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A Sumerian Source of the Fourth and Fifth
Chapters of Genesis

GEORGE A. BARTON
BRYN MAWR COLLEGE

OR some years scholars have held that the list of aute-

diluvian kings contained in the fragments of Berossos were
probably the names of the patriarchs of Gen. 5 in a different
form. Hommel® and Sayce® have both attempted to show how
the two lists were different translations of the same Babylonian
words.

These efforts were not fully successful. Some elements
resisted all the solvents that could be turned upon them. At
last, I believe, the Sumerian original has come to light in a
tablet from Nippur in the University Museum in Philadelphia.
Dr. Poebel has published® the tablet and translated* it, but
has overlooked what seems to the writer its most interesting
relations. He takes the names of all its kings to refer to
monarchs who lived after the flood. In his view they are
different from the names in the list of Berossos. The colophon
at the end of the list, however, gives no intimation that the
time covered by the tablet was dated from the flood. It gives
the reader the impression that the chronology given went back
to the dim beginnings of history.

1 PSBA., XV, 348—246.

* Expository Times, X, 868.

3 Historical and Grammatical Texts: Vol. V of the “Publications of
the Babylonian Section” of the University Museum, Philadelphia, 1914,
No. 8.

¢ Historical Texts, Vol. IV of the same series, Philadelphia, 1914,
pp. 73—140.
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The names and reigns of the kings that concern us are as
follows: —

Galumum: reigned 900 years;

Zugagib: reigned 840 years;

Aripi (or Ademé®), son of Mashgag, 720 years;

Etana, the shepherd, who went to heaven, who subdued all
lands: reigned 635 years;

Pilikam®: reigned 350 years;

Enmenunna: reigned 611 years;

Melamkish: reigned 900 years;

Barsalnunna: reigned 1200 years;

Meskingashir: ruled 325 years;

Enmeirgan: ruled 420 years;

Lugalbanda: ruled 1200 years;

Dumuzi: ruled 100 years;

Gilgamesh: ruled 126 years.

In addition to these the name Mes(?)zamu appears, but the
number of his years is lost.

As Poebel has recognized, the first two names are animal
names, Galumum meaning “lamb” and Zugagib ‘“scorpion”.
The human names, accordingly, begin with A-ri-pi, which may
also be read A-de-mé’. When taken over into Hebrew Ademé
was naturally assimilated in spelling to the Hebrew word OW.
In Sumerian the words “to heaven” are AN-SU, also read
AN-KU. An-ku taken over into Hebrew would give us the
etymology of Enoch, a name that has never been satisfactorily
explained. Sumerian words which begin with a vowel some-
times take a guttural at the beginning on coming into Hebrew.
Thus the Sumerian AS-TAN, “one”, Semitic Babylonisa
“j%tin”, comes into Hebrew as ‘N (Jer. 13 and elsewhere).

5 See Barton, Origin of Babylonian Writing, numbers 9320 and 389,

¢ May also be read Welikam or Melikam.

7 Poebel reads the name Arpi, apparently because in another frag-
mentary tablet he thinke the name is written Arbum, but both Poebels
copy and the photograph of the first tablet favor the reading A-ri-pi
The writer has endeavored to seitle the matter by collating both tablets,
but both have unfortunately crumbled too much to mske collation
decisive.
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It is well known that J freqnently passes into I1° so that on
this etymology the spelling 71} is fully accounted for. The
lengths of the reigns of these Babylonian kings do not corre-
spond with the length of the lives of the patriarchs as given
in Gienesis, but it happens that the 635 years of the reign of
Btana become the 365 years of the life of Enoch by the trans-
position of the first two digits!

The translation of Enoch, or the “going to heaven” of
Etana is a theme which is elaborated in the Etana myth,
where Etana mounted to heaven on the back of an eagle®.
Unfortunately the tablet containing the myth is broken before
the upward voyage was completed, so that we are in ignorance
as to how, according to the Babylonian tale, the attempt
succeeded.

Another possible derivation may be found in a suggestion
made by more than one scholar that the Euedorochos of
Berossos (a name which in his list is found in place of Enoch)
is a corruption of Enmeduranki, who is said in a ritual text
to have been king of Sippar?. In the king-lists the dynasties
of Kish and Agade (the older name of Sippar) are counted
the same. Enmeduranki, like Etana, was, accordingly, a king
of Kish., Enmeduranki means “the hero who binds together
heaven and earth”, and was a most appropriate epithet of
Etana. One may hazard the guess that the two were the
same. If so, the name Enoch may have been derived in accord
with the phonetic laws already pointed out, from AN-KI, the
Sumerian for “heaven and earth”, the last two elements of
Enmeduranki.

Again Enmenunna may be translated into Semitic Babylo-
nian as “Mutu-elu”. Mutu means both “man” and “priest”,
or some high official"!, Poebel has shown that En-me is the
designation of a certain kind of priest’. The translation given

8 See Brockelmann, Vergleichende Grammatik der semitischen Spra-
chen, 1, § 55, b, a.

 See Keilinschriftliche Bibliothek, VI, 115.

1 Zimmern, Ritualtafeln fir den Wahrsager, No. 24, 11.

1t Muss-Arnolt, Handwdrterbuch, 619, 620, and Knudtzon, El-Amarna
Tafeln, No. 55, 43.

12 Historical Texts, p. 114.
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Amel-Marduk. Finally Dumuzi means “son of life”, or “living
son” and Jared means “descendant”,

The equivalent of Noah does not appear in this list, but
there i8 no doubt that he was Ziugiddu, otherwise called Ut-
napishtim of the Babylonian accounts of the flood.

‘We have then the following equivalents, three of which are
Hebrew translations of Sumerian names, three, transfers into
Hebrew of the whole or of parts of Semitic Babylonian
equivalents of these Sumerian names, three of which are
transfers to Hebrew of portions of a Sumerian original, and
one of which Noah, is still inexplicable. The correspondences,
then, are

Sumerian Semitic Babylonian Hebrew
Adéme Adam
Barsalnunna  Sithu-elu Seth
Enmenunna Mutu-elu or amélu . Enosh
Pilikam Ina-uzni-erefu or ummanu Kenan
Enmeirgan Mutu-galal-gan Mahalalel
Dumuzi Apal-napidti Jared
Etana Enoch
Meskingashir  Mutu-$a-etlu (elu) Methusalah
Melamkish'® Lamech
Ziugiddu Noah

It may be urged as an objection to the derivation of the
names of these patriarchs from those of this Babylonian tablet,
that the number of kings is much greater than the number of
patriarchs, even though the tablet is fragmentary. It should
be remembered, however, that the method of Biblical writers
was in such matters selective. First Chronicles 1-9 is based
on the Pentateuch and earlier historical books, but does not
contain nearly all the names which those books record. Its
author selected one here and another there. The genealogy
of Jesus also in Matt. 1 omits the names of three Judean

17 Possibly, derived as suggested below for Irad, by the dropping
of the ».

18 Pilikam, if read Melikam, would by metathesis of the first two
radicals and the loss of the last also give Tub.
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kings, Ahaziah, Jehoash and Amazish; c¢f. Matt. 1 s with
2 Kings 9-14.

The list of Berossos seems to have been derived from this
list, but some changes and substitutions appear to have been
made. Poebel has suggested that Alorus is Laluralim who is
said to have been a king of Nippur®. But the name Laluralim
is glossed as Zugagib*!, “scorpion”, and Zugagib is one of the
royal names of our list. Concerning Alaporus there is a0
plausible suggestion. It might possibly be a corruption of
Galumum, but one would have to suppose that the g wore awsy
and that every other consonant underwent phonetic change.

Amelon is the Semitic Babylonian “amelu”, and could have
originated as Enosh is supposed to have done above. Ammenon,
the Semitic Babylonian wmmanu is, like Kenan, a translation
of Pilikam. Megalorus might be a corruption of Mutu-Jalal
like Mahalalel. Daonos is clearly a corruption of Dumud
Euedorachos is, probably, a corruption of Enmeduranki, s
pointed out above. Amempsinos has long been recognized as
a corruption of Amil-Sin—a name not found in this list
Berossos substituted Ubara-tutu, the name of the father of Ut-
napishtim in the version of the deluge from Nineveh, for the
name of Lamech, in order to bring in the ancestry of Xisuthros.
Xisuthros is Atrahasis, another name for Ut-napishtim aud
Ziugiddu. We have, then, for Berossos:—

Berossos Intermediate form Sumerian
1. Alorus 36,000 years Laluralim Zugagib
2. Alaparos 10,800 ,  Alapuru®) Galumum(?’)
3. Amelon 46,800 Amélu Enmenunna
4. Ammenon 43,200 Ummanu Pelikam
5. Megalorus 64,800 Mutu-$alal-gan  Enmeirgan
6. Daonos 36,000 Dumuzi
7. Euedorachos 64,880 Enmeduranki  Etana
8. Amempsinos 36,000 Amil-Sin
9. Opertes 28,800 Ubaratutu
10, Xisuthros 64,800 ,  Atra-hasis Ziugiddu

19 Historical Texts, p. 42.
1 Rawlinson's Cuneiform Inacriptions of Western Asia, V, 47, Bb.
21 Rawlinson, op. cit, V, 44, 17b; cf. Meissner, Seltene assyrische
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It is clear from this comparison that the priestly document
of Qenesis is independent of Berossos, and that in so far as the
names in this new Sumerian list afford the source of both,
Genesis stands nearer to the source than Berossos does.
Berossos, moreover, has greatly exaggerated the number of
years of each reign.

The antiquity of this tradition is attested by the fact that
the tablet containing this list appears to have been written in
the 156th year of the dynasty of Nisin, or in 2170 8. c.

But how does this Sumerian material compare with the J
material of Gen. 2-4? It has long been recognized that the
Cainite genealogy of J is probably the P genealogy in another
form.

It is clear that Ademé of the Sumerian list could easily
become ‘““‘the man” @INM) of J. Abel, who was a keeper of
sheep, and was murdered, might well be Etana the shepherd,
who went to heaven. The words SIBA LU, “the shepherd
who”, which in the Sumerian follow the name Etana, would,
when combined, give the Hebrew 53:‘!, if the s, which in
Hebrew would become ¥ were thinned to a iT as the & of the
shaphel is in the Hebrew hiphil®. Cain, which is in Hebrew
another form of Kenan, would also be a translation of Pilikam,
Enoch was probably derived from ANU-KU or AN-KI as
above. Irad (TT}) corresponds to Jared of the other list and
probably has some connection with Dumuzi. Is it a transfer
from the Sumerian of the last two syllables of ZI-IR-TU®,

Ideogramme, No. 8948, It is also said that the SBemitic name of this
king was Tabu-utul-bel. He is celebrated in the poems on the Babylonian
Job; see Jastrow in this Jourxar, XXV, 136 {., and Barton, Commentary
on Job, p. 41.

32 Langdon, Sumerian Epic of Paradise, the Flood, and the Fall of
man, p. 56, suggests that Abel is the Sumerian A4bu, a patron of
pastures and flocks. It is, however, more difficult to account for the
addition of an / to Abw then for the change of s to 1. As the names
of the other antediluvian patriarchs suggested by Langdon do not at
all correspond to those in Genesis, the line of derivation suggested above
seems preferable.

1 See Rawlinson's Cuneiform Inscriptions of Western Asia, II, 59,
rev. 9, and Zimmern's Der Babylonische Gott Tamiiz, p. 18.
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mother of Tammuz, or of IR-DA, “with tears”? In either
case a prosthetic Y has been added as in YWAQ**. Weeping
was one of the characteristic features of the worship of
Tammuz. Mahujael (WD) is probably a corruption of Mute-
elu. Lamech and Noah are the same as in the P list.

The result for J is:

Hebrew Semitic Babylonian Sumerian
=y 1} Ademé
Abel gsiba lu (Etana)
Cain Ina-uzni-erefu (or ummanu) Pilikam
Enoch an-ku or an-ki (Etana)
Irad ir-da or ir-tu (Dumuzi)
Mehujael Mutu-elu Enmenunna
Methusalah Mutu-8a-elu Meskingashir
Lamech Melamkish

If this analysis is correct the P document is in closer agree-
ment, 8o far as the names are concerned, with the Babylonis
original than the J document is. This is only what we should
expect. The tradition must have reached J in an oral form.
P was, perhaps, written in Babylonia where less confusion in
the names might well be expected. P, with his taste for chrono-
logy, also seized eagerly on the numbers.

That Etana, according to this analysis, appears twice in the
line of Cain is, perhaps, in accordance with the Sumerian list
itself, for it is quite possible that in that list Lugal-bands is
but Etana in another form. Etana is called a shepherd, and
in the Etana myth the king whom Ishtar placed in control is
also called a shepherd. Jastrow has conjectured that the king
and Etana were the same®. Lugal-banda means the *prudent
king”, and in the Sumerian business documents a nu-bands
is & kind of over-shepherd. It is quite possible that in the
Babylonian list, itself, Lugal-banda is only Etana under another
form. In this case the duplication is much older than the J
document. -

24 T may be s corrupt enlargement of T,
25 See J408, XXX, 123.
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The J document, however, like the Babylonian original,
neither betrays a consciousness of a flood, nor brings its hero
into the list of patriarchs.

It was noted above that this list begins with animal names,
and that the first of the human names is Aripi or Ademsé.
Resolved into its constituent ideograms this name becomes
amilu-mahagu-ueni, “man of destructive intelligence”. He is
followed by Etana, the shepherd; he, by Pilikam, “with intel-
ligence to build”. It is an interesting coincidence that this
succesgion predicates an evolution not unlike that formulated
by modern science—first the long reign of animal life, then
the successive periods of hunting, of herding, and of settled
workers in metal!



