind from the blood of the defeated god (and as has been suggested in the past, the list of Marduk’s names at the end of the work).[footnoteRef:33] Each of those themes has been adapted for its placement—the Creation became one of the aspect of the aftermath of the war against the sea, and the creation of humankind became part of the description of the building of Marduk’s palace/temple, and at the end of them the author sealed them off, in the manner of scribes, with a resumptive repetition. In critical-scholarly eyes, that repetition imbues the sequence with contradictions and repetitions, but for the scribe and his audience, it is this that enables a smooth return to the ancient sequence. [33:  For the list of names as a separate source, added as a distinct unit to the plot of Enūma Eliš during the stages of the work’s formation, see…] 


E. Summary and Conclusions
	This article has examined two examples of the use of resumptive repetition in Enūma Eliš. The contradictions, duplications, and difficulties in the sequence of narration that have been illuminated by the examination of the lines that serve as resumptive repetition have yielded the view that both the cosmogony and the anthropology are secondary additions to an existing sequence. Additional evidence for that view emerged from an examination of the cosmogony and anthropogony themselves, which display differences of essence and of terminology in relation to the rest of the text. It seems as well that the sequence in Enūma Eliš with the cosmogony and anthropogony excised is not only smoother but dovetails with the “credo” of Enūma Eliš quoted at the end of the work and has clear precedent in the versions of the story of the storm god’s war with the sea that were recorded in writing across the Euphrates before Enūma Eliš. All those indicators strengthen the conclusion regarding the relatively late inclusion of the cosmogony and the anthropogony in the process of development that resulted in Enūma Eliš and show that in that inclusion may lie the innovation that propels that work beyond its predecessors in the Ancient Near East.	Comment by Peretz Rodman: כתבת ״הנחה״ אבל נדמה לי שזו כבר לא הנחה אלא מסקנה.
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