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Consequences


The Semites had dominated the northern region of Mesopotamia throughout the historical period – and in all likelihood for very much longer. Their stock was continually being augmented by Semitic populations moving in from the Syrian steppes. No such replenishments were available to the Sumerians, however, so that it was inevitable that they would eventually be overwhelmed. Kiš itself was a centre of Semitic power and the early hegemony of Kiš may have been an expression of this power. In this respect that hegemony may be viewed as a rehearsal for the Akkadian empire created by Sargon who, appropriately, began his career in that city. 

Although there is no real evidence for inter-ethnic rivalry as a motivating force in Mesopotamian history in this period, it does seem that at about this time the Semites began to assert their identity as a distinct people. The name ‘Akkad’, of course, comes from the as-yet-unlocated capital city of Sargon’s empire, and we have no idea how, if at all, the Semites of Mesopotamia referred to themselves before this time. In Enheduana’s second Temple Hymn ki-uri is used to write the name Akkad – meaning the area in which that people were the dominant element – but its etymology is unknown. 



Material Culture

Architecture

There is a lack of good archaeological records for the Akkadian period, emphasised by the mystery of the location of Agade itself. Of the sites which were occupied most of the Akkadian buildings were so thoroughly rebuilt by later dynasties, especially the Ur III, that they can not be studied. We assume that most building styles continued as before with palaces and temples in particular being developments of the later ED examples. The evidence of the following period is at least consistent with this assumption. On the other hand, amongst buildings of this period which we can describe, some do seem to have functions not seen earlier. 

Northern Palace (Tell Asmar) 

The Abu Temple building adjoined a large building (73m long) which has usually been described as a palace. Lloyd describes its apparent division into three functional units 

1. The central unit contained residential and ‘reception’ rooms about a courtyard. 

2. A southern unit accessed by a single narrow door consists of a courtyard surrounded by smaller rooms, and contained evidence of female occupation. 

3. A unit of service rooms was separated by courtyards from the centre 

A sequence of rooms on the eastern side appears to be intended for activities involving water. They contain baked brick constructions and drains leading to a main sewer. These rooms suggest that the building was actually a workshop of some kind, and the presence of females would then indicate their use as a textile factory. On the other hand the courtyards and 2m thick walls seem to be unnecessary for that purpose, so perhaps it was in the nature of a monastic compound where acolytes lived and worked. 
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Figure 1

The Northern Palace at Tell Asmar.

Palace of Naram-Sin (Tell Brak) 

Brak was far beyond the real bounds of the Land and this ‘palace’ was in fact a fortress intended to assist in the projection of Akkadian power into the north. The building was ca. 90m x 100m and consisted almost entirely of courtyards and storerooms. The walls were about 10m thick and the gate gave straight line access to the interior. 
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Figure 2

Naram-Sin’s Palace at Tell Brak.

Sculpture

There is, again, very little evidence of the arts of this period; however, what does survive shows a new feeling for realism and naturalism which make it even less likely that the abstractions of Northern ED II can be taken as evidence of a ‘Semitic’ style. In fact the productions of the later Akkadian period make the ED works appear positively hieratic. There is a vast improvement in modelling and the understanding of the human form which shows itself in sculpture of all kinds. 

Relief

Some features of the fragmentary reliefs of the earlier Akkadian period show their derivation from ED models; for example, by their continued use of registers. Nevertheless there is an obvious improvement in style over time reaching a climax in the period about Naram-Sin’s reign. 

The evidence for this climax is the ‘Stele of Naram-Sin’ commemorating a victory over the Lullubi. On this stele registers are eliminated, or rather, they are transformed. The scene is one of battle on a wooded mountain. A confused mass of figures of soldiers at the base of the mountain resolves into a diagonal progression up the mountainside. Above this, marching alone to the mountain peak (itself a new image) is the oversize figure of the king. The most interesting feature of this stele is that the king wears a horned headdress (as a god?), and there are star symbols above him which may also indicate his divinity. 
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Figure 3

Stele of Naram-Sin.

Metalwork

Again, evidence is rare. What does survive shows that the style seen in relief sculpture was also adopted by the workers in metal. In particular the bronze ‘Head of Sargon’ is taken as representative. It is assumed to be a gift from Maništusu to the Ištar temple which he founded at Aššur but this may be an error since it was found out of context there. The style does match that of the other sculpture and the hairstyle is reminiscent of the ‘Golden Helmet of Meskalamdug’ or Eannatum’s helmet on the ‘Stele of the Vultures’ 
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Figure 4

The portrait head of an Akkadian ruler, possibly Sargon.

Cylinder Seals

In contrast to the rarity of examples of other art forms we possess cylinder seals and sealings in abundance. The carving on them confirms the tendency to naturalism and realism which is a feature of the other forms. This new emphasis on realism had the effect of making the fantastic creatures seen on some of the ED seals seem inappropriate. They do not tend to appear in the new style.
 For example, of the early monsters in the animal conflict scenes only the Bull-Man continued to be popular. Another effect of this realism was to make it necessary to separate the scenes and figures. The space filling of the Brocade and later ED styles produced a pattern which was far too dense when combined with the very detailed and high relief of the Akkadian style. Since the patterns are no longer continuous they tend to appear to best effect in impressions of a single roll of the seal. 

The scenes shown on the Akkadian seals were more various than in the ED period. Decorative designs, however, were rare and decorative motives in patterns were also less used because less necessary. The scenes are thus more commonly ‘narrative’ but what they narrate is only a little clearer than on previous seals. Although there are some apparent scenes of secular life (such as ploughing, irrigation, etc.) they appear to deal mostly with mythological subjects; but when we appeal to written documents for correspondences with these scenes they come rather from ritual texts than from mythical literature. Moreover these tend to be texts from later periods – occasionally much later. In interpreting these scenes too we have no assistance from the inscriptions on the seals themselves, for though they are now an important and fully integrated part of many designs they never refer to scenes but only to the owners of the seals. 

The identification of the deities involved is rarely easy and often depends on their possession of certain attributes. For example, one goddess is identified as the ‘Ištar of Battle’ by the weapons which project from her shoulders. Other goddesses are identified by a goose (Bau), a scorpion (Išhara), or a star (Ištar). When a snake – usually a chthonic symbol – is associated with a god we identify that god with Ningišzida following inscriptions of Gudea. (But some say that Išhara is associated with the snake at this time and that scorpions are her sign only after the Kassite period.
) It is generally felt, however, that the attributes can have a more abstract import than mere identification: those of fertility, fire, sun, motherhood, etc. are associated with possibly different goddesses in various scenes. 

Other identifications are made on the strength of supposing that the gods in a scene which is recognised from literature are the gods which are named in that literature. This is particularly questionable in the case of Marduk whom Frankfort sees in several scenes. Marduk has usually been described as the city god of Babylon who had no significance outside that city until the period of Babylonian greatness. It may be that Marduk’s name in such literature replaces that of another god – such as Enlil or Ninurta – but if so then in most cases there is no trace of this previous god’s identity. 

Adapting Frankfort’s approach,
 the subjects of the seals can be divided into several broad categories. These categories necessarily overlap to a great degree but they serve to mark the major concerns of the seal artists. Note that in the following descriptions the Akkadian names of the gods and goddesses are used where appropriate. 

Animal Conflict
This scene continued from ED III but because of the tendency to design for single-roll impressions these became heraldic in appearance. Very often they had two pairs of contestants echoing each other across a central inscription. These contests most commonly feature the Bull-Man vs. a lion and/or the ‘Naked Hero’ – who is now often identified with Lahmu, “The Hairy One”, because of the curly locks of hair which are prominent
 – vs. bulls of various sorts; but this is no strict rule. Both these figures, though more often Lahmu, can appear with the gatepost emblem, in which case Frankfort believes that they represent protective demons. When not combating beasts the Hero is often seen in the company of Enki, and seems in this way to become associated with water. Frankfort speculates
 that by combining Bull combat and water themes we would find an illustration of the Gilgameš epic episode of the overthrow of the drought-causing Bull of Heaven. This thesis is supported by a seal showing a Hero watering a bull and another showing him throwing a bull as it drinks. 
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Figure 5

Conflict scene.

Solar Gods
Utu appeared in ED times as the God in a Boat but in no other scenes. By contrast gods with ‘solar’ attributes now appear in many different scenes. This surely indicates that the Akkadian sun god, Šamaš, played a much more important rôle in that people’s mythology. It is not likely, however, that the solar attributes always marked the same god. As in the case of the Naked Hero the figures can possess a characteristic which may indicate some relationship less than identity with the canonical owner of that characteristic. The sun rays emanating from a figure may simply declare that he must be considered under his solar aspect. 

The major scenes are as follows. 

God in a boat 

The ED scene continues into the Akkadian period complete with its mixture of chthonic and fertility symbols. These symbols do not recur on other forms of Sun scene – though there are other indications of the fertility theme whenever the solar cycle is referred to. 
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Figure 6

The god in a boat.

Sunrise 

The stereotype of this scene combines the following elements:

1. Šamaš stands between two mountains

2. One foot is placed upon one of these as a sign of his ascension

3. Šamaš holds a saw or a mace

4. The gates of heaven are opened by two gods

These elements occur in various combinations and with modifications. The gates may be associated with lions, which seem to represent the noise of the opening doors. A tree sometimes appears but its significance is uncertain. 
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Figure 7

Sunrise over the mountains.

Liberation 

Rituals recorded from as far back as Gudea refer to a dying fertility god who is freed from the underworld by the efforts of a group of concerned gods. Such a story appears to be pictured on seals of the Akkadian period with Šamaš as the rescued god. The participants in the several episodes of the story occur in scenes of those episodes – not always including the Sun god – and they appear as a tableau group on the seal of ‘Adda the scribe’ which deserves to be described here. 
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Figure 8

The seal of Adda the scribe.

Ea, Usmu, and Zu appear at right. Ea sets his foot on a mountain which signals wherever it occurs that the liberation of his son is at issue. Zu is the adversary who is defeated before the liberation. Usmu is Ea’s attendant. At centre a solar god emerges from mountains with his saw. A small bull at his feet may recall the bull of heaven associated with the sun god, or it may indicate that Marduk, the “young bull of the sun”, is the solar god represented. To the left are Ištar, with grapes and a tree representing fertility, assisting the sun god from his grave. There too is Ninurta, with a bow and a club. Ninurta wars against Zu and is also known from the myth of Labbu as the conqueror of a lion-monster – hence the lion and the lion-skin cloak. 

Combat of the Gods 

Possibly connected somehow to this liberation story are scenes of a solar god fighting with mace or dagger another god who collapses against a mountain, or a bull-man, or a lion-monster. 
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Figure 9

Combat of the gods.

Before Ea 

When the sun god appears before Ea it may also be Marduk rather than Šamaš who is intended, for Marduk, whom the Babylonian Enúma Eliš names as the son of Ea, is the only great god for whom this subordination is appropriate. 
[image: image11.jpg]



Figure 10

The sun god and the water god.

Fertility Gods
Another group of scenes appears to have a common thread running through them of concern with the generative forces of the earth. This preoccupation is manifested through scenes involving the many different deities who have come to represent particular aspects of this power. We have already noted that some features of the solar seals also indicated such concerns. In this respect they may be best considered as special genres for a theme which can seem almost omnipresent. The following scenes, however, have no other organizing principle. 
Plant and Animal gods 

A god appears with plants growing from him. Often he is associated with ruminant animals, in particular sheep and goats. One seal shows him feeding a billy goat which has its forelegs upon his knees. This is strongly reminiscent of the ‘Ram in a Thicket’ from the Royal Tombs of Ur. The default identification of this god is with Tammuz, but other gods – such as Ninurta, ‘lord of the plants’ – may sometimes have these characteristics too. 
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Figure 11
The god with the billy goat on his knee.

The Plant Goddess 

A goddess appears with plants but not animals. She may also have the characteristics of any of a number of goddesses. 
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Figure 12
Plant gods and goddess.

Myth and Ritual Scenes
The following scenes appear to be best explained by appeal to narratives of myth and ritual. Not all of these narratives have survived but there is enough evidence to make their existence seem plausible. 

Zu 

This myth is illustrated in several seals. The myth in the late form in which it has survived is one variant of story of the liberation of the god. Zu is mentioned in New Year ritual texts. On these seals: 

1. The presence of Zu is signalled by the occurrence of the bird of prey motif; as the bird itself, a man associated with that bird, or a Man/Bird. 

2. He is killed by Ningirsu/Ninurta

3. Ea may be pictured with one foot on a mountain. This refers to the Marduk liberation scene which will follow the defeat of Zu.

4. Zu can be shown captive or brought to judgement before Ea. A judgement scene is very common and Isimud often occurs in it.

5. Zu’s crime can be suggested by the occurrence of plants under attack or brought to the judgement. 
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Figure 13
The judgement of Zu.

Etana 

The myth of Etana is clearly represented. On an older seal the serpent of the literary myth is replaced by a lion. 
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Figure 14
The flight of Etana.

Ninurta and the Hydra 

In a development of a scene noted in ED III the hydra is defeated by (probably) Ninurta. The hydra appears as an adjunct for variously identified gods as a sign that they are to be considered as aspects of this fertility god. This defeat is shown on a seal
 which has a seven-headed four-legged monster with six flames rising from its back. Four of the heads hang down dead. 
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Figure 15
The slaying of the hydra.

Marduk and Kingu 

A seal
 shows a god striking another kneeling god with a mace. Yet another god raises its arms (in joy?). This sequence of figures is followed by a scene of building. Although building scenes are a common ED III motif, they do not occur in this combination, which suggests that the entire seal refers to some particular known episode. It may illustrate the point in the later Babylonian Epic of Creation, the Enúma Eliš, where the gods praise Marduk’s defeat of Kingu, saying: 

O Nannar, my lord, thou who hast brought about our deliverance. 
What shall be our sign of gratitude before thee? 
Come, let us make a shrine. 
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Figure 16
Marduk and Kingu and construction work.

Marduk and a Boar 

A seal shows a person being killed who is accompanied by a boar. This apparently relates to the New Year festival again. A criminal who was with Marduk in captivity is represented by a pig which is killed during the ritual.
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Liberating a god 

A goddess kneels down and assists a god to appear from concealment. The natural assumption is that this represents Ištar freeing Tammuz but the nature of this concealment is not clear. The best seal of this scene shows
 what appears to be a bent tree being held down by an unidentified god with the god emerging from behind the trunk. Frankfort claims that this is not a tree but a style of mountain-image used when action occurs upon it; and the god to the left is Šamaš as a drought god destroying trees. This makes good mythological sense but there are some inconsistencies: there appears to be a branch on the concavity of the tree trunk, ‘Tammuz’ carries a mace, and ‘Šamaš’ has no solar characteristics. 
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Figure 17
Freeing a god.

Adad’s Griffin 

This monster appears in the company of a god with a whip and a goddess producing rain. Later seals allow us to identify the god as Adad – a rain and flood god who often carries a thunder/lightning whip – and we may suppose that he existed in this rôle at this period too. The Griffin is not shown being defeated but by comparison with other animals we can suppose that it had been conquered by Adad. Its structure of eagle rear, wings, and lion front, echoes that of Imdugud and it may possibly be seen as the destructive aspect of the storm. Its mouth is open and from it comes either a roar of thunder or the flames of lightning. 
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Figure 18
Adad’s griffin.
 
The Bull of Heaven 

Drought is symbolized by a bull. One seal
 has a kneeling god who kills the bull. A goddess produces rain to indicate the end of drought and Adad accompanies his storm-griffin. The drought-producing character of the bull is noted in the Akkadian Epic of Gilgameš: “where he pastured the earth is bare”. In the epic Ištar intends to release the Bull of Heaven but in another pictorial theme Ištar restrains it. In the Sumerian fragment An is concerned that Inanna should not allow the Bull to reach the ‘Place of Sunrise’, and this seems to be the restraint pictured. In these scenes a goddess occurs seated with a bull and a gate. The gate often has wings which Frankfort believes represents the sun’s rays behind it. 
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Figure 19 The Bull of Heaven.



Religion

The religion of Sumer seems to be quite distinct from the religions of the Semites outside the Sumerian cultural zone; but if the religious ideas of the Semites within that zone, the Akkadians, were markedly different in pre-Sargonic times they seem to have left no trace. Although the Akkadians had lived there for as long as our records can inform us we are unable to reliably distinguish an Akkadian from a Sumerian source for the ideas motivating the material remains. The assumption must be that the Akkadians willingly adopted the greater part of the Sumerian ideology since even those parts of the Land north of Kiš seem to have participated fully in the religious culture formed in the south. The probabilities of the matter aside, it cannot even be shown that the Akkadians contributed to this ideology because we lack a control group of Sumerians without access to Akkadian ideas. 

The arts and other remains of the Akkadian period strongly indicate that the religious ideas of Sumer were continuing to develop. Because of the new socio-political significance of the Akkadians it is usually taken for granted that these changes were the result of Akkadian imposition of ‘Semitic’ forms of religion upon the culture of Sumer. There is a danger in this position that the continuing dynamism of Sumerian culture may be unfairly discounted, but there are nevertheless considerations which make this position plausible. In the first place it must be admitted that the relentless demographic pressure of the Semites and the consequent strengthening of distinctively Semitic ideologies, combined with their new-found confidence as a ruling people, may have led to an increased ideological activism. As has been mentioned, however, comparable modifications of Sumerian belief were not observed in pre-Sargonic northern Sumer. A second consideration is that the changes which appear in this period appear to be in directions opposed to previous Sumerian tendencies, to imply a world view very different from that which we suppose was held in earlier times, but which is very familiar from the later, overwhelmingly Semitic, world of the ancient Near East. 

The Emphasis on Strife

The arts of the Akkadian period where they deal with religious ideas show a concentration on struggle which is alien to the art of the earlier periods. The ‘Animal Conflict’ scenes of the seals have a quite different effect in this period: the seriousness of the contestants and the brutality of the conflict are now emphasized where it was previously sufficient merely to juxtapose the figures in attitudes appropriate to indicate symbolic oppositions.
 Myths which are depicted on the seals show a preference for scenes of conflicts: the destruction of one god by another, of demons by gods, the capture of gods by demons, etc. There is now a tendency to view basic relationships between gods, or, equivalently, between parts of the world, as appropriately represented as warfare. This is not a view particularly to be noted in earlier times, where the relations are much more likely to fall within the normal range of ‘interpersonal’ relations. Many deities come to have conflict aspects which were not part of their original Sumerian natures. This is particularly true, as shall be shown, of Inanna. 

The idea of the universe as hostile may be due to the influence of the Semites. It certainly seems to be much more in tune with the ideas of societies in which the Semitic element predominates, whether we think of the later Mesopotamians or of western Syria. 

The Concentration on the Sun

It is very noticeable on the seals of the period that the sun as a religious focus becomes vastly more important than it ever was. Two attributes seem to be particular characteristics of the solar deity: the use of a saw, and rays which emanate from its shoulders. A god with these attributes appears in several different mythological scenes, but it does not seem that it is always the same god which is depicted. In the later texts various gods are associated with the sun; such as Marduk, Nergal, Ninurta, etc. We also recognise in art of this period scenes from rituals and myths in which the texts name those gods as the main actors but in which a sun god is depicted. We therefore take the solar attributes to mark the appearance of any god in his ‘solar’ aspect. The actual significance of this aspect may be less clear. 

The Akkadians named the Sun God himself Šamaš, and the texts indicate that he was responsible for justice – just as was Utu of the Sumerians. On the seals however he appears in two rôles: as the ‘God in a Boat’, also known from Sumerian times, and as the sunrise. As the ‘God in a Boat’ we see him accompanied by many symbols which point towards a fertility significance – ruminants, plants, ploughs, snakes, etc. It is possible that this is due to supposed nightly travels in the underworld giving him a connection to the chthonic and related fertility powers. It is in any case certain that this connection was established for Utu, and this is what we would expect given the nature of Sumerian religion. It does seem that almost all Sumerian deities participated in the power of fertility. 

A further indicator that the ‘God in a Boat’ is the essential Sumerian view of the Sun God is his passive nature. In no other class of seal scenes does a Sun God behave in this way. Certainly the ‘Rising Sun’ scene shows Šamaš in a more active rôle. He may simply be shown stepping upon the mountain from the ‘Gates of the Day’, in which case we are sure of his identity, but there are also scenes which show a solar god in combat with other gods; in which case it is not clear whether or not the combat is a dramatization of Šamaš’s ‘escape’ from the underworld. 

Whether or not that conflict is ever the dramatized sunrise, there is no doubt that Šamaš came to be associated with other myths in which a god escaped from the underworld by struggle with inimical powers. Elements known to belong separately to the Sunrise and the Resurrection scenes are combined on some seals (for example; a Zu-bird with a Šamaš on the mountain.
). It is not hard to see how the connection was made. Utu was taken into the underworld causing the normal processes of life to be suspended until he rose again. He was associated with fertility. Life was also put into distress by the arrival of winter until the spring when life was again triumphant in the Land. The myth which was told and the rituals which were performed for this longer cycle also referred to an escape from the underworld and a combat with an enemy. The similarities in the situations led to a merging of the rôles of Sun God and Fertility God expressed in the new Resurrection story. 

This accretion of religious ideas about the Sun God we may guess could be due to the particular importance of the sun to the Semites from whom the Akkadians derived. We need not doubt that this fertility theme was present in the Sumerian ideology but it was adopted in a particular way by the Akkadians. The Sumerian Dumuzi story is largely a story of negotiations – gallas notwithstanding – but the version presented in later texts is very much more conflict-centred. For this reason too we may be inclined to attribute its form to the Akkadians. 

The Exaltation of Inanna

The goddess previously seen associated with fertility and who was identified as Inanna now gained a rôle as a warrior, to become what is known to us as the ‘Ištar of Battle’. As well as being associated with plants her image is now to be seen with weapons radiating from her shoulders. She is shown using weapons in a Liberation scene and it is as Ištar of Battle that she is involved in a struggle against Ebih: albeit in a myth admittedly known from pre-Sargonic times. In fact this and other Kur-battle myths may be related to Inanna’s adventures in the underworld which are central to her fertility rôle. They also represent the fertility goddess triumphing over the forces of darkness; but they may be a version of the story preferred by the Akkadians as against the less combative Inanna and Dumuzi tale favoured by the Sumerians. This participation in the new, more warlike world is also behind her presence – with weapons – at the liberation of the Sun God. 

It may be that Inanna’s now warlike nature caused there to be some degree of syncretism with the warrior god Ninurta. The evidence for this is chiefly that Inanna now possesses wings like the storm-bird Imdugud which is closely associated with Ninurta/Ningirsu. She appears with wings in the Seal of Adda and in the terracotta portrait of Lilith
, and is in many places referred to as flying to battle (eg. in the ‘Curse of Agade.’) Her flight too is often associated with another trait – her implacable divine anger. Her anger is known from many Sumerian myths and seems more appropriate than ever in her as the Akkadian goddess Ištar. She is also associated with lions, which are known to be totems of Ninurta/Ningirsu.
As the Ištar of Battle the goddess resembles much more closely those goddesses equated with her in other Semitic cultures, such as Astarte, Anat, and Aštoreth. Whether this shows that her original Semitic nature was as a warrior goddess, or whether their personalities are derived from hers, is problematic. If the alteration in Inanna’s nature is in fact such as makes her a composite of the Sumerian Inanna and an Akkadian Ištar then it is necessary to seek the course of this syncretism. Of course, the merging of the two goddesses could not even have been begun if there had not already been some points of contact – such features as a connection to the underworld and chthonic concerns and probably also a fertility rôle. It may even be that such connections are all that was required for the process to continue, but there is also known to be another contributing factor in the strong favouritism shown to this goddess by Sargon’s dynasty. 

The exaltation of Ištar probably began with Sargon himself. The Legend of Sargon claims that his mother was a priestess and the King List notes that his father was a gardener. In this connection recall that Inanna was raped by Šukalletuda the gardener in the Sumerian myth, and that she is reported to have seduced the gardener Išullanu in the Akkadian Epic of Gilgameš. Furthermore the Legend of Sargon relates that he gained the favour of Ištar as a youth when he too was a gardener. Finally we note that Sargon’s daughter Enheduanna, whom he appointed as priestess of Nanna at Ur, was the author of three known hymns in praise of Inanna – with whom she often appears to identify herself.
 

Quite apart from considerations of Sargon’s personal devotion to Ištar, her elevation may well also have been intended to establish an imperial cult; and indeed Sargon’s dynasty was known to later history as the ‘Dynasty of Ištar’. Such a purpose is well served by the combination of Akkadian and Sumerian characteristics already noted, by the warlike nature of the revised goddess, and of course by her special interest in Sargon and his dynasty. The works of Enheduanna noted above may have been intended, at least partly, to provide a theological support for her father’s rule. The most important of them in this regard is the ‘Exaltation of Inanna’, whose theme is the placing of Inanna at equal rank with An himself. This is achieved by such means as giving her epithets like (nu-u8-gig-an-na) ‘hierodule of An’. 

Ritual

In interpreting the scenes on the seals it very often seems that the only indicators of their meaning are the texts accompanying or describing rituals. The rituals to which these texts refer are those of much later times but the match between the description in literature and the depiction in art is so close that we must assume that they have some common basis. The simplest explanation is that very similar rituals were enacted at the earlier period. This being granted, it is not clear whether those rituals began at this time, presumably as another consequence of the Akkadian influence, or whether they were simply not recorded before this time. On the other hand the seals may merely show the mythical basis upon which the later rituals were built. 

The rituals in question are those of the New Year festival which we know from texts of the first millennium with Marduk as the protagonist. Similar rituals, however, are known to have been enacted under Gudea with different gods in the central rôle. In the later rituals we know that the Enuma Eliš was recited and some of it was played out. That epic presents Marduk as an all-conquering champion of the gods who destroys the monster Kingu and his mother Tiamat, forming Man from the former and the world from the latter. On the other hand, the New Year festival also included rituals which conceive of Marduk as a ‘dying god’ who is taken into the underworld and requires to be saved by the other gods and reunited with the goddess who harrowed hell. Clearly these rituals do not have a very well integrated conception of their hero. The syncretism we have noted before which saw the old Sumerian fertility gods integrated with old Akkadian solar warriors is displayed here once again to its apparent disadvantage; and yet if our assumptions are correct it seems to have remained in this state for the better part of two millennia. We can only conclude that it met the needs of the people well enough. 
Deities
The form of the Akkadian pantheon seems in great part to be a mirror of the form of the Sumerian pantheon as it is known to us. This fact supports at least two theories. The more obvious is that the Akkadians adopted the form of the Sumerian pantheon out of respect for the power of Sumerian culture and merely Akkadianised their names. A less obvious theory, but also possible
, is that the Akkadians forced the creation of the Sumerian pantheon by attempting to understand the original Sumerian religious ideas in terms of a hierarchy of anthropomorphic deities and demons – which was possibly the type of religion original with them.
The Great Gods of Akkad
In either case there is a set of equivalences between members of the two pantheons which are explicitly recorded in many texts, especially in lists such as the An-Anum text. The following equivalences are the most notable: 

An = Anu 

Uraš is often mentioned at this time as his wife. 

Enki = Ea 

There is, however, a suspicion that the name Ea is in fact also a Sumerian name, and that it should be read as a-e or a-a.
 For example, its Hurrian and Hittite form is Aya- and in Greek it was Aos. He is much more particularly the god of wisdom than of water now. In the art of this period Enki became associated with the turtle.

Nanna = Sin 

Again, the supposed Akkadian name may be Sumerian.
 The earliest form we know from Old Assyrian inscriptions of the 19th century was Zuen (Zuin, Su’en) and was written EN.ZU. 

Inanna = Ištar 

As shown above, the Akkadian goddess is of a rather different nature from the Sumerian, and she is much more important in the hierarchy of gods. 

Utu = Šamaš 

The Arabic for sun is still šams and the Hebrew is šamaš. We have seen that the status of the sun god was also increased in the Akkadian period, and that other gods could also be presented in a ‘solar’ aspect. Šamaš himself seems now to be more emphatically a god of justice. 

Dumuzi = Tammuz 
Iškur = Adad
Also known as Addu, Adda. He had a beneficial aspect, being responsible for the rain and streams that are useful for agriculture. His beast was the lion-dragon or bull (which he is depicted as standing above). 
Some Gods and Demons Introduced by Akkad
Some supernatural wildlife seems to have been introduced to the culture of the Land by the Akkadian culture (so far as it can be distinguished from the Sumerian at this period.)
	Išhara
	Wife (sometimes) of Dagan. Associated with love, war, extispicy. Her animal is the snake.


	Lion-demon
	Monster with a lion head on a human body. In later, Old Babylonian, seals he upends a man and is associated with the disease-bringer Nergal-Erra (if that god is identified by the scimitar).


	Lion-dragon
	Lion monster with bird’s wings, tail, and hind feet. Possibly a weather monster associated with Iškur/Adad.


	Scorpion-people
	Girtabilullu. Human forms with scorpion tails. Early function unknown – much later associated with Šamaš.


	Snake-dragon
	Mušhuššu (“angry snake”). Snake body, horned snake head, lion fore legs, bird hind legs. The protective beast of Ninazu and of Tišpak  (qq.v.).


	Tišpak
	A storm god. Probably identical to the Hurrian god Tešup. He took over the city Ešnunna from Ninazu during or just after the Akkadian period, and adopted his snake-dragon too.





Mythology

Our textual evidence for Akkadian myths comes almost entirely from the library of Ašurbanipal and is thus largely dated to the seventh century. It is certain that some at least of those myths were current in the Akkadian period, but it is less certain of which myths this was true. Moreover there is every possibility that their form may have changed significantly over the intervening millennia. The two myths which follow are those which have been confidently identified as referenced by undoubtedly Akkadian materials, in particular by seal scenes. 
Zu
Paraphrase


The ‘tablets of destiny’[a] belonging to Enlil were placed in the temporary care of Zu, but that villain decided to steal them from his master. By this crime he hoped to become the master of the norms and a power amongst the gods. Thus he acted and flew away to his mountain with the Enlil-ship. Enlil and all the gods were speechless. When they recovered Anu asked 

“Which of the gods will slay Zu? His name shall be greatest of all!” 

Then the gods put forward Adad, the irrigator, to smite Zu with lightning. He, however, feared Zu’s power; so Anu did not press him.
Then they proposed Šara, the fire-god, first-born of Anunitum[b]. 
At this point, however, Ea[c] appears to the assembled gods and with Mah[d], mistress of designs, proposes Ningirsu as champion. She urges her son to this glorious act and he advances to Zu’s mountain. 

Commentary

Various endings can be proposed for this myth. Eventually, we can be sure, the tablets are reclaimed from Zu, but the various sources for this myth do not agree on how or by whom this was achieved. The evidence of the seals is that a god not unlike Ningirsu or Ninurta took Zu by force of arms and returned him to face trial – possibly before Ea. In a hymn to Ašurbanipal, however, Marduk is said to be the conqueror. And again, in the Lugalbanda cycle it is said that Lugalbanda tried to overcome Zu by getting him drunk – in much the same way that Inanna had earlier tricked the me’s from Enki. The me’s are returned to Enki in an Old Babylonian non-violent tale in which Ninurta overcomes Zu. 

The myth itself seems to be yet another form of the Kur-combat myth in which Ninurta has already appeared once as the conqueror of Asag. The evident popularity of this story in the Akkadian period is probably due to its violent plot as much as anything; but there may also have been some perceived connection with the liberation of a god story also seen on seals. In that too it seems that a god had to be defeated to reclaim for the world what had been taken from it and in seal depictions of this liberation struggle the enemy is associated with a bird of prey. The struggle is identified as the liberation struggle by the presence of Ea and Isimud in attitudes associated with that episode (eg. Ea’s foot on the mountain), and we also see a bird of prey in scenes of the emergence of the solar god. Thus the connection is very strong and we have to imagine the defeat of Zu and his designs on the fertility power tokens as a prelude to the liberation of the fertility power itself. 

The history of Zu is somewhat obscure. He is also known as Anzu, written AN.IM.DUGUDmušen in Sumerian and is usually referred to as the Imdugud-bird when he is not playing the part of the ‘enemy’. If Imdugud was originally an aspect of Ninurta related to the destructiveness of the storm then the current myth may be seen as the culmination of a process in which Zu gained independence from Ninurta as a foe which had to be overcome for the balance of nature to be restored. Ninurta then would be the fertilising aspect of the storm personalised. In the arts, Imdugud as a symbol appears as a lion-headed eagle whereas Zu as an enemy is a bird or bird-man. The lion-head is thus a little unexpected. Perhaps it is the result of some sort of synthesis of one of Ninurta’s other mythical enemies for he appears with lion identifiers in scenes such as the seal of Adda (where the eagle, Zu, also appears). 

Notes

a. What Zu stole is described in the Old Babylonian version merely as the Enlil-ship and is apparently equated with the mes of the land. In the Assyrian version they are the ‘decrees of the gods’ in the ‘tablets of destinies.’ On seal impressions dealing with this myth, however, the bird-man is apparently associated with damaged or uprooted shrubbery. Frankfort suggests that the plant here is a magical plant, possibly even the same as the ‘herb of life’ sought by Gilgameš. The seals come from an earlier date and probably show the original Akkadian purpose of the myth better than the texts. The plant may well represent the life force of a fertility deity which must be returned from the underworld for its functions to resume. 

b. Ištar. 

c. Ea’s rôle in this story is not well motivated by the narrative, but we have seen Enki in Sumerian myth as the distributor of the mes and on sealings he appears as judge of conquered Zu, or as one concerned for his son, the captured god. 
d. Mah is Mammi, and Mammi is the ‘Lady of the mes.’

Etana
Paraphrase


The sceptre, crown, tiara, and shepherd’s crook[a] lay before Anu, but the Igigi were hostile to Man and there was as yet no kingship on Earth. The Anunnaki, however, consulted, and kingship descended. 

The eagle lived in the crown of the sarbatu-tree and the serpent in its shade. They swore a pact of friendship by Šamaš. Every day they went hunting. If the eagle caught an ox or a sheep he shared it with the serpent and his young. If the serpent caught goats or gazelles[b] the eagle and his young would feed. But when the young of the eagle had grown their wings he plotted to devour the young of the serpent and dwell in heaven. One of his fledglings, “exceeding wise”[c], warned him of the wrath of Šamaš but the eagle would not listen. He did the deed. When the serpent returned to feed its young they were gone; he scratched in the dust with his claws[d], he lay down and wept. He called out to Šamaš that the evildoer, Zu, may not escape punishment. Šamaš is outraged and instructs the serpent to hide in the belly of slain ox. Then when the eagle comes to feed the serpent should attack him. Again the eagle’s fledgling warns his parent, again he is ignored, and so everything happens as Šamaš had planned. The serpent breaks the wings of the eagle and dumps him in a pit to starve – ignoring his pleas for mercy. 

Etana begs Šamaš to grant him the plant of birth that he might have an heir. Šamaš tells him to go to the eagle where he lies in a pit. He will show him the plant of birth. When Etana finds the eagle he lifts him out of the pit and the eagle bears him aloft[e] to find the plant of birth which is in heaven with Anu. Suddenly Etana cries out to return to the ground and they both plummet earthwards. 
Commentary

This has the appearance of two myths which are combined in a quite superficial way. We can be fairly sure that the kingship which descended from heaven alighted upon Etana of Kiš because he appears in the Sumerian King List as the first king following the deluge. The eagle and serpent story seems to have been simply inserted into the middle of the tale of Etana’s search for the plant of birth. The form which this tale takes of an ascent to heaven is a new thing in Mesopotamian mythology but it seems to have firmly established itself at this time. It can also be seen in the tale of Adapa. It is unfortunate that the tale of Etana is incomplete, but we know that he was succeeded by his son Balih, so we know that this tale cannot end in disaster. In fact, the tale seems to be a tale pointing out the necessity of – and the existence of – powers of fertility given to the king as symbolized by the ‘plant of birth’. This theme may connect it to the concerns of part of the later Akkadian Gilgameš Epic in which that king seeks immortality in another journey and is eventually shown the ‘plant of rejuvenation’. 

The plants which these two kings seek also seem to have been imagined as versions of the plant stolen by Zu in the original form of his myth. This is the only way I know to explain the occurrence of the Eagle and Serpent section of the myth; for the eagle there seems to be none other than Zu himself, and is so named in one version. The eagle’s inhabitation of the same tree as the serpent in this myth is comparable to Zu’s existence in the crown of the Huluppu-tree with the serpent at its roots in the myth of Gilgameš, Enkidu and the Nether World. There are also hints that the real purpose of the eagle’s sin was to gain a plant of power: in the Old Babylonian version his plotting includes a mention that his young “will seek the plants...” when he kills the serpent’s young. This he claims would allow him to dwell in heaven, an ambition similar to Zu’s for the theft of the plant of life. 

We know that Zu was eventually defeated by Ninurta but it is a curiosity of this story that both participants may be identifiable as enemies of that god. In the seals which show this myth the serpent is replaced by a lion and we can see that some clues also remain in the text which indicate that a lion was the original ground dweller. The switch from lion to serpent here is mirrored in the move from the seven-headed lion (ur-sag-inim) to the seven-headed serpent (muš sag-inim, possibly Asag) as a conquest of that god
. In any case we know from various sources that one of Ninurta’s enemies was a leonine beast. The reason for the change, on the other hand, is not known. 

Notes

a. The Sumerian King List calls Etana a shepherd and sheep occur on an impression of this myth. 

b. Much more likely prey for a lion than a serpent. 

c. A typical folk-tale motif which plays no rôle in this tale. 

d. A lion could do this but a serpent – if by that is meant a snake – could not. 

e. On what wings he flew we are not told. 



Empire

Warfare between the city states of Sumer was not unusual, witness the tale of Gilgameš and Agga of Kiš, and the control of one city by another was also commonplace. The culmination of these ‘petty’ wars was the career of Lugalzaggesi, but the ‘empire’ created by this king was too short-lived to have much lasting impact upon Sumerian society. The Akkadian empire, however, lasted about a century, and significantly affected Sumerian society. 
Techniques of Control

Secular

In some cases it seems that the administration of the conquered cities was left in place and the Akkadians were content to rule by proxy through the native rulers. We hear, for example, that Meskigala, who was ensi of Adab under Lugalzaggesi, continued in that office as late as Sargon’s son Maništusu.
 Similarly, both Urukagina and Lugalzaggesi himself may have continued in office.
 Sargon realised, however, that the loyalty of these people could not be relied upon. He therefore made a point of establishing his own people in posts of responsibility throughout his empire. He says
; 
Akkadians (literally, “sons of Akkad”) held the ensi-ships (everywhere) from the lower sea and above; 
As for the previous rulers, it is not known what their fate may have been, but it is probable that they continued as privileged citizens of their city, perhaps constituting a mediating layer of authority between the Akkadians and their subjects. That they could be valued by the Akkadians for whatever services they provided is suggested by the evidence of the Obelisk of Maništusu which records amongst the recipients of gifts of lands the relatives of former city rulers. 

Probably the ‘sons of Akkad’ mentioned were not typically members of the ruling dynasty, although it is known that some were appointed to gubernatorial posts by later rulers. Naram-Sin, for example, appointed his sons Lipit-Ili and Nabi-Ulmaš to be governors of Maradu and Tutu respectively. We have, nevertheless, to acknowledge the relative unimportance of these appointments and the rarity of their type. 

It is generally considered that direct Akkadian control of the Land was achieved by the placement of garrisons of Akkadian soldiery at strategic points, often in forts whose royal nature is reflected in their names: Dur-Akkade, (‘fortress of Akkad’,) Dur-Rimuš, etc. Such a garrison is known to have been established at Tell Brak to guard the trade routes of the north for example, and perhaps every city also had its barracks: soldiers with Akkadian names are mentioned in documents from Girsu and Susa. The Akkadian military organization tended to increase for the obvious reasons, and this was assisted by levies being drawn from such marginal groups as the Amorites and Gutians. Soldiers were paid by rations and could also be given land for their own subsistence.

Apart from the soldiers, of course, there would also have been the necessity of at least a small community of Akkadians to represent the dynasty and to supervise, however loosely, the administrative demands of the Empire. For those groups, and for other favoured functionaries of the empire and royal family members, the rewards were goods and land. Booty from conquered territory was used for this purpose, and the Obelisk of Maništušu already referred to is largely the record of land transfers from the king (actually from dispossessed subjects) to his Akkadians, though we have no explicit statement of why they were being so honoured. It is known that the king, the royal family, and many high functionaries had land being worked all over the south. These practices should almost have guaranteed that anti-imperial reaction would become tinged with ethnic rejection but the actual evidence for this is sparse and equivocal. 

On the administrative side too, some steps were taken toward the creation of a centralised state. This was largely an effort to facilitate exploitation of the empire by the centre. There was a requirement, for example, that agricultural surpluses be produced for export to Akkad, and that imperial booty be taken to the centre for use as rewards. Akkad also made itself the main centre of long-distance trade. There was also a limited effort at standardization in some aspects of the administration, clearly intended to facilitate imperial control. For those economic transactions that concerned the crown a standard system of weights and measures was used, (e.g. the Akkadian gur of 300 l was introduced for barley,) the year names were made uniform throughout the empire, the formats of the archives were decreed, and even the shapes of the characters were ordered.
 
Cultic

By contrast with those crude methods of control Sargon began the rather more subtle practice of taking into the dynasty’s direct control the important religious posts of Sumer. He appointed his daughter Enheduanna (‘En, ornament of Heaven’) to be high priestess of Nanna/Sin at Ur and (probably) of An/Anu at Uruk. The power to make such appointments became the accepted privilege of the ruler of the Land and was exercised continuously for the next 500 years. Enmenanna, daughter of Naram-Sin, also occupied that post at Ur. These appointments were for life, so that there was every possibility that the office might have provided a stabilising influence in the disturbances which followed each reign’s end. The evidence of Enheduanna’s life, however, indicates that any such stabilising tradition was not quickly established (see the introduction to her ‘Exaltation.’) 

The reason for distinguishing Ur and Uruk in this way is quite clear. Those two cities had been the dominant hegemonists of Sumer in the south and they had, moreover, been a virtual union since Ur II. Sargon had already established his credentials in Kiš, the dominant northern city, but to establish himself as the ruler of Sumer he would need to control the southern cities. He could claim their ensi-ship and en-ship, of course, through right of conquest, but the appointment of his daughter to those two posts consolidated the dynasty’s control of the cultural centre of Sumer. 

There were other religious appointments too; for example, Naram-Sin’s daughter Šamšani, was the priestess of Utu/ Šamaš at Mari. His daughter ME.KIB.BAR was also at Mari, but for what purpose is unknown. Appointments such as this may have been made for any number of diplomatic and dynastic reasons. 

Enheduanna was also involved in the much remarked transformation of Inanna in this period. It is known that Sargon was particularly associated with Ištar and that this association with the dynasty persisted throughout the Akkadian period, leading to its being known to later history as the ‘Dynasty of Ištar’.
 Combining the Sumerian Inanna with the Akkadian Ištar and exalting both to the level of An was a means of associating the Akkadian rule with the will of the very highest gods. At the same time the merging of the two goddesses helped integrate the religious ideas of the two peoples. Enheduanna’s rôle in this is manifested in her writings – especially the ‘Exaltation’. She seems to have represented Ištar rather than either of the gods whose priestess she actually was. 

As the final expression of Akkadian divine favour we find Naram-Sin claiming divinity for himself. His name is on occasion preceded with the divine determinative. On his stele celebrating the victory over the Lullubi he wears a type of horned crown somewhat reminiscent of that which marks a god in Mesopotamian glyptic, and he appears with prominent symbols of divinity above him. The practice of deification was continued by the later kings of Akkad and by their successors of Ur III and in the Isin-Larsa period. This claim makes no sense in terms of Sumerian theology. Bottéro supposes
 that it represents a type of ‘functional divinity’ which merely indicates the king’s universal responsibility for the care of contracts. Certainly the king’s name is now invoked at oath-swearing. If that is the case then this purely formal claim would even further associate the dynasty with the natural order of the Land. On the other hand the practice of giving names of theophoric form using the king’s name suggests more than functional divinity. It is not known that a cult existed for these Akkadian god-kings in their own times, but they were certainly the objects of devotions by the time of the Ur III period. 
Consequences

Subordination of Sumer

As has been noted, the central political organization in classic Sumerian culture was the city, and this continued to be the case even for some time following the Akkadian conquests. It has been remarked, for example, that at the end of each reign the cities attempted to regain their independence. Nevertheless, the very fact that for such a long period all the Sumerian cities had been ruled by a single king made that condition appear to be a valid and even a natural aspiration, so that the city never regained its undisputed cultural dominance. 

Reinforcing the lesson of the subordination of the cities was the now greatly expanded horizon of the Mesopotamian culture. Many areas which had previously been considered quite foreign to the Sumerians had been made more or less integral parts of their world by the extent and success of the Akkadian empire building. Of these more distant areas the contacts with Mari have already been mentioned, but Aššur and Nineveh were of greater importance in the long run. It is known that many people in Aššur then had Akkadian names, and that Maništusu left an inscription there. The Ištar temple also contains statuary which seems to be in the Akkadian style. In Nineveh Naram-Sin left an inscription and the Assyrian king Šamši-Adad claims that Maništusu built a temple there. From Nineveh too comes the bronze portrait head often claimed to be of Sargon. 

Sumer itself was thus of much decreased importance in its own cultural world. This humiliating situation would certainly have contributed to the tendency to reject Akkadian domination – and in fact the south was always a difficult province of any Mesopotamian empire. 

Exaltation of Akkadian Language

The feature which most completely distinguishes the Akkadian from the Sumerian people, in fact the only distinction of which we can be quite sure, is their language, which is a thoroughly ordinary Semitic language. Partly as a result of the establishment of Akkadian rule, but also by demographic inevitability, the Akkadian language gained equality with Sumerian as the official language. It was clear from this time on that Sumerian would eventually be displaced. It did linger on, however, as a liturgical language and as the language of prestige in later times. 

In the Akkadian period official texts appear written in Akkadian only, and Sumerian texts typically have a translation attached. This is of course especially the case in the north. The script is remarkable for its regularity and beautiful appearance. Calligraphy, like the glyptic of the cylinder seals, reached its peak at this time. 
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