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ABSTRACT
The Morphological Means for Coding Modality in the Sumerian Verbal Complex

Colton Grant Siegmund
The University of Chicago, 2023

This thesis examines the inventory of morphemes Sumerian utilizes to denote modal
notions on the verb. Sumerian is an agglutinative linguistic isolate that was spoken in southern
Mesopotamia from at least the fourth millennium BCE to sometime early in the second
millennium BCE. With respect to its morphology, the Sumerian language utilizes a set of affixes
that can occupy certain slots in the agglutinative verbal prefix chain to code modality — a
notional category that expresses a speaker’s stance on utterances relative to reality and unreality.
Understanding the ways modal notions are coded in any language is crucial as they are linguistic
means to express high degrees of nuance. As such, the study of modality in ancient languages
such as Sumerian will pave the way for an increasingly sophisticated understanding of the texts,
peoples, languages, and cultures that are millennia removed from our own.

This study is a corpus-based inquiry that follows the guidelines of Functional Discourse
Grammar and implements an onomasiological methodology. In CHAPTER ONE, I provide an
overview of previous Sumerological scholarship and a general sketch of this dissertation’s
method, theory, and layout. CHAPTER TWO includes an overview of modality as a linguistic
category and the basics of its expression in Sumerian. CHAPTER THREE is the first
argumentative chapter. In this chapter, I cover how all epistemic modal notions are marked
morphologically on the verb. The ways in which all deontic modal notions are marked
morphologically on the verb are outlined in CHAPTER FOUR. The various morphological
manifestations of evidential modality on Sumerian verbs are covered in CHAPTER FIVE. All
modal phenomena that were unable to be included in a dedicated content chapter are discussed in

viii



CHAPTER SIX. In CHAPTER SEVEN, I organize all my findings by form, not function, to help
scholars in search of a more traditional presentation of data. CHAPTER EIGHT includes my
concluding remarks. APPENDICES outlining the corpora and remaining uncited Asseveratives,

an INDEX of cited Sumerian verbs, and a standard BIBLIOGRAPHY conclude the dissertation.
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NOTATIONAL CONVENTIONS

The notational conventions listed here represent some common uses of a given sign in the prose
of this dissertation. Some signs have more than one use, but any alternative usage will be clear in
context. Conventions restricted to the glossing in examples is presented elsewhere.

/o Encloses phonemes.

[ ] Encloses a phonetic representation of a group of phonemes, word, syllable, or
larger utterance.

{} Primarily used to enclose bound morphemes but can also enclose clitics and
particles.

*{} Encloses hypothetical bound morphemes in the proto-language.

¥ Encloses nonexistent forms proposed by some scholars; when curly braces are
absent, double asterisks denote that the following element is a
nonexistent/impossible form/sequence/etc.

| Encloses how an individual phoneme is represented in transcription.

) ( Encloses lexemes that constituted part of a syntactic construction that has been
elided but is necessary to represent in the glossing for the syntax to make sense.

= Morpheme boundary.

b Indicates that the following sentence is agrammatical.

0] Zero morpheme.

CP Conjugation Prefix.

Cv Compound Verb.

DI Dimensional Infix.

FDG Functional Discourse Grammar.

FG Functional Grammar.

IPA International Phonetic Alphabet.

MP Modal Prefix.

NP Noun Phrase.

OB Old Babylonian.

PN Personal Name.

TAM Tense-Aspect-Mood.

N Temple Name.

VR Verbal Root.

Sumerian Transcription:

e Lowercase, non-italic.
Subscript numbers for sign numbers (i.e., not the accent system).
Sign readings largely preserve auslaut (i.e., dugs instead of dui).
No diacritic on the fricative equated with Akkadian /h/ (i.e., |h|).
Nasal velar represented with engma (i.e., |g]).
The phoneme /d"/ is represented with |f|.

CONVENTIONS FOR AKKADIAN TRANSCRIPTION ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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Akkadian Transcription:
e Lowercase, italic.
e Accent system for sign numbers (i.e., not subscript number system).
e Diacritic on the voiceless velar fricative (i.e., |h|).

Xvil



LEIPZIG GLOSSING CONVENTIONS

This dissertation conforms to the standards of the Leipzig Glossing Rules for interlinear
morpheme-by-morpheme glossing when citing examples.! As many Sumerologists have not
adopted these standards, a sketch of how examples are cited in this thesis is given below.

SKETCH (Sumerian):

Transcription without individual words separated to allow for vertically left-aligned glosses.?

Transcription with individual words separated to allow for vertically left-aligned glosses.

Normalized forms (spacing matching above line) with discrete morphemes separated by “=".

Vertically left-aligned morpheme glosses (“=" separates morphemes; “+” represents combined
categories within the gloss that are represented by a single element in the language; the
translations of lexical roots are presented in regular Latin lower-case font and the
abbreviations of morpheme classifications are given in small caps. When further

specification is given to a morpheme class gloss, they are given in subscript and

separated by periods.).
Translation.
Right-justified metadata (exs., source, line number(s),
manuscript siglum, and museum number/artifact identifier).
EXAMPLE (Sumerian):
[#.###] lugal-e e2 mu-un-duz
lugal-e ) mu-un-dus
lugal=e €2=0 mu=n=du;=¢
king=ERG hOllSG:ABSDo CPTR,ACT=PRO3SG,HUM_AGZtO bUildH:ABS3SG_D0

“The king built the house.”

COMPOSITION: TITLE

COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: ###

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: ABBREVIATION (XXX_###)
MUSEUM NUMBER/ARTIFACT IDENTIFIER: XXX ###

!'For the current Leipzig Glossing Rules, see: Bernard Comrie and Martin Haspelmath (Department of
Linguistics of the Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology) and Balthasar Bickel (Department of
Linguistics of the University of Leipzig)(eds.), “The Leipzig Glossing Rules: Conventions for Interlinear
Morpheme-by-Morpheme Glosses.” eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php (accessed May 2, 2023).

2 If only one word is being cited this line does not occur as it would be redundant.
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SKETCH (Akkadian):

Transcription without individual words separated to allow for vertically left-aligned glosses.?

Transcription with individual words separated to allow for vertically left-aligned glosses.

Normalized forms (spacing matching above line) according to conventions of the field.

Vertically left-aligned morpheme glosses (For Akkadian, words have not been separated into
their constituent morphemes. Rather, “:” separates lexemes and glosses as segmentation
has been deemed irrelevant; the translations of lexical roots are presented in regular Latin
lower-case font and the abbreviations of morpheme classifications are given in small
caps. When further specification is given to a morpheme class gloss, they are given in
subscript and separated by periods.).

Translation.
Right-justified metadata (exs., source, line number(s),
manuscript siglum, and museum number/artifact identifier).
EXAMPLE (Akkadian):
[#.###] Sar-rum bi-tam ib-ni
Sar-rum bi-tam ib-ni
Sarrum bitam ibni
king:NOM.SG house:ACC.SG to build:G.PRET.3.COMM.SG

“The king built the house.”
COMPOSITION: TITLE
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: ###
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: ABBREVIATION (XXX_###)
MUSEUM NUMBER/ARTIFACT IDENTIFIER: XXX ###

* If only one word is being cited this line does not occur as it would be redundant.
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LEIPZIG GLOSSING ABBREVIATIONS

This dissertation conforms to the standards of the Leipzig Glossing Rules for interlinear
morpheme-by-morpheme glossing when citing examples with a few key exceptions. Specifically,
“="and not “-” separates morphemes because Assyriological transcription conventions use
hyphens in a way that might create confusion. Additionally, the glossing system used here does
not distinguish between morphemes, clitics, and particles with regards to constituent dividers.
This decision was motivated by the unclear nature of certain Sumerian elements. In the Leipzig
Glossing system, a variety of abbreviations are utilized to gloss morpheme classifications. These
abbreviations are given below.

(IR

= Separates glosses where segmentation has been deemed irrelevant.
= Separates reduplicated roots in the morpheme segmentation line.
— = Connects discrete lexical elements that are uninflected but combine to create one
lexical meaning (ex., head nouns and VRs in participles of CVs).
= = Separates bound morphemes, clitics, certain particles, etc.
+ = Separates combined categories within a gloss that are represented by a single element
in the language.
= Glosses root reduplication in the morpheme glossing line.
M = Indicates the morpheme analysis and glossing represents what one would expect from
normative grammatical Sumerian but was represented “incorrectly”/“differently”
in the transcription/script.

? = Element not understood
1 = First Person

2 = Second Person

3 = Third Person

ABIL = Abilitative

ABL = Ablative

ABS = Absolutive

ABSTR = Abstractive

ABSV = Absentive

ACC = Accusative

ACT = Active Voice

ADV = Adverb(ial)

ADVIS = Advisory

AFEV = Affirmative (Evidential)

AG = Agent

ALL = Allative

ANT = Anteriority

AOR = Aorist

AP = Active Participle
ASP = Aspect

ASRT = Assertion
ASSUM = Assumptive
ASV = Asseverative
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LEIPZIG GLOSSING ABBREVIATIONS (CONT.)

BAG = Backgrounded Agent*

BINS = Bare Imperative Nominal Stem
BIVR = Bare Imperative Verbal Root
BOUND = Bound form of Noun (Akkadian)

C = Common (Gender)
CASRT = Categorical Assertion
cM = Conjugation Marker

cMPL = Completive Aspect

CMT = Comitative

CNTR = Contrast

COHOR = Cohortative

coM = Comment on the focus marker, particle t4 (Hdi)

coMM = Common Gender (Akkadian)

coMP = Complementizer

COMPL = Compulsive

COND = Conditional

CONJ = Conjunction or Conjunctive

CONT = Continuative Aspect

cop = Copula

CcoprVB = Copula Verbalizer

CP = Conjugation Prefix

CULT = Cultural Knowledge (Reportative)

cvB = Converb

CVNE = Compound Verb Nominal Element (no discernable independent lexical semantics)
CVR = Compound Verbal Root

CVVE = Compound Verb Verbal Element (no discernable independent lexical semantics)

D = D-stem of Verb (Akkadian)
DAT = Dative

DECL = Declarative

DED = Deductive

DEM = Demonstrative
DEO = Deontic

DES = Desiderative

DI = Dimensional Infix
DIFF = Different (Subject)
DISJ] = Disjunctive

DO = Direct Object’

DTREL = Determinative-Relative Pronoun (sa)(Akkadian)

4 In Sumerian, there are occasionally predicates that preserve pronouns in the slot immediately to the left of the
VR that would be erroneous according to normative Sumerian grammar. In one instance, I have glossed a {b} before
the VR (henceforth “pre-verbal {b}”) as a sort of backgrounded agent. Pre-verbal {b}s are rarer than pre-verbal
{n}s, which are discussed in a coming footnote.

5 When a case other than the absolutive is erroneously acting as the direct object this gloss will be added in
subscript (exs., LOCpo and LOCTRpo).
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LEIPZIG GLOSSING ABBREVIATIONS (CONT.)

DUAL = Dual

DUB = Dubitative
DUR = Durative
EMP = Emphatic
EMPY = Empathy

EPI = Epistemic
ERG = Ergative
EQU = Equative
EV = Evidential

EXCLM = Exclamative
EXCLU = Exclusive
EXIST = Existential

EXT = Extension (Epistemic or Mirative)
F = First-hand

FEM = Feminine Grammatical Gender
FIN = Finite

FOLK = Folkloric

FUT = Future Tense

G = G-stem of Verb (Akkadian)
GEN = Genitive

GO = Goal

H = hamtu

HUM = Human

IMP = Imperative

IMPRS = Impersonal

INCL = Inclusive

IND = Indicative

INF = Infinitive

INFR = Inferential (Evidentiality)

INFO = Information (i.e., first-hand, emphatic, etc.)
INST = Instrumental Case

INTN = Intentive

INTR = Interrogative Marker

INTS = Intense

10 = Indirect Object
IRR = Irrealis Mood
JUS = Jussive

LIG = Ligature

LOC = Locative

LOCspv = Locative serving as an adverbial marker (Sumerian)
LOCTR = Locative-Terminative

M = mari

MASC = Masculine Grammatical Gender

MID = Middle Voice
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LEIPZIG GLOSSING ABBREVIATIONS (CONT.)

MIR = Mirative

MP = Modal Prefix

MYTH = Mythic (Past)

NARR = Narrative (Past)

NEG = Negative, Negation

NEUT = Neutral (with respect to Voice and Transitivity distinctions)
NHUM = Non-Human

NMZ = Nominalizer
NOM = Nominative
NR = Near Remote
NTR = Intransitive

OBJT = Objective (Modality)
OBLG = Obligation, Obligative
OPT = Optative

ORD = Ordinal Number Marker
PART = Participial Marker

PASS = Passive Voice

PAST = Past Tense

PER = Period (a type of non-emphatic in Hidatsa)
PERM = Permission, Permissive

PF = Perfect Tense

PL = Plural

PN = Personal Name

POL = Polite Register Marker

POSS = Possessive

PP = Perfective Participle

PPP = Past Passive Participle

PREC = Precative
PRED = Predicator
PRES = Present
PRET = Preterit
PRF = Perfect
PRO = Pronoun
PROH = Prohibitive
PROM = Promissive
PROX = Proximal (Demonstrative)
PST = Past Tense
PTCL = Particle
PURP = Purpose
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LEIPZIG GLOSSING ABBREVIATIONS (CONT.)

PVN = Pre-Verbal {n}°
QUOT = Quotative

RPT = Reportative

SBJ = Subject

SBIT = Subjective (Modality)
SIMP = Simple (Reportative)

SG = Singular

SJIv. = Subjunctive

SM = Subject Marker

socv = Semantic Object of Compound Verb
SPC = Specific

SPEC = Speculative

S.R. = Secondary Root (Seminole Creek)
SS = Same Subject

SUBR = Subordinator

SUBZ = Substantive

S = S-stem of Verb (Akkadian)
TERM = Terminative

THM = Theme

TOP = Topic

TR = Transitive
UR = Unrealized
VEN = Ventive

VETIT = Vetitive

voC = Vocative

VOL = Volitive

WH = wh-word (Interrogative Pronoun)

® In Sumerian, there are occasionally predicates that preserve pronouns in the slot immediately to the left of the
VR that would be erroneous according to normative Sumerian grammar. Most commonly this pronoun is {n}
(henceforth “pre-verbal {n}”). This pre-verbal {n} is notoriously difficult as it seems capable of marking
background agency, perhaps location as an allomorph of the DI {ni}, and in cases something that aligns with neither
function. Furthermore, there are indications that certain pre-verbal {n}s are errors due to an increasing
misunderstanding/reinterpretation of certain minutia of Sumerian grammar by the Old Babylonian period. Rather
than attempt assigning a function to all these pre-verbal {n}s, it was decided to simply gloss them as such and
acknowledge the issue in this footnote. For a treatment of pre-verbal {n}, see: Paul Delnero, “Pre-verbal /n/:
function, distribution, and stability,” in Analysing Literary Sumerian: Corpus-Based Approaches, eds. Jarle Ebeling
and Graham Cunningham. (London: Equinox, 2007), 105-143.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 INTRODUCTION

This dissertation examines the ways in which modality — i.e., the grammatical means
whereby a speaker express his or her intention in producing an utterance to denote nonveridical
notions — is marked morphologically on the Sumerian verb.” Typologically, Sumerian is an
agglutinative linguistic isolate with split-ergative alignment that was spoken in southern
Mesopotamia from at least the fourth millennium BCE to sometime early in the second
millennium BCE.?

In Sumerian, modality is predominantly conveyed via a set of optional prefixes that
belong to the first slot of the verbal prefix chain. These optional prefixes are commonly referred
to as modal prefixes (MPs). As they have been traditionally understood, the MPs consist of nine
or so morphemes, but their exact number, phonological shapes, and functions are not
unanimously agreed upon.” Some scholars, such as Miguel Civil, include a null indicative prefix

{o} (in-dus : e=i=n=dusz=e : “he built it”) and its negative counterpart {nu} (nu-un-dus :

7 As a linguistic notion, veridicality is “used primarily within formal semantics. [Veridicality] is crucially based
on the concept of truth commitment: if an epistemic agent is committed to the truth of a given proposition, then the
latter is veridical; if there is no such truth commitment, then the proposition is nonveridical.” Iliyana Krapova,
Tomislav Socanac, and Bjorn Wiemer, “Veridicalty,” in Encyclopedia of Slavic Languages and Linguistics Online,
ed. Marc L. Greenberg. Consulted online on 21 April 2023 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2589-

6229 ESLO COM_032492>. As this concept is likely foreign to many readers, another definition stated in formal
semantics terms from linguist Anastasia Giannakidou will be provided: “A propositional operator Op is veridical iff
[i.e., if and only if] Op entails p, that is, an operator Op is veridical iff whenever Op p is true, p is true too (where p
is an arbitrary proposition). Op is nonveridical iff Op does not entail p, i.e. iff whenever Op p is true, p may or may
not be true. Note that nonveridical operators do not entail the falsity of p. Entailing the falsity of p is the defining
property of antiveridical operators. [... A]ntiveridical operators form a subset of the nonveridical: Op p — p is not
logically valid for antiveridal operators either. Hence, every antiveridical operator is also nonveridical but not vice
versa.” Anastasia Giannakidou, Polarity Sensitivity as (Non)Veridical Dependency. Linguistik Aktuell 23.
(Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 1998), 107.

8 These terms as well as more typological information about the Sumerian language are discussed in §1.2.

® To provide just a few examples, scholars debate if the MP interpreted as {he} in this dissertation is better
understood as {ha}, if {nus} is functionally modal, if there is a terminal nasal consonant on either the negative
deontic MP {na} or the evidential MP understood here as {naM}, etc.
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nu=n=dus=g : “he did not build it”) among the MPs.!° Formally, these morphemes belong to the
same slot as the MPs, but functionally they are markers of veridical polarity and should be
considered members of their own set. Negation and veridicality, however, are conceptually
related to modality so their co-occurrence with the MPs in a single slot is unproblematic. An
unmarked indicative form does not merit attention in this thesis since it is neither modal nor
typologically remarkable. The negative prefix {nu}, however, is relevant to a study of modality
and will therefore be discussed on occasion. A full-scale investigation of negation in Sumerian is
a desideratum, but such an endeavor is outside scope of this dissertation. Thus, any remarks on
the veridical polarity negator {nu} will be non-exhaustive and at points provisional.

The proper MPs have been identified, classified, and described to various degrees of
accuracy in the secondary literature. For example, the cohortative {ga} (ga-ab-dus : ga=b=dus; :
“I want to build it”) has been accurately identified but could be described and classified in a
more nuanced manner via a study using modern linguistic theory. The vetitive {bara} (ba-ra-ab-
duz-e : bara=b=dusz=e : “he shall not build it!”) is a case where scholars agree on its negative
semantics but disagree on the type(s) of modality it codes. The most problematic MPs are those
that seem to have been largely untreated in a systematic fashion and are in legitimate need of a
fresh functional analysis and description. These include the precative {he} (he;-eb-dus-e :
he=b=dus=e : “may he build it”), the affirmative {he} (he;-en-dus : he=n=duz=¢ : “he has indeed
built it”’), the negative affirmative {bara} (ba-ra-an-dus : bara=n=duz=o : “he indeed never built

it””), the prohibitive {na} (na-ab-dus-e : na=b=duz=e : “may he not build it”), the affirmative

10 Miguel Civil, “Modal Prefixes,” 45/ 22 (2000), 30-31. The glossing of an unmarked indicative with o= is
unnecessary and will not occur elsewhere in the thesis. Additionally, some readers might find the lack of a restored
Conjugation Prefix (CP) after {nu} in the glossing peculiar. This thesis will argue that the CP {i} should not be
assumed and restored after a Slot One morpheme when no other CP is present; relatedly, it will be argued that it
need not be assumed to underlie every example of the veridical negator {nu} not followed by an overt CP. See:
§3.3.1 for a discussion of {i} and vowel-final MPs and fn. 170 for a discussion of {i} and the veridical negator {nu}.
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{na} (na-an-dus : na=n=dus=p : “he indeed built it”), and the contrapuntive/affirmative {3i} (Si-
in-dus : §i=n=dus=@ : MEANING NOT AGREED UPON/UNDERSTOOD).!! Additionally, some grammars
include the prefix of anteriority {u} (u3-un-dus : u=n=duz=e : “when he has built it, then...”) and
the conjunctive {inga} (“and, also”) in their description of the MPs. It will be argued that {u} has
a quasi-modal function in specific environments as a marker of conditionality.!? Thus, it receives
a full treatment. The conjunctive {inga}, however, is non-modal and thus only mentioned in
passing, and it does not receive a full treatment.

There are two other morphemes/constructions that some have argued might belong to the
class of proper MPs (i.e., {nus} and {ene}/**{eneba}), but due to their rarity their functions
have been difficult to ascertain.!? It will be shown that {nus} is a proper MP. Concerning
{ene}/**{eneba}, it will be argued that it is not an MP but rather a syntactic construction of the

shape {ene} (...) {ba} operating as an exclamative/interrogative (for {nus}, see: §4.11.2; for

! The terminology in this paragraph is meant to reflect what is common in the field. More linguistically
descriptive terms will be offered as replacements elsewhere in the thesis.

12 1t will be argued that {u} can code generic conditionality on the predicate of a protasis that is best translated
as “When you have X-ed, then you will ¥’ when referring to a future action the completion of which allows for a
subsequent action. This function is not prototypically modal, but it does concern the quasi-modal state of present
unfulfillment. Furthermore, this usage of {u} stands in opposition to conditional structures with predicates in
epistemic {he}, which imbue conditional notions with Speculative, Deductive, and Assumptive nuances. Within this
paradigm, it will be argued that these quasi-modal {u} forms are examples of if-backshift whereby modality is more
or less bleached from the protasis. This phenomenon has been described well by Barbara Dancygier: “It should now
be clear why the elimination of modality, which I called if~backshift, appears also in temporal clauses. In a sentence
like When the lights go out, the performance will start the speaker is also making a prediction in the main clause, but
the assumption in the when-clause is backgrounded to the prediction and not predicted itself. The difference between
if- and when-clauses in this case is that an if-clause informs the hearer about an additional assumption which is not
known to the speaker but used in arriving at the prediction, while the when-clause presents a similar assumption
(also assumed, not predicted) to set the temporal parameter of the prediction” (emphasis original to source). Barbara
Dancygier, Conditionals and Prediction: Time, Knowledge, and Causation in Conditional Constructions,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 48. {u} is given its own section in CHAPTER 3 due to its
relationship with epistemic {he}. See: §3.10.

13 The “prefix” **{iri} was omitted from this list as Civil has convincingly demonstrated that it is not a bound
morpheme but “a stereotyped writing for a-ar/ar: ‘praise’ with vocalic assimilation, mostly before the connective -
inga-, and is limited to the lexical item mi: (zi) ar: — duga/e ‘to praise.”” (emphasis original to source). Civil,
“Modal Prefixes,” 39. Similarly, the possible MP **{ra} hesitantly proposed by Civil was omitted as it occurs far
too infrequently and in contexts where it can easily be explained as either an allomorph or a scribal error to be a
unique bound morpheme (for a full discussion, see: §3.3.1). Ibid.

3



{ene} (...) {ba}, see: §6.3). The most recent study dedicated exclusively to the MPs was a
cursory and incomplete overview by Miguel Civil in 4SJ 22 (discussed below, see: §1.3.6), who
began the conversation about the field’s poor understanding of these prefixes and demonstrated
the potential for future research.!* Modality in Sumerian, however, is not restricted to the MPs.
This dissertation aims to describe all the morphemes that code modal notions within the verbal

complex. To accomplish this goal, the present inquiry has not been restricted to the MPs alone.

1.2 THE SUMERIAN LANGUAGE

Sumerian has certain linguistic features that might be foreign to some readers. For
accessibility reasons, two of them (i.e., agglutination and ergative alignment) are briefly
discussed here. An agglutinative language is one whose word structure is such that individual
words are composed of a sequence of discrete morphemes (generally, root-lexical morphemes
with strings of grammatical-bound morphemes glued either before or after in a specific
sequence). In a prototypical agglutinative language, the grammar is such that each unit of
meaning has its own individual morpheme that can occur in said sequence of discrete
morphemes. The following contrived examples juxtapose a modern agglutinative language (i.e.,

Turkish (Turkic, Common Turkic)) with Sumerian:

TURKISH: SUMERIAN:
[1.1] evlerinden e2-a-ni-ta
ev=ler=i=nden er)=ani=ta
house=PL=P0SS.3SG=ABL house=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABL
“from his houses” “from his houses”!?
14 Ibid., 29-42.

15 There is no corresponding plural marker in the Sumerian as plurality is frequently unmarked for non-human
nouns.
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The role of agglutination in Sumerian is particularly relevant for this dissertation, which restricts
its inquiry to the agglutinative morpheme chain on the verb. The following example shows a
finite verb in Sumerian that is modal and heavily marked with various affixes:
[1.2] ha-ma-kui-re
he=mu="*A=(b)=kui=e(ne)
MPpeo.jus=CP1r.acT.EMPY=DIpaT.156=(PRO356.NHUM.D0)=tO CUty . cvi=PRO3pL AG
“Let them cut it for me!”!6
The other potentially unfamiliar feature that will be discussed here is ergativity.
Ergativity is a complex phenomenon, but most commonly the term has been used to refer to
alignment systems in which one or both of the following criteria are fulfilled:
1) The transitive subject (i.e., Agent) is marked differently from the subject of an
intransitive verb (i.e., Subject) and the object of a transitive verb (i.e., Patient).
2) The object of a transitive verb and the subject of an intransitive verb receive the same
marking.!’
Systems that meet these criteria are referred to as Ergative-Absolutive. The opposite type of
alignment is called Nominative-Accusative alignment. The following examples juxtapose a
Nominative-Accusative language (i.e., Akkadian) with Sumerian.

AKKADIAN (Intransitive):
[1.3] Sar-rum it-ta-la-ak

sar-rum it-ta-la-ak

Sarrum ittalak

king:NOM.SG to g0:G.PF.3.COMM.SG
“The king went.”

16 This example has been excerpted from a genuine Sumerian text but recontextualized. In its original context,
this form is the verbal part of the CV meaning “to swear.” It has been presented here without the head noun since the
purpose is to highlight the agglutinative chain. For the example this is excerpted from, see: [4.120].

17 Jessica Coon, Diane Massam, and Lisa Travis (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Ergativity. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2017), 1.
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SUMERIAN (Intransitive):
[1.4] lugal ba-gen

lugal ba-pen

lugal=¢ ba=pen=o0

king=ABSsgs CPn1R=tO 20#.s6=ABS3sG.5B1
“The king went.”

AKKADIAN (Transitive):
[1.5] Sar-rum bi-tam ib-ni

Sar-rum bi-tam ib-ni
Sarrum bitam ibni
king:NOM.SG house:ACC.SG to build:G.PRET.3.COMM.SG

“The king built the house.”

SUMERIAN (Transitive):
[1.6] lugal-e e mu-un-dus

lugal-e ) mu-un-dus
lugal=e e2=0 mu=n=duz=¢
king=ERG hOllSG:ABSDo CPTR,ACT=PR03 SG.HUM.AG—1O bUildH:ABS3SG,D0

“The king built the house.”
Much more could be presented about potentially confusing points of Sumerian grammar, but in

the interest of brevity this section limited itself to the two deemed most relevant.

1.3 PREVIOUS SCHOLARSHIP
1.3.1 INTRODUCTION

Dating back to the pioneering work of Frangois Lenormant, scholars writing grammars of
Sumerian have broached the topic of modality, but it has evaded systematic study with only

some individual elements of it being discussed in a few cursory articles.'® The MPs (and modal

'8 Frangois Lenormant, Etudes accadiennes. (Paris: Maisonneuve et C, Libraires-Editeurs, 1873). Some
examples of smaller treatments of Sumerian modality include: A. Cavigneaux, “Le pluriel du cohortative,” ASJ 9
(1987), 47-48; Adam Falkenstein, “Untersuchungen zur summerischen Grammatik: 4. Das affirmative Praformativ
Si-/8a-,” ZA 48 (1944), 69-118; R. Jiménez Zamudio, “Observaciones sobre el prefijo afirmativo /na-/ en el verbo
sumerio,” in Esta Toledo, aquella Babilonia. Actas del V Congreso Espariol de Antiguo Oriente Proximo, ed. J.
Marin and J. Olivia. (Cuenca: Ediciones de la Universidad de Castilla-La Mancha, 2011); I. T. Kaneva, “Parataxe
und Hypotaxe im Sumerischen: die Rolle der Modalprifixe,” in Studi sul Vicino Oriente Antico Dedicati allo
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marking on the verb in general) are one of the last great frontiers of grammatical research within
Sumerology (that and the hamtu — mari debate), and the marked absence of a comprehensive
treatment was the inspiration for this dissertation.!” Although Lenormant was the first scholar to
publish a complete grammar of Sumerian in 1873, the following discussion of the pre-existing
literature on the MPs begins with the inception of modern Sumerian grammar studies in the early
to mid-20™ century CE by acknowledging two preeminent scholars: Arno Poebel and Adam
Falkenstein (§1.3.2). Afterwards, the publications of Marie-Louise Thomsen (§1.3.3), Pascal
Attinger (§1.3.4), and Dietz Otto Edzard (§1.3.5) that formed next major wave in Sumerian
grammatical studies post-Falkenstein are discussed. Finally, the most recent discussions of
Sumerian modality that have been spearheaded by Miguel Civil (§1.3.6), Gonzalo Rubio

(§1.3.7), Abraham H. Jagersma (§1.3.8), and Gabor Zolyomi (§1.3.9) are presented.?’

memoria die Luigi Cagni, ed. S. Graziani. (Napoli: Istituto Universitario Orientale, 2000), 521-537; J. Keetman,
“The form of the affirmative hé- according to hé-na-nam,” N.4.B.U. 2016/33; Maurice Lambert, “Le préfixe
sumérien HE-, indice de I’inéluctable,” R4 55 (1961), 35-40; Erika Marsal, “La evidencialidad en lengua sumeria,”
in Séptimo centenario de los estudios orientales en Salamanca, eds. A. Agud et al. (Salamanca: Ediciones
Universidad de Salamanca, 2012), 127-134; N. Schneider, “Die Wunschpartikel ha-, hé- und hu- in den Ur III-
Texten,” Or 15 (1946), 89-94; W. Schramm, “Performative Verbalformen im Sumerischen,” in Festschrift fiir Rykle
Borger, ed. S. Maul. (Groningen: Styx, 1998), 313-322; R. Stola, “Zum sumerischen Prekativ in spiten
zweisprachigen Texten,” AfO 32 (1985), 23-37; M. Witzel, Untersuchungen iiber die Verbal-Prdformative im
Sumerischen, BA 8/5. (Leipzig: August Pries, 1912); Mamoru Yoshikawa, “The Origin of Sumerian Verbal
Preformatives,” 4SJ 11 (1989), 293-304.

1% The hamtu — marii debate is complex and multifaceted, but it mainly centers on how to best interpret the {e}
morpheme that suffixes to a mari verb as well as how to best describe what functions these two categories code.
Although not yet resolved, the bulk of the debate surrounding hamtu — mari issues occurred in the 1960’s and 70’s
between Yoshikawa and Edzard; see: Mamoru Yoshikawa, “On the Grammatical Function of -e- of the Sumerian
Verbal Suffix -e-dé/-e-da(m),” JNES 27 (1968a), 251-261. Mamoru Yoshikawa, “The Marii and Hamtu Aspects in
the Sumerian Verbal System,” OrNS 37 (1968b), 401-416. Mamoru Yoshikawa, “The Mari-Conjugation in the
Sumerian Verbal System,” OrNS 43 (1974), 17-39. Dietz Otto Edzard, “hamtu, mari und freie Reduplikation beim
sumerischen Verbum. 1.” Z4 61 (1971), 208-232. Dietz Otto Edzard, “hamtu, mari und freie Reduplikation beim
sumerischen Verbum. I1.” Z4 62 (1972), 1-34. Dietz Otto Edzard, “hamtu, marii und freie Reduplikation beim
sumerischen Verbum. II1.” Z4 66 (1976), 45-61.

20 These surveys only discuss how scholars have interpreted the MPs. How the imperative and other modal
forms have been previously understood in the secondary literature is discussed elsewhere.
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1.3.2 POEBEL AND FALKENSTEIN

Poebel was a prolific scholar who can be credited with writing the first unified
description of Sumerian grammar that still has some merit in the present day, and Falkenstein
can be viewed as the scholar who expanded and refined the foundations laid out by Poebel
decades prior. Both scholars are giants in the field whose contributions influenced many, but
naturally both of their works have become dated. Concerning modality, Poebel and Falkenstein
both placed the MPs into Indo-European categories (a not uncommon practice at the time).?!
Furthermore, the classification they gave to the set of MPs would by modern standards be seen
as either overly restrictive (ex., Poebel’s “Wunschformen”), or functionally non-descript (ex.,
Falkenstein’s “Prédformativen”). Although these pivotal contributions to Sumerian grammatical

studies are dated, they deserve recognition as they informed the field for decades.

1.3.3 THOMSEN

Thomsen’s monograph has remained a staple in the field for its cogent and broad
description of Sumerian grammar, and it was a much-needed resource in its time as no
comprehensive description of Sumerian grammar had been published since Falkenstein’s.
Thomsen’s grammar culled from all available Sumerological resources and presented a sketch of
Sumerian grammar that included the best modern proposals in a succinct and digestible manner.
Given the state of the research into Sumerian modality at the time, however, her discussion of the
MPs is dated and requires reevaluation. Although she refers to them as “modal prefixes,”

nowhere does she mention the modal categories utilized in general linguistics (i.e., epistemic,

2L Arno Poebel, Grundziige der sumerischen Grammatik. (Rostock: Selbstverlag des Verfassers, 1923), 261-
279. Adam Falkenstein, Grammatik der Sprache Gudeas von Lagas. I: Shrift- und Formenlehre. AnOr 28. (Rome:
Pontificium Institutum Biblicum, 1949), 217-227.
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deontic, dynamic, etc.) and typological parallels are absent.?? These omissions are
understandable given the state of Sumerology in the 1980’s, but it is nonetheless important to
highlight them here since her work is still a mainstay in the field (especially in introductory
courses).

Finally, it should be noted that Thomsen claims that the functions of polysemous MPs are
dependent on the conjugation of the verb as either samfu or marii. Certain MPs naturally co-
occur more frequently with either the hamtu or marii conjugation due to their respective tense-
aspect nuances, but this affinity is due to the modal semantics of the MP, not any formal
constraints. Outside of Civil’s article in ASJ 22, this stance has been the communis opinio. This
dissertation deviates from the prevailing doctrine and agrees with Civil that the correlation
between certain MPs and the shamtu or marii conjugation is due to the nature of modal semantics,
not formal constraints.

Outlining all of Thomsen’s claims about the MPs would overburden this survey. In lieu
of adopting such a comprehensive approach, this section and the following six will conclude
with tables that outline the morphological forms, classifications, and functions of the MPs as
asserted by the author under discussion. These tables convey the terminology and arguments of

the relevant author.?

TABLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

22 Marie-Louise Thomsen, The Sumerian Language: An Introduction to its History and Grammatical Structure.
3" ed. Copenhagen Studies in Assyriology 10. (Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag, 1984), 190-213.

23 The only exception is that the tables use the terms hamfu and marii even when the sources use alternative
designations.
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TABLE 1.1. Thomsen’s “Modal Prefixes’**

Form Classification Function
Negates finite and non-finite verbs;
g
{nu} Negative acts as the negative enclitic copula in enclitic
position after nouns.
.. A HE ti ishes.
(1) Vetitive (mari) (1) Xpresses negative wishes
{bara} . . (2) Expresses negative commitment to truth value
(2) Negative Affirmative (hamtu) .
i of the assertion.
(1) Prohibitive (maril) (1) Expresses negative commands and wishes.
{na} (2) Affirmative (hamp) (2) Expresses commitment to truth value of the
A assertion.
{ga} Cohortative (hamtu) Expresses exhortation (1 person only).
(1) Precative (mari) (1) Expresses wishes and indirect commands.
{ha} (2) Affirmative (hampui) (2) Expresses commitment to truth value of the
A assertion.
{Sa} NONE PROPOSEAD NONE PROPOSED
(hamtu or marit)
fu} Prospective Designates the first in a succession of events or a
(hamtu) condition.
{iri} NONE PROPOSED NONE PROPOSED
(marn)
« NONE PROPOSED . .
{nus} ( h(zzmtu O?moasrﬁ) Hypothetical wishes (VERY UNCLEAR).

1.3.4 ATTINGER

Pascal Attinger published the next substantial outline of Sumerian grammar in 1993 as
the first half of his monograph about the Sumerian verb duii/e/di “to say.”?> Although Attinger’s
terminology (i.e., classifying the MPs as “préformatifs”), scope of inquiry, and extensive citation
differentiate him from Thomsen, his conclusions about how Sumerian codes modality on the
verb are largely the same. For example, Attinger also makes no mention of the modal categories
utilized in general linguistics. Attinger strongly advocates for typological plausibility in his

chapter on methodology, but his chapter on modality does not include typological parallels or

24 In these tables, the original author’s stance on whether a given function is conditioned by the samfu or marii
status of the VR will be provided in parentheses. No position is provided when not stated clearly by the author.
25 Pascal Attinger, Eléments de linguistique sumérienne. La construction de du,,/e/di «dire». OBO Sonderband.
(Gottingen: Vanderhoeck und Riprecht, 1993), 61-318.
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appeals to general linguistics.?® Attinger’s contributions to the modern understanding of
Sumerian grammar are numerous and his grammatical sketch has been a massive boon to the
field due to its size and his meticulousness. His discussion of Sumerian modality, however,

warrants renewed attention considering developments within both Sumerology and linguistics.

TABLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

26 Attinger does make certain remarks that are informed by general linguistics (ex., speaking of {bara} as
marking categorical negation (“négation catégorique”)). What is meant here specifically is that references are not
made to independent linguistic studies of modality nor does the phraseology reflect the language of such works.
Ibid., 29 and 288-297.
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TABLE 1.2. Attinger’s “Préformatifs”*’

Form Classification Function
Negates finite and non-finite verbs;
{nu} Negative acts as the negative enclitic copula in enclitic

position after nouns.

(1) Expresses negative wishes.

(1) Vetitive i .
bara}?? : . 2) Expresses negative commitment to truth
{ } (2) Negative Affirmative @B Valuegof the assertion.
(1) Expresses negative commands, wishes, and
29 (1) Prohibitive & Admonitive advice.
{na} (2) Assertive (2) Expresses commitment to truth value of the
assertion.
{ga} Cohortative Expresses exhortation (1% person only).

(1) Expresses wishes and indirect commands.
(2) Expresses commitment to truth value of the
assertion.

(3) Expresses a circumstance that might be
expected to preclude a circumstance in an
adjoining clause but does not (very rare)

(1) Precative
{he}3° (2) Affirmative
(3) Concessive

Introduces a verbal form dependent on a

{81} NONE PROPOSED .
previous sentence.
{u} NONE PROPOSED ARGUED TO BE NON-MODAL
{iri} NONE PROPOSED NONE PROPOSED
y Expresses rhetorical questions (VERY
nus NONE PROPOSED
{nus} UNCLEAR).

27 Attinger does not state his views on the influence the hamfu or mari status has on the modal notion conveyed
by a prefix as strictly as Thomsen. Accordingly, his views are not included in the table itself but rather in footnotes.

28 For this prefix, Attinger slightly emends the strict hamfu vs marii split advocated by Thomsen (and originally
stated by Edzard in his article in Z4 61 (1971) on the hamtu and mari). Informed by an article by Kienast in Z4 70
(1980), Attinger states his position thusly: “La régle énocée par Edzard devrait étre en conséquence reformulée de la
maniére suivante : avec une form famtu — et pour autant que 1’opposition samtu vs mari ne soit pas neutralisée! —
/bara/ marque toujours une négation catégorique ; dans les autres cas, il marque soit une négation catégorique, soit —
plus rarement — un vétitif.” Attinger, Eléments de linguistique sumérienne, 289. Edzard, “hamtu, marii und freie
Reduplikation beim sumerischen Verbum. 1,” 216-219. Burkhart Kienast, “Probleme der sumerischen Grammatik,”
ZA 70 (1980), 8.

2 For this prefix, Attinger does not advocate for a simple binary split based on the hamtu or mari status of the
VR. Instead, he argues thusly: “—Dans les f.4. trans. : assertif. —{na} précédé ou suivi de {(i)nga} : assertif. —{na (+i)
+ B(m.) + en/e/(...)} : assertif (type na-gax-gaz). —-na-mu-(...) : assertif (type na-mu(-un)-e). —{na (+i) + x1 (+ x2 ...)
+ B(m.) + en/e/(...)} : prohibitif (na-ab-bez(-e), nam-me, na-an-(n)e(-en), nam-ba/biz-(...), etc.). -nam-mu-(...), na-
amp-mu-~(...) : prohibitif (nam-mu-e, nam-mu-na-ab-bey, etc.).” Attinger, Eléments de linguistique sumérienne, 290.

30 Regarding the influence the hamfu or mari status of a VR has on the meaning conveyed by this MP, Attinger
says the following: “Avec une forme hamtu — et pour autant que 1’opposition samtu vs mari ne soit pas neutralisée!
—, {he} marque normalement une ‘affirmation catégorique’, a partir de 1’ép. pB sporadiquement aussi un précatif
(akkadisme). [...] Dans les autres cas, il marque soit un précatif (passim) soit une ‘affirmation catégorique.’” Ibid.,
293-294.
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1.3.5 EDZARD

Edzard’s treatment is much like Thomsen’s and Attinger’s in that he avoids typological

parallels and linguistic classifications.?! The only major difference is that he explicitly states that

his grammar “is not under the obligation of a more recent method — generative, structural, or

transformational.”? His candor is appreciated, and his logic is reasonable for such a short

descriptive grammar. Since this dissertation relies heavily on a linguistic methodology,

interpretations are liable to vary at points.

TABLE 1.3. Edzard’s “Modal Indicators’>?

(3) Negative Cohortative (marii)

Form Classification Function

{0} Indicative Expresses veridical utterances.

Negates finite and non-finite verbs;
{nu} Negative Indicative acts as the negative enclitic copula in enclitic
position after nouns.
{ga} Cohortative (hamtu) Expresses exhortation (1% person only).
. ) (1) Expresses negative wishes.

fbara} | (2) Neg(;t)iv\éezztflgfngzg:% hamtu) (2) Removes doubt from the listener about what

is being said.
(3) Expresses negative exhortation.

(1) Precative (marii)

(1) Expresses wishes and indirect commands.

: 2)R t from the list t what
{he} (2) Affirmative 1 (hamu) (2) Removes doub rom the listener about wha
¥ is being said.
(1) Expresses negative commands, wishes, and
(1) Prohibitive advice.
{naj 2) Affirmative 2 (hamtu 2) Marks the importance of somethin
p g
previously existing with present-future relevance.
" . Reconfirms a past statement or occurrence with
{sa} Affirmative 3 P
present-future relevance.
{nus} Frustrative Expresses hypothetical wishes.
DEEMED A CONNECTIVE (NON-MODAL);
{u} Prospective designates the first in a succession of events or a
condition; polite imperative.
. . DEEMED A CONNECTIVE (NON-MODAL);
{ir1} NONE PROPOSED

NO FUNCTION PROPOSED

3! Dietz Otto Edzard, Sumerian Grammar, HdOr 71. (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 113-121.
32 Ibid., 179.
33 Bdzard also argues transitivity place a role in interpreting MPs. Those views are not summarized here.
34 Edzard does not state whether this meaning takes the hamfu or mari, but his examples are in the mari.
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1.3.6 CIvIL

As previously mentioned, Miguel Civil wrote the most linguistically informed and
systematic study of the Sumerian MPs, but it was limited to a cursory overview in a journal
article.®®> Civil employed a functional-typological approach and grouped the MPs according to an
epistemic/deontic split. The present dissertation owes much to Civil’s article in both method and
theory, but it is not derivative. For all its strengths, Civil’s treatment has its weaknesses. By his
own admission, the article was overly brief. Additionally, while Civil cites F. R. Palmer (one of
the leading experts on modality), the citations refer to a work that was thoroughly altered and
republished after Civil’s article had been submitted for publication.?® Finally, the study of
modality within linguistics has grown since the writing of Civil’s article, and there is much more
that can now be said about the topic for Sumerian. Civil was on the correct path with his
hypothesis, but neither he nor anyone else has since endeavored to produce a systematic, well-

exemplified, and comprehensive study of Sumerian modality.

TABLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

33 Civil, “Modal Prefixes,” 29-42.

36 Civil was citing: F. R. Palmer, Mood and Modality. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986). That
work, however, has now become obsolete due to the publication of the massively revised second edition: F. R.
Palmer, Mood and Modality, 2™ ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). This statement might seem
hyperbolic, but the revision was so thorough that Eran Cohen remarked in his monograph on modality in Akkadian
that the second edition “is radically revised, and may be considered another book.” Eran Cohen, The Modal System
of Old Babylonian, HSS 56. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 10 fn. 11.
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TABLE 1.4. Civil’s “Modal Prefixes”

Form Classification Function
@ {o} Indicative Expresses veridical utterances.
.*::3 Negates finite and non-finite verbs;
= {nu} Negative Indicative acts as the negative enclitic copula in
= enclitic position after nouns.
2 {bara} Negative Subjunctive Negates epistemic functions of {he}
‘g (Epistemic) & p '
< Expresses affirmations; might have a
é- {Sa} NONE PROPOSED stylistic or archaizing function
(MOSTLY UNCLEAR).
= Indicates the speaker has arrived at a
§ {ga} Cohortative decision regarding his or her will and
= intentions (1% person only).
Epistemic) Marks that the predicate with
p p
2] ..
g {he} depends on a condition expressed
g . - 3
S the} Subjunctive-Optative by an adjacent clause (ability, causality,
5 result, etc.).
= (Deontic) Denotes speaker obligations
“ and desires.
583 (1)(Epistemic) Marker of (1)(Epistemic) Marks reported speech.
= {na} Reported Speech (2)(Deontic) Negates deontic functions of
= (2)([.)e0n‘Fic) Negat.ive the}.
Subjunctive-Optative
{u} Prefix of Anteriority Designates first in a succession of events.
= o firi) NONE NEEDED Stereotyped writing of a-ar; with vocalic
g (NOT A BOUND MORPHEME) assimilation.
= {nus} NONE PROPOSED Acts as a rhetorical interrogative.
=
S {ene}
z or NONE PROPOSED Marks exclamations.
{eneba}
Said to occur in letters
Debated {ra} NONE PROPOSED (NO FUNCTION PROPOSED).
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1.3.7 RUBIO

Another work that deserves mention here is Gonzalo Rubio’s 2007 overview of Sumerian
morphology published in an edited volume.?” This publication was an important contribution to
the field for a variety of reasons. Firstly, it maintains the epistemic/deontic distinction proposed
by Civil but also problematizes aspects of this distinction in a productive way. Rubio argues that
deontic modality should be replaced by the categories agent-oriented modality and speaker-
oriented modality. Ultimately, he maintains Civil’s epistemic/deontic distinction, but his
linguistically-informed objections set the tone for the present dissertation, which rejects parts of
the foundation set forth in Civil’s seminal article while also adopting, refining, and adding to it.
Rubio’s description of individual MPs mostly aligns with Civil’s, but he differs on some main
points.

Firstly, he agrees with Civil by asserting that Sumerian had an indicative marked with the
MP {o}; he goes further than Civil, however, by arguing that this indicative MP {o}
“corresponds to the most neutral category of epistemic modality, which pertains exclusively to
the possibility or neccessity [sic] of the truth of a proposition.”*® While Rubio and Civil both
correctly state that indicative statements can receive modal nuance through discourse pragmatics,
Rubio’s argument that the indicative is best understood as a neutral epistemic MP {g} is
misleading and unnecessarily complicates any description of the indicative mood and epistemic
modality in Sumerian. Secondly, even though Rubio’s publication postdates Civil’s, he

nevertheless maintains that the functions of polysemous MPs depends on whether the verb is in

37 Gonzalo Rubio, “Sumerian Morphology,” in Morphologies of Asia and Africa, ed. A. S. Kaye. (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 1327-1379.
38 Ibid., 1324.
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the hamtu or marii conjugation. This dissertation also differs from Rubio’s description on other

matters that are discussed elsewhere.

TABLE 1.5. Rubio’s “Modal Prefixes”
Form Classification Function
(o} Neutral Epistemic Indicative Establishes a dlr‘ect 11n1§ between an utterance
and its reality or truth.
Negates finite and non-finite verbs;
fu} Negative Neutral Epistemic acts as the negative enclitic copula in enclitic
“ Indicative position after nouns; can be an independent
word; can occur with the enclitic copula.
Modal Prefix {he} (1) Marks that the predicate with {he} depends
the} ((1) Epistemic Affirmative on a condition expressed by an adjacent clause
(hamtu) (ability, causality, result, etc.).
(2) Deontic Precative (marii)) (2) Expresses wishes and indirect commands.
{bara} Negative Subjunctive Negates epistemic functions of {he};
(hamtu or marii) occasionally acts as a vetitive.
Modal Prefix {na}
((1)(Epistemic) Marker of (1)(Epistemic) Marks reported speech.
{na} Reported Speech (hamiu) (2)(Deontic) Negates deontic functions of {he}
(2)(Deontic) Negative of Deontic & '
{he} (marn))
. Indicates the speaker has arrived at a decision
Cohortative o : . . o
{ga} regarding his or her will and intentions (1
(hamiu)
person only).
Might express affirmatives or the contrapunctive
{sa} NONE PROPOSED (meaning “correspondingly,” “he on his part,”
etc.).
{u} Prospective (hamtu) Designates first in a succession of events.

1.3.8 JAGERSMA

Jagersma’s dissertation is an invaluable resource as it is perhaps the most exhaustive

treatment of Sumerian grammar to date. Methodologically, he mostly follows a semasiological

approach whereby he views grammatical forms within his corpus in context and then ascertains

their meanings with little reference to linguistics. As a result, his dissertation includes

idiosyncratic proposals that are used to justify other idiosyncratic proposals, creating a

precarious grammatical system that does not easily allow for emendation in light of newer
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studies with differing methodologies.* For example, Jagersma claims that the MP {ha} is
written with the HE»2-sign when it contracts with a following unexpressed vocalic morpheme {*i}
to generate the syllable [he]; this argument is predicated on his approach to Sumerian
phonotactics and necessitated by his unique system of vocalic prefixes that places strict formal
requirements on finite verbs.*® Additionally, Jagersma, like Rubio, maintains that the functions
of polysemous MPs depends on whether the verb is in the hamtu or marii conjugation (contra.
Civil). Finally, Jagersma also does not adopt the modal categorizations used within linguistics

that had been introduced to Sumerology years prior by Civil.*!

TABLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

39 Many morphemes and functions posited by Jagersma are not adopted in this dissertation. Many of these views
do not belong to Jagersma alone, he is simply the easiest to reference given his exhaustive coverage of Sumerian
grammar. This dissertation also does not adopt a variety of Sumerian grammar interpretations advocated by scholars
other than Jagersma. For a brief discussion about the school of Sumerian grammar followed by this dissertation, see:
§1.7. The decision to prefer some positions to others is not intended to be an absolute or contentious outright
dismissal of their respective frameworks and adherents. Rather, it is a matter of necessity given the vast differences
in interpretation among Sumerian grammar specialists. The author has sincere respect for Sumerologists of all
schools of thought.

40 Abraham H. Jagersma, “A Descriptive Grammar of Sumerian.” (PhD. diss., Leiden University, 2010), 517-
549 and 551-581. For a detailed discussion, see: §3.3.1.

4! Ibid., 551-581.
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TABLE 1.6. Jagersma’s “Preformatives”
Form Classification Function
Negative Proclitic {nu} Negates ﬁn}te and r'10.n-ﬁn1te ve rbs; .
{nu} . acts as the negative enclitic copula in enclitic
(hamtu or marit) o ' .
position after nouns; can be an independent word.
Modal Proclitic {ha}
((1) Expressing a wish or
{ha} command (marii) Expresses assertions, wishes, or commands.
(2) Expressing an assertion
(hamiu))
fna(n)} Negative Modal Prefix {na(n)} Expresses negative commands and negative
(marn) requests.
Expresses the speaker’s firm intention to perform
fgal Modal Prefix {ga} (hamiu) a certain action (1 person only).
Negative Modal Prefix {bara} . .
{bara} (hampu or maril) Expresses a categorical negation.
. Preformative {Si} NONE PROPOSED
81 (hamtu or marit) (only asserted to be non-negative).
{na} Non-Negative {na} NONE PROPOSED
(hamtu or mari (rarer)) (only asserted to be non-negative).
Relative-Past Prefix {?u Marks its associated predicate as subordinate to
p
{*u} (Vocalic Prefix) the following verb and expresses an anterior
(hamtu) action.

1.3.9 ZOoLyoMml

The final work that needs to be discussed here is the recent teaching grammar written by

Z06lyomi.*? This work’s coverage of modality is admirable. Zolyomi adopts the phraseology

utilized in linguistics introduced to the field by Civil. Furthermore, he integrates a concept from

linguistics that was absent from Civil’s article (i.e., grading certain MPs weak or strong).*> On

various topics, however, Zolyomi’s interpretations differ from those outlined in this thesis (ex.,

maintaining that MP/conjugation co-occurrence is due to formal constraints).

42 Gabor Zolyomi, An Introduction to the Grammar of Sumerian. (Budapest: E6tvds Lorand University Press,
2017), 237-249.
43 These gradations, however, have not been formalized as such in this dissertation. Rather, strength/weakness is
discussed organically in various functional descriptions and not presented as an easily formalized cline.

19




TABLE 1.7. Zélyomi’s “Modal Prefixes”

Form Classification Function

Negates finite and non-finite verbs;
acts as the negative enclitic copula in enclitic
position after nouns; can be an independent word;
can occur with the enclitic copula.

{nu} Negative Particle

Modal Prefix {ga}
{ga} (Positive Deontic)
(hamiu)

Meaning can be paraphrased as “it is my/our
intention to VERB” (1% person only).

Modal Prefix {ha}

((1) Positive Epistemic (1)(Positive Epistemic) Expresses possibility or

a“ RO b o certainty.
{haj (possibility = marii)(certainty (2)(Deontic) Expresses a realizable wish, request,
hamtu) and
(2) Deontic (marit)) or advice,
Negative Modal Prefix (1)(Strong Epistemic) Expresses strong
{bara} ((1) Strong Epistemic (hamtu) uncertainty.
and (2)(Deontic) Meaning can be paraphrased as “it is
(2) Deontic(marti)) not my/our intention to VERB.”
Negative Modal Prefix (1)(Weak Epistemic) Expresses weak negative
. ) ) commands.
tna(m); | ((1) W(eza)k]i Iz)l rsltfén(f%(l’;g;u) and (2)(Deontic) Expresses a negative wish, request,
or advice.
{na} Non-Negative {na} Expresses affirmative epistemic modality;
(Positive Epistemic) might be a marker of “hearsay” evidentiality.
{81} Non-Negative {Si} Expresses affirmative epistemic modality.

(Positive Epistemic)

IMPLIED TO BE NON-MODAL;
denotes anteriority relative to the event of a
following clause.

fu Prefix of Anteriority
(hamiu)

Modal Prefix {nus}

. . E lizable wish.
(Positive Deontic) xpresses an unrealizable wis

{nus}

1.4 METHOD AND THEORY
Methodologically, this thesis applies an onomasiological approach that is in conversation
with the current linguistics literature on modality. The decision to use this approach was

motivated by the belief that it is most important to understand how modality operates cross-

4 Zolyomi proposes that a verb’s transitivity or stative-status relates to the hamfu or mari status of the VR. “A
special feature of the verbal forms prefixed with /ha/- is that intransitive and stative verbs always use the preterite
tense [i.e., samtu] in whatever function, epistemic or deontic, the prefix is used.” (emphasis original to source).
Ibid., 245.
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linguistically before conducting a pointed investigation into the ways in which Sumerian codes
modal notions morphologically on the verb. Onomasiological approaches to linguistics maintain
that it is most important to first understand how a grammatical phenomenon works cross-
linguistically and to then construct a well-informed and pointed investigation into the operation
of said phenomenon in the language being studied. In onomasiological studies, one asks “how do
you express X in language Y?” The opposite of an onomasiological approach is a semasiological
approach, which maintains that scholars firs¢ start from observing the language in situ,
identifying peculiarities, patterns, and areas of interest, and then asking, “what does X
do/mean?”*

The inspiration for this dissertation arose semasiologically with the realization that there
was insufficient Sumerological literature about the role of modality in the language. This thesis
aims to fill that gap in the Sumerological literature and motivate further research into the topic.
To accomplish this task, it seems most productive to prioritize an onomasiological methodology
because semasiological studies (ex., the various reference grammars of Sumerian) have already
convincingly demonstrated that the MPs are the main mechanism for marking modality on the
verb. Their full functional span and where else modality might be expressed on the verb,
however, had remained unclear in many regards until present. To best ascertain the intricacies of
Sumerian modality, a decision was made to structure this dissertation within an onomasiological
framework that emphasizes both the importance of proposing typologically plausible

interpretations and the relevance of how modality is understood cross-linguistically and

4 For a succinct overview of onomasiological and semasiological methodologies, see: John R. Taylor,
Linguistic Categorization, 3" ed. Oxford Textbooks in Linguistics. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 54. For
an exhaustive discussion of these two methodologies, see this foundational work: Dirk Geeraerts, Stefan
Grondelaers, and Peter Bakema, The Structure of Lexical Variation. Cognitive Linguistics Research 5. (Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter, 1994).
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discussed in modern linguistics.

The theoretical underpinnings of any thesis are important, but this is especially the case
for theses that investigate the grammar of a dead linguistic isolate such as Sumerian. These sorts
of investigations can be perilous undertakings as linguistic description can easily go awry when
not meticulously structured according to guiding principles. This dissertation takes as its guiding
principles those espoused by the theory of Functional Discourse Grammar (FDG).*® Before
delving into FDG, the broader functionalist paradigm and Functional Grammar (FG), the
predecessor of FDG, are discussed.*” According to the functionalist paradigm of linguistics,
language is first and foremost understood “as an instrument of social interaction among human
beings, used with the intention of establishing communicative relationships.”*® Operating under
this paradigm, it is the job of the linguist to investigate how language is utilized and manipulated
by practitioners to achieve specifiable goals via social interaction.* In order to study language as
a communicative social tool, functionalist theories of grammar assert that normative
communication is ordered (i.e., non-random) and thus subject to Grice’s maxims, among other

constraints.’® A foundational theory that operates within the functionalist paradigm is FG.

46 FDG is a theoretical approach within the functionalist paradigm that was devised as the successor to Simon
Dik’s Functional Grammar (FG), for which see: Simon C. Dik, The Theory of Functional Grammar. Part 1: The
Structure of the Clause, 2" revised ed., ed. Kees Hengeveld, Functional Grammar Series 20. (Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter, 1997). The principles of FDG were codified and published in: Kees Hengeveld and J. Lachlan Mackenzie,
Functional Discourse Grammar: A typologically-based theory of language structure. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2008). Since the principles of FG are largely characteristic of the functionalist paradigm as a whole and the
foundation of FDG, they are presented first. Then the various nuances that differentiate FDG from FG are discussed.
This is an important point of clarification to make as any grammatical research using FDG is implicitly using
aspects of FG so omitting a discussion of Dik’s work and the functionalist paradigm in general would be
disingenuous.

47 For an exhaustive discussion of linguistic functionalism and its various manifestations (prior to the
development of FDG), see: J. Nichols, “Functional Theories of Grammar,” Annual Review of Anthropology 13
(1984): 97-117.

48 Simon C. Dik, The Theory of Functional Grammar. Part 1: The Structure of the Clause, 3.

4 Ibid.

50 Grice’s maxims are four generalized rules that explain what a listener commonly assumes when judging the
speech of others. Assuming that a speaker does not choose to flout one of the maxims, a listener presumes that the
speaker is being as informative as possible (Maxim of Quantity), conveying truthful information to the best of his or
her ability (Maxim of Quality), providing relevant and pertinent information (Maxim of Relation), and making a
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According to Simon Dik, FG dictates that linguists grapple with two rule systems bound by the
social norms of a given discourse community:

1) The rules that govern the constitution of linguistic expressions (semantic, syntactic,
morphological, and phonological rules)

2) The rules that govern the patterns of verbal interaction in which these linguistic
expressions are used (pragmatic rules)’!

In sum, “the basic requirement of the functional paradigm is that linguistic expressions should be
described and explained in terms of the general framework provided by the pragmatic system of
verbal interaction.”?

The preceding discussion of functionalism accounts for the general paradigm and FG, but
it omitted important theoretical points that were introduced by FDG. Although they will not be
discussed in detail, the most prominent theoretical positions introduced by FDG can be
enumerated thusly:

1) FDG has a top-down organization.

2) FDG takes the Discourse Act as the basic unit of analysis.

3) FDG includes morphosyntactic and phonological representations as part of its
underlying structure, alongside representations of the pragmatic and sematic
properties of Discourse Acts.

4) FDQG, as the Grammatical Component of the theory of verbal interaction,

systematically links up with a Conceptual, a Contextual, and an Output Component.>?

concerted effort to be clear and unambiguous in his or her conveyance of information (Maxim of Manner). For a
detailed discussion, see: H. P. Grice, “Logic and Conversation,” in Syntax and Semantics, vol. 3, eds. Peter Cole and
Jerry L. Morgan. (New York: Academic Press, 1975), 41-58.

S1'Dik, The Theory of Functional Grammar. Part 1: The Structure of the Clause, 3-4.

52 Ibid., 4.

53 Hengeveld and Mackenzie, Functional Discourse Grammar, 1.
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Importantly, FDG was a particularly attractive theory for this sort of research because “it is a
grammatical model that constitutes one component of an overall theory of verbal interaction and
aims to be equally valid for all types of language” and as “a result the notions of functionalism,
language typology, language modelling, and Discourse Act all play a central role.”*

The choice to write this thesis in accordance with the principles of FDG has broad and
significant implications. Perhaps the most important of those implications is that an approach
through FDG is predicated on the idea that grammar is best understood as a resource for meaning
making, which is particularly applicable given the role of modality.>

Although belonging to the functionalist paradigm of linguistics, FDG is not a purely
functionalist theory. Rather, FDG combines key attributes of functionalism with the merits of its
opposing framework (i.e., formalism). FDG achieves a harmony between these two often
opposed frameworks by adopting from the formalist paradigm the desire to “describe the
knowledge that underlies a language user’s potential to communicate in his/her language in an
explicit and highly formalized way;” FDG integrates this formalist understanding into its
theoretical framework by embracing the functionalist principle that the manner in which

language users understand and combine grammatical units in various discourse contexts “is

instrumental in interpersonal communication and has arisen as a result of historical processes:

> Ibid., 25.

55 FDG’s understanding of grammar is in opposition to the principles espoused by the generative theory of
grammar (the foremost linguistic theory in the formalist paradigm). According to the generative theory of grammar,
a language is “a set (finite or infinite) of sentences, each finite in length and constructed out of a finite set of
elements. All natural languages in their spoken or written form are languages in this sense, since each natural
language has a finite number of phonemes (or letters in its alphabet) and each sentence is representable as a finite
sequence of these phonemes (or letters), though there are infinitely many sentences. Similarly, the set of ‘sentences’
of some formalized system of mathematics can be considered a language. The fundamental aim in the linguistic
analysis of language L is to separate the grammatical sequences which are the sentences of L from the
ungrammatical sequences which are not sequences of L and to study the structure of the grammatical sequences.
The grammar of L will thus be a device that generates all of the grammatical sequences of L and none of the
ungrammatical ones” (emphasis original to source). Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures, 2™ ed. (Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter, 2002), 13.
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forms that have served Speakers well through the ages have sedimented into the repertory now
available to language users and are well-adapted to their purposes.”¢

All the aforementioned tenets of FDG are commendable and form a coherent theoretical
framework. Nevertheless, FDG admittedly has some shortcomings for studying Sumerian. For
example, FDG places a strong emphasis on the pragmatic- and culturally-bounded rules that
mediate verbal interaction. Obviously, there is no record of spoken Sumerian and even its
phonemic inventory is only imperfectly understood. As a result, all data comes from written texts
that were constructed according to genre conventions, which can be viewed as a subset of
societal conventions. Furthermore, the antiquity of Sumerian civilization — a society that was
anything but monolithic — limits one’s ability to fully grasp its social mores. Additionally, the
material preserved in the written and archaeological record can present a misleading or biased
view of Sumerian society given the chance nature of preservation. None of these qualms
disqualify the functionalist paradigm — in fact many dissertations and monographs in the field
have fruitfully employed it — or FDG specifically, but it would be foolish to ignore their
limitations.>’

Even taking into account these shortcomings, however, a functionalist approach is still
preferable to a generativist approach for researching Sumerian modality. Applying the generative
theory of linguistics would be problematic for studying modality in the domain of Sumerian

verbal morphology for a few reasons. One major problem the generativist approach poses for

56 Hengeveld and Mackenzie, Functional Discourse Grammar, 26-27.

57 Important works within the field that operate under the functionalist paradigm include but are not limited to:
Dennis Campbell, Mood and Modality in Hurrian, Languages of the Ancient Near East 5. (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2015); Petra Goedegebuure, The Hittite Demonstratives: Studies in Deixis, Topics and Focus, StBoT
55. (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2014); Fumi Karahashi, “Sumerian Compound Verbs with Body-Part Terms,” (PhD
diss., The University of Chicago, 2000); Christopher Woods, The Grammar of Perspective: The Sumerian
Conjugation Prefixes as a System of Voice, CM 32. (Leiden: Brill, 2008).
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researching Sumerian is that it relies heavily on elicitation from native speakers.’® Obviously, it
is impossible to obtain native speaker judgements for Sumerian. Scholars have, however,
successfully studied ancient languages (including Sumerian) using a generative approach.>® In
these studies, scholars typically employ the generative method to examine the ways in which
surface structures with well-understood functions might be expressed at lower levels of
representation. In such an endeavor, the scholar attempts to ascertain which universal principles
and applications attested in the Universal Grammar exist at said lower levels and generate the
surface structures being studied. By doing this, it is possible to determine why structures that
serve seemingly identical functions (ex., expressing possession) might appear differently on the
surface (ex., why left-dislocated possessors in Sumerian take different cases).®’ In this way, the
generative approach can “shed light on previously unrecognized structures, operations, and
constraints of the languages in question.”®! For these generative analyses to work, however, the
function of the surface phenomenon being examined must be thoroughly understood. As this is
not the case for the way modality is coded morphologically in the Sumerian verb, employing a
generative method and proposing underlying levels of representation and transformational
parameters for them would be imprudent at this time.

As a final theoretical remark, it must be mentioned that this dissertation also approaches
grammar with an eye for typological viability. Typological linguistic research dictates that
grammatical explanations/descriptions are most secure when they are attested elsewhere in

another linguistic system. The typological approach and its relationship to functionalism has

58 Eva Dékany, “Foundations of generative linguistics,” Acta Linguistica Academica (2019), 322-323.

59 Gabor Zolyomi, “Left-dislocated possessors in Sumerian,” in Universal Grammar in the Reconstruction of
Ancient Languages, ed. Katalin E. Kiss. SGG 83. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2005), 161-188.

60 Ibid., 181-182.

6! Katalin E. Kiss, “Introduction,” in Universal Grammar in the Reconstruction of Ancient Languages, ed.
Katalin E. Kiss. SGG 83. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2005), 6.
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already been so perfectly summarized by linguist William Croft that it seems most instructive to

cite him in full here:
The third and final linguistic definition of typology is that typology represents an
approach or theoretical framework to the study of language that contrasts with prior
approaches, such as American structuralism and generative grammar. In this definition,
typology is an approach to linguistic theorizing, or more precisely a methodology of
linguistic analysis that gives rise to different kinds of linguistic theories than found in
other approaches. Sometimes this view of typology is called the Greenbergian, as
opposed to the Chomskyan, approach to linguistic theory (after their best known
practitioners; see for example, Smith 1982:256). This view of typology is closely allied to
functionalism, the view that linguistic structure should be explained primarily in terms
of linguistic function (the Chomskyan approach is contrastively titled formalism). For
this reason, typology in this sense is often called the (functional-)typological approach,
and will be called so here. More precisely, we may characterize this definition of
typology as functional-typological explanation.5’

When the term “functional-typological” is used in this thesis in reference to a linguistic method

or theory, it is to be understood as outlined by Croft above.

1.5 THE CORPORA
This dissertation is essentially a corpus-based inquiry. As such, the corpora are used as a
repertoire of examples to support a pre-existing linguistic theory.®* The counterpart to corpus-
based linguistics is corpus-driven linguistics, according to which the goal of the research is “to
derive linguistic categories systematically from the recurrent patterns and the frequency
distributions that emerge from language in context,” namely, as they appear in a corpus.*
Before establishing and defining the bounds of the principal corpus and discussing the

nature of the secondary corpus, it is necessary to consider the various stages of the language and

62 (emphasis original to source). William Croft, Typologies and Universals, 2™ ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), 2.
%3 Elena Tognini-Bonelli, Corpus Linguistics at Work. Studies in Corpus Linguistics 6. (Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company, 2001), 10-11.
%4 Ibid., 87.
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the orthography used to represent it. To research Sumerian grammar as it was understood by
native speakers, one must decide when the language ceased to be a mother tongue. This
dissertation adopts the view of Piotr Michalowski that Sumerian had likely died as a spoken
language by the early second millennium BCE, and therefore it is generally assumed that texts
written prior to this date should most accurately reflect Sumerian grammar.5

The process of Sumerian language obsolescence, however, is nuanced and requires
deeper consideration when conducting grammatical research. Specifically, it is necessary to not
just consider a singular terminal point but also how and why Sumerian died. Christopher Woods
has convincingly demonstrated that Sumerian — like the majority of languages that are not lost
due to tragic anomalies such as mass and sudden population depletion — died after a period of
asymmetrical bilingualism in which another language (in this case the Semitic language
Akkadian) was introduced, proliferated, and then replaced it.%® As Sumerian became obsolete via
a process of asymmetrical bilingualism, it inevitably underwent phases of grammatical change
due to close contact with a typologically dissimilar language (i.e., Akkadian). Accordingly, both
corpora were constructed carefully with the understanding that one must be cognizant of
language-contact phenomena when comparing data from different phases along this continuum
of asymmetrical bilingualism. The death of spoken Sumerian also did not occur evenly across
geography; for example, from the Sargonic (2334-2154 BCE) through the Isin-Larsa (2003-1793
BCE) periods southern Mesopotamia became increasingly bilingual (speaking both Sumerian

and Akkadian), but northern Mesopotamia was characterized by Akkadian monolingualism,

%5 Piotr Michalowski, “The Life and Death of the Sumerian Language in Comparative Perspective,” 4S.J 22
(2007): 1-29.

% Christopher Woods, “Bilingualism, Scribal Learning, and the Death of Sumerian,” in Margins of Writing,
Origins of Cultures, ed. Seth L. Sanders. OIS 2. (Chicago: The Oriental Institute, 2007), 95-124.

28



which would become the norm throughout the region in the following decades.®” As discussed
below, the corpora were constructed to have chronological and geographical restrictions to
minimize these difficulties inherent to researching Sumerian grammar.

Not all texts written during the spoken life of Sumerian, however, are equally useful for
grammatical studies. For example, texts written before 2800 BCE are written in an abbreviated
form with such a deep orthography that it is often impossible to glean significant grammatical
data from them.%® Because of this, they have been omitted from consideration. Therefore, texts
composed between 2800 BCE and the early second millennium BCE have been included in both
corpora under the assumption that these are the best sources for the Sumerian language while it
was likely spoken and written in an unabbreviated and relatively transparent orthography. Texts
of this date feature more prominently, however, in the secondary corpus because the
compositions selected for inclusion in the principal corpus were determined to underrepresent
earlier periods during the writing of this thesis.

None of this is to say that texts written after the Isin-Larsa period are devoid of any value.
Quite the contrary, many of the texts written later in the Old Babylonian period were composed
by highly educated scribes who seem to have understood the language quite well. Furthermore,
these later texts can be invaluable because the grammatical morphemes are more fully expressed

than they were previously. During this period, one also sees a dramatic increase in the number of

%7 Ibid., 96. This dissertation treats the Isin-Larsa period as a sub-period within the Old Babylonian period
(2003-1595 BCE). All dates in this thesis follow the Middle Chronology.

88 Jerrold S. Cooper, “Babylonian beginnings: the origin of the cuneiform writing system in comparative
perspective,” in The First Writing: Script Invention as History and Process, ed. Stephen D. Houston. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 80. Orthographies can be labelled as “deep” or “shallow,” “depending on the
ease of predicting the pronunciation of a word from its spelling. In shallow orthographies, the spelling-sound
correspondence is direct: given the rules, anyone can immediately ‘name’ the words correctly. In contrast, in deep
orthographies the relationship is less direct, and readers must learn the arbitrary or unusual pronunciations of
irregular words such as “yacht.”” Derek Besner and Marilyn Chapnik Smith, “Basic Processes in Reading: Is the
Orthographic Depth Hypothesis Sinking?,” in Orthography, Phonology, Morphology, and Meaning, eds. Ram Frost
and Leonard Katz. (Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Co., 1992), 45.
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literary texts, which record complex grammatical structures and several less common MPs. Any
text composed after the Old Babylonian period, however, was examined more critically and on a
case-by-case basis. The later the date of composition, the less likely it is that the text accurately
reflects Sumerian grammar. Fortunately, these later texts will only be referenced sparingly in
reference to potentially confusing orthographic phenomena. Finally, later copies of earlier texts
were also evaluated individually since some copies are more faithful than others. This was
particularly the case for the Sargonic bilinguals.

Having addressed the chronological bounds of the corpora, it is necessary to discuss the
various subcorpora that were initially selected for inclusion in the principal corpus to represent
the most varied, clear, and accurate view of the morphemes that code modality in the verb. Royal
inscriptions constitute a significant part of the main corpus. They are excellent candidates for
grammatical studies since they employ consistent, institutionalized language to record their
messages. Institutionalized language does not necessarily reflect the speech of the common
individual, but it does provide a standardized grammatical rubric against which to judge any
deviations from the norm. This rubric, however, is only applicable to texts within this genre, and
it is also influenced by geographic and chronological variables. Finally, not all Sumerian royal
inscriptions were admitted to the principal corpus as this would have created an unwieldy dataset
rampant with redundancy. Citations from unilingual royal inscriptions outside of the Gudea
subcorpus were admitted to the secondary corpus as necessary.

As was just mentioned, the body of Gudea inscriptions (ca. 2100 BCE) constituted an

invaluable group of unilingual royal inscriptions included in the primary corpus.®® Gudea was a

% The many Gudea inscriptions that occur on objects other than statues or cylinders have been omitted from this
study as they record zero MPs. While the MPs are not the only place modality is coded on the verb, modal
morphemes outside of Slot One are scarce in these texts and exemplified sufficiently elsewhere. The exception to
this rule is the composition published in CUSAS 17, which records a later bilingual copy of a Gudea inscription.
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ruler of Lagas who commissioned numerous royal inscriptions, votive statues, and two
monumental cylinders, all of which were written in remarkably transparent orthography. These
texts preserve sophisticated grammatical structures and were composed when the language was
likely still spoken. Within Sumerology, the importance of the Gudea corpus is well established,
even serving as the basis for Falkenstein’s three-volume grammar, Grammatik der Sprache
Gudeas von Lagas.

Alongside the Gudea texts, the Sumerian-Akkadian bilingual royal inscriptions dating
from the Sargonic through the Old Babylonian periods were also admitted to the corpus. As with
most grammatical phenomena, insight can be gained into the Sumerian modal system by
comparing the Sumerian and Akkadian versions of a composition. There is one bilingual corpus
some might expect to find in the corpus but is noticeably absent: The Old Babylonian
Grammatical Texts (OBGT). The OBGT include two types of texts: verbal paradigms and
grammatical vocabularies. Only the verbal paradigms would be relevant to this dissertation, but
they have been omitted for a few reasons. The verbal paradigms were disqualified on formal
grounds because they are structured as two column lists that juxtapose Sumerian verbal forms
with their Akkadian counterparts.”® Texts in this list format are of limited use in this dissertation
since the grammatical forms lack a narrative discourse context, which is crucial for determining
the complexities of modal nuance. Furthermore, it is debated how closely the verbal forms in the

OBGT would have mirrored spoken Sumerian.’”! For these reasons, the OBGT were omitted

This composition was admitted due to its bilingual character and preservation of MPs. Claus Wilke, “Eine
Weihinschrift Gudea von Laga§ mit altbabylonischer Ubersetzung.” in Cuneiform Royal Inscriptions and Related
Texts in the Schayen Collection, ed. A. R. George. CUSAS 17. (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2011), 29-47.

70 R. Hallock and B. Landsberger, “Part II: Old Babylonian Grammatical Texts,” in MSL 1V, Introduction. Part
I: Emesal-Vocabulary (Series dimir-dingir-ilum). Part II: Old Babylonian Grammatical Texts. Part II1:
Neobabylonian Grammatical Texts. Nachtrdge zu MSL 111, ed. B. Landsberger. MSL 4. (Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Biblicum, 1956), 45-127.

"L As Jeremy Black remarks: “[...] as a subsidiary result of a study of this system, some insights can be gained
into the grammatical structure of Sumerian: but with reservations. Material from the grammatical texts must be used
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from both corpora.

Unlike the OBGT, Sumerian literary texts from the Old Babylonian period proved to be
indispensable sources for studying modality.”?> As previously mentioned, these texts contain
some of the most complicated sentences of the Sumerian corpus, and as such they record many
verbs with complex modal marking. Furthermore, their later date of composition means that they
have rather full orthography, and their sophisticated subject matter means that the upper echelons
of student scribes wrote them, which increases the likelihood that the texts are largely
grammatical. Within the corpus of Old Babylonian literary texts, compositions that have many
exemplars and a relatively secure base text (exs., texts in the Decad) make the best sources of

99 ¢¢

evidence. The Decad is a set of ten narratives tales, “poems,” “songs,” and “hymns” (modern
designations) that were learned and copied by Old Babylonian scribal students in the advanced
stages of education.”® Compositions within the Decad are known from numerous exemplars and

many of them were produced at Nippur, the epicenter of scribal education during the Old

Babylonian period. Due to the wealth of manuscripts and the reliability of the base texts, the

only very circumspectly. Many false conclusions have been drawn from evidence indiscriminately cited from them.
Essentially the Babylonians, as good teachers, had developed a ‘method’ for teaching Sumerian, but it was
inevitably oriented from the point of view of a native speaker of the quite different Akkadian, so that confusion
resulted in certain areas, e.g. in regard to the tense system and causative system of the Akkadian verb.” Jeremy
Black, Sumerian Grammar in Babylonian Theory: Second, revised edition. StPohl SM 12. (Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Biblicum, 2004), 7. See also: Niek Veldhuis, History of the Cuneiform Lexical Tradition. GMTR 6.
(Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2014), 194-197. Peter Huber, “On the Old Babylonian Understanding of Grammar: A
Reexamination of OBGT VI-X,” JCS 59 (2007): 1.

2 1t is somewhat difficult to succinctly describe what constitutes “Sumerian literature” beyond the usage of
elevated language. A variety of themes and structures are attested in literary texts, and there is no discernable
metrical pattern that can identify a text as literary. Thorkild Jacobsen has written an excellent summation of what
can be considered Sumerian literature: “The strictly literary Sumerian works can be defined generally as works of
praise. The praise can be for something extant and enjoyed, a temple, a deity, or a human king. It can take narrative
form as myth or epic, or descriptive form as hymn. The praise may also, however, be praise of something cherished
and lost, a destroyed temple, a god who has died, or a dead human relative.” Thorkild Jacobsen, The Harp that
Once...: Sumerian Poetry in Translation. (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1987), xiii.

3 Steve Tinney, “On the Curricular Setting of Sumerian Literature,” Iraq 61 (1999): 168. The ten compositions
in the Decad are: (1) Sulgi A, (2) Lipit-Estar A, (3) Song of the Hoe, (4) The Exaltation of Inana, (5) Enlil in the
Ekur, (6) Kes Temple Hymn, (7) Enki’s Journey to Nippur, (8) Inana and Ebih, (9) Nungal Hymn, and (10)
Gilgames and Huwawa (Version A).
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Decad was included in the principal corpus. Additionally, these texts were especially attractive
candidates for admission since they have recently been expertly collated and refined by Paul
Delnero in his 2006 dissertation.”* Given the strength of this corpus and the secondary literature
around it, citations from the Decad feature prominently in this dissertation.

Although literary texts from the Decad hold a privileged position in the corpus,
manuscripts from this subcorpus were not simply admitted en masse and without vetting. As has
been noted, texts from the Decad (and often Old Babylonian literary texts in general) are attested
in multiple manuscripts. Any citation from a composition with numerous exemplars took into
consideration the quality of the relevant source manuscripts because not all ancient student
scribes were equally talented, and errors can abound. Given the status of Nippur as an elite
scribal training center in Mesopotamia and the wealth of excavated and published material it has
produced, Nippur manuscripts were prioritized during the construction of both corpora and the
argumentation of the thesis.

Finally, it was also necessary to cull evidence from functional documents (ex., legal
texts). This body of evidence provides insight into a lower register of Sumerian and demonstrates
how the modal verbal morphemes might have been employed by speakers to achieve specifiable
goals in everyday life (exs., convincing others of their innocence, explaining the severity of a
matter, etc.). The ditilas were selected as the main body of functional texts in the principal
corpus given their thorough publication history, number of unique exemplars, and inclusion of

discourse contexts in which one would expect to find modal expressions.”>

74 Paul Delnero, “Variation in Sumerian Literary Compositions: A Case Study Based on the Decad.” (PhD diss.,
University of Pennsylvania, 2006).

75 Adam Falkenstein, Die neusumerischen Gerichtsurkunden, erster Teil: Einleitung und systematische
Darstellung. ABAW NF 39. (Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1956). Adam
Falkenstein, Die neusumerischen Gerichtsurkunden, zweiter Teil: Umschrift, Ubersetzung und Kommentar. ABAW
NF 40. (Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1956). Adam Falkenstein, Die
neusumerischen Gerichtsurkunden, dritter Teil: Nachtrdge und Berichtigungen, Indizes und Kopien. ABAW NF 44.
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To summarize the preceding paragraphs, the primary corpus is comprised of the
following (order is not an indication of utility):

e The Gudea Inscriptions

e Sumerian-Akkadian Bilingual Royal Inscriptions (Sargonic through Old Babylonian)

e The Decad

e ditilas
These corpora include sufficient data for the majority of the Sumerian modal verbal morphemes,
but they are in no way the only place one finds modal expressions in the entire body of Sumerian
texts and proved to be lacking for certain MPs and modality types. Therefore, examples were
admitted to the secondary corpus on a case-by-case basis. This was necessary to provide
adequate coverage of every modal morpheme and thereby faithfully describe the full functional
span of the system. For a detailed list of the compositions and manuscripts admitted into this

dissertation’s corpora, see APPENDIX A.

1.6 LAYOUT OF THE DISSERTATION

This dissertation is organized in the following manner. CHAPTER ONE is this
introduction. In CHAPTER TWO, the linguistic concepts of mood and modality are discussed
abstractly as a primer for a Sumerological audience that is likely not entrenched in the linguistic
discussions surrounding them. After this overview, the ways in which Sumerian codes modality
on the verb are discussed. CHAPTERS THREE through FIVE are each dedicated to one of the
three types of modality deemed most relevant to Sumerian verbal morphology (THREE =

epistemic, FOUR = deontic, FIVE = evidential). At the beginning of these chapters, a linguistic

(Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1957).
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overview of the relevant category is provided. This overview is followed by a section covering
the most relevant prior Sumerological treatments. Next, the phonological base form of the
relevant morphemes as well as certain grammaticalization matters are discussed. Following these
background sections, the relevant subtypes of that chapter’s modality are enumerated,
exemplified, and discussed. Each of these three chapters concludes with a section delineating the
more problematic or debatable instances attested in the corpus. CHAPTER SIX covers modal
functions that are encoded morphologically on the Sumerian verb but are either notionally ill-
suited for any of the preceding chapters or too semantically ambiguous to confidently assign to
any individual category; additionally, nouns that derive from modal predicates are also discussed
in this chapter. CHAPTER SEVEN provides a sketch of Sumerian modal verbal morphemes
organized by form, not function. This chapter serves as a quick reference for Sumerologists who
want a short digestible overview that can be easily referenced for teaching or scholarship. In
CHAPTER EIGHT, some concluding remarks and avenues for future research are presented.

Appendices, an index, and a standard bibliography follow CHAPTER EIGHT.

1.7 BRIEF SKETCH OF THE SUMERIAN VERB
Throughout this dissertation, frequent reference is made to the morphological slot within
the verbal complex to which a given morpheme belongs. To assist the reader, a maximalist

sketch of the Sumerian verbal complex as understood by the author is given on the following

pages.

TABLES BEGIN ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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TABLE 1.9. Indirect Object Pronouns

Singular Plural
1 ...=e’=DI=. .. ...=me=DI=. ..
2nd ...=e=DI=... ...=(e)ne=DI=...
374 [+hum] ...=n=DI=... ...=(e)ne=DI=. ..
3¢ [-hum] ...=n=DI=... TYPICALLY UNMARKED
TABLE 1.10. Dative Dimensional Infixes
Singular Plural
1 LL=FA= L ...=me=...
2nd ...=ra=... ...=(e)ne=...1
374 [+hum] ...=na=... ...=(e)ne=...
3" [-hum] [-HUM] INCOMPATIBLE WITH DATIVE [-HUM ] INCOMPATIBLE WITH DATIVE

funattested outside of grammatical texts

TABLE 1.11. Ergative Agent Pronouns of Transitive Verbs (hamtu)

Singular Plural
15 ...=e¢’=VR=... ...=(e")=VR=enden
2nd ...=e=VR=. .. ...=e=VR=enzen
3¢ [+hum] ...=n=VR=... ...=n=VR=¢§
3¢ [-hum] ...=b=VR=. .. TYPICALLY UNMARKED

TABLE 1.12. Absolutive Direct Object Pronouns of Transitive Verbs (marii)

Singular Plural
1% ...=VR=en ...=VR=enden
2nd ...=VR=en ...VR=enzen
34 [+hum] ...=n=VR=... ...=VR=¢3§
374 [-hum] ...=b=VR=... TYPICALLY UNMARKED
TABLE 1.13. Ergative Agent Pronouns of Transitive Verbs (marii)
Singular Plural
1% ...=VR=en ...=VR=enden
2nd ...=VR=en ...=VR=enzen
34 [thum] ...=VR=¢ ...=VR=ene

TABLE 1.14. Absolutive Direct Object Pronouns of Transitive Verbs (hamtu)

Singular Plural
...=VR=en ...=VR=enden
2nd ...=VR=en ...VR=enzen
3! [thum] ...=VR=0 [+hum] ...=VR=¢3
[-hum] TYPICALLY UNMARKED

TABLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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BLE 1.15. Absolutive Subject Pronouns of Intransitive Verbs (hamtu/marii)

Singular Plural
1 ...=VR=en ...=VR=enden
2nd ...=VR=en ...VR=enzen
34 [thum] ...=VR=0 [+hum] ...=VR=¢3
[-hum] TYPICALLY UNMARKED

TABLE 1.16. Enclitic Copula

Singular Plural

..=me:en ...=me:enden
2nd ...=me:en ...=me:enzen
3rd ...=am ...=me:es

This sketch might give pause to a reader who is an adherent of a different school of
Sumerian grammar than the author. Attempting to explain every deviation from other schools
would be misguided and risk turning this subsection into a longwinded treatise on Sumerian
grammar. Rather than discussing what this dissertation’s understanding of Sumerian does not
adopt from certain scholars, the scholars who have had the greatest influence on the school of
Sumerian grammar implemented here are listed. These scholars are Miguel Civil, Dietz Otto
Edzard, Gene Gragg, Fumi Karahashi, Piotr Michalowski, Marie-Louise Thomsen, Christopher

Woods, and Mamoru Yoshikawa.”®

76 Naturally, these scholars disagree with each other on various points of grammar. Disagreement is an
unavoidable trait of Sumerian grammar studies and multiple interpretations within a school occur (ex., Edzard and
Yoshikawa’s dispute about the mariz).
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2. MOOD AND MODALITY
2.1 MOOD AND MODALITY AS CATEGORIES
2.1.1 BROAD OVERVIEW

The importance of modality as a grammatical property in linguistics is well established.
Although it plays a major role in the language, modality has never been fully investigated and
described for Sumerian. Before delving into the way Sumerian encodes modal notions
morphologically on the verb, however, the linguistic concepts of mood and modality must be
sufficiently defined and discussed.

Defining the linguistic terms “mood” and “modality” is no simple task. They are
notionally related concepts, but they have significant differences. “Mood” is the grammatical
term that refers to the grammatical means through which a language codes the semantic notions
subsumed under the term “modality.” Neither term is used monolithically, however, so they must
be defined independent of their relation to one another. Semanticist Jan Nuyts identified the three
most prominent referents of the term “mood” as:

(1) the domain of grammatical coding of modal (and related) meanings on the verb (cf.

the classical notion of “tense-aspect-mood marking,” in which the term is used this way);

(i1) the domain of basic sentence types and the illocutionary categories expressed by them

(this is, e.g., the way the term is generally used in systemic linguistics cf. Halliday 1994);

and (iii) the domain of indicative vs subjunctive or realis vs irrealis coding and its

semantics (whereby the former pair, which involves a grammatical category on the verb,
is fairly closely related to the first concept of mood mentioned, but the latter pair, though
semantically closely related to the former, is much less so).”’

Due to the term’s inherent ambiguities, attempts were made to avoid using “mood” as a

designation throughout this thesis. Furthermore, the decision was made to structure this thesis

according to modal categories (exs., epistemic, deontic, evidential) and not by mood distinctions

7 Jan Nuyts, “Surveying Modality and Mood: An Introduction,” in The Oxford Handbook of Modality and
Mood, eds. Jan Nuyts and Johan van der Auwera. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 1-2.
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(exs., realis and irrealis) as the former prioritizes function and the latter form.”® One could say,
however, that Sumerian makes a distinction between realis and irrealis mood. Accordingly, the
various modal markers would be the grammatical means of marking the cline of irrealis mood,
which is subdivided into various modal notions assigned to individual markers. Conversely, the
realis mood would be expressed via the absence of a modal marker. This perspective, however,
paints a misleading picture of a binary system that does not do the variegated Sumerian modal
system justice. Nonetheless, it was important to include a discussion of the term “mood” in a
dissertation of this ilk. Whenever the term does occur, it is used in the third sense outlined by
Nuyts above.

Unfortunately, the term of greater interest for this dissertation (i.e., “modality”) is also
quite difficult (perhaps impossible) to define in a succinct and universally agreed upon fashion. It
is necessary, however, to attempt exactly that. Providing such a definition is the most judicious
way to contextualize and present this dissertation’s findings in an intelligible fashion to a broad
audience of Sumerologists, many of whom have understandably never been exposed to the
gordian innerworkings of linguistic “modality” or the complex discussions surrounding it.

In its broadest sense, the term “modality” can “refer to any kind of speaker modification
of a state of affairs, even including dimensions such as tense and aspect.””® This usage of the
term is more frequently found in philosophical literature, but it occasionally occurs within the

linguistics literature as well. According to this definition, “modality” would be synonymous with

8 One can conceive of “mood” as a “formal category which relates to ‘modality’ in the way that ‘tense’ relates
to ‘time.”” Johan van der Auwera and Alfonso Zamorano Aguilar, “The History of Mood and Modality,” in The
Oxford Handbook of Modality and Mood, eds. Jan Nuyts and Johan van der Auwera. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2016), 27.

79 Jan Nuyts, “Analyses of the Modal Meanings,” in The Oxford Handbook of Modality and Mood, eds. Jan
Nuyts and Johan van der Auwera. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 32.
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what most scholars refer to as “qualificational categories” (i.e., Tense-Aspect-Mood (TAM)
categories).® This definition is too broad to be useful here.

A more precise definition of modality can be given in the context of the “qualificational
categories” introduced above. From this perspective, “modality” can be defined as “one semantic
subfield of the wider domain of qualificational categories, which stands next to domains such as
time and aspect.”! This definition accurately situates “modality” within the greater network of
grammatical notions, but it says nothing about the function of the semantic domain to which the
term refers. Attempts to define “modality” in a fashion that accounts for the functions of the
corresponding semantic domain have failed to receive unanimous support and remain
contentious.

Before attempting to define that semantic domain, another usage of the term must be
briefly introduced. Specifically, “modality” is often used to refer to mediums of expression (ex.,
sign language and spoken language as different modalities for the expression of language). This
usage, however, is not easily confused with the distinctly different one being employed in this
thesis.

The term “modality” as employed in this dissertation is used unambiguously to refer to
the same semantic domain, but adequately defining that domain and the term’s relationship to it
is a borderline Sisyphean task.®? One instructive definition that is often utilized in modern
linguistics defines “modality” as “a functional-semantic (notional) category, which expresses the

relation of the utterance to reality-unreality as stated by the speaker.”®* This definition is accurate

80 Ibid.

81 Ibid.

82 For example, scholars have claimed that “it may be impossible to come up with a succinct categorization of
the notional domain of modality.” Joan L. Bybee, William Pagliuca, and Revere D. Perkins, The Evolution of
Grammar: Tense, Aspect and Modality in the Languages of the World. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1994), 176.

8 Tamara N. Khomutova, “Mood and Modality in Modern English,” Procedia — Social and Behavioral
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and useful, but in order to more precisely capture the sense in which “modality” is used in the
present work another definition that is directly informed by this thesis is given below.

To put it broadly, “modality” as it is understood here is defined as a linguistic designation
that refers to the grammatical means whereby a speaker expresses his or her intention in
producing an utterance to denote nonveridical notions, which themselves can be divided into the
semantic domains of Propositional and Event Modality (which themselves can be divided into
the domains of epistemic possibility, deontic obligation, dynamic ability, and evidentiality).3*

These subdomains of modality are discussed in detail below. It seems wise, however, to
first comment on the preceding discussion and reframe it in a more constrained and cogent way
that builds upon the aforementioned definition of “modality.” Doing so will help codify precisely

how this dissertation understands modality as a multifaceted grammatical category.

2.1.2 NARROW APPROACH

The preceding discussion of mood and modality as linguistic concepts and terminological
designations was purposefully broad in scope. Maintaining such a scope, however, would be
problematic and ill-advised. Before narrowing the scope of the definition, it was necessary to
lead with this broad description in order to inform the reader about the complexity of these topics
and make the wealth of linguistic literature cited in this thesis more accessible to those who
desire to read further. At this juncture, however, the discussion must narrow its scope to the size
of that adopted in this thesis. To achieve this goal, the debates that are rampant in the linguistics

literature are set aside and a neater description of modality that is informed by the functional-

Sciences 154 (2014): 396.

8 Going forward, the terms epistemic, deontic, and dynamic will not be pigeonholed to the domains of
possibility, obligation, and ability, respectively. It should also be noted here that dynamic modality will not feature
heavily in this dissertation, but it merits mention here in this broader linguistic discussion.
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typological paradigm, FDG, and the work of one scholar that has had a particularly large
influence on this dissertation is presented. Since this dissertation is not endeavoring to resolve
these debates, this is unproblematic.

Like other works that have researched modality in ancient Near Eastern languages, this
dissertation has been heavily influenced by the publications of linguist F. R. Palmer.®> According
to Palmer, modality in its simplest definition can be described as a grammatical category that,
unlike tense and aspect, “does not refer directly to any characteristic of the event but simply to
the status of the proposition.”®® By referring to the status of the proposition, modality is
concerned with the intention of the speaker in constructing the utterance as delivered. Palmer’s
definition of “modality” is stated differently than the definition given by this thesis. Its
understanding, however, is fundamentally the same and his phraseology is instructive because it
introduces the concept of “the status of the proposition” and includes the notion of speaker
intention, which is a fundamental component of this thesis’s definition. Speaker intention serves
as a useful criterion for dividing the umbrella term of “modality” into its constituent parts.

There are two types of speaker intention both of which allow for the bifurcation of
modality as a category. Firstly, speaker intention can be classified according to the speaker’s
“attitude to the truth-value or factual status of the proposition.”®” The type of modality that is
characteristic of this type of speaker intention is referred to as Propositional Modality. Secondly,
speaker intention can be classified according to what the speaker’s attitude is towards a potential

future event, to “events that are not actualized, events that have not taken place but are merely

85 Such works include: Campbell, Mood and Modality in Hurrian.; Civil, “Modal Prefixes,” 45J 22 (2000);
Cohen, The Modal System of Old Babylonian. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005); Nathan Wasserman, Most
Probably: Epistemic Modality in Old Babylonian, Languages of the Ancient Near East 3. (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2012).

8 Palmer, Mood and Modality, 1.

87 Ibid., 8.
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potential.”®® The type of modality that is characteristic of this type of speaker intention is
referred to as Event Modality. Propositional and Event Modality are themselves umbrella terms.
Subsumed under Propositional Modality are epistemic and evidential modality, and subsumed
under Event Modality are deontic and dynamic modality. The dissection of modality into its

constituent parts can be schematized thusly:

FIGURE 2.1. The Umbrella Category Modality and Its Various Subdomains
[ Modality \
N
Event
(potential event)
Epistemic Evidential Deontic Dynamic
(speaker’s opinion) (evidence) (obligation/permission) (ability or willingness)

Epistemic modality expresses a speaker’s estimation “of the chance or the likelihood that
the state of affairs expressed in the clause applies in the world” (exs., “The flight may be
delayed.” “David must be in the library since he is not in his office.”).?” Deontic modality
encodes in an utterance the degree of possibility, necessity, permissibility, or obligation given the
real world the speaker inhabits and alternative worlds that he or she could imagine developing
from said given world (exs., “Group B may now board.” “Jeannie must appear before the court
next week.”).”® Dynamic modality describes an agent’s ability or need to carry out the state of
affairs expressed in the clause (exs., “Michelle can read Finnish.” “Allyson must complete her
grading, or she will miss her deadline.”).”! Evidentiality describes the ways in which a speaker

communicates the evidence he or she has for the truth of the proposition expressed (exs., “They

88 Ibid.

% Nuyts, “Analyses of the Modal Meanings,” 37.
% Ibid., 36.

L Ibid., 34.
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say Ryan has been arrested again.” “Ryan obviously has not learned from his mistakes.”).”?
These four types of modality are the most agreed upon within linguistics, but only epistemic,
deontic, and evidential modality are prominently marked by verbal morphemes in Sumerian.”
Accordingly, dynamic modality has not received a dedicated chapter. The three categories that
have dedicated chapters are discussed in greater depth in the first section of their respective

chapters.”*

2.2 THE EXPRESSION OF MODALITY IN SUMERIAN

Sumerian has a robust system of modal morphemes that can occur on the verb. Modality
is primarily coded in the verb via the addition of one (and only one) optional prefix (i.e., an MP)
in the first slot of the agglutinative verbal prefix chain. Most modal forms are easily identifiable
in Sumerian as they usually have an MP in Slot One that is never graphically (and very likely
never phonologically) confusable with either the conjunctive {inga} that can occupy Slot Two or
any of the conjugation prefixes (CPs) that can occupy Slot Three of the prefix chain. The only
exception is that the MP {bara} (wr. ba-ra-...) can look like the sequence medio-passive CP {ba}
+ ablative-instrumental dimensional infix (DI) {ta} when the second element is written to

express a certain allomorphic specificity (i.e., ba=ta=... can be written ba-ra-...).>> This almost

92 Not all scholars believe that evidentiality should be considered a type of modality. For an argument against
viewing evidentiality as a type of modality, see: Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald, Evidentiality. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2004), 7-8. The reasons behind this dissertation’s decision to consider evidentiality a type of
modality are discussed in §5.1.

3 Two other types of modality include: Alethic Modality (concerns the necessary or contingent truth of
propositions) and Boulomaic Modality (concerns the degree of the speaker’s (dis)like of the state of affairs). Nuyts,
“Analyses of the Modal Meanings,” 38-40.

%4 Similarly, other linguistic categories that are either closely related to or commonly interact with modality
(exs., negation, tense, aspect, illocutionary force modification, etc.) will be introduced and defined when they are
relevant to the ways in which Sumerian morphologically codes modality on the verb.

%5 The dative second person singular DI {ra} is omitted here as it almost always follows the CP {mu} and thus
does not prototypically generate a ba=ra=... form (wr. ba-ra-...).
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never creates confusion as the MP {bara} is often followed by a CP whereas the sequence
ba=ta=... written as ba-ra-... is never followed by an element that can be confused with a CP.%¢
If no CP or DI is present after the MP {bara}, context almost always makes the identification of
the verb as modal or non-modal indisputable. Where modality occurs in the verb outside Slot
One has essentially been unexplored up until now and is introduced as a concept in the following

section.

2.3 THE CODING OF MODALITY IN THE VERB OUTSIDE SLOT ONE

This dissertation marks a significant departure from most prior Sumerological literature
by asserting that Sumerian codes modality in the verbal complex via morphemes other than the
MPs. There is no reason to assume a priori that one grammatical function (ex., coding modality)
should be confined to one morphological position (ex., Slot One). This claim has been
convincingly argued in the linguistics literature:

[...] within a language affixes are not positioned according to membership in these
supercategories [exs., aspect, tense, mood, person, number, etc.], but rather correlations
of meaning with form apply to individual affixes. That is, it is not true that languages
tend to have all of their tense affixes in a single position, all of their aspect affixes in a
single position, and so on. On the contrary, it is just as common to find, for example, a
future affix in a different position from the past affix in the same language. The reason
for this is that in most cases such affixes have developed independently of one another,
and their positioning is governed by the source constructions from which the affixes
arose diachronically, which in turn is governed by the general typological features of the
language at that time.”’

% The only DI that can follow {ta} is the Locative {ni} (or its allomorph {*I}) which could only be confused
with the neutral CP {i} (wr. i3-... [NI-sign]). As will be argued elsewhere (see: §3.3.1), this will never create
confusion because the CP {i} is never overtly expressed after a vowel-final MP such as {bara} nor is there any
reason to expect or restore one. The DI {ni}, however, poses one issue. It is possible for the DI {ni} to directly
follow the MP {bara} thus meaning that the sequence ba-ra-ni-... can represent either bara=ni=... or ba=ta=ni=....
Context will usually make clear which of the two options is correct.

97 Joan L. Bybee, William Pagliuca, and Revere D. Perkins, “Back to the Future,” in Approaches to
Grammaticalization: Volume 2, eds. Elizabet Cross Traugott and Bernd Heine. TSL 19:2. (Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company, 1991), 33.
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In accordance with this principle, this dissertation attempts to identify all Sumerian verbal
morphemes with modal functions, not just those that occupy Slot One. Importantly, however, the
research conducted for this thesis was carried out with the MPs as a starting point since they are
the most overt and robust morphological set that codes modality. As a consequence, it is possible
that future research will discover modal coding on the verb outside Slot One that has not been
included here.
One example of a morpheme with modal marking outside of Slot One is the comitative
DI {da}. Although it has long been known that this morpheme has an Abilitative function, Gene
Gragg is one of the few scholars who have remarked on this being a modal function:
5.31 “Abilitative” Part of this greater freedom of occurrence of the comitative infix arises
from its ability to add the notion of “to be able to perform the action signified by the
verb” to the verb phrase, thus functioning like a modal in English. [...]
There can be no doubt however that in the text here being studied the comitative infix in
its modal function is relatively independent of the comitative infix in its other functions.
It is noteworthy that the NB grammatical tradition, which certainly relied on older
traditions, clearly distinguishes the two principle functions of the comitative infix, one
which it translates by the preposition iffi “with”, and the other of which it translates by
the verb /e “to be able.”®
Notably, Gragg only mentions this fact in passing and never identifies the type of modality as
dynamic. For a discussion of the DI {da}’s dynamic modal function, see: §6.1.

Another morpheme that codes modality but has never been fully explored in its modal

capacity is the verbal suffix {ed}. Scholars have spilled much ink debating the function of {ed}

%8 Gene Gragg, Sumerian Dimensional Infixes. AOAT Sonderreihe. (Neukirchen: Butzon und Bercker, 1973),
53-54. Other scholars cite Gragg when discussing this function of the DI {da} but never with any mention of the
function being inherently modal. See: Attinger, Eléments de linguistique sumérienne, 251. Jagersma, “A Descriptive
Grammar of Sumerian,” 453. Thomsen, The Sumerian Language, 226. Some scholars mention the Abilitative
function of {da} but neither cite Gragg nor discuss the dynamic modal nature of the function. See: Franco
D’Agostino, Gabriella Spada, Angela Greco, and Armando Bramanti, La Lingua dei Sumeri. Lingue antiche del
Vicino Oriente e del Mediterraneo. (Milan: Hoepli, 2019), 140. Aleksi Sahala, Johdatus Sumerin Kieleen. Suomen
Itdmaisen Seuran Suomenkielisid Julkaisuja 44. (Helsinki: Suomen Itdmainen Seura, 2017), 197-198. Edzard does
not include any mention of the Abilitative function in his grammar. See: Edzard, Sumerian Grammar, 94-109.
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and no unanimous consensus has ever been met.” To the best of the author’s knowledge,
Thomsen, Rubio, and Civil are the only scholars who have commented on {ed}’s association
with modality. For example, in her discussion of {ed}, Thomsen remarks in a footnote that this
morpheme’s relationship with future time and notions of obligation has modal implications.!®
Interestingly, Thomsen notes that {ed} might occur less frequently on finite forms because its
function “is first of all to express [...] modal implications in nonfinite forms, whereas the finite
forms will use modal prefixes.”!%! The suffix {ed}’s relationship to modality in nonfinite forms
is significant and borne out in the bilingual evidence (discussed below).

Rubio similarly remarks that {ed} “is much more frequent in nonfinite than in finite
verbal constructions, with which it indicates future in diverse modalities.”!?> How he is using the
term “modalities” here is not completely transparent; nonetheless, his other comment that {ed}
“refers to an event that has not yet taken place, or that is beginning or about to begin (inchoative
and ingressive aspects), as well as to the obligatoriness or impossibility of a future event” seems
to convey that Rubio understands the morpheme as having some sort of relationship with

103 Civil has made the clearest case for {ed}’s modal function. Specifically, he has

modality.
stated that {ed} (which he understands as {d}) “has the modal meaning of obligation towards the

subject/agent, as an objective situation that differs from the obligations expressed by the modal

9 Just a few of the various proposal surrounding {ed} will be cited here. Poebel understands {ed} as an active
transitive participial marker as well as a marker of the present-future for intransitive verbs. Poebel, Grundziige der
sumerischen Grammatik, 255. Edzard argues {ed} serves to mark mari participles and his “Conjugation Pattern
One” (i.e., intransitive verbs) as being in the future tense. Edzard, Sumerian Grammar, 82 and 132. Jagersma argues
that {ed} is predominantly a marker of the imperfective participle with a variety of functions that sometimes occurs
with finite forms to mark similar nuances. Jagersma, “A Descriptive Grammar of Sumerian,” 369-370 and 659-672.

100 Thomsen, The Sumerian Language, 129-130.

101 Thid., 130.

102 Rubio, “Sumerian Morphology,” 1347.

103 Thid., 1348.
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prefixes, which are result [sic] of the speaker’s judgement or resolve.”!% In their descriptions of
{ed}, these scholars have made some astute observations about the morpheme’s relationship to
modality, but it seems that only Civil explored the matter thoroughly. His description of {ed} is
cogent and well argued, but it is non-exhaustive and incomplete. Accordingly, this controversial
morpheme is covered in this dissertation.

Building upon the work of these three scholars, this dissertation argues that {ed} is best
understood as a marker of Event modal notions as well as Future-as-Modal notions. The
linguistic notion of “Future-as-Modal” derives from the fact that as a temporal domain the future
has some conceptual differences from the other tenses. Taking the past tense as a point of
comparison, one observes that while “the past subsumes what may already have taken place, and
barring science fiction, is immutable, beyond the control of our present actions,” the “future [...]
is necessarily more speculative, in that any prediction we make about the future might be
changed by intervening events, including our own conscious intervention.”!% In this sense, the
future can be considered a modal notion of sorts. It is possible, however, to have future time
reference that is not modal.!% It will be argued that this potential for future coding elements to
also have modal coding functions is relevant to the Sumerian verbal suffix {ed}.

Beyond its Future-as-Modal coding, it will be demonstrated that {ed} can express forms
of Event Modality. The bilingual subcorpus utilized in this dissertation provides clear insight into
this phenomenon. In this subcorpus, there are many instances where forms with {ed} correlate

with infinitives in Akkadian. This correspondence is interesting because the function of these

104 (emphasis original to source). Miguel Civil (published posthumously under the supervision of Lluis Feliu),
Esbos de Gramatica Sumeria/An Outline of Sumerian Grammar. BMO 14. (Barcelona: Edicions la Universitat de
Barcelona, 2020), 151.

105 Bernard Comrie, Tense. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 43.

106 Ibid., 44. For example, “It will rain tomorrow” is a non-modal future sentence as it makes an absolute claim
about a future occurrence whose truth is empirically testable and can be unambiguously ascertained at said future
time.

49



infinitives is frequently modal.!®” For example, Akkadian infinitives can be used to express types
of Event Modality, (exs., Purposive, Resultative, Indirect Command, Abilitative, etc.) and
Future-as-Modal notions when they follow certain prepositions (exs., ina, ana, kima, etc.).
Furthermore, Akkadian infinitives declined in the genitive can also denote modal notions that are
usually expressed via their own conjugational paradigms (i.e., Imperative, Precative, Prohibitive,
and Vetitive) when they follow a noun in the bound form or the determinative-relative $a.!%
There are other uses of the Akkadian infinitive that are non-modal (exs., functioning as the
subject of a sentence, standing as the direct object compliment of a verb, etc.) that are correlated
with Sumerian {ed}-forms. It appears, however, that this was a secondary extension of the
correlation not the motivating factor for the correlation itself.

Finally, it is not going to be argued that these modal functions were the only functions of
{ed}. Rather, it seems that in origin {ed} had modal semantics and at some point in the history of
Sumerian grammaticalized to have a future tense orienting function (i.e., orienting the event
perspective towards the future) even in veridical contexts. Given that the future as a concept is
inherently quasi-modal as it refers to unrealized states and events, and given the fact that tense as
a category has a close functional relationship with modality (hence why scholars speak of TAM

systems), this grammaticalization pathway seems plausible. Furthermore, this type of

107 The close relationship between infinitives and mood is typologically justified. As semanticist Paul Portner
has remarked: “The study of infinitives is closely connected to the analysis of verbal mood. In many languages, we
find infinitives in contexts which are very similar to those in which the subjunctive is used. We see this point in
English with the fact that infinitives are typically used in the complement of desiderative and directive verbs [...]
and can also be used to express meanings similar to root subjunctives.” Paul Portner, Mood. Oxford Surveys in
Semantics and Pragmatics 5. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 114-115.

108 A]l these functions of the Akkadian infinitive are well established (although rarely, if ever, discussed as
being notionally modal). For the most exhaustive, albeit dated, description of the Akkadian infinitive in these
functions, see: Jussi Aro, Die Akkadischen Infinitivkonstruktionen. StOr 26. (Helsinki: Societas Orientalis Fennica,
1961), 46-67 and 119ff. Aro’s work, however, is structured according to syntax, not semantics, and thus finding an
individual function can be difficult. For more succinct discussions of the Akkdian infinitve in these uses, see: John
Huehnergard, 4 Grammar of Akkadian. 3" ed. HSS 45. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 339-341. Wolfram
von Soden, Grundriss der Akkadischen Grammatik. 3" ed. AnOr 33. (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Biblicum,
1995), 249-252.
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grammaticalization is typologically viable as there are various cross-linguistic examples of future
tense markers deriving diachronically from modal markers.!” Frequently, this process generates
a new additional function for a morpheme rather than replacing said morpheme’s original
function outright. With enough time, however, absolute functional supplantation can occur. This
is an exceptionally complex topic that is argued in detail with cross-linguistic evidence in §4.3.4
and §4.7.

Finally, there are two optional and rare markers that occupy Slot Eleven (i.e., the slot for
suffixes on nominalized verbs) that code modal notions, namely: {eSe} and {niSen}. The latter
never seems to occur before the Old Babylonian period.'!° The marker {eSe} has been correctly
identified as a Quotative marker that concludes direct speech, but discussions of it in the
secondary literature rarely go into further detail about the implications of that function.!'!!
Falkenstein, however, did write an article dedicated to this form and proposed viewing it as a
marker of potentialis- and irrealis- mood. Although Falkenstein is incorrect in his assessment, he
is partially correct in observing a modal nuance in this suffix.!!? Specifically, as a Quotative
marker {eSe} performs an evidential modal function. For a detailed examination of this marker
and its relationship to other markers of evidentiality in the Sumerian verbal complex, see: §5.5.
The suffix {niSen} is traditionally understood as a marker of irrealis mood. Given the rarity of

this morpheme and its later dates of occurrence, it will only be discussed briefly in §6.2.

199 Comrie, Tense, 45.

119 Some scholars argue that {eSe} also did not occur before the Old Babylonian and only cite one possible
occurrence of {eSe} in an Ur III letter as an exception (there is likely a better explanation for the form in question).
This dissertation, however, argues that {eSe} can be found in the Gudea corpus. See: §5.5. H. de Genouillac,
Tablettes de Dréhem. TCL 2. (Paris: Librairie Orientaliste Paul Geuthner, 1911), pl. XXXVIII, 5557 F., In. 3.
William W. Hallo, “The Neo-Sumerian Letter Orders,” BiOr 26 (1969), 171-176.

" Bdzard, Sumerian Grammar, 157-158. Thomsen, The Sumerian Language, 279.

112 Adam Falkenstein, “Das Potentialis- und Irrealissufix -e-S¢ des Sumerischen,” Indogermanische
Forschungen 60 (1952), 113-130.
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Although non-exhaustive, the preceding paragraphs demonstrate that the ways modality
is coded in the verb outside Slot One are varied and complicated. Frequently, these morphemes
code modality either as a secondary function or as a primary function that has grammaticalized

secondary non-modal functions.
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3. EPISTEMIC
3.0 CHAPTER ABSTRACT

This chapter provides a functional description of the Sumerian verbal morphemes that
code epistemic modal notions (i.e., those which relate to a speaker’s evaluation of the truth or
possibility of the state of affairs expressed in a clause in the world at the time of utterance).
Epistemic notions are crucial in communication as they allow speakers to denote their
confidence in their statements and provide the most accurate information to their audience with
respect to their own personal knowledge.'!?

Before I outline which morphemes take which functions in dedicated sections, I will first
provide a general linguistic overview of epistemic modality that is typologically exemplified and
provides additional nuanced perspectives on the category that have not been expressed in
CHAPTER TWO. This overview serves to prime the reader for a thorough investigation of
epistemic modality in Sumerian by outlining what essential communicative functions belong to it
as well as what mechanisms different languages have for expressing it. After this overview, I
address a selection of pre-existing Sumerological literature on epistemic modality whose views
have informed the trajectory of the investigation in the chapter. My intent here is to accurately
present the arguments of these authors early in the chapter so as to limit burdensome engagement
with them in the body of the chapter, which would in my opinion hinder the argumentative
progression of the sections.

After the Sumerological literature has been reviewed, I provide an in-depth formal
discussion about the MPs that Sumerian uses to code epistemic notions (i.e., {he}, {bara}, and

{u}). Of the three morphemes under consideration here, {he} has required the most discussion.

113 Bpistemic modals are critical to upholding Grice’s Maxim of Quality (i.e., a speaker should convey truthful
information to the best of his or her ability). Grice, “Logic and Conversation,” 41-58.
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While exploring the phonological shape of {he}, I have been forced to grapple with the thorny
question of whether the CP {i} underlies vowel-final MPs that are not followed by an explicit
CP. I contend that such a CP is not hidden and ought not be expected. Ultimately, the existence
of this hidden CP {i} has played a long role in the Sumerological literature surrounding whether
the vowel of the positive epistemic MP should be /e/ or /a/ (i.e., {he} or {ha}). Via my
arguments against proposing an underlying {i} that would motivate the /a/ of {ha} becoming /e/
thereby generating a surface form [he] — alongside other key supporting evidence — this section
argues strongly in favor of interpreting the base form of the MP as {he} and not {ha}.

Following this phonological discussion, I provide a series of sections, each of which is
dedicated to a core epistemic modal notion (exs., §3.4 Speculative, §3.4.1 Dubitative, §3.5
Deductive, §3.6 Assumptive, and §3.7 Asseverative). When discussing the various modal
notions, each function’s section includes typological evidence from languages both similar and
dissimilar to Sumerian. These parallels are intended to support the viability of the system argued
to exist in Sumerian as well as to contrast it with other well-known systems.

After the core notions that comprise epistemic modality are treated and exemplified for
Sumerian, a few more peripherally epistemic verbal phenomena are explored. In §3.8, I explain
how the occurrence of epistemic forms in the protases of conditionals is a complicated semantic
phenomenon in general, and then I detail how its manifestation in Sumerian affects our
interpretation of texts by citing evidence form the Proverb Collections as a case study.
Afterwards, in §3.9, I outline more generally how clauses with epistemic predicates can occur in
a variety of paratactic constructions. Finally, the last substantial section is §3.10, which is

dedicated to explaining anterior {u}’s relationship with epistemic {he}. The chapter is concluded
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with a section dedicated to one problematic example from the corpus that is representative of a

broader phenomenon in §3.11 as well as some concluding remarks in §3.12.

3.1 LINGUISTIC OVERVIEW

Epistemic modality expresses a speaker’s estimation “of the chance or the likelihood that
the state of affairs expressed in the clause applies in the world” (exs., “The flight might be
delayed.” “David must be in the library since he is not in his office.”).!!* The Asseverative is
also subsumed under epistemic modality as it denotes a strong statement regarding a speaker’s
estimation in the shape of certainty. It is remarkable, however, in that it has prominent co-
occurrent illocution modifying functions. Naturally, it is taken as an epistemic function here, but
its uniqueness merited mention at the outset and will be discussed further below.

The subtypes of epistemic modality that are described in this chapter include the
Speculative (§3.4), Dubitative (§3.4.1), Deductive (§3.5), Assumptive (§3.6), and Asseverative
(§3.7). Before a general typological survey of these categories, the designation of the
Asseverative as a type of epistemic modality needs to be addressed further. In the Sumerological
literature on modality, the Asseverative (sometimes called the Emphatic or the Affirmative) is
arguably the most established function of epistemic {he}, but its relationship with modality is

perhaps the most complex.!!®> To understand why the Asseverative has a complicated relationship

114 Nuyts, “Analyses of the Modal Meanings,” 37.

115 The assignment of this function is attested at least as early as 1922 in Poebel’s grammar (there referred to as
one of the “Beteurungsformen”). The first English example seems to date to 1924 in C. J. Gadd’s Sumerian primer
where {he} is called the “Optative-Emphatic.” The best of the author’s knowledge, this function has been noted
most recently in the Italian grammar of Sumerian by D’ Agostino, Spada, Greco, and Bramanti; these scholars
explicitly present the Asseverative as an epistemic notion: “Il prefisso /ha/ possiede sempre un valore positivo, che
puo risultare sia epistemico (asseverazione o possibilita) che deontico (ottativita, obbligatorieta)” (emphasis added).
Poebel, Grundziige der sumerischen Grammatik, 260-261. C. J. Gadd, 4 Sumerian Reading-Book. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1924), 35-36. D’ Agostino, Spada, Greco, and Bramanti, La Lingua dei Sumeri, 157. It should be
noted here that the negative Asseverative is marked with the MP {bara}. For simplicity’s sake, however, the present
discussion will only speak of {he} (i.e., the positive Asseverative).

55



with epistemic modality it will be helpful to provide a cline detailing the full span of epistemic
notions. This cline has been adapted from one given in Kasper Boye’s chapter in the Oxford
Handbook of Modality and Mood; it is “arranged along a scale which goes from high epistemic
support for a proposition over neutral epistemic support to high epistemic support for the

negative counterpart of a proposition:”!!6

TABLE 3.1. Boye’s Cline of Epistemic Modality

Knowledge — Certainty — Epistemic Necessity — Probability — Likelihood — Uncertainty —
— Epistemic Possibility — Doubt — Unlikelihood — Epistemic Impossibility

On this cline, the Asseverative falls somewhere at the leftmost periphery near “Knowledge” and
“Certainty.”!!” By occurring near this pole, the Asseverative comes close to escaping the class of
epistemic modals as speakers frequently convey information about which they have knowledge
and are certain with simple indicative declaratives.

The Asseverative, however, is marked differently than the indicative and conveys a sort
of speaker certainty that entails a level of doubt (anticipated, perceived, or otherwise) somewhere
in the sphere of discourse. The following English (Indo-European, West Germanic) examples
underscore this distinction:

[3.1] Antonio is not lying.
[3.2] Antonio really is not lying!

In [3.1], the speaker is most likely self-assured and has no reason to believe that the audience

will doubt the validity of the claim. Conversely, in [3.2] the speaker has felt the need to add a

116 Kasper Boye, “The Expression of Epistemic Modality,” in The Oxford Handbook of Modality and Mood,
eds. Jan Nuyts and Johan van der Auwera. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 117.

17 “Knowledge” in this sense is not the same as a simple indicative declarative. Whereas indicative declaratives
do not entail speaker evaluation at the time of utterance (ex., “All men will die someday.”), epistemic Knowledge
always does (ex., “I know what to do.”).
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boosting qualifier (i.e., “really”) and co-occurrent stress and intonation contour adjustments.!!®

These choices by the speaker indicate that he or she believes that the audience will not believe
his or her claim. To this end, the speaker has formed an Asseverative construction in [3.2] to
emphasize his or her extreme commitment to the truth of the utterance. This discourse function
secures the Asseverative’s identification as an epistemic notion because it relates to the speaker’s
stance on the validity of the state of affairs expressed in the clause.

Having established how the Asseverative is a proper epistemic notion, its relationship
with illocutionary acts and force needs to be addressed as this elucidates much about the notion’s

assignment to this modal domain.!!’

Illocutionary acts are what a speaker intends to perform via
the issuance of an utterance (exs., asking a question, issuing a command, etc.). Illocutionary
force is a more nebulous notion that can most easily be defined as the speaker’s intention in
forming the utterance associated with an illocutionary act. As a marker of strong epistemic

commitment to the truth value of an utterance, {he} in its Asseverative capacity serves as

Sumerian’s primary way of boosting the illocutionary force of an illocutionary act and thereby

118 A “boosting qualifier” is a linguistic item that increases the illocutionary force of a speech act and thereby
further entrenches the speaker’s commitment to a proposition; Guangwei Hu and Feng Cao, “Hedging and boosting
in abstracts of applied linguistics articles: A comparative study of English- and Chinese-medium journals,” Journal
of Pragmatics 43 (2011), 2796; the notion of speech acts with “illocutionary force” was first proposed by John L.
Austin in How to Do Things with Words, but for the sake of brevity the following is a convenient summary: “an
illocutionary act is an instance of a culturally defined speech act type, characterised by particular illocutionary force
[...]. The illocutionary force of an utterance is the speaker’s intention in producing that utterance,” Adebola Omolara
Adebileje, “Analysing the Correlation between Closed Interrogative English Clauses and Speech Acts in Osita
Ezenwanebe’s Adaugo,” IOSR-JHSS 20 (2015), 80.

119 For discussions of illocution and its relationship to modality, see: Kees Hengeveld, “Illocution, mood, and
modality,” in 2 Halbband: Ein internationales Handbuch zur Flexion und Wortbildung, eds. Geert Booij, Christian
Lehmann, Joachim Mudgan, Stavros Skopeteas, and Wolfgang Kesselheim. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2008),
1192 ff.; Kai von Fintel, “Modality and Language,” in Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2™ ed., eds. Donald M.
Borchert. (Detroit: MacMillan Reference, 2006), 7; Irina Nikolaeva, “Analyses of the Semantics of Mood,” in The
Oxford Handbook of Modality and Mood, eds. Jan Nuyts and Johan van der Auwera. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2016), 69-70.
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bolstering its strength.!?? In this sense, {he} is a highly productive grammatical tool speakers of
Sumerian could use to imbue an utterance with modal nuance and to manipulate a metadiscourse
in a way most beneficial to themselves.!?! The usage of Asseverative {he} as a metadiscursive
tool of illocution modification is important to understand because it is unique to this robust
polyfunctional morpheme (and its negative counterpart {bara}, which has an inverse function).
With all necessary preliminaries taken care of, the remainder of this section will be
dedicated to surveying of the various ways in which epistemic modality is coded across a
selection of languages. An overview of this sort will be included at the outset of every chapter
dedicated to a type of modality and will share a common structure. First, data will come
exclusively from well-studied European languages. Although these languages may only provide
slight parallels to Sumerian, it is instructive to include them in these discussions. These
languages are often the most rigorously studied for modality and likely ones with which the
reader will be familiar. Second, languages that are the closest to Sumerian (and often non-
European) will be cited. These languages will have morphological means for marking modality
on the verb that are near or exact parallels to those in Sumerian. Finally, languages that have
little to nothing in common with Sumerian occasionally conclude these overviews as attestations

to just how variegated the methods of modal marking can be cross-linguistically.

120 This statement does not account for whatever role prosody might have played in illocutionary force
modification in Sumerian. It is possible that prosody was a more prominent method of this type of modification than
Asseverative {he}. Unfortunately, however, prosodic factors are essentially irrecoverable for Sumerian and cannot
be adequately accounted for.

121 The notion of a metadiscourse requires comment. “Metadiscourse is a widely used term in current discourse
analysis, and is a relatively new approach that refers to the ways writers or speakers project themselves in their texts
to interact with their receivers. It is a concept which is based on a view of writing or speaking as a social
engagement [...]. It is, therefore, believed to play an important role in organizing the discourse, engaging the
audience and signaling the writer’s or speaker’s attitude [...]” Mohammad Amiryousefi and Abbass Eslami Rasekh,
“Metadiscourse: Definitions, Issues and Its Implications for English Teachers,” English Language Teaching 3/4
(2010), 159.
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The first typological evidence to be presented here comes from English, which like most
languages of European origin exploits polysemous modal markers in the denotation of epistemic

notions. For example, the modal verbs may and must can be interpreted either epistemically or

deontically:
[3.3] a) She may be seeing someone else. [Epistemic]
b.) He may enter now. [Deontic]
[3.4] a) I must have been drunk. [Epistemic]
b.)  You must go right away. [Deontic] 22

Whereas in [3.3]a.) may expresses a possible conclusion (i.e., the Speculative), in [3.3]b.) the
same verb denotes that a third party is allowed to do something (i.e., the Permissive). In [3.4]a.),
must conveys what the speaker believes to be the only possible conclusion (i.e., the Deductive),
but in [3.4]b.) it marks the obligation that an individual has (i.e., the Obligative). While
Sumerian is unlike English in that it does not use separate polysemous modal verbs as the
primary means of conveying epistemic and deontic modality, it is similar in that its primary
means (i.e., the MPs) are multifunctional. The polysemous nature of modal markers is not unique
to Sumerian and English. Rather, the situation is widely attested across languages. Linguist
Jakob Mach¢ has summarized the phenomenon:
A lot of typologically unrelated languages use the same items for expressing
circumstantial modality (dynamic, deontic, volitive) and epistemic modality. Apart from
Germanic, Romanic and Slavic languages this phenomenon also occurs in Finnish #dytyy
(‘must’) and voi (‘can’), Greek prepi (‘must’) and bori (‘may’), Yoruba gbodo (‘must’),

Tamil 7ium (‘must’) and -laam (‘may’) and finally, Malay mesti (‘must’) and boleh (jadi)
(‘may’) [...]'%

122 (emphasis added). Daniél van Olmen and Johan van der Auwera, “Modality and Mood in Standard Average
European,” in The Oxford Handbook of Modality and Mood, eds. Jan Nuyts and Johan van der Auwera. (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2016), 365.

123 Jakob Maché, “Exploring the Theory of Mind Interface,” in Modality and Theory of Mind Elements Across
Languages, eds. Werner Abraham and Elisabeth Leiss. TIL 243. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2012), 112.
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Swedish (Indo-European, North Germanic) provides further evidence for the manner in
which epistemic modality can be coded. In Swedish, modal particles act as a core method of
expressing epistemic modality. The particle nog, for example, can denote that something is a
reasonable conclusion (i.e., the Assumptive, as in: [3.5]) as well as the only possible conclusion
(i.e., the Deductive, as in: [3.6]):

[3.5] den  har nog bara blivit morare
the  to have ASSUM only to become tenderer

It is probably only a bit more tender.!?*

[3.6] och han hade nog just en sddan hdar  koja
and  he to have DED just one such here hut

He must have had a hut just like this one.!?
The Swedish modal particles are like the Sumerian MPs in that they are polyfunctional, but they
also might share another trait with the MPs. Namely, it has been proposed that the MPs were
once independent linguistic units like the Swedish modal particles, but in Sumerian they
eventually grammaticalized into proper morphemes (whereas the Swedish particles are currently
still particles).!2°
A final European language to be cited here is Hungarian (Uralic), which commonly

conveys epistemic modality via suffixes. In Hungarian, the verbal suffix {h?.t} is one method of

124 Karin Aijmer, “Swedish Modal Particles in a Contrastive Perspective,” Language Sciences 18 (1996), 394.

125 Tbid., 406.

126 This dissertation does not attempt to determine the exact historical origin of the MPs (though a plausible
origin is given on occasion). Rather, the author is in general agreement with the positions asserted by Yoshikawa in
ASJ 11. To summarize Yoshikawa’s findings: {he} might derive from an independent concessive conjunction
(possibly a correlative conjunction), {nu} from an adverb, {ga} from an interjection (though Yoshikawa admits this
is especially speculative), {u} from either a conjunction or a noun, {naM} from an adverb, {bara} from an adverb,
and {na} from an emphatic adverb. Yoshikawa also proposes origins for prefixes not considered MPs here. His
views on these morphemes have not been summarized. Although Yoshikawa’s views are at points highly speculative
and not necessarily the exact view of the author, they are sufficient in that they convincingly demonstrate that the
MPs were very likely independent linguistic units in origin that grammaticalized into the verbal prefix chain.
Yoshikawa, “The Origin of Sumerian Verbal Preformatives,” 293-304.
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expressing epistemic possibility (i.e., the Speculative). As the examples below hint, the vowel of
the morpheme is conditioned by the rules of vowel harmony (i.e., the vowel quality does not

mark a functional difference), and linguists seem non-committal on the exact vowel in the base

morpheme:
[3.7] Péter jatsz=hat a kert=ben
PNo toplay=SPEC the  garden=LOC
Peter can be playing in the garden.
[3.8] Anna le=het az iskola=ban

PN¢ tobe=SPEC the  school=LOC
Ann can be at school.'?’

Additionally, the suffix {h?.t} has a deontic function, specifically coding permissibility (i.e., the
Permissive). In their deontic readings, [3.7] would be “Peter is allowed to play in the garden”
and [3.8] would be “Ann is allowed to be at school.” One instructive way of understanding the
Speculative nuance of an example in this chapter is by reformulating the translation with the
following paraphrase: “In view of what I know, it is possible that VERB (PHRASE).”!2
Reliance on such formulaic paraphrases has been avoided in this work but might prove helpful to
some readers. Hungarian is quite similar to Sumerian in that it has dedicated polysemous verbal

morphemes for marking epistemic and deontic notions, but the two differ in that Hungarian uses

suffixes whereas Sumerian predominantly uses prefixes.

127 Ferenc Kiefer, “Two kinds of epistemic modality in Hungarian,” in Epistemic Modalities and Evidentiality in
Cross-Linguistic Perspective, ed. Zlatka Guentchéva. EALT 59. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2018), 283.

128 Should they assist the reader the following paraphrases are provided. Dubitative: “In view of what I know, it
is possible that VERB (PHRASE), but I doubt it.” Deductive: “In view of what I know, it is the only possible case
that VERB (PHRASE).” Assumptive: “In view of what I know, it is reasonable that VERB (PHRASE).” The
Asseverative does not have a convenient one-size-fits-all paraphrase.
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One language that closely parallels Sumerian in its use of verbal prefixes to code
epistemic modality is the indigenous North American language Keresan (Isolate), specifically the
Acoma dialect:

[3.9] cuwacawanA

¢*u=uwa=uawan=nA
DUB.3.SBJ=PL=to steal=PL.SBJ

“Apparently they stole.”!?’

In Acoma Keresan, the Dubitative is coded via a set of prefixes that inflect for subject and object
(when present). In [3.9], the prefix {¢?(} codes that the subject is in the third person. Although
the Sumerian epistemic MPs do not inflect for person and number, they share a formal similarity
with the Acoma Keresan epistemic morphemes in that they occupy the first agglutinative slot in
a verbal prefix chain. Having cited a language nearly parallel to Sumerian in its mechanism for

marking epistemic notions, this broad typological discussion is concluded and an overview of

prior Sumerological literature on epistemic modality follows below.

3.2 PRIOR SUMEROLOGICAL TREATMENTS

Secondary literature relating to epistemic modality in Sumerian is sparse as the notion
was only introduced to the field in the early 2000s; prior to that, most discussions centered
around a nebulous “Affirmative” function.!*® The main treatments that do exist are in
comprehensive works dedicated to Sumerian grammar and have already been examined in §1.3.

Accordingly, the only topic with enough dedicated literature to survey here is the peripherally

129 Joel Marvyl Maring, “Grammar of Acoma Keresan.” (PhD. diss., Indiana University, 1967), 85.
“Apparently” was added to the translation to more directly convey that the form expresses the speaker’s doubt as to
the truth of the statement. See also: Marianne Mithun, The Languages of Native North America. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999), 438-440; Wick R. Miller, Acoma Grammar and Texts. (Berkely, CA: University
of California Press, 1965).

130 To cite two examples: Attinger, Eléments de linguistique sumérienne, 293-294. Thomsen, The Sumerian
Language, 202-206.
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epistemic MP {u}, which has two articles dedicated to it. The first to be discussed is Gene

Gragg’s article in JNES 32.131 Afterwards, Miguel Civil’s piece in AuOr 26 will be examined.!3?

3.2.1 DIFFERING VIEWS ON {U}

The principal discussions concerning {u} center on what exactly its modal nuances are
(or if it has any at all) and what role it plays in clauses (i.e., is it a simple connective, a temporal
indicator, a protasis marker, or something else altogether). It will be argued in this chapter that
{u} should be grouped with the epistemic MPs as it has a quasi-modal function that best aligns
with their semantics. Gragg and Civil have different stances on the matter, but their publications
nonetheless provide valuable insight into the nuances of this morpheme that has led to the

discovery of its quasi-modal nature.

3.2.1.1 GRAGG

In his article on “when”-clauses in Sumerian, Gragg primarily focuses on the way in
which clauses are subordinated “by making a sentence or the verbal part of the sentence into a
noun-phrase, or a constituent of a noun-phrase, whereupon the relation of the subordinate clause
to the main clause is indicated by the same system of relational markers as for noun-phrases
generally.”!33 Within this discussion, however, Gragg also outlines his view on {u}, especially as
it relates to other subordinating methods. According to Gragg, the “basic function of u- is to

designate the first of a succession of events, without a great deal of precision as to the exact way

131 Gene Gragg, “A Class of ‘When’ Clauses in Sumerian,” JNES 32 (1973), 124-134.

132 Miguel Civil, “A Sumerian Connective Particle and Its Possible Semitic Counterparts,” AuOr 26 (2008), 7-
15.

133 Gragg, “A Class of ‘When’ Clauses in Sumerian,” 124.
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in which the point of time designated by the u- clauses relates to the time of the main clause.”!**

This statement summarizes what the standard scholarly opinion of {u} was up until the early
2000s when publications began to re-examine the nature of preverbal morphemes in general.
The remainder of Gragg’s treatment is purposefully brief, but it provides useful
information about certain tendencies of {u}-clauses. For example, Gragg notes that “the relation
between the u-clause and the main clause can be rendered by a simple ‘and then’” and that the
“u-clause is also characteristically used in the conjunction of two imperatives in the sense of ‘do
X and then do Y.””!% Regarding tense, Gragg remarks that predicates in {u} are prototypically
restricted to the past tense, but he also notes that exceptions occur.!3¢ The penultimate aspect of
{u} addressed by Gragg is its relationship with modality. Although never explicitly stated, Gragg
does not seem to interpret {u} as having any modal nuance as he consistently uses quotation
marks when using the term “modal” in relation to this morpheme. His discussion in this section
of the article centers around how {u} structurally groups with the MPs and as such disallows the
occurrence of another Slot One morpheme.!'*” Gragg concludes his overview of {u} by outlining
various co-occurrence tendencies to argue in favor of viewing the morpheme as unmarked and
interpreting {u}-clauses as designating the “most unmarked, most general situation [...] of
simple logical or temporal precedence.”!3® Gragg’s comment about the role of {u} in expressing
logical precedence here is particularly important and its influence will be apparent later in the

chapter (see: §3.10). While Gragg makes several astute observations about {u}’s general

B34 1bid., 131.
135 Tbid.
136 Ibid., 132.
37 Tbid.
138 Ibid., 133.
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functions and environments of occurrence, his view about its relationship with modality and the

MPs is not maintained here.

3.2.1.2 C1vIL

At the outset of his article, Civil provides a succinct overview of the independent
conjunction “u” (wr. u3) which was almost certainly loaned from Akkadian due to the lack of
native connectives in Sumerian. After a brief but thorough synopsis of the conjunctive verbal
prefix {inga} ({nga} in Civil) and the coordinating usage of {he}, Civil shifts his focus to the
MP {u}. The main points addressed in the bulk of Civil’s article concern {u}’s status as a verbal
proclitic and its possible origins as either “a reflex of some latent feature of Proto-, or Early,
Semitic (or even perhaps Afroasiatic), or, on the contrary, [...] the result of some internal
morphosyntactic process within the Sumerian language itself, so that any morphological or
syntactic similarity with Semitic would be due to chance, or to some infrequent crosslinguistic
tendencies.”!?

Before engaging in a functional discussion of {u}, Civil provides a formulaic and
transparent outline of the morpheme’s phonological manifestations. These are cited verbatim

here in the form of a table as they will prime the reader for the dedicated phonological discussion

to come later in §3.3.3:140

139 Civil refers to {u} as a proclitic throughout the article, and he provides a convincing cliticization pathway.
Civil, “A Sumerian Connective Particle and Its Possible Semitic Counterparts,” 8. Nonetheless, it is considered a
prefix in the present work. In general, this dissertation is not preoccupied with whether a given verb-first modal
element is a true affix or more akin to a proclitic. Determining if an item is a (pro)clitic is complicated because
(pro)clitics “lie on the interfaces between the major modules according to which grammar is organized” and they
“represent various stages in the processes of grammaticalization.” Andrew Spencer and Ana R. Luis, Clitics: An
Introduction. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 3. Furthermore, since function is given preference to
form in this dissertation, the author considers all Sumerian modal grammatical items here as affixes and sets aside
the “clitic vs. affix” debate for future discussions elsewhere.

140 Civil, “A Sumerian Connective Particle and Its Possible Semitic Counterparts,” 8-9.
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TABLE 3.2. Civil’s Phonotactic Outline of {u}
u>V/ ba-, bi-: u-ba-an-dabs > a-ba-an-dabs, u-bi-us > i-bi-is

U-im-ma > um-ma-: U-im-ma-ni-in-dé-dé > um-ma-ni-in-dé-dé

u-VC > (0)-uC: u-al-gaz > ul-gaz, u-V-b-si-ke > ub-si-ke, u-V-n-gen > un-gen

After his phonological sketch, Civil asserts that the function of {u} is to convert “a regular
declarative clause into a temporal clause of anteriority subordinated to the following main clause,
or rather, we should perhaps say, combined with it.”'*! In this function, {u} is said to commonly
occur either on the predicate of narrative or declarative main clauses or on the verb in a
prescriptive text with a general deontic sense.!*? In the first case, Civil states that the predicate
can denote something in the past, present, or future and the adjoining clause in the majority of
cases takes a verb in the perfective aspect; more broadly, “the u-clause (C1) describes a situation
prior to the main event (Cy).”!43

After establishing the anterior temporal function of {u}, Civil outlines how clauses with
{u}-predicates often precede main clauses with deontic functions in prescriptive contexts. In
such cases, “[0]ne or more u-clauses enumerate successive steps in a process,” with the predicate
of the main clause “in the imperfective (with future function), or in the optative-subjunctive.”!44
Civil lists the following prescriptive environments in which {u} commonly occurs: (1)
instruction for the manufacture of medicine, (2) at the end of certain rituals, (3) the formulation

of procedural rules, (4) the expression of penalties, (5) the introduction of direct speech.!* It is

important to keep in mind, however, that this association with deontic modality does not equate

141 (emphasis original to source). Ibid., 9.
142 Ibid.

193 Ibid.

144 Ibid., 11.

195 Ibid., 11-12.
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with a deontic function for {u}; rather, as Civil remarks, “[t]he deontic orientation, if present,

comes from the main clause, not from the proclitic u-.”!4

3.3 THE MORPHEMES AND THEIR SHAPES

The epistemic MPs (i.e., {he}, {bara}, and {u}) will have their formal qualities outlined
here before embarking on a discussion of their various functions. This section (and parallel ones
in future chapters) will go morpheme by morpheme and establish a base phonological form for
each. Then, allomorphic variations will be discussed when they are detectable. Each treatment
will take a diachronic approach and cite attestations from the Early Dynastic, Sargonic, Ur III,
and Old Babylonian periods, when possible. Finally, matters of grammaticalization are

occasionally discussed when relevant to the formal nature of a given morpheme.

3.3.1 {HE}

Establishing the phonological shape of {he} is a complicated matter. The first element to
be addressed here is the initial consonant (i.e., /h/). As with all matters of Sumerian phonology,
the data provides an imperfect and occluded view via the lens of Akkadian. Accordingly,
proposals must be carefully constructed and cognizant of their own limitations. With this in
mind, it is argued here that the best one can do for {he} is propose that the initial consonant was
a fricative and that it might have shared features with or been the same as the voiceless velar
fricative /h/ in Akkadian.'*” Whereas the nature of Akkadian /h/ can be established

genealogically, the exact features of the Sumerian fricative cannot be ascertained with any real

146 Tbid., 13.
147 Technically, this phoneme should be written /x/ in accordance with IPA rules. This, however, is not done in
the Assyriological literature, and this thesis maintains the tradition of representing it with “h.”
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precision.!*® Due to these inherent uncertainties, it is represented here as |h| with no
presumptions made as to its precise phonemic specifications.

Before moving on to the nature of the vowel in this MP, there are two more aspects of the
consonant that need to be addressed. Firstly, it is possible that the Sumerian /h/ had some
features in common with /g/. This matter is given a full treatment in §4.9.1, but the basics of the
proposal will be outlined here. The argument behind the potential phonological similarity
between /h/ and /g/ is predicated on the fact that the MPs {he} and {ga} both manifest in the
emesal register of Sumerian as [da], [de], or [du] (written da-..., des-..., and dus-...

respectively).!*? It has been proposed that since they are seemingly identical in emesal the

148 Some scholars such as Jagersma are confident that this fricative is the same in both Akkadian and Sumerian
(i.e., it is the voiceless velar fricative in both languages). Jagersma cites loan words in defense of this proposal.
Given the depth of Sumerian cuneiform, however, all these loans indicate is that there was a fricative in a Sumerian
lexeme that was equated in Akkadian with /b/. There is no reason to assume that a form loaned into Akkadian is a
one-to-one reflection of a Sumerian source word’s phonology. As Stephen Lieberman has observed: “This study of
the Sumerian influence on the Akkadian lexicon is confined to loanwords, i.e. words created in Akkadian when the
speakers of that language reproduced a linguistic form of Sumerian by imitating it phonetically. The question of how
completely the speaker imitated the phonemes of the language of origin is one which we cannot answer. Since we
have only written records from which to judge the matter, it will be necessary to assume that the words were fully
assimilated into the Akkadian phonological system.” (emphasis added). Stephen J. Lieberman, The Sumerian
Loanwords in Old Babylonian Akkadian. Volume One: Prolegomena and Evidence. HSS 22. (Missoula, MT:
Scholars Press, 1977), 21-22. Jagersma also argues that since scribes used the same signs to express the fricative in
both languages the phonemes were identical. This fact, however, is due to graphic economy (i.e., signs are not
commonly added to an adopted script when a perfectly acceptable approximation already exists), not phonological
parity. Take as an example Hurrian, which adopted cuneiform from either the Akkadians or the Sumerians. The
Hurrian language has phonemes absent from both languages. Hurrian represents them by using graphemes that code
approximate phonemes in either language rather than creating new ones ex nihilo (ex., Hurrian /f/ is written with /p/-
signs since both are voiceless and feature the lips in articulation; faban(i)=ne=z is written pa-pa-an-ni-i§ = “the
mountain (ERG)” [KBo 32.14 col. i In. 3]). Campbell, Mood and Modality in Hurrian, 23. Jagersma, “A Descriptive
Grammar of Sumerian,” 47. Some scholars argue that there was a second fricative in Sumerian, but this view has
been omitted here as it does not add to the discussion of the consonant in {he}, which has been left here as
indeterminable beyond being a fricative. For a discussion of this proposed second fricative, see: Jagersma, “A
Descriptive Grammar of Sumerian,” 48-49.

149 Emesal was a phonologically distinct register of Sumerian that has been described in many different ways.
Some scholars contend it was a “women’s language,” others a literary genre, and others a dialect or something else
altogether. What exactly emesal should be classified as is of no real importance here. This dissertation is only
concerned with how morphemes appear in emesal. Nonetheless, the following description is provided for context:
“Emesal, ,feine Sprache®, ist eine phonologische Sprachvarietit des Normalsumerischen. Da es eine phonologische
Sprachvarietét des Normalsumerischen bei gleicher Grammatik ist, beschrinkt sich die Verwendung des Emesal auf
einzelne Worter innerhalb eines normalsumerischen Textes. Emesal wurde nur in literarischen Texten mit
religiosem Charakter verwendet. Dazu zdhlen zunichst mythologische und hymnische Texte, in denen Géttinnen in
Emesal reden, und die sogenannten ,Stidteklagen‘, deren Funktion im Aufarbeiten historischer, durch géttliche
Abkehr verursachte, Stadtzerstorungen lag. In viel grolerem Maf3e findet sich Emesal auerdem in bestimmten
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consonants /g/ and /h/ might have shared some features in the standard register (i.e., emenir).'>
What exactly those might have been, however, are irrecoverable because of the uncertainty
surrounding both the general phonemic inventory of Sumerian and the exact feature
specifications of /h/.

The final aspect to be addressed concerning the consonant /h/ is its potential
susceptibility to rhotacism. In a few but significant number of instances there is evidence of {he}
written as [ra].!*! Miguel Civil has cited these forms as proof of either an independent MP
**fra} or a defective spelling of {bara}.!>? These [ra]-forms occur too infrequently to posit an
additional MP and the semantics of the sentences they occur in disallow them from being
defective spellings of {bara}. The semantics align neatly with the functions of {he} so a solution
is best sought in relation to this MP. Before turning to the implications of rhotacism with /h/ in

{he}, examples of this [ra]-spelling are given below:

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE

Kulttexten, mit denen der befiirchtete Verlust gottlicher Gunst abgewendet werden soll te. Texte in Emesal wurden
seit dem Ende des 3. Jts. v. Chr. bis weit in das 1. Jt. v.Chr. hinein tradiert, wobei sich die in Emesal verfassten
Textgattungen im Laufe der Zeit als weniger verdnderlich erweisen als die sumerischen Textgattungen. Das Corpus
der Emesaltexte belduft sich im 2. Jt. v. Chr. auf Hunderte von Texten, im 1. Jt. v. Chr. auf Tausende.” Anne
Lohnert, “Was reden die da? Sumerisch und Emesal zwischen Alltag und Sakralitit,” WO 44 (2014), 210. For a
dedicated overview of emesal studies in recent years, see: Agnés Garcia-Ventura, “Emesal studies today: a
preliminary assessment,” in The First Ninety Years: A Sumerian Celebration in Honor of Miguel Civil, eds. Lluis
Feliu, Fumi Karahashi, and Gonzalo Rubio. SANER 12. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2016), 145-158.

159 There is also orthographic evidence behind this proposal, for which see the discussion in §4.9.1.

151 There are other possible examples of rhotacism elsewhere in Sumerian. For example, in certain words (ex.,
the lexeme for “red”) /t/ and /h/ alternate (i.e., ru$ and hus = “red”). Similarly, in some words (ex., the lexeme for
“firewood”) /I/ and /r/ alternate (i.e., &gibil> and #kibir, = “firewood”). Additionally, the ablative-instrumental DI
{ta} has the allomorph [ra]. For a more detailed discussion on the first two phenomena, see: Thomsen, 7he
Sumerian Language, 45-46.

152 Civil, “Modal Prefixes,” 39. It should also be noted that Civil asserts that this potential **{ra} MP occurs in
“UK C: 61.” This is presumedly a reference to the disputation poem “Urudu and Kug,” but no such form could be
found in any published edition. For the main treatment of this composition, see: J.J.A. van Dijk, La Sagesse Suméro-
Accadienne: Recherches sur les Genres Littéraires des Textes Sapientiaux. (Leiden: Brill, 1953), 58-64.
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[3.10] tukum Se i3-pal, / ra-na-ab-Sums-mu

tukum Se i3-nal> /
tukum Se=o i=nal=o /
if barley=ABSSBJ CPneur=tO eXiStH:ABS3SG,SBJ /

ra-na-ab-Sump-mu
he=na=b=Sum,=e¢
MPpEo.jus=DIpat 356=PRO3s6 xHUM.D0=tO Z1VE,~=PRO3sG.AG

If there is barely, let him give it to him.!?
COMPOSITION: TCS.1.367
LINE NUMBER: rev. 2'-3’
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Letter Order_6
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 12185

[3.11] kug-bi ud 4-kam-ka / ™kin>-gis-a-guio / ra-an-tum

kug-bi ud 4-kam-ka /
kug=bi=¢ ud 4=ak=am=ak=a /
silver=DEM=ABSp, day  four=GEN=COP.3SG=GEN=LOC /
lkin,-gis-a-nuio /
kingia=nu=(e) /
messenger=POSS. 1 SG.HUM=(ERG) /
ra-an-tump

he=b(!)=tumy=(e)
MPgp1.asv=PRO3sG n1UM.p0=tO bringsc=(PRO3sc.c)

My messenger / will indeed bring (back to you) / this silver (with)in four days!'>*

COMPOSITION: TCS.1.131

LINE NUMBER: rev. 9-11
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Letter Order 3
MUSEUM NUMBER: HTS 105

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

153 Interestingly, there is a [ha]-form earlier in this composition that is spelled in the traditional fashion with the
HA-sign: tukum nu-nalz / as-zalz-ta / ha-mu-na-ra-pads-des = “If there is not, / let him fetch (some) for him / from
the Azal” (rev. 4’-6"). The significance of such document-internal inconsistencies is unclear.

154 As with [3.10] above, this text also has a conventionally spelled verb with {he}: 1 gins kug-babbar-ams / mu-
nuio-Ses / Ba-sago-ga / hez-na-ab-Sumz-mu = “Let him give / to Basaga / 1 shekel of silver / on my behalf” (obv. 3-6).
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[3.12] u3 Li-Sa-lim gux(KUG)-nals-¢ / ka a-nan(?) idz ed>-ka / $e-bi 120™¢ (burs)
a-Sags-kam / ra-ra-si-ge-Sa ma-an-dugy

u3 Lu-sa-lim gux(KUG)-nalz-e / ka a-nan(?)
u3 Lu-Salim gunal=e / ka anar(?)
and PNg canal inspector=ERG / mouth drink(?)
id> edr-ka / Se-bi

id> ed>=0=(a)k=a / Se=bi

canal to go out,=AP=GEN=LOC / barley=P0SS.33SG.NHUM

120ku (bur3) a-Sags-kam

120 (burz) aSag=(a)k=am
one hundred twenty (~6.48 ha.) field=GEN=COP.3SG
/ ra-ra-si-ge-Sa

/ he=ra=sig=e$=a=0

/ MPgp1.asv=DlIpat.256=t0 filly(2)=PRO3p1 1um.s5i=NMZ=ABSpo
ma-an-dugs

mu=*A=n=dugs=0

CP1r.act.emMpy=DIpaT.1s6=PRO3sG.HuM.Ac=t0 SaYxs6=ABS3s6.00

Also: Lu-8alim, the canal inspector, has told me that he will really fill for you
(your granary with) barley (from) a 120 bur field (~777.6 ha.), at the “drink(?)”-

mouth of the outflowing(?) canal.!>

COMPOSITION: TCS.1.147

LINE NUMBER: rev. 10-13
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Letter Order_4
ARTIFACT IDENTIFIER: TLB.2.19

It is impossible to discern what phonotactic conditions might have caused the presumably

optional rhotacism of the /h/ in {he}. Nonetheless, positing this phonological solution seems to

be the most viable explanation for these verb-first [ra]s.

Having provided an exhaustive discussion of {he}’s consonant, attention will now shift to

the quality of its vowel, which is also a matter of scholarly disagreement. Some scholars view the

vowel as /a/ while others take it to be /e/ (the latter is the position advocated here). Ultimately

this is of little consequence to a functional account, but a stance nonetheless will be taken here.

155 As with [3.10] and [3.11] above, this text also has a conventionally spelled verb with {he}: a>-an2-naz-bi $u
ha-mu-na-a[b]-takas = “Let him (i.e., my king) send him (i.e., Lu-Salim) instructions” (rev. 14).
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First, the logic behind the argument that the morpheme has an /a/-vowel will be presented. Then
evidence supporting the view that it has an /e/-vowel will be given. Jagersma provides the
clearest articulation of the /a/-vowel position. According to him and other proponents, the base
form of the MP is [ha] and it realizes as [h&] when followed by the “Vocalic Prefix” {*i} (i.e.,
[ha’i] > [h&]).'3° This logic is said to hold for the entire corpus of Old Sumerian texts and to only
show deviations diachronically beginning near the end of the Old Akkadian period.!*’ By the end
of the Old Akkadian period, this distribution and the rules underlying it are said to have become
unstable. Jagersma argues that following the onset of this instability the /a/-vowel of {ha} began
to assimilate to the vowel of a following syllable thereby creating a short-vowel variant (exs.
[hamu] > [humu], [hame] > [heme], etc.).!*® Following this development, he contends that the
HE»-sign became the orthographic norm for representing the MP, regardless of the form’s
spoken realization.'>® Finally, he remarks that in Ur III texts [he] and [ha] appear to be in free
variation.'®?

The /a/-vowel hypothesis needs to be investigated bit by bit. The first matter that requires
comment is the existence of the so-called “Vocalic Prefixes” that play a critical role in the
argument. This dissertation does not accept the “Vocalic Prefix” hypothesis and instead follows

the traditional view that {u} is an MP and {i} and {a} are CPs.!! Regardless of what one calls

156 As is the case throughout this dissertation, when discussing scholars who use different diacritics, the ones
they use will be maintained when outlining their position(s). Jagersma, “A Descriptive Grammar of Sumerian,” 558-
559.

157 In his own words, Jagersma claims that “[t]he straightforward distribution between /ha/ and /h&/ accounts for
every form of {ha} attested in the Old Sumerian and early Old Akkadian periods.” Ibid.

158 Tbid.

159 Tbid., 560.

160 Thid.

16! For a dedicated discussion on the CP status of {i} and {a}, see: Woods, The Grammar of Perspective. It is
impossible to succinctly address here, but Jagersma also views the CPs differently (most radically {mu}), which will
have significant ramifications when discussing the evidence below.
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them, there is no obvious functional or formal reason to assume that {i} underlies all realizations
of {he} as [hé]. Before addressing this claim, however, the nature of {i} must be discussed.

Scholars are divided on {i}’s position in the verbal prefix chain. One camp view it as a
CP and the other view it as one of the “Vocalic Prefixes” that occupy a slot before the CPs. This
dissertation is written in the tradition of the former. Before explaining what {i} does as a CP, it is
important to outline what it would do were it a “Vocalic Prefix.” The most recent suggestion for
this function of {i} has been proffered by J. Nicholas Postgate who views it as a marker of
dynamic mode (i.e., it “directs the listener’s attention to the performance of the action of the
verb, whereas static forms focus more on the result”).!6? Before addressing his functional claims,
it must first be shown how Postgate’s formal proposal is based on a questionable methodological
foundation. Most notably, the argument that {i} occupies the slot before the CPs is predicated on
reasoning whereby the premise is in need of as much evidence as (if not more than) the
conclusion.

Postgate starts from the supposition that “[i]n analysing the Sumerian verbal prefix chain
it is important to distinguish strong from weak syllables,” which entails that one can retrieve
such information from the exceedingly deep cuneiform script.!®3 From this starting point, he
maintains that Sumerian is like Akkadian in that the vowel of a second consecutive weak syllable
is elided in most scenarios by rule. This belief is predicated on a dubious equation between the
phonological systems of these two radically dissimilar languages. These rules are said to explain

sequences such as im-da-..., im-§i-..., and im-ta-... as deriving from i=mu=da=..., i=mu=S§i=...,

162 postgate does not provide a term for what {i} is, but his description aligns with the label “Vocalic Prefix”
offered by Jagersma. J. Nicholas Postgate, “More Points of Grammar in Gudea: Resuscitating the Dynamic Mode,”
in Current Research in Early Mesopotamian Studies: Workshop Organized at the 65" Rencontre Assyriologique
Internationale, Paris 2019, eds. Armando Bramanti, Nicholas L. Kraus, and Palmiro Notizia. Dubsar 21. (Miinster:
Zaphon, 2021), 211.

163 Tbid. Why the distinction between strong and weak syllables must be important in the verbal prefix chain is
not explained in the work.
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and i=mu=ta=..., respectively; these transformations only hold if one accepts that second weak
syllables in pairs have their vowel elided in this position, and if {mu} is a weak syllable, which
is argued to be the case because it elides.!®* One cannot argue that X is a weak syllable because it
elides in Y context on the basis that all weak syllables elide in Y context because X does. This
position ignores viable alternatives with more straightforward supporting logic, such as the fact
that these sequences could easily be interpreted as CPven=DI=... (€xs., im=da=..., im=S§i=..., and
im=ta=...) or as an allographic writing of CPneur=PRO3sG.nHuM.10=DI=... (€Xs., i=b=da=...,
i=b=8i=..., and i=b=ta=...).16

Additionally, Postgate does not acknowledge the sizable body of evidence outlined by
Woods in CM 32 that shows that {i} plays an important role as a member of the CP class that
stands in functional opposition with the others as a designator of grammatical voice and scalar
transitivity. Although not the principal matter of investigation, the matter merits mention as it has
ramifications for how one understands the MPs’ interaction with other prefix chain elements.
While the preceding discussion exposed a fundamental logical deficiency inherent to the
“Vocalic Prefix” hypothesis’s viability, it is necessary to briefly outline the function of {i} and
examine Postgate’s view of it as a marker of dynamic mode.

Before returning to {he} specifically, it will first be explained from a functional
perspective why {i} most likely does not underly any vowel-final MP with no overt following
CP. The main reason the CP {i} is argued here to not underly the terminal vowel of any MP

when no other CP is explicitly expressed lies in the semantic mismatch between the MPs and {i}.

In accordance with the understanding of {i} as demonstrated by Woods in CM 32, {i} is best

164 Tbid., 218.

165 1t is also possible that the pronoun in the first scenario could be the third singular human indirect object
pronoun {n} (ex., i=n=DI=..., etc.). This is not the prototypical case, however, and thus has been relegated to this
footnote.
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seen as a CP that marks a neutral voice distinction (in contrast to the other CPs) and serves as “a
pragmatic option for the neutral reporting of information, for relating a message without
particular emphasis on any one part or participant.”!® Woods does not argue one way or another
whether {i} belies MPs in certain scenarios. Rather, he explains that there is no consensus on the
matter and explains the logic as to why it could occur hidden behind the vowels of MPs. Woods
most clearly explains this in his discussion of how the negative prefix {nu} could obscure an
underlying {i}, which is formally equated with the MPs.!®7 1t is argued by Woods that {i} could
functionally underlie {nu} as “there is an association with a decrease in transitivity, as it will be
recalled that affirmation and mode are two of the parameters that govern scalar transitivity.”!68

What is of interest to the present discussion about MPs is Woods’ position on the
relationship of “mode” (i.e., mood or modality) with {i}. Woods observes that a shift from realis
to irrealis “mode” triggers a shift from high to low transitivity. Since {i} is the prototypical CP
of low transitivity, one could theoretically understand how it could be hidden behind MPs if one
is only considering its role in transitivity. This, however, is not the only function of {i} and while
there is a correlation between modal notions and low-grade transitivity there is a stronger
mismatch between the semantics of {i} and the MPs. Specifically, {i}’s backgrounding function
as a defocalizing agent and a minimizer of topicality and salience, as well as its pragmatic
function for reporting neutral information without emphasizing either part of the action or a
participant are fundamentally at odds with modal notions.!®°

As has been explained at numerous points earlier in this work, modality is inextricably

linked with participants and events. Within the domain of Propositional Modality, modal notions

166 Woods, The Grammar of Perspective, 135.

167 The possibility of {i} furtively co-occurring with {nu} is discussed in an upcoming footnote.
168 (emphasis original to source). Ibid., 139.

169 Ibid., 135.
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convey a speaker’s stance regarding the truth of the proposition (i.e., epistemic modality) or what
evidence a speaker has for reported information (i.e., evidential modality). Accordingly,
modality is heavily associated with the speaker and the addressee he or she is trying to inform
(i.e., the discourse participants). Within the domain of Event Modality, modal notions relate
directly either to the obligation or permission one has to perform an action (i.e., deontic
modality) or to the ability or willingness one has to act (i.e., dynamic modality). This shows a
direct link between modality and events. The inseparability of modal notions from participants
and events disallows the MPs from co-occurring with {i} on fundamental semantic grounds.

There are also formal reasons for arguing against assuming that {i} belies the terminal
vowel of MPs when no other CP is written. There are the occasional spellings of MPs followed
by a plene vowel, but these are not proof positive of an assimilated underlying {i}. Such
spellings could be indicators of the vowel having been lengthened to mark emphasis or even
phonological glosses on the MP. Stylistic motivations for such orthographic choices also cannot
be dismissed in some instances.

Rather than seeking a solution that relies on the ability of Sumerian orthography to
consistently and transparently represent that an assumed {i} has assimilated, it is perhaps better
to approach the problem by looking for a sufficient body of morphographemic spellings that
betray the hidden presence of {i} behind the spellings of vowel-final MPs. Sumerian is written in
such a highly morpho-logographic fashion that one could reasonably expect to find at least a few
morphographemic spellings of the sort MP-is-... (exs., hes-i3-..., ba-ra-is-..., na-is-..., etc.).

These spellings, however, seem to be entirely unattested.!’? Returning now exclusively to the MP

170 There are a few possible morphographemic spellings of nu=i=... (i.e., nu-is-...) in the Ebla corpus and in
tablet MS 4287 (an Old Babylonian compendium of legal forms). This dissertation treats {nu} as functionally
distinct from the MPs. Accordingly, its potential co-occurrence with {i} is irrelevant to the MPs. Furthermore, the
significance of the forms in question are open to debate. There are also examples of the spelling nu-us-... in certain
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under consideration (i.e., {he}), there are attestations of the HE>-sign followed directly by an Iz-
sign, but in such cases the I3-sign is always to be read ...-ni-... standing for the locative DI. To
cite one example:

[3.13] dubs hez-ni-dub; a zal-le hez-ni-tus

dubs he;-ni-dub> a
dubs=gp he=ni=(e’)=dub,=0 a
knee=AB Spo MPep1. ASV=DILOC=(PRO 1sG. A0)=t0 trembleH_CVR=AB83SGDo water
zal-e he>-ni-tus

zal=e(d)=0 he=ni=(e’)=tus=o

to pass 1, —PURP=AP+ABSpo MPkpr. ASV=DILOC=(PRO 1SG. Ag)ZCVVEg_CVRzABS3 SG.DO

Indeed, I bent the knee there; indeed, I washed there at the flowing water.
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 55
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A_Nurr
MUSEUM NUMBER: Ni 2770

In this example, reading the I3-sign as ...-ni-... for the locative DI is secure because the event is
taking place at a certain location that is known in the discourse but not marked with an adverbial
complement in the clause.!”!

Additionally, some Sumerologists have claimed that spellings hez-im-... argue in favor of
{1}’s ability to co-occur with MPs and potentially hide behind their terminal vowels. Such
interpretations rely on an independent ventive prefix {m} that is proceeded either by the CP or
“Vocalic Prefix” {i} and propose that he;-im-... should be understood as MP="VOCALIC

PREFIX”=VEN=....!7? This is not taken as proof of the sequence MP=i=... for two main reasons.

environments (particularly the ditilas) where the plene vowel might mark an assimilated {i} (i.e., nu=i=...). It could
also, however, denote an elongated vowel marking emphasis. The Ebla data, lexical data, and certain plene spellings
indicate that {nu}, unlike the MPs, might co-occur with {i}, but there is also logic in asserting that it need not occur
in all cases. The Ebla data is too expansive to cite here but MS 4287 is published in: Andrew R. George and
Gabriella Spada, Old Babylonian Texts in the Schoyen Collection: Part 2: School Letters, Model Contracts, and
Related Texts. CUSAS 43. (University Park, PA: Eisenbrauns, 2019), 147-153 and Plates LXIII and LXIV.

7! Gragg, Sumerian Dimensional Infixes, 78.

172 One such proponent is Ake Sjoberg who interprets the sequence nu-im-me as “nu-is-m-e ‘he does not say’
[in] Lamentation over Sumer and Ur 95-97.” Although Sj6berg is discussing the co-occurrence of the veridical
negator prefix and {i} here, his logic for the interpretation of the ventive is what is important. Ake Sjoberg,
“Sumerian Texts and Fragments in the University of Pennsylvania Museum,” in dubsar anta-men Studien zur
Altorientalistik: Festschrift fiir Willem H.Ph. Romer zur Volllendung seines 70. Lebensjahres mit Beitrdgen von
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Firstly, the notion of “Vocalic Prefixes” in general has been set aside as problematic. Secondly,
the ventive prefix is seen as the CP {im} that stands in marked opposition to the CP {i} and is
not a dissectible sequence of two discrete morphemes (at least not as it manifests as a CP in
historical Sumerian). Furthermore, one could easily read the IM-sign as “em” in these cases. This
would negate the need to explain a vocalic difference between the two graphemes (i.e., hes-em-
... would represent an allomorph of he=im=...). Such an orthographic explanation holds even if
one wishes to maintain that {mu} is a ventive CP whose vowel drops in certain environments.

While one cannot argue conclusively from a lack of morphographemic spellings alone,
their nonexistence when paired with the semantic mismatch between {i} and the MPs paints a
convincing picture that one ought not assume the presence of {i} behind the final vowel of an
MP when no CP is written explicitly.

As was mentioned above, there is evidence of MP spellings with plene vowels that
should be taken as evidence for something other than the obscured existence of {i} in the
position after an MP. Before arguing what the functions of these seemingly superfluous vowels

are, examples from the corpus will be given (note: this plene vowel evidence is not restricted to

(hel):!73

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE

Freunden, Schiilern und Kollegen, eds. Thomas E. Balke, Manfried Dietrich, and Oswald Loretz. AOAT 253.
(Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 1998), 361.

173 Manuscript ExIn_Nusg of The Exaltation of Inana has a form that looks like it could be a “superfluous”
vowel in what corresponds to composite line 138 (Ex/n_Nuss, composite line 138 = eS2-dam-kug ma-ra-an-[nal] /
Sags-zu ha-A-[...]). Said form, however, is broken and erroneous when compared to the other manuscripts (most
manuscripts have na-ma-seds-des).
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[3.14]

[3.15]

mu lugal / Ur-DAR dumu-nuio / Um-ma-sago-ga dumu Ur-‘Ba-U,-ka-kes /
ha-a-tuku biz-in-dugs-ga

mu  lugal / Ur-DAR dumu-nuio /
mu  lugal=(ak)=e / Ur-DAR dumu=nu /
name king=(GEN)=vVOC / PNg child=P0ss.1SG.HUM /
Um-ma-sago-ga dumu Ur-YBa-U,-ka-kes /
Ummasaga dumu Ur-BaU=ak=ak=e /
PNe¢ child PN ¢=GEN=GEN=ERG /
ha-a-tuku

he=a=(n)=tuku=g
MPpeo.pErM=CP=(PRO3s6.1um.AG)=t0 getyr=ABS3s6.00

biz-in-dugs-ga
ba=*I=n=dugs=0=a
CPvip=DILoc=PRO3s6.num.a6=10 82y sc=ABS3s6.00=SUBR

“that he said ‘By the name of the king! Concerning Ur-DAR, my son, Ummasaga,
the daughter of Ur-BaU, may marry him.””

COMPOSITION: NSGU.IIL.206
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 21'-24'
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.206
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.6557

di ba-ra-a-da-ab-be;-eng
di ba-ra-a-da-ab-bej-eng
di=o bara=e=da=b=e=en

lawsuit=ABSpo MPepi.neG.asv=PRO256.10=DIcmr=PRO3s6 nHUM.p0=1O S2Y1156=PRO156.AG

“(Then) I really will not sue you!”
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.20
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: §
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.20
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.759

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.16] Ning-ab-ba-na dumu Ur-DAR / ha-a-tuku bix-in-dugs-ga

Ning-ab-ba-na dumu Ur-DAR /
Nin-abbana dumu Ur-DAR=(ak)=0 /
PN¢ child PN o=(GEN)=ABSpo /
ha-a-tuku

he=*A=(e’)=tuku=g
MPpeo.conor=DIpar.1s6=(PRO1sc.46)=t0 gety=ABS3sc.po

biz-in-dugs-ga
ba=*I=n=dugs=0=a
CPmip=DILoc=PRO3sG.HUM.AG=tO SaYr.s6=ABS3s6.00=SUBR

“that he said ‘Nin-abbana, the daughter of Ur-IDAR, / let me marry her unto

myself!””
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL. 16
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 5-6
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit. 16
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.6432

[3.17] Tur'-san kur-ra <tu$>-a-zu / "bal-ra-a-zu / kur-ra "tus’1-Tzu hes-zu-ams

fur'-say kur-ra <tu$r-a-zu

ursan=eo kur=a <tu$r=a=zu=o

hero=vocC mountain=LOC <to dwelly.ss»=PP=P0SS.2SG.HUM=ABSsg;
/ Mbal-ra-a-zu / kur-ra

/ bara=*I=zu=g / kur=a

/ MPgp1 NEG.ASV=DILoc=tO kIIOWH:ABS 3SG.SBJ / mountain=LOC

rtus”1-zyl
tus=(a)=zu=o0
to dwell.sc=(PP)=POSS.2SG.HUM=ABSsg;

hez-zu-ams
he=zu=p=a=am
MPpeous=to Know,=ABS3s6.s55=NMZ=COP.3SG

“Oh hero, your dwelling place in the mountain is certainly unknown (currently),

(but) let your dwelling place in the mountain be known (henceforth)!”
COMPOSITION: Gilgames and Huwawa A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 141 g-h-i
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: GH.A_X¢
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 11053

As the glossing in these examples demonstrates, there always seems to be an explanation for a

plene vowel following an MP that is preferable to positing an assimilated {i}.
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Even though the “Vocalic Prefix” hypothesis has already been disregarded in this
chapter, it is necessary to finish investigating how other arguments in favor of it bear out in the
evidence. Returning to Jagersma, the claim that the [ha] and [h€] are in perfectly predictable
distribution in Old Sumerian merits attention. This matter is complicated firstly by the relative
scarcity of modal forms in this corpus. Secondly, examining Jagersma’s position here is difficult
as his argumentation relies on the existence of an unexpressed “Vocalic Prefix” {*i} that is
formally constrained to never occur before a CV-syllable (in such instances a null form is
posited). Even though his position has not been adopted here, the data must be examined using
his formal constraints for {*i} to show how this explanation for the phonological shape and
allomorphic distribution of {he} does not hold as neatly as has been claimed. The first piece of
evidence from an Old Sumerian text that seems to problematize Jagersma’s formal rules for the
distribution of [ha] and [h€] comes from a record of silver for different purposes published in
CUSAS 23 (which in all fairness post-dates Jagersma’s writing):!7*

[3.18] [...] x-ta hes-8es-si / [...] hep-Ses-si

[...] x-ta hex-Ses-si

[...] x=ta he=8i=(b)=sig=(e)

[...]  7=ABL MPpeo.us=DIterm=(PRO3s6.nHuM.00)=t0 filli=(PRO3s6.46)
/ [...] he>-Ses-si

/ [...] he=si=(b)=sig=(e)

/ [...]  MPpeosus=DIteru=(PRO3s6.n1UM.p0)=tO fill,/=(PRO3s6.AG)

[...] from/each(?) X, let one fill it/ [...] let one fill it.!7>
COMPOSITION: Account of Silver for Different Purposes (CUSAS 23, 067)
LINE NUMBER: obv. col. i Ins. 6-7
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.l37Umma3
MUSEUM NUMBER: CUNES 51-04-012

174 Vitali Bartash, Miscellaneous Early Dynastic and Sargonic Texts in the Cornell University Collections.
CUSAS 23. (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2013).

175 The original editor of this text did not provide a translation of these lines. That is valid given the goal of
CUSAS 23, but a viable translation that adheres to the grammatical form (with little consideration for the economic
context) has been given here. It must be noted, however, that the interpretation of this {he}-form is largely arbitrary
given the breaks. This is unproblematic here as the evidence is being cited for formal, not functional, purposes. It
must also be noted that Jagersma might posit unwritten indirect object pronouns before DIs in cases like this. In
general, this dissertation disagrees with such a practice. Jagersma, “A Descriptive Grammar of Sumerian,” 447.
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This example is evidence of the syllable [he] expressing the MP {he} before a CV-syllable. In

Jagersma’s system, this form should have a zero marked “Vocalic Prefix” by rule. According to

the rules of the paradigm concerning texts from the Early Dynastic period, the MP should

invariably manifest as [ha] in such scenarios. This is not the case in [3.18].

Evidence challenging the idea that a supposed “Vocalic Prefix” belies all forms of {he}

that occur before a CV-syllable is not restricted to this text. Additional evidence undermining the

supposed distribution of [ha] and [h€] is attested on numerous occasions elsewhere:

[3.19]

[3.20]

DES.PL[TUG:] he>-m[a]-ak

DES.PL[TUG,] he,-m[a]-ak

niz[zal]=e he=mu=[*A]=ak=0

hear[ing]=ABSsg; MPpEo.1us=CPempy=[DIpar.156]=t0 d0y=ABS3s.s81

“Let attention be paid [to me].”
COMPOSITION: Instructions of Suruppak
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 10
ARTIFACT LINE NUMBER: obv. i 8
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: IS _AbS
ARTIFACT IDENTIFIER: AbS-T 323+AbS-T 393

yizzal! heo-mal-fak?

lpizzal hez-"mal-rak?
nizzal=o he=mu=*A=ak=0
hearing=ABSsg; MPpeo.jus=CPempy=DIpat.1s6=t0 d0y~=ABS3s6.58;

“Let attention be paid to me.”!’¢

COMPOSITION: Instructions of Suruppak
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 10
ARTIFACT LINE NUMBER: Fr. 101 1’
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: IS Adab
MUSEUM NUMBER: A 649 & A 645

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

176 Alster transcribes: “hé-x-x (=-"ma-ak1?).” Bendt Alster, Wisdom of Ancient Sumer. (Bethesda, MD: CDL
Press, 2005), 57. The author has collated the tablet and accepts Alster’s parenthetical suggestion.
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[3.21] Barag-hez-ni-dug; / ensix(DAR.PA.TE.SI)

Barag-he;-ni-dugs  / ensix(DAR.PA.TE.SI)
Barag-henidug / ensix
PNo / ruler

Barag-henidug, / the ruler.!”’
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.1.3.2001 (Barag-henidug)
LINE NUMBER: 3-4
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Barag-henidug_1 S
MUSEUM NUMBER: A 7447

[3.22] piri3-bi / Nin-ki'(DI)-kes / ki he,-da-kar-re;

yiriz-bi / Nin-ki'(DI)-kes / ki
niriz=bi=(e) / Ninki=(a)k=e / ki=¢
foot=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=(LOCTRsocy) / DNQ=GEN=ERG / place=ABSpo

he;-da-kar-re;
he=da=(b)=kar=e
MPpeo.0rr=DIcmr=(PRO3s6 xrum.po)=t0 fleey,cvi=PRO3sc.Ac

May the goddess Ninki remove its feet from the ground!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.3.1 (E-anatum : Stele of the Vultures)
LINE NUMBER: rev. v 39-41
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: E-anatum_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 16109

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

177 This [he]-form occurs in a PN. Since this PN is a sentence, as is common in Sumerian, it can be a valuable
source of evidence. Frayne is uncertain on the correct reading of the NI-sign, but it is argued here that it indeed
should be read ...-ni-.... Accordingly, this name would be Barag-henidug meaning “May good things be there upon
the dais!” (alt. “There are indeed good things upon the dais!”’). Morphological analysis: barag=g he=ni=dugs;=e.
Early Dynastic sentence names are exceedingly common and only one will be cited here: ™Dipir-iz-kusz “The
(personal) god is satisfied.” Thomas E. Balke, Das altsumerische Onomastikon. Namengebung und Prosopografie
nach den Quellen aus Lagas. Dubsar 1. (Miinster: Zaphon, 2017), 120. Personal names from this period that
preserve Slot One morphemes (i.e., MPs or the veridical negator {nu}) are seemingly less common but still attested
(citations are non-exhaustive): A-ha-tils “The father is truly alive!” (Balke has “(?)” after his translation of the name
but such doubt seems unnecessary); E>-he2 “This be a temple!” or “Be this a temple?” (the latter seems less likely);
"Lugal-an-da-nu-hun-paz “King who does not rest with An” (technically not a sentence name but it does attest to
{nu} in a personal name); "Lugal-he> “He be a king!” Ibid., 69, 134, 236, and 246.
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[3.23] En-TE.ME-me-na/ ensi> / Laga¥¥i-kes4/ bar-e-ba-ka / Il>-3e3 / luz her-Se3-gis-gis

En-TE.ME-me-na  / ensi / Lagaski-kes /
Enmetena / ensi; / Lagas=(a)k=e /

PNe / ruler / GN=GEN=ERG /
bar-e-ba-ka / I1>-Ses3 / luz
bar=e=bi=ak=a / I1=8e / lu=0
outside=?=DEM=GEN=LOC  / PNo=TERM / individual=ABSpo

he>-Se3-gis-gia
he=Si=(n)=gi4igis=0
MPep1.asv=DIterv=(PRO3sc 1um.ac)=t0 return, X2=ABS356.00

On account if this, Enmetena, ruler of Laga$, sent envoys to Il (ruler of Disa).
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.5.1 (En-metena)
LINE NUMBER: col. iv 13-18
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: En-metena_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 3004

[3.24] bar Se-ba-ka / luz hez-Si-gis-gis-a-ka

bar Se-ba-ka / luz
bar Se=bi=ak=a / lu,=0
back barley=DEM=GEN=LOC / individual=ABSpo

he»-8i-gis-gis-a-ka
he=8i=(n)=gi4igls=0=a=ak=a
MPep1. AsszITERMz(PRO3 SG.HUM. AG)=tO T eturnv Xz:AB S356.00=NMZ=GEN=LOC

Because of that barley, / he (i.e., Enanatum I) sent envoys to him (Ur-Lumma)!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.9.3 (Iri-KA-gina)
LINE NUMBER: col. iv 1'-2'
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Iri-KA-gina_Refs3 1
MUSEUM NUMBER: Ist ESEM 1717

[3.25] munus me-a-ne bala tab / he,-ta-e3

munus me-a-ne bala tab /
munus meane bala tab /
woman ? to turn to double /
he,-ta-e3

he=ta=es;=0

MP=DI;p.=t0 g0 Outy;—ABS3sc.sBs

UNTRANSLATED!"®

COMPOSITION: Administrative Document (SF 054)
LINE NUMBER: rev. ii 1-2

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.97Fara1

MUSEUM NUMBER: VAT 12597

178 Citations from this composition have been left untranslated due to various difficulties with the text. Since
form, not function, is the topic under consideration, however, this is unproblematic.
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[3.26] nita me-a-ne illar tukul / he;-ta-[e3]

nita me-a-ne illar tukul /
nita meane illar tukul /
man ? ball weapon /
hex-ta-[e3]

he=ta=[e:=0]
MP=DIp=[t0 g0 Out;=ABS3s.s81]

UNTRANSLATED

COMPOSITION: Administrative Document (SF 054)
LINE NUMBER: rev. ii 3-4

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.97Fara1

MUSEUM NUMBER: VAT 12597

Given the preceding examples, there is sufficient evidence to question the viability of the
“Vocalic Prefix” hypothesis. Grammatical rules are not expected to be adhered to unfalteringly
in all instances, but the system does not seem to be perfectly predictable for Old Sumerian texts
as has been asserted. Furthermore, it is argued here that the number of deviations from the
espoused rules likely indicates that there is something fundamentally unsound about the
hypothesis. The claim that texts from the Early Dynastic period always have a [ha]-form of this
MP before CV syllables is not borne out in the evidence. This is unproblematic for the proposal
advocated in this dissertation, but it shows a deficiency in the idea that some hidden prefix
motivates the phonological realization of {he} by rule. In sum, there seems to be neither formal
nor functional justification for positing an unexpressed “Vocalic Prefix” in all forms with [he]
standing for {he}.

Even when understood as a CP, there seems to be no phonological reason to believe that
{1} is hidden behind the vowel of MPs that are not followed by an overt CP. As has already been
detailed, the presence of an underlying CP {i} contradicts the semantics of the MPs. Proponents
of the “Vocalic Prefix” hypothesis and the CP hypothesis seem to see a more exact relationship

between Old Sumerian orthography and the phonemic nature of the language than the author of
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this dissertation is comfortable with, which is one of the many reasons both have been set aside
here in search of an alternative.

Having problematized the competing proposals for the base form of {he}, it is necessary
to find a solution that does not rely on the presence of an unseen morpheme whose occurrence is
conditioned by formal constraints. The fact that from the Early Dynastic period onwards {he}
realizes as [he] (wr. HE>-sign) when used as an independent disjunctive word is strong evidence
of [he] being the base form of the MP. To form disjunctive pairs, Sumerian places independent
{he}s after two nouns in sequence, thereby creating a sort of synchysis syntax of the type “NP;
{he} NP> {he}” meaning “whether it be NP; or NP>.” The following examples all come from
Early Dynastic texts (citations from later texts would be superfluous for this line of
argumentation):

[3.27] luz DES.KUSU¥ he, / lup-kur-ra he, / 9En-lil,-le / hep-ha-lam-me

luz NDES.KUSU,4 he> / luz-kur-ra

lu Disa=(ak)=0 he / lukura=g¢
individual GN=(GEN)=ABSpo DISJ / stranger=ABSpo
he; / dEn-lil>-le / hez-ha-lam-me

he / Enlil=e / he=(n)=halam=e

DISJ / DNo&=ERG / MPDEo,opTz(PR03SG_HUM_Do)ZtO destroyM=PRO3sc,_AG

Whether he be a leader (lit. individual) of Disa / or some other (ruler)(lit. stranger)

/ may Enlil / destroy him!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.5.1 (En-metena)
LINE NUMBER: col. vi Ins. 17-20
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: En-metena_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 3004

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.28] Tfgalal They!/ Muy'-Tbappirs! They! / agrig hes / ugula he; / bar silas gaba-ka-ka /
kug a-naz-naz-a

lgalal They! / Muy'-Tbappirs! Thea!  / agrig hez
gala he / lubappir he / agrig he
singer DIS;]  / brewer DIS;]  / steward DISJ

/ ugula he / bar silas-gaba-ka-ka

/ ugula he / bar silagaba=ak=ak=a

/ foreman DIS;]  / outside offering lamb=GEN=GEN=LOC
/ kug a-nax-naz-a

/ kug=e a=(b)=nazina,=e

/ SilVeI':ABSDo CP=PRO3sG.NHUM.DO—TO putMX2=PRO3SG_AG

because — whether he be a singer, / or brewer, / or steward, / or foreman, —/ one

pays in silver / in place an offering lamb
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.9.2 (Iri-KA-gina)
LINE NUMBER: col. iv Ins. 26-31
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: IKG.Refs2 1
MUSEUM NUMBER: MNB 1390

These examples have been cited previously by Mamoru Yoshikawa to argue for a base form [he]
for {he}.!” The present author agrees with Yoshikawa, but his proposal has not gained universal
support (as the preceding pages attest).

The only counterargument to independent {he} proving the MP’s base form is [he] that is
known to the author is the position originally proposed by Edmond Sollberger (and most recently
explicated by Jagersma) that the independent disjunctive form only realizes with an /e/-vowel
because it is a reduced form of the MP affixed to an independent copula.'®® According to
Sollberger, independent disjunctive [he] is an example of “[I]a [c]opule réduite au [p]refixe,” and

the /e/-vowel is the CP of the independent copula that remains after the deletion of said

179 Yoshikawa, “The Origin of Sumerian Verbal Preformatives,” 293.

130 Jagersma’s modified position is that the form was [hem] in speech but the mimation was not expressed in
writing in the Early Dynastic period. For a full outline of his position, see: Jagersma, “A Descriptive Grammar of
Sumerian,” 678-681.
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copula.'®! Sollberger rightly questions why the form would manifest as a combination of two
prefixes with a deleted copula, and he is forced to grapple with the matter because asserts the
base form of the MP is {ha}; to support his position, Sollberger asserts that MPs are required by
rule to co-occur with CPs (a position which has been dismissed here).'®? While Sollberger’s
position does result in an independent disjunctive form realized as [he], his proposal
unnecessarily complicates the matter by positing that the form is a combination of two verbal
prefixes left behind after copula deletion. With Sollberger’s counterproposal dismissed and the
hidden CP and/or “Vocalic Prefix” hypotheses problematized, the only natural recourse seems to
be interpreting the base form of {he} as [he]. Nonetheless, one final line of evidence will be cited
below to conclude this discussion.

The final pieces of evidence concerning the shape of {he} come from the Sumerian texts
written at Ebla (ca. 2400-2300 BCE). This corpus is difficult to work with and has minimal
explanatory power when used as the sole source. In the broader context of this work, however,
evidence from Sumerian texts from Ebla provides interesting insight into the shape of {he} and
the nature of the MPs in general (at least as perceived by the Eblaites, speakers of a Semitic
language).!®3

For the purposes of this dissertation, the only Ebla data on {he} that will be cited is that
which is published in /] Sistema Verbale Sumerico nei Testi Lessicali di Ebla: Saggio di

linguistica tassonomica (1990) by Franco D’ Agostino because such attestations are

181 Edmond Sollberger, Le Systéme Verbal dans les Inscriptions «Royales» Présargoniques de Lagas. (Geneva:
Librairie E. Droz, 1952), 224. The CP {e} has thus far been unmentioned in this thesis. It is common in Early
Dynastic texts and functionally parallel to {i}. It is unclear if this {e} is actually an allomorph of {i}, but the
question is ultimately of no consequence here.

132 Tbid.

133 The Ebla corpus also elucidates much about the nature of the veridical negator {nu}, as has been mentioned
in an earlier footnote.
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representative of the morpheme in the broader Ebla corpus and sufficient as evidence here.!%*
What is of present interest is the consistency with which this morpheme is written with the HI-
sign (as opposed to the prototypical HE>-sign) regardless of any following CP or potential
surface allomorphy.'83 D’ Agostino transcribes this MP in texts from Ebla as hi-... and this
practice will be followed in the presentation of the data, but ultimately dismissed in favor of the
reading he-.... To begin, evidence from the monolingual lexical texts from the site will be given

in the table below:

TABLE 3.3. {he} in Monolingual Lexical Texts from Ebla (StSemNS 7)

Form Source
hi-DU MEE I, 2540, col. ii, obv. 7’
hi-dabs MEE I, 1364, col. iii, rev. 9’
hi-dabs MEE 1, 4580, col. ii, obv. 4
hi-las MEE 111, 44, col. vii, rev. 10
hi-mas MEE I, 1364, col. iii, obv. 15
hi-ra-ra MEE I, 4275, col. iii, obv. 3’
hi-til MEE I, 1364, col. iv, rev. 27’
hi-til MEE 1, 3349, col. i, obv. 12’
hi-til MEE I, 4915, col. v, rev. 8’
hi-til MEE I1I, 53, col. v, rev. 19
hi-tums MEE I, 3349, col. iii, obv. 5’
hi-mu-DU MEE 1, 1364, col. v, obv. 14
hi-mu-DU MEE I, 2146, col. v/, rev. 2’
Su hi-mu-takas MEE I, 1440, col. ii, rev. 7’
Su hi-mu-takas MEE I, 3349, col. v, obv. 2
Su hi-mu-takas MEE 111, 44, col. iii, rev. 12
hi-na-Sum; MEE I, 2540, col. iv, obv. 7’
hi-na-Sum; MEE I, 4591, col. v/, rev. 1’
hi-na-Sum; MEE III, 53, col. v, rev. 15

184 Franco D’ Agostino, 1/ Sistema Verbale Sumerico nei Testi Lessicali di Ebla: Saggio di linguistica
tassonomica. StSemNS 7. (Roma: Universita degli Studi “La Sapienza,” 1990).

185 Upon a cursory search of DCCLT/ebla, the HE>-sign at Ebla seems reserved for representing [he] in the DN
He»-nir2 and the word hex-nalz (= “plenty”); importantly, it is unclear if the hes-... in either form is the same as the
MP {he}. At least for hez2-palz2, Miguel Civil has argued that they are not the same, and the usage of this grapheme at
Ebla might support his position. The HE2-sign at Ebla is also occasionally used for representing [gan]. The use of
the HE2-sign for [gan] occurs as a phonetic complement in some places, as part of the lexeme munus-ama-gan (=
“breeding female animal; child-bearing mother”), and occasionally as an alternate spelling for “field” (prototypically
written ganaz). Albeit non-exhaustive and limited to the lexical texts published on DCCLT/ebla, this data seems to
indicate that the HE2-sign was not the graphic convention for representing the MP {he}. Rather the HE>-sign was
reserved for highly specific environments. Civil, “Modal Prefixes,” 31.
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As this table demonstrates, {he} was written with the HI-sign on conjugated verbs listed
asyntactically in monolingual lexical lists from Ebla. Entries with the forms hi-mu-DU and $u hi-
mu-takas, however, show that {he} at Ebla was not realized as [hi] to represent an underlying
he=i=... because {i} is a CP and as such cannot co-occur with another CP by rule. Rather, this
evidence indicates that the HI-sign was the grapheme of choice for {he} at Ebla and should best
be transcribed he-... (i.e., it is not evidence of Ebla texts displaying a shallow orthographic
representation of he=i=...).

Next, evidence from the bilingual lexical list corpus from Ebla will be given below in

TABLE 3.4. (as per above, D’Agostino’s transcriptional convention for the MP is maintained):

TABLE 3.4. {he} in Bilingual Lexical Texts from Ebla (StSemNS 7)
Sumerian Form Eblaite Form Source
hi-mus; ma-ha-ri-nu MEE 1V, 063 + MEE 1V, 064 obv. vii 12-13
hi-ra birs-LUM MEE 1V, 013 rev. xvii 7-8
hi-tar i-si-ma-a-ma MEE 1V, 080 obv. ii 3-4
hi-tums LACUNA MEE III, 041 rev. 1’ 3’
igi hi-dusg mu-§a-gu-um MEE 1V, 065+ obv. xx 9'-10’
hi-mu-tumy su-lu-wu-um MEE 1V, 063 + MEE 1V, 064 rev. iii 12-13
hi-mu-sar NO PARALLEL MEE 1V, 115 rev. xiii 17

The data in this table does not a add a new explanatory layer on top of that provided by TABLE
3.3. Nonetheless, it has been cited here simply as supporting evidence.

Having exhausted the lexical evidence from the body of texts under consideration,
evidence from connected texts from Ebla will now be given. Although this data affords the best
look into Sumerian as it was understood organically in practice at Ebla, the {he}-forms provide

no new dimensions of evidence and are simply included here for the sake of completeness:!8¢

136 None of these texts have been morphologically analyzed, glossed, or translated as doing so would add
nothing to the present discussion.
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[3.29] SuSanay 6 (gins) kug:babbar / sd-u-um / sukkal maskim / nes-dug-du / hi-DU
COMPOSITION: List of Expenditures of Silver (MEE XII 25)
LINE NUMBER: rev. col. ix 1-5
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.10_Ebla;
ARTIFACT IDENTIFIER: TM.75.G.2236

[3.30] 1 ma-na kug:babbar / ip-gi-tum / maz:hu Ga-Sur"l/ ABxAS,-ABxAS; hi-DU
COMPOSITION: List of Expenditures of Silver (MEE XII 25)
LINE NUMBER: obv. col. i 9-col. ii §
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.10_Ebla;
ARTIFACT IDENTIFIER: TM.75.G.2236

[3.31] igi-[igi] / nu-igi-hi-dus / *mi-in"/ 2 e>:durusi-sit / a-di-ma / als / nes-ustil /
a-mu-[su]

COMPOSITION: Text Related to Enthronement (ARET 11, 2)
LINE NUMBER: obv. col. viii 8"-15"
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.11_Eblaz
MUSEUM NUMBER: TM.1975.G.01939 + TM.1975.G.03447 + TM.1975.G.03458 + TM.1975.G.03483 + TM.1975.G.03674 + TM.1975.G.03687
+TM.1975.G.04828 + TM.1975.G.04841 + TM.1975.G.04843 + TM.1975.G.04845 + TM.1975.G.04867 + TM.1975.G.04883 +
TM.1975.G.04889 + TM.1975.G.05814 + TM.1975.G.05840 + TM.1975.G.12317 + TM.1975.G.12327 + TM.1975.G.12329 +

TM.1975.G.15497 + TM.1975.G.15646 + TM.1975.G.17174 + TM.1975.G.17221d + TM.1975.G.172231 + TM.1975.G.172330 +
TM.1975.G.17328 + TM.1975.G.17780 + TM.1975.G.17794 + TM.1975.G.18226 + TM.1975.G.20614 + TM.1975.G.20646 + XXXIX

The attestations of the sequence hi-CP-... demonstrate that these Ebla spellings should not be
cited as evidence of {i}’s underlying presence in all verbs that begin with the HE>-sign that are
not followed by an overt CP. As has been mentioned, the above Ebla evidence was presented
with {he} transcribed as hi-... in keeping with the tradition of the original editor, but this is most
likely not best practice. Rather, the HI-sign as {he} in the Ebla corpus should be transcribed he-
... (as done by Civil elsewhere) because this better represents the phonology of the base
morpheme and does not give a misleading picture about some hidden CP.!®7 In sum, the Ebla
evidence provides insight into orthographic practices at the site, not native Sumerian phonology.
At this point, no further evidence that [he] should be understood as the base form of {he}
will be cited as such evidence would be either redundant or unnecessary. As such, attention will

now turn to the shape of the MP {bara}.

137 One article in which Civil transcribes the HI-sign as he-... in these contexts is: Miguel Civil, “Bilingualism
in Logographically Written Languages: Sumerian in Ebla,” in /I Bilinguismo a Ebla: Atti del Convegno
Internazionale (Napoli, 19-22 aprile 1982), ed. Luigi Cagni. (Naples: Istituto Universitario Orientale, 1984), 75-97.
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3.3.2 {BARA}

The next MP to be examined here is the negative epistemic {bara}. Unlike {he}, {bara}

shows remarkable phonological stability and as such there is no scholarly disagreement about its

shape. In the texts from the Early Dynastic period, {bara} is invariably written ba-ra-...:

[3.32]

[3.33]

da-ri>-da gal-la-Se3 / ki-sur-ra / Nin-ir>-sup-ka-kes / ba-ra-mu-bala-e

da-rip-da gal-la-Se3 / ki-sur-ra /
dari=da gal=a=Se / kisura=o /
eternal=CMT to be big,=PP=TERM / border=ABSpo /
dNin-pir2-sur-ka-kes /
Ninpirsu=(a)k=ak=e /
DN o =GEN=GEN=ERG /

ba-ra-mu-bala-e
bara=mu=(b)=bala=e(n)
MPgpinEG.Asv—CPrr. Act=(PRO3sc ntum.po)=t0 detainy=PRO1sc.ac

For all of eternity, / I will never transgress / the territory / of Ningirsu!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.3.1 (E-anatum : Stele of the Vultures)
LINE NUMBER: col. xx Ins. 16-19
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: E-anatum_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 16109

eg> pas-bi/ Tsul Tbalal Tbal-fral-fak-Tke,!
eg2  pas-bi

egx  par=bi=(e)

levee canal=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=(LOCTRsocv)

fSu?! "bala?
Su—bala=o
hand—to tumg,CVRZAP+ABSD0

~ ~ ~

Mbal-fral-fak1-Tke,!
bara=(b)=ak=e(n)
MPgpinEG.asv=(PRO3sG.n1UM.p0)=t0 A0y ~=PRO1sG.46

I will never shift / (the course of) its irrigation channels and canals!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.3.1 (E-anatum : Stele of the Vultures)
LINE NUMBER: col. xx In. 1-col. xxi In. 2
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: E-anatum_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 16109

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.34] ™al-frup'-fal-Tbi! / ba-ra-buis(PAD)-res
Mal-Truy1-fal-Tbi? / ba-ra-buis(PAD)-res
narua=bi=g / bara=(b)=buix=e(n)
stele=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=ABSpo /MPEPI.NEG.ASV=(PRO3SG.NHUM.DO)= to tear outy~PROisG.aG

I will never rip out / its stelae!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.3.1 (E-anatum : Stele of the Vultures)
LINE NUMBER: col. xxi Ins. 2-3
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: E-anatum_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 16109

[3.35] mu lugal / Ur-lum-ma-ra / lu, ba-ra-ba-dus

mu  lugal / Ur-lum-ma-ra / Tuz

mu  lugal=(ak)= o / Ur-lumma=ra / =0

name king=(GEN)=vVOC / PNg=DAT / individual=ABSgg,
ba-ra-ba-dus

bara=ba=du;=o
MPrpinEG.Asv—CPpass=t0 detaing=ABS3sc.sg;

“By the name of the king! / Concerning Ur-lumma, / the man has indeed not been

detained!'®®
COMPOSITION: Mesag Letter (LEM 53)
LINE NUMBER: 3-5
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.12_Telloz
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.7001

This consistency continues from the Sargonic through the Old Babylonian period. Because of

this, only two additional examples will be given here (Ur III = [3.36]; Old Babylonian = [3.37]):

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE

138 Piotr Michalowski, the original editor, translates: “In the name of the king (I declare that) no one is to detain
Ur-lummal!” Piotr Michalowski, Letters from Early Mesopotamia, ed. Erica Reiner. WAW 3. (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1993), 43. Michalowski’s translation does not seem to represent the valence of the verbal form, the NP
marking, or the type of modality present (i.e., his translation is deontic, not epistemic).
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[3.36] mu lugal / ™Ur-niz-dugs arad E>-lux-ta us-mu-dus / ba-ra-ba-g[is-gis-d]es /
biz-in-[dugs-g]a

mu  lugal / "Urz-ni3-dugs arad Ex-lup-ta
mu  lugal=(ak)=0 / Ur-ni-dug arad=o Elu=ta
name king=(GEN)=vVOC / PNg slave=ABSpo PNo=ABL
uz-mu-dug /
u=mu=(e¢)=dus=0=(a) /
MPEPI_ANTZCPTR.ACTz(PRozSG,AG)ZtO ransomfABS3sg,Do=(SUBR) /
ba-ra-ba-g[is-gis-d]es /
bara=ba=g[is:gis=ed]=e(n) /
MPep1NEG.Asv=CPnrr Mip=t0 T€[tUIN, X2=FUT]=PR01SG.SBJ /

biz-in-[dugs-g]a
ba=*I=n=[dugs]=0=a
CPMip=DILoc=PRO3s6.num.ac=[t0 SaYr.s6]=ABS3s6.00=SUBR

That “By the name of the king! / Once you have ransomed Ur-ni-dug-the slave,

from Elu / I will never g[o ba]ck to it/that!” / he [swore], / (...)
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.28
LINE NUMBER: 8'-11"
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.28
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.6534

[3.37] 9AS-imz-babbar:-¢ di-nuig ba-ra-bir-in-dugs

dA$-im,-babbar,-¢ di-nuio
ASimbabbar=e di=nu=e
DN & =ERG verdict=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo

ba-ra-biz-in-dugs
bara=ba=*I=n=dugs=0
MPepNeG.DED=CPMiD=DILoc=PRO3s6.HUuM.Ac=t0 SaY 1 s6=ABS3s6.00

“ASimbabbar must not have pronounced my verdict,”
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 102
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: E)CI}’LNIZ
MUSEUM NUMBER: Ni 9660 + Ni 4590 + Ni 1167 + Ni 2755 + CBS 10868

Although the phonological shape of {bara} is secure, one occasionally encounters
spellings that are either defective or deceptive. In the corpus, there are only three aberrant
spellings of this MP. These forms do not indicate that the morpheme had undergone any sort of
phonotactic changes or had a different underlying phonological shape. Rather, they are evidence

of scribal errors. Nonetheless, they are given here in the interest of full transparency:
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[3.38] dipir luz gu-la-ta niz ba-ri-ba-da-te

digir luz gu-la-ta niz
digir luz gula=a=ta ni>=o0
god  individual to be big,=PP=ABL fear=ABSpo

ba-ri-ba-da-te
bara=ba=da=(n)=te=o0
MPgpinEG.Asv=CPumip=DIcmr=(PRO3s6.1um.ac)=t0 approachy cvi=ABS3sc.po

He never (stands in) fear (before) the greatest deity!
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 87
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: ExInﬁUrs
MUSEUM NUMBER: UET 6/1 107A

[3.39] paz-e “Nanna-nuio ens-nu ba-Tel-ra-tar / ki-lul-la he,-eb-gul-gul-e

nax-e ‘Nanna-nuio ens-nujo

na’e  Nanna=nu=(e) en3=nu=go

me  DNo=P0SS.1SG.HUM=(ERG) CVNE=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo
ba-fel-ra-tar / ki-lul-la
bara=(n)=tar=g¢ / kilula=a

MPEPLNEG,DEDZ(PRO_%SGAHUM_Ag)ztO CutH_CVRZABST)SG_Do / renegade territory=LOC

he>-eb-gul-gul-e
he=n(!)=guligul=e(n)
MPgp1.asv=PRO3sc.1num.ac=t0 destroy;, X2=PRO156.00

“My Nanna must not have paid heed to me/must not have decided my case,
(and I assume it to be true since I know that) he has utterly destroyed me in

renegade territory.”
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 100-101
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: ExIn_Nus
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58799

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.40] piri3 kur-Se3 gub-ba-nuio ud-Se; ma-ra-Tgub’1-[be;]
piris  kur-Ses gub-ba-guio
piris  kur=se gub=a=nu=g
foot mountain=TERM to standy sc=PP=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSsg,

ud-Se; ma-ra-Tgub’1-[be;]
ud=se bara=gub=[e(n)]
day=TERM MPgpi NEG.ASV=TO StandH, SG— [PRO 1SG.SB J]

“My feet having been set towards the mountain, I will never stand facing the
day!”18?

COMPOSITION: Gilgames and Huwawa A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 88
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: GH.A_Nimno
MUSEUM NUMBER: N 1787

[3.41] [piri3 kur-Ses gub-ba-nuio] IRIxA-Se3 ma-ra-ab-Tdugs! he>-me-en

[niris  kur-Ses gub-ba-nuio]

[piris  kur=Se gub=a=nu=g]

[foot mountain=TERM to standy s¢c=PP=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSsg,]
IRIxA-Se3 ma-ra-ab-fdug,'

IRIxA=Se bara=b=dugs=o

City=TERM MPgpiNEG.ASV==10 SaYy s6=ABS3s6.58s
hez-me-en

he=me:en

MPgp1.asy=COP.1SG

“[My path having been set towards the mountain] will never be directed back

towards the city! I am thus (i.e.,  am committed to this course of action)!”
COMPOSITION: Gilgames and Huwawa A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 88
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: GH.A_Nm
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58509

[3.42] di ba-ra-a-da-ab-be>-eng
di ba-ra-a-da-ab-be;-ens
di=o bara=e=da=b=e=en
lawsuit=ABSpo MPepi.neG.asv=PRO256.10=DIcmr=PRO3s6 nHUM.p0=1O S2Y1.56=PRO156.4G

“(Then) I really will not sue you!”
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.20
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: §
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.20
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.759

139 Other manuscripts indicate one should normally expect iri “city” in place of ud “day.”
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Outside the corpus, different sorts of variant spellings are attested. For example, in one Old

Babylonian ersemma this MP is written ab-ra- after the word sa(2) (“advice”)(i.e., the head noun

of a CV):!%0
[3.43] nurus lu, me-e-dex-kar'-ra-na sa ab-ra-mu-ni-dugs
purus luz
gurus=(e) luy=0
young man=(ERG) individual=ABSsg;

me-e-der-Tkar'-ra-na
mu=(m)e’=da=kar=p=ani=a=(e)
CPact.empy=PRO1p1 10=DIcmr=10 ﬂeeg=ABS35G_SBJ=POS S.3SG.HUM=SUBR

sa ab-ra-mu-ni-dugs
sar,=0 bara=mu=ni=(n)=dugs=o
advice=ABSpo MPepi.neG.asv=CPrr.act=DILoc=(PRO3s6.1um.a6)=t0 $aY 4 s6.cvi=ABS3s6.00

“The lad — who has escaped us — has indeed not succeeded(?)!”
COMPOSITION: Ersemma 97
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 86
LINE NUMBER: obv. col. ii In. 41
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: E}"§797
MUSEUM NUMBER: VAT 617

In much later texts from the Neo-Babylonian period (626-539 BCE), {bara} is sometimes written

bar-ra-..., but this is a matter of orthography not phonology:

EXAMPLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

190 An erSemma is a composition type in the liturgy of the gala-priests that means “wail of the Sem drum.” The
translation “wail,” however, might be misleading since their content does not always seem to be mournful or
despondent. There are four main characteristics of the OB ersemma: (1) they are written in emesal; (2) they only
concern deities (never the king); (3) the structure consists of a single literary unit; (4) their opening lines contain a
list of epithets, cities, or buildings. Mark E. Cohen, Sumerian Hymnology: The Ersemma. HUCA Supp. 2.
(Cincinnati: KTAV Publishing House, 1981), 18.
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[3.44]

4En-lilo-le sago-ga sagio-ga bar-ra-mu-un-da-ab-dugs

dEn-lil,-le sago-ga sagio-ga
Enlil=e sago=a sagip=a=o0
DNo=ERG to be good,=PP to be rare,~PP=VOC

bar-ra-mu-un-da-ab-dugs
bara=mu=n=da=n(!)=dugs=o
MPEp1 NEG.ASV=CP1R. ACT=PRO356.1HUM.10=DIcM1=PRO356.HUM.AG=tO SaYx s6=ABS3s6.00

“Enlil has not said a word to me at all, oh most exquisite one!”
COMPOSITION: Enlil and Ninlil
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 71h
LINE NUMBER: rev. 23
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Enl&Ninl_Bai (C)
MUSEUM NUMBER: BM 38600

Although texts from the Neo-Babylonian period are not under consideration in this dissertation,

this example was included here because the spelling bar-ra-... for {bara} is identical to a rare

spelling of ba=ta=... in the Ur III and Old Babylonian periods (Ur III = [3.45]; Old Babylonian =

[3.46] and [3.47)):

[3.45]

[3.46]

1?2+4 bar-ra-ab-ed

17+4 bar-ra-ab-ed,
17+4=0 ba=ta=b=ed,=o
five(?)=ABSsg; CPpass=DIxpr=7=t0 g0 outy=ABS3sG.sp

5(?) will be removed.
COMPOSITION: Barley and Wool Rations (HSS 4 2)
LINE NUMBER: obv. iii Ins. 16
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.2_Tello;
MUSEUM NUMBER: HSM 1668

ub-e>-ta bar-ra-edz-a

ub-e>-ta bar-ra-ed-a

ube=ta ba=ta=ed,=p=a=a(ms)

neighborhood=ABL  CPyrrmip=DIasi=t0 g0 Out,=ABS3s6.s5=NMZ=COP.3SG

It is the case that he will go out from the neighborhood.
COMPOSITION: A Sumerian Laws Exercise Tablet (YOS I28)
LINE NUMBER: rev. iv Ins. 33
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.3_WAWs.A.5_Warka;
MUSEUM NUMBER: YBC 2177

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.47] ez ninp-gurii-ra bar-ra-ed;-a

) ninz-guri-ra bar-ra-edz-a
€2 ningur=a ba=ta=ed,=o=a=a(m)
house property=LOC CPntr.Mip=DIsBL=tO g0 outy=ABS3s6.s87=NMZ=COP.3SG

It is the case that he will go out from the treasury.
COMPOSITION: Adoption Contract (YOS VIII 120)
LINE NUMBER: obv. 17
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.4_BBDCP.45_Larsa;
MUSEUM NUMBER: YBC 5692

This evidence concludes the present discussion of the shape of {bara}, which has never been

open to much, if any, scholarly debate.

333 {u}

Determining the phonological shape of {u} is a rather straightforward matter. Given its
derivation from either the Akkadian conjunction u (wr. &) or the use of us(d) as the head of
temporal constructions (as will be advocated later in the section), the base phonological shape of
the prefix has securely been determined to be [u]. In Early Dynastic texts, {u} seems to realize as

[u] regardless of the vowel quality of the following syllable:

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.48] Nin-nir>-su-kes / sa-u$ gal-ni / uz-ni-Sus / Su-mah njiri; mah-ni / an-ta he;-na>-na,

[3.49]

dNin-pir2-su-kes / sa-Sus-gal-ni /
Ninpirsu=ak=e / saSuSgal=ani=o /
DN o =GEN=ERG / net=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo /
u3-ni-Sus / Su mah
u=ni=(n)=Sus=o / Su mah
MPEPI_ANTZDILOCZ(PRO:; s(}.HUM,AG)ZtO COVGI'HZAB S3s6.00 / hand gre at

iri3 mah-ni / an-ta

niris mah=ani=¢ / an=ta

feet great=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo / upper=ABL

he>-naz-nax
he=(b)=nazinar=(e)
MPpeo.0rr=(PRO3s6.nHUM.DO)=tO put X2=(PRO3SG.AG)

May Ninpirsu, after casting his great battle-net upon him, bring down upon him

his giant hands and feet!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.5.1 (En-metena)
LINE NUMBER: col. vi Ins. 21-25
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: En-metena_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 3004

gi ‘En-ki-ka-ka / luz us-des

gi dEn-ki-ka-ka / luz

gi Enki=ak=ak=a / lu=0

reed DN ¢ =GEN=GEN=LOC / individual=ABSgg;
usz-des

u=des=0

MPgprant=t0 bringy sc=ABS3sc.sps

When a man was brought to the “reeds of Enki” (for burial), (...)
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.9.1 (Iri-KA-gina)
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 104-115
ARTIFACT LINE NUMBER: vi 15-26
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: IKG.Refs1 1
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 3278

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.50] nam-lua-lu iri-na / $u us-na-zigs / $aga iri-na-ka / ha-ni-gaz-zex(AB2.SAG4.GE)

nam-luz-luy iri-na /
nam=lu'ulu iri=ani=a(k)=(e) /
ABSTR=humanity Ccity=P0SS.3SG.HUM=GEN=(ERG) /
Su u3-na-zigs /
Su=g u=na=(b)=zig;=o /
hand=ABSpo  MPgpr.antT=DIpat.356=(PRO3s6.xHUM.AG )=tO TaiS€z=ABS3s6.p0 /
Sagy iri-na-ka /
Sagy iri=ani=ak=a /
heart city=P0SS.3SG.HUM=GEN=LOC /

ha-ni-gaz-zex(AB2.SAG4.GE)
he=ni=(b)=gaz=e
MPpeo.0rr=DILoc=(PRO3sc.xrum.po)=t0 Kill,=PRO3s6.ac

May the populace of his own city, after rising up against him, kill him there

within his (own) city!
COMPOSITION: RIME 1.9.5.1 (En-metena)
LINE NUMBER: col. vi Ins. 26-29
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: En-metena_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 3004

Although this evidence does not attest to the lack of allomorphy in the spoken language,
it does support the claim that the base form was [u]. During the time of Gudea of Lagas$ (2144-
2124 BCE), {u} does not to show any overt allomorphic realizations in writing, which might
simply indicate the stability of this morpheme’s morphographic tendencies. The Gudea corpus is
one of the earliest corpora that provides significant insight into allomorphic variation in
Sumerian. Accordingly, one might expect for {u} to occasionally show allomorphic variation in
these texts if they had featured prominently in the spoken language of the time and region. It is
impossible, however, to support this argument with full confidence as the depth of cuneiform
orthography presents an inexact picture of the spoken language. Although non-exhaustive, the
following examples are given to show that {u} in the Gudea corpus does not demonstrate any

allomorphy in any environment that could theoretically condition it:
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[3.51]

[3.52]

en-ne; ki-bala kur-<da» san-ki-ni us-ma-da-gidz-da / inim mi-ri>-a-ni u3-ma-ra

en-ne; ki-bala kur-«day

en=e kibala kur=«day
lord=ERG rebel land mountain=<«CMT>
san-ki-ni

sanki=ani=¢

forehead=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo

uz-ma-da-gid>-da /
u=mu=da=(n)=gid,=e=a /
MPgp1 ant=CPrr actT=DIcmr=(PRO3s6.1um.a6)=t0 be longy cvr=ABS3s6.00=SUBR /

1nim mi-riz-a-ni

1nim mir=a=ani=o

word to be angry,=PP=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo
usz-ma-ra

u=mu=(n)=ra=o=(a)
MPep1.ant=CP1r. Act=(PRO3s6.1UM.AG)=tO beaty=ABS3s6.00=(SUBR)

(...) / after the lord raged/frowned at the rebel lands, and / after he pounded (in)

his furious words, / (...)
COMPOSITION: Gudea Cylinder B
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 173-174
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G.Cyl.B
MUSEUM NUMBER: MNB 1511

(...) / a-gin7 uz-mi-par? T$ags? 'x1 X1 7(x)? gus-bi gis-a-ni A HA” sui-da/(...)
(...)/ a-giny u3z-mi-par? Sagy!
(...)/ a=gin u=mu=*[=par=0=(a) Sagy
() / water=EQU MPgep1aNT=CPact=DILoc=10 putH=ABS3sg_SBJ=(SUBR) heart
Ix1Ix11(x)1  guo-bi gig-a-ni

Ix1Ix11(x)!  gu=bi=¢ gis=ani

x1Tx17(x)!T  bank=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=ABSpo to return;=P0SS.3SG.HUM
A HA" suf-da /(...)

A HA" sui=a /(...)

? to be long,~pP /(...)

(...) / and having laid on them like water, he returns to its banks, ... —/ (...)

COMPOSITION: Gudea Cylinder B
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 241
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G.Cyl.B
MUSEUM NUMBER: MNB 1511
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[3.53]

[3.54]

ambar-bi *HI+SUHUR ¥ssuhur us-des

ambar-bi kusH+SUHUR
ambar=bi=(e) HI+SUHUR
marsh=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=(ERG) perch(?)
usz-des

u=(b)=des=0=(a)
MPep.ant=(PRO3s6.NHUM.AG)=tO bIINEs s¢=ABS3s6.00=(SUBR)

kusgyhur

suhur=g¢
Carp=AB Spo

After its (i.e., Laga§’s) marsh had brought forth perch(?) (and) carp / (...)

COMPOSITION: Gudea Cylinder B
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 268
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G.Cyl.B
MUSEUM NUMBER: MNB 1511

luz dipir-nuio-giny / *Nin-nir2-su-kes / dinir-ra-ni / uns-na, gus us-ma-ni-dez-a / €2

digir-naz-kes / igi-tums-la / na-ab-ak-kes

luz dinir-nuio-giny / dNin-pir2-su-kes /
luz digir=ngu=gin / Ninpirsu=(a)k=e /
individual g0d=P0SS.1SG.HUM=EQU / DN =GEN=ERG /
digir-ra-ni / uns-naz gus3
digir=ani=(e) / uns=a gu3=0
god=P0SS.1SG.HUM=(ERG) / populace=LOC Voice=ABSpo

u3-ma-ni-dez-a
u=imma=ni=(n)=de,=o=a

MPgp1 ant=CPumip=DIL oc=(PRO3s6.1um.a6)=t0 pOUry.cvki=ABS3s6.00=SUBR

dipir-naz-kes / igi-tums-la
digir=nu=ak=e / igitumla
god=P0SS.1SG.HUM=GEN=LOCTR ~ / ?

na-ab-ak-kes
na=b=ak=e
MPpeo.NEG.0PT=PRO3s6 xHUM.po=t0 d04~=PRO3s6.4G

/ €2
/ €2
/ house

When (there is) someone (in the future) whom Ninpjirsu, his god — as my god
(addressed me) — has (directly) addressed within the crowd, may he, thereafter,
not be envious(?) with regard to the house of my (personal) god!'*!

COMPOSITION: Gudea Statue I
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 35-41
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G.St.1

MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 3293 + AO 4108

191 There is a verbatim duplicate of this section in Gudea Statue P (col. iv Ins. 6-8).
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In the century after Gudea’s reign during the Ur III dynasty, {u} begins to show some

allomorphic variation in writing. It is possible that these sound changes occurred earlier in the

spoken language, but the nature of the evidence only allows for the earliest written

manifestations to be determined. Before delving into the allomorphic evidence, it will first be

shown how {u} might not have necessarily been required by rule to undergo phonetic mutation

in every environment that it theoretically could at this time:

[3.55]

[3.56]

di u3-biz-in-e§
di

di=o
lawsuit=ABSpo

u3-biz-in-es
u=ba=*I=n=e=es=(a)
MPep1aNt=CPMip=DILoc=PRO3pL Hum.AG=tO SAY#.pL.cvi=PRO3pL.HuM.Ac=(SUBR)

After they have carried out the lawsuit, / (...)
COMPOSITION: TCS.1.203
LINE NUMBER: rev. 2
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Letter Order_5
MUSEUM NUMBER: SM 1911.05.030

im-a ligi! fus1-ba-kar>

im-a ligil
im=a igi=0
clay=LoC eye=ABSpo

Muz1-ba-kar,
u=ba=(n)=kar,=o=(a)
MPep1.axt=CPuip=(PRO356.1UM.6)=t0 bloWy.cvi=ABS3s6.00=(SUBR)

After he has examined the tablet, / (...)
COMPOSITION: Barley Ration (MVN 18 679)
LINE NUMBER: obv. 3
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.5_Umma
MUSEUM NUMBER: MM 1002

Again, it is possible that the lack of allomorphy in these instances is purely a matter of the

cuneiform script displaying a deep form, but the possibility of {u}’s allomorphy being optional

in this period deserved mention.
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The following examples show that by the Ur III period {u} had acquired all its detectable
allomorphic variations (even if not necessarily required by rule). Namely, they demonstrate that
while [u] is possible in any environment, the allomorph [a] is occasionally conditioned when
followed by a syllable with an /a/ (see: [3.57]) and the allomorph [i] when followed by a syllable
with an /i/ (see: [3.58]):!%?

[3.57] I-pax-liz-is-e / 16 Se gur ibz-sugs-suges / 2 Se gur a-Sags usz-gid> / mas, a-Sags-ga
a-ba-ra-zigs /dabs-ba mas: i3-ib2-naz-nlaz]

[-pas-liz-is-e / 16 Se gur
Ipallis=e / 16 Se gur
PN&=ERG / sixteen barley ~300 L
iba-sugs-suge / 2 Se gur
i=b=suge:suge=(e) / 2 Se gur
CPneuT=PRO356.NHUM.DO=1O replaceMX2=(PRO35G_Ag) / two barley ~300 L
a-Sagy uz-gidz /
aSag=o u=(e)=gid,=0=(a) /
ﬁeld=ABSDo MPEPI,ANT=(PR025<1AG)=tO drangBS3sg_Do=(SUBR) /
mas a-Sags-ga

mas=o aSag=a

interest=ABSpo field=LoC

a-ba-ra-zig3

u=ba=ta=(n)=zig;=e0=(a)
MPep1.axt=CPumip=DIapL=(PRO3s6.1um.AG )=tO raise;=ABS3sc.0o=(SUBR)

/ dabs-ba mag, i3-ib2-naz-n[a:]
/ dabs=a=a ma$r=g i=b=paxin[ax=(e)]
/ to seize=PP=LOC interest=ABSDo CPneuT=PRO356.NHUM.DO=1O p[ut X2=(PRO3SG,AG)]

(... then) / Ippalis / will replace/repay 16 gur barley. / If, after you cultivate a field
(you only have) 2 gur barley, / he will levy an interest rate on the field for you, /

he will a[dd] (the) interest to the borrowed barley; / (...)
COMPOSITION: NSGU.II. 144
LINE NUMBER: 11-15
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.144
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 6170

192 No examples of {u} surfacing as [e] before a syllable with an /e/-vowel are known to the author.
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[3.58] luz €2 a-ba-sumun / us-un-dus / mu-sar-ra-bi / us "Su-kar,-bi ki-gub-ba-bi /
nu-ub-da-ab-kur;-re-a

lu )

lux=(e) €2=0

individual=(ERG) house=ABSsg,

a-ba-sumun /
u=ba=sumun=g=(a) /
MPepiANT=CPr1rMiD=tO be 0ld=ABS3s6.58:=(SUBR) /
uz-un-dus / mu-sar-ra-bi
u=n=duz=o=(a) / musara=bi

MPepranT=PRO356.HUM.AG=TO bIlﬂdg:ABS3 SG,DOZ(SUBR) / inscripti0n=POS S.3SG.NHUM

/us  "3u-kar-bi ki-gub-ba-bi /
/uz  Sukar=bi kiguba=bi=g¢ /
/and  implement=POSS.3SG.NHUM  station=POSS.3SG.NHUM=ABSpo /

nu-ub-da-ab-kur;-re-a
nu=b=da=b=kur,=e=a
NEG=PRO35s6.x1UM.10=DIcmMr=PRO3s6 xuum.po=t0 change,~PRO3sg.ac=SUBR

(When) the man who / (re-)builds the temple having aged, / and its inscription /

and wooden fixture and its standing place, / does not alter / (...)
COMPOSITION: RIME 3/2.1.3.9 (Amar- Su'ena)
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 32-37
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Amar- Su'ena_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: BM 119006

At this juncture, the shape of {u} and its allomorphs (and their diachronic appearance in writing)
have been sufficiently described. Before turning to the historical origin of {u}, some evidence
from the Old Babylonian period will be cited below without commentary. This evidence simply
serves to show that {u} did not undergo any further detectable phototactically motivated changes

following the Ur III period:

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.59] ninz-me-par piriz-bi uz-mu-ri-gub

ninz-me-nar niriz-bi
nigmenar=¢ yiriz=bi=(e)
silence=ABSsg; feet=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=(LOCTR)

uz-mu-ri-gub
u=mu=ra=*I=gub=p=(a)
MPep.ant=CPempy=DIpar.2s6=DILoc=t0 standy sc=ABS3sc.se:=(SUBR)

After it stood silently before you, / (...)
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 22
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: ExIn_Ni
MUSEUM NUMBER: UM 29-15-322 + CBS 7847

[3.60] inim kug-zu u3-biz-in-dugs ki piriz-zu hez-eb-rgi4!

inim kug-zu
inim kug=e=zu=p
word to be holy,~AP=P0SS.2SG.HUM=ABSpo

u3-biz-in-dugy
u=ba=*I=n=dugs=0=(a)
MPgp1 ANT=CPrMip=DILoc=PRO3s6.1um.Ac=t0 $aY.s6=ABS3s6.00=(SUBR)

ki piriz-zu
ki=(e) yiriz=zu=e
place=(ERG) foot=P0SS.2SG.HUM=ABSpo

hez-eb-Tgis!
he=b=gis=0
MPep1.asv=PRO3s6 NHUM.AG=TO TetUrng=ABS3sG.00

When/After one speaks your holy words (and) thus can the earth has returned

under your feet, / (...)
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 53
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: ExIn_No
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58802

To begin an examination of its historical origin, an anomalous spelling of {u} in an Old
Babylonian manuscript of the lament Edena Usagake (“In the Steppe in the Early Grass”) that

might hint at a possible etymology for the MP will be cited:

EXAMPLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.61] [... mu-lu]-guio us-mi-ib-dugs-ga-ta [me-lJi-i-a ta ams-gi-gi
[ mu-lu]-nyuio
[... mulu]=nu=e
[ man]=POSS.18G.HUM=VOC

us-mi-ib-dugs-ga-ta
u=imma=*[=b=dugs=p=a=ta
MPgpraNT=CPN1R MID=DIL0c="7=t0 Sayw. s6=ABS3s6.s87=SUBR+NMZ=ABL

[me-1]i-i-a ta ams-gi-gi
[mel]iea ta a=b=gi4igi=(en)
[al]as! WH  CP=PRO3s6xuum.po=t0 return,**=(PROisc.ac)

[...] With “My [man]!” having been uttered, [al]as, what else can I say?'%?

COMPOSITION: Edena Usagake

COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: b+63
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: EdUs_Sii (A)
MUSEUM NUMBER: VAT 611 + (VAS 2 26)

Traditionally, {u} is understood as originating from the Akkadian conjunction u (wr. u) “and”
that was loaned into Sumerian very early where it could be used independently or as a verbal
prefix.!”* This proposal is perfectly valid, but the spelling in [3.61] might lend credence to an
alternative position outlined below. It will not be argued that the Old Babylonian scribe was
aware of the etymology, but it is possible he might have accidentally stumbled upon a valid
origin hypothesis for {u} while indulging in a bit of scribal play.

The spelling in [3.61] is remarkable because the MP is written with the Us-sign, which
can be read us4(d) “day.” The word us(d) is commonly used in Sumerian for generating temporal
constructions via NPs and is an attractive candidate for the historical origin of {u}.!> In such
constructions, us(d) serves as the head of an NP that is declined in one of three cases to mark a
specific temporal nuance. If the NP is declined in the locative, it constitutes a temporal

subordinating clause denoting occurrence at a specified time (i.e., us(d) NP=a : “when”):

193 This composition is in emesal.

194 Civil, “A Sumerian Connective Particle and Its Possible Semitic Counterparts,” 7-15.

195 Thomas E. Balke, Das sumerische Dimensionalkasussystem. AOAT 331. (Miinster: Ugarit Verlag, 2006),
42-43, 123-126, and 197-201. See also: Thomsen, The Sumerian Language, §184, §200, §207, §208, and §489.
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[3.62] ud e>-an-na / mu-dus-a

ud e>-an-na /
ud E-ana /
day TN /
mu-duz-a

mu=(n)=duz=g=a=a
CP1r.act=(PRO3s6.num. A6 )=t0 buildz=ABS356.00=SUBR+NMZ=LOC

When he built / the E-ana temple, (...)
COMPOSITION: RIME 4.4.1.8 (Sin-kasid)
LINE NUMBER: obv. 9-10
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sin-kasid 1 _S
MUSEUM NUMBER: BM 91081

If the NP is declined with the sequence genitive+ablative, the resultant phrase denotes an
intervening period between a time mentioned and the time under consideration (i.e., us(d)
NP=ak=ta : “since”):

[3.63] ud e>-gal-e ba-ab-tumy-ma-ta / igi nu-ni-dug-a

ud ex-gal-e
ud egal=e
day palace=ERG

ba-ab-tum;-ma-ta
ba=b=tum,=0=a=ak=ta
CPyvip=PRO3s6.nHUM.AG=tO bringy,sc=ABS3s6.00=SUBR+NMZ=GEN=ABL

/ igi nu-ni-dug-a
/ igi nu=ni=(n)=dug=e0=a
/ eye=ABSDo NEGzDILocz(PRO3SG,HUM.AG)ztO IOOSCHH,CVRZABS3SG_D0=SUBR

(He has sworn) / that he has not seen him / since the palace took him away.!%
COMPOSITION: NSGU I1.190
LINE NUMBER: 23-24
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.190
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.6545

Finally, if the NP is declined in the terminative, the construction marks the period of time up to

the reference point under consideration (i.e., u4(d) NP=Se : “until”):

196 The pronominal patterning on tums is clearly in accordance with hamfu rules, but the root is undoubtedly the
mari singular form given the following MA-sign.
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[3.64] ud ul-Ses mu-ni i3-gal-e kur Sus-mu-un-na-ab-ze;-en

ud ul-Se3 mu-ni

ud ul=0=3%e mu=ani=g

day  to be distant,=AP=TERM name=PO0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo
i3-gal-e

i=(b)=gal=e

CPxput=(PRO3s6.nHUM.D0)=tO be big)y=PRO3sc.ac

$uS-mu-un-na-ab-zez-en
SuS=mu=na=b=enzen

to covery=CPrr.act.empy=DIpat.2s6=PRO3sG NHUM.D0=PRO2pL.AG

land=AB Spo

(So that) his name will be great until distant days, you all overwhelm the land for

him!

COMPOSITION: Sin-iddinam A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 25
ARTIFACT LINE NUMBER: rev. 9

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sin-id.A_Uri

EXCAVATION NUMBER: U 16869

Of the above us(d)-constructions, us(d)+locative constructions can on rare occasion take a

predicate with the MP {u}."” It should also be remarked here that the expression of anteriority

could always be done in historical Sumerian by either the MP or the syntactic formula (i.e., one

did not replace the other). The viability of such co-occurrences has led some scholars to doubt

the possibility that this morpheme originated from the noun u4(d) “day.” Mamoru Yoshikawa,

for example, has remarked that it is “difficult to explain the fact us(-da) is concurrently used with

/u-/.”1% The unease Yoshikawa and others feel with this co-occurrence tendency, however, is

unfounded. As will be explained below, one frequently encounters grammaticalized morphemes

co-occurring with their source lexical items so the occurrence of {u}-predicate in us(d)-clauses is

typologically unproblematic.

The tendency for grammaticalized items to co-occur with their historical source has been

well explained by linguist Paul J. Hopper. Within Hopper’s paradigm, this phenomenon is most

197 Jagersma, “A Descriptive Grammar of Sumerian,” 523.
198 Y oshikawa, “The Origin of Sumerian Verbal Preformatives,” 301.
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closely associated with the Layering and Divergence Principles of grammaticalization.
According to the Layering Principle, “[w]ithin a broad functional domain, new layers are
continually emerging|[, and a]s this happens, the older layers are not necessarily discarded, but
may remain to coexist with and interact with the new layers.”!®” Summarized slightly differently,
the Layering Principle “refers to the prominent fact that very often more than one technique is
available in a language to serve similar or even identical functions.”?*° As it relates here to the
Sumerian data, the Layering Principle indicates that it is perfectly acceptable for the language to
have grammaticalized u4(d) into the MP {u} while retaining the us4(d) temporal constructions.
Retaining the old syntactic constructions is also functionally logical as they denote more specific
temporal nuances than {u}, which in its purely temporal role only denotes general anteriority.
Additionally, it is likely that {u}’s grammaticalization into a Slot One morpheme (i.e., into an
MP) was partially due to the quasi-modal nuance general anteriority can entail. Naturally,
however, its grammaticalization into Slot One also reflects its original syntactic role as a clause
header.

One typological example of the Layering Principle will be cited here. The techniques for
forming past tense verbs in English are remarkably transparent examples of this phenomenon. In
the oldest stage of the language, ablaut was the standard technique, then affixation was

introduced, and most recently periphrasis was added as the newest layer:

[3.65] “We have used it.” Periphrasis (newest layer)
“I admired it.” = Affixation (older layer)
“They sang.” = Ablaut (oldest layer)?°!

199 Paul J. Hopper, “On Some Principles of Grammaticalization,” in Grammaticalization, 2™ ed., eds. Paul J.
Hopper and Elizabeth Closs Traugott. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 22. In this definition,
Hopper understands a “functional domain” as “some general functional area such as tense/aspect/modality, case,
reference, etc., of the kind which frequently becomes grammaticalized.” Ibid., 22-23.

200 T

Ibid., 23.

201 1bid., 24.
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All three sentences cited above are currently viable ways of forming the past tense in English and
the creation of a new technique did not obviate the viability of an older one. This is parallel to
how Sumerian grammaticalized {u} from u4(d) without losing us(d)-constructions.

According to the Divergence Principle of grammaticalization, “when a lexical form
undergoes grammaticalization, for example to an auxiliary, clitic, or affix, the original form may
remain as an autonomous lexical element and undergo the same changes as any other lexical
items.””?%2 Regarding Sumerian, this principle explains that just because us(d) grammaticalized
into the MP {u} the language did not lose it as an independent lexical item. The degree to which
the grammaticalized form reflects its origin can vary. In French the word pas “not; NEGATIVE
PARTICLE” is identical with its cognate pas “pace, step;” in English, however, the relationship

203 For the Sumerian

between the indefinite article a(n) and its cognate one is entirely opaque.
case of uy(d) and {u}, the degree of similarity is obscured by the cuneiform script.

Firstly, us(d) might have sometimes been realized as [u] (hence the reading u4) due to
auslaut loss.?%* If this were sometimes (or always) the case then the lexeme and the MP would
have been identical in speech. Although the spoken language is lost to time, the orthography can
provide insight into the matter at hand. To begin, the historical origin of the MP {u} might have
been lost well before the advent of writing, and as such there would be no reason to expect the
orthography of the MP to reflect the semantics of the source lexeme. If one were to assume,

however, that the relationship between {u} and us(d) was known as the script was being created

and underwent natural developments, there is still an explanation for the usage of different signs

202 Tbid.

203 Tbid.

204 Some scholars are confident in the predictability of consonantal auslaut loss in Sumerian. This dissertation,
however, takes a cautious approach and transcribes full forms while acknowledging the possibility of certain word-
final consonants dropping. This hesitance was motivated by the fact that the same sign is often used for both the
long and short form of a lexeme and as such the data is subject to much interpretation.
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to represent the two. Put simply, one can understand how a word-first morpheme might want to
have a graph assigned to it that is distinct from its source lexeme so that the independent usage of
said lexeme when occurring directly before a verb can be disambiguated from the usage of the
MP. The logic of employing different graphs for marking functional distinction in the case of
us(d) and {u} is explored in detail below.

The word for “day” is almost invariably written with the Us-sign whereas the MP (when
it has not been written to denote allomorphic specificity) is prototypically written with the Us-
sign. Some cite this as evidence for the MP deriving from the Semitic connective u (wr. u). It
will be argued here, however, that these spelling tendencies actually reflect general principles of
Sumerian orthography. It seems as if the Us-sign was selected to represent the MP because it was
the Ug-sign the script assigned the function of representing grammatical items. Whereas the U-
sign and U»-sign seem reserved for representing numerals/units and certain lexemes, the Us-sign
seems prototypically reserved for representing grammatical notions such as conjunction (when
standing for the independent conjunction) and anteriority (when standing for the MP).2% 1t is
argued here that the Sumerians primarily designated the Us-sign as a morphograph and reserved
other Ug-signs for lexical items. This case is parallel to how Sumerian never uses the AK-sign to
represent the genitive morpheme {ak}, presumably because the AK-sign is reserved for the
highly productive VR ak “to do; to make; to act, perform.” Although none of the above
conclusively excludes the theoretical possibly of a Semitic origin for {u}, the evidence does
support the viability of a language-internal explanation. As has been asserted as a rule of thumb

for grammatical research by linguist Talmy Givon: “(a) Explain externally, i.e. by contact, only

205 As the wording of this sentence indicates, the Us-sign is not entirely morphographic; most commonly it is
used in the spelling of certain onomatopoeic exclamations, a word for a type of planking, and the VR “to be tired”
(wr. ku$z-us). Nonetheless, the Us-sign’s main usage seems to be as a morphograph.
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what has no reasonable internal explanation; and (b) Explain by contact only changes that are

counter-intuitive, i.e. go against the more common diachronic drift.”2%

3.4 SPECULATIVE (“MOLLI MIGHT BE ALIVE, BUT I HAVE NOT SEEN HER IN DECADES.”)

The Speculative is the epistemic function that allows a speaker to communicate what he
or she believes to be a possible conclusion given the information available. This nuance can be
seen in the following examples from Danish (Indo-European, North Germanic) [3.66] and Italian
(Indo-European, Romance) [3.67], which code the Speculative via modal auxiliary verbs:27

[3.66] det  kan vaere sandt
that ~ may+3SG+PRES to be true

“That may be true.”

[3.67] puo essere nell  ufficio
can/may+3SG+PRES to be in the office

“He may be in the office.”
In Danish and Italian, these modal auxiliaries are polysemous in that they can code deontic
notions as well as other epistemic notions. With regards to the epistemic, these auxiliaries can
also denote the Deductive function. The typological tendency for a single form to code epistemic
and deontic notions as well as display the binary epistemic set Speculative-Deductive is upheld
in Sumerian.?%® Specifically, the MP {he} is used to code all prototypical positive epistemic

notions (not just the simple binary systems more commonly attested) and it is also a highly

206 Talmy Givon, “Dependent Clause Morpho-Syntax in Biblical Hebrew,” in Approaches to
Grammaticalization: Volume 2, eds. Elizabet Cross Traugott and Bernd Heine. TSL 19:2. (Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company, 1991), 301.

207 palmer, Mood and Modality, 26.

208 Tbid., 26-28.
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productive marker of deontic modality. With this functional distribution of {he} introduced, the
remainder of this section will be dedicated to exemplifying how it can code the Speculative.??

Unfortunately, most types of epistemic modality are underrepresented in the corpus given
the nature of the sources. Since most literary compositions record powerful actors or despondent
individuals, the language typically records directives and wishes (i.e., deontic notions).
Furthermore, the functional documents and royal inscriptions also skew towards deontic notions.
People in court and dedicators of inscriptions usually communicate what they demand/want to
happen as befits the discourse environment. One epistemic notion that is well attested is the
Asseverative (see: §3.7) since all these contexts easily permit a speaker to convey high
confidence in the validity of his or her assertion. Unlike the Asseverative, there are no
incontrovertible examples of the Speculative in the main corpus. Accordingly, evidence has been
sought elsewhere.

A critical set of texts that has been considered for inclusion in the secondary corpus is the
body of legal literary texts. Compositions in this small corpus record detailed accounts of
dramatic hypothetical court cases. These texts were intended to instruct student scribes in legal
matters, proper document formatting, and complex grammar. The intricate, and often
provocative, legal cases detailed in these compositions are particularly adept pedagogical tools
because, as Marth Roth has remarked: “that which is unusual is interesting, and makes excellent
teaching material.”?!° Pedagogical compositions recounting complex legal disputes between

opposing parties is precisely where one would expect to find epistemic modals used by speakers

209 1t can be logically ascertained that {bara} codes the negative Speculative but no such forms are attested in
the corpus. Additionally, have been identified and admitted to the secondary corpus. The plan is to find such an
example and include it in future publication stemming from this dissertation.

219 Martha T. Roth, “The Slave and the Scoundrel: CBS 10467, a Sumerian Morality Tale?” J4OS 103 (1983),
279.
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to nuance their stance in the pursuit of a certain goal.?!! Given this, the epistemic forms to be
cited from this corpus provide unique insight into the polyfunctional nature of {he} as that seems
to have been one of the intended lessons for the ancient student. While these model cases have
ramifications for the modern understanding of Mesopotamian jurisprudence, their legal character
will only be examined here insofar as it establishes the discourse environment that conditions
modal nuance.

The only literary legal case formally admitted to the secondary corpus is The Nippur
Murder Trial. This composition is attested in three exemplars: (1) CBS 7178, published by
Edward Chiera in PBS 8; (2) 2NT-54, published by Thorkild Jacobsen in AnBi 12; (3) A
30240+UM 44-21-436 (3NT-273, 3NT-340, and 3NT-403), unpublished.?!? In this contrived
court case, the reader learns of a widow named Nin-adda who is informed of her husband Lu-
Inana’s murder by the three men who committed the crime. Nin-adda willingly conceals her
knowledge thereby making her an accessory after the fact. Then Nin-adda and the three
murderers stand trial before the Assembly of Nippur which announces the nature of the crime
and the capital punishment to be imposed on all four. For Nin-adda alone, however, two
individuals speak on her behalf as character witnesses of sorts. The Assembly considers this

appeal but ultimately upholds its original decision and condemns all four to death. What is of

1 To cite just a few studies of epistemic modality’s close relationship with the legal sphere: Winnie Cheng and
Le Cheng, “Epistemic modality in court judgements: A corpus-driven comparison of civil cases in Hong Kong and
Scotland,” English for Specific Purposes 33 (2014), 15-26. Dariusz Kozbial, “Epistemic Modality: A Corpus-Based
Analysis of Epistemic Markers in EU and Polish Judgements,” Comparative Legilinguistics (2020), 39-70.
Katarzyna Strgbska-Liszewska, “Epistemic Modality in the Rulings of the American Supreme Court and Polish Sad
Najwyzszy: A Corpus-Based Analysis of Judicial Discourse.” (PhD. diss., University of Silesia, 2017). Lejla
Zejnilovi¢, “Lexical Marking of Epistemic Modality in Legal Texts: Focuses on ECHR Summeries [sic] of
Judgements,” Belgrade BELLS (2015), 193-217.

212 Edward Chiera, Legal and Administrative Documents from Nippur Chiefly from the Dynasties of Isin and
Larsa. PBS 8. (Philadelphia: The University Museum, 1914). Thorkild Jacobsen, “An Ancient Mesopotamian Trial
for Homicide,” in Studia Biblica et Orientalia. Edita a Pontifico Instituto Biblico ad celebrandum annum L ex quo
conditum est institutum 1909-vii maii-1959: Volumen III: Oriens Antiquus. AnBi 12. (Roma: Pontificium Istitutum
Biblicum, 1959), 130-150.
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particular interest here is the speech of the character witnesses and the response of the Assembly.
In this exchange both parties use legal logic to outline what they believe to be accurate even
though they lack direct evidence. The drawing of conclusions via logical thought processes is
securely within the semantic domain of epistemic modality.

The speech of the character witnesses does include an epistemic modal form (specifically
an Asseverative), but as it is not a Speculative it is not treated here.?!* To provide context for the
Speculative form in the Assembly’s reply, however, an unglossed transcription and translation of
the character witnesses’ speech will be given here:

[3.68] Nin-ad-da dumu-munus Lu,-‘Nin-urta / dam Lu,-Inana-kes he»-en-gaz / munus-e
a-na iz-ak al-gaz-des

“Did Nin-adda, the daughter of Lu-Ninurta, / the wife of Lu-Inana, really kill
him? What did this woman do in order to be killed?”

COMPOSITION: The Nippur Murder Trial

LINE NUMBER: col. i In. 34-36

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: NMT 3

MUSEUM NUMBER: A 30240 + UM 44-21-436

These men’s defense of Nin-adda calls into question whether she can truly be worthy of the
death sentence since she was not an actor in the crime and was made an unwilling accessory after
the fact. The Assembly responds to these men with three sentences expounding on why their
initial ruling will stand. The Speculative occurs in the second sentence, but first the initial
sentence will be provided unglossed for context:

[3.69] munus-e dam-a-ni nu-mu-na-kal-la / luz-kur-Tra'l-a-ni hes-en-zu-ams / "dam-a-ni
'he,'-en-gaz

“A woman that did not value her husband, / (and) it is the case that she must have
known his enemy, / has indeed killed her husband.”

COMPOSITION: The Nippur Murder Trial
LINE NUMBER: 44-46

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: NMT 2
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58943

213 This example is not included in the Asseverative section (§3.7) because examples of this function are
plentiful enough in the principal corpus.
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In the above sentence, the Assembly establishes the conditions for a woman to be implicated in
the murder of her spouse. Speaking in the abstract, they establish a woman’s lack of affection for
her husband as a baseline factual presupposition, then combine a deduction with said
presupposition to determine the logical conclusion if both presupposition and deduction are
true.?!* The Assembly’s goal here is to establish that in a world where a woman did not value her
husband (who is later murdered) and it can be logically deduced that she did indeed know his
enemy (presumably the one who killed him), then said woman is as guilty of murder as the one
who carried out the deed.

Having established the theoretical conditions for guilt, the Assembly addresses the matter
at hand (i.e., Nin-adda’s culpability in her husband’s murder). To this end, they pose a rhetorical

question to help communicate the logic behind upholding Nin-adda’s guilt:?!

EXAMPLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

214 This Deductive has not been included in §3.5 since examples from the principal corpus were already
sufficient.

215 This portion of the composition is unfortunately not well enough preserved in any single manuscript to cite
one exemplar exclusively. Rather, a composite edition has been provided. The first line comes from manuscript
NMT 3 (with the ges restored and validated from Ni. 7178 (i.e., NMT 1)). The second and third lines come from
NMT 1 (rev. 4-5) and match what is preserved in the other two manuscripts; the only differences are that a-na-as-
ams was assigned to the first line in accordance with NM7 3 and the VR of the second line is taken to be si (contra.
NMT 1 which has ze»).
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[3.70] nes$ ha-ba-an-tuku-am; a-na-as-ams/ u-gur-na li-biz-in-si / e-na-ams dam-a-ni

in-gaz
pes ha-ba-an-tuku-ams
nes=o he=ba=n=tuku=g=a=am

tree=ABSpo MPgp1.spEc=CPmip=PRO3s6.num.Ac=t0 getH_CVRZABS3SG_D0=NMZ=COP .38G

a-na-as-ams / u-guz-na

anaS=am / ugu=ani=a

WH=COP.3SG / CVNE=PO0SS.3SG.HUM=LOCpo
li-biz-in-si /
nu=ba=*I=n=sig=0 /
NEG=CPmip=DILoc=PRO3s6.1um.ac=t0 be SﬂCl’ltg_cVRzABS3 SG.DO /
e-na-ams dam-a-ni

ene=am dam=ani=gp

she=COP.35G spouse=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo

in-gaz

i=n=gaz=o

CPxeuT=PRO3s6.1um.a6=t0 Killz7=ABS3s6.00

“He (i.e., the murderer) might have let her hear (of the murder), (but) why / (then)
did he not silence her? / She herself (as good as) killed her husband.”

COMPOSITION: The Nippur Murder Trial
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 43-45

MANUSCRIPT: NMT_SiegComp

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Siegmund Composite Edition

These lines convey that the Assembly can conceive of logically possible worlds in which Nin-
adda could have been informed of the crime after the fact and been innocent. In all such worlds,
however, her silence would have been coerced. Since they know that she was willingly silent,
they believe that she must have known at least one of the murderers priorly (either as a co-
conspirator or adulterer), and they thus reassert her guilt. In this case, the Speculative form
allows the speaker (i.e., the Assembly) to rhetorically question how the situation could possibly
be in alternate hypothetical worlds. The speaker knows that the speculation does not match the
known facts. Nonetheless, the Speculative allows them to stress that while there are theoretically
possible worlds in which a woman is made an accessory after the fact by force and thereby

remains innocent, Nin-adda’s case inarguably does not meet the criteria to be included in this set
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of possible worlds. As only women whose cases are members of said set can be judged innocent,
Nin-adda’s exclusion proves her guilt.

Although the quantity of Speculative examples does not compare to that of other
functions such as the Asseverative, the evidence provided in this section secures the Speculative
as one of {he}’s many epistemic functions. The relative scarcity of Speculatives in the corpora
(and seemingly in the wider Sumerian corpus) does not invalidate the existence of the function or
its assignment to {he}. The Speculative is a cross-linguistically validated grammatical function

and its paucity is a product of the discourse environments best preserved in the written record.

3.4.1 DUBITATIVE

The Dubitative is a subfunction of the Speculative in that it conveys the speaker’s belief
that the proposition could possibly be true. Unlike the Speculative, however, the Dubitative also
encodes that the speaker has sincere doubts about this possibility. While some languages (such as
Lithuanian (Indo-European, Eastern Baltic), see: [3.71] and [3.72]) mark the Speculative and
Dubitative with the same morpheme, others (such as Mina (Afro-Asiatic, Chadic), see: [3.73] for

the Dubitative and [3.74] for the Speculative) have distinct means for marking the Dubitative:

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.71] tai dary=dam=as SirvintiSk=is atseit
this  to do=CVB=MASC.SG Sirvintos dweller=NOM.SG = DUB

ne=zinojo kad i jo saskait=a
NEG=to know+PST.3 that into  GEN.3SG.MASC account=ACC.SG
perves=t=i pinig=ai

to transfer=PPP=NOM.PL.MASC money=NOM.PL

“In doing this the dweller of Sirvintos allegedly did not know money was being

transferred to his account.”?!®

[3.72] ten man atrodo kad atseit
there 1SG.DAT to seem+PRES.3 that  PTCLspec/pus
naujausi=os technologij=os ir
newest=NOM.PL.FEM technology=NOM.PL and
gali su kazkoki=u
to be able+PRES.2SG with Some=INST.SG.MASC
preietais=u ak=yse uzfiksuoti,
device=INST.SG eye=LOC.PL to fix+INF
matyti pries=us ir kt.
to see+INF enemy=ACC.PL etc.

“It seems (that’s what I’ve heard), that the newest technologies [are used] there
[sc. in that computer game] and that with the aid of some device in your eyes you
can locate and see enemies etc.”?!”

[3.73] a luw=a=h 74 ha nék sku  nga va?
3G to say=GO=2SG COMP 2SG good NEG DUB INTR

“Will he tell you that you are not good?” (I doubt he will.)?!8

216 Axel Holvoet, “Epistemic modality, evidentiality, quotativity and echoic use,” in Epistemic Modalities and
Evidentiality in Cross-Linguistic Perspective, ed. Zlatka Guentchéva. EALT 59. (Berlin: Walther de Gruyter, 2018),
251-252. It should be noted that Holvoet mentions that it is possible for this particle (i.e., atseit) to have an
evidential reading as well (as is marked parenthetically in the translation). Additionally, the glossing has been
adjusted here to better represent the conventions established for this thesis. This is also the case for other citations
from this source.

27 1bid., 251. It should be noted that the verb atrodo triggers the epistemic stance and the particle atseit narrows
it down to the either the epistemic Speculative (including a Dubitative sub-reading) or the Hearsay evidential.

218 Zygmunt Frajzyngier, “Modality and Mood in Chadic,” in The Oxford Handbook of Modality and Mood,
eds. Jan Nuyts and Johan van der Auwera. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 267. Zygmund Frajzyngier,
Eric Johnston, and Adrian Edwards, A Grammar of Mina. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2005), 228.
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[3.74] yi za mbu fés nga cip a damu

3PL  COMP child small like DEM PRED bush
kombi md k=0 nok son sku.
maybepus REL tocut=3SG  IPL.EXCLU  EXCLU NEG

“They said, ‘there is a small child like that in the bush, maybe he cut it out, we do

not know’.”21?

When compared to the above languages, Sumerian is probably most like Lithuanian because it
likely uses the same markers to convey the Speculative and the Dubitative (namely, {he} for
positive and {bara} for negative).

This discussion of the Dubitative has been included here since it is an important
epistemic notion cross-linguistically. It does not, however, seem worth positing as an
independent type of epistemic modality in Sumerian. Rather, it seems as if the Speculative is the
principal grammatical notion and any doubt on the part of the speaker is inferred from context,
not entailed by the MP. No indisputable examples of a Speculative predicate with a Dubitative
nuance were discovered in the corpus and none have yet to be identified elsewhere. As such, this
section has only been provided to briefly introduce this category for comparative purposes for

future research into the expression of doubt in Sumerian.

3.5 DEDUCTIVE (“MICHAEL MUST BE ALIVE SINCE HE IS STANDING NEXT TO ME.”)

The function through which a speaker is able to express what he or she believes to be the
only possible conclusion is referred to as the Deductive. Because this function often pairs with
the Speculative cross-linguistically, evidence from the European languages cited above in §3.4

will be given first. The first example comes from Danish and the second from Italian:22°

219 Frajzyngier, “Modality and Mood in Chadic,” 267. Frajzyngier, Johnston, and Edwards, A Grammar of
Mina, 94.
220 palmer, Mood and Modality, 26.
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[3.75] det ma vaere sandt
that must+3SG+PRES to be true

“That must be true.”

[3.76] deve essere nell  ufficio
must+3SG+PRES tobe in the office

“He must be in the office.”

As was the case in §3.4, Danish and Italian are only partial parallels to Sumerian in that all three
languages employ a polyfunctional mechanism to express multiple epistemic notions and at least
one deontic notion. Otherwise, Sumerian differs in the number of epistemic notions coded via a
single construction and in that it uses a bound prefixal verbal morpheme to mark them.

Before turning to the Sumerian evidence, typological evidence of the Deductive being
marked affixally will be given. In the Californian indigenous language Wintu (Wintuan,
Northern Wintuan), the Deductive is conveyed by the verbal suffix {m}:??!

[3.77] heke ma'n hara’'ki=re’=m
somewhere EXCLM to 20+CMPL=INF=DED

“He must have gone somewhere.” (I do not see him)

[3.78] piya mayto'n dekna'ston piya ma'n biyaki=re'=m
those feet steps that EXCLM to bet+CMPL=INF=DED

“Those tracks of steps! That must have been him.”
Wintu provides a closer parallel to Sumerian than Danish and Italian because it marks the
Deductive affixally. The fact that it does so via a suffix rather than a prefix is a difference, but
not a substantial one. The preceding typological overview from Danish, Italian, and Wintu

provides sufficient insight into the coding of the Deductive cross-linguistically. As such, the

221 Tbid., 29-30. Alice Schlichter, “The Origins and Deictic Nature of Wintu Evidentials,” in Evidentiality: The
Linguistic Coding of Epistemology, eds. Wallace L. Chafe and Joanna Nichols. (Norwood, NJ: Ablex, 1986), 51-53.
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investigation into the MPs {he} and {bara} as the Sumerian markers of positive and negative
epistemic deduction, respectively, can now begin.???

Although the Deductive is not widely attested in the corpus (as is the case with most
epistemic notions), there are some clear examples that support assigning {he} this function (in its
positive nuance). A nice pair of parallel Deductive forms occurs in Gilgames and Huwawa A
when Enkidug explains to Gilgame$ how he thinks his mother is certain to react upon hearing
about either Gilgames’s survival or demise. The first of the pair refers to how she is bound to
respond after being told Gilgames is alive:

[3.79] ama-zu-ur; i3-til3-zu ga-na-ab-dugs / zuz-zu; her-bars-bar;

ama-zu-ur; i3-til3-zu

ama=zu=r(a) itil=zu=o
mother=P0SS.2SG.HUM=DAT life=P0SS.2SG.HUM=ABSpo
ga-na-ab-dugs / ZU2-Zu2
ga=na=b=dug / ZU2iZUr=0
MPpeo.proM=DIpaT.3s6=PRO3s6 nHUM.DO—LO SAY .56 / tooth*>=ABSpo

hez-bil‘g-birg
he=(n)=bire:biro=0
MPgp1.pEp=(PRO3s6.num.ac)=to shredy, ovR*>=ABS356.00

“I shall discuss your living with your mother — / she will have no recourse but to

laugh!»?23

COMPOSITION: Gilgames and Huwawa A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 98
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: GH.A_ N
MUSEUM NUMBER: Ni 42

The nuance here is clearly Deductive as Enkidug is explaining what he believes Gilgames’s
mother will certainly do upon hearing the good news. A joyous response conforms to all known
societal expectations for how a mother should react to hearing that her son is alive and well.

There is no logic in assuming that Enkidug thinks Gilgames$’s mother’s happy response is only a

222 The negative form of this function has not been given its own section.
223 To better understand the hypothetical nature of this statement, one could paraphrase it thusly: “I shall discuss
your living with your mother (should circumstance allow) —/ she will have no recourse but to laugh!”

124



mere possibility or a reasonable outcome. Rather, he seems to be expressing near certainty,
which conforms to the discourse goals. Since Enkidug is trying to appeal to Gilgames’s
adoration of his mother in an attempt to persuade him not to incite a conflict with the monstrous
Huwawa, he employs Deductives to assert confidence in his assessment of what effects will
almost certainly befall his dear mother should he pursue a battle.

This persuasive usage of the Deductive is also implemented in the other half of this pair
of lines:

[3.80] enir-ra ba-us;-zu ga-na-ab-dugs ers-zu her-f$es4’1-M§ess"

enir-ra ba-usz-zu

enir=a ba=u$,=0=(a)=zu=o0
back=LOC CPxrroMip=t0 di€y s6=ABS3s6.s5=(NMZ)=P0OSS.2SG.HUM=ABSpo

ga-na-ab-dug ers-zu
ga=na=b=dugy er;=zu=9
MPpEeo.proM=DIpat.356=PRO3s6.NHUM.DO=tO SaYH.sG tear=P0SS.2SG.HUM=ABSpo

her-T8e8471-T5e8s”
he=(n)=Ses4:5e$4=0
MPep1.oep=(PRO3sG.1um.a6)=tO Weeng2=ABS3sc.Do

“(Then if) I shall say to her that you have died, she will certainly weep tears for

2

you.
COMPOSITION: Giglames and Huwawa A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 99
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: GH.A_Nus
MUSEUM NUMBER: UM 55-21-378 + IM 58700

As was the case with [3.79], the Deductive is the only function of {he} that makes sense in
context. There is no logic in interpreting Enkidug’s statement as an expression of simply a
possible or reasonable conclusion. The stakes of the discourse are higher than they would
prototypically be for either of those options. Rather, it seems clear that Enkidug is
communicating what he believes to be a near inevitability should Gilgames choose to act in a

certain fashion.
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Clear negative Deductive forms marked by {bara} are attested in The Exaltation of Inana
when En-hedu-ana is explaining to the goddess that she has ascertained that the gods have
abandoned her. Specifically, she laments that Nanna has turned a blind eye to her situation:

[3.81] paz-e “Nanna-nuio ens-nuio ba-Tel-ra-tar / ki-lul-la he,-eb-gul-gul-e

nax-e ‘Nanna-nuio ens-nujo

na’e  Nanna=nu=(e) en3=nu=o

me DN ¢=P0SS.1SG.HUM=(ERG) CVNE=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo
ba-Tel-ra-tar / ki-lul-la
bara=(n)=tar=g¢ / kilula=a

MPEPLNEG,DEDZ(PRO_%SGAHUM_Ag)ztO CutH_CVRZABS?)SG_Do / renegade territory=LOC
he>-eb-gul-gul-e

he=n(!)=gul:gul=e(n)

MPep1.asv=PRO3s6.1um.Ac=t0 destroy; *2=PRO156.00

“My Nanna must not have paid heed to me/must not have decided my case,

(and I assume it to be true since I know that) he has utterly destroyed me in

renegade territory.”?%*
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 100-101
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Ex/n_Nus
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58799

Understanding this {bara} form as a negative Deductive is the best recourse in this discourse
environment. Firstly, it would make little sense for this form to be Speculative as En-hedu-ana
knows that Nanna has utterly destroyed her; thus, she has enough evidence to go beyond simple
speculation. Secondly, she knows that the possibility that Nanna’s absence is to blame is more
than reasonable (as an Assumptive would denote). Rather, it is the only possible conclusion as he
is the only god capable of causing these ends for her. Finally, a negative Asseverative could
make sense in context but interpreting it as a Deductive seems to better reflect the sentiment of

the speaker. It does not seem to be that En-hedu-ana is merely exclaiming that she truly believes

224 The spelling ba-Tel-ra-... for {bara} is seemingly idiosyncratic (the motivation for its occurrence here is
unclear). On rare occasion, one does find this sign sequence in the verbal prefix chain, but in such cases the spelling
is representing a morpheme sequence beginning with the CP {ba}; upon a cursory search of the CDLI, only two
attestations of such as sequence are recorded: UET 6, 151 rev. 1 (Enki-mansum and Girini-isag — Dialogue 3) and
BM 113234 obv. col. ii 7 (Dumuzid’s Dream).
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that Nanna has abandoned her case and that he has indeed destroyed her. Rather, it seems she is
outlining for Inana that she believes divine abandonment is the only possible source of her
destruction. In this sense, this excerpt is not simply a speaker exclaiming what she believes to be
the case in a pair of brief sentences. Instead, she seems to be explaining to Inana why her
situation is so dire that she needs divine help to resolve it.

The next sentence in this composition also records a negative Deductive to reiterate this
position. Given the parallelism between these examples, the following will be cited without
additional commentary:

[3.82] 9AS-imy-babbar:-¢ di-nuig ba-ra-bir-in-dugs

dAS-imy-babbar-e  di-uio

ASimbabbar=e di=nu=e

DNo=ERG verdict=P0OSS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo
ba-ra-biz-in-dugs

bara=ba=*I=n=dugs=0

MPep1NeG.DED=CPMiD=DILoc=PRO3s6.HUuM.Ac=t0 SAY 1 s6=ABS3s6.00

“ASimbabbar must not have pronounced my verdict, / (...)”
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 102
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Ex]n7N12
MUSEUM NUMBER: Ni 9660 + Ni 4590 + Ni 1167 + Ni 2755 + CBS 10868

Before claiming that she has suffered divine abandonment, En-hedu-ana explains to Inana
how she has determined that this must be the source of her troubles. Specifically, she employs a

positive Deductive form marked with {he} to describe how she had been deceived:

EXAMPLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.83] Ttab! mu-8i-in-Tkure'-ra-na ninim-ma-ni hu-mu-un-'te?

yud( ltab!
yud( tab=g
yday( companion=ABSpo

mu-8§i-in-Tkurel-ra-na

mu=8i=n=kur¢=g=a=ani=a

CP1r.AcT=DItErM=PRO356.HUM.AG=1O enterH:ABS3 s600=NMZ=P0SS.3SG.HUM=LOC
ninim-ma-ni

ninim=ani=g

envy=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo

hu-mu-un-'te’

he=mu=n=te=¢

MPgp1.pEp=CPrr AcT=PRO3s6.1HUM.AG=t0 approach,=ABS3sc.no

While he entered (before me) as a companion, (subsequent logical deduction

indicates that) he actually must have really approached out of his envy.
COMPOSITION: The Exaltation of Inana
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 90
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: ExIn7N11
MUSEUM NUMBER: UM 29-15-422 + CBS 7847

This {he}-form is undeniably Deductive for a few reasons. Firstly, the reality of the situation is
now known by En-hedu-ana and cannot be assumed. Secondly, the event is very real and cannot
be doubted. Thirdly, she is making a claim about a fixed reality, so speculation seems unlikely
and inappropriate. Finally, it is possible that this form denotes the speaker’s commitment to the
truth of the proposition but only as a secondary function. It would be illogical for this form to be
a pure Asseverative as it would create a contradiction (i.e., one cannot logically claim that
simultaneously one both did and did not do something). Accordingly, the {he}-form must be a
Deductive.

The examples cited in this section only come from two Decad compositions, but they
nonetheless secure {he} and {bara}’s ability to code positive and negative deduction,
respectively. In both compositions, the narrative has a character in a situation that requires him

or her to deduce something about the circumstances at hand. In sum, while the examples are not
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extraordinary in number, they are strong evidence because no other interpretation of the modal

forms are viable in these cases.

3.6 ASSUMPTIVE (““WYNNE WILL BE IN HIS OFFICE SINCE HE IS NOT IN THE BREAK ROOM.”)

The Assumptive is the epistemic function a speaker employs to communicate what he or
she believes to be a reasonable conclusion given the information at his or her disposal. Since
evidence from European languages that use modal auxiliaries to code epistemic notions has
already been given in §3.4-§3.5, such typological evidence will be forgone here to avoid
argumentative redundancy. Instead, only evidence from Wintu will be given. In Wintu, the
Assumptive is coded via a verbal suffix whose base form is difficult to establish, but it generally
contains an /l/ and often an /e/ or /?/ as well:?%

[3.84] tima min=el? pira’="?el
cold to die=ASSUM to starve=ASSUM

“He might freeze to death, he might starve.” (It is cold and he is alone, helpless,

and sick)
[3.85] ?imto'n nuqga’ ?=1
berries to be ripe=ASSUM

“The berries must be ripe.” (It is that time of year)
Once again, Wintu serves as a good parallel for Sumerian as it too codes the Assumptive
affixally. With this brief typological sketch completed, attention will now shift to Sumerian’s
mechanism for coding the Assumptive (i.e., the MP {he} for the positive and {bara} for the

negative).

225 Palmer, Mood and Modality, 29-30. Schlichter, “The Origins and Deictic Nature of Wintu Evidentials,” 51-
53.
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As with most epistemic notions (the Asseverative excluded), evidence of the Assumptive
is not plentiful in the principal corpus given the nature of the sources. Rarely do these
compositions include speakers that clearly express that they are somewhat uncertain about a state
of affairs but still have enough confidence to remark about what is reasonably assumed to be
true. One example of the negative Assumptive occurs in Sulgi A:

[3.86] lugal-me-en ni; ba-ra-ba-da-te / su ba-ra-ba-da-zigs

lugal-me-en niz

lugal=me:en ni>=o

king=CoP.1SG fear=ABSpo

ba-ra-ba-da-te /
bara=ba=da=(e’)=te=0 /
MPgpinEG.AssuM=CPymip=DIasn =(PRO1sc.a6)=t0 approachy cvk=ABS3sc.no /
su ba-ra-ba-da-zig3

su=g¢ bara=ba=da=(e’)=zig;=0

flesh=ABSpo  MPgpineG.AssuM=CPumip=DIan =(PRO1s6.a6)=t0 raisey.cvk=ABS3s6.po

I am the king, (and therefore) I cannot be scared; / I cannot have gooseflesh.?2¢
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 21
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul. A Nuns
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58530

In this example, the modal form conveys that because Sulgi is the king he assumes he is
superhuman and lacks fear (or any reason to fear). Alternatively, the negative Assumptive here
denotes that as the sovereign he believes that he cannot have normal human emotions because
his station prevents it. Given the braggadocious nature of the composition, the former seems
more likely. It should also be noted here that this modal form also displays a dynamic modal

;

notion (specifically the Abilitative via the DI {da}) that are secondary to the epistemic notion.??

It is not that Sulgi literally had a condition such that he mentally could not fear or physically

226 A verbatim duplicate of this line occurs in composite line 67.

227 Dynamic modality has not received a dedicated chapter in this dissertation as it seems to have been largely
unrepresented in the morphology of Sumerian (the Abilitative usage of the DI {da} being the primary exception).
Rather, discussions of it have been relegated to CHAPTER SIX.
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could not get goosebumps. Rather, it is that Sulgi assumes certain restrictions inherent to his
regnal status and therefore cannot afford to do such things lest he appear weak.

Although uncommon in the main corpus, a fair number of Assumptives have been
identified in the Proverb Collections and a selection were admitted to the secondary corpus.
Sumerian Proverbs often recount general advice that expresses what societal convention says is a
reasonable conclusion to a specified action. For example, the proverb in [3.87] records
conventional wisdom about what happens when one shares secrets:

[3.87] puzurs us-bir-dugs / amas-e hes-burs-e

puzurs us-biz-dugs /
puzurs=g u=ba=*I=dugs=0=(a) /
secret=ABSsg; MPgpiant=CPpass=DILoc=t0 sayH,SG=ABS3sg.SBJ=(SUBR) /
amas-¢ hez-bur;-e

amas=¢ he=bur,=e(d)=0

women’s quarters=LOCTR MPeprassum=t0 reveal,=FUT=ABS3sc.ses

When a secret is spoken, it is liable to be revealed in the women’s quarters

(eventually).??8
COMPOSITION: Proverb 82 Collection 1
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 1-2
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Pr.82.Coll.1 N2 (Y)
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 13852 + CBS 13861

This proverb is clearly asserting that secrets once shared never remain secret and that a Sumerian
could expect his or her shared private information to become gossip in the women’s quarters.
Setting aside the patriarchal overtones, the {he}-form doubtlessly encodes in the utterance what
a Sumerian could reasonably assume to happen should he or she divulge a secret.

Rather than cite further evidence of the Assumptive from the Proverb Collections here,
the reader is directed to examples [3.127] and [3.128] in §3.8, which have been reserved for that

section due to the syntactic construction in which they occur.

228 Alster translates: “What has been spoken in secret will be revealed in the women’s quarters.” Bendt Alster,
Proverbs of Ancient Sumer: The World’s Earliest Proverb Collections, Volume 1. (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press,
1997), 20.
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3.7 ASSEVERATIVE

The Asseverative denotes a speaker’s strong belief in the truth of the utterance. This
function has a variety of manifestations cross-linguistically, a few of which will be cited here. In
the Imbabura dialect of Quechua (Quechuan, Quechua II B), the Asseverative is formed via a
verbal suffix that conveys emphatic first-hand information. In [3.88], the predicate is an
Asseverative, and in [3.89] the predicate communicates first-hand information without any
specific commitment to the truth of the utterance on the part of the speaker:

[3.88] fiuka=ta miku=naya=n=mari
I=AccC to eat=DES=3=EMP.F.INFO (i.c., ASV)

“I want to eat!”

[3.89] kan=paj ushi=wan Agatu=pi=mi
you=of daughter=with GN=in=F.INFO

“I met your daughter in Ageto.”?%

In Ngiyambaa (Pama-Nyungan, Wiradhuric), the Asseverative and its non-emphatic
counterpart are coded via a set of “belief clitics.” In [3.90], the sentence conveys what the
speaker believes to be absolute truth (sometimes referred to as a “categorical assertion”) in an
emphatic fashion (i.e., the Asseverative), whereas in [3.91] the speaker is simply drawing the
addressee’s attention to the statement without coding any special degree of commitment to the

truth:

[3.90] wana:y=ba:(=na yana=nhi
NEG=CASRT (i.e., ASV)=3.ABS to walk=PAST

“He absolutely did not walk (again)!” / “He never walked again!”

229 Palmer, Mood and Modality, 68; Peter Cole, Imbabura Quechua. Lingua Descriptive Series 5. (Amsterdam:
North-Holland, 1982), 164. Morphemes such as {paj} and {wan} could have been given proper functional glosses,
but it was decided to simply maintain the conventions of the original scholar as these forms are irrelevant to the
present discussion (such a practice occasionally occurs elsewhere in the dissertation).
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[3.91] wana:y=ba:=na yana=nhi
NEG=ASRT=3.ABS to walk=PAST

“He did not walk (again).”?3°
In Hidatsa (Siouan, Western Siouan), the grammar distinguishes between the
Asseverative and its non-emphatic counterpart via sentence final particles. To mark the
Asseverative, the particle {ski} is placed in sentence-final position (as in [3.92]), and to mark a
non-emphatic assertion the particle {c} is employed (as in [3.93]):

[3.92] wacéo iikipi  kure héo ski
man pipe carried EMP (i.e., ASV)

“The man sure did carry the pipe!”

[3.93] wacéo iikipi  kuré héo c
man pipe carried PER

“The man sure did carry the pipe.”?*!

In the secondary literature on Hidatsa, the non-emphatic particle is called the “Period.” It is said
to indicate that the speaker believes the statement is true but that he or she will not be considered
a liar should it prove untrue; rather, he or she will simply be seen as mistaken.?*? The notion of
the “Period” in Hidatsa is important to keep in mind when reviewing the Sumerian evidence
because it helps highlight what makes Asseveratives different from simple declarative
statements. Asseveratives mark the speaker’s strong commitment to the truth of the utterance and

as such the stakes of the discourse are heightened. Should the utterance be false, the speaker is at

risk of being deemed a liar and thereby losing face.?*

230 palmer, Mood and Modality, 68-69; T. Donaldson, Ngiyambaa: The Language of the Wangaaybuwan.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), 252-255.

21 palmer, Mood and Modality, 69; G. H. Matthews, Hidatsa Syntax. (The Hauge: Mouton, 1965), 99-100.

232 palmer, Mood and Modality, 69.

233 The concept of “losing face” was introduced by the Politeness Theory of communication. Within this
paradigm, “face” refers to “the self-image projected by a speaker in an interaction such as a conversational
exchange.” When one “loses face,” one might feel that his or her standing in the community has decreased or that he
or she is worthy of less trust or respect. Keith Brown and Jim Miller, The Cambridge Dictionary of Linguistics.
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In Sumerian, the positive Asseverative is one of the many functions of the MP {he} (the
negative Asseverative is coded by {bara}).?3* Prototypically, it occurs in the samfu tense-aspect,
but it is by no means restricted from occurring in the marii. Given the nature of the texts in the
primary corpus, the Asseverative is exceptionally common. This is logical as this body of texts
records many high-status and powerful individuals taking credit for their deeds by asserting their
absolute commitment to the truth of their claims (exs., kings recounting deeds in royal
inscriptions, gods and heroes explaining their exploits in literature, narrators describing the deeds
of gods and heroes, etc.). The preponderance of evidence for the Asseverative necessitates that
only a sampling of its attestations be provided here lest the section become tedious and
overburdened. Nonetheless, in the interest of thoroughness and evidential transparency any
Asseveratives not listed here have either been given previously as supporting evidence in §3.3 or
are provided in APPENDIX B (where examples are glossed but not commented upon). For the
purposes of this section, Asseveratives from each branch of the main corpus (i.e., the Decad, the
Gudea corpus, royal inscriptions, and the ditilas) will be provided.

The Decad composition Sulgi A is an excellent starting point for this discussion as the
discourse semantics neatly align with the prototypical environment for Asseveratives. This
composition is replete with first-person speech through which Sulgi asserts his supremacy by
stating his grandeur with absolute confidence in the truthfulness of said assertions. Take for
example the following instances of Sulgi’s braggadocio whereby he extols his own ability as the
perfect ruler:

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), s.v. “face” 166. See also: Penelope Brown and Stephen C.
Levinson, Politeness: Some Universals in Language Use. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987).

234 The evidential MP {naM} has an epistemic extension that marks asseveration, but that function is not under
consideration here. For {naM} as an Asseverative marker, see: §5.4.3.
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[3.94]

[3.95]

[3.96]

nestugz-ga Su hu-mu-ni-duz-am;

pestugz-ga Su
pestugr=a Su=g
wisdom=LOC hand=ABSpo

hu-mu-ni-dus-am3
he=mu=ni=(¢’")=du7=g=a=am
MPgp1.asv=CP1r act=DILoc=(PRO156.46)=t0 pushy.cvk=ABS3s6.00=NMZ=COP.3SG

It is the case that I have perfected wisdom!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 21
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A Np
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 10993 + N 2478

inim gens-na-bi ha-ma-da-sax-ams

inim geng-na-bi

inim gensg=a=bi=o

word to establish,=PP=DEM=ABSsg;

ha-ma-da-saz-ams
he=mu=* A=da=sa,=¢=a=am
MPep1.asv=CPact.empy=DIpar.1s6=DIas=t0 equal;=ABS3sc.ss=NMZ=COP.3SG

Reliable words can indeed reach me!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 22
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A Np
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 10993 + N 2478

nin2-si saz-e ki ha-ba-da-anz-naz-ams

ninp-si saz-e ki
nin2=si—sa=e ki=o
ABSTR=horn—to equaly cvk=LOCTRsocv place=ABSpo

ha-ba-da-an;-paz-ams;
he=ba=da=(e’)=an,=g=a=am
MPEPI,AS\/:CPMID:DIABIL:(PRO 1 s(},AG)ZtO measurey.cve=ABS3s6.00=NMZ=COP. 38G

It is the case that I cherish justice!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 23
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul. A N2
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58454

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.97] inim ninz-erimz dugs-ga / hul ha-ba-ra-gig-ga-fams?

inim  ninz-erimo dugs-ga / hul
inim  ninp=erimy dugs=a / hul=¢
word ABSTR=enemy to sayusc=PP / to be bady;=AP+ABSpo

ha-ba-ra-gig-ga-fams!
he=ba=ta=(e’)=gig=o=a=am

MPEPLASV=CPM1D=DIABL=(PRO 1 SG,AG)ZtO be SiCkH:ABS3 s600=NMZ=COP.3SG

It is the case that I detest words spoken malevolently!

COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 25
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A_Ni3
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 15095

In [3.94]-[3.97], Sulgi establishes that he corresponds to the idealized version of a Mesopotamian

ruler (i.e., a wise man who has divine counsel and pursues justice within

his dominion). By doing

so with Asseverative predicates, Sulgi imbues his claims with personal confidence and tries to

minimize the room for contrary stances in the sphere of discourse.

After he boasts about being the paragon of Mesopotamian kingship, Sulgi praises his

excellence as an athlete all the while recounting his civic accomplishments:

[3.98] niriz hu-mu-gur kaskal kalam-ma-kes / si hes-em-sas-sa,

niris hu-mu-gur

niris=o he=mu=(¢’)=gur=¢

fOOtzABSDo MPEPI_AS\/:CPTR_ACT:(PRO 1 SG_AG)ztO llftHZABS3
kalam-ma-kes / si
kalam=ak=e / Si=g
land=GEN=LOCTRsocy / horn=ABSpo

hes-em-saz-sa
he=imma=*I=(¢")=sazisar,=p

kaskal
kaskal
SG.DO road

MPep1.asv=CPmip=DIoc=(PRO1s6.46)=t0 equaIH.CVRXZZABS3SG.DO

Indeed, I lifted my feet! Indeed, I prepared (to set out) / on the roads of the

land!?33

235 The interpretation of hez-em-saz-saz as a verb including the morpheme string ...
other manuscripts which have a MI-sign in place of the EM-sign.
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[3.99]

[3.100]

danna hu-mu-geng e> gal-la hes-bix-dus

danna hu-mu-geng

danna=p he=mu=(e’)=genc=o

dOllble-milezABSDo MPEPI_AS\/:CPTR_ACT:(PRO]SG_AG)ztO eStabliShg:ABS3s(3_Do
) gal-la

€2 gal=a=¢

house to be bigy=PP=ABSpo

hez-biz-dus

he=ba=*I=(e?)=du3=;a
MPgp1.Asv=CPumip=DIroc=(PRO156.a6)=t0 buildz=ABS3s6.po

Indeed, I established the danna! Indeed, I built great (lodging-)houses there!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 29
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A_X2
MUSEUM NUMBER: W.B. 171

zag-ba kirie hez-biz-gub / ki ni> dubz-bu hes-bix-nar

zag-ba kirie
zag=bi=a kirig=0
side=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=LOC garden=ABSpo
he>-bix-gub

he=ba=*I=(¢’)=gub=0
MPgp1.Asv=CPumip=DILoc=(PRO1s6.a6)=t0 standy; sc=ABS3sc.no

/ ki ni> dubz-bu

/ ki ni>—dubs=e(d)=0

/ place self—to trembley cve=PURP=AP+ABSpo
he»-bix-nar

he=ba=*I=(¢")=nar=o
MPgp1.Asv=CPmip=DILoc=(PRO156.46)=t0 puty=ABS3sc.po

Indeed, I planted gardens by their sides! / Indeed, I established places for resting!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 30
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A_X2
MUSEUM NUMBER: W.B. 171

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.101]

[3.102]

ki-bi luy zu-a her-em-mi-in-tus

ki-bi luz Zu-a
ki=bi=(e) luz Zu=a=g
place=DEM=(LOCTR) individual to know,=PP=ABSpo

hes-em-mi-in-tus
he=imma=*I=n=tus=g¢
MPgp; Asv=CPmip=DILoc=PVN=t0 establishg. s¢c=ABS3s6.00

Indeed, I (wr. he) settled knowledgeable individuals in those places!?*¢
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 30a
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.4_Xi
MUSEUM NUMBER: A 7533

danna 1-gin7 Su ninin-da / Sags-nuio ha-ma-ab-dugs

danna 1-giny Su ninin-da /
danna I=gin Su—ninin=ed=g0 /
double-mile one=EQU hand—to encircley cvy=INF+PURP=ABSpo /
Saga-nuio

Sags=nu=(e)
heart=P0ss.1SG.HUM=(ERG)

ha-ma-ab-dugs
he=mu=*A=b=dugs=0

MPepr.Asv=CPrr.acT.EMPY=DIpaT.156= PRO3sG NHUM.AGTTO SAY#H.s6=ABS3s6.00

Indeed, my heart prompted me to traverse (it) / like it was 1 danna!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 39
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul. A N
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 58947

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

236 Other manuscripts do not have the pre-verbal {n} and as such validate the translation with a first-person

agent.
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[3.104] tumo™" nir-TfDU?1 san-bi dal-la-gins a;-nuio hu-mu-sui-suf

[3.105]

tum p™musen nir-"DUN san-bi

tumi nirDU=(ak) san=bi=(¢)

dove Sibbu-snake=(GEN)  head=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=(LOCTR)
dal-la-giny a-nuio

dal=a=gin a=nu=o

to fly,=PP=EQU arm=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo

hu-mu-suf-suf
he=mu=(e’)=sui'sui=o
MPgpr.Asv=CPrr aAct=(PRO1s6.a6)=t0 be diStantH.CVszzABs3SG.DO

Indeed, like a dove having firstly(?) flown (from?) a sibbu-snake, I swung my

arms!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 42
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A_Xi
MUSEUM NUMBER: A 7533

anzud™°" kur-bi-Ses igi ilo-la-giny / dubs-nuio hu-mu-bad-bad

anzud™"  kur-bi-Ses igi il>-la-giny

anzud kur=bi=se igi—ilb=a=gin
anzud-bird ~ mountain=DEM=TERM eye—to lifty cvv=PP=EQU
/ dubs-nuio

/ dubs=nu=g

/ knee=P0SS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo

hu-mu-bad-bad

he=mu=(¢’)=baf:bai=o
MPgp.asv=CPrr acT=(PRO1s6.a6)=t0 Openy, cvR*2=ABS356.00

Indeed, like the anzud-bird having looked towards the mountain, / I went swiftly!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 43
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A Np
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 10993 + N 2478

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.105]

dubs hes-ni-dub; a zal-le hez-ni-tus

dubs he;-ni-dub> a
dubs=gp he=ni=(e’)=dub,=0 a
knee=AB Spo MPep1. ASV=DILOC=(PRO 1sG. A0)=t0 trembleH_CVR=AB83SGDo water
zal-e he>-ni-tus

zal=e(d)=0 he=ni=(e’)=tus=o

to pass 1, —PURP=AP+ABSpo MPkpr. ASV=DILOC=(PRO 1SG. Ag)ZCVVEg_CVRzABS3 SG.DO

Indeed, I bent the knee there! Indeed, I washed there with flowing water!
COMPOSITION: Sulgi A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 55
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Sul.A_Nurr
MUSEUM NUMBER: Ni 2770

This has been a mere sampling of the Asseveratives in Sulgi A. The remaining examples are

provided in APPENDIX B. At this juncture, evidence from Lipit-Estar A will be presented.

Asseveratives are well at home in Lipit-EStar A because the composition recounts the

grandeur of the titular ruler. These Asseveratives are interspersed throughout the composition

and seem to serve as a sort of braggadocious refrain to always keep the augustness of Lipit-EStar

at the forefront of the audience’s minds:

[3.106]

[3.107]

nundum inim-inim-ma he,-dus-me-en

nundum inim-inim-ma he>-dus-me-en

nundum=¢  inimiinim=a he=du;=¢=(a)=me:en

lip=ABSsgs word*®=LOC  MPgpr.asv=t0 be fitting;=ABS3sc.s8;=(NMZ)=COP.1SG

I am one who has lips indeed befitting all words!

COMPOSITION: Lipit-Estar A

COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 14

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Lid Nn

MUSEUM NUMBER: UM 29-15-435 + N 3023 + N 3061 (+) N2488 + N2963

nam-lugal-la he>-dus-bi-me-en

nam-lugal-la hez-dus-bi-me-en

nam=lugal=a(k)=o¢ he=du;=p=(a)=me:en

ABSTR=King=GEN=ABSsg, MPgpiasv=t0 be fitting;=ABS3sc.s5:=(NMZ)=COP.1SG

I am one whose kingship is indeed perfection!
COMPOSITION: Lipit-Estar A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 41
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Li4_Ni2
MUSEUM NUMBER: UM 29-16-219 + UM 29-16-419
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[3.108] nin> des-des kass-e her-dus-me-en

nin? des-des kass-e
nin2=o desides=0 kaSs=e=0
thing=ABSpo  to bring;**>=AP+ABSsg; runner=DEM=ABSsg,

hes-duy-me-en
he=du;=¢=(a)=me:en
MPEPI_AS\/:tO be ﬁttinngBS3s(;_SBF(NMZ):COP. 1 SG

As for one who brings many things, I am the epitome of a runner!
COMPOSITION: Lipit-Estar A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 60
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Li4d_Nuns
MUSEUM NUMBER: IM 50409

[3.109] suf-ra; ud ul-liz-a-Se3 / gur-da hu-mu-ni-in-las

suf-raz ud ul-liz-a-Se3 / gup-da
suf=a ud ulli=a=Se / gu=da
to be distant,~PP day  to be distant (in time),=PP=TERM  / neck=CMT

hu-mu-ni-in-la,
he=mu=ni=n=la,=g¢
MPgp1.asv=CP1r act=DILoc=PRO3s6.num.a6=t0 hangy cvi=ABS3sc.po

She indeed has embraced me / eternally and forever!?3’

COMPOSITION: Lipit-Estar A

COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 101

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Lid N

MUSEUM NUMBER: HS 1492 + HS 1493 + HS 1557 + HS 2532 + HS 7432 + HS 2986

A final Asseverative from a Decad composition worthy of independent mention here
occurs in Gilgames and Huwawa A. This form merits mention in the main body of this chapter as
it is an instance of Asseverative {he} appended to the independent copula in a question. This
Asseverative occurs when the sun god Utu questions Gilgames about what type of being he

would be in the far-off mountain of the cedar forest:

EXAMPLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

237 Prototypically, gu>—laz is a CV, but gu: is clearly marked here with the comitative suffix, not the absolutive.
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[3.110] nuru$ dumu-yir;s [niz-zu]-a heo-me-en kur-ra a-na-[bi-me]-en

yurus dumu-niris [ni2-zu]-a

yurus=e dumunir=¢ [nix=zu]=a

young man=vVOC native SOn=ABSsg; [self=P0SS.2SG.HUM|=LOC
he;-me-en kur-ra a-na-[bi-me]-en

he=me:en kur=a ana=[bi=me]:en
MPgp1.asv=COP.2SG mountain=LOC WH=[DEM=COP].2SG

Oh young man, you [yourself] are indeed a native son, but what are you in the

mountains?
COMPOSITION: Gilgames and Huwawa A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 20
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: GH.A_Nuis
MUSEUM NUMBER: N 2785 + N 3071 + N 4234

As this form occurs in a question, the Asseverative serves to engender doubt in the listener. By
heightening his commitment to the fact that Gilgames is a genuine denizen of Sumer, Utu is
thereby strongly questioning what status he would have as a stranger in a foreign land. By
juxtaposing a certainty with an uncertainty, Utu is trying to demonstrate to Gilgames that his
belonging in one locale does not equate universally to belonging in all others.

In the interest of brevity, the aggregate number of Asseveratives from the composite lines
of all Decad compositions is given below in TABLE 3.5. This table does not account for
manuscript variation and the numbers are representatives of all forms (i.e., both those cited in the

chapter and those provided in APPENDIX B).

TABLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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TABLE 3.5. Asseveratives in the Decad (According to Composite Lines)
Composition Number of Asseveratives
Sulgi A 56
Lipit-Estar A 4
The Song of the Hoe 0
Inana B 7
Enlil A 2
Kes Temple Hymn 1238
Enki’s Journey to Nippur 2
Inana and Ebih 5239
Nungal A 1
Gilgames and Huwawa A 10

To begin an examination of Asseveratives in the Gudea corpus, evidence will first be

cited from Gudea Cylinder A:

[3.111]
sa-tu-Tbi’
satu=bi
upper part=POSS.3SG.NHUM

Su he>-tag-ga-am;
Su=o0
hand=AB Spo

sa-tu-bi'! eren durus ha-§[u]-ury-ra Su he,-tag-ga-ams
eren
eren
cedar to be fresh,=AP

durus
durus=g

ha-§[u]-ur,-ra
has[u]rra=(a)
cypress=(LOCsocv)

he=(n)=tag=p=a=am
MPEPI_AS\/:(PRO3 SG_HUMAAG)ZtO tOllChHA cvR=ABS356 p0=NMZ=COP.3SG

“Concerning its upper part, it is indeed decorated with fresh cedar and cypress!”

COMPOSITION: Gudea Cylinder A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 596
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G.Cyl.A
MUSEUM NUMBER: MNB 1512

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

238 This form occurs in a non-canonical line of the composition and is only fully preserved in one manuscript.
239 One of these forms is highly broken in all manuscripts but has been deemed an Asseverative because it

occurs in the context of other Asseveratives.
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[3.112] hur-san za-gin3-na an-ki-a ki hez-usz-sa-ams

hur-sapg za-ginz-na an-ki-a
hursarn zagin=a(m) anki=a
mountain range lapis lazuli=CcOP.3SG universe=LOC
ki he-usz-sa-ams

ki=o he=(b)=us;=g=a=am

plac €=ABSpo MPEPI_AS\/:(PRO3 SG_NHUM_Ag)ZtO leangj, cvR—ABS356.00=NMZ=COP. 3SG

“It is a lapis lazuli mountain rainge (and) indeed it reaches from earth to heaven!”
COMPOSITION: Gudea Cylinder A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 687
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G. Cyl.A
MUSEUM NUMBER: MNB 1512

[3.113] urin ex-da sigio-sigio-ga-bi / anzud,™ " kur-mus-a a2'(DA) he>-bad-raz-ams

urin ex-da sigio-sigio-ga-bi /
urin ex=da sigioisigio=a=bi /
standard temple=CMT to place;**=PP=P0SS.3SG.NHUM /
anzud,™en kur-mus-a a2'(DA)
anzud>=(e) kurmus=a =0
anzud-bird=(ERG) snake-mountain=LOC arm=ABSpo

hez-bad-raz-am;
he=(b)=baf=g=a=am
MPep1.asv=(PRO3sG.nHUM.AG)=tO OPENy.cve=ABS356.00=NMZ=COP.3SG

“Concerning its standards rammed in around the temple, / it is the case that all of

them are (like) the anzud-bird that spreads its wings over the Snake-Mountain!”
COMPOSITION: Gudea Cylinder A
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 750-751
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G. Cyl.A
MUSEUM NUMBER: MNB 1512

The above examples constitute the entirety of Asseveratives in Gudea Cylinder A. Evidence from
Gudea Cylinder B would normally be presented at this juncture. Interestingly, however, Gudea
Cylinder B preserves no Asseverative forms, which seems peculiar for a royal inscription of its

length (i.e., 550 lines).>*°

240 As the Gudea cylinders constituted parts of one large composition, perhaps the lack of Asseveratives here
reflects how in this part of the narrative the primary focus was on the inauguration of the temple. As the
inauguration was focused on the gods and their relationship with the temple and had a less boisterous tone than
Gudea Cylinder A, which focused on Gudea’s great endeavor of building the temple, the lack of Asseveratives
would be logical.
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For the Gudea statues, only one Asseverative form is preserved. Since this form does not
provide any new formal or functional insight, it is cited below without additional commentary:

[3.114] tukumy(SU.TUR)-bi / mu-bi $u urs-des / nestug, her-em-§i-gub / mu-ni e»
digir-ra-na-ta / dub-ta hez-em-ta-nar

tukumy(SU.TUR)-bi / mu-bi

tukumbi / mu=bi=g

if / name=POSS.3SG.NHUM=ABSpo

Su urs-de; / nestug

Su—urs=ed=e / nestugr=o

hand—to drag=INF=LOCTRsocvy ~ / ear=ABSpo

hes-em-§i-gub /
he=im=8i=(n)=gub=0 /
MPgp1 Asv=CPvexn=DIterm=(PRO3s6.1um.A6)=t0 Standy sc.cvk=ABS3s6.po /
mu-ni €2 dipir-ra-na-ta /
mu=ani=g¢ ) digir=ani=a(k)=ta /
name=POSS.3SG.HUM=ABSsg; house god=P0SS.3SG.HUM=GEN=ABL /
dub-ta hez-em-ta-par

dub=ta he=im=ta=par=o¢

tablet=ABL MPpEo.opr=CPyven=DIas =t0 putH=ABS3SG_SBJ

If / he has indeed set his mind / to erasing its name, / may / his name be removed
from the house of his god, / from the tablet!?*!

COMPOSITION: Gudea Statue B
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 347-351
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: G.St.B
MUSEUM NUMBER: AO 2

As was done for the Decad, the aggregate number of Asseveratives from the composite
lines of each composition in the Gudea corpus is given below in TABLE 3.6. As the inscriptional
Gudea corpus does not have multiple manuscripts per composition, manuscript variation is a
nonfactor. The numbers provided below are representatives of all forms (i.e., both those cited in

the chapter and those provided in APPENDIX B).

241 Prototypically, urs is a reduplication class marii. The semantics, however, seem to align more neatly with the
mari tense-aspect.
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TABLE 3.6. Asseveratives in the Gudea Corpus

Composition Asseveratives Composition Asseveratives
Cylinder A 3 Statue 1 0
Cylinder B 0 Statue K 0
Cylinder Frag. 1 0(?)**? Statue L 0
Cylinder Frag. 10 0(?)* Statue M 0
Cylinder Frag. 11(+2) & 12 | 0 Statue N 0
Cylinder Frag. 6 0(?)** Statue O 0
Cylinder Frag. 7 0 Statue P 0
Cylinder Frag. 8+3+5+4 0 Statue QO 0
Cylinder Frag. 9 0 Statue R 0
Statue A 0 Statue S 0
Statue AA 0 Statue T 0
Statue B 1 Statue U 0
Statue C 0 Statue V 0
Statue D 0 Statue W 0
Statue E 0 Statue X 0
Statue F 0 Statue Y 0
Statue G 0 Statue Z 0
Statue H 0 CUSAS 17.22°% 3

The data in the above table might strike some readers as peculiar because one might expect to
find numerous Asseveratives in dedicatory inscriptions. The paucity of Asseveratives in this
subcorpus, however, can be explained in a few ways. Firstly, many of these artifacts are
fragmentary; therefore, it is possible that some Asseveratives have been lost. Secondly, some of
these inscriptions are quite brief. In such instances, the inscription tends to record only the most
important parts of the dedicatory act (i.e., benefactor and epithets, dedicator and epithets,

purpose of dedication, verb of dedication, curse formulae; not all elements always present).

242 This fragment records various {he}-forms. Some are clearly deontic Optatives and two are independent
{he}s serving a correlative function. The ones that are uninterpretable are likely Optatives in parallel with the
interpretable ones, but technically the matter is open to debate.

243 This fragment preserves two HEz-signs. Neither are in contexts complete enough to determine if they
belonged to a noun or a verbal prefix chain. As such, they have been left uninterpreted and merely mentioned here
as potential (though ultimately undiscernible) evidence of more Asseveratives in the Gudea corpus.

244 This fragment preserves two HA-signs. Neither are in contexts complete enough to determine if they
belonged to a noun or a verbal prefix chain. As such, they have been left uninterpreted and merely mentioned here
as potential (though ultimately undiscernible) evidence of more Asseveratives in the Gudea corpus.

245 This text is preserved in a later copy. It is unclear on what sort of monument it might have originally been
written. It has been included in the principal corpus because it is a bilingual royal inscription.
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When the dedicatory act is reduced to this formula, the braggadocious claims of the dedicator are
omitted from the text. Although the dedicator’s self-aggrandizement is absent from the text in
these cases it is not absent from the communicative event. Rather, the aggrandizement is
conveyed to the audience via the high-quality material of the statue and the artistry of its
manufacture. As such, the Asseverative —a grammatical function — has been removed from the
linguistic dimension of the communicative event and placed fully into its visual dimension.?*¢ In
this way, the inherent self-aggrandizing function of royal inscriptions is not lost, the functional
burden is relegated to the visual dimension.

As has been done for the preceding corpora, only a smattering of evidence from the royal
inscription subcorpus will now be cited. While the royal inscriptions in the principal corpus were
limited bilingual compositions, monolingual inscriptions were admitted to the secondary corpus
to allow for more representative diachronic data. Only the Old Babylonian bilinguals record
Asseveratives and as such it was necessary to admit another composition simply to have a more
representative body of data.*” Specifically, one example from the Ur III period has been added
(see: [3.115]) and is given alongside one from the Old Babylonian period (see: [3.116]) are

given:

EXAMPLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE

246 All royal inscriptions have a visual self-aggrandizing dimension parallel to the Asseverative function in the
linguistic dimension. Some royal inscriptions, however, lack Asseveratives in their textual composition and instead
convey that messaging purely visually in the communicative event.

247 This composition has only been considered for this Asseverative analysis. Otherwise, it has been unsampled
and excluded from any tables. It should also be noted that very few Sumerian Asseveratives from Early Dynastic or
Sargonic royal inscriptions seem to be attested, hence the lack of any examples here (a few negative Asseveratives
from this time and text type have been given earlier in §3.3.2). In fact, epistemic uses of {he} and {bara} are
generally lacking in this subcorpus and largely restricted to denoting uncertainty in a protasis and in one instance
affirmation via the independent usage of {he}. As will be discussed below, these realities might reflect the fact that
Asseverative functions are usually acquired late in the development of epistemic modals; given this, it is possible
that {he} and {bara} were less productive as markers of the Asseverative in the earlier texts (at least as MPs).
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[3.115] Urim,"-¢ gil-sa-a$ / he,-mi-ak

[3.116]

Urim,Xi-e gil-sa-a$ /
Urimp=¢ gilsa=$(e) /
GN=LOCTR treasure=TERM /
he;-mi-ak

he=mu=*I=(n)=ak=p
MPgp1.Asv=CP1r aAct=DILoc=(PRO3s6 num.ac)=t0 doz=ABS3s6.00

He indeed laid it out / for perpetuity at Ur!
COMPOSITION: RIME 3/2.1.1.19 (Ur-Namma)
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 15-16
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Ur-Namma_1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: BM 30056

id2-bi / hu-mu-ba-al

id2-bi / hu-mu-ba-al

id,=bi=@ / he=mu=(e’)=ba’al=p
canal=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=AB Spo / MPEPI_ASVZCPTR_ACTZ(PRO 1 s(},AG)ZtO dlgH:AB S3s6.00

I indeed dug / its canal!

COMPOSITION: RIME 4.3.6.2 (Hammu-rapi)
LINE NUMBER: 61-62

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Hammu-rapi_1.1_S
MUSEUM NUMBER: BM 80142

ID2-5u lu ah-ri

ID2-su

narsu
river:BOUND.ACC.SG.POSS.3.MASC.SG

lu ah-ri
lit ahri
EPL.ASV to dig:G.PRET.1.COMM.SG

COMPOSITION: RIME 4.3.6.2 (Hammu-rapi)
LINE NUMBER: 62

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Hammu-rapi_1.1_A
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 11

The distribution of the evidence from the royal inscriptions indicates that the Asseverative was
poorly attested (at least in this bilingual corpus) in the earlier periods (i.e., the Early Dynastic
and Sargonic periods) and became increasingly productive from the Ur III period onwards. This
will become even more apparent below when the distribution is presented numerically in
TABLE 3.7. The fact that the Asseverative as a function of the MPs {he} and {bara} seemingly

increases overtime has significant typological implications that are explored in detail below.

148



First, however, a numerical summation of Asseveratives attested in the bilingual royal
inscription subcorpus is given below in TABLE 3.7 (to see glossed examples of the forms not
cited above, see: APPENDIX B). As with the preceding tables, the numbers reflect the count

from the composite texts not the total when all manuscripts are considered:

TABLE 3.7. Asseveratives in the Bilingual Royal Inscription Corpus (Composite Lines)
Composition Asseveratives

RIME 2.1.1.1 (Sargon)
RIME 2.1.1.11 (Sargon)
RIME 2.1.2.18 (Rimus)
RIME 2.1.5.4 (Sar-kali-Sarri)
RIME 3/2.1.2.38 (Sulgi)
RIME 4.3.6.2 (Hammu-rapi)
RIME 4.3.6.12 (Hammu-rapi)
RIME 4.3.6.14 (Hammu-rapi)
RIME 4.3.7.3 (Samsu-iluna)
RIME 4.3.7.5 (Samsu-iluna)
RIME 4.3.7.7 (Samsu-iluna)
RIME 4.3.7.8 (Samsu-iluna)
RIME 4.3.8.1 (Abi-esuh)
RIME 4.3.9.2. (Ammi-ditana)
RIME 4.3.10.1 (Ammi-saduqa)

(=i} fe) (el [ahiV, FF N fel fo)) L J (e} (el fer) el Fan]

The change in productivity of {he} and {bara} as Asseverative markers in royal inscriptions over
time might reflect an internal development in Sumerian that is well-attested typologically. In
general, grammatical items that serve to modulate the illocutionary force of an utterance often
derive from epistemic forms; in Japanese (Japonic), for example, the epistemic verb daroo
(meaning “it seems...”) has developed a secondary function of requesting confirmation (meaning
“right?”).248 In the case of daroo, the illocutionary force of the associated utterance is modulated
such that the act of pure questioning becomes an act of requesting confirmation in the form of an

interrogative. In the case of the Sumerian Asseverative (positive and negative), the form seems to

248 Heiko Narrog and Toshio Ohori, “Grammaticalization in Japanese,” in The Oxford Handbook of
Grammaticalization, eds. Bernd Heine and Heiko Narrog. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 779-780.
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have developed from the Deductive aspect of {he} and {bara} as markers denoting what the

speaker has deduced to be the only possible case into markers denoting what the speaker insists

is indeed the case at the time of utterance. It seems possible that the increase in Asseveratives

over time indicates that the development of illocutionary force modifiers in Sumerian followed

the prototypical grammaticalization pathway. With this viable account of the Sumerian

Asseverative’s diachronic background completed, the remainder of the evidence to be cited from

the corpus will now be given.

To conclude the presentation of evidence, all Asseveratives from the ditilas are provided

below. For this subcorpus, all examples can be cited here as the number is not overwhelming and

there is no manuscript variation to consider (interestingly, all examples here are negative

Asseveratives conjugated with {bara}):

[3.117]

[3.118]

di ba-ra-a-da-ab-be;-ene

di ba-ra-a-da-ab-be;-ens

di=o bara=e=da=b=e=en

lawsuit=ABSpo MPepi.nEG.asv=PRO256.10=DIcmt=PRO3s6.nHUM.p0=1t0 SaY11.56.cvi=PRO15G.46

“(Then) I really will not sue you!”
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.20
LINE NUMBER: 8
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.20
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.759

[m]u lugal ba-ra-ab-gis-gis-des

[m]u lugal ba-ra-ab-gis-gis-des

[m]u lugal=(ak)=0 bara=b=gisigis—ed=e

[na]me king=(GEN)=VOC MPEep1NEG.AsV=PRO3s6 NHUM.DO=1O Teturn, Xz:FUTZPRO3sG,AG

(He has sworn) / by the [na]me of the king that he will never return to the matter

(in court)!
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL. 164
LINE NUMBER: 3’
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.164
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.6734

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.119] mu lugal / ™Ur;-niz-dugz arad Ex-lus-ta uz-mu-dusg / ba-ra-ba-g[is-gis-d]es /
biz-in-[dugs-g]a

mu  lugal / "Urz-ni3-dugs arad Ex-lup-ta
mu  lugal=(ak)=0 / Ur-ni-dug arad=o Elu=ta
name king=(GEN)=vVOC / PNg slave=ABSpo PNo=ABL
uz-mu-dug /
u=mu=(e¢)=dus=0=(a) /
MPEPI_ANTZCPTR.ACTz(PROZSG,AG)ZtO ransomfABS3sg,Do=(SUBR) /
ba-ra-ba-g[is-gis-d]es /
bara=ba=g[is:gis=ed]=e(n) /
MPep1.NEG.ASV=CPMip=tO 1€ [tumezzFUT]szOlSG.AG /

biz-in-[dugs-g]a
ba=*I=n=[dugs]=0=a
CPMip=DILoc=PRO3s6.num.ac=[t0 SaYr.s6]=ABS3s6.00=SUBR

That “By the name of the king! / Once you have ransomed Ur-ni-dug-the slave,

from Elu / I will never g[o ba]ck to it/that!” / he [swore], / (...)
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.28
LINE NUMBER: 8'-11"
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.28
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.6534

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.120] mu lugal tukum-bi / ud 7-kam di "*kiris-$e3 nu-gub-bez-ene / "¥kirie Du-du
in-Si-sajo-a / kisib-bi nu-mu-des "*kiris / ba-ra-ba-dus-des-eng / bir-in-dugs-ga

mu  lugal tukum-bi / ud 7-kam

mu  lugal=(ak)=e tukumbi / ud 7=ak=am

name king=(GEN)=vVOC if / day  seven=GEN=COP.3SG
di Dkirie-Ses nu-gub-bez-eng /
di=(e) kirie=Se nu=gub=en /
lawsuit=(LOCTR) garden=TERM NEG=to standy sc=PRO2sc.ac  /
8Kirie Du-du

kirie Dudu=(ak)=o

garden PN o=(GEN)=ABSpo

in-Si-sajo-a /
i=n=S8i=(e)=sajo—o=a /
CPxput=PRO356.1um.10=DIterv=(PRO2s6.46)=t0 buy,=ABS356.00=SUBR /
kisib-bi nu-mu-des

kisib=bi=p nu=mu=(e)=des=o

sealed tablet=DEM=ABSpo NEG=CPrr.act=(PRO2sG.46)=t0 bring; sc=ABS3sc.po

8Kirie / ba-ra-ba-dus-des-ens
kirie=o / bara=ba=(b)=du;=ed=en
garden=ABSpo / MPgpi.neG.asv=CPmin=(PRO3sc.ntuM.po)=t0 be fitting»=FUT=PRO2sc.ac

/ biz-in-dugs-ga
/ ba=*[=n=dugs=0=a
/ CPMmip=DILoc=PRO3sG.num.AG=1t0 SaYr.s6=ABS3s6.00=NMZ

That he has declared / “By the name of the king! If / you have not appeared at trial
for the garden in(?) 7 days, / (and if) you have not brought a sealed document /
that you bought Dudu's garden, / you will indeed never be fit (to own/dwell at) the
garden!” / (...)**

COMPOSITION: NSGU.IIL.109
LINE NUMBER: 8-12
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.109
ARTIFACT IDENTIFIER: TEL 111L

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

24 Prototypically, du7 seems to be a reduplication class mari. The pronoun patterning on this form, however,
makes its identification as mari here secure.
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[3.121] [Geme;-Nin-nir,]-su-ka-kes / [x x x x-d]i[bz-€]-ra / [mu] lugal / [dumu A]-kal-la /
[in-tak]as-des-ene / [Geme,-UKal]-kal-la ba-ra-[tu]ku-tuku / [in- na-an]-dugs-ga

[Geme,-Nin-njir,]-su-ka-kes / [x x x x-d]i[b2-e]-ra / [mu]
[Geme-Ninpir|su=ak=ak=e / [x x x x-d]i[b2-e]-ra / [mu]
[P]N @ =GEN=GEN=ERG / ? / [name]
lugal / [dumu Al-kal-la /
lugal=(ak)=0 / [dumu Alkala=(ak)=e0 /
king=(GEN)=vOC / [child PIN o=(GEN)=ABSpo /
[in-tak ]as-des-ene / [Geme,-‘Kal]-kal-la
[i=n=tak]as=ed=en / [Geme-Kal]kala
[CPNEUT=PRO3s@,HUM_DoztO] abandonM(?)=PURP=PR02sg,AG /[P]NQ
ba-ra-[tu]ku-tuku /
bara=(n)=[tu]kuituku=(en) /
MPepi.neG.asv=(PRO3s6.num.po ) =t0 haveszz(PROZSG.AG) /

[in-na-an]-dugs-ga
[i=na=n]=dugs=0=a
[CPNEUT=DIpaT.356=PRO3s6.HUM.AG |=tO SAY.56=ABS356.00=SUBR

That [Geme-Ningir]su / said / to [xxxx]-dibera / “By the [name] of the king! / The

[daughter] of [A]kala, / (since) you abandoned her, / you will never marry [Geme-
Kal]kala!” / (...)*>°

COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.25

LINE NUMBER: 6-12

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.25
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.6843

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

230 Prototypically, takas is a reduplication class marii. The pronoun patterning on this form, however, makes its
identification as marii here secure.
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[3.122] Gem[ez-8ul dumu x]-nir-ra-a-tu [sip]ad anSe / [Gemes-$ul]-¢ / [Ur-‘Lama]-ra /
[igi-ni in]-na-"nar-ra / mu lugal / ba-ra-mu-dugs-dugs “&8u-g[ur-ra]-nuio
san-zu-Se; ba-ra-naz-na, / bi-in-dugs-ga

Gem[ez-Sul  dumu x]-nir-ra-a-tu [sip]ad anse /
Gem[e-Sul  dumu x]-niratu=(ak) [sip]ad anse=(ak) /
P[N¢ child P]N&=(GEN) [sheplherd  donkey=(GEN)/
[Gemes-3ul]-e / [Ur-‘Lama]-ra / [igi-ni

[Geme-Sul]=e / [Ur-Lama]=ra / [igi=ani=g¢

[PN ¢ ]=ERG / [PNo]=DAT / [eye=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSpo
in]-na-Y*par-ra / mu
i]=na=(n)=nar=o=a / mu
CPxgput|=DIpat.3s6=(PRO3sc.num.AG)=tO puty;=ABS3s6.00=SUBR  / name
lugal / ba-ra-mu-dugs-dugs

lugal=(ak)=0 / bara=mu=(e)=dugs:dugs=0o

king=(GEN)=vOC / MPgpinEG.Asv=CPrr act=(PRO2sG.46)=t0O Sa}’y.SGXZZABS3SG.Do
tggu-glur-ral-nuio san-zu-$e;3

Sug[ura]=nu=o san=zu=Se
tur[ban]=P0SS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo head=P0SS.2SG.HUM=TERM
ba-ra-paz-naz /
bara=(b)=nazina=(en) /
MPepineG.Asv=(PRO3s6.nHUM.DO)=tO pUtMXZZ(PROZSG.AG) /

biz-in-dugs-ga
ba=*I=n=dugs=0=a
CPvip=DILoc=PRO3s6.num.a6=10 8aYrn.sc=ABS3s6.00=SUBR

Gem{[e-Sul, the daughter of X]-niratu, the donkey herdsman — / that [Geme-sul], /
before [Ur-Lama], / has appeared (and) said: “By the name of the king! / You

never spoke to me at all! You will never put my turban on your head!” / (...)
COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.26
LINE NUMBER: 3-8
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.26
MUSEUM NUMBER: L.931

The ditilas are a logical place to find Asseveratives as they include parties in legal disputes.
Given the discourse context of a legal dispute, it is natural to have opposing parties that are
responding to a perceived doubt in the addressee by boosting their own commitment to the truth
of the assertion. As was mentioned before, all examples of Assveratives from the ditilas are

negative forms with {bara}. This is likely coincidence as it is equally possible for a party at court
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to ameliorate a perceived doubt in the addressee via a positive Asseverative (ex., “Heath really
did comply with the terms of his probation!”).

Finally, it is worth highlighting here the difference between an epistemic Asseverative
and a deontic Promissive (for which, see: §4.10) since the two can seem highly similar. The
Promissive is the grammatical means by which a speaker commits his or herself to do something
(ex., “I shall go.”). First-person Asseveratives can seem like Promissives as they can entail a
promise (ex., “I really will come to court tomorrow!”), but in these instances this is not a feature
of the modal form. In an Asseverative, the speaker is taking a stance at the time of utterance that
affirms his or her belief in the truth of the proposition. When said propositions refer to a future
act to be done by the speaker there is an entailed promise. In sum, the promise is a secondary
entailment. In Promissives, on the other hand, the express purpose is to commit the speaker to
the future event. Stated more broadly, Asseveratives relate to the proposition (hence their
inclusion in epistemic modality, a type of Propositional Modality) whereas Promissives relate to
the event (hence their inclusion in deontic modality, a type of Event Modality). Finally, it is also
worth noting that these two functions are also fundamentally different in that Asseveratives can
be conjugated in any person, but Promissives are restricted to the first person.

At this point, the assignment of the Asseverative function to the MP {he} (when positive)
and {bara} (when negative) has been sufficiently exemplified via a selection of data from
multiple genres. This function seems to have been highly productive in Sumerian since many
textual discourses have speakers asserting strong belief in the truth of the utterance. Naturally,
however, the fact that the Asseveratives outnumber the other epistemic functions for these MPs
is likely a reflection of the types of discourses preserved in the written record and not an

unbiased representation of the distribution of epistemic notions in everyday speech. Simply put,
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there is no reason to believe that Mesopotamians did not communicate their speculations, doubts,
deductions, and assumptions to one another in common discourse. Rather, written texts with
modal language often reflect the self-interest of powerful individuals or the impassioned
statements of individuals in tense legal disputes (i.e., environments suited for Asseveratives).
While this section has not been exhaustively exemplified, the reader is directed to APPENDIX B
to see the remaining Asseveratives (presented with glossing but without commentary) that were

acknowledged during research but not selected for presentation here.

3.8 EPISTEMIC FORMS IN THE PROTASES OF CONDITIONALS

Epistemic modality’s relationship to the protases of conditional sentences is a complex
matter. Before it is possible to delve into this topic, the nature of conditional structures and their
constituents must first be outlined. To this end, a summary from linguist Bernard Comrie will be
cited here:

In logic, conditionals (material implications) are defined as a relation between two
propositions, the protasis (p) and the apodosis (g), such that either p and ¢ are both true,
or p is false and ¢ is true, or p is false and g is false; excluded is the possibility of p being
true while g is false. I maintain that this logical characterization is part of the
characterization of conditionals in natural language (though, as will be seen below, a
further restriction is necessary in natural language).>”!

If a language has any conditional construction, then it will have one where the logical
relation between the two propositions is the same as that given for material implication in
the propositional calculus. From this, it follows that a language should not just have a
construction with the meaning: ‘p if an only if ¢’ (i.e. the conditional is true if p and ¢ are
both true or both false, but not otherwise). This does not exclude the possibility that a
language might have, in addition, conditionals with this more restricted truth table.?>?

251 Bernard Comrie, “Conditionals: A Typology,” in On Conditionals, eds. Elizabeth Closs Traugott, Alice ter
Meulen, Judy Snitzer Reilly, and Charles A. Ferguson. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 78.
252 (emphasis original to source). Ibid., 79.
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The linguistics literature on conditionals is vast, but the above quotes from Comrie sufficiently
define their base function and their components. To summarize, conditionals are constructions
that express that one thing is contingent upon another; structurally, they contain a protasis
(alternatively referred to as the antecedent or hypothesis; commonly introduced by “if”) that
conveys the contingent element(s) required for the consequence(s) of the consequential clause,
namely, the apodosis (alternatively referred to as the consequent or conclusion; commonly
introduced by “then”).

With the function and components of conditionals established, it is now important to
investigate how said components interact with epistemic modality. Concerning apodoses, the
situation is simple as any sort of epistemic predicate can logically occur in this environment.
Apodoses constitute the main clause of the conditional sentence, and as such they convey
assertions (i.e., speaker commitment to the truth value of the proposition). Since the apodosis
contains a proposition and assertion it can easily be modulated by epistemic modality, which
broadly has to do with the speaker’s evaluation of the truth of a proposition. The protasis is a
much trickier environment for epistemics to occupy because it is largely non-assertive (according
to some scholars it is completely non-assertive).?>3 The non-asserting power of protases is not as
absolute as presented by some. This will be expanded upon below. Additionally, exactly why the
environment of the protasis is largely non-conducive to most epistemic notions will be detailed

in the ensuing paragraphs.

233 One scholar that argues against the assertive power of protases is Edward John Garrett. According to Garrett,
“[i]n contexts where assertions cannot be made — for example, in the protasis of a condition — performatives do not
occur.” As will be shown, this dissertation does not follow Garrett’s position on this matter. Edward John Garrett,
“Evidentiality and Assertion in Tibetan.” (PhD. diss., University of California Los Angeles, 2001), 9.
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Based on cross-linguistic evidence, epistemics can clearly occur in protases, but this
should be disallowed due to their supposed non-assertive character.?>* Clearly, the position that
protases are entirely non-assertive is overly restrictive and must be nuanced to investigate how
epistemic MPs work in Sumerian protases. To accomplish this, the general nature of epistemic
modality will be re-examined once again.

As has been done for divvying up the sections of this chapter, epistemic modality can be
subdivided into the various functions that convey the speaker’s belief concerning the truthfulness
of a proposition (i.e., Speculative, Deductive, etc.). This, however, is not the only way to
understand the structure of epistemic modality as a category. It can also be bifurcated more
generally into subjective and objective notional domains. Subjective epistemic modality
expresses the speaker’s belief concerning the validity or accuracy of a proposition based on a
restricted set of personally available evidence at the time of utterance. Rarely do subjective
modals contribute to the truth conditions of propositions.?>> Objective epistemic modals, on the
other hand, contribute to the truth conditions of the proposition by staking a claim that is
supported by a broad set of universally available evidence (i.e., that which is generally known to
be the case) that is accessible to a well-informed speaker. Whereas subjective epistemics take

conversational backgrounds that are dependent on the time of utterance, objective epistemics are

254 The exact nature of epistemic modals in protases is a hotly contested issue in linguistics. Rather than delving
into the minutia, it is simply asserted here that epistemics can demonstrably occur in the protasis environment
without delving into every linguistic difficulty that reality can or might entail. To cite one example of an epistemic
modal in a protasis, consider the following English sentence: “If Paul may get drunk, I am not coming to the party.”
Anna Papafragou, “Epistemic modality and truth conditions,” Lingua 116 (2006), 1696.

255 Truth conditions are the variables that allow for a given world to be actualized (i.e., for X-world to be true,
truth conditions a, B, and y must be met). Subjective epistemic modals can generate truth-evaluable modals in
certain environments, but they absolutely cannot occur in protases. As that environment is the sole focus of this
discussion, the ways in which subjective epistemic modals can contribute to a proposition’s truth conditions will not
be presented in any greater depth here.
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not limited to the immediacy of the here-and-now and can also refer to future and past
possibilities.?>

These two notions can be seen in the following example. In this sentence, the statement
can be interpreted either subjectively or objectively depending on the status of the speaker:

[3.123] It might be a close mayoral race.

If the speaker in [3.123] is an acritical thinker who strictly adheres to the biased views of a single
news source, his or her opinion here would be subjective as his or her set of evidence would be
severely limited and open to significant deficiencies. In such a scenario, the statement expresses
the situation as he or she evaluates it at the time of utterance, but the truth conditions of the
proposition are still up in the air given the speaker’s unreliable background. Conversely, if the
speaker is a wonkish pollster who follows such races as a profession, it is most likely that one
would interpret the modal as objective and therefore as a reliable indicator of the proposition’s
truth conditions since his or her set of evidence would be considered completer and more reliable
than the previously mentioned speaker. Objective interpretations such as this “contribute to truth
conditions, since they mark an inference which is guaranteed by a stable and reliable body of
data.”?7

The difference between the two can sometimes be subtle and only discernable by the
hearer evaluating the authority of the speaker, but nonetheless the distinction is important as it
conditions the distribution of epistemics in protases. Specifically, if the sentence in [3.123] is
reformulated to occupy the protasis of a conditional it will only be grammatical if it is interpreted
objectively:

[3.124] If it might be a close mayoral race, people should expect delayed results.

236 Ibid., 1695.
27 Ibid., 1691.
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The protasis “If it might be a close mayoral race,” in [3.124] can only be interpreted objectively.
A subjective reading is disallowed because the “environment inside the antecedent of a
conditional cannot be an environment in which the speaker performs a mental evaluation of a
proposition with respect to [his or] her belief-set.”>>® To make this more explicit, consider the
agrammatical conditional in [3.125] where the modal in the protasis can only be interpreted
subjectively:

[3.125] (If you must be joking, I’ll be mad at you.>°
As this example shows, a speaker cannot evaluate the truth conditions of a proposition in a
protasis because the contingencies it establishes are not present realities available to the speaker
for assessment.

Now that the theoretical principals underlying the role of objective epistemic modals in
protases have been established, it is possible to examine the Sumerian data and explore how it
aligns with linguistic expectations. An overview of how Sumerian constructs conditionals has
been reserved for the following section (see: §3.10). For the purposes of this section, it is only
important for the reader to know that epistemic {he} can occur on verbs in protases regardless of
if they are marked by an overt clause-first “if’-particle.

Although it is clear that Sumerian permits epistemic modals in the protases of
conditionals, it has yet to be explicitly formulated in the Sumerological literature exactly what
epistemic nuance of {he} or {bara} is viable in such environments. The Proverb Collections are
one set of texts where one finds a significant number of protases with epistemic {he} that can

only make sense if the predicates are objective modals. Although these proverbs are brief and at

238 Ibid., 1696.
239 Tbid.
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times highly abstruse, when their meanings are discernable, they elucidate much about Sumerian
epistemic protases. Consider the following example:

[3.126] ninda he;-nalz-la ‘nin-kilim i3-ib-gu7 / ninda ha-ma-nals-la / luz-kur,-ra ibs-gus

ninda he>-nals-la dnin-kilim
ninda=g he=nal,=0=a ninkilim=(e)
bread=ABSSBJ MPoBiT.EPLSPEC=LO eXiStg:ABS:;SGASBJ:SUBR mongoose=(ERG)
i3-ibz-guy / ninda
i=b=gur=(e) / ninda=g
CPxeuT=PRO356.NnHUM.D0=10 €aty=(PRO3s6.46) / bread=ABSsz)
ha-ma-nalz-la / lup-kurz-ra
he=mu=*A=nal,=¢=a / lukura=(e)

MPog;t.er1.sPEC=CPEMPYy=DIpAT.156=t0 eXiStH:ABS:;S(}.SBJ:SUBR / stranger=(ERG)
ib2-gus
i=b=gur=(e)

CPneuT=PRO356 nHUM.DO=1O €aty=(PRO3sG.aG)

“If there might be leftover bread, (then) the mongoose will eat it. / If I might have

leftover bread, / (then) a stranger will eat it.”
COMPOSITION: Proverb 9 Collection 1
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 1-3
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Pr.9.Coll.1_Ur; (HHH)
MUSEUM NUMBER: UET 6/2 230

Here the speaker is taken to be an abstraction of a wise everyman who is privy to all Sumerian
cultural knowledge. By being an abstracted ideal, this speaker is not an entity that could logically
make a truth conditional evaluation in the protasis. More importantly, however, with this sort of
speaker, the epistemic form in the protasis makes good sense as an objective form. Since the
modal is uttered by an all-knowing concept of a speaker, it conveys that if the possibility of
leftover bread is actualized then an unintended entity will consume it. In this sense, it
communicates aphoristically that one must be careful apportioning present joy for future times
because the present is a certainty whereas innumerable things could prohibit future plans. This is
an objective epistemic expression since it asserts the inarguable possibility of having leftovers in

general without committing an individual speaker to the truth-evaluation of the presence of
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leftovers at the time of utterance. In this case, the modal is a Speculative as it relates to a possible
conclusion, but given the specific constraints on epistemics in protases it is probably best
described as an “Objective-Speculative.”6

Further evidence of objective epistemic forms in protases is attested elsewhere in the
Proverb Collections. Take as an example the following proverb which contemplates the nature of

good and evil:

[3.127] ninz-erimz-¢ / ax-bi hez-ebz-kusz-us / WUty me-da tums

ninz-erimp-e / ax-bi

ninz=erimy=e / ax=bi=p

ABSTR=eVil=ERG / power=P0SS.3SG.NHUM=ABSpo
he;-ebz-kusz-us / dUtu
he=b=kuSu=(e) / Utu=o
MPosyt.epr.assuM=PRO3s6.nHuM.Do=t0 be tiredy=(PRO3sc.ac) / DN o=ABSss,
me-da tum;

meda ()=tums=po

WH (CPneut)=to bringu sc=ABS3sc.ssi

If Wickedness / will have exhausted its power, / then of what use will Utu be?
COMPOSITION: Proverb 2 Collection 1
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 1-3
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Pr.2.Coll.1_Ni (F)
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 8044

Bendt Alster, the most recent editor, seems to take the {he}-form in the protasis as an
Asseverative and translates “If Wickedness exerts itself, how will Utu succeed!”?®! Alster’s
translation is grammatically viable, but when the modal verb in the protasis is interpreted as an
objective epistemic evaluation whereby an authoritative speaker makes a highly informed
evaluation of possibility at the time of utterance, one arrives at a translation that better matches

the worldview of the Mesopotamians.

260 Including an “Objective-" or “Subjective-" qualifier is unnecessary outside of protases, but it is important to
include the “Objective-“ qualifier in these cases as it better describes how a modal form that is infelicitous in many
of its manifestations is permitted in this environment in a given context.

261 Alster, Proverbs of Ancient Sumer, Volume 1, 6.
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In the context of this proverb, understanding the speaker as objective allows us to make
sense of the epistemic {he}-form as a wiseman’s informed perspective on the implications the
elimination of wickedness would have on goodness, which a layman might not consider. In this
proverb, the objective epistemic form has an Assumptive function (i.e., it expresses what the
speaker deems to be a reasonable conclusion).

When a nuanced understanding of objective epistemic Assumptive {he}-forms in
protases is combined with a philological approach that integrates the Mesopotamians’ conception
of Utu as judge in the netherworld at night, one arrives at a new perspective on this arcane
proverb.?%? It is argued here that this proverb is a Mesopotamian expression of the Yin and Yang
phenomenon in the guise of a rhetorical question (i.e., it draws attention to the
interconnectedness of good and evil by questioning the implications of the elimination of one
and not the other). Understanding the {he}-predicate here as an objective epistemic Assumptive
in a protasis leads to the opposite interpretation of Alster. It is not “Utu cannot function if
Wickedness exerts itself” (thus Alster) but “Utu cannot function if Wickedness can no longer
function.”

Another objective epistemic protasis occurs in the second proverb of Collection One,

which relates to the nature of observation:

EXAMPLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE

262 For a discussion of Utu’s role in the netherworld at night (along with his other functions associated with the
eastern horizon), see: Christopher Woods, “At the Edge of the World: Cosmological Conceptions of the Eastern
Horizon in Mesopotamia,” JANER 9 (2009), 183-239.
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[3.128] Sags pidru-ka i3 Thez'-fen'l-de> lux na-m[e nu-zJu

Sagy pidru-ka 13

Sagy pidru=ak=a 13=0

heart scepter=GEN=LOC 01l=ABSpo

The,'-Ten'-de; luz
he=n=de>,=0 luz

MPogit EP1.ASSUM—PRO356. HUM.AG=tO POUrF=ABS3s6.p0 individual
na-mfe nu-zJu

nam[e=o nu=z|u=g

somebo[dy=ABSsg; NEG=to kn]ow,=ABS3sc.ss)

If one poured oil into the interior of a scepter, nobo[dy kn]ew.?¢3
COMPOSITION: Proverb 104 Collection 1
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 1
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Pr.104.Coll.1 N3 (A)
MUSEUM NUMBER: Ni 9804 + 4085 + 4432

The message here seems to be that if one can reasonably assume that someone might have done
something in private at some point in the past then that thing remains both done and undone if
unchecked given the nature of observation. Until someone observes the resultant state (or lack
thereof) it is unknown to all non-participants in the supposed act. In a sense, the objective
epistemic Assumptive predicate in this protasis generates a sort of philosophical thought
experiment regarding the nature of observation and perception akin to the famous question “If a
tree falls in a forest and no one is around to hear it, does it make a sound?” The Proverbs can be
mined further for additional examples of epistemic modals in protases, but the above citations
sufficiently established the viability of the phenomenon. Accordingly, attention will now shift
away from epistemic modal verbs in paratactic protases to the way they can occur in other

paratactic constructions.

263 Alster translates: “If one pours oil into the inside of a scepter, nobody will know.” Alster, Proverbs of
Ancient Sumer, Volume 1, 24.
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3.9 PREDICATES WITH {HE} OR {BARA} IN PARATACTIC CONSTRUCTIONS

At various points in this chapter, paratactic uses of clauses with predicates conjugated
with epistemic {he} or {bara} have been presented without any discussion of their syntactic
properties. This section will explain the various uses of these MPs to form paratactic
constructions, but it will not cite data presented elsewhere in the chapter (in the interest of
minimizing redundancy). These uses of {he} and {bara} are not directly related to the expression
of epistemic notions. Rather they allow for the structuring of complex utterances in which
modals occur. Given this, only one example per construction will be presented; this decision has
been motivated by the fact that this dissertation is more interested in the modal predicates in said
constructions than the constructions themselves. Nonetheless, these paratactic constructions
merit attention.

The first construction to be mentioned here is the usage of an epistemic {he}- or {bara}-
predicate in a sentence-initial clause to convey the protasis of a conditional. In these sorts of
protases, there is no “if’-particle tukum(bi) (i.e., they are paratactic). Since the preceding section
was dedicated to these sorts of protases, they will not be further discussed or exemplified. A type
of paratactic conditional construction with modal predicates, however, was not mentioned in
§3.8 and this requires comment here. Namely, when both clauses of a sentence have predicates in
epistemic {he} and/or {bara} the resulting conditional is counterfactual (ex., “If I were a rich
man, [ would want for nothing”). A classic Sumerian example of a counterfactual conditional

comes from the literary composition Bilgames and Akka:

EXAMPLE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.129] Tluy'-Se lugal-guio he;-me-a / san-ki hus-a-ni he;-me-a

Muy'-Se lugal-nuio he>-me-a /
luy=sSe lugal=nu=0 he=me:a(m) /
individual=DEM king=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSsg; MPgp1.asv=COP.3SG /
san-ki hus-a-ni he>-me-a

sanki hus=eg=ani=g¢ he=me:a(m)
forehead to be angry,=AP=P0SS.3SG.HUM=ABSsg, MPep1.asv=COP.3SG

If that man over yonder were really my king, / his forehead would be terrifying!
COMPOSITION: Bilgames and Akka
COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 71-72
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Bil&Ak Ni (L)
MUSEUM NUMBER: CBS 6140

At this point in the composition, Bilgames’s man Bihar-tura has gone out of the city to meet the
rival king Akka only to be captured and questioned. At first, Akka catches sight of a common
solider upon the rampart and asks Bihar-tura if that man is Bilgames. Bihar-tura elaborately
replies in the negative by expressing how that man is obviously not his king because if he
actually were then multiple things would be true that are currently not.

When a clause has a predicate in epistemic {he} or {bara} and it follows a clause that
expresses a reality that allows for a possibility, the resultant construction expresses a causal
relationship. In these causal constructions, the relationship is one of possibility, not ability. This
is crucial to understand as the former is an epistemic notion and the latter a dynamic one.?%* The
modal clauses in these constructions express what the speaker has mentally adjudicated to be
possible at the time of utterance and not some general ability to perform in a certain fashion. This
sort of causality is common for many different types of epistemic modal notions. Rather than

citing examples here, the reader is directed to [3.86] for an attestation of one such construction.

264 As is mentioned elsewhere in this dissertation, dynamic modality is an important type of modality, but it has
not been given a chapter here as it is generally not coded morphologically on the verb in Sumerian (with the obvious
exception being the Abilitative use of the DI {da}).
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A final paratactic construction to be mentioned here is the disjunctive usage of {he}. As
was mentioned in §3.3.1, Sumerian forms disjunctive pairs by placing independent {he}s after
two nouns in sequence thereby creating a sort of synchysis syntax of the type “NP; {he} NP
{he}” meaning “whether it be A or B.” In some instances, disjunctive {he} occurs with the third-
person singular enclitic copula (as in [3.130] below). An example of this construction from a
ditila will be cited without additional commentary:

[3.130] kug-bi hey-a / Se-bi hez-a / ki A-tu-ta [$]u la-ba-an-ti-a

kug-bi hes-a / Se-bi he>-a
kug=bi=g¢ he=a(m) / Se=bi=g he=a(m)
silver=DEM=ABSgsz;  DISJ=COP.3SG / barley DEM=ABSsp;  DISJ=COP.3SG
/ ki A-tu-ta [$]u

/ ki Atu=ta [S]u=0

/ place PNo=ABL [h]and=ABSpo

la-ba-an-tes-a
nu=ba=n=te=¢=a
NEG=CPmp=PRO3s6.num.Aac=t0 appr OaChg_CVRzABS_% sG.p0—SUBR

(He swore ...) / that, be it this silver / or be it this barley, / he did not receive it

from Atu.

COMPOSITION: NSGU.IL.208
LINE NUMBER: 26-28
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: dit.208
MUSEUM NUMBER: VAT 2512

Although more could be said about Sumerian paratactic constructions involving modal forms,

such discussions are best left for future work.

3.10 ANTERIOR {U}’S RELATIONSHIP WITH EPISTEMIC {HE}
The prefix {u}’s ability to convey that the clause its predicate occupies is temporally
anterior to the following clause is uncontroversial and has been discussed elsewhere (see: §3.2

and its subsections). As such, its role as a purely temporal marker will not be discussed further
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and no examples will be cited here.?®> What has been a matter of debate is {u}’s relationship to
modality. Currently, most scholars dismiss {u} as non-modal and argue that it is either a
“Vocalic Prefix” or an MP in form but not function. Continuing from the careful investigation
into objective epistemic modality in protases, the quasi-modal nature of {u} will become readily
apparent.

This section is dedicated to outlining {u}’s relationship with modal notions as well as its
relationship to the MP class. Additionally, Sumerian protases in general will be briefly explored
since they relate to anterior {u} conceptually. This is necessary because the phenomenon has
seemingly never received dedicated attention and the formal mechanisms for constructing
protases as well as the different nuances the various constructions convey have been
unacknowledged. This dissertation, however, cannot fully delve into this important topic so the
coverage will be non-exhaustive. A thorough investigation must be reserved for future research.
Before delving into {u}, a description of protases marked with the prototypical Sumerian “if”-
particle (i.e., tukum(bi)) will be given first to establish a baseline. Sumerian can also form
unmarked protases with verbs in epistemic {he} or {bara}; these have been discussed elsewhere
(see: §3.8) and thus will not be recounted here. Only after providing this background coverage of
tukum(bi)-protatses will protases with {u} be investigated.

To begin, Sumerian places the particle tukum(bi) in the clause initial position to mark
overtly that an indicative clause functions as an “if’-clause. This sort of clausal format is well-
attested diachronically ([3.131] = Early Dynastic, [3.132] = Ur III, and [3.133] = Old

Babylonian):

265 For an example of a purely temporal {u}-predicate, see [3.59] in §3.3.3.
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[3.131] tukumy(SU.TUR) / 9En-lil> / lugal kur-kur-ra-kes / An dinir ki ans-ni / nam-3itas-
nuio / hez-na-bes / nam-tils-guio / nam-til3 / ha-ba-tah-he

tukumy(SU.TUR) / dEn-lil, / lugal
tukum(bi) / Enlil / lugal

if / DNo / king
kur-kur-ra-kes / An digir
kurikur=ak=e / An digir
lands*>=GEN=ERG / DNo god

ki ag>-ni /
ki—an,=eg=ani=(ra) /
place—to measurey cyr=AP=P0OSS.3SG.HUM=(DAT) /
nam-Sitas-nuio /
nam=sitas=nu=o /
ABSTR=entreaty=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo /
he;-na-bes /
he=na=b=e=e¢ /
MPepr.asv=DIpart.3s6=PRO3s6.NaUM.D0=tO 8aY11.56=PRO3s6.4G6 /
/ nam-tilz-fuio / nam-til3

/ nam=til;=e=nu=0 / nam=til;=o

/ ABSTR=t0 livey sc=AP=POSS.1SG.HUM=ABSpo / ABSTR=t0 livey sc=AP+ABSpo
/ ha-ba-tah-he

/ he=ba=(b)=tah=e

/ MPpeo.0rr=CPmin=(PRO3s6 nnum.po)=t0 add,=PRO3sc.4c

“If / Enlil, / king of the lands, / indeed supplicates / on my behalf/ to An, his
loving god, / may he add (additional) / life / to my life!”

COMPOSITION: RIME 1.14.20.1 (Lugal-zage-si)

COMPOSITE LINE NUMBER: 105-110

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Lugal-zage-si_1_S

MUSEUM NUMBER: Hilprecht Expedition 9308 (In. 21 from 9300)

EXAMPLES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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[3.132]

[3.133]

tukum-bi nu-un-sugg / Ser7-da-ams

tukum-bi nu-un-suge /
tukumbi nu=n=sugg /
if NEG=PRO3sG.HUM.AG=tO replaceg:ABS3sc;,Do /

Ser7-da-ams
Serda=am
crime=COP.3SG

If he has not replaced it, / it is a crime.
COMPOSITION: Payment of Debts after Harvest (AUCT 2, 13)
LINE NUMBER: rev. 1-2
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.6_Ni
MUSEUM NUMBER: AUAM 73.3158

tukum-bi / ™r'Sul-9Lugal / us Te$2-me-Nin-gal dam-a-ni / u>-gu "ba’-an-de; /
mAr-bi-tu-Tral-am / sag kug-babbar uz kug mas-bi / i3-laz-e-me-e$

tukum-bi / If’rguLdLugal / us Te$,-me-Nin-gal
tukumbi / Su-Lugal / u3 TeSme-Ningal

if / PNo / and PNpgo

dam-a-ni / u2-gu

dam=ani / ugu=o

spouse=P0SS.3SG.HUM / CVNE=ABSpo

Mbal-an-des / MAr-bi-tu-ral-am /
ba=n=des;=o / Arbi-turam /
CPwmip=PRO3s6.1UM.AG=tO POUTy cvi=ABS3sapo  / PNo /
sa  kug-babbar u3 kug  mass-bi /
sa  kugbabbar  u3 kug  mas,=bi=¢ /
head silver and  silver interest=P0OSS.3SG.NHUM=ABSpo /

13-lax-e-me-es
i=(b)=la;=e=(a)=me:es
CPNEUTz(PRO3 s@,NHUM_Do)ZtO hangM=PRO3 SG,AG=(NMZ)=COP. 3PL

If / Su-Lugal / and Te$me-Ningal, his wife, / disappear, / (then) Arbi-turam, / the

capital silver and the silver (of) its interest / will pay.
COMPOSITION: Model Contract
LINE NUMBER: rev. 4-10
MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.7_Urz
MUSEUM NUMBER: YBC 263
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Protases with modal nuances denoted by the MP {u} seem to be largely disallowed from
taking the particle tukum(bi). Only one example of a tukum(bi)-protasis with its predicate
conjugated with the MP {u} is known to the author:26

[3.134] tukum-bi / Ur-ams-ma sipad / nam-NE.RU-bi uz-un-kuf / kiSibs-bi zi-re-dam

tukum-bi / Ur-ams-ma sipad /
tukumbi / Ur-amma sipad=(e) /

if / PNe shepherd=(ERG) /
nam-NE.RU-bi us-un-kuf

namNE.RU=bi=¢ u=n=kui=g¢

0ath=POSS.3SG.NHUM=ABSDo MPgp; ANT=PRO3s6.HUM.AG=TO Cutg_CVRzABS:;SGADO
/ kiSibs-bi zi-re-dam

/ kiSibs=bi=g zir=ed=am

/ sealed tablet=DEM=ABSgg, to destroy,=OBLG=COP.3SG

If / (and”) when Ur-amma, the shepherd, / has taken the oath (about this matter), /
(then) this sealed tablet ought to be destroyed.

COMPOSITION: Fleecy Sheep Administrative Document (CST _533)
LINE NUMBER: rev. 2-5

MANUSCRIPT SIGLUM: Misc.87Ummaz

MUSEUM NUMBER: JRL 533

It is unclear if this sentence is purely anomalous and ultimately redundant. If, however, it is
conveying some semantic distinction via this uncommon co-occurrence, it is possible that it
means something along the lines of “if and when X does Y.” In such sentences, the speaker
would be explaining that the matter is hardly a conditional but rather an inevitability, which is
generally marked with a predicate in {u} alone. The implementation of a tukum(bi) alongside an
{u}-predicate in such cases would serve a rhetorical effect that highlights how in many similar
cases the situation would be a mere possibility but in the present case is an absolute certainty that
is only a matter a time. One could see such a rhetorical effect in modern American English if one

imagined an FBI director telling the press “If and when we catch the President’s would-be

266 Protases introduced by tukum(bi) that have modal predicates marked with MPs other than {u} are not under
consideration here.
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assassins....” Such a case would not be a matter of “if” as the nation’s top investigative authority
would not cease such a search and would have the means to make the criminals’ capture an
inevitability. To be clear, however, this nuance might be absent from the Sumerian and this co-
occurrence could be purely idiosyncratic without some semantic dimension in need of teasing
out.

The underlying logic behind predicates marked in {u} not occurring in tukum(bi)
protases seems to be that once a clause has a marked modal form in final position then the cue is
triggered in the listener to determine if the ensuing clause is standing as the apodosis via
parataxis (see: §3.9). Some have also argued that a conditional can be formed paratactically
when both the protasis and apodosis are in the indicative.2%” Such cases, however, are difficult to
adjudicate as it is never entirely clear whether the particle tukum(bi) was omitted by semanto-
pragmatically conditioned speaker choice or if the two options were equally productive and
viable (rather than one being resultant of the other). At this juncture, prototypical Sumerian
protases have been sufficiently discussed for the present purposes and attention can now shift
exclusively to the function of {u}.

To begin, it will be argued that {u} can code generic conditionality on the predicate of a
protasis that is best translated as “When/After X, then ¥” when referring to a future action the
completion of which allows for a subsequent action/state. This function is not prototypically
modal, but it does concern the quasi-modal state of present unfulfillment. Within the

environment of the protasis, it will be argued that these quasi-modal {u}-forms are examples of

267 W.H.Ph. Rémer, Einfiihrung in die Sumerologie. (Nijmegen: Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen, 1984), 81.
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if~backshift whereby modality is more or less bleached from the protasis.2*® This phenomenon
has been described well by linguist Barbara Dancygier:

It should now be clear why the elimination of modality, which I called if-backshift,

appears also in temporal clauses. In a sentence like When the lights go out, the

performance will start the speaker is also making a prediction in the main clause, but the
assumption in the when-clause is back