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Old Babylonian Religious Poetry in Anatolia: 
From Solar Hymn to Plague Prayer

Abstract: In a recently published Old Babylonian Sumerian solar hymn, a diseased supplicant inquires into the nature 
of a past but unknown religious offence with which he has angered his personal god. The present article contains an 
interpretation of this passage and a discussion of its various Hittite versions, which range from an almost literal trans-
lation (in the Prayer of Kantuzili) to renderings that were strongly adapted to Hittite customs (in the prayers of Mursili 
II.). This unusually well-documented case offers new insights into the translation and adaptation of literary texts in the 
ancient Near East.
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The Sumerian solar hymn ‘Utu the hero’, first edited by 
Cavigneaux (2009), was a well-known text in the Old Bab-
ylonian period: its incipit is cited in a literary catalogue 
from Nippur, and the extant manuscripts, as far as their 
provenance is known, were found in Meturan, Susa and 
(probably) Sippar. Indeed the popularity of ‘Utu the hero’ 
extended as far as Anatolia, since two central passages in 
a group of Hittite solar hymns (CTH 372–374) can be shown 
to depend ultimately on the Sumerian text (Metcalf 2011). 
This fact is not surprising in itself, because the Hittite 
hymns CTH 372–374 manifest various other signs of Bab-
ylonian influence that have long been recognised; but the 
correspondences with ‘Utu the hero’ are remarkably literal 
and detailed. They consist of an opening section in which 
the Sun-god enters the divine assembly through the gates 
of heaven, where the other gods of the pantheon pay him 
homage. In both versions (Sumerian and Hittite), these in-
troductory praises of the Sun-god prepare the ground for 
a later passage in which a human supplicant complains 
of a debilitating affliction that has left him contemplat-
ing the prospect of death. The supplicant assumes that 
he must have angered his personal god with some reli-
gious offence, and suggests various types of divination by 
means of which the personal god might inform him of his 
crime, under the benign watch of the Sun-god.¹

1 Abbreviations are those of the Reallexikon der Assyriologie. This 
article was written with the support of a postdoctoral research fellow-
ship awarded by the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, thanks to 

The present article revisits a particular section of the 
supplicant’s prayer. The sense of the passage in ‘Utu the 
hero’ can be clarified with the help of parallels in other 
Babylonian literary compositions that address similar 
topics, and some improved readings of the difficult 
Sumerian source (text 1) are proposed here. An almost 
literal Hittite translation of the Sumerian passage is extant 
in CTH 372–374, where the best-preserved version in the 
Prayer of Kantuzili (CTH 373, text 2) presents some intrigu-
ing variants that require detailed examination. Further 
Hittite versions, which were clearly adapted to suit an 
Anatolian context, emerge in the corpus of Plague Prayers 
of king Mursili II. (texts 3–4), and this process of adap-
tation can be reconstructed with the help of other Hittite 
and Luwian sources. While a full comparative analysis 
of Babylonian and Hittite religious poetry remains to be 
written, the texts from Hattusa do suggest that certain 
Sumerian and Akkadian compositions were deliberately 
selected, probably according to Hittite religious priorities, 
and then sometimes translated into Hittite and adapted 
in hymns and prayers devoted to Anatolian deities.² The 
present study aims to illuminate this process of transla-

which I enjoyed the ideal working conditions of the Lehrstuhl für Alt-
orientalistik, Julius-Maximilians-Universität Würzburg. I am grateful 
to my sponsor, Prof. Daniel Schwemer, for his advice and support. 
I also thank Prof. Antoine Cavigneaux for some discussion of the 
Sumerian text, Samuel Atkins (British Museum) and Prof. Markus 
Hilgert (Vorderasiatisches Museum, Berlin) for enabling me to col-
late relevant tablets, and audiences in Chicago and Munich for their 
comments on earlier versions of this paper.
2 See Wilhelm (1994); a new comparative analysis of some of the 
major sources can be found in Metcalf (2015, 79–103).
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tion and adaptation by examining in detail a specific and 
unusually well-documented case.

In the Sumerian version (1), the supplicant is afflicted 
by a disease that he believes to have been sent by his angry 
personal god to punish him for some religious offence. In 
order to recover, the supplicant first needs to establish the 
nature of his crime, and he therefore invites his personal 
god to communicate with him by means of divination. As 
noted in the comments to line 53 (below), the underlying 
concepts of religious offence and divine retribution are fa-
miliar from Babylonian wisdom literature and mythology.³ 
The disease from which the supplicant claims to suffer is 

a conventional and perhaps metaphorical image that is 
supposed to illustrate his alienation from the personal 
god. ⁴ It will be seen below that in some of the Hittite ad-
aptations (3)–(4) the disease is no longer a literary topos 
but a real affliction that has struck the Hittite country. The 
Sumerian passage starts with a refrain (line 53), which 
the main manuscript (ms. A) subsequently repeats in 
abbreviated form. The sequence of the lines follows ms. 
A, although ms. D and the near-literal Hittite version (2) 
suggest that lines 54 and 57 should swap places (see the 
comments to line 54, below). I propose the following score 
transliteration followed by a translation and comments:⁵ 

Transliteration:
(1) 53  A rev. 10H: d i ĝ i r - ĝ a2 n i ĝ2- g e17- g a - a - n i  ḫ a - m a - b e2 š a3- b i  ĝ a l2 b a -r a - a b - t a k a4- a  n i ĝ2- n a m -

m a - a  g a - z u
  D obv. 8H–9H: […][g e17- g a - n i] ḫ a - m a - a b - [x] š a3- b i  ĝ a l2 ḫ a - m a - a b - [t a k a4] / n i ĝ 2- [n a m - m a  x 

z u] [x]-x
 54 A rev. 11H: m a š2- š u - g i d2- g i d2 du t u - k a m  u s u3- k a m  ḫ a - m a (ba)- b e2 š a3- b i
  D obv. 14H–15H: [m a š2- š u - g i d2]- g i d2 du t u - k a m  u [s u3… ]  /  š a3- b i  ĝ a l2 ḫ a - m a - a b - t [a k a4…]
 55 A rev. 12H: e n s i (en.〈me.〉li) x x x- a - b i  ḫ a - m a - b e2 š a3- b i
  D obv. 12H–13H: e n s i  ne [(x)] š e  [š u m2]- m a  i[n ( ? ) -… ]  /  [š a3- b i  ĝ a l2 ḫ a - m a]- a b - t a k a4 n i ĝ2- n[a m …]
  E rev. 1H: […] š a3- b i  ĝ a l2 ḫ a - m a - a b - t a k a4 n i ĝ2- n a m  […] // […mi-im]-ma šu-um-šu lu-[um]-mi-[id]
 56 A rev. 13H: p u2- t a  ama-d u l - l a  i g i  n u - d u  ḫ a - m a - b e2 š a3- b i
  D obv. 16H: [u2- ḫ u b2] m a - a n - d u l  i[g i …]
  E rev. 2H: […u2]- ḫ u b2- m e - e n  i g i  ḫ u - m u - n i - i n - d u8 //  […s]uk-ku-ka-a-ku u2-ul a-na-aṭ-[ṭa2-al]
 57 A rev. 14H: m a - m u2- d a  i g i  n u - d u  ḫ a - m a - b e2 š a3- b i
  D obv. 10H–11H: [m a - m u]- d a  i g i  [n u ( ? ) - m u - u n - d u8 ḫ a - m a - a b]- d u11 / š a3-bi [ĝ a l2] [ḫ a - m a - a b]-

t a k a4 n i ĝ2-n[a m -…]x

Translation:
53 Let my god tell me what offended him, let him reveal its meaning to me, may I know everything!
54 The diviner is the one of Utu, the one of the liver-omen – let him tell it to me, let him reveal its meaning to me, (may 

I know everything)!
55 The dream-interpreter …(?) – let him tell it to me, let him reveal its meaning to me, may I know everything!⁶
56 I am deaf, he (i.e. my god) has shrouded it for me, I cannot see⁷ – let him tell it to me, let him reveal its meaning to 

me, (may I know everything)!
57 I see no dream – let him tell it to me, let him reveal its meaning to me, may I know everything!

³⁴⁵

3 See recently also Uehlinger (2007, 124–159), Mittermayer (2013), 
RlA s.v. Sünde A. §§ 3.2., 4. (A. Löhnert).
4 See Sitzler (1995, 207–213) on the diseased supplicant in Egyptian 
and Babylonian wisdom literature.
5 The sigla and line numbers follow Cavigneaux (2009, 8): ms. A = H 
150 (Meturan); ms. D = VS 10, 212 (provenance unknown), collated in 
December 2014; ms. E = BM 78614 (probably Sippar), Sumero-Akka-
dian version, ed. Wasserman (1997), see also Bonechi (2010), collated 
in October 2014.

⁶⁷

6 Here the Akkadian translation of ms. E presents a variant of the 
final element of the refrain: ‘… inform (me) of everything!’. See the 
comments on line 53, below.
7 In ms. E, the verb of ‘seeing’ is (correctly) negated in the Akkadian 
version but (erroneously) phrased as a positive modal form in the 
Sumerian version.
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Comments on the text:
53 This verse, which presents the refrain in its fullest form, 
can be divided into three elements: ‘Let my god (a) tell 
me what offended him, (b) let him reveal its meaning to 
me, (c) may I know everything!’. To begin with the final 
element: in ms. A, Cavigneaux (2009, 9) hesitantly sug-
gested the reading n i ĝ2 n a m - d i r i ?- g a - k e4, ‘ce sont 
choses qui (me) dépassent(?)’. But the corresponding part 
of the refrain in the Hittite Prayer of Kantuzili (2), which 
is presented below, states: ‘may I know them (i.e. my of-
fences)’. The supplicant wishes to learn the true nature 
of his offence, and this suggests a different reading of 
the Sumerian version: n i ĝ2- n a m - m a - a  g a - z u , ‘may 
I know everything’, matching the fragmentary Akkadian 
translation of the refrain in ms. E at line 55: [… mim]ma 
šumšu (=  n i ĝ2- n a m - m a )  lumm[id], ‘… inform (me) of 
everything!’ (collated). Ms. D seems to present another 
version of the phrase: while n i ĝ2- n a m - m a  looks certain 
(collated; kindly checked by D. Schwemer), I have failed 
to decipher both the broken sign (not g a - , possibly i3- ) 
that precedes z u  and the very faint traces of wedges that 
follow it. But the phrase n i ĝ2- n a m (- m a) z u  is in any 
case well-attested, particularly as a divine attribute: e.g. 
m u n u s  z i  d u b - s a r  n i n  n i ĝ2- n a m  z u , ‘(Nisaba,) the 
true woman, the scribe, the lady who knows everything’ 
(Lipit-Eštar B:19, ed. Vanstiphout 1978); g a l - z u  n i ĝ2-
n a m - m a  // mu-de-e mim-ma šum-šu2, ‘(Asalluḫi,) who 
knows everything’ (SBH 34 obv. 11  f. = CLAM 413–417, 30). 
It is the supplicant’s hope that the gods will communi-
cate their superior divine knowledge to him and deliver 
him from his human ignorance. The situation resembles 
a passage in the Old Babylonian Sumerian composition 
known as ‘A Man and his God’, in which the supplicant 
seems to be ignorant of his crimes and appeals to his god 
to let him know what he has done wrong.⁸ As a bilingual 
prayer puts it: when it comes to distinguishing between 
offensive and inoffensive behaviour, ‘mankind is deaf, 
it knows nothing’ (n a m - l u2- u18- l u  u2- ḫ u b - a m3 a ĝ2 
n u - u n - z u  // a-me-lu-tu su-ku-ka-at-ma mim-ma ul i-de, 
IV R2 10 rev. 29–34, ed. Maul 1988, 237–246), and the sup-
plicant in the present text expresses his incomprehen-
sion in similar terms: ‘I am deaf, I do not see’ (line 56).⁹ 
His request for information is the topic of the first part of 

8 Following Klein (2006, 129), see also Uehlinger (2007, 130  f). The 
text of line 113, based on CBS 15205+ (P343746 and Kramer 1969, pl. 
iv) is: d i ĝ i r - ĝ u10  × [x] n a m - d a6- ĝ u10 i g i - ĝ u10 u3- m i - z u , ‘My 
god […], when you have made my eyes know my error (then I will 
declare it)’, i.e. ‘when you have let me know my error (then I will de-
clare it)’.
9 See further van der Toorn (1985, 94–97) on this topos.

the refrain (a), beginning with an anticipatory genitive: 
d i ĝ i r - ĝ a2 n i ĝ2- g e17- g a - a - n i , literally: ‘of my god, 
his forbidden thing’, i.e. ‘the thing that my god forbids’, 
which refers to the religious offence that the supplicant 
committed and corresponds to wašdul=mit, ‘my offence’, 
in the Hittite version (2). The subject of the verb ḫ a -
m a - b e2 is probably also the personal god, as Cavigneaux 
(2009, 11) understood it, rather than the Sun-god (who 
is not mentioned in the preceding lines), and so ‘let my 
god tell me what offended him’ is an appropriate English 
rendering of (a). Element (b) of the refrain continues this 
request: ‘let him reveal its meaning to me’, referring to 
the offence. The verbal form ĝ a l2 b a -r a - a b - t a k a4- a 
in ms. A could in practice be interpreted in various ways 
(negative modal prefix b a r a -; ablative b a - t a -  > b a -
r a - ),¹⁰ which however make no sense in the context, and 
the translation must therefore follow the precative form in 
ms. D (ĝ a l2 ḫ a - m a - a b -[t a k a4]), corresponding to the 
3rd sg. imperative kinuddu, ‘let him reveal’, in the literal 
Hittite version (2).

54 Comparison with the more explicit Hittite version (2) of 
the refrain suggests that n i ĝ2- g e17- g a - a - n i  remains the 
implied object of ḫ a - m a - b e2 and that the first part of the 
line is syntactically independent. There is variation in the 
arrangement of the text between ms. A on the one hand 
and ms. D and the Hittite version (2) on the other. In ms. A, 
extispicy by the diviner is the first option mentioned (line 
54), followed by the dream-interpreter (55) and an implicit 
request for a dream (57); but in ms. D, and in the Hittite 
version (2), the request for a dream comes first, followed 
by the dream-interpreter and the diviner. The numbering 
of the lines of the Sumerian text that Cavigneaux (2009) 
established is based on ms. A, which may however present 
an eccentric variant.

55 In analogy to the description of the diviner (‘the one 
of Utu, the one of the liver-omen’), the first part of the 
present line is likely to specify the particular technique 
that is to be used by the dream-interpreter. In ms. D, the 
sign ne is probably to be read i z i , ‘fire’, and š e  refers 
to grain that is elsewhere said to be used in connection 
with dream-interpretation, compare: e n s i - e  š e - e - t a 
i - b i2- a  n u - m u - u n - n a - a n - b a d - d e3 // ša2-i-lu ina mu-
uš-ša2-ak-ka ul i-pe-te-šu2, ‘(Sum.:) The dream-interpreter 
cannot reveal (his fate) to him by means of grain in the 
smoke’ // ‘(Akk.:) The dream-interpreter cannot reveal 
(his fate) to him by means of a dream-oblation’ (IV R2 22 

10 See Attinger (1993, 796) s.v. b a - r a - .
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n2: 10H–11H = Maul 1988, 331–333), with the detailed com-
ments of George/al-Rawi (1996, 173  f.). A possible reading 
of ms. D is: e n s i  i z i - [e  š e  š u m2]- m a  i [n -…], ‘The 
dream interpreter, having given grain to the fire,…’; but 
this is not certain, and I am unable to reconcile it with the 
undeciphered signs in the corresponding text of ms. A – 
In the final element of the refrain at the end of the line, 
collation of ms. E confirms the copy of Wasserman (1997, 
266) and the reading lu-[um]-mi-[id], ‘inform (me)!’ (Cav-
igneaux 2009, 9). A 1st sg. form (*lulmad), which would 
correspond literally to g a - z u  (1) and ganešmi (2), is ex-
cluded. The sense is not fundamentally different (‘may I 
know everything!’ vs. ‘inform me of everything!’), and the 
variant indeed helps to clarify the general meaning of the 
refrain, since it confirms that the supplicant is genuinely 
ignorant and therefore seeks to learn the nature of his 
offence. This will prove to be relevant in the comparison 
with the Hittite version (2), below.

56 Wasserman (1999) has drawn attention to a paral-
lel that clarifies the sense of this line: u2- ḫ u b - m e - e n 
d u l6- l a - a b  i - b i2 n u - u n - d u8 // su-uk-ku-ka-ku ka-at-
ma-ku ul a-na-aṭ-ṭa-al, ‘I am deaf, I am shrouded,¹¹ I do 
not see’ (Ešh n38–42: 15H, composite text, ed. Maul 1988, 
216–228). The first two signs in ms. D are certainly to be 
read u2- ḫ u b2 even though the latter sign is tuk (no final 
vertical wedge), as correctly copied by Zimmern. Cavig-
neaux (2009, 13) has noted the lexical equation p u2- t a 
(ms. A) = sukkuku.

57 In ms. D, the sign after i g i  probably has no vertical 
wedge (against Zimmern’s copy), and n u -  therefore 
seems possible but not certain.¹²

The Sumerian passage was among those elements of ‘Utu 
the hero’ that emerge in a nearly literal but at the same 
time highly sensitive Hittite rendering in the corpus of 
solar hymns CTH 372–374 (ed. Schwemer, in press). It is 
not currently possible to determine when or where the 
translation was made, and the practical function of these 
solar hymns, which open with extensive praises of the 
Sun-god and conclude with a prayer for the calming of an 
angry personal god, is likewise unclear. While the vision 
of the Sun-god (and the personal god) that they present is 
heavily indebted to Babylonian concepts,¹³ this does not 
preclude their use in practical Hittite religion – given that 
various Babylonian elements are known to have been em-
bedded in the rich corpus of ritual texts from Hattusa.¹⁴  
But the prayers of Mursili II. show that CTH 372–374 also 
served as a literary template that was subsequently used 
in the composition of other Hittite religious poetry. What-
ever its primary purpose may have been, CTH 372–374 (text 
2) is a vital intermediary that stands between the ultimate 
Sumerian model (1) and the strongly adapted Hittite ver-
sions (3)–(4). In this prayer, which is best preserved in a 
version uttered by an otherwise little-known figure known 
as Kantuzili (CTH 373), the supplicant complains bitterly 
of his alienation from his personal god, which causes him 
great suffering. He seems not to know what he has done to 
offend his god, and therefore asks the Sun-god to transmit 
a request for information:

(2) [ki-nu-n]a-mu-za am-me-el dingir-ia ša3-šu zi-šu ḫu-u-ma-an-te-[et] kar-di-it ki-i-nu-ud-du nu-mu wa-aš-du-ul-
mi-it [te-e-ed]-du ne-za-an ga-ne2-eš-mi na-aš-šu-mu dingir-ia za-aš-ḫe2-ia me-e-ma-u2 nu-mu-za dingir-ia ša3-šu 
ki-nu-ud-du [nu-mu wa-aš-d]u-ul-mi-it te-e-ed-du ne-za-an ga-ne2-eš-mi na-aš-ma-mu munusensi me-e-ma-u2 [na-aš-
ma-mu š]a dutu lu2azu iš-tu uzunig2.gig me-e-ma-u2 nu-mu-za dingir-ia ḫu-u-ma-an-te-et kar-di-it [ša3-šu zi-šu] 
[ki-i-nu-ud-du] nu-mu wa-aš-du-ul-mi-it te-ed-du ne-za-an ga-ne2-eš-mi

¹¹¹²

11 Following the Akkadian version and ignoring the imperative in 
the Sumerian text.
12 Additional remarks on the lines that follow this passage: in line 
58, ms. E rev. 3H has […]- m i - d u11- g a - g e n7 m a - a b - d i r i  // [… ki]-ma 
iq-bu-u2 u2-ša-te-er (collated). In line 59, ms. A rev. 16H should proba-
bly be read d i r i  n a m - k u5- d a , rather than d i r i  n a m - t a r - d a , 
compare the similar passage in du t u - g e n7 e3- t a  n+2: 30H–31H with 
parallel texts (ed. Löhnert 2009, 355. 370).

¹³

¹⁴

13 See most recently Metcalf (2011, 168–170), Alaura/Bonechi (2012, 
24  f. and 53–55).
14 See Schwemer (2013b) for a convenient overview, which includes 
the Babylonian ritual for the calming of a personal god (CTH 432) in 
which the Sun-god is invoked as a judge. In the late river-ritual KUB 
36, 83(+) i 12–15 (CTH 456.2.1.A, ed. F. Fuscagni, URL <hethiter.net>: 
CTH 456.2.1, Expl. A, 10. 03. 2014), the invocation of the Sun (as lord 
of heaven and just shepherd who saves mankind) broadly resembles 
the opening of the solar hymn CTH 372 and may thus be another in-
stance of Babylonian influence on Hittite ritual sources.
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‘Now let my god reveal his innermost soul to me with all his heart, and let him tell me my offences so that I may know 
them. Let my god either speak to me in a dream – let my god reveal his soul to me and let him tell me my offences so 
that I may know them – or let a female dream-interpreter speak to me, or let a diviner of the Sun-god speak to me (upon 
reading) from a liver! Let my god reveal his innermost soul to me with all his heart, and let him tell me my offences so 
that I may know them!’ (CTH 373, 24H–28H = KUB 30, 10 obv. 24H–28H).¹⁵
¹⁵
The Hittite version clearly follows the Sumerian refrain, 
except that the order of the elements that form the suffer-
er’s plea has changed. In the fullest version of the Sumerian 
source (1), line 53, they appear as follows: ‘Let my god (a) 
tell me what offended him, (b) let him reveal its meaning 
to me, (c) may I know everything!’, whereas in CTH 373 
(2) the order is (b)–(a)–(c): ‘Now let my god (b) reveal his 
innermost soul to me with all his heart, and let him (a) 
tell me my offences (c) so that I may know them’. Element 
(b) calls for particular comment. The supplicant in the 
Sumerian version (1) asks the personal god to reveal the 
‘meaning’ of the offence that was committed against him 
(n i ĝ2- g e17- g a - a - n i  … š a3- b i ). According to the fullest 
form of the Hittite refrain in (2), however, the god is asked 
to reveal his own self, rather than the meaning of offence: 
this is expressed in the curious and at first sight redun-
dant phrase ša3-šu zi-šu ḫūmantet kardit: ‘(let him reveal) 
his innermost soul, with all his heart’. Since element (b) of 
the refrain precedes element (a) in the Hittite version (2), 
the supplicant’s mention of the ‘offence’ (wašdul // n i ĝ2-
g e17- g ) is postponed, and so ša3-šu must naturally refer 
to the personal god himself rather than to the offence. It 
is also clear that nothing in the available Sumerian text 
corresponds to zi-šu or to ḫūmantet kardit.

An attempt to explain these discrepancies could start 
from the phrase ša3-šu zi-šu. Before the publication of the 
Sumerian model, ša3-šu zi-šu was taken to correspond to 
the pair karāt- ištanzan- that is attested in Hittite myth-
ological and ritual texts and seems to mean something 
like ‘inner body (and) soul’ as an expression of totality.¹⁶ 
There is nothing in the Sumerian source that requires this 
interpretation to change. It can even be strengthened by 
an entry in a section on words beginning with š a3 in the 
Hittite recension of the Old Babylonian Lu2-series: in KBo

15 Parallel version: CTH 372: 119–127 (= KUB 36, 79+ ii 51–59), with-
out significant variants.
16 For instance, the Telipinu-myth CTH 324.2 speaks of the ‘inner 
body (and) soul’ of Telipinu that are to be purified (ga-ra-az-ši-iš iš-
ta-an-za-ši-iš, KUB 33, 5 iii 6, Rieken [et al.] (ed.), URL <hethiter.net>: 
CTH 324.2 INTR 2009.08.12). The attestations have been collected by 
Kammenhuber (1964, 164–167) and HED s.v. karat-, see further dis-
cussions by Rieken (1999, 139  f.), Archi (2007, 183  f. n.12), Melchert 
(2010, 149).

1, 39 ii 8H, the Sumerian phrase l u2 š a3- g e4 // ṭu3-ub lib3-bi 
is glossed in Hittite as zi-ni x-[…], ‘in the soul […]’ (MSL 
12, 216  f.). This suggests that a Hittite scribe who saw š a3/
ša3, ‘insides’, in a Sumerian text might naturally associ-
ate this term with zi (ištanzan-), ‘soul’, guided perhaps by 
the common pairing karāt- ištanzan-, ‘inner body (and) 
soul’.¹⁷ Comparison with the lexical source is further en-
couraged by the fact that the same text lists the equation 
l u2 š a3 t i l - l a  // [ga]m-ra-at lib3-ba2 (ii 6H); even though 
no Hittite gloss is recorded, this is evidently a Sumero-Ak-
kadian form of the phrase ḫūmantet kardit, ‘with all his 
heart’, which follows ša3-šu zi-šu in CTH 373 (2). In fact 
libbum gamrum is a common Akkadian idiom of sincer-
ity, attested already in CḪ xlviii 45  f.: ‘let (the wronged 
man) bless me with all his heart (ina libbīšu gamrim)’.¹⁸ 
I am on the other hand unable to adduce clear contextual 
examples of š a3 t i l - l a , the equivalent Sumerian phrase 
quoted by the lexical text KBo 1, 39, which was perhaps 
formed artificially to create a matching pair with the fol-
lowing, homophonous entry š a3 t i l3- l a  // ba2-la-aṭ ša3 
(ii 7H).¹⁹ But the independent Akkadian evidence and the 
lexical text indicate, at least, that ḫūmantet kardit could 
have a Babylonian (specifically Akkadian?) background, 

17 In the lexical lists from Hattusa, it is not unusual that Hittite 
translations of Sumerian terms were written with Sumerograms that 
were not the same as the signs in the orthographic Sumerian column: 
see Weeden (2011, 95–97. 102). Connections between lexical texts and 
other imported Babylonian literature have recently been established 
by Cohen (2012, 12).
18 See esp. Stol (1993, 247–249), Durand (2001, 125). To my knowl-
edge, J.-M. Durand apud Mouton (2007, 119 n.83) was the first to note 
the correspondence between ḫūmantet kardit and the Akkadian 
idiom libbum gamrum.
19 The difficult passage: x[…u]r5- ĝ u10 ḫ u l  t i l - l a - ĝ u10 // [x] ka-
bat-ti ul [i]b-šu2-u (Ešḫ 106: 11H–12H), left untranslated by Maul (1988, 
359–361), may at first glance seem to offer some kind of parallel to 
š a3 t i l  but is actually founded on the usual confusion of t i l  and t i l3 
(= bašûm), the latter being the expected term here (see Krecher 1987, 
86 n.21 on ḫ u l  t i l3). If the correspondence between ḫ u l  and ul is 
based on homophony without reflecting the sense of the Sumerian 
words, the translation is ‘… my mood that is doing badly’. Elsewhere, 
the lexical equation z a l  = gamārum (Secondary Proto-Ea/Aa no. 14 
iiH 11H = MSL 14, 136) could point to the rare phrase š a3 z a l  as another 
possible parallel, but its meaning seems quite different: see attes-
tations and discussion by Marchesi (2006, 39  f. n.172) and Peterson 
(2011, 193  f. n.62).
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even though it is not found in the currently available 
Sumero-Akkadian models of CTH 373 (2).²⁰

Hence the phrase ša3-šu zi-šu ḫūmantet kardit departs con-
siderably from the simple š a3- b i  of the Sumerian model. 
The switching of elements (a) and (b) of the refrain means 
that ša3-šu zi-šu refers back to dingir-ia (‘my god’) rather 
than to wašdul // n i ĝ2- g e17- g  (the ‘offence’). Unless this 
reflects a variant model,²¹ the switching could be seen as a 
deliberate adaptation to the familiar Hittite pairing karāt-
(ša3) ištanzan-(zi), ‘inner body (and) soul’, which must 
naturally refer to an animate being. The passage could 
therefore represent another example of intelligent trans-
lation in CTH 372–374, since the Hittite version manages to 
conserve the basic sense of the original while adapting it 
to a new idiom.²² Finally, the expansion ḫūmantet kardit is 
probably a further Babylonian element in the Hittite text, 
but its precise origin cannot be established at present.

Segment (c) of the refrain in the Hittite version (2) also 
seems to differ slightly from the newly available Sumerian 
model (1). This is the segment in which the supplicant, 
having asked the god to identify his offences, adds, ac-
cording to the Hittite version: n=e=z=(š)an ganešmi, ‘so 
that I may know them’.²³ In the comments to line 53 of the 
Sumerian version, above, I argued that the correspond-
ing Sumerian phrase ‘may I know everything’ reflects the 
supplicant’s genuine ignorance: humans become culpa-
ble unwittingly because they struggle to distinguish right 
from wrong, and so divine help is needed to establish 
what exactly they have done to anger the gods. This in-
terpretation is confirmed by the Akkadian variant in line 
55, ms. E: ‘… inform (me) of everything!’, which is clearly 
a request to be told the nature of the offence. The Hittite 
version, however, is generally rendered ‘so that I may 

20 No other attestation of the phrase ḫūmantet kardit is listed by 
HW2 s.v. ḫumant- 1.2. According to Rieken (2014, 165  f), constructions 
in which ḫūmant- precedes its head noun are characteristic of Hittite 
religious language.
21 Passages describing divination in Gudea Cyl. alternate between 
š a3(- b i ) , referring to the ‘meaning’ of a dream, and š a3(- g a - n i) , re-
ferring to the ‘heart’ or ‘intention’ of the god who sent the dream: see 
Zgoll (2006, 452–454). By analogy, a hypothetical variant Sumerian 
model containing a sequence (b)–(a)–(c), as in the Hittite version 
(2), is not inconceivable: *š a3- g a - n i  ĝ a l2 ḫ a - m a - a b - t a k a4(- a ) 
n i ĝ2- g e1 7- g a - a - n i  ḫ a - m a - b e2 n i ĝ2- n a m - m a (- a )  g a - z u .
22 Compare the move from g i r i17 š u  ĝ a l2 to aruwai- in the opening 
hymn to the Sun-god, which illustrates the sensitivity of the transla-
tion (Metcalf 2011, 172).
23 Here as elsewhere, a Sumerian voluntative verbal form (g a - z u ) 
corresponds to a Hittite present-future, which can therefore be inter-
preted as modal, see Metcalf (2011, 175 n.28) with literature.

acknowledge them’, which implies that the supplicant’s 
concern is to accept the offences as his own, or even to 
confess them.²⁴ It may be true that this interpretation is 
founded on the general usage of the Hittite verb ganešš-/
kanešš-, but the Sumerian and Akkadian evidence better 
agrees with older translations such as ‘damit ich sie (i.e. 
meine Sünde) herausfinde’ (Friedrich 1940, 154).²⁵ On 
the other hand, Hittite oracular reports suggest that such 
demands for basic information used the verb šakk-.²⁶ 
A sharp distinction is probably unnecessary, since, in the 
present context, knowledge of the offence implies its ac-
knowledgement before the god.²⁷ This was explicitly the 
case in the Old Babylonian Sumerian composition ‘A Man 
and his God’, where the supplicant states that, once the 
god has informed him of his offence, he will then recog-
nise it in public.²⁸ ‘Knowing’ is the preliminary step to ‘ac-
knowledging’ in this context, and the difference is there-
fore gradual rather than categorical.

The Sumerian and Hittite versions essentially agree in the 
remaining elements that make up the passage until line 
57 of the former source, as far as it can be understood. 
Both versions refer to the same two basic methods of 
divination: extispicy or dream-interpretation. These two 
techniques are commonly associated in Sumerian and 
Akkadian literature, and they are the usual provinces of 
the Sun-god Utu.²⁹ As a further possibility, the supplicant 
in CTH 373 (2) asks the personal god to speak to him di-
rectly in a dream, which probably corresponds to line 57 
of the Sumerian text (1), if that is an implicit request for 

24 This was argued by Laroche (1961, 27  f), whose interpretation has 
been followed in HED s.v. ganes(s), kanes(s)- as well as in the lex-
icographical studies of Catsanicos (1991, 9–11) and García Trabazo 
(2007, 293) and in the recent translations of Singer (2002, 32), Mouton 
(2007, 119) and Schwemer (2013a, 107). But when Mursili II. speaks 
of admitting past offences in the Plague Prayer CTH 378.II, the verb 
usually translated as ‘to confess’ is tarna-, e.g. KUB 14, 8 rev. 15H, 16H, 
26H, 27H, 29H (ms. A).
25 Compare also: ‘so that I might learn about it’ (ANET3, 400), ‘damit 
ich sie erkenne’ (Haas 2003, 64).
26 For instance: ‘If you, O god, are angry about only those offences 
(waškuwaš) that we already know about (šekkueni) …’ (KUB 5, 7+ obv. 
26), cit. CHD s.v. šak(k)-, šekk- 1 b 2H, see further under 1  f 1H.
27 As observed by Archi (1991, 86). Note also, elsewhere in the 
prayer of Kantuzili, the sequence ‘Do I not know (šakḫi) my god’s 
mercy that is (with me) since childhood, do I not acknowledge it 
([ganešmi])?’ (KUB 30, 10 obv. 10H), which could imply a semantic dis-
tinction between the two verbs and, possibly, a move from ‘knowing’ 
to ‘acknowledging’.
28 ‘A Man and his God’ 113–115, see Klein (2006, 129) and n.8, above.
29 See esp. Steinkeller (2005, 34–37), Zgoll (2006, 401–411).
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a dream-message to be sent.³⁰ As for extispicy, the Hittite 
version features the Sumerogram uzunig2.gig, ‘liver’, a 
usage only attested in Anatolian cuneiform, according 
to the recent study of Weeden (2011, 591). Uncannily, the 
same sign-combination n i ĝ2- g e1 7- g  (g e1 7  = gig) is also 
prominent in the Sumerian version, but there it has the 
usual meaning ‘forbidden thing’. It is difficult to see how 
the Anatolian Sumerogram uzunig2.gig in CTH 373 (2), 
and in Hittite texts generally, could in any way be linked 
to the presence of n i ĝ2- g e1 7- g  in the Sumerian model, 
especially since the standard meaning of n i ĝ2- g e1 7- g 
was known at Hattusa, and so the coincidence is probably 
meaningless.³¹

Fear of divine punishment for human offences was an 
established theme in Hittite religious thought, as is doc-
umented for instance by oracle reports,³² and the funda-
mental concerns of the supplicant in the Sumerian hymn 
‘Utu the hero’ are therefore likely to have been naturally 
intelligible to a Hittite audience. The translation in the 
Prayer of Kantuzili (2) is certainly a very sensitive ren-
dering, even though it is in my view not yet possible to 
determine whether it was made directly from a Sumerian 
source or via an Akkadian intermediary.³³ The redundant 
syntax follows the Sumerian refrain, and the substance of 
the supplicant’s request remains intact. There are differ-

30 This request is the first of the three options in version (2), which 
corresponds to the order in ms. D (but not ms. A) of version (1). See 
the comments on line 54 of the Sumerian text, above. A close par-
allel to the Hittite wording is found in a later Akkadian prayer: ina 
maš2.ge6 li-šab-ru-nin-ni-ma liq-bu-ni, ‘Let (the angry gods) make 
me see (my offence) in a dream, and let them speak to me!’ (‘Šamaš 
64H, line 26, ed. van der Toorn 1985, 147–54). This brief prayer also 
contains further elements that broadly resemble the Hittite corpus 
CTH 372–374 (opening praises of Šamaš passing through the door of 
heaven; supplicant’s prayer transmitted by Šamaš to the personal 
gods; promise of future praise).
31 n i ĝ2- g e17(- g ) // [ik-ki-b]u // u2-ul a-a-ra, ‘not right’ (Izi Bogh. A 
234 = MSL 13, 140). Weeden (2011, 312–14) has derived the Sumero-
gram uzunig2.gig from a dictation error and subsequent reinterpreta-
tion of a lexical entry (in origin n i ĝ2- k i ĝ2- g e4- a ).
32 A succinct statement is contained in an oracle report on cultic 
practices relating to Aštata: ma-a-an-wa dingir-lum un-ši me-na-aḫ-
ḫa-an-da tuku.tuku-an-za iš-tar-ak-zi-wa-ra-an, ‘“When a deity is 
angry with a person, disease afflicts him”’ (KUB 5, 6+ i 45H–46H = CTH 
570, § 11H, 45H–46H, ed. Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 183–209). See also 
n.26, above.
33 Analysing the usage of logographic writings in Hittite texts, 
Weeden (2011, 383) concludes that ‘Sumerian does appear to have 

ences in the syntactical arrangement, however, and this 
has led to at least one change in sense (the ‘meaning’ of 
the offence vs. the ‘innermost soul’ of the god), which 
may reflect a variant model or an editorial intervention. 
The basic means of divination proposed by the suppli-
cant are entirely conventional in a Babylonian context, 
and in the following pages I will attempt to show how 
the appeal to extispicy and dream-interpretation was not 
only translated into Hittite (version 2) but also (in ver-
sions 3–4) adapted to the specific practice of divination in 
Hattusa.

Within the corpus of Hittite religious poetry, it has long 
been recognised that the request formulated by Kantuzili 
(2) is also attested in further versions (3)–(4) that likewise 
ask for information on a past offence and that propose the 
same methods of divination.³⁴ The earliest of these (CTH 
376.I) is now considered to be a Middle Hittite prayer to 
the Sun-goddess of Arinna (3a) that served as a model to a 
prayer of Mursili II. (CTH 376.II) to the same deity (3b). In 
both versions the Hittite land is said to be suffering from 
plague, hostility and famine that the gods have sent for 
unknown reasons.³⁵ The supplicant therefore asks the 
gods to identify the offence. The relevant passage is nearly 
identical in (3a) and (3b), the former being partly recon-
structed:

been partly understood by some scribes at least. The frequency of 
phonetic Sumerian spellings, while not enormous, is enough to 
realise that school texts were probably recited.’ As far as the trans-
lation of an actual literary composition is concerned, the bilingual 
fragment KUB 4, 5 + KBo 12, 73 (CTH 314), in which a Hittite render-
ing was attempted directly from the Sumerian text, shows that the 
translator’s understanding of the Sumerian language was only su-
perficial (note in particular the translation of l u  n a - m e , ‘anyone’, 
as lu2-tar, ‘manliness’, where n a - m e  is rendered as if it were an 
abstract-noun suffix *l u2- n a m , in analogy to -atar in Hittite), see 
Klinger (2010, 318–321).
34 See esp. Kammenhuber (1976, 16. 19  f.), Archi (1991, 88), de Roos 
(2007, 20  f.), Haas (2008, 126).
35 Klinger (2013, 114 n.32) has observed in this connection that the 
pestilences mentioned in the prayers seem to some extent to be con-
ventional topoi. But this does not necessarily undermine their sta-
tus as actual historical events, especially since ritual texts like those 
edited by Bawanypeck (2005, 126–148) prove that the elimination of 
pestilence from the Hittite land was a genuine concern and not sim-
ply a literary conceit. What the Hittite corpus of prayers does show 
is that such disasters were regularly interpreted as a divine punish-
ment; compare the remarks of Singer (2011, 758 with n.131) on topoi 
and historical fact in Hittite historiography.
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(3a) nu dingir.meš ku-it wa-aš-du-ul uš-ka-at-te-ni nu na-aš-šu [dingir.meš-ni-ia-an-za u2-ed-du] na-at me-e-ma-
a-u2 na-aš-ma-at munus.meššu.gi lu2.mešaz[u lu2.mešmušen.du3 me-mi-ia-an-du na-aš-ma-at] za-aš-ḫe2 -az dumu.lu2.u19.
lu u2-wa-an-du
‘Gods, whatever offence you perceive, let either a man of god come and declare it, or let the old women, the diviners, 
the augurs declare it, or let people see it in a dream’ (CTH 376.I.A = KUB 24, 4+ obv. 10H–12H).³⁶

(3b) nu dingir.meš ku-it wa-aš-tul2 uš-kat-te-ni nu na-aš-šu dingir.meš -ni-ia-an-za u2-ed-du na-at me-[ma]-u2 na-aš-
ma-at munus.meššu.gi lu2.mešazu lu2.mešmušen.du3 me-mi-ia-an-[du] na-aš-ma-at za-aš-ḫe-ia-az dumu.lu2.u19.lu a-uš-du
‘Gods, whatever offence you perceive, let either a man of god come and declare it, or let the old women, the diviners, the 
augurs declare it, or let a man see it in a dream’ (CTH 376.II.A = KUB 24, 3 ii 19H–22H + KBo 51, 18b obv. 26H–29H).

Just as in the more literal version in the prayer of Kantuzili 
(2), the aim of the supplicant in passages (3a) and (3b) is to 
identify a past offence (wašdul) that provoked the anger of 
the gods, except that the sufferer is not just an individual 
as in (2) but the general Hittite population. The two basic 
methods of communication – extispicy by the diviner 
(lu2azu), and dream-interpretation – are still present, 
and new means of divination have been added: the ‘man 
of god’, the ‘old women’ and the ‘augurs’. The laborious 
refrain in text (2) (‘Let my god reveal his innermost soul 

to me with all his heart, and let him tell me my offences 
so that I may know them’), which was borrowed from the 
Sumerian original (1), is absent. This is also the case in a 
further version of the passage, in a prayer of Mursili II. to 
the Storm-god of Hatti (CTH 378.II). In this text, which is 
concerned specifically with the plague that is afflicting his 
country, Mursili reports past attempts to learn the cause of 
the gods’ wrath by means of divination. Having reviewed 
the possibilities that were thus established, he adds:

(4) [nam-m]a ma-a-an ta-me-e-ta-az-zi-ia ku-e-ez-qa ud-da-a-na-az ak-ki-iš-ki-i-it-ta-[(r)]i [(na-at-za-ka)]n2 na-aš-šu 
te-eš-ḫi-it u2-wa-al-lu na-aš-ma-at a-ri-ia-še-eš-na-az [ḫa-an-da-i(a-a)] t-ta-ru na-aš-ma-at lu2dingir-lim-ni-an-za-ma 
me-ma-a-u2 na-aš-ma [(a-na)] [(lu2.mešsanga ku-it) ḫu-(u-ma-an-d)]a-a-aš wa-tar-na-aḫ-ḫu-un na-at-ša-ma-aš šu-up-
pa-ia še-e[(š-ki-iš-kan2-zi)] 
‘Further, if people are dying for some other reason, let me see it in a dream or let it be determined by an oracle, or let a 
man of god declare it; or the priests, since I have instructed all of them, shall sleep in a sacred way’ (CTH 378.II.A = KUB 
14, 8 rev. 41H–44H).³⁷
³⁶³⁷
Earlier in the same composition, Mursili cited fruitless 
pleas that he had made to the gods in the past and that 
may already have contained a similar request for informa-
tion, but the text is so fragmentary that most of the key 
words cannot be restored with certainty.³⁸ In any case, the 
request has clearly become a stock element even before the 
prayers of Mursili. Versions (3)–(4) are so heavily adapted 
that the connection to the ultimate Sumerian model (1)

36 Reasons for the Middle Hittite dating of (3a) are summarised by 
Singer (2002, 44  f.), with further references.
37 The restorations in round brackets within square brackets follow 
the parallel manuscripts CTH 378.II.B = KUB 14, 11+ iv 11H–17H and CTH 
378.II.C = KUB 14, 10+ iv 8H–14H. For minor variants see Mouton (2007, 
121  f.).
38 KUB 14, 8 obv. 2H–3H // KUB 14, 11 i 23H–24H, reconstructed by Singer 
(2002, 58) as: ‘[Let the matter on account of which] it (i.e. Hatti) has 
been decimated [either be established through an oracle], or [let me 
see] it [in a dream, or let a man of god] declare [it].’ Only the last of 
these means of divination is certainly present in the text: [lu2dingir-
lim-ni]-an-za-ma me-ma-a-u2 (KUB 14, 8 obv. 3H). The ‘man of god’ 
also appears in a very similar context in the small fragment KBo 22, 
78 obv. 3H–4H, which may belong to a manuscript of a Plague Prayer.

would be difficult to perceive if the more literal rendering 
in the prayer of Kantuzili (2) were not available. Starting 
from a Sumerian prayer to Utu by an individual supplicant 
(1), the extant Hittite versions begin with a (strongly Bab-
ylonian-influenced) individual prayer to the Sun-god (2). 
Further stages are attested in the prayers to the Anatolian 
Sun-goddess on behalf of a suffering country (3a)–(3b), 
and a prayer to the Storm-god of Hatti also on behalf of 
the country (4).³⁹ In the remainder of the present article, 
I propose to investigate the changes that were made in ver-
sions (3)–(4) in order to adapt the prayer to an Anatolian 
context.

39 According to Singer (2002, 48), the Middle Hittite version (3a) 
‘may have been composed before or during the reign of Suppiluli-
uma I.’. It could therefore be later than the prayer of Kantuzili (2), 
but the precise dating of the latter cannot be established either, see 
Schwemer (in press). Since there may have been other (and perhaps 
even earlier) Hittite versions besides the sources that are currently 
available, and since versions (3)–(4) show that the passage under 
discussion was a stock phrase, it would be vain to attempt an exact 
chronological reconstruction.
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To begin, it can be noted that the two basic means of 
divination mentioned in the Sumerian text (1) and in the 
prayer of Kantuzili (2) remain in place in the adapted ver-
sions (3)–(4): extispicy⁴⁰ and the interpretation of dreams 
(seen either by the supplicant or by someone else). The 
most remarkable new element in versions (3)–(4) is the 
‘man of god’ (dingir.meš-niyant-, šiuniyant-) who is to 
declare the nature of the offence and, as the syntax in (3)–
(4) makes clear, was quite distinct from the other kinds 
of diviners. This ‘man of god’ seems to be able to speak 
directly on behalf of the god, without resorting to any 
technical divinatory method. Source (4) suggests that he 
was also distinct from the ordinary priests (lu2.mešsanga) 
who served the deity. While the other, fragmentary Hittite 
attestations listed by CHD under šiuniyant- (and the 
verb *šiuniya-) lack context, a recently published hier-
oglyphic Luwian inscription mentions another ‘man of 
god’ (maššanāma/i-) who similarly conveys the wishes of 
the Storm-god to a local ruler.⁴¹ It has been claimed that 
the šiuniyant- was identical to the individuals described 
as šiunan antuḫšeš, ‘men of the gods’, who, in the Edict 
of Telipinu, denounce widespread bloodshed in the royal 
family at Hattusa,⁴² and also to individuals referred to as 
lu2.meš dingir-lim, who carry out duties e.g. in a ritual 
for the Deity of the Night.⁴³ In the latter case, however, the 
translation ‘personnel of the deity’ (Miller 2004, 279) is 
entirely appropriate to the simple actions performed (han-
dling of ritual items), and the attestation in the Edict of 
Telipinu is so elliptical (no divine message is mentioned) 
that its relevance to the present context is uncertain. Haas 
(2008, 50) has claimed that the šiuniyant- of the Plague 
Prayers is present in the guise of an ‘old man’ (lu2šu.gi) in 
the ritual of the augur Maddunani from Arzawa, which 
seems to be thematically related since it is to be performed 
when a plague occurs in the army camp and causes men, 
horses and cattle to perish.⁴⁴ According to Bawanypeck 
(2005, 252  f.), this ritual has a unique position among 

40 Represented by the lu2azu in versions (2)–(3) and probably sub-
sumed under the term ariyašeššar in (4). This term refers primarily 
to extispicy, according to Haas (2008, 19), but in the present context 
it can be understood to subsume the techniques of the ‘old women’ 
and the augurs as well.
41 TELL AHMAR 6, later 10th–early 9th century BC, ed. Hawkins 
(2006): deus-na-mi-i-sa (§ 22); also TELL AHMAR 5, §§ 11–15. The com-
parison between the Hittite šiuniyant- and the Luwian maššanāma/i- 
was made by Laroche (1967, 176) and more recently by Durand 
(2014, 2).
42 KBo 3, 1+ ii 32, see Ehelolf (1936, 177), de Roos (2007, 20 n.90), 
Haas (2008, 8 n.23), CHD s.v. šiu- 1 n 24H dH.
43 KUB 29, 4 i 69; ii 41 (lu2.meš dingir-lim-ma), adduced by Pecchi-
oli Daddi (1982, 300).
44 KUB 7, 54 i 1–ii 6 (CTH 425.A), ed. Bawanypeck (2005, 126–36).

the other plague-rituals in the Arzawa-corpus because 
it is designated by the Luwian term mūranza (meaning 
unknown) and because it is concerned with oracular in-
quiries rather than with the sending away of scapegoats. 
She concludes that, in this particular case, the cause of the 
plague was yet to be established, and that this was done 
by means of augury in combination with purification rites 
and sacrifices in which the ‘old man’ was involved. But his 
exact role in the (fragmentary) ritual of Maddunani is not 
clear, and since there is no evidence that links him to the 
šiuniyant- of the Plague Prayers this (superficially attrac-
tive) comparison is not cogent.⁴⁵ Yet another comparison 
was proposed by Kammenhuber (1976, 19), who stated 
without argument that the šiuniyant- simply replaces the 
dream-interpreter (ensi) in (2), but the reason for this sup-
posed substitution is not obvious, since the ‘man of god’ is 
clearly not an ordinary diviner.⁴⁶ While the Luwian paral-
lel supports the idea that the šiuniyant- was able to convey 
divine messages directly, other attestations are not easily 
found in the Hittite corpus, and there is no obvious coun-
terpart to this ‘man of god’ in the Sumerian source (1) or in 
the prayer of Kantuzili (2): why then was he introduced to 
the prayers (3)–(4)? In my view, the answer could be that 
the šiuniyant- who ‘comes and declares the offence’ is in 
fact the concrete translation of the plea contained in the 
refrain of the Sumerian version (‘Let my god tell me what 
offended him’, 1) and of the Kantuzili-prayer (‘Let him tell 
me my offences so that I may know them’, 2). If this plea 
was taken as an actual request for direct communication 
that was different from oracular techniques like extispicy 
and dream-interpretation, it required an individual who 
could speak to the king on behalf of the deity – and this 
is precisely what the function of the ‘man of god’ seems 

45 Haas (2008, 50) supports the comparison by referring to a ‘great 
old man’ (šalliš lu2šu.gi) who, in a prayer of Muwatalli II. (CTH 382), 
supposedly performs duties similar to those of the šiuniyant- by 
identifying past wrongdoings (KBo 11, 1 obv. 42). A similar claim was 
made by Kammenhuber (1976, 24), but the text does not say that these 
‘great old men’ could speak on behalf of the gods; rather, the king 
consulted them simply because they remembered the old rites, as an 
earlier passage makes clear (KBo 11, 1 obv. 23, see CHD s.v. mema- 4d).
46 It is true that there exists a Mesopotamian logogram lu2.dingir
(.ra) that is a synonym of ensi (šāʼilu) and occurs in Akkadian sources 
in relevant contexts, e.g.: [k]i lu2h ̮al u lu2.dingir.ra di-in-šu2 en 7-šu2 
nu si.sa2, ‘The case of (someone suffering under divine wrath) seven 
times fails to be determined by the diviner and the dream-interpreter’ 
(BAM 316 ii 12H, ritual, see Abusch 1999, 87  f and 95 n.36), compare 
the analogous phrase at Ludlul II 6–7 with lu2h ̮al and lu2ensi. But the 
logogram lu2.dingir(.ra) is unlikely to be connected to the Hittite 
‘man of god’, since it is no more than a rebus-writing of šāʼilu, i.e. 
it implies that the etymology of šāʼilu is ‘(he) of god’ rather than ‘he 
who asks’ (root šʼl), much like the similar rebus-writing ša-dingir 
(see CAD s.v. šāʼilu).
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to have been. I suggest that his presence may result from 
an interpretation of the literary model: while the laborious 
refrain of versions (1)–(2) has disappeared, the šiuniyant- 
in (3)–(4) perhaps contains its essence.

Version (3) explicitly introduces further methods of 
divination: ‘old women’ (munus.meššu.gi) and an ‘augur’ 
(lu2mušen.du3). Both are well-attested in Hittite sources 
and may therefore be interpreted as evidence of the adap-
tation of the ultimate Sumerian source to a new context. 
Since the systematic observation of bird-flight is not at-
tested in Sumerian sources, no one would have expected 
augury to feature in text (1) or in the near-literal Hittite ren-
dering (2), while its occurrence in (3) is clearly motivated 
by the popularity of this technique in Hittite divination.⁴⁷ 
The ‘old women’ are likewise well-documented in Hittite 
practice, where they were in charge of a lot-oracle.⁴⁸

The expansion of the catalogue of diviners in (3)–(4) is 
presumably to be explained by the fact that these experts 
often collaborated, since similar sequences occur in tech-
nical sources. In an oracle report concerning an illness of 
Mursili II., for instance, an ‘old woman’, a diviner and an 
augur question the deity in turn (KUB 5, 6+ ii 7H–8H, CTH 570, 
ed. Beckman/Bryce/Cline 2011, 183–209).⁴⁹ Another report 
(KUB 5, 11, CTH 577.1, ed. Mouton 2007, 193–197) deals with 
a dream seen by a king, the significance of which is estab-
lished with the help of lot-oracles, extispicy and augury. 
Outside the corpus of oracular reports, a group made up 
of diviners (lu2.mešazu), augurs, ‘old women’, and a female 
seer or dream-interpreter (munusensi) are present in a ritual 
concerning a river, KUB 36, 83(+) i 8H–9H (CTH 456.2.1.A), 
during which they were presumably consulted. Bawany-
peck (2005, 267 n.813) remarks that, in the ritual, this 
grouping implies the common practice of cross-checking 
results by means of different oracular techniques. Review-
ing the few older, pre-13th century Hittite sources on divi-
nation, van den Hout (2001, 439  f.) has noted that Middle 
Hittite texts occasionally attest ‘second opinions’ but that 

47 See Haas (2008, 27–45) and Sakuma (2014) on augury in Hittite 
sources. It may be necessary in this connection to distinguish be-
tween augury (the systematic interpretation of bird-flight according 
to specialised procedures) and the observation of birds as a phenom-
enon of generally ominous animal behaviour, which occurs in many 
circumstances and is concerned with various activities besides flight. 
The latter kind of observation is attested as early as in the Old Baby-
lonian and Kassite sources published by Weisberg (1969–70) and De 
Zorzi (2009).
48 See Haas (2008, 19–22 and 105–108).
49 Note that the three specialists are here enumerated in the same 
order as in (3), as is also the case in the oracle report CTH 569, see van 
den Hout (1998, 11 n.27).

the systematic practice of cross-checking is only attested 
later. While the literary evidence is not explicit on the 
precise relationships between the divination experts, the 
Middle Hittite precursor (3a) does mention ‘old women’, 
diviners and (if correctly restored from 3b) augurs, which 
suggests a collaborative approach already at this earlier 
stage. It is important to observe the syntactic disjunctions 
(naššu … našma … našma): source (2) presents the various 
methods as distinct alternatives (‘let him speak to me in a 
dream’ – ‘or let a female dream-interpreter speak to me’ – 
‘or a diviner’);⁵⁰ whereas (3) distinguishes between direct 
communication (‘man of god’), the technical specialists 
as a group (‘the old women, the diviners, the augurs’), 
and dream-interpretation (‘let people see it in a dream’); 
version (4) similarly distinguishes between a dream seen 
by the supplicant himself (as in version 2), an ‘oracle’ 
(which probably subsumes the technical specialists), the 
‘man of god’, and incubation by priests. Source (3) in par-
ticular suggests that the specialists were treated as a col-
lective, since they are not sharply distinguished from each 
other but are rather seen as an alternative to more direct 
forms of divine communication (via a dream, or via the 
‘man of god’).

To conclude, a detailed comparison of versions (1)–(4) 
confirms the view that Hittite translations and adapta-
tions of Babylonian religious poetry were not mere scribal 
exercises: this case-study demonstrates the influence of 
the ultimate Sumerian model on Hittite religious prac-
tice.⁵¹ While the prayer of Kantuzili (2) remained heavily 
indebted to the model, despite some variation, other ver-
sions (3)–(4) adapted the material to a new setting. This 
was achieved by the insertion of new types of diviners 
(the ‘old women’ and augurs), in accordance with Hittite 
custom, and perhaps also by an interpretation of the ul-
timate literary source (the ‘man of god’ as a direct means 
of communication that puts the plea ‘Let my god tell me 
my offences’ into practice). The scope of the prayer was 
broadened: whereas the earlier versions were uttered by 
a diseased individual (1)–(2), the later adaptations (3)–(4) 
claim to speak on behalf of an entire country that was suf-

50 But the fragmentary parallel version of (2) in CTH 372, 119–127 
(= KUB 36, 79+ ii 51–59) omits the disjunctions (nu-mu dingir-ia za-
aš-ḫ[i-ia]… na-at-mu munusen[si!…]).
51 Compare the recent remarks of Beckman (2012, 134) and Lorenz/
Rieken (2010, 226 n.24), who likewise note the impact of imported 
literature on Hittite religion. In certain cases, such as the trilingual 
hymn to Iškur (CTH 314), it has been argued that the foreign text 
served purely didactic purposes (Klinger 2010, 324), but genuine 
theological interest on the part of the Hittite translators may be sus-
pected there too: see the discussion in Metcalf (2015, 86–89).
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fering under divine punishment. In the latter two versions, 
the disease is therefore no longer a literary topos of alien-
ation but reflects a genuine affliction. Some reduction 
has also taken place, at least on a stylistic level, since the 
more strongly adapted versions have omitted the labori-
ous and redundant refrain of the Sumerian model that the 
prayer of Kantuzili imitated. Further discoveries of new 
versions should help to clarify the connections between 
the sources, and the conclusions offered here may even-
tually require serious revision. But the extant versions do 
show that the central religious concerns of the Sumerian 
poem seemed intelligible and significant to an audience 
outside Babylonia, and that its Hittite adaptation became 
independent of the ultimate source to such a degree that 
version (4) is no longer connected to a solar deity.

Finally, this case-study illustrates the extent to which a 
literary text can be modified when it is transmitted across 
languages and cultures: no one would suspect a connec-
tion between versions (1) and (4) if the intermediate, more 
literal stage in the Prayer of Kantuzili (2) were not availa-
ble. This is a major complicating factor in cross-cultural 
comparisons of ancient literature: the source text has 
necessarily been transformed to suit a new context, which 
can disguise similarities. Indeed, many scholars have 
compared the Hittite passages (2)–(4) to an episode in the 
first book of the Iliad, in which the Greek army is suffer-
ing under a plague sent by an angry Apollo, and Achilles 
proposes to consult a ‘diviner, a priest, or a dream-inter-
preter’ who might tell the Greeks what they have done to 
offend the god. This comparison, which has recently been 
made e.g. by Mouton (2007, 31 n.5) and West (2011, 84), is 
sufficiently complex to require a separate investigation.⁵² 
For now, the case of the Sumerian solar hymn shows in 
unusual clarity that religious poetry can be helpful in re-
constructing processes of literary translation and adapta-
tion in the ancient Near East.
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