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In the Garden of the Gods

Examining the evolution of kingship in the Ancient Near East from the time of
the Sumerians to the rise of the Seleucids in Babylon, this book argues that the
Sumerian emphasis on the divine favour that the fertility goddess and the Sun god
bestowed upon the king should be understood metaphorically from the start and
that these metaphors survived in later historical periods, through popular literature
including the Epic of Gilgames and the Enuma Eli$. The author’s research shows
that from the earliest times Near Eastern kings and their scribes adapted these
metaphors to promote royal legitimacy in accordance with legendary exempla
that highlighted the role of the king as the establisher of order and civilization.
As another Gilgames and, later, as a pious servant of Marduk, the king renewed
divine favour for his subjects, enabling them to share the ‘Garden of the Gods’.
Seleucus and Antiochus found these cultural ideas, as they had evolved in the first
millennium BCE, extremely useful in their efforts to establish their dynasty at
Babylon. Far from playing down cultural differences, the book considers the ideo-
logical agendas of ancient Near Eastern empires as having been shaped mainly by
class—rather than race-minded elites.

Eva Anagnostou-Laoutides is a Senior Lecturer in Classical Studies at Monash
University, Australia. She holds degrees from Aristotle University, Greece, and
the Universities of Leeds and Kent at Canterbury in the UK. She studied Akka-
dian through Macquarie University, Australia. She has published extensively on
ancient comparative literature and religion and her work has appeared in a number
of journals including The Classical Quarterly, Viator, GRBS, American Journal
of Philology, The Classical Journal, Arethusa, Maia and Latomus.
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History as celebrated by Mnemosoune is a deciphering of the invisible, a
geography of the supernatural . . . It throws a bridge between the world of the
living and that beyond to which everything that leaves the light of day must
return. It brings about an “evocation” of the past . . . Memory appears as a source
of immortality.

Jean-Pierre Vernant
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cited from George 2010 and Vanstiphout and Cooper 2003.

2. Thave chosen to refer to Bilgames when discussing the Sumerian episodes of
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the emphatic § (hence, I$tar instead of Ishtar) and macros where applicable —
hence, Ludlul Bel Nemeqi. The circumflex appears mainly in the name of
Nabi.

4. Icite the transcribed version of ANE texts with minor exceptions when nor-
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Introduction
Laying the groundwork

To write is to enter into the affirmation of the solitude which fascination threatens.
Blanchot 1982: 33!

This book aims to investigate the theological profile of Ancient Near Eastern
kings, particularly their role in shaping death ideologies and the memory of their
communities from the early Sumerians to the Seleucids who nominated Babylon
as the capital of their empire. By studying the evolution of influential metaphors
about kingship down to the Hellenistic times I revisit the question of divine king-
ship in the ANE and its contribution to the Seleucid model of rule. In the ANE
continuous and multilayered interaction among the local populations produced
from the earliest times a common cultural substratum,” frequently attested in
ritual, whose conservative nature is often remarked in scholarship.®> Of course,
cultures and times changed significantly from the Sumerian to the Babylonian
and Assyrian periods during which new gods came to prominence and infinite
variations of cultic detail emerged.* In an attempt to organize the developments in
the ANE intelligibly, Jacobsen argued® that religion in the fourth millennium BCE
was reconstructed around aspects of fertility, in the third around the metaphors of
gods as rulers and in the second around the more personal concept of the gods as
parents. Such classifications, although useful in highlighting prevalent cultural
metaphors, do not offer sufficient insight into the applications of cultural ideas
that are rarely as clear-cut and homogenous. Hence, numerous ANE rulers already
in the second millennium BCE were depicted in literature and cult as protégés
(sons or lovers) of the fertility goddess ostensibly blurring the distinct phases of
Jacobsen’s scheme.® Likewise, in the first millennium BCE the kings invested
their profiles with diverse metaphors that reflected their temperament as much as
the traditions which influenced them.”

In addition, ANE cultures had a formative effect on a number of early Greek
mythic narratives and rituals arguably since the Bronze Age.® Despite the difficul-
ties in tracing the transmission paths of such widely disseminated traditions® and
notwithstanding the enduring resistance of classicists to acknowledging a two-
way cultural agitation between the Greeks and their eastern neighbours before
the Hellenistic era,' the zeal with which the Greeks were adapting eastern cults
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and literary traditions already since the Homeric period is increasingly accepted."
During the Hellenistic period the practice of interpretatio'? offers scholars definite
evidence for the intensive cultural fermentation that took place between the Greco-
Macedonian newcomers and Alexander’s eastern subjects. Still, the sources are
often analysed in current scholarship as evidence for the antagonistic relationship
of the Greeks who aspired to the “Hellenization” of the east against local popula-
tions who kept resisting the cultural onslaught of their foreign rulers."

The narrow focus of the approaches through which the interface of ancient
Greece with its eastern neighbours is typically analysed also reflects the history of
the relevant disciplines both of which were thoroughly employed in the colonial
debates of the nineteenth century. In the framework of those debates the Greeks
posed as the archetypal colonizers on a mission to “civilize” the backward areas
they came to rule. The Greeks were promoted as the founders of western civiliza-
tion, the first advocates of the victory of reason over myth on the antipode of the
“Orientals,” who were typically portrayed as overwhelmed by their predilection
for luxury and superstition.'* Tellingly, the celebration of Athenian democracy in
ancient texts was filtered through Aristotle’s view of the “Orientals” as lacking
free will." To avoid replicating the errors of modern as well as ancient colonial-
isms, I shall examine afresh death ideologies in the ANE and their associations to
kingship as intercultural phenomena'® that can be glimpsed synchronically as well
as diachronically. It follows, then, that the religious syncretism of the Hellenistic
period should be understood as an intense instance of long-standing interaction,
especially since the Greeks of Asia Minor had lived under Lydian and Persian rule
in relative harmony for a considerable period of time before being “liberated” by
Alexander.'” Accordingly, Strabo informs us that already in 331 BCE the Greeks
of Didyma and Erythrai were prepared to recognize Alexander’s divine parentage
(before they were informed of the Siwa episode), which implies that such mod-
els of rule were familiar and acceptable to them rather than the imposition of an
eastern-type absolute monarchy masterminded by Alexander.'®

To reach a clearer understanding of Hellenistic models of kingship vis-a-vis
their Near Eastern counterparts, I shall combine historical and archaeological
evidence with influential literary traditions that debate kingship starting with the
narratives relating the adventures of Gilgames. Gilgames, whose reign is dated in
the First Dynasty of Uruk,'® had captured the imagination of ANE audiences from
early on and, as a result, following the collapse of the Ur Empire at the beginning
of the second millennium BCE, a number of his legendary exploits entered the
Akkadian literary tradition.?” Copies of the new literature composed in Akkadian
during the OB period were found as far afield as Anatolia and Palestine; the last
manuscript of the GE discovered so far was written around 130 BCE in Seleu-
cid Babylon,*" while the Sumerian King List was translated in Greek by Beros-
sus under Antiochus I Soter,” to whom the Babylonian priest dedicated his work
(ca. 281 BCE). In addition, Gilgames had provided a definitive model for the
Greek Heracles,” whose political aspects rose anew to prominence in the royal
propaganda of Alexander?* and the successors.” Interestingly, both heroes offer
crucial insights to the much-debated issue of divine kingship and the teleological
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knowledge of kings, that is, their supreme understanding of death ideologies
through which they had the unique opportunity to shape the cultural memory of
their peoples.?® Furthermore, the ethos of leadership which Heracles and his NE
counterparts epitomize provided the Seleucids with a universal model of kingship
that could appeal to both their Greek and non-Greek subjects. In this context,
Seleucid royal ideology appears to have been defined in geographically malleable
yet certain terms which give prominence to two kingly attributes valued by their
ANE predecessors: first, that kings enjoy divine favour and second, that they are
responsible for their subjects’ welfare. Regardless of the particular cultural sym-
bols that the Seleucids employed to address their subjects in the various regions
of their empire, their ideological platform was underpinned by notions advocated
by ANE courts for centuries.

Gilgames was variously related to the deities involved in New Year festi-
vals and the so-called sacred-marriage ceremonies through which the kings
sought to establish their rule by re-affirming divine patronage.”’ In discussing
the transmutation of folklore beliefs into historical reality, I stress the socio-
performative aspects of the festivals and the metaphorical value of the rulers’
claims to divinity,”® in opposition to the Fraserian model, which interpreted such
rituals as magically enhancing fertility?® and against Hooke’s assumption that
ANE kingship was conceived systematically around a “cult pattern” encapsulated
in the New Year Festival.’** And although Versnel criticises the “desperate defend-
ers” of Hooke’s pattern for being unable to substantiate it across the cultures of the
ANE, evoking thus the “disintegration of the pattern due to migration, retouching
or theological intervention,™' it is precisely this variation that calls for further
scholarly attention. To overcome such methodological difficulties, I retrace the
projected theological profile of the kings, especially their teleological knowledge,
and its employment in shaping the consciousness of their subjects along political
(rather than racial/ethnic) lines, regardless of whether the king was understood to
be the actual incarnation or simply a prominent servant of god.*?> For example, it is
accepted that the representation of kings with the dingir-sign beside their names is
a clear indication of their divinity,** as understood by Naram-Sin of Agade (2254—
2218 BCE) and Sulgi in the Ur III period (2094-2047 BCE), both of whom argu-
ably tried to reinforce early Sumerian ideas about divine kingship.** However,
based on the fact that later Babylonian rulers did not establish official cults for
themselves in the manner of Naram-Sin or Sulgi, it has been argued that the dingir
before the kings’ names was retained as a traditional, titular representation that did
not denote the heavenly status claimed by their Ur III predecessors. In addition, in
terms of the scribal traditions that produced the inscriptions and literary accounts
exalting the divine status of kings, it is likely that the Ur III language had retained
Sumerian literary aesthetics which were gradually modified, subject to historical
needs and the kings’ personalities. Given that metaphor is a lexicalized way of
expression in Sumerian and Akkadian literatures,* it could be argued that in the
post-Ur III period perceptions of kings as godlike are reduced to literary tools
serving the aesthetic sensibilities of royal scribes. However, if divine kingship is a
matter of literary aesthetics in later periods, most probably it was never anything
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else even in Sumerian times; after all, as Michalowski argued (see n.34), the cultic
dimensions of the phenomenon under Sulgi refer more to the extravagant efforts
he had to make to overcome the political adversity he faced after the inglorious
death of his father in battle rather than any “real” belief in his divinity.

Furthermore, the sacred nature of Sumerian kingship is allegedly exempli-
fied by the king’s sexual affair (the so-called sacred marriage) with the goddess
Inanna; however, the metaphorical value of the king’s affinity with the goddess
(alluding to his elevated status) from the earliest times is strikingly advocated by
a Sumerian text from Lugalbanda 11, lines 350—4, where Inanna is represented as
addressing the king in the following manner:3¢

sug-ba Yama-uSumgal-an-na mu-na-§i-bar-<ra->gim
ku-lugal-ban-da igi mu-na-§i-bar-re

dumu-na en-%Sard mu-na-dé-a-gim

ku-lugal-ban-da gu mu-un-na-dé-e.

As she looks at the shepherd Ama-usumgal-ana,
she looked at holy Lugalbanda.

As she speaks to her son, to lord Sara,

she spoke to holy Lugalbanda.

As the passage indicates, the passionate and sexually explicit affair of the king
with the goddess, often pronounced in royal Sumerian poetry’’ and emulated in
the royal hymns of Sulgi,*® could be readily transformed into a maternal one.
It seems then that the relationship between the king and the goddess could be
expressed in a variety of motifs with amorous ardour representing only one pos-
sible alternative; hence, it was probably no more than a stately metaphor about the
divine favour and protection with which kingship was invested already in the ED
period (2900-2334 BCE).** At any rate, the exceptional access of ANE kings to
the divine, irrespective of the exact expressions it adopted over the centuries, was
a major part of royal rhetoric, and its value seems to lie in its systematic employ-
ment by successive generations of kings who appreciated it as a powerful tool for
legitimizing their power.** As Winter observed,* regardless of whether kings were
seen as gods manifest on earth or great men who came to enjoy divine favour and
regardless of whether the divine determinative (the dingir) was written before
their names, they

could still be represented verbally and visually as if they occupied a place in
society that merited divine attributes, qualities, and status; and furthermore,
that the ascription of divine power within the religious system was a neces-
sary component of the exercise of rule, whether or not the ruler was himself
considered divine.

Furthermore, the elevated status of ANE kings and their exclusive commun-
ion with the divine (regardless of its particular expression) was employed by
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subsequent elites in order to create a pseudo-impression of cultural continuity,
a trend which clearly should not deceive the historians yet is mostly exciting for
scholars of ancient literature and religion. Ritual and religious beliefs re-enacted
or reflected in mythic narratives aim to create a reality, to forge a communal iden-
tity irrespective of what is often categorized as real in (modern historical) terms.
Thus, in discussing the later adaptations of Sumerian poems, including the adven-
tures of Gilgames, Michalowski reminds us:*?

Originally conceived as mythological sanction of the present, projected geo-
graphically and temporally to a liminal area and an invented remote heroic
past, they were successively remodeled, until they were stripped of most of
the trappings of historical reference.

Accordingly, instead of focusing our analysis of ancient kingship strictly on
the historical evidence, I suggest that we should turn to the history of prev-
alent cultural metaphors; these metaphors become in the hands of the ruling
classes — including the Macedonian/Greek kings of the Hellenistic period —
major patterns of hegemony that need to be constantly renegotiated and
re-affirmed. The book examines the close relationship of kings with the Sun-
god and the fertility goddess as two prevalent metaphors, already at work in
the Epic of Gilgames, which continue to advocate the divine patronage of kings
in the Seleucid era. I argue that both metaphors, aspects of which survive in
the later Enuma Elis, contribute to the latent metaphor of “sharing the garden
of the gods.” By being able to traverse the boundaries of the physical cosmos
and experience the “garden,” ANE kings acquire extrasensory knowledge and
can guide securely their subjects toward achieving wellbeing — now and in the
afterlife. As I explain in the following section, my perspective is largely post-
structural while also employing phenomenological premises. My choice relies
on the ability of these approaches to enable meaningful cross-cultural research
across a number of historical periods while, also, taking into account the history
of the disciplines involved.

Theoretical framework

To begin with, there is no comparative study of ancient teleological beliefs in
relation to political power and soteriology before the advent of Christianity.* The
religious programs of prominent ANE rulers such as that of neo-Assyrian and of
various Hellenistic kings have been largely studied independently with references
to adaptations of local cults which typically promoted the soteriological aspects
of the ruler and the prosperity of his subjects.* However, by looking at fragments
of the whole picture, we accordingly appreciate only fragments of the ancient
traditions on kingship. ANE societies were for centuries imbued with the idea that
annual re-establishment of the cosmic order through the “sacred marriage” cer-
emony and the New Year Festival (regardless of whether the Enuma Elis was actu-
ally recited; cf. Chapter 3: p. 104) were pivotal as a means of asserting their cultural
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self-projections and renewing community bonds, a process that was inextricably
linked with the maintenance of their natural environment and state order.** Hence,
it is important for scholars to appreciate both the overarching premises of this
cultural development as well as its geographical and diachronic manifestations.
There is no doubt that Fraser’s emphasis on the magical efficacy of ritual con-
tinues to cause significant embarrassment to modern scholars.* The applications
of his theory both in the Greco-Roman world (Harrison) and the ANE, including
ancient Israel (Hooke),*” have attracted significant criticism.*® Yet, the discrediting
of this approach has not ameliorated either the tendency of classicists to defend
the cultural exclusivity of the Greco-Roman world* or the notion of primitivism
with which we still approach ANE societies, as Kaufman poignantly observed:*°

Ancient Oriental Studies as a whole suffers from primitivism in many
respects, a primitivism that many people try to remedy — or, perhaps better,
try to mask — by hyper-specialization and by recourse to fly-by-night aca-
demic fashion instead of broad competency.

Hence, it is imperative to review the difficulties of past theoretical approaches
before defending an alternative viewpoint that would render this cross-cultural
exercise worthwhile.

According to the Cambridge Ritual Theory, the ritualised drama of a “rising
and dying god” — often embodied by the king in historical times — was identified
at the core of every religion.”! James Fraser was the first to coin the term “dying
and rising gods”; however, his methodology, based on evolutionary anthropology
which had become increasingly popular in the post WWI period, and his com-
parisons between pagan cults celebrating divine resurrection and aspects of the
Christian tradition were deemed rather uncritical.’> He believed that the evolution
of human worldviews from magic through religion to science was a universal,
inevitable process rooted in human nature and needs.> In other words, the magical
and mythological thought of different cultures may be expected to develop along
parallel structural lines simply because of a universal “similarity in the working of
the less developed human mind” worldwide. In Frankfort’s words,* Fraser applied
this similarity “not only to the mythopoeic thought but to its concrete manifesta-
tions in beliefs and institutions.” Hence, institutions such as “divine kingship” or
the “dying god” could be found in all cultures because they arose from universal
mythopoeic processes of the primitive mind.> Unfortunately, one may argue that
the criticism levelled at Fraser was as indiscriminate as his very methodology: as
a result, the validity of the “comparative approach” in examining ancient civiliza-
tions was called into question and, as discussed, the doubt lingers on to this day.
This intense interest in methodology during the nineteenth and twentieth centu-
ries gradually gave way to a vague discredit of structuralism altogether whose
application — extending from the classical civilizations to the African cultures
and those of the Americas®® — undermined the purpose of cross-cultural research.
Consequently, the relation of myth and cult has remained undecided.’” However,
whatever the hierarchy between myth and ritual — if there is one to be discovered™ —
scholars agree that they were often linked in antiquity. Of course, change over
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time and across different societies is undeniable, yet the processes of change
involve the past in numerous mutations which beg our attention and allow for a
more cosmopolitan appreciation of ancient cultures.

Following from Fraser’s argument™ regarding the fluidity of mythic narra-
tives that seek to “reconcile old custom with new reason,” Burkert identified
the “socializing function” of myth and ritual, raising interest in initiation rites
but, also, in ritual and mythic patterns which had travelled to Greece from the
ANE.® Overall, post-structuralism with its emphasis on the cultural and tempo-
ral framework of accepted comparisons has attempted to restore methodology in
Classics with noted success. Bremmer®' specifically examined death ideologies
and the theme of resurrection in antiquity in this light. However, although he
focused on Orphic and Pythagorean traditions and generally raised awareness
of the influences Near Eastern eschatology exercised on Greek afterlife, the role
of kings as possessors of eschatological wisdom was not considered,®® while the
association of apocalyptic knowledge with politics was not fully explored despite
fleeting references to the role of religion in Near Eastern imperial agendas.® Post-
structuralism allows for synchronic evolution but still has difficulties with the
diachronic transcendence of cultural ideas.

For example, following post-structuralist premises, Mettinger®® compared,
largely from the Biblical scholar point of view,® a number of “dying and rising”
deities (though rejecting this Fraserian term as inappropriate) whom the kings
occasionally embodied. Although Mettinger admitted the existence of such deities
whose death was often related to the seasonal cycle and was commemorated in cult
(restoring thus some credit to Fraser), he argued that they nevertheless operated
in their own cultural spaces; their local traits were far too divergent to encourage
a meaningful comparison between them. It could be argued that Mettinger over-
applied the post-structuralist perspective and basically superimposed on ancient
narratives modern categorizations to allow him to differentiate between dying gods
to the point of rendering the classification invalid. In rushing to avoid the Fraserian
deductions and the problems arising from them, of which he was undoubtedly too
aware, Mettinger offers a rather partial revision of Fraserian methodologies: hence,
although he applies great flexibility to his understanding of resurrection, he seems
rather restrictive in his perception of divinity. Yet, if resurrection can be conveyed
allegorically rather than by strict bodily revival, through a vision, for example, as
in the case of El who dreams of Baal’s resurrection,® then clearly the metaphorical
use of “rising and dying gods” and its social repercussions could prove insightful.
After all, what counts as divine is culturally debated, and, therefore, we often refer
to the “blurring” of boundaries between mortals and gods in the Hellenistic period
when gods tend to become cultural heroes and heroic figures acquire divine status,
with the kings being the most obvious example.®’ In addition, although Mettinger
was careful to distinguish between myths and rituals which may or may not be
connected directly,*® he was more interested in discussing the differences between
the various cases he examined rather than the circumstances which allowed certain
narratives and rituals to be linked. Crucially, the role of tradition(s) in associating
teleology and political power — a connection reflected in myth as well as royal
inscriptions, as we shall see in Chapter 1 — was again not investigated.®
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In the same year as Mettinger published his study of “dying and rising gods,”
Assmann published his ground-breaking work on death as a major cultural force.
His book focused on ancient Egypt, and although he insisted refreshingly that
“mortuary religion . . . was the centre of cultural consciousness,””® Assmann did
not make the connection between the teleological knowledge of kings and their
distinctive afterlife fate. He did, however, draw attention to an important concept
which I shall also employ in my work: apart from noting the special relationship
of the king with the gods (clearly manifested in the king’s ascent to heaven),”!
he observed that afterlife beliefs are closely linked to the notion of knowledge.
Mortals tend to possess too little or too much knowledge, and that is why they
either try to compensate for their deficiency by producing culture’ or they attract
divine punishment precisely because they come to possess exceptional knowl-
edge, despite their ephemeral existence.” So far, Assmann has only discussed the
sadness that the awareness of mortality brought to Gilgames, who mourned assid-
uously the death of his friend Enkidu as well as the prospect of his own death.
However, the fact that Gilgames was the king of the people who ordained through
his exclusive knowledge of afterlife appropriate funerary rites was not considered.
Since death produces culture, then the king’s profile as a cultural institutioner
focuses on his teleological knowledge. Through this prism, the lamentations for
Dumuzi whose sudden and untimely death interrupts his blissful existence in the
embrace of the goddess offer an episode in his tradition (not necessarily under-
stood as part of an integrated theology) during which his awareness of his mor-
tal and ephemeral existence is heightened and the temporary nature of political
dominion is deliberated, as I shall argue later in the book. Given the impossibility
of actual immortality, commemoration becomes crucial.

My work stems from this rigorous research but recognizes the need of myths
to evolve in time and in different cultural contexts.” Accordingly, I will read
myths as narrated metaphors which summarize in illustrative ways important
historical examples with ethical value in order to serve as blueprints for future
political action. In doing so, I draw inspiration from the theory of Assmann, who
argues that memory is a social construct ruled by the principles and needs of the
communities that shaped it as well as from our appreciation of Greco-Roman
historiography as a series of exempla which — without focusing necessarily on
historical accuracy (that refers to our own sense of objectivity as a fundamental
value of historical writing) — reflect the core values of the societies that advo-
cated these models of conduct.”® Assmann based his mnemohistorical approach
on the work of Halbwachs,”” who first coined the term collective memory and
who had a deep knowledge of Marxism and its understanding of the collec-
tive in socio-economic terms. Marx and his followers relate narratives to the
social structures where we acquire our memory.” In fact, Marx was struck by
the similarities between the model of the social evolutionists such as Fraser and
his own account of history.” Hence, it could be argued that, just as it happened
with social evolutionists, the application of the Marxist approach to history with
its focus on identifying basic phases in the evolution of human culture further
contributes, from another perspective, to our inherited hesitation towards the
results of cross-cultural research.®
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A case in point is offered by Jameson,®! who argued that texts are the result of
a dialogue between symbolic acts and contemporary social ideologies, and, there-
fore, they have a substance of their own.®? Despite its structuralist roots, his model
acknowledged the role of historical and social circumstances in shaping cultural
output making, therefore, an opening to post-structuralism.® Still, in typical Marx-
ist fashion Jameson connected political evolution with economic modes of pro-
duction and accepted the Marxist notion of modes or “stages” of human society
which are identified with certain social ideologies including Oriental Despotism
and the oligarchic structure of early Greek city-states. Although Jameson allowed
for a dialectic relationship between historical periods, his stratification follows the
Hegelian model of cultural advancement in time but, also, from a geographical
viewpoint as cultural centres typically shift from the East to the West. Therefore,
the notion that during the Hellenistic period (or any period really) the “progres-
sive” Greeks adopted or adapted pre-existing ideologies widely circulated in the
East becomes in this context inherently problematic and less convincing.®

My study on ancient beliefs about the afterlife as communicated by ritually
charged kings challenges this classification based on phenomenological prem-
ises. In acknowledging the structures of remembrance and identity formation
that ancient rulers negotiated allegedly on behalf of their people,® I focus on the
capacity of ancient societies to incorporate external elements. Since collective
memory is essentially diachronic, then the ways in which past societies dealt with
multiculturalism can offer an important example for subsequent generations.*
Therefore, my methodology needs to be supplemented with a phenomenologi-
cal perspective according to which symbols function as both expressive and ref-
erential forms of signification; in other words, symbols, regardless of whether
they originate in ritual or are developed in mythic narratives (cf. n.58), can be
employed to render new meanings in new circumstances but not necessarily in
strict connection with historical reality as we reconstruct it from a scholarly view-
point (as post-structuralists would argue), since reality is a personal experience.?’
Hence, Ricoeur®® argues that

[Wlhen set in the appropriate literary contexts, symbols pass through a series
of “phases™:® a first literal phase where we tend to take the characters of the
narrative seriously, a second formal phase, where symbols draw from nature
an allegorical imagery that renders them “not only pleasing but instructive,”

and a third phase, that of the “symbol as archetype” or else described as intertex-
tuality, where the recurrence of the same verbal motifs “contributes to the uni-
fication and integration of our literary experience.” Interestingly, despite being
vaguely familiar with his work, Ricoeur agrees on many points with Gramsci,
who developed the theory of cultural hegemony beyond the economic determin-
ism of classical Marxism. As Bynum® explained, for Ricoeur “meaning is not so
much imparted as appropriated in a dialectic process” between the symbol and the
user, and so individual users may appropriate the symbol in widely different ways.
Meaning is, therefore, always an interpretive rather than normative function. Yet,
meaning can be influenced by the elites, who always seek ways of re-affirming
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their dominance and eliciting anew the consent of the masses to their political
programs. Metaphors inform powerfully the public space or, in Gramscian terms,
they create “patterns of hegemony.”' By pointing beyond ordinary experience,
symbols can transmute as well as reflect social “reality,” or what ancient socie-
ties chose to put forward as their reality. Myths may work to reinforce, invert or
subvert social practices and ideologies, especially in the hands of influential rulers
and their elites, who tend to have produced the majority of our sources about the
past. In this framework, art and narratives — being the result of artistic engage-
ment — can be seen as attempts to render death and the fear of death irrelevant by
attaching ourselves to eternity.”? Hence, art can be seen as a response to the fear
of death or a manifestation of what Heidegger referred to as “the courage of anxi-
ety.”? The fear of death is always collective because it does not refer to “you” or
“I,” but to the “one” who dies.* Interestingly in the Epic of Gilgames, discussed
in Chapter 1, the hero’s fear for Enkidu becomes his own fear of death before
being translated to commemoration rites for everyone. Therefore, the isolation of
death produces a sense of solidarity, a community of people dead or destined to
die.” Hence, death and our recorded reactions to it are synonymous with civiliza-
tion and the role of kings in establishing civilization as we come across it in ANE
texts and monuments. My main argument is that the metaphor of having shared
the garden of the goddess, of having experienced prosperity and divine favour as
a community under a powerful king, emerges as a key-concept suggesting that
individuals are saved from anonymity (securing thus a sense of immortality) and
are assured of their posthumous wellbeing.

In discussing the gender tensions reflected in ancient eschatological thought,’
I engage with S.A.L. Butler’s approach to dreams in the ANE giving preference,
nevertheless, to J. Butler’s post-modern understanding of gender.”” Following the
latter, I intend to move beyond the gender essentialism of feminist theories and
employ gender as a negotiable variable which often serves literary aesthetic pur-
poses.”® This interpretation affords ancient societies more freedom to define their
perceptions of gender and to celebrate deviations, at least in ritual ceremonies and
mythic narratives. Expanding on these premises, I argue that cultural symbols
survive even through their exclusion;” hence, ancient death traditions seen as
political property can be equally foreign and own.

When discussing the transmission of traditions in the ANE, one cannot ignore
the similarities between Near Eastern texts and the Old Testament, which will also
inform some of the discussions in my book.!® Two major parts of Genesis, the
Creation account of Genesis 1:1-2:4a and the Flood account of Genesis 6:1-9:17,
have parallel Babylonian poetical narratives: the Enuma Elis for the Creation and
the Gilgames Epic for the Flood. For a long time, the debate in this field focused
on whether the Babylonian accounts depended on the Hebrew or vice versa or per-
haps whether both the Babylonian and the Hebrew traditions derived from a com-
mon source. | am aware of the influential work of Gunkel and that of his follower
Delitzsch, although the latter’s prejudiced preference of the Babylonian archetype
which is “distorted” in the hands of the Jews utterly discredits the approach.!®!
Here, the Old Testament is understood as a literary account which occasionally
glosses over historical events; therefore, the hierarchical relationships between
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texts are discussed when relevant. Furthermore, the role of ancient Jewish com-
munities in the transmission of ANE ideas to the Greeks is examined closely in
Chapter 3.

As I was finishing this manuscript I had the chance to read a very interesting
volume on Hellenistic culture which utilized the theory of social imaginaries as
a more appropriate methodological approach to the cultural agitations of that
period.’? T found the argument very appealing, but its application on ancient
cultures flawed on two accounts: to start with, I agree that social imaginaries,
the set of ideas promoted in a society about their self-identity and their stance
vis-a-vis other cultures, are produced by certain social elites before they become
proliferated and established widely among all social strata. However, in explain-
ing the intercultural relations of Hellenistic communities the theory employs
contentious criteria for defining their imaginaries such as ethnicity and its role
in determining one’s cultural identity. The definition of ethnicity in antiquity is
very debatable not only because of our own experiences, largely shaped in the
wake of nineteenth-century nation-states,'% but, crucially, because it is the same/
similar elite circles that produced both the ancient “ethnic” narratives but also
a number of supra-ethnic ideas which facilitated the ruling classes in defending
the legitimacy of ancient multi-ethnic empires.!®* The idea that kings enjoyed
divine support, manifested in a number of ways in ancient narratives, is one
of the imaginaries fostered by ancient ruling elites, and it clearly belongs to a
supra-ethnic line of rhetoric. Secondly, even if, taking into account the voices
that criticised the Marxist conception of the social imaginaries as determinis-
tic,' we agree on referring to a number of elites — not necessarily homogenous
in determining and pursuing their priorities — we must still address the prominent
role of religion in shaping ancient fantasy identities.!% The key point here is that
polytheistic religious identities are not exclusionary on the basis of religion — in
fact, ancient rituals despite their strict character are open to a// members of the
community as designated by the gods; hence, although certain cults are open
only to men or women, one’s racial or religious background does not influence
one’s ability to participate. Furthermore, as I discuss repeatedly in the book,
cultic observances associated particularly with ANE religion such as the “sacred
marriage” (which is often fused with the alleged custom of sacred prostitution)
are probably subject to a long-standing tradition of misreading Greek texts which
begins under the Roman Empire and continues to this day.!®” These considera-
tions underpin my main arguments as sketched out in the Chapters Outline.

Chapters outline

Chapter 1: Dying kings in the ANE: Gilgame$§ and
his travels in the garden of power

Chapter 1 examines the mythic traditions of kingship in the ANE investigating
some of the early metaphors that associate political power with knowledge of
the metaphysical realms. I argue that the king acts as mediator between his sub-
jects and the gods, both heavenly and infernal. Hence, through his association



12 Laying the groundwork

with the Sun god the king receives divine approval for a just and legitimate
rule, while through his affair with the fertility goddess — typically expressed in
erotic terms — he negotiates the afterlife of the community by ordaining appro-
priate funerary rites. Although the love of the goddess for the king can be also
expressed in maternal terms, it is the transformative power of sex that affords the
king exclusive knowledge of the afterlife. This process follows closely human-
ity’s introduction to civilization and therefore, it also reflects early debates on
social hierarchy.

Furthermore, the chapter introduces the notion of the garden where the affair
of the king with the goddess is typically consummated as a metaphorical politi-
cal space that kings employ in order to denote their exclusive communication
with the divine. In myth, the king appears as the champion of the divine garden
against the threats of death and decay. The adventures of the king in the gar-
den highlight his piety but, also, establish the main path for his acquisition of
teleological knowledge; in historical times, kings often built impressive royal
gardens which allude to the divine garden. As Xenophon’s analysis of the sym-
bolism of Persian paradises indicates, the Greeks were quite aware of the meta-
phorical value of the king’s relationship with the goddess and its role in ancient
political propagandas. Xenophon’s political thought was extremely influential
and offers an important paradigm for the popularity of ANE models of kingship
in the Hellenistic period.

Chapter 2: Sacred marriage in the ANE: the
collapse of the garden and its aftermath

This chapter revisits the close relationship of the king with the goddess from
the earliest times arguing that the sacred-marriage ceremony, despite its realistic
and explicitly erotic references, should be understood as a metaphor. I argue that
a number of Sumerian tales including that of Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta
as well as the tale of the gardener Sukaletuda (echoed in the Babylonian story
of ISullanu) explore precisely the appropriate ways of securing divine approval
for a ruler’s political program. The idea was also hinted in the writings of the
Greek historian Herodotus. As part of the Sumerian New Year Festival, the sacred
marriage (which as a distinct rite remains an important way of communicating
with the divine) implies not just the renewal of the king’s political power but, in
essence, a renewal of the cosmos. This renewal became a major preoccupation of
kings in the second and first millennia because of widespread political instability.
Death, violence and injustice devastated the lives of the people, who regularly
appealed to the goddess to forgive their sins and re-admit them to her garden.
Despite developing a profile which is distinctly less erotic and more maternal, as
evident by the so-called City Laments, the political importance of the goddess is
not diminished. On the contrary, the intense religious syncretism that took place
in the second millennium between Inanna and other female deities, among which
IStar was the most popular, amplified the pool of metaphors that related the pow-
ers of the goddess both at state level and in terms of private religions.
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Chapter 3: Renewing the cosmos: garden and
goddess in first-millennium ideology

Here I examine the metaphors employed to promote the close relationship of
the king with the gods during the first millennium when notably Marduk rose in
prominence and was worshipped as the king of the gods, especially in Babylon. In
debating whether a sacred marriage took place during the Babylonian New Year
Festival in honour of Marduk, I first discuss the transmission of Sumerian literary
lore to later periods. Although a break in scribal tradition is often assumed, evidence
from Babylonian scribal schools of the first millennium indicates that a small yet
influential number of highly skilled scribes continued to be trained. By reviewing
the available evidence from the Babylonian New Year Festival or akitu 1 draw
attention to the participation of Zarpanitu, the consort of Marduk, who had been
associated with IStar in the festivities. Although the evidence is far from conclusive
regarding the enactment of a sacred marriage in the akitu, the role of the goddess
is not as liminal as often assumed. In addition, the role of the king in instituting
funerary cults, as first exemplified by Gilgames, remains pronounced in later mil-
lennia, a point further stressed by the popularization of the Dumuzi-Inanna hymns
outside the framework of formal religion. This movement, which gained pace in
the first millennium BCE, facilitated the transmission of the king-and-mistress-
passionate-dialogue motif found in the so-called love lyrics and popular Hellen-
istic cults such as that of Adonis. The latter, addressed in cult as king, was also
known for his “gardens,” pots of plants left to wither in the summer heat in remi-
niscence of his short-lived happiness as lover of the goddess. The cult which was
celebrated throughout the Hellenistic east propagated royal ideology inviting all
to imagine themselves as kings.

Chapter 4: The Seleucids at Babylon: flexing
traditions and reclaiming the garden

This chapter discusses the appropriation of eastern cults by Seleucus I Nicator
and his son Antiochus in their struggle to establish their dynasty. I examine the
roles of Zeus and Apollo, the foremost divine protectors of the Seleucids, against
Near Eastern royal traditions. | argue that the founding members of the dynasty
had an intimate knowledge of Babylonian traditions that celebrated Samas, the
Sun god, as protector of royal legitimacy and Marduk as warrantor of military
supremacy and that they employed these traditions meticulously in order to pro-
mote their claim to kingship. By encouraging the identification of Marduk and
Nabi with Zeus and Apollo respectively, Seleucus and Antiochus mirrored the
father—son relationship of the gods. The Chapter also examines the importance
of royal gardens under the Seleucids in connection with “sacred marriage” and
akitu ceremonies, which the Hellenistic kings evidently embraced enthusiasti-
cally. Apart from the Seleucid preoccupation with Apollo, I also revisit the pro-
file of Heracles, another son of Zeus, in Hellenistic propaganda. I argue that the
Seleucids employed the myth of the return of the Heraclids to claim that their
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dynasty reclaimed and united under their rule the lands promised to the descend-
ants of Heracles. In this context, the Near Eastern associations of Heracles but,
also, of Nikephoros (Victorious) Athena, who is now invested with IStar qualities,
promote a concept of cyclical time in which the Seleucid dynasty represents a
period of progress and divine support. Heracles’s associations with the garden and
his surprising relationship with Adonis-like figures in Hellenistic literature is also
investigated as a telling example of Hellenistic re-interpretation of ancient myths
in light of ANE traditions.

Synthesis: cultivating community memory

In this section I summarize the poetics of soteriology and kingship in the ANE
from Sumerian times to the first millennium. Following my arguments in previ-
ous chapters I reiterate the survival of basic metaphors relating the association of
kingship with civilization in the ANE down to the Hellenistic period. Despite the
variations in the way(s) these metaphors were employed down the centuries, often
in relation to cultural tensions, a closer reading of our sources (literary, epigraphic,
and historical) indicates that there was never a question about the “readiness” of
Alexander and/or his successors to adopt eastern models of kingship. In fact, Hel-
lenistic kings actively engaged in the transmission of eastern lore to the Greeks
careful, as they were, to communicate their righteousness to a// of their subjects.

Notes

1 Reproduced with the kind permission of the University of Nebraska Press; see Permis-
sions page for the relevant credit line.

2 Smith 1982: 19.

3 Bloch 1974: 56, 62—7 and 74-5. Thus, the akitu (New Year Festival), celebrated by
the Sumerians in the third millennium BCE, was adopted by the Babylonians and the
Assyrians and remained important in ANE cult to the end of the first millennium BCE;
also Van der Toorn 1990: 10-29; Bidmead 2004: 41-3; cf. Chapter 3: esp. pp. 104-9
and 123-30.

4 Noegel 2006: 34.

5 Jacobsen 1976: 20-1.

6 Iddin-Dagan (ca. 1910-1890 BCE), for example, in a hymn dedicated to Inanna (Reis-
man 1973: 191, 11.181-92, 197-8), uses the metaphor of having sex with the goddess
who bestows favour upon him. Samsu-Iluna (ca. 1749-1712), the son of Hammurapi,
also addressed a prayer to Inanna; the text (Van Dijk 2000: 119-25) is poorly pre-
served, yet the overtly erotic description of the goddess and her support for the king are
legible enough; cf. Leick 1994: 183. Later, Hattusili$ III (ca. 1267-1237 BCE) intro-
duced in his Apology the motif of I$tar’s guidance (1.5: SA “ISTAR par-ra-a ha-an-da-
an-da-tar me-ma-ah-hi = 1 will speak of IStar’s divine guidance; my trans.). Hattusili$
stressed his piety by repeatedly referring to the “favour” of I$tar, who “took him by the
hand” (1.20; 1.46; 1.55-8; 1.70; 2.45; 2.63 and 2.66; 3.15) and instructed him to take
her priestess Puduhepa as his wife (3.1-2). For more examples of ANE kings of all
millennia claiming divine parentage, see Patterson 2003: 206-8.

7 Hence, AsSurbanipal (685-627 BCE) enjoys the devotion of Istar in erotic terms; see
SAA 9.90bv.8—15 in George 2003: 503 (cited below, p. 89). Marduk-Apla-Iddina II
(722-710 BCE), on the other hand, refers to himself as the son of a number of male
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and female deities; also see Patterson 2003: 207 with Bergman and Ringgren 1975:
147 s.v. “Ben” discussing the Akkadian words apil and mar added to royal names to
denote divine parentage and protection.

Noegel (2006: 24) claims that “[I]t is now appropriate to speak of an ‘Asiatic mytho-
logical koine’ and its formative impact on the Aegean literatures of the Bronze and
Iron Ages”; also see Burkert 1985: 7, 24-8, 182; id. 1992a: 5, 128 and 2004: 291; Graf
2004: 4—-11. Piras (2002: 207-8) discussed the continuity of royal ideology in Mesopo-
tamia based on evidence from the Achaemenid period; cf. Rollinger 2001: 252—8, who
discusses the presence of Greeks in ANE cuneiform sources of the eighth and seventh
centuries BCE.

Noegel 2006: 24-5.

Graf 2004: 47; Noegel 2006: 21-2 with Lincoln 2004: 658. Generally, scholars tend
to agree that full-scale interaction occurred during the Hellenistic period (Kuhrt 1995:
55-7; Linssen 2004: esp.13—4) but remain sceptical about contact during the earlier
phases with some classicists maintaining that it was “largely intermittent until the late
archaic and classical periods” (see Noegel 2006: 22 with Burkert 1992: 128 and id.
2004: 911, arguing that the Greeks for centuries followed the political changes in the
ANE as onlookers before entering the scene from the time of the Persian Wars onwards;
also Burkert 2005: 292: “[ A]Jmong connections with neighboring cultures already in the
Bronze Age, those between Crete and Egypt stand out for intensity and continuity”).
ANE scholars (including a few classicists, i.e. Morris 1992: 73—100 and 2001: 425,
428-32; Walcot 1966: esp.81; West 1966: 18-31, 1995: passim and 1997: esp.586—630
discussing paths of transmission) argued that the interaction was earlier and more for-
midable than assumed; see Burstein 1996: 20—1; Dalley and Reyes 1998: passim, but
esp.97; Naveh 1973: 2-3; Redford 1992: 122, esp.n.128; Talon 2001: esp.268—-73.
The epics of Homer and Hesiod have been analysed in light of Anatolian, Mesopo-
tamian, and Syro-Canaanite epic traditions; for example, see Burkert 1992: 88—-105,
114-19 and 2004: 297-301; Langdon 1990: 416-20; Marinatos 2001: esp.408—11;
Noegel 2002: passim; Bachvarova 2002: esp.107-20 and 2005: 133-48; cf. n.62 below.
See Noegel (2006: 33) on the process of interpretatio or translation: “A Hellene
could, without any apparent theological dilemma, worship any foreign god that
most closely resembled his own native deity. Therefore, Apollo was identified
with Baal, Zeus with Amun, Aphrodite with IStar, Artemis with Anat, Demeter
with Isis, and so on.”

Oelsner 2002: 189-90; cf. Van der Spek (2009: 112—13), who argues that, although ten-
sions between ethnic groups in Hellenistic Babylon and elsewhere existed, member-
ship to these groups was not based on race. Cf. Antonaccio (2005: 111-12), who adopts
the term “hybridity” (rather than Hellenization) to discuss intercultural exchanges in
Sicily. Sciortino (2009: 52) discusses the Phoenicians and the scholarly tendency “to
separate them from their oriental context and use them as ‘avant-gardes’ of the Western
world”; Bernbeck (2012: 88) aptly summarizes the issue in the field of ANE archaeol-
ogy; cf. Walls (2001: 171) on colonial readings of ANE texts.

Dommelen 1997: 306—7; Vesunia 2003: 89-92; Cosden (2004: 8—12) discusses Marx’s
view that Europe created the modern world after the downfall of feudalism (cf. Jame-
son 1981, discussed below); Owen (2005: 6) questions the assumption that ancient
colonization has its modern analogues which led to incomplete interpretations of the
relations of the Greeks with “others”; Purcell (2005: 120-5) stresses the role of elites in
motivating “aggressive opportunisms” in the ancient Mediterranean on occasions that
the basically agricultural economies failed.

Arist.Pol.1285a19-22, 1327b27-29; Bringmann 1993: 8.

Pettinato (2002: 197-203) described ideologies as intercultural phenomena that are
often revised, glossed over or subverted, to respond to the socio-historical challenges
of particular generations and communities; cf. Nissen 2001: 167-79 referring to
“spheres of interaction”; Harmansah 2013: 40-102 and 182-8 and Aubet 2013: 180-1.
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Villing 2005: 236-38; Ma 2005: 180-81; Potter (2005: 429) refers to the renewed
vitality of the discourse.

Strab.17.1.43 = Callisthenes, FGrH124F 14a; Parke 1986: 36—7; Hammond 1998: 341.
For the role of sacral kingship in the Sassanian period, see Choksky 1988: 35 refer-
ring to the notion of the farr-i izadr (glory of God), the necessary prerequisite for the
success of any king; cf. Panaino 2000: 44 and 2003: esp.238. As Choksky points out,
this concept expanded during the fifth and fourth centuries BCE under the Achaeme-
nid Dynasty with the convergence of the Mesopotamian idea of sacral kingship and
Zoroastrian beliefs regarding the divine origins of leadership and social order. Note
that Choksky differentiates sacral from divine kingship because a sacred king is only
mortal — however, as I argue in Chapter 1, in Mesopotamia the close relationship of the
king with the gods should be understood metaphorically. For the association of Persian
and Lydian divine kingship, see Munn 2006: 232 as well as his pp. 13—4 on the divine
sanction of kingship in Greece.

The Sumerian King List 3.7-17 listed the first five rulers of Uruk as Meskingasher,
Enmerkar (who actually built the city), Lugalbanda, Dumuzi(d) and Gilgames (dated
ca. 2750-2660 BCE). Gilgames poses as divine, the son of a /illi-demon; see The
Sumerian King List 3.17-18; Jacobsen 1939: 90 with n.131. However, in Sumerian
literary tradition Gilgames poses as the son of Lugalbanda (see Kovacs 1989: xviii),
an order which agrees with Berossus’s version (FGrH680F5a; Eusebius, Chronicle
12.17-20 Karst); see Jacobsen 1939: 88 with n.122.

Leick 1994: 254-5.

See Rochberg 2004: 228-36; Boiy 2004: 23; however, the most comprehensive edi-
tion, found in AsSurbanipal’s library in Nineveh, dates from the seventh century BCE;
Tigay 1997: 45-7 (= 1982: 246-8); Leick 1994: 254.

Berossus, FGrH60F3b (Syncellus, Chronological Excerpts 30, 40 Mosshammer);
according to Tatian (Oratio ad Graecos 36 [= Clemens of Alexandria Strom.1.122.1]),
Berossus became priest of Belus during the time of Alexander and had an excellent
relationship with Antiochus to whom he presented his Babylonian history divided in
three books; Tatian adds that the Babylonian priest had also written two books on the
history of the Assyrians; cf. Eusebius, Praep.Evang.10.11.8-9. Further on Berossus,
see Chapter 3: pp. 121-3.

Heracles’s similarity with Gilgames and Ninurta is widely accepted in scholarship; see
Frankfort 1934: 2-29; id. 1939: 115-23 and 198 and 1955: 37, 42; Levy 1934: 40-53;
Baumgartner 1944: 25; West 1997: 466—8; Annus 2002: 119-21 and 168-71. The rich-
est evidence for an ANE hero resembling Heracles comes from pre-Sargonic cylinder
seals (mid-third millennium), although some representations date from the fourth mil-
lennium. For an early relief goblet in the British Museum (No: 118465), see Strom-
menger 1962: pls24f and 38f. For Heracles and Ninurta, see Brenk 1991: 507-26. West
(1997: 461-5) focused on both heroes’ association with lions and their grief-stricken
wandering in lion skins, their crossing of the sea in imitation of the Sun/Samas and
their adventures at a wondrous garden; also see Brundage 1958: 226-8; Burkert 1987:
14-19; Van Dijk 1983: 11, 15, 17-9; cf. Chapter 4: pp. 164-5.

For Alexander’s emulation of Heracles, see Edmunds 1971: 374—6; cf. Palagia 1986:
137-51. For coins representing Heracles issued by Alexander early in his eastern cam-
paign, see Price 1991: 27-31 and Merkholm 1991: 42. Cf. Le Rider (1995-6: 831-3,
842—-6 and 857-60) arguing that these coins were not issued before 333/2 BCE.

See Walbank (1984: 85-6) on the Antigonids’s attempt to derive their ancestry from
Heracles; for Lysimachus’ association with the hero, see Lund 1992: 159; for Heracles
and the Attalids, see Hansen 21971: 157-8, 255, 340-1 and Savalli-Lestrade 2001:
77-91.

Michalowski 2008: 37: “The unique symbolic status of Gilgames provided the answer
as an ancestor who embodied the central paradox of divine kinship: the inevitable
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death of the king”; for Heracles’s connection with kingship in the Hellenistic times
and in earlier Greek tradition which rather focuses on lost kingship, see Menn 1997:
182; cf. Foster (1997: 63-8), who argues that Gilgames rejects IStar and immortality
in order to embrace the strife for justice and making a name for himself. However,
I would subscribe to Michalowski’s view that here the king exemplifies a central part
of humanity: sex is knowledge, yet it is not enough to secure immortality; as an imper-
fect being the king achieves immortality only through remembrance (the Austerophe-
mia of the Greeks). Also see Ackerman (2005: 145-7) discussing the connection of
I3tar with Samhat, the prostitute that introduces Enkidu to civilization.

Auffarth 1991: 45-55; Maul 1995: 399-401 on kings as lion slayers; cf. Cohen 1993:
420, 426, 431-5 on Ninurta’s role in the akitu; Bidmead 2004: 2—4.

In agreement with Cooper 1993; Sweet 1994; and Steinkeller 1999. Frymer-Kensky
(1997: 101-2) discusses Enuma Elis as a royal ritual following the establishment of
the imperial states of Assyria and Babylonia. She argues that by the second millennium
BCE the kings began to re-enact Marduk in his military and kingly roles as related
in the Enuma EIis although the royal sacred marriage did not entirely disappear. The
time-honoured cult of Inanna and Dumuzi survived in the first millennium but was no
longer state centred, becoming instead a matter for private public worship; cf. Chap-
ter 2: pp. 72-81 and Chapter 3: pp. 123-30.

Fraser 1890: 1.140; cf. Harrison 1912: 330; also see Segal 1998: 3—4. Note that Cooper
1993: 88-9 undermines the role of fertility in ANE “sacred marriage” ceremonies,
perhaps to avoid any association with Fraser’s model.

Hooke 1958; James 1958; Rogerson 1974; for a criticism of the school, see Auffarth
1991: 38-118 with Versnel 1993: 2.32-3.

Versnel 1993: 35 esp.n.43.

Cooper 2008: 261: “kingship in Mesopotamia was always sacred, but only rarely
divine,” echoing Winter 2008: 75-6; also see Michalowski (2008: 34-5), who stressed
the importance of historical circumstances and political tensions in understanding the
urge certain ANE kings felt so to render their divinization more explicit; cf. Bernbeck
(2008: 158) arguing that the divinization of the king unites the divine with the mortal
world in recreating a golden age. Recently, Charpin (2013: 76) notes, “The question of
divine kingship was often stated by scholars using absolute categories . . . However,
the vision that the Mesopotamians had of their society, and also of the whole universe
was relative.”

Michalowski (2008: 35n.3) is right in juxtaposing Naram-Sin’s title DINGIR a-ga-deX!
(= god of Agade, alternating with LUGAL a-ga-deX' = king of Agade) with the title din-
gir (zi) kalam-ma-na [= (effective) god of the land] employed by the kings of Ur and
Ishbi-Erra, the first king of Isin, but as Winter (2008: 76) argues Naram-Sin was also
called “il matim” (= god of the land); cf. Westenholz 1997: 178 (col.ii, 11.2°-3"). Hence,
the use of the dingir before the king’s name does not necessarily imply his substance as
a “living god” but may well be a(nother) powerful metaphor for royal authority.
Michalowski (2008: esp.40 with n.16) draws attention to the fact that both Naram-Sin,
the fourth ruler of the Dynasty of Agade, and Sulgi of Ur had to painstakingly stage
their claims to divinity through which they attempted to respond to the intense political
adversity that undermined their throne at the time of their rule; Naram-Sin narrowly
escaped a rebellion against his rule, while Sulgi had to overcome the violent death of
his father Ur-Namma (ca. 2100 BCE), who left people reeling at the conviction that
divine wrath had brought about his demise. Cf. Vacin (2010: 89—-109) discussing the
deification of Sulgi but also Stol (2000: 85), who raises doubts about the immediate
association of divine parentage with divine kingship concluding with Klein’s observa-
tion (1981: 31n.44): “The Mesopotamian kings of nearly all periods use similar figures
of speech, to express both intimacy with, and dependence upon the gods.”
Westenholz 1996: 187.
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Text and trans. Black 1998: 109.

Sefati 1998: passim; cf. Cooper 1993: 84-7.

Sefati 1998: 3948, 216; for Naram-Sin’s exclusive devotion to Inanna and his alleg-
edly hubristic attitude toward Enlil, see Launderville 2010: 33-6.

Sweet 1994: passim appreciates the “sacred marriage” as a poetic metaphor; cf.
Cooper 1993: 91, who sees the rite as an opportunity through which the king develops
“personal and social ties to the gods”; also, see Steinkeller 1999: 129-36. Following
a popular school of thought in ANE studies, Frymer-Kensky (1997: 104) claims that
divine kingship fizzles out after the Sumerian period (but that it was practiced during
it); at the same time, she notes, IStar rises in prominence because, angered with her
worshippers, she demands appeasement. Also see Westenholz (2007: 339-43), who
identifies the reason for the shift of Inanna’s character as the result of continuous politi-
cal upheaval during the second millennium BCE; cf. n.28 above; also see Chapter 3:
p. 107.

Cooper (2008: 263) examines whether a deified king would be more important to
individual worshippers than some of the main gods or even their personal gods. He
insightfully remarks that “the changes wrought by deification of the ruler seem purely
ideological, designed to bolster the notion of king as god, but changing the practice of
kingship little if at all.”

Winter 2008: 75-6; cf. Waerzeggers 2011: 729.

See Michalowski 2010: 21; cf. Michalowski 1983: 237—-8 and esp.242, where he dis-
cusses the idea that supremacy was believed to be short lived and therefore, Mesopota-
mian cities were expected to claim it in turns, an idea filtered through ANE literature;
on the king and his tumultuous relationship with the fertility goddess, cf. Chapter 1:
pp. 43—6 and Chapter 2: pp. 69-72.

Gasparro Sfameni (1985: 30—43) discusses the mystic aspects of the Phrygian rites of
Attis and Cybele, emphasizing Attis’s connection with fertility; to avoid criticism for
adopting the Fraserian model, she places emphasis on Attis’s quality as a deity subject
to vicissitude. Siqueira (2006: 41-5) discusses the doctrine of Creation and its relation
to the soteriological considerations of ANE traditions including those of Egypt and
particularly Canaan; cf. Lindeskog (1953: 1-22) on the influence of Canaanite cults on
the doctrine of the Creation in the Israelite religion. Important work has also been done
in the past ten years (see, for example, Harland 2003: esp.44—60, 119-35) on civic
associations in Roman Asia Minor, which regularly adopted the apparatus of mystery
cults, worshipping the emperors and members of their families as a way of securing
imperial benefits. Whether the worshippers imagined their rulers as representations of
the god himself or as models of the pious worshipper exclusively favoured by the god,
the kings are once more invested with secret knowledge.

On the divinity of Hellenistic rulers, in general, see Chaniotis 2005: esp.433; Chanio-
tis introduced the concept of mortal divinity (which we also come across in the ANE
during certain periods) and paid attention to the ability of the king to offer protection.
Lund (1992: 169-82) discussed the godlike status and cult of Lysimachus of Macedon
(360281 BCE); Holloway (2002: 178-192, 227-34, 320-48) studied the imperial pol-
icies of the Assyrian kings and their divine status; Mikalson (1998: 142-5, 157) looked
closely at the honours the Athenians heaped on Attalos I after entering in alliance with
him in 200 BCE, noting that they shied from ordaining a full cult for him after the
fiasco of Demetrius Poliorcetes’s (337-283 BCE) divination. Also see his pp. 160—1
for the divine honours paid to Antigonos Gonatas, Demetrius’s son (319-239 BCE).
Schmid (1984: 103-5) drew attention to the gift of laws which in the ANE are bestowed
upon people in the context of Creation; for the appreciation of Creation in the ANE
in terms of the cyclical process of natural renewal, see Lindeskog 1953: 20. Auffarth
(1991: 9-15) rejected this view arguing that the people who celebrated these festivals
ritually enacted and, therefore, expelled their fear that god [note his use of the singular
instead of gods] would withdraw his support from them. Versnel (1993: 32n.36, 120)
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also seems to favour this view; cf. De Bouvrie (2002: 36—7), who discusses the role of
the “inversion” of normal natural/social order in symbolic re-enactments; this tempo-
rary suspension of social norms would be revoked upon the conclusion of the rites, and
order would be emphatically restored; cf. n.82 below.

Lincoln 1989: 221-222; Jameson 1972: 123.

Versnel (1993: 32-5) distinguishes between Fraser’s Greco-centric Cambridge Ritual
School and Hooke’s Myth and Ritual School “proper,” which focuses on the institu-
tion of kingship and its social implications, pointing out Hooke’s vehement criticism
of Fraser. However, I here side with Segal’s approach (1998: 7), echoed by Ackerman
2002: 191-2 (cf. series’ editor foreword on p. vii), both of whom refer to the applica-
tions of Fraser’s theory.

See Versnel (1993: 2.41-3), who offers graphic examples of the “emotional criticism”
against the School’s followers.

Chaniotis (2005: 434-8) stressed the readiness of Greek communities to embrace the
phenomenon of ruler cult since they used to decree honours to exceptional individuals,
mainly posthumous, but even during one’s lifetime as with the Spartan Lysandros in
the fourth century BCE (Douris, FGrH76F71). Also see Strootman (2007: 15) argu-
ing that “Hellenistic court culture was essentially Greek and Macedonian elite culture
imported to Egypt and the Near East.” In his view, the evidence for the Hellenistic
courts of the Ptolemies, Seleukids and Antigonids reveals “predominantly similarities
with the Argead household in fourth century Macedonia, albeit on a much grander scale
and with many ‘eastern’, chiefly Achaimenid, elements integrated in it.” Although the
influence of Persian customs on Hellenistic kings cannot be underestimated, it is amply
clear that the Macedonians utilized more ancient models of kingship to promote the
popular notion of “restoring” legitimate kingship.

Kaufman 1996: 274; cf. Panaino (2002: 5), who criticises Assyriologists as the “Clas-
sicists of Oriental Studies” for their lack of interest in discussions about the Mesopo-
tamian world and its influence produced outside their field. In methodological terms,
see Jameson (1981), who, despite rejecting the structuralists in favour of a neo-Marxist
reading of ancient narratives in relation to economic modes of production, essentially
establishes the dichotomy between primitive East and progressive West, which says
more about us and our reading of ancient sources than the sources themselves can ever
reveal. Cf. Mieroop (2004: 56-7), who criticises Marxians and primitivists for their
belief that (p. 57) “capitalism represents a unique historical situation.”

Fraser 1890: 1.110-11; influenced by Fraser, Campbell (1949: 19-25) analysed rit-
ual dramas in light of Jungian psychology as reflecting deep-seated fears about death
which humans try to expel ritually; Ackerman (2002: 194) wrote, “Frazer and the Ritu-
alists were not literary critics; literature was never their primary interest. Rather they
were historians of ancient religion who more or less casually, as a byproduct of their
main concerns, developed a new way of thinking about literature. Their method was
genetic and historical, seeking origins and derivations”; on this, also see Mettinger
2004: 373-6.

Fraser 1890: 1.237-282, 378, 391; J. Z. Smith 1978: 521 and id. 1990: 97-102, 28; M.
S. Smith 1998: esp.310; Ackerman 2002: 46.

Fraser 1890: 1.vi.

Frankfort 1951: 5.

Niehaus (2008: 18-20) discussed the “family likeness” between Fraser and Freud,
already picked up by Frankfort, which seems to hint at the social background of their
generation adding that Jung shared their anxieties being, of course, Freud’s student.
Bernal 1991: esp.22-37.

Segal 1999: 46.

Jane Harrison and her school supported the primacy of ritual over myth. Victor Turner
argued that myth and ritual share the same “paradigms.” For Tylor myth is like science
while ritual is compared to technology; hence, myth tries to explain the world, while
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ritual is an application of myth. Over the years, scholars in ANE studies often adopted
such outdated methods and even spoke of the mythopoeic mentality of practitioners
of ancient fertility religions; for example, see Kirk 1970: 1-42 and 84-90; Rogerson
1974: 66-84; Oden 1987: 138-52.

Fraser 1890: 1.477.

Burkert 1979: esp.45-58; id. 1998: 341-6; cf. Versnel 1993: 51-60. Also see Graf
(2003: 5-6), who admitted that Harrison identified the importance of initiation in her
writings without pushing the point further, although Murray, her lifelong friend, urged
for scholarly attention to the concept in his 1912 Four Stages of Greek Religion. Csapo
(2005: 180) stresses the affinity of Burkert’s early work (Homo Necans 1983) with
Propp’s structuralism. For Burkert’s discussion regarding the eastern origins of the
myth of Heracles, see id. 1983: 78-88.

Bremmer 2002: 41-55; id. 1993: 70—124 and also 1994: 91-3; in addition, see Graf
and Johnston (2007: 94-126) discussing the eschatology of the Bacchic gold tablets in
light of the Orphic beliefs which inspired them.

In discussing ritual Bremmer (2004: 32-3) reminds us that often scholars of ANE
cultures have to focus more on the decipherments of texts than on the applications of
anthropological meanings on their meanings; still, the connection between ANE forms
of kingship and the basileis of early Greek epic has been often pointed out in scholar-
ship: hence, Bremmer (2008: 104-6) refers to the Dios Apateé episode (1/.14.153-353)
and the quarrel of Apsu and Tiamat in the Enuma Elis (1 4). He also argues that the Epic
of Gilgames influenced Homeric epics (2008: 105n.21) being critical of George (2003:
56-7), who chose to refer to “interrelated cultures” rather than direct contract. Such
a transmission path through which songs about Gilgames, Kumarbi and other ANE
mythic figures seem to have influenced the Homeric epics is uncovered by Bachvarova
2002: esp.120-8; cf. West 1997: 15-22 for the Near Eastern substance of Homeric
kings; cf. Koenen 1994: passim; Kitts (2005: 78-84) discusses similarities between
ANE divine loyalty oaths and those of Homeric deities; she argues that the clasping
of hands between kings and gods, often depicted in art, acted as an oath symbol; cf.
the gesture of “holding the hand” of Marduk during the Babylonian New Year Festival
discussed in Chapter 3: pp. 105, 110 and 112 (also cf. n.6 above).

See previous note; also Holloway 2002: esp.65-80, 197-216, 320-37. Koenen (1993:
70-81) discussed the importance of dynastic festivals as a way of enhancing territorial
control in Pharaonic Egypt.

See Mettinger (2001: 7, 60-3) relating how Baal recovers his royal power upon his res-
urrection; on scholarly ambivalence regarding the comparative approach, see Siqueira
2006: 48.

His work responds to J. Z. Smith, who denied that Fraser’s fertility deities achieved
resurrection, arguing that pagan antiquity should be only studied through the example
of Jesus (1987: 521); cf. M. S. Smith 2001: 258-9.

See KTU 1.6.111.20-21 in Gibson 1978: 78; cf. 1 Kings 18:27 discussed by Mettinger
1988: 84.

Potter 2005: 416-9; Chaniotis 2005: 4323, 439-40; cf. Euhemerus’s views of the late
fourth century BCE on gods believed to be kings or heroes or benefactors of ancient
times and kings being able to achieve apotheosis; on this as well as Euhemerus’s
friendship with king Cassander of Macedonia, see De Angelis and Garstad 2006: 212,
215 and esp.220.

Cf. Livingstone (1986: 162-3), who has questioned the connection of myths to rit-
ual. However, the search for an “one-fits-all” answer to the complicated issue of the
incorporation of myth in ritual or the other way round is futile; as the analysis of the
Gilgames Epic and the New Year Festivals will show, myth and ritual go hand in hand
and often cross over, but no specific guidelines ever existed detailing their interaction.
After all, this was a creative process determined by individual imagination as much as
contemporary socio-political needs. For more on the background of this debate, also
see n.58 above.
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Henrichs 1999: passim.

Assmann 2005: 1 (note that I am using the book’s 2005 English translation). Admit-
tedly, Assmann tends to employ Egypt as his exclusive paradigm, which he then super-
imposes on other ANE cultures, yet his observations on cultural memory remain valid
and worth considering.

Assmann 2005: esp.144-50, 272, 277, 334-7; cf. Steinkeller 2013: 4706 with Selz
2014: 65 on the royal Festival of the Heavenly Boat during which Sulgi and I$bi-Erra
received apotheosis. On the role of the ship in the myth of /nanna-K and Enki-g, see
Selz 2014: 64. Inanna-K seems to also have prominent underworld connections; see
Steinkeller 2013: 468 and Selz 2013: 235 also cited in Selz 2014: 53n.7; cf. Chapter 2:
n.44.

See Assmann (2005: 2-3) referring to Plato’s argument in Prot.322a-c; cf. Rosenzweig
(1971: 3), who noted, “Philosophy takes it upon itself to throw off the fear of things
earthly, to rob death of its poisonous sting, and Hades of its pestilential breath. All
that is mortal lives in this fear of death; every new birth augments the fear by one new
reason, for it augments what is mortal.”

According to Assmann (2005: 3-4), this idea presents the Near Eastern variation to the
Greek way of thinking which tends to place emphasis on mortals as deficient creatures.
Assmann discusses the tales of Ea and his son, Adapa, and of Gilgames as typical of
this ideology. However, the distinction seems invalid since the division of nomadism
and settled life is prominent in Sumerian mythology, where Enkidu, the wild man, is
cast as the opposite of urbanized Gilgames (GE 11.34-51). See Pongratz-Leisten (2001:
202-3, 222), who discussed motifs of alterity in ANE poetry, including the juxtaposi-
tion of the city and the wilderness experienced by Enkidu in the GE (also see n.96
below). As a primitive creature, Enkidu has a special connection with animals but
lacks knowledge, which he acquires through Samhat. His existence is not dissimilar
to the early generations of Hesiod, who knew nothing of agriculture and settled life —
just as they did not know anything about death. Still, Assmann is right in observing
that Gilgames provokes the anger of the gods by his deep understanding of death. In
a way, Gilgames’s failure is necessary: it is the stepping stone to the establishment
of piety as the main characteristic of the king who finds a way of perpetuating his
memory by relating his god-sent wisdom to his people. This motif is exemplified in
the Greek context through the adventures of Prometheus which elaborate on his theft
of fire (Hes.Op.42—105) and his outwitting of the gods regarding the sacrificial rites at
Mekone on behalf of humanity (Hes.Th.545-57).

Pongratz-Leisten 2001: 200.

Assmann (1988: 11-15) discussed the characteristics of cultural memory noting espe-
cially its ability to reconstruct socio-historical realities. Although Assmann understood
collective memory along ethnic/racial lines, I will be using his model to indicate how
the bureaucratic organization of ancient states and the ritual profile of the king could
overcome racial boundaries and accommodate ethnic plurality. On the flexible concep-
tion of the world in ANE myth and its inextricable connection to kings, see Pongratz-
Leisten 2001: 201 with n.49 citing Sabbatucci 1990: 159ff.

On the tradition of exempla in Roman historiography and its Greek origins, see Rudich
1993: xx, 4-7, 112 and more recently, Mehl 2011: 197-214, esp.197; also see Santoro
L’Hoir 2006: 45 and Gowing 2009: 333—6 discussing the prevalence of this tradition.
Assmann 1988: 9; also Harth 2008: 86-92; cf. Halbwachs (1992: 38) arguing that
memory is only shaped within our societies.

Jameson 1981: 75.

Seymour-Smith 1986: 105; cf. Tylor 1871: 1.1. Note that Morgan (1877: 5-6) divided
human culture into the stages of savagery, barbarism and civilization, a model which
bring to mind Jacobsen’s classification discussed above on p. 1.

Notably, one of the latest methodologies applied to the study of cultural interaction
during the Hellenistic period was that of shifting social imaginaries; the theory was
developed by Cornelius Castoriadis as a reaction to the deterministic features of
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Marxism; see Stavrianopoulou 2013: 3; for my objections to the application of the
theory, see p. 11 above.

Cf. Assmann (2008: 111), who insists that texts should be separated from historical
events. Also see A. Assmann 1999: 86 for her understanding of cultural studies as “a
global mix of theories and terminologies.”

See, for example, De Bouvrie (2002: 31-2), who, based on the work of Ortner 1973,
discusses two types of symbols, the summarizing and the elaborating ones. While
the symbols of the first type synthesize or collapse complex experiences and include
sacred symbols, those of the second type “are valued for their contribution to the order-
ing or ‘sorting out’ of experience,” and they are hardly ever sacred. Turner (1967:
27-47, esp.29) agrees that symbols are employed in rituals in relation to basic human
experiences and typically seek to turn “the obligatory into the desirable.” The sacred
dramas which are performed in rituals using these symbols often involve transgres-
sions which are meant to moralize and teach the audiences, thus reinforcing the hierar-
chical structures of societies.

Jameson 1998: 111.

See, for example, Calame (2003: 1-25) explaining the semionarrative approach, essen-
tially an elaboration on post-structuralism. Calame refers to mythic isotopies, recurrent
motifs based on deep semionarrative structures in which two or more contradictory
terms are asserted simultancously precisely because myth has this power. However,
despite deviating from strict poststructuralist premises, intercultural communication
in Calame’s theory has a prominent Hellenocentric scope; cf. Lefkowitz and MacLean
Rogers 1996: 411; Goff 2005: 15-6.

See De Bouvrie 2002: 28: “We have to realise that the explanation (‘motivation’) of a
symbolic tale may be part of the tale, while the real motives remain hidden.”

For example, Pongratz-Leisten (2001: 216-7) argues that gradually the opposition
between city and countryside gave way to the opposition between homeland and
enemy; cf. the association of uninhabited desert with enemies and the Underworld in
the City Laments in Chapter 2: pp. 73-8.

Ricoeur 1969: 3—18; cf. Bynum 1986: 15-16; also see n.70 above citing Assmann, who
put forward a similar position, although it is clear that his theory focuses on identity
formation within a given group — the formation of “we” in opposition to the “others.”
Ricoeur, however, seems to go beyond racial or other groupings in his discussion of
death and mourning differentiating between the dead and the surviving living in whose
memory the dead seek to secure their posthumous existence; cf. Assmann (2011:
19-20) on the desire of the living to keep the dead as members of their community and
“to take them into their progressive present.”

Ricoeur 2009: 31.

Ricoeur 2010: 17-18.

Bynum 1986: 9. On his knowledge of Gramsci, see Ricoeur 1986: 86; cf. Erfani and
Whitmire 2011: 81n.15.

Holub (1992: esp.122—-6) rereads Gramsci’s notes on the work of Dante and draws
attention to the affinities of phenomenology with the latter’s Marxist cultural theory.
Gramsci used the term hegemony to denote the predominance of one social class over
others, not just in terms of political or economic control (as did the rest of the Marx-
ists discussed above) but in terms of being able to impose their view of the world as
“common sense” and “natural.” However, given that our perception of what is com-
mon sense and what is regarded as natural is ever changing, the elites need to con-
stantly persuade their subjects of their projections anew. See Gramsci 1971: 170 (on
consent), 258, 271 and 350 (on cultural hegemony); cf. Hall 1982: 73; Fiske 1992:
291; I return to the issue of Gramscian hegemony in Synth.: pp. 199-201. Also see De
Bouvrie (2002: 19-20) drawing attention to the reception of symbolic phenomena as
an integral part of studying and interpreting them.

See Ricoeur 2010: 143-5.

Heidegger 1962: 298-9.
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Heidegger 1962: 158; cf. Visker 1999: 142: “perhaps the Other is, like myself, pri-
marily a ‘stranger,” not because he is without those roots that I possess, but because
we are both attached to ‘something’ which is too close to leave us indifferent, but not
close enough to call our possession. Isn’t it this structure that makes us similar to one
another at the very moment that it distinguishes us?”

This awareness of our common end urges people to share a basic empathy with one
another despite other social or ethnic differences; cf. Blanchot (1982: 19-34), who
discusses death not just as the fearful demise of the self but, instead, the existential
predicament of an “essential solitude,” intensified by the presence of one’s loved ones,
all of whom come to represent a kind of (projected) death. Also see Levinas (1987:
92-4), who pursues a line of analysis that runs from death, through sexuality and
the “feminine” to “fecundity” and “paternity,” that is, the alteration of the father in
the son. Although Levinas insists that his perspective is not phenomenological, his
analysis can inform our understanding of the important relationship of the king with
the fertility goddess in a novel way — the king’s experience is a powerful projection
of the anticipated experience of his community while revealing the correct ways of
commemoration.

For example, Walls (2001: 54) uses the work of S.A.L. Butler 1998 to explain the
encounter of Enkidu, the wild man, in the GE with Samhat the prostitute. In my view,
the narrative utilizes the transformative power of sex to discuss the transition of
humanity from wilderness to settled life; cf. Chapter 1: pp. 30-2.

See Butler 1988: esp.522—4 and 529-31 and id. 2000: esp.6—24 and 62—82; see contra
Elden 2005.

See Butler 1988: 531: “As a corporeal field of cultural play, gender is a basically inno-
vative affair, although it is quite clear that there are strict punishments for contesting
the script by performing out of turn or through unwarranted improvisations.”

By appropriating cultural traditions we revamp them; see Panaino and Pettinato 2002:
v—vii.

Still, Jameson (1981: 75, 285) does not refer at all to the ancient Jews or the ANE for
this matter, limiting himself to the “Asiatic mode of production.” Assmann (1997:
23-54; id. 2009: 8-30), on the other hand, is preoccupied with the Jewish attempt to
construct a unique identity versus other pagan communities. However, here I examine
the ancient Jewish communities as drawing on the same ideological nexus as their
neighbouring cultures, an observation made and subscribed by countless previous
scholars, especially with regard to kingship. See Rodriguez (2001: 43—4 and esp.50-1)
on the principles of comparative research in the field of Jewish and ANE religions;
also see Roberts (1987: 377-97) arguing that ancient Egyptian kingship influenced
directly numerous aspects of Israelite monarchy; cf. Cross 1973: 247 and contra Day
1998: 72-90.

See Gunkel (1998: 99) on the so-called Royal Psalms; cf. Mettinger 1976: 100. On
Gunkel’s anti-semitic views, see id. 1916: 3 and Delitzsch 1906: 55-6, both discussed
further in Shavit and Eran 2007: 245-8.

Stavrianopoulou 2013: 4-5.

Smith (1986: 32) offered a medium solution between the modernists and the primor-
dialists using the term ethnies to refer to “human populations with shared ancestry
myths, histories and cultures, having an association with a specific territory and a
sense of solidarity” as the precursors of modern nation-states; cf. id. 1991: 25, 33 and
1998: 190-1.

See Strootman 2013: 73 with n.21 on Greekness as a determining factor of cosmopoli-
tanism in Seleucid east and 865 discussing lines of ethnic segregation in Hellenistic
Babylon; also see id. 2011: 66 on the encouragement of supranational elite networks
in the Seleucid and Ptolemaic courts, yet always from a perspective that recognizes a
hierarchical relationship between the conquerors and the conquered; cf. Wright 2012:
15-23. For more on this, see Chapter 4: nn.3, 9, 47 and 134.

Castoriadis 1988: 226-315.
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Fassa (2013: 116) argues that Castoriadis’s model acknowledges the powerful role of
religion in shaping social imaginaries — a point that, in my view, is valid for Castori-
adis’s time but not antiquity. Hence, Fassa’s opinion (p. 135) that the cult of Sarapis
was a “religious experiment” seems to me to be informed by our modern appreciation
of religion as part of one’s cultural identity.

For example, Saggs 2000: 173 notes: “The third millennium royal ritual concerning
sacred marriage of a god and goddess had by the first millennium degenerated into
the practice of lower grades of priestess offering themselves to strangers”; cf. esp.
Synth: pp. 202-3.



1 Dying Kkings in the ANE

Gilgames and his travels in
the garden of power

. abdvatog av M yoyn €in, dote Boppodvto ¥pn O UN TLYYXAVELS ETIGTAUEVOS
VOV—100T0 &’ £€0Tiv O Un pepvnuévoc—~emyelpelv ntelv kai avoppvnokecOot;
Plato, Meno 86b!

In this chapter I will investigate mythic episodes found in ANE traditions discuss-
ing the establishment of kingship. Early kings, such as Gilgames, are represented
in myth as having a special relationship with the gods through which, I argue, they
get to define human nature (specifically our mortal condition) and culture (under-
stood as our attempt to overcome our physical limitations through commemora-
tion).?> As mediators between the physical and metaphysical realms the kings retain
a special place which is exemplified through two main metaphors: the kings tend
to have an extraordinary relationship with the Sun deity,’ sometimes posing as his
sons, and they also enjoy an affair with the fertility goddess. Early myths about
kingship employ the relationship of the king with the Sun god in order to refer
to justice and legitimate rule and his affair with the fertility goddess to negotiate
funerary rites and the appropriate means of commemoration.* The evolvement of
these themes down the centuries and the transmission of Sumerian myths to the
later Akkadian and Assyrian empires will be also discussed.

In early myths relating the institution of kingship, kings as the carriers of
political authority seem to traverse an extraordinary “liminal” space in which
men and gods interact and agree on their interdependence. Here, I argue that this
space is mental — as denoted by the fact that heroic kings often communicate
with the divine in dreams or dream-like locations/situations® — and that it refers
to a supra-rational experience which is rendered by heavenly as much as hell-
ish symbols. This space which cannot be on the earth — inhabited by ordinary,
mortal men — is metaphorically located either above, in the skies, or below in the
Underworld. Both locations are typically under divine jurisdiction, and mythic
kings traverse them in the name of their people and their kingship.® Their heav-
enly ascent is often denoted in terms of their “adoption” by the Sun god (which
promotes their rule as just), while their descent is typically rela