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J. A, THE BABYLONIAN
Brinkman CHRONICLE REVISITED*

THE NEO-BABYLONIAN CHRONICLES! have been ranked among the finest
examples of historical writing in Mesopotamia and the ancient Near East.2 Slightly
antedating the Historiai of Herodotus,3 these texts narrate major political, military,
and religious events in Babylonia from at least 745 to 538 BC# These documents
have been celebrated as paragons of detached and objective historiography. Assyriol-
ogists have tended to approach these chronicles in two principal ways, either as
quarries for historical “facts” to be used in constructing modern histories of antiquity

* Abbreviations in this article will generally follow those in The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental
Institute of the University of Chicago, vol. S (1984), pp. vii-xxiv, with the following additions or
adjustments:

ACF  Assyran Chronicle Fragment (in Grayson, Ckronicles, pp. 184-89)

BCF  Babylenian Chronicle Fragment (in Grayson, Chronicles, pp. 190-92, 289)

Chr.  Grayson, Chronicies (cited by 1ext number; plural: Chrs.)

N number {(generic designation for a number in a calendrical formula),

1Edited by A. K. Grayson, Chronicles, nos. 1-7. References to chronicles in Grayson's corpus
within this article will generally be abbreviated in one of the following forms: Chr, 2, Chr. 7 iii 18,
Chr. 20A:35, ACF 4, BCF 2:8; references to Chrs. 1A, 1B, and 1C will be to the major exemplars
of Chronicle 1, cited as A, B, and C in Grayson, Chran:cles. p. 69. Chronicle 25 is published by
C. B. F. Walker, Kraus AV, pp. 398417,

7-Grayson, Chronicles, p. 8 calls these documents “the highest achievement of Babylonian histori-
ans with regard 1o the writing of history in a reliable and objective manner,” John Van Seiers (/n

* Search of History [New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983), p. 354) denies that any ancient
Mesopolarnian or Egyptian texts reached the stage of what he 1erms “history writing.” This conclu-
sion Van Seters bases on a definition of history proposed by Johan Huizinga (“A Definition of the
Concépt of History,” in Raymond Klibansky and H. J. Paton, eds., Philosophy and History: Essays
Presented to Ernst Cassirer [Qxford: Clarendon Press, 1936], pp. 1-10}, which Van Seters has
taken out of coniext and misunderstood. This I hope Lo discuss in detail elsewhere,

3The only dated chronicle text is Chronicle 1A, which seems 1o have been copied (from an older
criginal} in the twenty-second year of Darius I (500 BC)}—about half a century before Herodotus
wrole. For a discussion of the date of Chronicle 1A, see nole 68 below.

Babylonian years in this siudy will be cited by a short Julian equivalent, ¢.g., “500 BC”
(rather than the technically more correct “500/499 BC™); but it must be bome in mind that the last
few months of the Babylonian year would have fallen in the next Julian year,

“4Chronicle 1A begins its coverage with the year 745; Chronicle 1B seems 10 begin even earlier (see
note 35 below). Chronicle 7 iii deals with events as late as the month Nisannu following Cyrus’
capture of Babylon.
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or as models of historical probity, reflecting Babylonians’ ability to portray frankly
their nation’s political reverses,

Both these approaches offer functional, if limited, views of the documents, It is
true that the chronicles provide an essential chronological backbone for much of
Mesopotamian history between the eighth and sixth centuries. For the period from
745 to 668, these documents list rulers and exact dates of reign in Babylonia,
Assyria, and Elam,5 Coverage thereafter is spotty, in part because of lacunae in the
record; but these texts still furnish most of the precise chronological background for
present knowledge of the downfall of the Late Assyrian Empire, the rise of the Neo-
Babylonian Empire, the reign of Nabonidus, and the transition to Persian rule. These
texts supplement and correct historical information in the voluminous corpus of
Assyrian royal inscriptions of the eighth and seventh centuries. Without these
chronicles, we would be hard put to reconstruct more than a crude royal chronology
for Babylonian history over these two hundred years. This becomes painfully obvi-
ous for crucial times in this period when chronicle coverage is either lacking or
poorly preserved, .g., 647628, 622617, 594-558, 556-551, 544-540.

In appraising the factual reliability of the Neo-Babylonian chronicles, scholars
have usually contrasted them with Assyrian chronicles and in particular with the
Synchronistic History,5 the only full-scale survivor of that genre.” The moral and
historical superiority of the Babylonian documents has customarily been demon-
strated by pointing out their authors’ willingness to record Babylonian military and
political setbacks, whereas Assyrian texts uniformly omit Assyrian losses or rewrite
them as successes. These stercotypes of Babylonian “objectivity” versus Assyrian
“chauvinism” (verging on recognition of national schools of historiography) offer
useful—if caricaturing—constructs but only a limited perspective,8 without affording
significant insight into the reasons underlying the differences in these traditions. It is
surely relevant that the Synchronistic History was an official creation of an Assyrian
court scribe writing to assert nationalist claims to a border region whose possession
was contested with Babylonia.? The scribe used royal records, made no effort to

3Chronicle 1A,
SChr. 21.

7 Assyrian chronicies are otherwise represented only by four fragments {ACF 1-4]. John Van Seters,
In Search of History, pp. 8284 expresses doubt (hat Assyria had an independent chronicle tradition
comparable to the Neo-Babylonian and Late Babylonian materials [Chronicles 1-13b].

8This disjunction, for the moment, confines the comparison to Chrenicles 1~13b (Babylontan) on
the one hand and the Assyrian texts on the other, Some Babylonian chronicles, e.g., the Esarhaddon
Chronicle [Chr. 14], have also been accused of bias and distertion (Grayson, Chronicles, pp. 30-
31); this will be discussed further below. .

9There is no direct information on the scribe; but it can be seen from the text that he had access to

Assyrian court records and royal inscriptions, which were sometimes incorporated verbatim into his
text without the verb being changed from the first to the third person singular, e.g. Chr. 21 iv 12.
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conceal his partisanship in reweaving the centuries of border agreements and dis-
putes, and concluded the document with the exhortation: “Let them proclaim the
praises of Assyria for[ever]; let them declare the reachery of Sumer (and) Akkad!0
to the whole world.”11 The surviving texts of the Synchronistic History come, not
unexpectedly, from an official archive, the Library of Ashurbanipal.}? By contrast,
the milieu in which first-millennium Babylonian chronicles were composed and
handed down has not been seriously studied. What little evidence there is suggests
that known exemplars were copied by private scribes, whose connection with the
Babylonian court—if any—is unknown.13 It should not be surprising if historians
under royal patronage produced chronicles which could healthily be recited at court
and if private scribes were able to indulge in the luxury of frankness. These would
not be the only instances in which objectivity was conditioned by an author’s Sitz im
Leben as well as by national raditions of historiography. We would also add, paren-
thetically, that demonstrated authorial lack of nationalistic bias is not in itself an ade-
quate criterion of factual accuracy!# and that labels such as “sober and objective” or
“biased and unreliable,” when applied without qualification to whole documents, are
apt to spawn problems—especially if a significant amount of material in two such
diversely characterized texts is verbally identical.13 We shall return to these subjects
later in the presentation,

My main concern in this paper will be a few questions connected with the texwal
tradition of the “Babylonian Chronicle” [Chronicle 1], the longest and best preserved
of the Neo-Babylonian chronicles, the earliest in its coverage, the first of these texts
to be published a century ago,!% and—to use an archeological metaphor—the “type

For studies of Neo-Assyrian scribes working with different types of texts, see Oppenheim,
Centaurus 14 (1969) 97-135 and Parpola, LAS 2.

101 ¢, Babylonia.

W anatti mar AStur lidluli ana imé [s46Y 3a mar Sumeri md Akkadi silipt[asina)l *i' pa¥erd ana
« kali¥ kibra(e [Chr, 21 iv 28-30].

12K, 4401a+Rm, 854 (bearing part of an Ashurbanipal colophon), K. 4401b, and Sm. 2106.
3Chronicle 1A was copied by Ea-iddin of the Ur-Nanna family, who also appears in the private
legal document VAS 3 229:7'-8' as the first witness. The colophon of Chronicle 15 states that it was
the tablet of Nabfi-kasir of the Ea-iliita-ibni family, who is known as a scribe of private legal docu-
ments from Borsippa and vicinity in the reign of Nabonidus (TuM 2-3 1:24-25, 84:12-13, 157:22-
23, 227:18-19; TCL 12 97:18-19 [cf. ibid., no. 85:720"]; see Millard, frag 26 [1964] 32 and n.
97). Neither of these scribes lists an official title in the chronicle colophon, There is also no appar-
ent connection between these scribes and temple institutions,

141deally, one should look for corroboration of data from two truly independent sources. In the ab-
sence of such confirmation, one should be careful in appraising and accepting the lestimony of a
single witness (testis unus, testis nuilus), a fairly common situation in dealing with Mesopolamian
history.

L5E.g., Chr. 1A iv and Chr. 14.

181n (he very year in which the main text of the Babylonian Chronicle [1A] was acquired by the
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site” of the chronicle genre. The treatment here will not deal with literary theory; nor
will it expatiate on literary structure, patterns, formulae, ideology, or narrative art as
such.!? A significant drawback in this discussion will be that “chronicle” as a literary
genre has yet to be properly defined.’® A wide range of documents, including some
with poetic or fanciful passages,!? have been published in Grayson’s corpus; yet no
explicit criteria have been established for including or excluding documents.20 Thus it
is by no means clear that the present corpus can be regarded as uniform, definitive, or
even the best possible grouping of available materials. On the contrary, one could

British Museum, its contents were summarized by Pinches in PSBA 6 (1884) 198-202. Three years
later, the text was made available in two editions: {a) Winckler, ZA 2 (1887) 148-62, with a copy
drawn by Strassmaier, ibid., pp. 163-68; and (b) Pinches, JRAS 1887.655-81, including a printed
cuneiform copy. Two years later, texts 1B and 1C were published by Bezold, PSBA 11 (1889)131-
38, followed by pls. I-11L

17Many of these wopics deserve further investigation. Grayson's study of literary patterns—princi-
pally the word order and phrasing of selected date and regnal formulae—in the chronicles and com-
parable documents (Ckronicles, pp. 5-7 and 193-201, with addenda on pp. 276 and 289) is of lim-
ited help for our present purposes since, in his scheme, the overwhelming majority of chronicle
texts and fragments are undifferentiated either as part of his Category A (19 texts) or as
“unclassified” (8 texis). There are only a few documents allocated to Category B (one text
[Chronicle 18)—better interpreted as a kinglist than a chronicle [see note 21 below]), Category C (4
texts, alt dealing with events in the third or early second millennium), and Category D (one text,
that is the only more or less complete surviving Assyrian chronicle). A thoroughgoing study of the
literary structure, vocabulary usage, and phrasing patterns of the chronicles is very much needed. It
would also be useful to examine variations in basic date formulae within a document {(such as in
Chronicle 1A); see, for example, note 146 below.

18Van Seters {(In Search of History, p. 80) states that “a chronicle is a narration of political or reli-
gious events in chronological order and is closely dated 1o the years of a king's reign.” This
description is at once too broad (because it could also cover significant portions of the Neo-Assyrian
royal annals) and too narrow (because it would not fit most chronicles dealing with the third or sec-
ond millennia and only some chronicles dealing with the first mitlennium).

Grayson, Chronicles, p. 4 (cf. ibid., p. 276), carefully refrained from defining “chronicle™ and
preferred to classify these texis under a wider general term “chronographic™ which covers “a group of
texts which had, in the past, been called either king lists or chronicles.” Chronographic he then de-
fined as “documents which are composed along essentially chronological lines.” This definition too
is so broad that it could cover some of the Neo-Assyrian annals; yet it fails (0 define characteristics
that would place such diverse documents as the Weidner Chronicle [Chr. 191, the Dynastic Chroni-
cle [Chr. 18], the Chronicles of Early Kings [Chrs. 20A, 20B], the Chronicle of Market Prices [Chr.
23], the Synchronistic History [Chr. 21], Chronicle P [Chr. 22], and the Neo-Babylonian chronicles
{Chrs. 1-7] in a single category... In Or 49 (1980) 172, Grayson describes a chronicle as “a prose
narration, normally in the third person, of events arranged in chronological order™; this description
is insufficiently specific in that it can also fit astronomical diaries, some kinglists, and other nama-
tive texts.

This leaves a serious theoretical gap in the chronicle literature.
19Chr. 19.

2045 5 general rule, wraditional designation of documents as chronicles by earlier editors has been
implicitly accepted.
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argue that this collection should be pruned, divided into subsets, or rearranged to take
cognizance of the rich variety of literary structures and patterns.2! Landsberger and
Bauer some years ago plausibly suggested that the native term for chronicle was
GIGAM.GIGAM?? or GIGAM.DIDLI23 (Babylonian tésédtu or ippiri), with a
meaning such as “bartes,” “strife,” or “conflict."24 If so, this could offer a criterion
for delimiting the genre by content. Despite these uncertainties, it is obvious that the
Neo-Babylonian and Late Babylonian chronicles [Chronicles 1-13b) have similarities
in subject matter and structure that allow them to be compared profitably with one
another and with other Babylonian chronicles covering equivalent material, especially
Chronicles 14-16.%

It will be plain in the following paragraphs how much this discussion is indebted
to the basic corpus of texts edited and commented upon by A. K. Grayson in his
book Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles. Even where interpretations will be sug-
gested that differ from Grayson’s, readers will appreciate that discrepant views will
inevitably build on the materials he has assembled.

In general, and with some oversimplification, current opinion on the Babylonian
Chronicle [Chronicle 1] holds that the document has a generally uniform text surviv-
ing in three exemplars,26 that it is the first component in a long series of chronicles
[Chronicles 1-13b] covering Babylonian history from the eighth century down to at

21Grayson states, for example, that “it is not always possible in a particular instance to decide if a
text should be classified as either a king list or a chronicle™ (Chronicles, p. 4). In fact, in at least
one instance, that of the “Dynastic Chronicle” {Chr, 18], one can make a much better case for view-
ing this as a kinglist, especially with the new materials now available (W. G. Lambert in M. A.
Beek et alii, eds., Symbolae biblicae et mesopotamicae Francisco Mario Theodoro de Liagre Bohl
dedicatae [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973, pp. 271-75 and JCS 26 [1974] 208-10; 1. Finkel, JCS 32
[1980] 65-80). The parallels in style and even phraseology with the Sumerian Kinglist are too
close; and it is clear, even from Grayson's own analysis of sentence pattemns in kinglists and
chronicles (see note 17 above), that the style “RN MU N predicate” (his Category B) is restricted to
kinglists. The few variant phrases, additional notes, and occasional omissions in the “Dynastic
-Chronicle” do not alter its essential kinglist structure.

2IChr. 14, lefi edge.

23Chr, 20A: 38.

2474 37 (1927) 62; Grayson has reservations about this proposal (Chronicles, p. 128). It is uncer-
tain whether GIGAM, in context, is 10 be read :&sétu or ippird; see CAD 1/] 16465, AHw. 384b
(ipptiéru), 1352a.

25Chronicle 14 is quite similar in form 10 Chronicle 1A iv, as we shall see below in more detail.
Chronicle 15 is an extract chronicle, which includes material from the reigns of Ashur-nadin-shumi
and Shamash-shum-ukin similar to that found in Chronicles 1A, 14, and 16. Chronicle 16 concen-
trates for the most part on the theme of the New Year's Festival, but also includes malerial on the
civil wars of 652-648 and 626.

28Grayson, Chronicles, p. 69. Grayson's edition combines all three tablets in a single
transliteration and translation, but notes variants in the critical apparatus.
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least the third century,?7 that part of its coverage (for the period from 680 to 668)
substantially overlaps with that of a much less reliable document (the Esarhaddon
Chronicle [Chr. 14]),28 and that its contents—as well as those of other chronicles in
the series—derive from Babylonian astronomical diaries as their source.?? I would
like to examine the evidence on each of these points in turn and, in some cases, to
propose alternative hypotheses for consideration. In most of these matters, as might
be expected in this sort of textual study, one can hardly hope to reach definitive con-
clusions; it will suffice to offer variant perspectives on a compiex topic.

The first item then, for discussion, is the text of the document. The Babylonian
Chronicle is the only Babylonian non-literary chronicle known in more than one
copy.30 It survives in an almost complete large tablet (BM 92502 = 84-2-11,356
[Chr. 1A], 198 x 159 x 42 mm) and two smaller fragments (BM 75976 [Chr. 1B], 83
x 69 x 31 mm; BM 75977 [Chr. 1C], 56 x 62 x 28 mm).3! Each of these is written in
two columns per side. The large tablet, as related in its colophon, was copied in
Babylon, probably in 500 BC.32 The smaller fragments (accession numbers AH 83-
1-18,1338 and 1339) are recorded in the British Museum register as having come
from Abu Habba (Sippar), though serious doubt attaches to that designation;3? each
of these fragments now lacks the beginning, end, and most edges of its original
tablet.34 The large tablet [Chr. 1A], which has sustained surface damage and no
longer has its upper right corner, originally contained 186 lines of text—including 6
lines of colophon—spread over four columns. It begins with the third year of
Nabonassar (745 BC) and concludes with the accession year of Shamash-shum-ukin

27Grayson, Chronicles, pp. 8-14, with earlier bibliography. Landsberger and Bauer in ZA 37
(1927) 63, 66 extended the various Babylonian chronicle series o cover earlier materials dealing
with the first half of the second millennium.

szrayson, Chronicles, pp. 12, 30-32.

29Grayson, Chronicles, pp. 13-14; cf. earlier remarks by Wiseman, Chron., p. 4.

30The literary Weidner Chronicle [Chr. 19], with its fanciful reconstruction of the divine machinery
behind events of third-millennium history, survives in both Babylonian and Assyrian versions; see
further Finkel, JCS 32 (1980) 72-80. The Synchronistic History [Chr. 21], an Assyrian chronicle,
survives on three tablets or tablet fragments from Ashurbanipal’s library.

31Dimensionsi_, listed sequentially as maximum preserved length by width by thickness, were mea-
sured in the British Museum in June 1987, These should be regarded as approximate.

32For this date, see note 68 below,

33The provenience of these texts is uncertain, despite their designation as “A H.” (= coming from
Abu Habba, that is Sippar). See the problems outlined by Julian E. Reade, “Rassam’s Babylonian
Collection: The Excavations and the Archives,” in Erle Leichty, Catalogue of the Babylorian
Tablets in the British Museum, V1 (London: Brilish Museum Publications, 1986), pp. xxvii and
xxxiv. Reade had kindly informed me, in a letter dated 20 July 1987, that neither of these two
chronicle fragments “bears an original AH mark, and this means their provenance is ‘probably
Babylon.”™

3MChronicle 1B preserves part of its right edge for ii 3'-13' and iii 616",
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(668 BC). The first fragment [Chr, 1B] has 66 mostly partial lines of text spread over
four columns. To judge from the extant portions, its coverage began at an
undetermined date before 745 BC;35 and its final preserved entry is for the fifth year
of Esarhaddon (676 BC). The second fragment [Chr. 1C] preserves writing only on
its reverse, in two columns containing parts of approximately 21 lines. This fragment
covers the first year (680) and the tenth through twelfth years (671-669) of Esarhad-
don. These two fragments {Chrs. 1B and 1C] do not join;36 and, though there are
significant similarities between them—compatible overall dimensions, like texture and
color of clay, same physical format (two columns of writing per side, separated by a
mostly blank3? column about 5 mm. wide down the center), signs of approximately
the same height (c. 3.0-3.2 mm), apparently the same individual scribal ductus,38
common putative provenience—and their contents are complementary,?? it is difficult
to state categorically that they came from the same original tablet. For, even though
these fragments have so much in common and it is tempting to view themn as part of a
single original, such an hypothesis poses serious difficulties;*® and a thorough dis-

350n the clay as presently preserved, there is room for at least eight lines of text before the begin-
ning of the entry for 745 BC [Chr. 1B i 27; cl. the photo in Grayson, Chronicles, pl. XIV and the
copy in CT 34 44. This was confirmed by collation of the tablet in June 1987 and is discussed fur-
ther below.

36Chr. 1B iii 22' stops at a point roughly equivalent to Chr. 1A iii 22, and Chr. 1C iii I’ begins at
about Chr. 1A iii 40. Similarly Chr. 1B iv ends approximately parallet with Chr, 1A iv 5, and Chr.
1C iv 1’ picks up at about Chr. 1A iv 24, Thus, within each column, the gap between the end of 1B
and the beginning of 1C on Lhe reverse is equivalent 1o about 17-18 lines of coverage on 1A. Even
when one allows for space where the surface of the fragments is worn away but subsurface unin-
scribed clay remains, it seems unlikely that 1B and 1C could physically join,

37The mostly blank center column contains only initial MU’s from the beginning of entries in the
right writing column, herizontal lines (entry dividers) extending from both the left and right writing
columns, and rare runovers from the left writing column.

38Especially discernible in such signs as MU, KAM, LUGAL, and MES which oceur frequently in
these fragments.

39The obverse of Chronicle 1B covers events in the eighth century. The coverage of the reverse of
Chronicles 1B-1C is: 693—689 [Chr. 1B iii], 680 [Chr. 1C iii], 679-675 [Chr. 1B iv], 671-669
[Chr. 1€ iv].

40The most notable of which—in the case of Chronicles 1B and 1C coming from a single original
tablet-—would be raised by the gap between the last preserved line on 1C iii 7' (//Chr. 1A iii 44)
and the first readable line end preserved on 1B iv 3' (f/Chr. 1A iv 1). Between these two points oc-
cur 6 lines of text in Chronicle 1A, which would be roughly equivalent in length to 8-9 lines in
Chronicles 1B or 1C. But the preserved portions of subsurface clay ai the end of Chr, 1C iii (when
compared 10 1C iv on CT 34 43 or the photo in Grayson, Chronicles, pl. X1V} show the column
was originally at least 6 lines longer and similarly the beginning of Chr. 1B iv was at least 10 lines
longer (even taking into account the slightly longer vertical spacing between lines in 1B iv as op-
posed 10 1B iii). Thus, unless a putative version of Chronicles 1B +1C would have had about twice
as much text here as the main version [1A] (otherwise untrue on the reverse, see below), it is un-
likely that Chrs. 1B and 1C would be part of the same original tablet. (The possibility of a sub-
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cussion of it would disproportionately lengthen an already long article. For the pre-
sent, we will continue to meat the three texts separately. Because of uncertainties both
about provenience of these documents (“Babylon™ vs, “Sippar”)4! and about the
relationship between the two fragments,?2 we shall in the following analysis refet to
these tablets simply as (Chronicles) 1A, 1B, and 1C.

Grayson in his principal edition combines the three texts of Chronicle 1 into a
single version and gives a conflated transliteration based on all three, This arrange-
ment, however, while duly noting variants, tends to obscure distinctive features espe-
cially of Chronicle 1B.4* The editorial conflation presents little difficulty for the
reverse of these texts, where events of the seventh century are dealt with and surviv-
ing portions of Chronicles 1B and 1C closely parallel the text of Chronicle 1A. But it
poses serious problems for the obverse (surviving only in 1A and 1B), where events
of the eighth century are narrated and the texts, especially in column i, diverge more
often than they agree. It is particularly instructive to compare column i of Chronicle
1B with parallel materials in Chronicle 1A:

stantially longer version here in Chrs. 1B and 1C may, however, have to be considered at some
point in the future.)

411 have been unable 1o detect internal textual indications in Chrs. 14, 1B, or 1C that would pro-
vide a clue to place of origin. The use of ventive verb forms in the chronicles occasionally gives a
sense of direction toward the scribal point of reference. Note the use of érdam(may), *he came down™
{10 Babylonia} [Chr. 1A 1 3, 20, ii 27) vs. drid{ma), “he went down” (10 Elam) [Chr. 1A ii 37, iii
10], i¥qd, “he came upstream” [Chr. 1A iii 40, cf. i¥qi, “he went upstream,” Chr, 3:3), flliki-
nim{ma), “they came” (from Elam 10 Agade) [Chr, 1A iv 18], dsdnim(ma) ... iterbiini, “they came
out (from Assur) and entered (Babylon)” [Chr. 1A iv 36; cf. Chr. 14:36, Chr. 16:6-71; cf. “Nabu
and the gods of Borsippa came (ittalkini} to Babylon™ [Chr. 16:8]. Use of the ventive in Chronicle
15 is especially striking: illikam, “{it) came” [line 4], ufébilam, “(he?) brought it” (to Babylon) [line
5], iterba, “he entered (here)” [line 6], ishatamma ... [Ib]ukam [line 10], igd, *he ook (i1)” (1o the
king of Babylon} [line 18], issanga, “(the enemy) pressed” [line 19]. Note also the third person
plural ventive written as -Gnu which occurs occasionally in Chr. 2: fxtardiinu, “they came down”
tline 10), itlikdnu, “they came™ [line 11}, vs. ittalkiini, “they came™ [line 19]; cf. 254, “they went
out” (from Babylon) [Chr. 2:12] and alsc apparently similar writings in Chr, 3: ikrabtinu (line 7],
iftallgnu (line 8, itabkiinu [line 8], The frame of reference, however, sometimes seems to lie out-
side Babylon. Note that Nabu sometimes “goes” (ifliku) from Borsippa o Babylon [Chr, 14:33;
Chr. 15:22; Chr. 16:18, 20, 27; Chr, 17 iii 5, 8, 14, 15-is this final -u an unpronounced, over-
hanging vowel or the equivalent of any vowel for final -z at this time? it is unnecessary, but very
commonly present], whereas Bel “comes out” (Zsd) from Babylon [Chr. 16:19, 21, 22, 23, 27; Chr.
17 iii 9, 14, 15]. The use of the ventive in the Babylonian chronicles is not consistent, but often
fits in with older classical usage and can be ranslated as such. It might repay detailed swdy.

42And about the relationship between Chronicles 1A and 1C, which could theoretically represent a
single recension. At present, as mentioned above, there are no parallel passages in the extant por-
tions of Chronicles 1B and 1C.

43Grayson is aware of the substantial differences between Chronicles 1A and 1B (CRRA 17 162 1.
3), though he downplays this factor in the introduction to his primary edition (Chronicles, p. 69).
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Chronicle 1B _Chronicle 1A

i (lacuna of at least seven lines at beginning)*4 not present
il (end of entry, apparently mentioning suspension of not present

the New Year's festival)
i2-6 accession of Tiglath-pileser III in Assyria; his first i 1-5

campaign into Babylonia
— not present i 6-8 (Babylon's battle a-

gainst Borsippa)

i7T-8' accession of Ummaniga¥ in Elam i9-10
i9-10" further episode mentjoning Tiglath-pileser III not present
it broken entry ending in x KUR "ur'-ra-du not present
i1z broken entry ending in x x LU not present
i1y broken entry ending in "NAM' GAR/§d not present
i 14'-15'(+)  broken entry, the first line of which ends in KI not present

The difference between the 1B and 1A versions is especially striking here. 1B
has at least eight lines of text before 1A begins and, of its 15 preserved lines in col. i,
only 7 are paralleled in 1A.45 If one includes in the statistics the lacuna (at least seven
lines) before the first partially preserved line of 1B, only 7 of those 22 lines in 1B i
would be shared with 1A i46 On the other hand, 1A has three lines (i 6-8) which are
not in 1B.47 Clearly these two recensions differ more than they coincide, and it is
difficult to speak of a common text here in any meaningful sense.

Comparison of the second column of the two versions is more problematic, since
the pertinent portions of both tablets are heavily damaged. Chronicle 1B seems to
have had much more material in its first column, since—after a lacuna of at least
seven lines at the beginning of column ii—its first partially preserved line corre-

#The size of the lacuna can be gauged from the length of the subsurface clay preserved on the
lablet before the beginning of the first preserved line in column ii. See the photo in Grayson,
Chronicies, pl. XIV and King's copy in CT 34 44. I have estimated the size of the lacuna from the
Lablet itself (June 1987), based on the average height of lines in columns i-ii. See also note 60 be-
low,

43Note particularly the short entries in Chr. 1B { 9'-14".

46This percentage of shared lines would only be further decreased if it can be demonstrated that still
more of the Lablet is now lacking beyond the 7-line minimum estimated from surviving clay at the
beginning of column ii.

4TNote the atypical form of this entry. It begins ana tarsi RN, “at the ime of RN™ rather than with
the precise date formula MUN(.KAM) RN, “Nth year of RN,” used elsewhere in the chronicle.
What is the implication of the phrase uf Sair “is not written” in the sentence saltu fa Nabi-ndsir
ang libbi Barsip Ipufu ul Yatir? Was the entry 1aken from oral tradition, or does the statement mean
that there was no (detailed) written record of the hostilities?
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sponds to 1A i 39.48 Of the twenty-one lines in column ii of 1B, the following are the
correspondences to 1A,

Chronicle IB Chronjcle 14
ii (lacuna of at least seven lines at beginning)“9 ?
i 1'-2' (end of entry, corresponding to the death of Um- i39-40
maniga$ and the accession of his nephew)
i3 beginning of entry, mentioning the sixth year and not present
Ass[yria]
ii 446" continuation of entry, summarizing length of hos- i41-42
tilities between Babylonia and Assyria
i -8 tenth year of Merodach-baladan II i 43-44 (17— very litle
actually preserved here}
ii 9'-14' twelfth year of Merodach-baladan II it 1-5 (very little pre-
served)}
ii 1521 four entries covering the thirteenth through seven- too little preserved for
teenth years of Sargon II comparison, but traces do

not seem 10 match

Chronicle 1B30
Thus the examination of column ii of Chronicle 1B must be considered inconclusive,
Buy, if Sennacherib’s second year is mentioned in Chronicle 1A ii 10, there would be
only four lines available in that text (ii 6-9) to accommodate entries which would
have to cover not only the material in eight lines of Chronicle 1B (ii 15'-22") but also
the accession of Sennacherib. It therefore seems likely that the coverage of 1A and
1B again diverged at this point, with 1B providing fuller detail.

In the third and fourth columns on the reverse, the three texts match more
closely. Chronicle 1B iii 1'-21" is almost a verbal parallel to Chronicle 1A iti 3-22.
But there are various minor omissions in Chronicle 1A,5! the addition of a summary
sentence about the length of reign of Nergal-ug€zib in Chronicle 1A iii 5-6,52 slightly
longer wording describing the removal of Halludu in Chronicle 1A iti 7 (vs, Chroni-

48The average line in 1A contained somewhat more material than the average line in 1B, and a ratio
of about 1.2:1 can be established on the basis of parallel passages.

495¢c note 44 above.

50Both exts are extensively damaged at this point

51Chr. 1A omits: KUR before NIM (Chr. 1A iii 7 vs. Chr. 1B iii 4, MES after GAZ (Chr. 1A 1ii
8 vs. Chr. 1B iii 5§, masculine personal determinative before Mulézib-Marduk (Chr. 1A iii 12 vs.
Chr. 1B iii 10%), ¥ between KUR NIM and KUR URLKI (Chr. 1A iii 16 vs. Chr. 1B iii 15", ERIN
before KUR a¥+3ur (Chr. 1A iii 17 vs. Chr. 1B iii 17'), the dividing line after the entry relating 10
" the battle of Haluld (Chr, 1A iii 18-19 vs. Chr, 1B iii 18197, KAM afier MU.4 (Chr. A iii 19 vs.
Chr. B iii 197.

S2MU 1 6 TTL[MES %JU.GUR-g-fe-2zib LUGAL-t TIN.TIR.KI DU -1,
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cle 1B iii 4', though the latter is heavily damaged),3 varying days in Abu 692 for the
death of the Elamite king Kudurru (Kudur-Nahhunte),54 and orthographic variants,
The beginning sections of the few lines preserved of the third column of Chronicle
1C also match the corresponding part of Chronicle 1A,55 except for the omission of a
determinative 56

In the fourth column, just a few signs remain in Chronicle 1B; and the only ap-
parent deviation from Chronicle 1A is an orthographic variant.57 The fourth column
of Chronicle 1C is better preserved; and there is only one significant difference, the
insertion of a line (iv 3") that is not in Chronicle 1A: [Fallas]su Xallat ilanitu tabki,
“they took away its (Egypt’s) [booty] and the booty of its gods” (which corresponds
to a place just after line 25 in Chronicle 1A iv). There are also a series of mostly
orthographic or other minor variants,58 and one apparent deviation in the edited text is
not supported by the original tablers.5

Thus a reasonable case, based largely on the contents of the obverse of these
tablets, can be made for distinguishing at least two major recensions of this chronicle,
1B and 1A, or perhaps Long and Short versions respectively. The coverage of 1B
begins earlier than that of 1A, and it is possible that 1B extended before the beginning
of the reign of Nabonassar.%0 It is also possible that the coverage of 1B may have

33Where Chronicle 1B iii 3'-5' has "hai™-[lu-3ii} LUGAL KUR NIM "UN ME&-54 is-hu-2d-"ma’ x
[1 GAZ MES-3d, Chronicle 1A iii 7-8 has hal-lu-fi LUGAL NIM UN.MES-3 is-hu-87" (..) K] A
ina IGI-3¥ «3u» ip-hu-§ GAZ-¥4i,

4Day 17 (Chr. 1A iii 13), day 8 (Chr. 1B iii 11%; see Grayson’s commenary in Chronicles, p. BO.
35Chr, 1C iii 227 = Chr. 1A iii 41-44.

36K UR between LUGAL and NIM in iii 4' (vs. Chr. 1A iii 42). This variant should be added (o the
critical apparatus in Grayson, Chronicles, p. 82.

37(di)-i-ku (Chr. 1B iv 5% for GAZ.MES (Chr. 1A iv 2).

8KUR inserted before mi-gir in Chr. 1A iv 25; me-Tem'-pi (Chr. 1C iv 3} vs. me-em-pi (Chr. 1A
. iv 26); UN.MES (Chr, 1C iv 7 vs. UN."MES-54" {Chr. 1A iv 28Y); hab-tu (Chr. 1C iv 7) vs.
‘hab-ta (Chr. 1A iv 28); id-duk (Chr. 1C iv 10 vs. "id -du-uk (Chr. 1A iv 29); compare ing {Chr.
1A iv 25) for &4 (Chr. 1Civ 2",

39¢Chr. 1C iv 6 [DUMUL™M'ES 3E§-£4 ing SUH sa-ab-tu; Chr. 1A iv 27: DUMU."MES" [...]
{collated). The traces following DUMU in Chr. 1A are not as clear as copied by King in CT 34 50;
and Grayson’s transliteration does not indicate the extent of the damage. The supposed bottom
wedge in 34" (King) could well be a subcutanecus scratch. There is no reason Lo presume divergence
here, although it cannct be excluded. Esarhaddon's Zenjisrli inscription claims that many more
members of the Egyptian royal family were captured (Taharga's wives, crown prince, and other sons
and daughters); neither brother nor nephews are mentioned (Borger, Esarh., p. 99 §65 Mnm. A rev,
43-44),

0Chr. 1B itself had at least eight lines at the beginning of column i before its eniry for Nabonas-
sar’s third year, which raises the possibility that not all these lines (and their missing precursors)
dealt with the beginning of Nabonassar’s reign. There could also have been several more lines, if
Chronicie 1B after the end of the preserved portion of column ii roughly corresponded with the text
of Chronicle 1A; if Chronicle 1B had a fuller ext than Chronicle 1A after that point, the lacuna at
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ended before that of 1A.5! Should one classify Chronicle 1A and Chronicle 1B as
two separate chronicles?62 One could make a strong case in favor of that altemative,
if one wished to stress divergent rather than common features. It is plain that Chroni-
cle 1A iv has much more in common with the Esarhaddon Chronicle [Chronicle
14193 than Chronicle 1A i has in common with Chronicle 1B i. It remains to be seen
whether the contrast between Chronicles 1A and 1B reflects merely a difference of
scribal schools or whether it could have had geographical or ideological
significance.® As historiographic research on the chronicles proceeds, one should
investigate the possible relevance of geographical particularism and varying
ideologies even in chronicles for which only a single text is known.55

The next topic for discussion is whether the Babylonian Chronicle belongs to a
series and, if so, to which series.®¢ The colophon of Chronicle 1A57 raises the issue:

Chr. 1A

iv 39 pir-surel-tu-i ki-ma SUMUN-3 SAR-"ma ba-ru’ i up-pu-ug
40 (up-pi "a-na-YEN-KAM A-"5i 5d ™1i-ib-lu-"0’

the beginning of Chronicle 1B i could be still larger. Either of these altematives would make it still
less likely that Chronicle 1B began only with the reign of Nabonassar.

S1Unless the missing portions in Chronicle 1B at the end of column iii and at the beginning of
column iv contain more material than is in the corresponding entries of Chromicle 1A (and the re-
verse sections of these texis elsewhere closely parallel each other), there should be only between 4
and 7 lines missing at the end of Chronicle 1B iv—hardly enough to parallel the remaining 33 lines
of text and 6 lines of colophon in Chronicle 1A after the last preserved entry in Chronicle 1B,
82Prescinding for the moment from the question how Chronicle 1C, of which very little is pre-
served, is related to these two documents.

63Espccia]1y the better preserved portions, e.g., Chr. 14:10-39 with Chr. 1A iv 1-38. These texts
are compared more fully below.

641t is unfortunate that reexamination of the evidence for provenience of Chronicles 1A, 1B, and 1C
(see note 33 above) does not support distinguishing a “Babylon” from a “Sippar™ recension,

65]5.3.. Chronicle 15 was written by  scribe known 10 have been active at Borsippa (see note 13
above}. Note W. G, Lambert’s remarks on varying perspectives at Uruk and Babylon on first-mil-
lennium history in The Background of Jewish Apocalyptic (London; Athlone Press, 1978), pp.11-
12 and n. 17.

66The prevailing opinion, that Chronicles 1-13b belong to a single scries, has been mentioned
above. Sixty years ago, Landsberger and Bauer, with somewhat less chronicle material available to
them, advanced a more sweeping, but more nuanced hypothesis (ZA 37 [1927] 61-65, with a table
on p. 66). Pointing out the canonical character of Babylonian learncd texts, they suggested that
many known Babylenian chronicles belonged 10 a single official series. There were three different
types of texts in the series: (1} double-columned Section (pirsu) tablets {Chrs. 1A, 1B, 1C, 7]; (2}
single-columned tablets, known by catchline to be part of a continuing series [Chrs. 14, 3}: (3) ex-
cerpt lablets (nishu) [Chrs. 20A, 20B, 24, 16]. Landsberges and Bauer did not attempt 1o integrate
such documents as Chronicle P [Chr. 22] or the Religious Chronicle [Chr, 17] into their scheme.
Their distinction of types, though in need of updating and revision, still has merit.

§7No colophons are preserved in Chronicles 1B and 1C,
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41 DUMU ™ur"-98ES K1 ga-"a) ™é-a-MU A-54 34

42 Mg pgMEN-KAM DUMU mur-9"$E3 KI TIN'.TIR.KI

43 "TIT[x U (x4)]"6(+) KAM MU.22.KAM ™ da(?)-x-(x)-muf(?) LUGAL
EXI

44 1 (x) KUR.KUR

Translation:

“First section, written, collated, and ‘made’ according to its original (rablet).
Tablet of Ana-BEl-Ere¥, son of Liblutu, descendant of Ur-Nanna, Written by Ea-
iddin, son of Ana-B&l-&re¥, descendant of Ur-Nanna. Babylon, moenth [..., day
(x+)16, year 22 of "Darius(?)", king of Babylon [and/, king of] (all) the lands.”®8

Though the opening words of the colophon, pirsu résnl, “first section,” designate this
tablet [Chr. 1A] as the beginning of a series, it is by no means obvious to which
series the tablet belonged and whether other tablets are known that form part of the
same series. Among the rest of the Neo-Babylonian chronicles [Chrs. 2-7], four have
reasonably preserved final sections. Three [Chrs. 3-5] of these four have catchlines;
and it seems reasonably clear that, since the catchlines in Chronicles 3 and 4 are
matched by the opening lines of Chronicles 4 and 5 respectively, one may view these
three documents as constituting a series or at least a running text spread over more
than one tablet. But none of these chronicles indicates, by way of a colophon, that it is
a numbered tablet in a series;% nor does Chronicle 1A have a catchline to reveal the
opening line of its “second section.” Also relevant are the contrasting styles of
Chronicle 1A and its supposed successors [Chrs. 2-7]. The latter chronicles deal

68This colophon has also been edited by Hunger, Kolophone, pp. 56-57 no. 145,

Notes on the iext. (Line 40) The PN is probably to be read Ana-Bgl-gre¥ rather than Ana-B&l-
ereSti; cf. the writing Ma-na-9EN-ere(URU)-ef for a homophonous individual in VAS 5 90:17 and
Peiser, Vertrdge, p. 150 no. CVIL: 1 (84-2-11, 164 = BM 77424, kindly collated by Irving Finkel).
(Line 41} Ea-iddin of the Ur-Nanna family is also attested in VAS 3 229:7'. (Line 43) The royal
name is very heavily damaged, as can be seen from the photograph in Grayson, Chronicles, pl. XIITL;
. none of the signs can be read with cerainty ("da” would fit the races and "muf” is possible, but the
other two signs are quite illegible). The dating of the text depends then in large pan on the titulary,
which has commonly been regarded as being in general use until the early years of Xerxes L It is,
however, now known in isolated instances at least as late as the fourth and twenty-fourth years of
the reign of Arlaxerxes I, i.e., 461 and 441 BC (OECT 9 191, W, 19164a in Bgghdader Mineil-
ungen 15 [1984] 268, where it occurs as part of the titulary LUGAL par-su ma-da-a-a [TIN].TIR.KI
KUR.KUR.MES; see Stolper, Entreprenewrs and Empire [Leiden: Nederlands Historisch-Archaeol-
ogisch Instituut te Istanbul, 1985}, p. 9 n. 25 and Kessler, Baghdader Mitteilungen 15 [1984) 262-
63). Thus, while the text may sill probably be dated in the reign of Darius I (the only Persian ruler
of Babylon before Artaxerxes [ w0 have reigned at least twenty-iwo years), the attribulion is not
altogether cerain. (Line 44} Note that this is not a part of line 43, but a separate line, even if in-
dented. The surface is damaged before KUR.KUR, and it may be possible to restore [LUGA]L?
{rather (han read "u (7)),
6%In fact, only Chronicle 3 has end material distinct from a catchline: an appeal to one who loves
Marduk and Nabu to keep the lablet safe.
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with each year in turn, without skipping an entry,’® whereas Chronicle 1A is selec-
tive and omits more years than it meats.”! When one considers also the large size,
two-columned format, neat script, and scribal colophon of Chronicle 1A, it is plain
that the text was a carefully made archival copy; in fact, it is explicitly said to have
been drawn up by a scribe for his father.”? Most of the other Neo-Babylonian
chronicles are of considerably smaller dimensions,”® all but one in single-column
format,™ and none has even half as many lines as Chronicle 1A.75 There is also
considerable variety in detail of coverage, with Chronicle 6 taking 27 lines to cover a
single year and the reverse of Chronicle 5 covering eight years in 23 lines (an average
of 2.88 lines per year); Chronicle 1A is located towards the lighter end of this spec-
trum (34 years spread over a reasonably preserved 169(+) lines, an average of about
5 lines per year). Although an argument was advanced by Wiseman?® and repeated
by Grayson?? that Chronicles 1A and 7 were written by the same scribe, physical
comparison of the tablets shows that such is not the case: the individual scribal ductus
of each text is quite different (the writing in Chronicle 7 is more cursive); and com-

70Even in the case of the eighth year of Nabonidus, where content was lacking, the heading
“MU.8. K AM" was entered and a space left blank [Chr. 7 ii 9],

T1Especially before Lhe reign of Esarhaddon, when the coverage becomes annual (except for his lost
ninth year). Note that in Chr. 1A i, covering the years 745-712, only 10 years out of 34 are dealt
with (in addition to a paragraph without date, i 6-8). In columns ii-iv, the [ollowing years are also
skipped: 701, 698-695, 690, 688682, and 672. Il one excludes the final section beginning with
Esarhaddon’s first year, out of a total of 59 years which could have been mentioned in the preserved
text, 21 are treated and 38 are skipped; if one includes the final section, 34 are treated and 39 are
skipped—suill less than half being included. It is difficult to see how Chroniclie 6 (27 lines devoted
to a single year, with circumstantial embellishments of detail) could belong to the same series as
Chronicles 1-7.

721 e., by Ea-iddin for Ana-BEl-gres. See note 68 above.

73Chronicles 2 (52 x 62 x 19 mm), 4 (46 x 54 x 17), and 6 (47 x 60 x 23) are about the same size
as sixth-century Neo-Babylonian business documents, with width exceeding length; and Chronicle
15 is of comparabie dimensions (45 x 58 x 21). Tablets with length surpassing width are Chronicle
5 (83 x 62 x 28, but its full length is not preserved) and Chronicle 3 (135 x 71 x 24). The only
tablet which may originally have been comparable in size to Chronicle 1A is Chronicle 7, for which
the maximum preserved dimensions are 142 x 140 x 38 (but only the thickness is likely to be close
to its original size).

74Chronicle 7 also has two columns per side. BCF 3 (Chroricles, pls. XI, XXVI) also has two
columns on its surviving side and it progresses from MU. 8 (ii 4 1o MU. 10 {ii 7") to [M]U. 11 (ii
87; but, other than the use of these conseculive date formulae. it is difficult 10 detect other chronicle
elements in this Lext.

T5Chronicles 2, 4, and 6 have 41, 28, and 27 lines respeclively; tablets 3 and 5 have 78 and 49 (+}
lines respectively. Chronicle 7 has [ragments of 84 lines preserved; it presumably had more than
100 lines when intact. ’

T8¢ hronicles, p- 3.

M Chronicles, B 9n. 7, pp. 14, 21.
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mon signs such as MU, KAM, LUGAL, and MES exhibit distinctive forms on each
tablet.7® When one considers the lack of colophenal or catchline link between
Chronicle 1A and Chronicles 2-7, as well as obvious variations in style and format,
there is no clear evidence that they are part of a single series.?? Chronicle 1A is
labelled the opening tablet in a series, but it has yet to be established what this series
was and whether there are other surviving tablets.80

780mne should also compare carefully the handwriting on Chrs. 2-6 to see whether Wiseman's ob-
servations on their similarity (Chronicles 2, 4, and 6 written by one scribe and Chronicles 3 and 5
by another), again repeated by Grayson, are accurate,

"9Grayson (Chronicles, p. 8) argues that one of the reasons that Chronicles 1-7 belong 10 or are
extracts from the same series is that “Chronicle 1 and Chronicles 2-7 have similar characteristic
phrases for battle, defeat, retreat, and death....” The actual evidence, however, is quite weak. The
phrase for “defeat” cited by Grayson (KI1.)BAL(-tum) Sakdnu, occurs just in Chronicle 1A (i 35, iii
18; ii 45: doubtful [signs heavily damaged and phrase, in context, not preceded by reference to a
battle]) and not in Chronicles 2-7 (Grayson, Chronicles, p.74). The phrase for “retreat,” ing
pdni..nabalkuiu, occurs in Chronicles 2, 3, 5; but an alleged occurrence in Chronicle 1B ii 11'—ii
3 in Grayson's compuosite text—is so badly damaged that the main logogram is completely missing
and the reading of what litte is left of the end of the phonetic complement is ambiguous (Grayson,
Chronicles, p. 75 transcribes: [ibbalkir]*™). Thus neither of these two phrases demonstrates a link
between Chronicle 1A and Chronicles 2-7. Grayson's distinctive word for “death,” fimdti (NAM.
MES), serving in place of “he died,” occurs six times in Chronicle 1, but only once in the other
chronicles under discussion [Chr.5:10]; but the common word for “death™ (or “die’) occurs six times
in this chronicle group [Chr. 1A iii 31, iv 11, 22; Chr, 7 ii 14, iii 22, 23]—so0 neither use seems
distinctive. The phrase for “batie” (or, more aptly, “1o fight”) salia ara libbi...epé¥u is attested in a
good many chronicles [Chrs. 1A, 1B, 2, 3, 4, 7, 208, 22]; and salti ana libbi x or ana libbi x salti
is a fairly common seventh-century expression for “battle with” (G/P 2 140:6.12, 141 1. 10; ABL
521 r. 20, 1105:24, 1456:8). This idiom alone is hardly sufficient to create a phrasing link—and
demonstrate a series connection-—between Chronicle 1 and Chronicles 2-7, especially since the
phrase is shared with other non-series chronicles as well. Thus, on closer examination, the cited
evidence based on phraseology is exiguous.

Chronological complementarity of Chronicles 1-7, in default of other evidence, does not ap-
pear to be a strong argument for a reries connection.

. 800ther series connections within the chronicle corpus should also be examined. With the exception
of Chronicles 3-5 (linked by catchlines), the evidence is nowhere clear. Even the connection be-
tween Chronicles 20A and 20B, which were wreated by Grayson as the text of a single chronicle
spread over two Lablets, is doubtful. Those two chronicles have a single entry in common (20A: 31
36 = 20B: 1-7); but the caichline at the end of 20A not only does not match the beginning of
20B—it does not comrespond to any part of the contents of 20B. It is difficult to see why these texis
need {0 be grouped together.

It is difficult in many instances, because of the tablets’ state of preservation, to determine
which chronicles may originally have had caichlines or colophons. Caichlines survive on Chronicles
3, 4, 5, and 20A; Chronicles 1A, 6, 9, 15, 16, 20B, 21, and 25 definitely did not have catchlines;
and the rest are uncenain. Colophons are preserved on Chronicles 1A, 15, and 21 {mostly broken
[Ashurbanipai] colophon); brief comments survive at the end of Chronicles 3 (admonition only), 14
(GIGAM.GIGAM, on lefi edge), and 20A (GIGAM.DIDLI); there are definitely no colophons on
Chronicles 4-6, 16, 20B, and 25; and the rest are uncertain, Thus catchlines and chronicles are
helpful for establishing that Chronicles A, 3, 4, 5, and 20A were parts of series and that Chronicle
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The next subject for consideration is the relationship between the Babylonian
Chronicle and the Esarhaddon Chronicle [Chronicles 1A and 14] in covering their
common subject matter: the reign of Esarhaddon and the accession year of Shamash-
shum-ukin (i.e., 680-668). The comprehensiveness of coverage in Chronicle 1A8!
increases markedly at this point, as noted above.82 Instead of treating approximately
one year in three (as it does from 745 to 681)83 Chronicle 1A here deals with twelve
years out of thirteen; and the only omission may have been occasioned by a defective
source.84 The passages for comparison are Chronicle 1A i 39-iv 38 (fifty lines in
all) and Chronicle 14:1-39 (in which individual lines are usuvally longer than in
Chronicle 1A ). The coverage of the first and second years of Esarhaddon is damaged
in both chronicles; so the detailed comparison begins with Esarhaddon’s third year
(678). For the most pari, the entries in Chronicles 1A and 14 are the same or very
similar for the years 678-668. They sketch in detail—and often in the same words—a
series of episodes in common:

Esarhaddon

year 3: the removal and execution of the govemor of Nippur and the chief of
the Bit-Dakkiiri tribe

year 4: the capiure and plunder of Sidon, a levy(?)®5 in Akkad

year 5: the caplure of Bazzu and the decapitation of the king of Sidon

year 6: the campaign to Milidu, the change of kings in Elam, the deportation
of another governor of Nippur and another chief of the Bit-Dakkiri

year 7. the retum of Ishtar and other gods of Agade from Elam

year B: the death of Esarhaddon’s wife, the capture and spoliation of Shubria
year 9 [omitted in both exLs]

year 10: the Assyrian campaign 10 Egypt

year 11: the execution of high officials in Assyria

year 12: Esarhaddon's death on the way (o Egypt, summary of his regnal years

15 was definitely not part of a series; bul this is just a small percentage of the corpus as presently
defined.

Competent handwriting analyses of chronicle Lablets might help further to clarify groupings. In
the chronicles, there are frequent overlaps in lime coverage, great variety in format and in type and
delail of coverage, and a surprising lack of standardization. See also note 145 below.
81Coverage in Chronicles 1B and 1C, where preserved, is roughly parallel to that in Chronicle 1A.
823ee note 71 above. Were fuller records available at this point?

83 Actually 21 out of 59 (35.6%).

845ee pp. 94-95 below.

85The meaning of the word bifirtu is not clear; see Brinkman, Prelude to Empire (Philadelphia:
University Museum, 1984}, p. 77 n, 375.
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Shamash-shum-ukin

accession year:  the retum of Bel and the gods of Akkad from Assur to Babylon,

the conquest of Kirbiw, the execution of a Babylonian judge

39

Ttis plain that these sections of the two chronicles shared the majority of their material
and that it was frequently expressed in identical wording.

Nonetheless, there are also divergences, both minor and substantive, between the
two accounts. The principal differences are:

@

®

()

(G

minor orthographic variants, such as GAZ.MES [Chr. 1A iv 2] for di-i-ku
{Chr. 14:11]; KUR NIM [Chr, 1A iv 13] for KUR NIM.MA_[K]I [Chr,
14:18]; AS.TE [Chr. 1A iv 13] for GIS.GU.ZA [Chr, 14:18]; di-tk-tum [Chr.
1A iv 26) lor di-ik-ti [Chr. 14:25]; these are common in the texts;

more substantive orthographic variants, such as KUR sa->-i-du-"au’ [Chr.
14:14] for URU si-du-au [Chr. 1A iv 6]; these are rare in the ©x1s;

minor insertions/omissions, such as ab-ku-ma [Chr, 1A iv 2] for ab-ku [Chr.
14:11]: the insertion of URU before ba-az-za in Chr. 14:13 but not in Chr,
1A iv 5; KUR mi-li-du <DU>ME {Chr. 1A iv 10, haplography] for KUR mi-
li-"du {DIU.MES [Chr. 14:15]; ira ITL.GU, [Chr. 1A iv 36] for GU, [Chr,
14:36]; the insertion of a divine determinative before the name Humbabalda3u
in Chr. 14:17, but not in Chr. 1A iv 12; the insertion of the masculine per-
sonal determinative before the name of Ashurbanipal [Chr. 14:30, vs. Chr. 1A
iv 32]; KASKALT [Chr, 14:29] for KASKAL. [Chr. 1A iv 31];86 these are
common in the texts;

more substantive insertions/omissions of words or short phrases, such as
'ERIN.ME' KUR a¥+Jur [Chr. 14:15] vs. KUR af+3ur [Chr. 1A iv 10]; TI-
su (in Chr. 14:16, but not in Chr. 1A iv 11}; ITI NU ZU (in Chr. 1A iv 14,
but not in Chr. 14:19); the personal name Bel-&tir given for the Babylonian
judge in Chr. 1A iv 38, but missing in Chr. 14:3%; ina KUR as+§ur [Chr.
1A iv 29] vs. "KUR" a3+ur [Chr. 14:27];87

longer insertions/omissions: 38 (1) at the end of the entry for year 5, Chr. 1A
iv 7-8 adds “ina ITLSE SAG.DU #4 LUGAL ¥4 KUR kun-du u KUR si-su-t
TAR-is-ma ana KUR af+3ur na-§"; (2) at the beginning of the entry for year
6 (just after the year number), Chr, 1A iv 9-10 adds “LUGAL NIM ana
UD.KIB.NUN.KI TU GAZ GAZ YUTU "u/"-m E.BABBAR.RA NU E™;
(3} in the entry for year 6 after mention of the joumey to Milidu, Chr. 14:13
adds “ina UGU "mu-gai(? }-lu SUB.MES"; (4) in the enury for the 1enth
year, after Uy 3. KAM, Chr. 1A iv 24-25 adds “U,.16.KAM U, 18 KAM ™-
$id™ (5) in the entry for the tenth year after dikiu ina KUR "mi-sir di’-kdt,
Chrs. 1A and 1C add a passage about the taking of Memphis, the escape of
its king, the capture of his nephews(?), and the taking of booty and prisoners

86This might be considered an orthographic variant,

87Causing a difference in sense: “The king of Assyria™ (Chr. 14) versus “the king in Assyria” (Chr.
1A). Collation (June 1987) shows that Sidney Smith’s edition of Chr. 14:27 (BHT) is correct and
that Grayson's ransliteration has a non-existent ina here,

88nsertions/omissions for years 8 and § will, for the most part, be treated separaiely below.



90 J. A. BRINKMAN

[Chr. 1A iv 26-28, Chr. 1C iv 3'-8"); (6) after the listing of the otal number
of years in Esarhaddon’s reign [Chr. 1A iv 32, Chr. 1C iv 13'((+)], Chr.
14:30], Chr. 14 adds three additional lines summarizing the twenty years’
interruption of the akitu festival under Sennacherib and Esarhaddon;

() factual conrradictions: (1) Chr. 1A iv 10 lists the day of the death of Humba-
palda%u II as KIN 7, Chr. 14:6 as ITLKIN U,.5.KAM; (2) Chr. 1A iv 12 gives
“5" as the total number of regnal years for Humbahaldau II, Chr. 14:17 gives
“6"; (3} Chr. 1A iv 22 states that the wile of Esarhaddon died on XII-5 in year
8, whereas Chr. 14:23 puts her death on XII-6; (4) in the entry for the tenth
year, the defeat {victory?) in Egypt is dated in the month Dumuzu (8U) in
Chr. 1A iv 24, but in the month TaSritu (DUg) in Chr. 14:26;8% (5) another
possible textual disagreement, in the entry for the accession ycar of Shamash-
shum-ukin, in which day 25 [Chr. 14:36] is supposedly contrasted with day
24 (or 14) [Chr. 1A iv 36] for the return of Marduk and the gods of Akkad to
Babylon, is not certain on the Lablets; %0

(2) textual disagreement (possibly reconcilable): as the first item in the entry for
year 7, Chr, 1A iv 16 records that on XII-5 the Assyrian army (ERIN) was
defeated in Egypt, while Chr. 14:20 notes that on XIi-8 the Assyrian army
(ERIN.MES) “I...] 1o the city 34 LU.MES™?1

(h) use of different phrases (perhaps with difference in meaning/emphasis):
(1) after giving the summary of regnal years for Esarhaddon, Chr. 1A iv 33
has an entry “his two sons sat upon the throne: Shamash-shum-ukin in Baby-
lon, Ashurbanipal in Assyria” but Chr. 14:34—after the intervening lines
noted in e:6 above-—gives “in the month Kislimu, Ashurbanipal [his slon sat
upon the throne in Assyria™; (2) in the entry for the seventh year, in the item
dealing with the retum of Ishtar of Agade and the other gods of that city, Chr.
1A iv 17 begins ina ITL.3E, “in the month of Addaru,” while Chr. 14:21
begins simply MU.BL “(in) that (same) year.”92

The striking similarities and occasional divergences of the two chrenicles raise at
least two questions. First, what is the significance of the substantial amount of shared
material and common phraseology? Second, what does the non-shared material tell us
about the origins, intent, and relative reliability of the two chronicles? The two ques-
tions are intertwined, and here we can hope only to make a few observations towards

89The same event seems 1o be involved in the two documents because it is recorded in the same
place in the entries for the tenth year, the month names are written by easily confusable signs, and
the month name in each case is followed by Uy 3. KAM.

90Collation (June 1987) shows the reading of both numbers is not quite certain, and it may be pos-
sible 10 read either or both as 25 or 24.

91Efforts have been made 1o reconcile the two eniries {note the remarks of Landsberger and Bauer,
ZA 37 [1927] 78; Sidney Smith, BHT, pp. 10-11; and G. Fecht, Mirteilungen des Deutschen
Archiologischen Instituts Abteilung Kairo 16 [1958] 116-19); but it has now become more com-
mon o see the place names as referring (o Egypt [Chr. }] and Chaldea [Chr. 14], respectively.
Whether there were two distinct simultaneous campaigns by Assyrian armies against widely sepa-
rated regions needs further discussion.

¥2The two phrases are not necessarily contradictory.
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solving the intricate problems involved.

As regards the shared material, the common features of Chronicles 1A and 14 fit
into a wider context in that no fewer than ten?? chronicles have one or more passages
in common with other chronicles. The passages shared between chronicles deal with
events as early as the nineteenth century BC (the Erra-imitti—Enlil-bani episode)®*
and as late as the time of Shamash-shum-ukin (withdrawal of the king into Babylon
in 652).95 There are passages shared between Assyrian and Babylonian chronicles®s
and even one passage common to three chronicles.?? Chronicles sharing materials
may be divided into three broad groups, depending on whether the events they dis-
cuss in common date to the early second, late second, or early first millennium.%3
From the first group come Chronicles 20A and 20B, which share the Erra-imitti—
Enlil-bani incident noted above. To the second group belong four chronicles: Chroni-
cle 22 shares material with Chronicle 21,%% which has material in common with
Chronicle 24,190 which in turn shares material with Chronicle 25.181 Covering the
early first millennium are four related chronicles: Chronicle 1A shares material with
both Chronicles 14 and 16,192 which also have material in common with each
other.193 Chronicle 16 in addition shares material with Chronicle 15.1% Thus
chronicles writing about the same second-millennium event have a marked tendency
to describe it in the same words;1%3 but chronicles reporting on a single year in the

93Here, for statistical purposes, Chronicles 20A and 20B have been counted as separate chronicles
(see note 80 above); and Chronicles 1A, 1B, and 1C have been counted as a single chronicle.

#4Chr. 20A:31-36 = Chr. 20B:1-7.

95Chr.15:6 (damaged, but preserving a month-day date) = Chr. 16:12.

%Usually with some rearrangement of phrases in context, e.g., Chr. 21 i 8'-17' = Chr. 22 i 5'-6',
10'~14' (with confusion of some personal names in the Babylonian chronicle); cf. Chr, 21 ii 2728’
= Chr. 24:6. See also Chr. 21 i 19'-20" and Chr. 22 iii 21-22, which obviously deal with the same
episode, but have very few phrases in common (ina URU su-ga-gii-ga Ya eli Idiqlat,, sdbélu idak)
and do not agree on the name of the Assyrian king involved (Adad-nirari vs, Enlil-nirari).

97Chr. 1A iv 34-36 = Chr. 14:35-36 = Chr. 16:5-7.

981n so far as can be judged at present, all surviving tablets of Babylonian chronicles were copied in
the first millennium, as was the Synchronistic History. There is reason in most cases for believing
that the texts were also composed in the first millennium.

99Chr. 21 §'-17' = Chr, 22 i §-6', 10-14", Sec also note 96 above.

100Ckr, 21 ii 27'-28'= Chr. 24:6. See also note 96 above.

101Chr, 24:4'-5' = Chr. 25:27-28; Chr. 24:8'-11' = Chr. 25:29-34. For collations of these por-
tions of Chr. 24, sec Walker, Kraus AV, p. 416,

102Chr, 1A iv 34-36 = Chr. 14:35-36 = Chr. 16:5-7. Chr. 1A iv 1-38 is in large part parallel to
Chr. 14:10-39, as discussed in detail above.

103¢hy. 14:31-32, 35-37 = Chr. 16:1-8.

104Cr, 16:12 = Chr.15:6 (partly restored).

H5 A notable exception to this is the Sugagu episode in Chrs. 21 and 22. Sec note 96 above.
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seventh century may narrate substantially different eventsi® or contain only partially
overlapping materials.}®? Chroniclers writing in the first millennium about events in
the late second or early first millennium may have had a limited range of sources
available, to judge from the number of repetitious passages and verbal similarities.
They sometimes reworked phrasing—or even details!®to suit their purposes. The
seventh century seems to have offered a greater range of materials—or perhaps more
imaginative editors—since entries concerning years from 694 to 648 BC exhibit
significant variadons.109

The second question deals with selectivity. Why, in the passages noted above,
did Chronicle 14 omit some episodes narrated in Chronicle 1A? Why did Chronicle
1A leave out some of the material in Chronicle 14? Thus phrased, these questions
presume access of the chroniclers to a proximate common source or to at least a
common and restricted body of material—which may or may not have been true for
the compilers of the surviving documents. Can one say that Chronicle 14 has a pro-
Assyrian or pro-Esarhaddon bias because it does not contain references to the Elamite
attack on Sippar in 675 and to an Assyrian defeat in Egypt in 6747110 It would be
difficult in these cases to establish that we are deaiing with omissions by one chroni-
cler rather than additions by the other.11! We cannot be sure whether we are dealing
with pro-Assyrian bias, anti-Assyrian bias, or endeavors by an ancient chronicler to
augment his defective/broken primary material by introducing extraneous anecdotes
{e.g., to make his account more comprehensive or to fill in damaged sections). It
should be noted that neither of the two passages involved is supported by indepen-
dent evidence. In addidon, it has been pointed out that the Elamite attack description is
suspect on other grounds: it largely repeats for the sixth year of Esarhaddon an entry
already given for the sixth year of Ashur-nadin-shumi (a royal name almost identical
in spelling to Esarhaddon in the ancient writing system),1!2 and strikes an anomalous
note in the general tenor of Babylonian—Elamite relations between 690 and 665. The
defeat of the Assyrian army in Egypt raises other problems. It has not been estab-

l()"’Compzl.re the entries for the year 694 in Chr. 1A ii 3645 and Chr. 15:1 and for the years 651
and 650 in Chr. 157-19 and Chr. 16:17-21.

107Chrs. 15:6, 16:9-12.

108Contrast the use of “Bel and son of Bel” [Chr. 25:33] with “Marduk” [Chr. 24:11], perhaps
giving an indication as 1o date of origin or reworking,

199The fact that the events described were much closer in time to the chronicle compilers or editors
may also have been a significant factor,

13015 addition, is there any detectable patlern which would also cover Lhe other longer insertions or
omissions (e.1, 3, 5, 6 on pp. 89-90 above)? It may be difficult 10 infer bias in these cases.

11 0Or some combination of the two.

1ZAN.SAR-MU-MU vs. AN.SAR-$ES-MU. Neo-Babylonian SE§ and MU are not always readily
distinguishable.
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lished, beyond reasonable doubt, that the two statements in Chronicles 1A and 14
about the activity of the/an Assyrian army in early Addaru 674 are mutually exclu-
sive; and attempts have been made to reconcile the two.113 If one were forced to
choose between various alternatives, it is not clear which would be preferable: sepa-
rate invasions of Egypt and Chaldea by two Assyrian armies, an error in time or
destination in one of the chronicles (and, if so, in which chronicle—since again
neither alternative—Egypt or Chaldea—is supported by directly pertinent independent
evidence), or differently worded descriptions of the same campaign. Thus evidence in
favor of a pro-Esarhaddon bias in Chronicle 14 is not more obvious than evidence for
an anti-Assyrian or a pro-Marduk bias in the corresponding part of Chronicle 1A.114
If anything, the evidence might point more toward seeing in Chronicle 1A a scribal
attempt to introduce oulside material.!13 As for relative reliability, Chronicles 1A and
14 share about 85% of their material; so most of their statements mesh and are thus
equally accurate or inaccurate in either document. Where Chronicles 1A and 14 dis-
agree, it would have to be established in each case which testimony is to be pre-
ferred—e.g., on month or day dates for specific events.11 In fact, in one instance of
factual discrepancy, it is obvious that Chronicle 1A is wron 2117 and elsewhere it can
be seen that Chronicle 1A was copied from a source that was damaged!18 or other-
wise defective,11? and that material has been added to that source, sometimes with
insufficient precision.!2® We are still far from understanding the intricacies of these
chronicles, and our guesses about their composition and origin are just tentative
efforts at comprehension. The two texts obviously share a common tradition, and we
are still looking for ways to explain their divergences. Simple pro-Assyrian historical
bias on the part of Chronicle 14 (the Esarhaddon Chronicle) may be viewed as one
possible explanation, but it is hardly the only solution and not necessarily the most

1135es note 91 above.

1140¢ s it possible that items reflecting poorly on Marduk were not included in Chrenicle 1A7?
" Grayson, CRRA 17, pp. 161-62 points out the curious omission in Chronicle 1A of both the theft
of the Marduk statue in 689 and the subsequent non-celebration of the New Year’s Festival.

115For which a case could be made in Chr. 1A i 6-8, where lack of written material (thercfore an
oral source?) is alleged.

116wiihout independent evidence, it may be difficult 10 prove which of two contested day dates
may be right. In the case of disagreement over months, e.g., for the Assyrian invasion of Egypt in
671, considerations of climate and logistics may also eventally be invoked in search of a solution,
17Chr. 1A iv 12, where it totals the regnal years of Humban-halta$ II as “five” (rather than six, as
given correctly in Chr, 14:17); this figure may be calculated from the king’s date of accession as
listed in Chr. 1A i 33.

18¢chr, 1A iv 19, 23,

19Note the imprecise designation of year and month (MU NU ZU, ITI NU ZU) in Chr. 1A iii 16,
iv 14,

120CF. (he less precise chronological formula ana tarsi RN in Chr. 1A i 6; see note 139 below.
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likely. The problemn needs further study and, if possible, additional evidence.

There is a different set of problems affecting the entries for Esarhaddon’s eighth
year in these two chronicles. At first glance, it may seem as though the discrepancies
are of the same types outlined above: Esarhaddon’s wife dies on XII-5 [Chr. 1A iv
22} vs. XT-6 [Chr. 14:23],!2! and the [conquest] of Shubria takes place on X-{day
broken) [Chr. 1A iv 19] vs. X11-18 [Chr.14:24]. But, if one looks again at the
account in Chronicle 1A, there are further anomalies: the name of Shubria is mis-
spelled KUR $ub-ri-«za»-a-a, and the booty from Shubria is said to enter Uruk in
month IX (supposedly a month before Shubria is captured). The use of the verb
“enter” here is peculiar, since otherwise in this chronicle the only subjects of the verb
erébu are gods,'?? kings,123 and an army.1?4 Also why would Assyrian booty have
been sent to Uruk, a Babylonian city, which is, moreover, on the far side of Assyria
from Shubria?

A closer examination of the immediate context in Chronicle 1A sheds light on
these difficulties and suggests an alternate hypothesis. 1n this section of the tablet, at
the beginning of the entries for the eighth and tenth years, there are two scribal
notes—occurring nowhere else in this text—which indicate fe-p/, “break™ (iv 19, 23),
Le., that the source from which the chronicle was copied had been damaged at these
points. If damage in this section was extensive, it could explain why the entry for the
ninth year—the only missing portion of Esarhaddon’s reign—is lacking.125 It might
also account for the strange KUR §ub-ri-«za»-a-a and raise the possibility that the
damaged date in Chronicle 1A iv 19 was not originally connected with what now
immediately follows he-pf, namely the conquest of Shubria. It raises the possibility
that the date Kislimu (month IX) and booty were originally dissociated from the
phrase “entered Uruk,” which would more likely have had some subject such as
“gods of Uruk” (who in any case seem to have been frequent travellers).126 The
sequence of month names X-IX raises the possibility that the heading for the missing
ninth year might have intervened at some point in the damaged section.127 In so far as
I am aware, there is no independent non-chronicle evidence that the wife of Esarhad-
don died in his eighth rather than his ninth year; and we may have to reckon with
events recorded between these two indications of “damage” eventually being assigned

121 Already listed as £.3 on p. 9 above.

1224i 29; iv 18, 36.

123j; 40, iv 9.

124j; 48.

125Als0 the calendrical formula at the beginning of the enury for the eighth yéar differs slightly
from that used for the other years of Esarhaddon (see note 146 below),

126Chr. 1A iii 2-3, 29; cf. Streck, Ash., p. 58; Aynard, Ash., p. 58.

127Though month names do not always occar in chronological sequence in the chronicles,
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to the ninth year.128 These are possibilities for interpreting a troublesome section of
text that is bracketed by indications of “break” just before and after the problem arca.
I would stress the designation “possibilities,” since arguments from silence are elu-
sive and can offer a wide range of options without fear of contradiction.

We shall next consider the relationship of the Neo-Babylonian chronicles to the
astronomical diaries. Wiseman was the first to suggest a connection between the two
groups of texts, adducing that (Babylonian) chronicles were “but extracts or selec-
tions from a full history which, like the better known Annals of the Assyrian Kings,
may have been compiled annually.”1?? He described in detail the contents of the as-
tronomical diaries and suggested that, if the diaries themselves were not those annual
full compilations (“the basis of a progressive historiography™), they at least indicated
that such material was readily available.!3¢ Grayson took this suggestion a step fur-
ther and argued on several grounds—phraseology, typology, content, and chronol-
ogy-—that the astronomical diaries were the source from which the Neo- and Late
Babylonian chronicles!3t were extracted.!32 But no one has yet compared the only
known entry shared between an astronomical diary and a chronicle, namely the ac-

128There is a further problem in that the reading of the numbers in “seventh year™ [Chr. 14:20] and
“eighth year” [Chr. 14;23] are not entirely certain. My examination of the wablet, confirmed also by
Irving Finkel and Mark Geller, suggests that “eighth year™ and “ninth year” would be possible read-
ings for these two numbers, respectively.

129Chron., p. 4. Wiseman believed that “a chronicle of the principal national events was kept at
Babylon from at least as early as (he Kassite period (c. sixteenth (o fourteenth centuries BC) until
the end of Lhe Seleucid era™ (ibid., p. 1), The various chronicle texts known 10 us, with their diverse
formats, should then be viewed as “summaries designed for different purposes” (ibid., p. 3).
Grayson, to a large degree, [ollowed Wiseman in these views; see note 132 below.

130Chron., p. 4. This would hold rue especially for events dealing with times before Nabonassar.
131Namely Chrs. 1-13b, 1417, and the latter portion of Chr. 23.

132Grayson, Chrenicles, pp. 13-14 and Or. NS 49 (1980) 174. Grayson also advanced a source view
similar to Wiseman's {see note 129 above) in that many of the Babylonian chronicles (Chrs. 1-17,
23] were exmacls from a running account of Babylonian history kept [rom at least the twelfth cen-
tury on, Like all chronicles of Grayson’s “category A,” these chronicles were probably “résumés or
extracty made from running accounts” of Babylonian history (Chronicles, p. 14; cf. Or. N5 49 [1980]
174). These running accounts, for at least texts dealing with the mid-eighth century on [Chrs. 1-
16], were “probably identical with astronomical diaries” {Chronicles, p. 14). Striking similarities of
material in the Religious Chronicle [Chr. 17] and the Chronicle of Market Prices [Chr. 23] indicate
that “information of the kind found in late astronomical diaries was availabie in written form well
before the seventh century BC™ (Chronicles, p. 61; cf. ibid., p. 38). Thus, for Grayson, the evidence
indicates that “as early as the reign of Merodach-baladan I (1173-1161 BC) an account of events
similar 10, if not identical with, astronomical diaries was being compiled” (ibid., p. 61). This
running account is endowed with exceptional qualities of reliability (“unimpeachable source,” ibid.,
p- 34). Unfortunately no examples of either Wiseman's “full history” or Grayson’s “running
account” have as yet been found; their existence remains hypothetical, as does their relevance as
source material for the chronicles. (If such accounts were kept conveniently on temporary wriling-
boards, this could explain their apparent negative survival rate cf. Chr. 15:23].)
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count of the battle berween the Assyrians and Babylonians at Hiritu on XII-27-652
BC.133 We juxtapose the two accounts below.

Chronicle 16

13 3E 27 ERIN-ni KUR af+3ur 4 ERIN KUR.URLKI

14 sai-tum ina hi-rit DU.MES-ma ERIN KUR.URLKI

15 ina ME EDIN BAL ME-ma 3131-Ei-nu ma-a-di¥ GAR-in
16 SAL KUR GAR-ar sal-tum sad-rat

BM 32312, astronomical diary for 652 BC, column iv134

18" [ x x x x] Ai-ri-tum NAM UD.KIB.NUN.KI ERIN KUR,URLKI u KUR a¥-
Sur

19' [sal-ni KI g-ha]-me? DUMES-ma ERIN KUR.URLKI BAL ME ma-a*-di¥
GAZ
There is no doubt that these sources are describing the same battle, since the date,
place, identities of the combatants, and name of the winner match. But differences in
information and phraseology are also worthy of note: {a) the chronicle describes the
circumstances of the encounter as ina rdhaz séri, “in a battle in the countryside,”
which the diary does not, and also appends at the end of the passage a statement
about continuing hostilities nukuriu Saknat saltu sadrat; (b) the diary adds the infor-
mation that Hiritu was located in “the province of Sippar” (NAM UD . KIB.NUN.KI}
and the minor phrase itii ahdrmes, “with each other™; (c) the order of the contestants
(Assyria/Akkad; Akkad/Assyria) varies in the two descriptions, as does the place at
which the name Hiritu (Chronicle: Hirit) occurs; (d) different phrases are used to
describe the defeat: S1.31-Sunu ma’dis Jakin vs. ma’dis daka (though the adverb is
common to both). These differences are not substantial, but the chronicle contains
minor information that the diary does not; and it would be difficult—despite similari-
ties in phrasing—to prove verbal! dependence of the chronicle on the diary. While it
would be premature to state categorically on the basis of this comparison that astro-
nomical diaries were not the source of the Neo-Babylonian chronicles, the differences
between the two accounts do not provide clear evidence in favor of the “astronomical
diary as source™ theory. Furthermore, in the case of the chronicle narrative concerning

133Corresponding 1o an undetermined date in March or April 651, according to the Julian calendar.

134The day date “27" is contained in the line preceding the passage here (iv 17), with day “28” fol-
lowing in iv 20". Neither year nor month names are preserved in this diary, but these are confirmed
by astronomical phenomena recorded. The text has been partially published by A. J. Sachs, “Baby-
lonian Observational Astronomy,” in F. R. Hodson, ed., The Place of Astronomy in the Ancient
World (London: Oxford University Press, 1974), p. 48 and pl. 3 (photo} and is now edited in full
in A.J. Sachs and Hermann Hunger, Astronomical Diaries and Related Texts from Babylonia, vol.
1: Diaries from 652 B.C. to 262 B.C. (Vienna: Osterreichische Akad. der Wiss., 1988), pp. 42-47.
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the campaign of Neriglissar’s third year [Chr. 6], the text gives much more detail than
is found in any known astronomical diary entry;!35 it is highly unlikely that a chroni-
cle of this sort would derive its information from a diary.136 It is advisable, therefore,
to suspend judgment on the question until more corresponding treatments of the same
events can be found in diaries and chronicles. Though diaries and chronicles employ
a similar hackneyed vocabulary 1o describe military and politcal occurrences, this is
unlikely by itself to indicate derivation of the chronicles from the diaries.!37

This concludes the discussion of the proposed topics dealing with the Babylo-
nian Chronicle [Chronicle 1}: its textual tradition, its participation in a series, its rela-
tionship with the Esarhaddon Chronicle [Chronicle 14] in the form of shared
passages, and its putative source material in the asoronomical diaries. We have seen
that the textual radition is complex, with at least two substantially differing versions
[Chronicles 1A and 1B] covering the eighth century, and that, depending on one’s
viewpoint, a case can be made for treating these two documents as separate chronicles
rather than as varieties of a single chronicle. We have learned that, while Chronicle
1A is marked by its colophon as belonging to a series, there is no explicit evidence
that other tablets are known which belong to the same series. We have observed that
Chronicles 1A and 14 probably had at least one source in common and that Chronicle
1A is not necessarily more reliable or less biased than Chronicle 14. Finally, we have
seen that the astronomical diaries have yet to be established as the source from which
the Neo- and Late Babylonian Chronicles were derived; the only passages in which a

135Note especially the terrain descriptions in Chr, 6:7, 11, 16-17.

13811 would also have been difficult to derive Chronicle 1A directly from astronomical diaries. To
survey a period of seventy-eight years (745-668), would one have to read through 156 six-month
diaries? How much purely Assyrian material {Esarhaddon’s campaigns [rom Assyria) would have
been recorded in Lhe daily entries of Babylonian diaries?

137Nonetheless the vocabulary/phraseology of the diaries and chronicles should be compared care-
fully and statistically—and contrasted with usage in other text types—when a representative corpus
of diaries has been made readily available. As seen above in note 79, preliminary analyses and de-
tailed studies of such evidence do not always yield similar resulis.

The other points in Grayson's argumentation (typology, content, and chronology) are not par-
licularly convincing. He places both Neo-Babylonian chronicles and astronomical diaries in his
documentary Category A, a very broad range which also includes date Iisis and early kinglists: but
not all documents in this category are ipso facto related. The content of the chronicles and diaries
may be the same in that both are interested in recording political and religious events, but only the
single incident cited here is known at present to have been recorded in both types of source. The
chronological argument is largely hypothelical, since it is based on the assertion that both types of
document (astronomical diary and Neo-Babylonian chronicle) begin their coverage in 747, the first
year of Nabonassar, In point of fact, it is difficult to establish that either of these types begins at
that date. Chr. 1A begins in 745 BC (not 747), Chr. 1B/C may begin earlier (see note 60 above),
and the earliest known astronomical diary deals with the year 652 BC. The chronologicai argument
thus lacks confirmation from primary sources and must still be regarded as hypothetical, based as it
is for the most part on later Hellenistic assessments of the situation.
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diary and a chronicle narrate the same event do not provide evidence for verbal
dependence of the latter on the former, and at least one of the Neo-Babylonian
chronicles [Chronicle 6] presents much more detail than is available in any known
astronomical diary.

There can be little doubt that the Babylonian Chronicle {Chronicle 1] marks the
beginning of a new wadition. From this point on,!13% chronicles are more concerned
with precise chronology and regularly list events, dated by Babylonian regnal years,
in close chronological series.13 Those chronicles which are not simply extracts!40 or
theme-oriented!4! deal fairly comprehensively with reigns and do not list just one or
other isolated occurrences during the tenure of a monarch. The Babylonian Chronicle
itself marks a transitional phase in these developments, being selective in its recording
of years between 745 and 681 (covering an average of about one year in three) and
then, after the accession of Esarhaddon, making an entry for each year with the
exception of his ninth (where there was defective source material).!42 The later Neo-
Babylonian and Late Babylonian chronicles [Chronicles 2-13b] record events for
each year or leave a space with the heading for the year marked.!43 Qccasionally in
Chronicle 1A, month and day dates begin to be noted, especially for the beginning
and end of reigns.!44 Battles, changes of reign, civil disturbances, and religious
events (especially movements of cult statues) continue to be the focus of chronicle

138[ ¢, beginning with chronicles that commence their coverage from the mid-eighth century on.
Contrast, for example, Chronicle 24, which ends its old-style coverage at some point in the latier
half of the eighth century.

13%There are later exceptions as in Chronicle 1A i 6-8, which may have been adapted from an old-
style source (note the formula ana tarsi RN).

Chronicles written in the first millennium which begin their coverage before the eighth century
occasionally use regnal years. Chronicle 23, after employing the formula ana tarsi for (H)ammurapi
and Kurigalzu, dates by regnal year (MU.N RN, without KAM ) for Marduk-apla-iddina (I?7) and
later, Chronicle 24 dates a few entries between 1000 and 978 BC by regnal year [lines 14-17,
without KAM 1 and then records a regnal year in the middle of an carly-eighth-century entry [rev.
10, with KAM]. In Chronicle 17, MUN.KAM (RN) is regularly used 1o record events in the early
tenth century—though there are not systewnatic individual year entries and the text does not always
proceed in chronological order.

‘405.3., Chronicle 15.
141E ., Chronicle 16.

14203id this type of coverage continue for the reigns of Shamash-shum-ukin and Kandalanu? If so,
known chronicles do not provide it. Can one distinguish different sources for Chr. 1A in the pre-
Esarhaddon section and Esarhaddon—Shamash-shutn-ukin section? It might pay o make a closer
study of date formulae (cf. note 146 below), enlry and vocabulary styles, etc. Note, for instance, in
descriptions of plundering, the decided preference for habdiu and cognates in the pre-Esarhaddon
section (except for ii 47) and for fallaru and cognates (except for iv 28; cf. 1C iv 77 thereafier,

143E g, the eighth year of Nabonidus as covered in Chronicle 7 ii 9.

144g51aning with the Assyrians Shalmaneser V [Chronicle 1A i 27] and Sargon II (ibid., i 31] and
their accession dates in Assyria.
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coverage; and the greater chronological precision is often matched by fulier reporting,
Thus the Babylonian Chronicle can be seen to inaugurate a new style of coverage,
adding a further dimension to the claim of its colophon to be the first in a series of
texts. 145

Mesopotamian chronicles continue to be a fascinating subject for study, and
there remain many essential questions yet to be addressed. First and foremost, the
genre “chronicle” should be defined and a suitable typology established. Then the
documents themselves should be carefully analyzed: physical features (inciuding
layout), scribal handwriting, literary and calendrical patterns and formulae, 48 style of
composition, and differences between chronicles and between sections of a single
document should be considered (among other topics). What clues can be obtained
from these documents bearing on the nature of their sources and on the purposes,
predilections, and idiosyncrasies of their scribes? Can one with profit indulge in more
sophisticated literary analysis, including such current fashions as deconstruction,
serniotics, possible oral sources, or the like? What can we learn about non-formulaic
as well as formulaic srylistic affinities—if any—between chronicles and kinglists,

145 Angther conclusion that could be drawn from this study concemns the relative non-canonicity of
the non-literary Babylonian chronicles [Chronicles 1-17, 20A-20B, 22-25]. With the exception of
the colophon to Chronicle 1A, there is no mention of a series; and even Chronicle 1A does not give
a name for the series to which it belongs. Chronicles 3, 4, and 5, though linked by catchlines, list
no series name or title. The GIGAM.GIGAM and GIGAM.DIDLI texts {Chronicles 20A, 14] have
no connection other than the generic designation. The almost total lack of true duplicates (here ex-
cluding Chronicles 1A and 1B because of their manifest dissimilarities}—Chronicle 1C being the
only possible exception—and the many parallel passages between those texts which deal with times
before the Neo-Babylonian Empire (75% of these texis share passages with at least one other
chronicle) indicate a fluidity of compositional options and an access to a body of common material
that may have impeded the development of a fixed canonical tradition,

14615 same instances, calendrizal formulae might reveal something about sources and are worthy of
more detailed study. In Chronicle 1A, for example, the atypical beginning ana tarsi RN (i 6) prob-
ably indicales that this section was taken from a different source than the rest of the document (cf,
- the notation ul fatir in i 8). But within the rest of the lext, other calendrical-formufa pattermns can be

detected: MU.N RN beginning all formutae from Nabonassar through Merodach-baladan II (i 9, 11,
14, 19, 24, 29, 33, 38, 43), MUN.KAM RN for the sections from Bal-ibni through 681 (ii 24, 26,
32, 36, 46, iii 13, 28 [“kingless”); only in iii 19 is the KAM omitted, but it is present in the paral-
lel in Chr, 1B iii 19", then MU.N.KAM RN for the initial vear of Esarhaddon and Shamash-shum-
ukin followed by MU.N.KAM without RN for subsequent years of these kings (iii 39, 48, iv 5, 9,
16, 23, 29, 30, with only the problematic year 8 reventing atypically to MU.8.KAM RN in iv 19),

The few calendrical formulae surviving in Chronicle 1B exhibit a similar patlemn: MU.N (RN}
for Merodach-baladan 1 and Sargon II (i 3', 7, 9, 15', 17, 18 and MUN.KAM RN for Mu3ézib-
Marduk (iii 11', 19'.

The month and day formulae may be less revealing, but still striking is the omission of the
ITI determinative before months [Chr. 1A i 32, iv 10: Chr. 15:6, 7; Chr. 16:13] and the U, and
KAM determinatives for days [Chr. 1A iv 10; Chr. 15:6; Chr. 16:13]. Dates recorded simply as
KIN 7, ZIZ 8, SE 27 [Chrs. 1A iv 10, 15:6, 16:13] seem stark and similar to the abbreviated for-
mulae in astronomical texis,
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datelists, diaries, interval texts, or similar chronological documents; and what are
these likely to reveal about topics other than stylistic preferences of authors? Can one
view an Assyrian chronicle tradition—if such existed 47 —as a court-dominated pro-
paganda tool, potentially useful for such key information as names of places and parti-
cipants, but only occasionally and accidentally veracious in dealing with the outcome of
military ventures or with royal reputations? Can one view the Babylonian chronicle tra-
dition as private—or at least non-official—, usvally unchauvinist, but not necessarily
reliable in detail?148 We are still groping for basic perspectives on many of these
issues, and the field promises to be fertile and challenging for further investigation.

APPENDIX A
The Text of Chronicles IB and IC

Since there is no separate modern transliteration available for Chronictes 1B and 1C, 1
append the following edition made from the originals in the British Museumn.
CHRONICLE 1B

1B i

{Lacuna of at least seven lines)
1" [ Jxnu(x)du

2 [ Ix TIN.-TIRKI TUKUL-ti-A-ESARRA
3 [ KlU-ab MBI

4" [ -dfam-ma! URU rab-bi-lu

5 [ -nluih-ta-bat

6 [ -al-"2u i-ta-bak

147yan Seters’ qualifications on this subject (see note 7 above) are salutary.

1480nce again,. it should be observed that lack of nationalistic prejudice does not insure factual
reliability; and the Babylonian chronicles have their share of proven errors. Contrast the views of
Grayson, who sees the Babylonian Chronicle Series [Chrons. 1-13b] as conlaining “a reasonably
reliable and representative record,” which is w be regarded as closer to the truth than conflicting Les-
timony, especially when the latler is provided by Assyrian sources (Or 49 [1980] 175 and n. 167),
and Eph©al, The Ancient Arabs (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1982}, pp. 53-54, who points out likely
chronological errors in the chronicles (when contrasted with independent Assyrian and Babylonian
evidence).

As for most information contained in the chronicles, modern historians of ancient
Mesopotamia have long since learned to live with unsupporied documentary evidence {testis unus).
But we should not forget the fragile nature of hypotheses built on such foundations, no matter how
long they have been in place.
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T [ -mla-ni-"ga’-d§ LUGAL
8 [ AJS.TE KU-ap"
9 [ -]i-AVESARRA
100 [ ] KUR
11' [ Ix(x} KUR fur'-ra-du
127 | Ik x LU
13 Jx "mam’ garf3a
14 Ix ki
15' 1 (x)
(Lacuna)
1B ii
(Lacuna)
1 "LUGAL-ut KUR' [
2 DUMU NI[N
3 MU.6 KUR af+§[ur
4 TA SAG LUGALY[
5 a-di MU (x)[
&' ir-ti "AM'[AR.UTU- x
7 MU0 9AMARUTU-A-MU xx (x}[ Ix
g th-te-pi “hu-bu-ur-su it'-l1a-1bat
9" MUII((+)] “AMAR.UTU-A-MU LUGAL-DU" x x (x} KI
10 wr-dam-ma sal-"tum’ ang SA ™M 1MUY
BN DU-u3-"ma’ AAMAR UTU-A-MU "ina IGI' [ ]x
12 ana KUR NIMMMA ZAH 12 MUMES [ |x
13 LUGAL-ut TINTIRKI x{ x
14' LUGAL-DU ing TIN.TIR.KI ina AS.TE "KU"-[ab]
15" MU.13 LUGAL-DU SU 9EN is-sa-[bar]
16' BAD-ig-a-ki-nu ik-1a-[Sad]
‘17 MU.14 LUGAL ina [KUR]
18" [MJUSIS’ ITL.'DU, U,22."KAM® DINGIR.MES 34 KUR tam-t[im]
19 x-$4-nu GUR.MES BAD.MES ina KUR as-fur GAR[ |
200 [ Ix x KUR ia-ba-{u [ ]
PAN Ix xx(x} [ ]

(Lacuna)
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IB iii
(Lacuna) .
o 1K1 sal-Frum ana® SA[ ]
2 "DU-uf-ma’ ina ME EDIN sa-bilt )
3 a-bi-ik "TTLDU" U,.26 KAM "pal-| ]
4 LUGAL KUR NIM "UN.MES&"-i is-fu-8d-"ma” x[ ]
5 GAZ MES-5d 6 MUMES *hal-tu'-3i LUGAL-wt 'KUR[ ]
6 DU-ut NIG.DU ina KUR NIM ina A8.TE KU-"ap"
7 EGIR 930-8E8.MES3-SU ana KUR "NIM" i-rid"-ma
g TA KUR ra-g-8 EN E bu-na-ak-ku
9 ih-te-pi hu-bu-ut-si ih-ta-bar
10 mpu-fe-zib- SAMAR . UTU ing TIN.TIR X! ing AS.TE KU-ab
11' MU LTKAM mu-Ye'-2ib-TAMARUTU ITLNE U, B KAM
12 (x) [ J'KUR NIM" ina "si-hi* sa-"bit-ma GAZ
13 % (x) x NIG.DU LUGAL-uf KUR NIM DU-u$
14' ~ "me-na’-nu ing KUR NIM ing "AS".TE KU-ab
15 TMU(?) NU(D) ZU me-na-nu ERIN KUR NIM & KUR URLKI
16' id-ki-e-ma ina URU ha-lu-li-"e’
17 sal-tum ana SA ERIN KUR ai+3ur DU-ud-"m"[a]
18' BALA-ti KUR af+fur  "GAR'[x]
19 "MU.4KAM mu-3e-zibSAMAR UTU ITLBAR Ugx[ ]
20 me-na-nu "LUGAL NIM mif?)-$it-tum{?)' [ ]
21 KAx (X)] ]
22 [T x( : ]
(Lacuna)
IB iv
(Lacuna)
I I 1x
2 1 x(=kd1?)
K| LU.GUEJN.NA
4 1'KUR’ ai¥+3ur
5 1-i-ku
6 [ ) x Sal-lat
T -tle-hir
8 [ -z]a
(Lacuna)

CHRONICLE 1C:

1C iii
(Lacuna)
' x|

L

]
ina 1G1 (x) [ ]
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3'  ana KUR NI[M ]
4 LUGAL N[IM ]
¥ GAZ (@) [ )|
6 LUGU'.[EN.NA ]
T u DINGIR 3
(Lacuna)
1C iv
(Lacuna)
' [ 1&(
2 [ dli-tk-tum "8 mi-gir di-K'(d4(?)]
¥ [ sluSal-lat DINGIR.MES-5i i-tab-ku
4 [ Up(+)"1"KAM me-"em-pi URU LUGAL-ti
5 1x LUGAL-34 ul-te-2ib
[ 1L'™M'ES SES8-3i ing SUI sa-ab-tu
7T slu 3al-lat UNMES hab-ru NIG.SU-84
8 J-tal-Tu-ni
9o i KJUR fas+$ur’ LU.GAL MES-8d
100 [ Tx-tii ina GIS.TUKUL id-duk
m KJUR ai+3ur ana KUR mi-sir DU-alk]
12 [ G)IG-maina ITLAPIN U,.10.KA[M]
13 [ .ME]$ 712 MU' MES AN.SAR-3ES-M[U]
4 [ 1 D0 !
(Lacuna)
APPENDIX B

Miscellaneous Chronicle Comments, Addenda, and Corrigenda

The following observations are arranged in order according to the sequence of
documents in Grayson, Chronicles. Changes based on collation of the originals are
so indicated.

Chr. 1A i 21. It is better 1o wanslate iktafad as “he defeated,” especially if one identifies Mukin-
zeri with Nabii-mukin-z&ri (since there is a text dated in the latter’s fourth year).

Chr. }A ii 48. Part of the end of [KUJR before as'+3ur is clearly visible {collation).

Chr. 14 iii 1, The sign §a (which might also be read as Su-ur) occurs usually just between
DINGIR.MES and a following GN in Chronicles 1, 14, and 16. Here it is glossed ¥.

Chr. IA ifi 3. ina pihat Nippuri: “in the province of Nippur.”

Chr. 14 {ii 5-10. These lines are written in a smaller script than what precedes and what fol-
lows (collation). Were they inseried into a space left blank earlies?

Chr. 14 iif 29. The name of the country (“[Eld]meki™) is far from clear. Only part of the final
vertical and a cross trace are preserved (collated). Note that Elam is not followed by the determina-
tive KI elsewhere in this text, except once in the tide “King of Elam” in i 37 (vs. more than twenty
occurrences without the determinative). A reading {aS+3$u]r would be graphically possible; but KUR
al+¥tur is never followed by KI in this 1ext.
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Chr. IA iii 37. The line begins U, 2.K[AM 54 ITL SE" (collated).

Chr. 1A iii 42. The critical apparatus (Chronicles, p. 82) should have noted that the determina-
tive KUR before the second Eldmii is omitted in Chronicle 1C.

Chr. 1A iv 2. At Lhe beginning of the preserved section, a reading [...)-ri is more likely.

Chr. IA iv 27. In view of the parallel in Chr. 1C iv 6, a reading DUMU."MES" is preferable.
Sec note 59 above.

Chr. 1A iv 39-43/44. See pp. 8485 above and note 68.
Chr. IC i 4°. There is a KUR between LUGAL and NIM (collated).

Chr, 2:14, Translate: “(In) Lhe first year in which there was no king in the land, (in} the month
Arahsamnu, day 26 ...." For this type of date, compare Chronicle 1A iii 28, For i¥téf as “firsL,” see
CAD 1T 278.

Chr. 2:38, 41. Usurper is Yar hammd®i (construct plus genitive); also in Chr. 21 iii 33, Chr,
24:8, Chr. 25:29.

Chr. 7. For comments on the ductus of the tablet, see p. 86 above.

Chr. 10. BM 34660 has been joined to BM 36313 {elfected by Irving Finkel).

Chr. 10:12. The line comajns the name of the city wall of Borsippa. Read daldri{(GI15.1G.MES$)
$4 DUG.GA-AMAS-5i! BAD "bdr-x" | “the gates of Tab(i)-supiirfu, the wall of Bors[ippa(!)]." Cf.
VAB 4 74 ii 22, etc.; 2 R 50 i-ii 27; RLA 1 407; CAD S 398a.

Chr, 14:7. The end of the first [¥a)i- sign is visible on the tablet (collation).

Chr, 14:8. The top of the "34" sign is partially visible on the tablet (collation).

Chr. 14:27, There is no ira on mg tablet between LUGAL and KUR a¥+3ur (collation); Sidney
Smith’s edition is correct. Read LU.GAL.MES-$i {not -sa).

Chr. 14:33. The tablet has &/, not u-ul (collation); Smith’s edition is correct.

Chr. 14:35. Collation shows that there is probably room only for "2 URLKI" here (no KUR),
Chr. 14:36, Day “257; see note 90 above.

Chr. 14:45. To judge [rom the traces, this line definitely could not begin MU 2. KAM (collation),
Chr. 15:23. One could also lranslate “diverse years (MU.MU)™; cL. one of the suggestions by
Millard in frag 26 (1964) 31.

Chr. 16. The accession number of this text is 99-6-10,109 (information courtesy of C. B. F,
Walker).

Chr. I6:1, Part of the number at the beginning of the line seems to be preserved (collation).

Chr. 21 iii 33, See the entry for Chr. 2:38, 41 above.

Chr. 24:8. Sec the entry for Chr. 2:38, 41 above.

Chr. 24:14. For the writing ina BAR, compare Chronicle 1A i 32. For month names preceding
year dates, compare Chr. 17 ii 15, 18, iii 10, though here 34 precedes the year.

Chr, 24 r. 7. Emend to ana tar-si ™MAMAR.UTU-DIN-su -'E" <DUMU/A> mIAMAR.UTU-za-
kir-MU, “At the time of Marduk-balassu-igbi <son> of Marduk-zikir-5umi™? Marduk-balassu-igbi is

known to be the son of Marduk-zakir-3umi I (RA 16 {1919]126 iv 17.). The preceding entries in the
chronicle begin with Babylonian genealogies in the form “RN, son of RN3.” (rev. 4, 5); and a few

earlier entries in the chronicle are also abbreviated, indicaling only a time (obv. 15-17, rev. 17,
without a following event,

Chr. 25:29. Published by Walker, Kraus AV, pp. 399-401. See the eniry for Chr. 2:38, 41
above.

ACF 4:3,11, The bitdii of the Arameans should probably be translated as “tribes.”





