The Literary Development of the Mesopotamian Myth of the Moon-God and His Cow
An Inquiry into Its Mesopotamian Sources
and Some Observations on Non-Mesopotamian Sources

1. Introduction
The Mesopotamian myth of the moon-god and his cow, which tells of Sîn the moon-god’s love for his cow, her pregnancy, and the birth of her calf, is mentioned in many studies as one of the oldest and most widespread myths in Mesopotamia, as well as the earliest one among the tales narrating the mating of an astral gods with a cow that were circulated in the ancient Near East and the Eastern Mediterranean basin. Regarding its date, some place it as early as the third dynasty of Ur, and even in the pre-Sargonic period,[footnoteRef:1] despite the fact that the earliest extant text testifying to the existence of that myth is dated to the Old Babylonian period. With regard to its dissemination, some argue that this myth has innumerable independent versions, while others claim it has only one version.[footnoteRef:2] Examining all the extant texts, however, reveals exactly two types of the same tradition, from which several versions were developed. Regarding its content, it is generally accepted that the myth describes the mating of the moon-god with a cow,[footnoteRef:3]  although in not even one of the Mesopotamian texts in question is it ever stated that the moon-god mates with the cow, nor impregnates her. This kind of plot is first narrated only in extra-Mesopotamian literature—that of the Hittite and Ugaritic texts of the Late Bronze Age, and later in Greektexts.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  Thus, for example, Stol states: “…it represents the last phase of a long development which began with the Old Sumerian Fara incantation” (Stol 2000, 65–68). He further suggests understanding the cow’s name, Geme-Sîn, in light of the name of one of Šulgi’s wives, proposing that the incantation is intended to assist in her labor. Van Dijk (1975, 71–72) as well (followed by Bergmann 2008, 18) suggests that the myth bears early Sumerian traditions, such as the one reflected in the incantation preserved in UM 29-15-367 (van Dijk 1975; Cunningham 1997, 19-75) about the impregnation of a woman by a bull in a barn (cf. van Dijk 1973, 506-507). While this Sumerian incantation indeed shares some motifs with a few versions of  the myth of the Moon-God and his cow, it gives no indication of familiarity with the content of that myth. ]  [2:  Sanders (2001, 434), for example, argues, that “[t]he picture we have now is one where, until the first millennium, the identity of the Cow of Sîn theme did not exist at the verbal level but at the level of a theme applied to a situation,” and in n. 18 there he adds, “Indeed, the appearance of earlier duplicates would not change this picture much, because the attested range of variation is already so great.” Sanders advanced this claim on the basis of all the Type A versions of the myth other than the version from Ugarit (A2) and on the basis of one Type B version (B1) and another text [במקור ״גרסה״ אבל השימוש שוב בתרגום הרגיל ל״גרסה״ עלול להטעות, לא?] not related at all to the myth of the moon-god and his cow. Márquez Rowe 2015, 60, came to a different conclusion: this is a myth with just one version, of which there are a number of “good” copies and a few copies that are “corrupted.” [מה המינוח המקורי של מרקז-ראו?] Márquez Rowe addresses there only the Type A versions.]  [3:  Thus van Dijk 1972, 340, followed by, e.g., Cunningham 1997, 108 and Bergmann 2008, 17 (but see Bergmann’s n. 27: “W. Farber cautioned me that not all texts in the Cow of Sîn tradition explicitly say that Sîn takes on the form of a bull and impregnates the cow”). Lambert (1969, 33) shared that opinion: “The story is that Sîn, the moon god, fell in love with a cow of his, came down to earth in the form of a bull, and mated with it” (and cf. also Lambert 1965, 284), as did Veldhuis (1991, 1): “Sîn falls in love with his cow […] As a ‘wild bull’ he impregnates her” (and cf. also Veldhuis 1989, 250).]  [4:  In the Hittite version, the description of the sun god mating with the cow and the birth of the (damaged) calf opens “The Sun-God, the Cow and the Fisherman” (KUB 24.7; CTH 363). For the text, see E. Rieken et al. (ed.), hethiter.net/:CTH 363.1 (INTR 2009-08-12). In Ugaritic, a story about the storm-god’s mating with the cow and the birth of the calf is part of the Baal cycle (KTU 1.5 V 1–25), and included in the work “Baal Fathers a Bull” (KTU 1.10). For these texts, see Parker 1997. Apparently, the fragment KTU 1.11 is connected to this topic too. Later on, the Greek texts tell of Zeus mating with a cow. For discussion, see West 1997, 442–446, and cf. Bachvarova 2001, and additional bibliography there. The Sumerian incantations, of which it is often argued that the myth of the moon-god and his cow is a continuation (see n.1, above), tell about an ox impregnating a cow or a woman, without ever mentioning any divinity.] 

	In light of the aforementioned views, the present study seeks to revisit the Mesopotamian myth of the moon-god and his cow, by means of a literary-historical reexamination of all the texts containing this myth. While some of these texts (those belonging to Type B; see below) have indeed gained only minor attention in earlier studies,[footnoteRef:5] others (belonging to Type A), however, have indeed been examined at length. However, for the most part scholars have limited themselves to textual criticism—that is, presenting the differences and corruptions that have occurred among the various versions, or to a synchronic study.[footnoteRef:6] Based on the findings of these previous studies, this paper thus seeks to explore the literary development of this Mesopotamian myth, as reflected in its several versions. [5:  The most widely known of the Type B versions, VS 17.34 (hereinafter B1), has been examined on its own or in relation to the Type A versions, and in relation to versions that are not part of the myth in question at all (see, for example, van Dijk 1972; Wasserman 2013, 17–19). Its relation to the rest of the Type B versions, however, remains to be clarified. Other versions of this type have yet to be discussed (see an initial discussion in Veldhuis 1989, 254; 1991, 65; Zomer 2013).]  [6:  This has been especially dealt with by Röllig 1985, Veldhuis 1991, and Márquez Rowe 2015. For earlier research, see the survey in Veldhuis 1991, 2–3.] 

To date, the myth of the moon-god and his cow is documented on some eight clay tablets, in ten versions, which—as will be shown—belong to two different types. Since many studies use those terms and others with different meanings, we must first clarify their definitions here. The tablets are the manuscripts, i.e., the raw material on which the versions of the myths in question were written down. One tablet or a series of tablets may include several versions of the same myth. The versions are the texts that contain the myth of the moon-god and his cow. To be considered a version of this myth, the text must contain the myth’s central elements—the love/concern of the moon-god for the cow and her pregnancy—since only the existence of these elements indicates the author’s familiarity with that myth. If a given text is identical to another, it is a duplicate and not an additional version. Type is a name for a group of versions that were developed one from another, or share a common source. As mentioned, the two types of the myth of the moon-god and his cow are identified here as Type A and Type B. The numbering of versions belonging to each of these types is set according to the order in which they were committed to writing (with A1, for example, being considered the oldest extant version belonging to Type A). This numbering does not indicate the early date of the narrative reflected in the specific version but rather the date of a certain tablet on which the version is written, in relation to another tablet. If several versions were written on the same tablet, or if several tablets are dated to the same time, the versions are numbered according to the order of their occurrence in this article. For convenience, the following table presents the extant versions of the myth of the moon-god and his cow that will be discussed below, divided according to their type:	Comment by Author: במובן של ״כפי שיוצג להלן״ או ״כפי שהקורא יראה להלן״. אם כן, קלעתי למטרה שלך?	Comment by Author: בתיקון הקודם שלך הלך לאיבוד הרעיון שהסיווג לטיפוסים הוא שלך, רעיון הנרמז במקור בשימוש בזמן עתיד: ״שני הטיפוסים יכונו....״ 	Comment by Author: החזרתי את המילה הזאת לאחר השמטה בתיקון שלך. ההסבר בהערה הבאה.

	Period
	Provenance
	Edition/Copy; Mus. Num.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  For editions later than those listed above, see each text separately.] 

	Sigla

	Middle Babylonian
	Hattuša
	KUB 4.13:6’-13’ (CTH 810)
	A1

	Middle Babylonian
	Ugarit
	RS 25.436:1’-10’
	A2

	Middle-Assyrian
	Assyria
	Lambert 1969, Pl. VI.:51-62 
	A3

	Middle-Assyrian
	Kalhu
	Lambert 1965, obv. 19-36; Rm. 376
	A4

	Neo-Assyrian
	Aššur
	BAM 3 248: III 10-35/ KAR 196; VAT 8869 
	A5

	
	Nineveh
	AMT 67.1: III 1-25; K2413 +
	

	Neo-Assyrian
	Aššur
	BAM 3 248: III 36-43; VAT 8869
	A6

	
	Nineveh
	AMT 67.1 III 26-29; K2413 +
	

	

	Old-Babylonian
	S. Mesopotamia
	VS 17.34 1-10; VAT 8593
	B1

	Middle-Babylonian
	Hattuša
	KUB 4.13: 15’-22 (CTH 810)
	B2

	Neo-Assyrian
	Aššur
	BAM 3 248: I 37-51; VAT 8869
	B3

	
	Nineveh
	Veldhuis 1989: 255; K8210: I 10’-14’
	

	

	Neo-Assyrian
	Aššur
	BAM 3 248: III 54 – VI 1; VAT 8869
	B4/A7



This list does not indicate the date of the composition of the narrative, i.e., the literary material found in each of the versions or types, but rather the time that each was committed to writing. Measuring the precedence of one narrative vis-à-vis another, or establishing the links among several versions and how there were developed one from another, is dependent on literary-historical considerations, which will be discussed below.
	Since, contrary to most studies dealing with the literary development of belletristic texts, such as Atraḫasis and Gilgameš, we are considering here a myth regularly integrated into an incantation, a few prefatory remarks should be devoted to that topic too. As to genre, the myth of the moon-god and his cow is called a historiola (because of its inclusion in incantations).  That appellation, however, tells us nothing about the myth’s content; it tells us only about its Sitz im Leben. Being situated in an incantation might subject it to two opposing processes. First, unlike Mesopotamian belletristic literature whose recording in writing is sometimes indicative only of its being familiar among the circles of scribes, the incantations function among the broad public outside the scribal schools. The oral dissemination of a myth integrated into an incantation might, therefore, be immeasurably wider than that of a written belletristic myth (with or without an incantation frame). Second, in contrast to a belletristic myth, which over time has usually deliberately annexed various literary additions, the functional use of a myth integrated within an incantation might well lead to the sloughing off of literary characteristics in order to be as much as equivalent as possible to the patient’s situation. The first process, i.e. the oral one, occurs “in darkness” from the perspective of scholarly inquiry, but its end may perhaps be discernable in the myths that took shape in Ugaritic and Hittite literature.[footnoteRef:8] The traces of the second process, by contrast, may be discerned by examining the extant Akkadian texts, and it is on that inquiry that this article focuses. [8:  For the Hittite and Ugaritic texts, see n. 4 above.] 


2. Type A Versions
The earliest occurences of Type A dates to the Middle Babylonian period. As in other cases from that period, they were unearthed outside Mesopotamia, in the Ugaritic and Hittite scribal schools of the Late Bronze Age.[footnoteRef:9] In both of the texts from Hatti (A1) and Ugaritic (A2), only their end has survived, while the end of all existing the lines is broken [9:  Additional examples of this phenomena are šimâ milka from Ugarit, Emar and Hattuša, and the Neo-Assyrian Kalḫu (for editions, see Cohen 2013; Nurullin 2014) and the versions of Gilgameš from Ugarit, Hattuša, Emar and Meggido, which are close to the versions from Aššurbanipal’s  Library (for editions, see George 2003; 2007).] 


A1 (KUB 4.13)[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  For an updated transliteration and translation of lines 3–9, see Márquez Rowe 2015, and cf. Röllig 1985 (sigl. E.); Veldhuis 1991 (sigl. D).] 

1’-5 (xxx)
6’She rub[b]ed (ilpu[t]) […]
7’A second time she ru[b]bed (ina šanî ilp[ut]) […]
8’the front of her body (pāna zumrišu).[footnoteRef:11] In the thi[rd] (ina ša[lši]) […] [11:  For the form pāna, see Márquez Rowe 2015, 59. Regarding the masculine pronominal suffix -šu instead of the feminine -ša (here and in l. 14), Veldhuis 1991, 65, explains it as derived from the local Hittite language (which does not distinquish between masculine and feminine) of the scribe. Since this kind of error does not occur in another incantation written on the same tablet (B2, below, this error is apparently not that of the present scribe, but rather the two incantations have different sources.] 

9’he fell on the ground (imqut qaqqaršu) […]
10’She called [him] (iltakan šum[šu]) […]
11’May the young woman give birth […]

12’This pregnant one may give birth normally […]
______________________________________________________________________
13’INIM.INIM.MA incantation for a woman in labor [...]
14’over her epigastrium […]

A2 (RS 25.436)[footnoteRef:12] [12:  For a transliteration, translation, and discussion, see Márquez Rowe 2015. For the first edition, see Arnaud 2007, 75-77. For a preliminary discussion of this edition, see Márquez Rowe 2014, 77-78.] 

1’The luminary (nannāri) […] 
2’He raised his hand to (išši qassu a[na]) […] 
3’Two Lamassus [-of-heaven] (šittā lamassāt [šamê])[footnoteRef:13] […] [13:  For this reading, see the equivalents in the following versions of Type A.] 

4’One ca[rried] oil-from-the-jar (iltēt šaman pūri na[šât]), […]
5’She rubbed oil-from-[the-jar] (ilput šaman [pūri]) […]
6’With water-from-the-bowl she spri[nkled] (mê ḫalli uš[tappiḫ])[footnoteRef:14] […]  [14:  Márquez Rowe 2015, 58-59, notes that the spelling ḫal-li here clarifies that this term—appearing in most of the Type A versions— is not derived from the root ḫâlu/ḫiālu (“to be in labor”) as scholars have suggested and translated “water-of-labor,” but rather indicates the noun ḫallu (a Sumerian loan-word): a bowl. The phrase “water-from-the-bowl” fits the immediate context well, in parallel to “oil-from-the-jar” (for the full context, see version A5 below), and yet forms a wordplay with the root ḫâlu (“to be in labor”), like the wordplay that exists between pūru (“jar”) and būru (“cow”) in the name of the parallel vessel. The expression mê bandudi  (“water-from-the-bandudu-bucket”) in version A6 (see below), and the vessel called karpatum brought by the Daughters of Anu in version B1, which apparently contained water (see below) provide further support for this interpretation. Regarding the reading of the verb uš[tappiḫ], following Arnaud 2007, 75-76, and Márquez Rowe 2015, 58: if that reading is indeed correct, it is lacking the š>l shift that is common in Middle Babylonian, and in light of this we should correct the reading usappiḫ in versions A3–A5, which has been accepted among scholars (see below).] 

7’A second time (išnīm[a]) […]
8’With water-from-the-bowl (mê ḫalli) […]
9’In the third time (ina šalši), […]
10’[…] on the gro[und] (ana qa[qqari]) […]

Regarding the narrative, all that has survived from these two versions is the epithet of the moon-god Nannāru and the assistance that was given to the cow that had trouble calving: three times she was rubbed with potions that were brought by the two protective spirits, until on the third time “her calf fell to the ground” (a common expression indicating ease of giving birth). Nevertheless, the significant similarity between these fragmentary tablets and the versions from Mesopotamia itself leaves no room for doubt that this is the end of the myth of the moon-god and his cow, integrated into an incantation.
	Among the three long versions of Type A that were committed to writing in Mesopotamia—two from the Middle Assyrian period (A3, A4) and one from the Neo-Assyrian period (A5)—scholars agree that the version closest to that from Hatti and Ugarit, version A5, is the latest.[footnoteRef:15] This version was copied together with other incantations in the series called by scholars the Neo-Assyrian Compenendium for a Woman in Childbirth, which has several duplicates.[footnoteRef:16] Scholars further agree that despite the late date of version A5, it preserves a more precise text than the earlier versions, A3 and A4, which suffer from errors and intentional emendations.[footnoteRef:17] In order to assess the context of Type A, we should begin, then, with version A5, despite its late date: [15:  Márquez Rowe 2015 and the earlier bibliography there (until the publication of the tablet from Ugarit, scholars focused on the similarity to the tablet from Hatti [A1]).]  [16:  For a philological discussion of the NA Compendium, see Veldhuis 1989. For a discussion of the practical aspects of the incantations in this series, see Couto-Ferreira 2014. For a Babylonian commentary written on this series, see Civil 1974; Scurlock 2014a (Text 4, pp. xx-xx); Jiménez 2014, and further bibliography therein.]  [17:  Cf. Lambert 1969; Röllig 1985; Veldhuis 1991; Márquez Rowe 2015.] 


	A5 (BAM 248: III 10-35 / AMT 67.1: III 1-25)[footnoteRef:18] [18:  For an updated translieration, see BabMed – Babylonische Medizin: https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM. For additional transliterations with translation and discussion, see Röllig 1985 (sigl. A+B); Veldhuis 1991 (sigl. A+A’); Scurlock 2014a (text 7, pp. xx-xx); Márquez Rowe 2015 (for ll. 23-30). For additional translations, see… The translation here primarily follows Veldhuis and Márquez Rowe, with a few modifications. The Ugaritic tablet parallels from the end of line 23 on, while the Hittite tablet begins a little further along.] 

10There was a cow of Sîn (iltēt littu ša Sîn), her name is Geme-Sîn (“Slave-girl of Sîn”) (Gemé-Sîn šumša). 11With ornaments decorated (tiqnāte tuqqunat), 12tempting of shape she was (binûtam kazbat). Sîn saw her and loved her (īmuršima Sîn irāmši). 13The shining šubaḫi of Sîn he laid upon her (namru ša Sîn šubaḫi ištakanši). 14He appointed her at the head of the herd (ušteṣbissima pān sukullim), and 15the herdsmen followed her (rē’ûtu illaka arkiša).[footnoteRef:19] 16In the lushest grass they pastured her (ina nurub šammē irē’ūši),[footnoteRef:20] 17(and) at the abundant well they gave her water to drink (ina šubbê mašqê išaqqûši mê). [19:  It appears that the verb in the singular form illaka is based on an error (cf. CAD, R, 307). Veldhuis 1991, 9, understands rē’ûtu literally as a singular abstract noun meaning “herdship,” interprets it as “herdsmen.” Scurlock 2014a, 602, apparently assuming that the moon-god is the cow’s herdsman, translates: “He had her take the lead of the herd, going as herdsman after her.” That is not the plain meaning of the text in any way. Van Soden, in his dictionary (AHw 978, followed by CDA 303) suggests understanding rē’ûtu as “herd” solely on the basis of this hapax, and by comparison, apparently, to version A3. As much as this interpretation fits the context well, it is difficult to rely on this hapax(cf. Röllig 1985, 265).]  [20:  The reading of the verb here as a plural form + feminine singular pronominal suffix ((i-re-’-ú-ši), following CAD R, 301, and Röllig 2015, 265 (note, however, that CAD translates it as a third person singular, attributing the verb to the moon-god). Scurlock 2014a also reads the verb in the plural, but with the object šamme (i-re-’u šam-me), while others, such as Veldhuis 1991, read the verb in the singular (i-re-’i šamme). In short, the majority have attributed the verb, with its object šamme, to the cow, translating “she grazed,” but Röllig’s suggestion is more in keeping with the syntax and context.] 

18Hidden from the herds boys (ina puzur kaparrī), not seen by the herdsman (lā amār rē’î), 19the wild bull mounted the cow (ana muḫḫi litti ištaḫiṭ mīru ekdu), he lifted her tail? (<zib>batušša išši).[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  For this suggested reading, see Farber 1987, 275 and n. 19. All subsequent scholarship has followed his suggestion.] 

20When her days came to an end (ūmēša ina quttî), her months were finished (arḫīša ana gamāri), 21the cow became frightened (and) frightened 22her herdsman (littu igtalit ugallit rē’âša). His head was bowed (appašu qadissu), (and) all the herd boys lamented with him (kaparrū kalîšunu sapdūšu). 23At her crying, at her screaming with labor, he was downcast (ana ikkilliša ana rigim ḫâliša nepalsiḫ).[footnoteRef:22] [22:  The reading ne-pal-síḫ follows BabMed. Veldhuis 1991 (followed by several other scholars) suggests that this verb is attributed to the moon-god and translates: “At her crying… Nannāru was downcast,” perhaps because of the comparison to version A3, which leaves out this verb (as it does for all the references to herdsmen) and relates the preceding words to the moon-god. Other scholars, such as Röllig 1985; CAD N, 272; Scurlock 2014a; Márquez Rowe 2015, read that the verb as attributed to the herdsman mentioned in the previous lines, and that seems more likely. For a discussion of this question, including the evidence from version A2 from Ugarit (which was unavailable to previous scholars), see Márquez Rowe 2015.] 

The luminary 24Sîn in heaven heard her cries again and again (Nannāru Sîn ina šamê ištamme rigimša). He raised his hand to heaven (išši qassu ana šamāmē).[footnoteRef:23] 25Two Lamassus-of-heaven came down (šittā lamassāt šamê ūridānimma);[footnoteRef:24] one (of them) carried oil-from-the-jar (iltēt šaman pūri našât), 26the other brought down water-from-the-bowl (šanītum ušappala mê ḫalli). She rubbed oil from-the-jar on her brow (ilput šaman pūri pūssa), 27With water-from-the-bowl she sprinkled her whole body (mê ḫalli ušappiḫa kala zumriša).[footnoteRef:25] 28A second time she rubbed oil-from-the-jar on her brow (šanâ ilput šaman pūri pūssa), 29with water-from-the-bowl she sprinkled her whole body (mê ḫalli ušappiḫa kala zumriša). 30For the third time, as she rubbed (šallatiššu ina lapāti), 31the calf fell on the ground like a (swift) young gazelle (būru kīma uzāli imtaqut qaqqaršu). 32Amar-ga (= “Milk-Calf”) she called the calf (Amar-ga ištakan šum būri). [23:  Since a description of the moon-god in the heavens raising his hand to the heavens seems improbable, this sentence appears to have originally referred to the herdsman who falls on his knees in lament. It seems that due to a homoeoleuton (apparently of šamāmē), the scribe initially skipped this sentence and, upon realizing that, copied it in an inappropriate place, then continued with the flow of the story. For this textual phenomenon, see Greenstein 2019, v. xxxii, who calls it sans erasure. Version A2 from Ugarit clarifies that this is not an error of the neo-Assyrian copyist, but one that occurred at a much earlier stage. ]  [24:  The ideogram form of the lamāssu here and in version A4 (below) does not enable us to determine whether we are dealing with a noun in the nominative state, with the following word “heaven” functioning adverbially (i.e., “two Lamassus came down from heaven”),  or in a construct state with “heaven” in a genetive state (i.e, “two Lamassus-of-heaven came down”). Most scholars have understood “heaven” as an adverb, despite the absence of an appropriate preposition. In light of version A2, however, where lamassāt is written syllabically in the construct state, as the parallel expression in versions A3 and B1, mārāt Anim (Daughters of Anu [the sky-god]), it seems that the careful suggestion of Márquez Rowe 2015, 57, to read here (and in version A4) “lamassāt šamê,” is preferable. From the perspective of the history of traditions, it is almost certain that lamassāt šamê developed from mārāt Anim; version A2 from Ugarit proves, however, that this is not a change introduced by the Neo-Assyrian scribe, as Stol 2007, 67, opines, but rather an original variant of Type A.]  [25:  For the reading ušappiḫa (instead of usappiḫa), and ḫalli (instead of ḫâli), on the basis of version A2 from Ugarit, see Márquez Rowe 2015, 57-58, and n. 14 above. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk22210265]33Just as Geme-Sîn gave birth normally, 34may also the girl in difficult labor give birth; 35Let the midwife not tarry, let the pregnant one be all right.

According to this version, the content of Type A of the myth of the moon-god and his cow, of which survived fragmentarily also in Ugarit and Hatti, goes thus: The moon-god loved a beautiful cow, so he placed her at the head of the herd. Consequently, the herdsmen followed behind her and gave her lushest grass and good water, and the bull mated with her. When she was about to give birth, the cow was very much afraid and frightened the herdsmen. They, in turn, cried and wailed along with her. The moon-god heard the crying in heaven and sent two protective spirits to assist in her labor. After three tries, the cow easily gave birth to a calf.
	According to the narrative reflected in this version, the herdsmen and the herd play a large role, while the moon-god’s share is minor. The latter is mentioned, in fact, just twice: first, when he falls in the love with the beautiful cow and places her at the head of the herd (lines 10–14), and later, when he helps her out during her difficult labor by sending the two protective spirits (line 24). What transpires between those two events takes place among the herd, on earth, described as the daily life of the herd. Nevertheless, some scholars have interpreted both the herdsmen and the bull are epithets of the moon-god, while others have suggested that the moon-god dressed up as a bull in order to copulate with the cow, or that the entire scene took place in the heavens.[footnoteRef:26] There is no hint, however, of any of these in the current text. The Sumerian hymns and literary works that describe the moon-god a bull or herdsman, having a huge herd of cows[footnoteRef:27] may clarify only the background for composing a myth about the love of the moon-god for a cow and his assistance to her, but they do not enable us to interpret every “herdsman” (and plural “herdsmen” even less so) and every “bull” as a hypostasis of the moon-god, unless it is specified in one way or another.[footnoteRef:28] [26:  See the scholars listed in n. 3 above. Among them, it is worthwhile to cite further the observations by Veldhuis 1991, that “in our text both notions are present: Sîn is bull and herdsmen,” and Rochberg 2010, 353: “As a herder, in the literary incantation about the moon’s cow, Gemé-Sîn, the cow is explicitly placed in heaven with the line ‘the moon heard her cry in heaven.’” The reworking of versions A3 and A4 may also have played a role in establishing this premise (about which, see below).]  [27:  For the image of the Sumerian moon-god as a herdsman and a bull, see the extensive discussion of Hall 1985, and cf., e.g., Ornan 2001; Rochberg 2010, 352-354.]  [28:  For comparison, the traditional Jewish/Christian interpretation of Canticles as God’s love for Israel/the Church was common for centuries, in light of other biblical texts in which God’s love for Israel is expressed in terms of love. While this exegesis explains the acceptance with which Canticles was met among Jewish sages, this is not the plain meaning of those biblical love songs.] 

	Scholars are divided also over the question of whether the myth of the moon-god and his cow was first developed apart from the incantation or was composed, ab initio, as an inherent part of it.[footnoteRef:29] Since the myth reflected in A5 tells about the cow in its natural setting of herdsmen and herds, it does not appear to have been deliberately composed to serve as a historiola for a woman.[footnoteRef:30] Rather, over time the similarity between the difficult labor of domesticated animals, such as the cow in this myth, and that of a woman in childbirth led to its insertion in an incantation of this sort. As to the time of its formation, since it tells of a domesticated, we should note, following Lambert, that it could have been composed only after the agricultural revolution.[footnoteRef:31] Nonetheless, as will be discussed below, the earliest witnesses to this myth dates to the Old Babylonian period and no earlier. [29:  Lambert 1969, 35, suggests that the myth could have been composed separately from the incantation, and Bergmann 2008, 15, n. 21 is convinced of that. Veldhuis 1991, by contrast, assumes that in any case the myth should not be considered in isolation from the incantation, and Sanders 2001, 439, is of the opinion that in Mesopotamia the myth was never dissociated from the incantation.]  [30:  Cf. Scurlock 2005, 177, who comes to a similar conclusion regarding the Sumerian incantations that draw a parallel between a pregnant woman and a cow.]  [31:  Lambert 1965, 35.] 

	The suggestion that the myth as preserved in version A5 was directed only ex post facto to serve as an incantation for a woman gains support from version A3 of the Middle Assyrian period, which intentionally omits all mention of the herd and the herdsmen. To date, scholars have explained the differences between version A5 and the two Middle Assyrian versions (A3 and A4)—the late contemporaries of the test from Hatti and Ugarit—as ultimately stemming from errors that occurred during transmission. Although it was argues that these errors eventually created a new matrix of sound plays and double entendre, sound association, recurring sound patterns, rhyme and sound parallelism,[footnoteRef:32] these versions were still considered to be defective copies of version A5 or of unreliable witnesses of the historiola. This premise, however, must be corrected; the consistent omissions in version A3 indicate a deliberate reworking, whose purpose was to bring the ancient narrative close to the patient—the woman in labor. [32:  Citing Stol 2000, 66, following the work of Veldhuis 1991.] 

	In order to accomplish that, the composer of version A3 employed two actions: one, as mentioned above, was the elimination of any reference to the ways of the herd and the herdsmen.[footnoteRef:33] These references have either been deleted completely or attributed to other characters. Thus, for example, instead of the cow being pasturing by the herdsmen as in A5, it is the moon-god who herds the cow in A3, and in place of the herdsmen kneeling in supplication, it is the birthing cow who kneels with labor pains in A3.[footnoteRef:34] The second thing done by the composer of A3 was to frame the story in the context of the woman’s difficulties in labor, both at the beginning and at the end. Since the final lines relating to the woman in childbirth were already in existence in this incantation, he had only to add the opening lines (lines 51–52), which he borrowed from the opening lines of a previous incantation that was written on the same tablet. The result of this redaction, so it appears, was not limited to making the historiola appropriate for the patient; rather, it also transfers the myth from a relatively realistic setting of herdsmen and herds to a mythic setting in which the sole protagonist is the moon-god Sîn.	Comment by Author: English-language style would be offended by the full repetition of “to bring the ancient narrative close to the object of the incantation—the woman.” [33:  Pernaps for this reason Veldhuis 1991, 54, states that in version A3, “the story is fragmentary.” Nevertheless, as mentioned, it is not an accidentally fragmentary myth but rather the outcome of conscious choices.]  [34:  Contra Stol 2000, 67, a cow that gives birth to a large calf kneels on her side from the pain. Note that similar literary descriptions appear also in versions B2, B3, and B4/A6, and in additional incantations for a pregnant woman that use the image of a cow (see below, in the discussion of Type B).] 

	The following table (no. 1) emphasizes the literary differences between version A5 and version A3. On the right is the additional Middle Assyrian version (A4), which may reflect the beginning of that process. The words set off in a different font are those that are related to the herd and the herdsman (which, as noted, are entirely absent from version A3).
	
Table 1	Comment by Author: Should the columns remain in this order? The order of footnoting is odd; I’ve readjusted only the first two, and even there I’m not sure I did so wisely. Guidance would be welcome.
	A4 (Lambert 1965)[footnoteRef:35] [35:  For a transliteation and translation after Lambert 1969, see Röllig 1985 (sigl. D); Veldhuis 1991 (sigl. C); Scurlock 2014a (text 8, pp); Márquez Rowe 2015 (for ll. 58-61). Below are the Akkadian texts of A3 and A4:

] 

	A3 (Lambert 1969)[footnoteRef:36] [36:  For a transliteration and translation after Lambert 1965, see Röllig 1985 (sigl. C); Veldhuis 1991 (sigl. D); Márquez Rowe 2015 (for ll. 29-33).] 

	A5
	

	20The cow of Sîn, Geme-Sîn, was great in her stature and attractive in her shape.
	51Gī-Sîn,[footnoteRef:37] slave-girl of Sin, [37:  Lambert 1969, 38, notes that the cow’s name here, Gī, is a phonetic rendering of gemé. For a late development of this name, see below in the discussion of version A6.] 




has trouble in childbirth. The child 52is stuck, the child is stuck. The bolt is secured, so as to bring life to an end. 53The door is closed against the suckling babe.   
	10There was a cow of Sîn, her name is Geme-Sîn. 11With ornaments decorated, 12tempting of shape she was. 
	Opening

	21Sîn saw her and loved her. 
In front of Sîn, the shining […]22He appointed her at the head of her herd, and the cows followed [her].
	Sîn saw her and 54loved her.[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  The derivation of the verb irāˀši from the root râmum (to love), follows Lambert 1969, 38. Veldhuis 1991 suggests reading ira’’īši, from the root rē’û (to graze), like the next verb.] 

	Sîn saw her and loved her. 
13 The shining šubaḫi of Sîn he laid upon her. 14He appointed her at the head of the herd, and 15the herdsmen followed her.
	The encounter between the moon-god and the cow

	23In the lushest grasses he pastured her, (and) at the abundance of the well [he watered her]. 
	Among the lushest grasses he always pastured her. In the meadows […] 55he always gave [her] to drink [water].[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Scurlock 2014a reads the verbs in these lines as plural, contra Lambert 1969, Röllig 1985, and Veldhuis 1991. Contextually, Scurlock’s suggestion is difficult to accept, since the only figure previously mentioned is the moon-god.] 

	16In the lushest grass they pastured her, 17(and) at the abundant well they watered her.
	The pasturing of the cow

	24Hidden from the herdsmen, not noticed by the herds boys – 
the wild bull mounted the cow. 

25When her months were finished; her days [came to an end], 
	
[bookmark: _Hlk22119171]
The wild bull mounted the cow. 

56When her days were fulfilled; her months [were finished],
	18Hidden from the herds boys, not seen by the herdsmen – 
19the wild bull mounted the cow, he lifted her tail?. 
20When her days came to an end; her months were finished, 
	Mating and pregnancy

	26the cow bent down, the cow went into labor. The herdsmen […] 27all the herd boys lamented her … 

At [her crying, 29at] her screaming in labor, 
<Sîn?> heard her screaming in heaven.
	[bookmark: _Hlk22119847]57the cow bent down (and) went into labor.


[bookmark: _Hlk22121756][At her crying,] 58at her screaming in labor, 
Sîn, the luminary of heaven [heard her screaming].
	21the cow was afraid (and) frightened 22her herdsmen. His head was bowed, all the herd boys lamented with him
23At her crying, at her screaming in labor, he was down cast. 
The luminary 24Sîn in heaven heard her screaming again and again.
	Pain and Wailing

	
30Two-Lamassus-of-heaven came down. 
One […31…] carried water-of-well-being. 32[…] of the cow […] 








33[…] fell on the ground[footnoteRef:40] […34…] [40:  Lambert 1965, followed by Márquez Rowe 2015, reads A.GÀR-šu as a scribal error for qaqqaršu, relating to the common phrase imqut qaqqaršum (a collocation that appears in most versions of types A and B cited here). Röllig 1985 and Veldhuis 1991, in contast, read this as ugāršu (“to the field”), interpreting it as a literary variant of qaqqaršu.] 

	
59They are two, the Daughters-of-Anu, they came down from heaven. One carried water-from-the-bowl, the second 60carried oil-from-the-jar. With water-of-the-bowl. He? Rubbed her brow, with oil-from-the-jar he [sprinkled] 61her whole body.[footnoteRef:41]  [41:  Since many errors have crept into these lines, they have a variety of suggested readings, none of which is convincing, whether for grammatical reasons or contextually. This is ture also for the suggested reading above.] 

	He raised his hand to heaven.[footnoteRef:42] 25Two-Lamassus-of-heaven came down.  [42:  As was mentioned above (n. 23), the subject of the sentence is apparently the wailing herdsman. His absence in version A4 (and A3) strengthens this view.] 

One carried oil-from-the-jar, 26the other brought water-from-the-bowl. She rubbed oil from-the-jar on her brow, 27With water-from-the-bowl she sprinkled her whole body. 28A second time she rubbed oil-from-the-jar on her brow, 29with water-from-the-bowl she sprinkled her whole body.
31The calf fell on the ground like a (swift) young gazelle. 32‘Ama-ga’ she called the calf.
	Help from the Lamassu /the Daughters of Anu/

	Just as Geme-Sîn, may she be normally […]
	Just as Gī-Sîn, the slave girl of Sîn, gave birth normally, may also 62this girl in labor give birth.
	33Just as Geme-Sîn gave birth normally, 34may also the girl in difficult labor give birth. 
35Let the midwife not tarry, let the pregnant one be all right.
	The parallel to a woman



The parallels among the three versions make it clear that version A3 (cited in the middle column) does not abridge the narrative in a blind or deficient manner. Instead, it consciously omits any reference to a herd or herdsmen. As stated above, it is all but certain that the scribe’s first goal was to bring the narrative close to its Sitz im Leben—an attempt to provide support for a laboring woman; but by omitting the realistic environment, the scribe made the story more mythological. In the absence of a herd and herdsmen, the impression is created—certainly among contemporary scholars but perhaps also among the listeners at that time—that the bull that mounts the cow is the moon-god, who is elsewhere known sometimes as “Bull.” It should be noted that the reverse possibility, that the Middle Assyrian version A3 represents the original narrative, with no herd or herdsmen, and the latter were added later, is implausible, since it is difficult to assume that a later scribe would seek to add the realistic descriptions of the herd and the herdsmen to the incantation intended especially for a pregnant woman, or to perform a demythologizing of a myth intended to be heard by the gods as supplication the laboring woman’s health.[footnoteRef:43] [43:  In contrast to our claim here, Röllig 1985 opined that the text common to all the versions represents the original version of the story, implying that anything additional in one of the versions is to be considered an addition unique to it. That view flows from the assumption that the shortest text is also the oldest text, but today we know that any such an assumption is groundless, and each text has to be considered on its own merits.] 

	Given that the end of the truncated versions from Hatti (A1) and Ugarit (A2) is closer to the end of the Neo-Assyrian version (A5) than to the parallel lines in the versions from the Middle Assyrian period (A3 and A4), it would seem proper to complete the first two on the basis of the Neo-Assyrian parallel. In fact, though, we do not know what the lion’s share of the myth of the moon-god and his cow from Hatti and Ugarit comprised. Was it closer to the realistic narrative of the version presented in version A5, or the reworked, mythic narrative presented in version A3 (which predates it in terms of paleography)? We may also ask: is version A3 of the myth a reworking by a local scribe, or is it indicative of a trend in the development (or, more correctly, in the diminution) of this myth in Mesopotamia in general? This question should be asked, since in the local literature of Hatti and Ugarit, belletristic texts have been found that describe the god’s love from the cow in entirely mythic fashion, without herd or herdsmen, and without a bull as well; it is the god himself who impregnates the cow.[footnoteRef:44] If the scribes of Hatti and Ugarit knew a version similar to the Middle Assyrian version (A3), the distance between the local materials available to them and the Mesopotamian myth is reduced. [44:  For the vernacular texts in Hittite and Ugaritic, see pp. xx above.] 

	Evidence that in Mesopotamia itself, at least, the narrative presented in version A3 was known in a later period and that this narrative in fact continued to be diminished over the years is provided by version A6, which was found as well in the Neo-Assyrian Compendium for a Woman in Childbirth.

A6 (BAM 248: III 36-43 / AMT 67.1 III 26-29) [footnoteRef:45] [45:  For a more recent transcription, see BabMed – Babyloische Medizin: https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-3/BAM-3_-248 and cf. Scurlock 2014a (text 7). For a translation, see also Veldhuis 1991, 14; Farber 1987, 276.] 

36Incantation: Narundi Nahundi Nanamgisir.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  According to the commentary to this tablet (l. 27), the first two names represent the Elamite moon-god and sun-god (see Scurlock 2014a, 350). The third name, according to Veldhuis 1991, 15, is “Sumerian mumbo-jumbo.” Since these names appear later in the tablet in a place in which we would expresses the Lamassus to appear, it seems that the author of the incantation thought that Narundi and Naḫundi were the Lamassus’ names (and cf. Stol 2000, 68).] 

37There was a cow of Sîn (iltēt littu ša Sîn), her name is Geme-Sîn (Geme-Sîn šumša).
38At her crying, at her screaming with labor (ana ikkilliša ana rigim ḫâliša), 39the luminary Sin heard her screaming (nannāru Sîn ištemmi rigimša).[footnoteRef:47] [47:  The pleonastic repetition of the word rigmu in this sentence comes from the intentional removal of the noun nepalsih (ascribed to the herdsman), which was apparently in the material reworked by the author of this incantation (see above, A4, 23–24). With the excision of the verb, the two independent sentences were combined into one subordinate sentence [I don’t know any Akkadian, but this sounds fishy. Might you mean “one sentence with a main clause and a subordinate clause? - translator], bringing about the unnecessary repetition.  ] 

40“Who is it, Narundi? Who is it, Nahundi? (mannumma Narundi mannumma Naḫundi)” 
41 “A cow, O lord, she has trouble in delivery (littumi bēlum šapšuqat alāda); 42O lord, sprinkle water-of-your-Banduddu-bucket over her, (bēlum mê banduddika ana muḫḫiša iddīma) 43so that the cow Egi-Sîn become free (ša littu Egi-Sîn lippetū panūša)”.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  Literally: “let her face be opened”; see CAD P 352b s.v. petû.] 


Despite its brevity, in this version we can trace the influence of some of the versions that we have seen heretofore, including version A3. The opening line of the narrative (l. 37) is completely identical to the one that opens version A5, and it mentions the standard name of the cow, Geme-Sîn. Although the next two lines (38–39) are close to version A5, they omit the verb neplasiḫ, the subject of which is the herdsman, and thus draw a direct connection between the cow’s outcry and the moon-god, as in versions A3 and A4. Line 43, which ends the narrative of A6, calls the cow Egi-Sîn, based on the name of the cow mentioned only in version A3: Gī-Sîn.[footnoteRef:49] [49:  Cf. also the name of the cow in the commentary: Egiziniti (l. 37; see Scurlock, ibid.), which contains the two morphemes Egi + Sîn (+ feminine t?).] 

	The combination of traditions in version A6, and in particular the textual difficulty created as a result of the occurrence of two names for the cow in one narrative, provide testimony to the evident lateness of that version in relation to the other versions. Unsurprisingly, this late version also focuses on the pregnancy alone. There is no mention of the herd or the herdsmen, and the mating with the bull is also absent. As in version A3, it appears that the main factor behind this is the adaptation of the myth to its Sitz im Leben: the difficulties encountered by the woman in labor.
	The late version A6 concludes, then, our present discussion of Type A of the myth of the moon-god and his cow. The following diagram summarizes the history of the narratives reflected in the various versions:[footnoteRef:50]  [50:  It should be emphasized that this diagram describes the stages in the development of the narratives, or the reworkings of the myth, as reflected in the various manuscripts, and not the relationships of dependence among the manuscripts. For version B4/A7 (whose heading is borrowed from Type A), see below.] 

 A5

 A1	A2	A3	A4

A6

Since the earliest versions of Type A, those from Hatti and Ugarit, are dated to the late Babylonian period, the narrative reflected in version A5 should be dated at least that early. That statement is true even if it becomes clear, in the coming years, that part of the narrative reworked from version A3 is the closest to the contents of versions A1 and A2, since the differences in wording between A5 and A3 indicate in any case the precedence of the former. The terminus post quem of Type A in general is, therefore, the Middle Bronze period. 

3. Type B Versions
The differences between Type A, discussed above, and Type B, to be discussed here, are many, both in content and in wording, so no claim can be made for the existence of a common ancient formulation for both of those literary types. Nevertheless, one can discern that the author of Type B knew some earlier narrative of a myth about the love of the moon for a cow, her pregnancy, and her calving, on the basis of which he composed this literary type. One of the salient differences between the two types is Type B’s focus on the pregnancy of the cow alone, without describing the background to that pregnancy (i.e., her insemination) or the reason for the moon’s concern for the suffering cow (that is, his having fallen in love with her). Thus Type B is reminiscent of the Middle Babylonian version A3 (and the later version A6 as well), which leaves out the details of the myth that are not appropriate to the patient—the woman in labor. However, in contrast to the work of the scribe of version A3, this is not a textual reworking of an existing version, but rather a literary adaptation of an oral telling.
	Another difference between the two types is related to the poetic register; while Type A tells the myth in a prosaic, plot-driven manner from which the typical motifs of an incantation are absent, Type B has almost no plot but instead parallelism of lines describing a static situation, and it is studded with motifs typical of the literature of incantations. Because of these differences, scholars dealing with textual criticism of Type A have for the most part ignored comparisons to the Type B versions of the myth of the moon-god and his cow.[footnoteRef:51] However, it is not only the relationship between Types A and B that bears examining, but also the development of Type B itself, and this too is almost entirely absent from the scholarly literature.[footnoteRef:52] [51:  Some earlier attention to this can be found, however, in the studies of van Dijk 1972; 1975 and Röllig 1985, 272-273.]  [52:  Veldhuis 1991, 65, hints at a few connections among the Type B versions, but does not delve into the topic at length.] 

The four versions of Type B available to us present different stages in the development of this type’s narrative. In a fashion similar to the conclusions drawn from the discussion of Type A, here too it will become clear that in the series of tablets known as the Neo-Assyrian Compendium for a Woman in Childbirth, both the version that preserves the earliest narrative (below, B3) and the version that preserves the latest narrative (below, B4/A7) have been copied. Nevertheless, it is proper to begin our discussion with version B1, the earliest, which has been dated to the Old Babylonian period, primarily because it is extant in its entirety, unlike the other versions of this type.
B1 (VS 17.34)[footnoteRef:53] [53:  For transliteration and translation see: Van Dijk 1972; Streck and Wassermann, SEAL 1059, and earlier bibliography therein.] 

1The cow is pregnant, the cow is about to give birth (arḫum eriāt arḫum ullad), 
2in the pen of Šamaš, 3(in) the fold of Šakkan (ina tarbaṣim ša Šamaš supūr Šakkan).
4He saw her, Šamaš, and he weeps (īmuršīma Šamaš ibakki); 
5-6He saw her, Ellammê, and his tears flow down (īmuršima Ellammê illakā dimāšu).
7“Why Šamaš is crying (ammīnimmi Šamaš ibakki)? 
8[E]llammê, his tears flow down ([E]llammê illakā dimāšu)?”
9“[Fo]r my cow has not yet been opened ([an]a arḫiya lā petītim), 
10(for) my kid has not yet borne offspring (unīqiya lā wālittim).”
11“[Who]m should I [send 12and su]mmo[n 13to the Daugh]te[rs] of Anu, seven and s[even] ([man]ammi lu[špur] [u luw]aˀˀe[r ana mārā]t Anim sebi u s[ebi])?
14[…the]ir vessels of […] ([…]-ma karpāssin[a] ša […])
15May they cause her to give birth easily. 16If it is a male – may it be like a ram, 17If it is a female – may it be like a napṭartanu.[footnoteRef:54] 18May it fall on the ground (limqutam qaqqar[šu]m). [54:  For lines 16–17, see Michel and Wasserman 1997.] 

19TU6.ÉN.É.NU.RU 20incantation for a woman in childbirth.

This version, whose origin is in southern Mesopotamia, opens with a description of the pregnant cow living in Šamaš the sun god’s cowshed, and in his son Šakkan’s pen.[footnoteRef:55] Since Šamaš is mentioned here, it could be that the term for pen (Akk. tarbaṣum) here echoes its other meaning as well: halo.[footnoteRef:56] However, unlike Šakkan, the god who protects the flocks (sheep and goats) and the wild herds/flocks?,  Šamaš has no connection to livestock of any kind.[footnoteRef:57] Thus it might have been expected that the text that describes the god’s concern for the cow would come to focus on Šakkan, but the sole reference to him is found at the opening of the text, after which only Šamaš appears.	Comment by Author: Which is correct here (for עדרי הבר)? Should what precedes it be labelled specifically as “domesticated…”? [55:  For the god Šakkan see Wiggermann, 2011-2013; for the reading of Šakkan/Sumuqan, see Lambert 1986.]  [56:  See CAD T, 221–222. For the meaning of the celestial tarbaṣum, see also Rochberg 2010.]  [57:  Harmonistic interpretations of the presence of the sun-god in this incantation, such as the call in a few incantations for the fetus to emerge into the sunlight, or to shine like the sun, indicating the connection of the sun-god to the fetus (Woods 2009, 219–220), only emphasize all the more inappropriateness of the sun-god in incantations of this type, unlike Šakkan or the moon-god.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]	The context of the text speaks of the pregnant cow’s pains, but the author does not dwell on that subject, describing instead only the lachrymose response of the sun-god to the cow’s situation. The quotations that appear after that, in lines 7–9, indicate the existence of a dialogue, but in this instance too the narrator does not linger on the subject of the interlocutor’s identity.[footnoteRef:58] These lacunae and cruxes lead to the view that the author of this version relied on a familiar narrative that tells about the cow’s pains, because of which the god cries and in which the background for the dialogue is described and the interlocutor is named—but the author decided to eliminate all of that. Another difficulty in the text at hand relates to the name Ellammê, which appears alongside Šamaš, beginning in line 4, in place of Šakkan. The meaning of that name is “pure of rites,” and in all its occurrences outside this version it refers to the moon-god. Therefore many have understood it to be the name of the moon-god here as well.[footnoteRef:59] In light of the use of first person, though, in the quotation from the crying god, it seems more likely that the author intended here to attribute this name, in a unique and non-recurring fashion, to the sun-god.[footnoteRef:60] [58:  The final conclusion of Wasserman 2013, 18–19, is that this is about a conjurer, but see his preliminary question, which notes too [or: “which also notes”?] the absence of an identification of the speaker in this text: “Whose inner dialogue is recorded here? The first-person voice (‘my cow […] my kid’) does not solve the riddle. Is it the worried husband? [...] The anonymous voice which breaks into the descriptive mode, the sad historiola at the beginning of the text, is therefore that of the conjurer.”]  [59:  See CAD E s.v. Ella-mê; AHw s.v. Ellam- mê. And cf. Farber 1990, 308; Cunningham 1997, 108; Bergmann 2008, 22; Wasserman 2013, 18; Scurlock 2014b, 130.]  [60:  Cf. Stol 2000, 64; Koch-Westenholz 2001, 81.] 

	From line 11 on, the description of the cow’s healing begins. The author has woven into the description of her process of healing three motifs characteristic of the ancient Babylonian incantation literature that appear together in other places as well: the motif of manna lušpur (“Whom should I send…?”), the motif of mārāt Anim (“the Daughters of Anu”) the healers, and apparently also the motif of fresh water, which the Daughters of Anu bring with them for the cow.[footnoteRef:61] The word karpātum (“vessels”) that has survived in line 14 hints at that last motif, whose function in this case is to assist the cow in “dropping” her newborn to the ground easily.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  On these motifs appearing together, see Farber 1990, and cf. also Cunningham 1997, 121, who thinks that the motif of manna lušpur to a great extent replaces the Sumerian divine dialogue. An example of an Akkadian divine dialogue appears in version B3, below (where, in the places in question, manna lušpur is absent).]  [62:  Streck and Wasserman complete the phrase, based on other incantations, as “vessels of [gold].” See their website.] 

	The motifs present in version B1—among them the pregnant cow, the god’s concern, the common epithet for the moon-god, and the description of the Daughters of Anu helping the calf to “fall to the ground”—are all reminiscent of the motifs comprised by the Type A versions of the myth of the moon-god and his cow. Even so, scholars have had difficulty forging a connection between the two because of the centrality of the sun-god here.[footnoteRef:63] The difficulties in the textual continuity of version B1, though, and among them the absence of any description of the cow’s pain and of the identity of the addressee in the dialogue, as well as the occurrence of the standard epithet for the moon-god, which is not appropriate for any figure mentioned in this version, and the centrality of the sun-god even though he has no connection to flocks or herds—all these points would seem to indicate, as mentioned above, that what we have here is a reworked text based on a narrative available to the author, a narrative that may not have originally included the sun-god. [63:  Van Dijk 1972; 1975 and Röllig 1985, 272-273 mention the connection of this version to Type A of the myth, but the studies conducted after them have tended to omit that connection from the discussion.] 

	Support for that view—and perhaps even answers regarding some of the lacunae and difficulties found in version B1, which was discussed above—can be found in version B3. That version, while indeed fragmentary, can, due to the distinct literary form of version B—parallelism—have fragmentary lines completed quite reliably on the basis of other extant versions. From a paleographic perspective, B3 is dated to the Neo-Assyrian period, when it too was copied into the tablets known as the NA compendium for a woman in childbirth, but with a distinct gap of a few lines from the Type A versions that were copies in that compendium (see above).	Comment by Author: Heb.: ”B גרסה” should perhaps be Type B instead? 

B3 (BAM 3, 248: I 37-51 / K8210: I 10’-14’)[footnoteRef:64] [64:  For a more recent transliteration, see BabMed – Babyloische Medizin: https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-3/BAM-3_-248, and cf. Scurlock 2014a (text 7, pp. XX-XX). For a translation, see Scurlock, ibid. For discussion, see Civil 1976, 334 [The bibliography has Civil 1974, but no Civil 1976. From the page no., the reference must be to the same article. Which date is correct? See note 71 below as well.– transl.]
; Veldhuis 1989, 46.] 

37[…], she made dust clouds, she was full as a waterskin ([…]qima ebri ippuš malât kīma nâdi).
38With her horn she roots up the soil (ina qarnišu qaqqaru ṭerât), 39[with her tail she swirls the dust] ([…]).
Sîn [took] the road; [before] Enlil 40[he weeps, his tears flow down] (Sîn […] ḫarrana […] Enlil […])
[Why, Sî]n 41is crying? ([…Sî]n ibakki) Ellammê, his tears [flow down]? (Ellammê […] dimāšu)
42[…]
43“Because my cow has not yet borne offspring (aššum arḫiya lā ālitti), [because my kid has not yet been ope]ned ([… petī]ti)”.
…
50’May the baby fall and see the sun light.

The opening lines of this version, which are not extant in any collection and thus cannot be reconstructed with certainty, almost certainly presented the pregnant cow, as in all its parallels.[footnoteRef:65] Lines 37–39 describe that cow: her tail and her horn beat the ground and raise dust, and she is as full as a waterskin. Such a position and fullness are characteristic of a cow giving birth to a large calf; she lies on her side in her efforts to calve—and thus both her tail and her horn are on the ground—and in her strikes against the soil she raises clouds of dust.[footnoteRef:66] Even though we have only the first part of the parallelism (“with her horns she roots up the soil”), its second part has been supplied with assurance following version B2 from Hatti in the Middle Babylonian period (for that version, see below), where the second part of the parallel is preserved. Evidence for the full parallel comes from the latest Type B version, which is also registered on the series of tablets known as the NA compendium for a woman in childbirth, immediately following versions A5 and A6. This version, like version A6, is very abbreviated, and in light of the reference in it to the pregnant cow as “the big cow of Sin,” which is characteristic of version A, it appears that the author conflated the two types available to him (and therefore this version is known as B4/A7). The parallel stiches describing the cow lying on the ground appear in lines 56–57, below.	Comment by Author: Should this be “Type A,” or perhaps “Type A versions”? [65:  Scurlock 2014a and the [אני מציע למחוק את היידוע. - מתרגם] BabMed read “[The Big Cow of Sin t]ook in [the semen].”]  [66:  An identical image (using different terms) appears in the ancient Assyrian incantation cited in Michel 2004, 396, ll. 6–8.] 


B4/A7 (BAM 3 248: III 54 – VI 1)[footnoteRef:67] [67:  For transliteration and translation, see note 45, above.] 

54Incantation: The big cow of Sîn I am (littu rabītu <<Sîn>> ša Sîn anāku).
55I am so pregnant and I am so goring (erû erâkuma nukkupu unakkap). 
56With horn I root up the soil (ina qarniya qaqqaru ṭerâku), 57with my tail I whirl up dust (ina zibbatiya ušteššera turbu’i). …

Let us turn back to B3, where, after the description of the birthing cow’s difficulties, this version describes how the moon-god went to Enlil and cried before him because of the suffering cow (middle of l. 39 and ff.). The divine dialogue that takes place between a young god and his father in order to help him heal his patient is familiar from other incantations, both Sumerian and Akkadian.[footnoteRef:68] In the pre-Sargonic period, Enlil filled that role, and in the role of his son/servant-lad were various gods. In the time of the third dynasty of Ur, Enki replaced Enlil and his son Assalluḫi was his regular interlocutor, with Marduk later succeeding Assalluḫi.[footnoteRef:69] The reference to Enlil here, though, does not derive from the same early pre-Sargonic tradition, but rather from his being the father of the moon-god Sîn, the patron god of the cow. The dialogue expressed further on (ll. 40–43) belongs to that motif as well: the father asks and the son answers. Uniquely, in our text the son replies in sobs. [68:  Cf. Cunningham 1997, 167 and passim.]  [69:  Cunningham, ibid.] 

	In the Type A versions, the crying is always ascribed to the suffering cow, and sometimes the sympathetic herdsmen as well. In the Type B versions, by contrast, the crying is ascribed only to the son and is never mentioned in reference to the cow. From a plot perspective, that seems strange, but it may be that the author of Type B sought to echo here a characteristic of the heavenly bodies—a lunar/solar eclipse—which is expressed in Akkadian literature through the imagine of crying (cf., e.g., [šumma Sî]n ellammê ibakki ana Ekur, which refers to a lunar eclipse on the 15th of Kislev).[footnoteRef:70] The commentary to the Neo-Assyrian Compendium for a Woman in Childbirth identified the connection between the description in our text and a lunar eclipse,[footnoteRef:71] but in light of our familiarity with Type A of the myth, it seems that this is not just late hermeneutical exegesis but the work of the author/creator of Type B, who intentionally transferred the crying from the cow to the god, despite the plot difficulties entailed in that move. [70:  See Koch-Westenholz 2001. A literal translation of the sentence cited above would be “"[If the M]oon Ellamme weeps for Ekur.” Since version B1 mentions the crying of the sun-god, Stol 2000, 64, has suggested that at the time of its composition (or perhaps the recitation) of the incantation there was a lunar eclipse.]  [71:  Cf. Civil 1976, 334. [As in note 64: the bibliography has Civil 1974, but no Civil 1976. – transl.]] 

	With the moon-god’s answer to Enlil (l. 43), the narrative comes to an end. In the continuation of the text, the author wove in another widespread motif, comparing the newborn to a ship. That motif generally concludes with a parallel to the newborn (and not the mother), and so it is in our text as well.[footnoteRef:72] [72:  In version B4/A7 too, cited above, this motif is introduced before the parallel to the woman or to the fetus. (The text is broken in this part.) Since these versions were copied in the NA Compendium, it is hard to know whether we are witnessing the action of the final copyist or an earlier combination of separate motifs. ] 

	The discussion of two Type B versions examined so far in this study, B1 and B3, reveals that while the B1 version, which is early, is replete with difficulties and incongruities between the various figures mentioned and their roles, the later B3 version does not suffer from such shortcomings. Thus, while the dialogue in version B1 is without a clear addressee or circumstances, in version B3 the addressee is clear: it is Enlil, and the circumstances are clear: the request for healing addressed by the son (the moon-god) to his father (Enlil). The only patron god in version B3, the moon-god, is appropriate to the context from the perspective of the first-person statements attributed to him and with regard to the name Ellammê assigned to him. The sun-god, in contrast, is not considered the cow’s patron in Mesopotamian texts, and the name Ellammê is inappropriate for him, even though the quotation in first person must be assigned to a god.
	We have suggested above that the cruxes and lacunae in version B1 may indicate that the author of that version worked from a well-known narrative that told of the cow’s pains, because of which the god is crying, and in which the interlocutor is named. In light of what has now been stated here, it could be that that well-known narrative was very close to the narrative of version B3. For some particular reason, the author of version B1—perhaps he served at the temple at Sippar, the sun-god’s city?[footnoteRef:73]—replaced the moon-god with the sun-god, along with which he deleted the reference to Enlil, the moon-god’s father. That could be how the addressee and the background to the dialogue disappeared but the dialogue itself remained. Once the author had done away with the cow’s labor pains and left only the god’s weeping (mentioned in the context of solar eclipses as well), all that was left of the earlier protagonist of the myth was the name of the moon-god Ellammê, which the author applied to the sun-god as part of the parallelism characteristic of this version. [73:  On the attribution of version B1 to Sippar, see van Dijk 1972. Many have followed him on this point.] 

	This suggested reconstruction of events, which solves many of the problems with version B1, also explains the connections between that version and version B3, and between those two and the Type A versions. The reverse process, in which the narrative reflected in version B1 would have been reworked by the author of version B3, is unlikely, primarily because of the hints of reference to the moon-god in that version, which can only be explained as presenting the early Type B narrative, whose protagonist was the moon-god.	Comment by Author: Which one is meant here? Specify. (“…that latter version”?)

	In the interstices between B3 and B1, both in terms of paleography and from the perspective of narrative, stands version B2, from the Middle Babylonian period, found at Hatti and inscribed on the same tablet on which version A1 is inscribed. Even though the ends of its lines are broken, the similarity to the two versions above is recognizable:

B2 (KUB 4.13)[footnoteRef:74]  [74:  For a more recent transliteration and translation, see Veldhuis 1991, 65, and cf. Zomer 2013.] 

15’Incantation: “My cow (ÉN.É.NU.RU arḫīmi ida[…]) [...]
16’The fold of Šakkan. My cow (supūr dŠAKKAN arḫīm[i ...”]) […]
[bookmark: _Hlk22298130]17’With her tail she whirls up (ina zibbatiša uše’iššer[a]) […]
18’Illammê, [his tears] flow down (il⌈l]ammê illak[ā]) […]
19’Illa[mm]ê, [his tears] flo[w down] (illa[mm]ê ill[akā]) […]
20’ “Because of [my] ki[d] (aššum unī[qiya]) […”]
21’May the gi[rl] give birth normally […]
22’TU6.EN2.É.NU.[RU] incantation (for) […]

The following comparison table (Table 2) makes evident the close relationships among the three Type B versions and makes it possible to note the place of B2 in the continuum between B3 and B1.
Table 2	Comment by Author: Did you intend B3 to be on the left, meaning it seems to readers of English to be the first column, and B1 the last? Or should B1 and B3 be reversed?
	B1
	B2
	B3
	

	
	15’“My cow, […] 

[in the pen of …], 16’the fold of Šakkan. My cow, […]
[with her horn she roots up the soil,] 17’With her tail she whirls up [the dust]”.
	37[…] 

She made dust clouds, she was full as a waterskin. 
38With her horn she roots up the soil, 39[with her tail she swirls the dust].
	Opening

	4He saw her, Šamaš, 
and he weeps; 5-6He saw her, Ellammê, his tears flow down.
	
[…] 18’Illammê, [his tears] flow down. 
	Sîn [took] the road; 
[before] Enlil 40[he weeps, his tears flow down].
	The god cries 

	7“Why Šamaš is crying? 8[E]llammê, his tears flow down?”
	[“Why … is crying?] 19’Illammê, [his tears] flo[w down]?” 
	[“Why, Sî]n 41is crying? Ellammê, his tears [flow down]?” 
42[…]
	The question

	9“[fo]r my cow has not yet been opened, 10(for) my kid has not yet borne offspring.”
	[Because my cow has not yet …]20’Because [my] ki[d has not yet…”]
	43“Because my cow has not yet borne offspring, [(because) my kid has not yet been ope]ned”
	The reply



The component mi, which appears at the beginning of version B2 (center column in Table 2) after the noun phrase “my cow,” tells us that the narrative opens with a quotation from a particular character. Thus the description of the place of the cow and her suffering, which appears at the beginning of other versions in the narrator’s voice, is cited in B2 in the voice of some character, apparently the patron god.[footnoteRef:75] But who is that patron god who is concerned about the cow? To our ill fortune, in every line only the second half of the parallelism characteristic of version B is extant, thus preserving only the name of the god Šakkan and the epithet Ellammê.	Comment by Author: Should רכיב be translated here as “morpheme”? [75:  On the literary characteristic of version B1, cf. Wasserman 2012, 188-189; 2013, 17-19. His conclusion that these are the words of the conjurer are based on the lacunae in that version. Given our view that this defective version is based on a source that is more complete from a literary perspective, part of which is reflected in version B3, that conclusion should be reexamined. ] 

	Because of the connection between the sun-god and his son Šakkan, it seems more appropriate to complete the text with the name of the sun-god in all the lines of parallelism in version B2. However, regarding the realms of the gods’ functions, Šakkan fulfills the function of the moon-god, in that one looks after the sheep and the other looks after the cows, respectively. That division can be discerned in the quotation in line 20 of version B2 (completed on the basis of l. 9 in version B1): [Because my cow has not yet …], Because [my] ki[d has not yet…”],[footnoteRef:76] and in l. 15, with which the text begins, the parallel between the cow pen and the sheepfold (found in version B1 as well, and completed on that basis). If in fact the early narrative in Type B mentioned the pen in relation to the moon-god, rather than in relation to the sun-god, this is precisely the division of realms of responsibility between Sîn and Šakkan: the former looks after the cows in the pen, the latter the sheep in the fold.[footnoteRef:77] [76:  Note that in the text of B3, the hemistiches are reversed, and only one divinity is mentioned.]  [77:  For the fact that in literary texts the suprum is only for sheep and the tarbasum is only for cows, see CAD T 222b. As stated above, tarbasum and suprumi denote the glow of the heavenly bodies as well, but while the former is appropriate for the sun-god, the second is apposite only for the moon (see the relevant entries in CAD).] 

	A determination on the question of which god is parallel to Šakkan is relevant not only to version B2 from Hatti but in fact to the question of the identity of the gods included in the early narrative of Type B. It would not be unreasonable to assume that Šakkan and Sîn together were originally included in Type B, and while in one of the versions (B1) the moon-god was replaced by the sun-god, Šakkan’s father, in another version Šakkan’s name was removed entirely from the description (B3). If that is correct, none of the versions of Type B available to us reflects the ancient B prototype, but instead in each one a few components of the presumed prototype have been preserved and others have undergone changes.
	Since version B2 was found at Hatti, the question of whether that version mentioned the sun-god is important from the perspective of the development of a local Hittite tale of the sun-god falling in love with a cow, impregnating her, and the birth of a damaged newborn (KUB 24.7; CTH 363). Is there a connection between that local tale and the existence at Hatti of Type B, in one version of which the sun-god is mentioned?[footnoteRef:78] Because it is difficult to establish what was written in the lines that are broken off, the answer to that too is beyond our reach. It may be, though, that there is no need to attribute much meaning to that fact, since at Ugarit too the story was told of the storm-god’s love for a cow, her impregnation by him and her bearing a calf, and in that instance there is certainly no significance to the identity of the god in the narrative that comes to us from Ugarit (which certainly was not the storm-god), but to the motif alone.[footnoteRef:79] [78:  That was, for example, the view of Röllig 1985, 273. Stol 2000, 68, on the other hand, is less certain of this. It should be noted that Beckman 1983, 187–188 (and following him, Sanders 2001, 435) attributed to the authors of Text L of the Hittite Birth Rituals familiarity with Type A (!) of the myth of the moon-god and his cow, but the connection between the two, at least regarding narrative, is quite unclear. So it is too with the connections found by Bachvarova 2016, 214, n. 77, between the two types of the myth of the moon-god and his cow and local texts from Hatti—both Hittite and Hurrian. The relationships are all very unclear and without clear foundation (on which, see below).]  [79:  For the texts from Ugarit, see n. XX above. Many scholars (e.g., Stol 2000, 68, n. 121; Sanders 2001, 436-439) have taken note of the connection between the Ugaritic figure known as Tlš the slave-woman of the Moon-god (Tlš ˀamt Yrḫ) mentioned in the text known as “The Wilderness” (KTU 1.12) and the name of the cow Geme-Sîn in the myth of the moon-god and his cow, both because of their similar names and because the Ugaritic text opens with the birth pangs of Tlš and her friend Dmgy the slave-woman of Athirat (Dmgy ˀamt ˀAṯrt). The character’s name would seem indicate that the Ugaritic scribes were familiar with the two protagonists of the myth of the moon-god and his cow, but the content of KTU 1.12 does not relate in any way to the local moon-god.] 

	In any case, unlike the local tales at Hatti (about the sun-god) and at Ugarit (about the storm-god), the Type B versions, like those of Type A, do not describe anywhere the impregnation of the cow by the moon-god, or by any other god. In fact, the Type B versions also make no explicit mention of the moon-god’s love for the cow, focusing instead only on the moment of the cow’s calving and the god’s concern for her wellbeing. It can thus be understood that the suggestion that the god is the one who impregnated the cow cannot be learned from Type B of the myth of the moon-god and his cow.

4. The A and B Literary Types: The Relationship between Them and the Development of the Traditions
A literary-historical analysis of the versions comprised by the two types of the myth of the moon-god and his cow revealed that the paleographical dating of those versions is a secondary factor in addressing the question of the narrative’s development. After all, the oldest narrative belonging to either of those types is represented in texts (versions A5 and B3) copied in the Neo-Assyrian Compendium for a Woman in Childbirth, while other texts copied into that compendium represent the latest state of development (versions A6 and B4/A7, respectively). The question of the development of the myth’s traditions, then, is not a textual question (what is the earliest text?) but rather a literary-philological question: which text represents the earliest narrative? The length of a given text is of no value in answering this question, nor is its paleographic dating (given that late texts may preserve a more ancient tradition); only the type and content of the narrative are of any value. 
Since all the occurrences of the myth of the moon-god and his cow belong to the incantation genre and their purpose is to assist a woman in childbirth, we surmised above that a process in which the myth moves closer to the object of the incantation is more reasonable than the opposite process, in which the myth becoming more distanced from the object of the incantation. From this we may infer that the more the myth is distanced from the daily life of the herd and from the background description of the cow’s impregnation, focusing instead on the painful labor itself—bringing the narrative into precise congruence with the medical problem of the laboring woman—the later it would appear to be.[footnoteRef:80] [80:  As stated above, this presumption relates to a narrative woven into an incantation, whose purpose is functional. When the myth becomes disengaged from the incantation, the opposite process is likely to occur. See below.] 

Among the extant versions, the one that is most distant from the patient served by the incantation, describing in great detail the life of the herd and the herdsmen, is version A5. It is also the most prosaic and rich in plot of the versions of which we know. For those reasons, we have concluded that A5 represents the early narrative of Type A, and it may originally not have been part of an incantation at all. Given the fact that Type B focuses solely on the cow’s difficulty in giving birth, without mentioning the herd or even the impregnation, it appears that version A5 represents an earlier version than Type B too. And since the oldest version of Type B, from a paleographic perspective, version B1, is dated to the Old Babylonian period, and in that version too there are indications of advanced reworking, the origins of the narrative should be dated at least as far back as that period. From there on, we see indications of two processes, one textual and the other literary. The textual process finds expression in several versions of Type A, which have intentionally omitted any mention of the daily life of the cow’s herd or its herdsmen and left only two protagonists: the moon-god and the cow. The literary redaction finds expression in all the versions of Type B, which restrict themselves, from the beginning, to the specific problem of the incantation: the cow’s painful calving, which parallels the woman’s difficult labor.	Comment by Author: Should עיבוד sometimes be rendered as “redaction,” if only for variety (which English-language style much prefers)?	Comment by Author: (See previous comment.)
The differences between most of the Type A versions and those of Type B are not only in the content of what is narrated in them—Type A expands on the circumstances of the moon-god’s love for the cow and her impregnation, while Type B restricts itself to the moment of calving—but in style as well. While Type A, especially in its early form, is written in prose, employing few poetic means and almost devoid of “incantational” motifs, Type B is written as poetry—it is composed almost throughout in lines of parallelism—and studded with “incantational” motifs, such as manna lušpur and the divine dialogue. In this way as well, Type B is more in keeping with the genre of incantation than the prosaic Type A, and that lends strength to the assumption that Type B represents a later stage of development than Type A, aiming to bring the narrative in line with the both the setting of an incantation and the norms of that genre.	Comment by Author: היידוע מיותר פה באנגלית, לא?
If the narrative of version A5 indeed represents an earlier stage in the development of the myth of the moon-god and his cow than the narrative in version B1 from the Old Babylonian period, might we find hints of the story’s origin in a period that predates the Old Babylonian period, as some scholars have argued?[footnoteRef:81] It is true that regarding the mythic environment of Sin, the narrative could have been composed as far back as the pre-Sargonic period, when the reputation of Sin, the Semitic moon-god, characterized by pastoral mythology, was at its height,[footnoteRef:82] but there is no epigraphical evidence for that dating. Despite what scholars have written, the Sumerian incantations for a pregnant woman that describe a cow’s impregnation by a bull, or any other textual or visual expression that draws a connection between the moon-god and cows, do not constitute evidence for the existence of our specific myth before the Old Babylonian period. At most, one might argue that in such incantations one can discern some of the building blocks that would later serve the author of the myth of the moon-god and his cow.[footnoteRef:83] [81:  See the scholars listed in n. 1, above.]  [82:  For the differences between the Sumerian Nanna and the Akkadian-Semitic Sin, see Hall 1985, 879–881.]  [83:  Regarding incantations that mention a laboringwoman who calls out to the moon-god—one at Ebla and two Hurrian—about which it has been argued that they hint at the existence of a myth of the moon-god and his cow (cf. Krebernik 1992, 83, n. 7; Bachvarova 2001,53, n. 8, respectively [What does ״בהתאמה״ mean here? Is it necessary?]), there is no way to prove that. One could list many other reasons why a woman in labor might call out to a god, including the moon-god. On the building blocks of the Sumerian incantations for a woman in childbirth that continue into the Sumerian incantations, see van Dijk 1975, 70-75; Stol 2000, 59-70.] 


5. Conclusion [Should this be “Summary”?]
The preceding discussion sought to examine the content and development of the myth of the moon-god and his cow in Mesopotamia in light of the extant texts that tell about the love or concern of the moon-god for his cow and her pregnancy. It became clear that today we know two different literary types of the myth, both of which existed in Mesopotamia and in both of which internal developments took place. Among the texts available to us, version A5, in its emphasis on the life of the cow’s herd and its formulation entirely in prose, and in its relative distance from the incantation genre and from the object of the incantation, apparently reflects the earliest form of the myth. It should come as no surprise, then, that the versions that came after it left out the herd and its ways, so that by the end of the process only the calving scene remained, which is analogous to the incantation’s intended object, the woman in labor. From the outset, Type B represents a form of the myth better adapted to the incantation genre and to the incantation’s object, being, as it is, more poetic, replete with “incantational” motifs, and focused solely on the calving scene. For that reason, it seems that the process of its formulation is later than the process of the formulation of Type A. Over the course of Type B’s development, one of the versions replaced the moon-good, who was the accepted patron of the cow in Mesopotamia, with the sun-god, leaving only hints of the myth’s original protagonist, but there is also a version extant that represents part of an earlier narrative, in which the moon-god serves as the central character.
The present deliberation has been based solely on the extant written versions of the myth, all of which belong to the incantation genre. We have already stated at the outset, though, that because an incantation, by its very nature, is intended to be heard by the public outside the scribal academies, there is almost no doubt that in parallel to the development of the narrative reflected in the incantations above, there was also a development of the narrative in isolation from those incantations. There is no internal Mesopotamian evidence of that development, but it may well be that through it we can explain the existence of local tales at Hatti and at Ugarit about the love one of the gods (and not a bull!) for a cow.[footnoteRef:84] In these stories, not anchored in any incantation, the cow’s labor pains and the god’s intervention on her behalf, characteristic of an incantation, are absent, and instead what is emphasized is the mythic characteristics describing her mating with the god. Whether that development occurs in the oral Mesopotamian myth detached from the incantation or whether it is a characteristic that first flourished outside Mesopotamia is a question deserving of a separate inquiry [84:  Just how surprising it is to find the connection between the Baal and the cow in literary texts from Ugarit is the subject of this observation [שיניתי מ-״שאלה״ כי אין כאן ניסוח של שאלה.] from Walls 1992: “Such a pairing is all the more intriguing since Baal is never portrayed as a bull in Ugaritic sources, nor he is associated with cows in other Ugaritic contexts…. Baal’s heifer does not appear in any other ritual texts, god lists, or sacrificial lists apart from these four mythological fragments….”] 
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