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Introduction and Text

The purpose of the present publication s to
ake availuble without undue delay a text of
extraordinary significance for the history and his-
toriography of anecient Mesopotamin. Tt is nof
the zim of this article to pursue all the lines of
inquiry opened or re-opencd by the inforimtion
supplied in this text, as that would have entiiled o
greater delay and a recapitulation of material and
arguments -— especially coneerning the “Amorite.
fast Cannanite Question" —— that have already
heen well covered by others,  The bearing of the
new text upon such matters will therefore bhe Tefi
w thdse who have previously concerned them-
selves more closely with them. The reiarks in the
present article will be limited to points that are
direetly relevant 1o the undemstunding of the text
itself, und 1o sieh lines of inquiry as arise out of
the text i a direct way.

The text in question 1z BM 80328, of the
“Budge Collections” of the British Musemn,! iis
provenanee most likely being Sippar. 118 not o
text, of the “school” teadition, but gives every ap-
pearance of helonging to some wdininistrutive
arehive; as will become evident, it served o practi-
eal purpose at a specific oceasion or on a number
of similar oceasions. Tt looks like a
personal names — those on the obverse beimg all
unfumiliar as such - - which probably accounts for

roster of

1. T am indebted to sl BB Barnett sond B Soll-
berger of the Depurtment nf Western Asiatic Anfiquities
and to the Trustees of the British Museum for permission
1o publish this text here.

Boon after its discovery, T very happily obliged Pro-
fessor Landsberger™s expressed interest in its contents -
hiz long-standing coneern with the “Amorite-loust Ci-
naunite’” question for the past forty or moere years is
well-kinown —hy comnmunicatigg the text o him pri-
vately, Tn the eourse ol the ensning eoryespondence,
Prof. Landsherger made o number of cogent suggestions,
which, with due acknowledgemient, have heen incorpo.
rated below. Where Landsbergee’s views are eitedl with-
out any further reference, the source is his private com-
municationg 10 me, b

the tablet’s negleet until the present,  The ob-
verse is well preserved except for the missing fowoer
right corner of the tablet, but #he surface of the
lower edge anct reverse is in 1;.&3 pirt worn away.
Also, the seript of the reverse below the ruled line
is noticeably smaller than the rest, and becones
progressively ernmped, a feature which, combined
with the poorly preserved surface, renders the
readding in some instances doubtful. A notable
feature s e presence of o tick mark on the left
wilge opposite ench of the names recorded on the
obverse. The nuark does not appear against those
names appeiring on the lower edge - this might
have been prevented hy considerations of space —
nor against those nomes appearing on the reverse,
where there i no apparent reason for its omission,
One may in the light of what is 1o
follow  whether the tek neoking on the ob-

wardoer
verse estifies to the relative unfamiliarity nl'(/—
naumes appearing there - the muark being there
fore the way i which the seribe cheeked off these
names, perhaps from some other writlen source
he haed before i by comparison with the
munes appearing on the reverse, which, as will be
appirent, conzist of the names of the ralers of the
FFirst Dynasty of Babylon, and were therefore o
matter of the most common knowledge of the
day, which the =zeribe coudd have written down
fromy menienry without any diffieniy.
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Tra,nslatlon ,(lmes 20 Ff) ““The pali of the
. Amorites, the p. of the Haneans, the p. of Gutium,
{32) the pali not recorded on this tablet, (33) and
the soldier(s) who fell while on perilous campaigns
for their (lit: ‘his") lord, {(34) princes, (35) prin-
cesses, (36-38) all ‘‘persons” from Fast to West
who have neither p. nor s, (39) come ye, eat this,
{40) drink this, (41-43) (and) bless Ammisaduqa
the son of Ammiditana, the king of Babylon.”

1
The Genealogical List

While normal procedure would suggest a line-
by-line commentary on the individual names, cer-
tain features in the present list which will soon
hecome apparent make it necessary in this instance
to modify our approach.

Since the list concludes with the entire series of

Kings of the- I‘irst Dynasty of Babylon from

Sumuabum to Amrmdltana the father and prede-

1

<
-

cessor of Ammisaduga on whose behalf the text
was composed, there is every reason to assume

_that the nineteen names preceding Swmuabum

were at the time of writing coneeived as a con-
secutive series of earlier kings and/or ancestors.
dt iz less certain that they were consciously

" thought to have been “kings” ruling over some

known and defined city or territory; it is equally
possible that they were conceived of 2s no maore
than tribal sheikhs or patriarchs. As the ensuing '
discussion will make clear, however, the entire
geries must have been believed at the time of its

composition - to copstitute a single sequence of

“generations” spanning g period of many centu-
ries, a fact which is erucial to the historiographic
significance of the text as a whole.

One of the most obvious features of the first
part of the list (hereinafter referred to as GHD), ‘
especially of lines 4-10, is the presence ag names of
individual pe‘rsonn.ges.gf what are known from
many other sources to have been names of West
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Semitic or “‘Amorite’” tribes. < This in itself is not

sirprising. It is a phenomenon parallelled in.

biblical tradition about the origins of the Hebrew

and Israelite tribes, and similar beliefs about their .

ownoriging are entertained by the modern bedouin
tribes of the Arabian peninsula. What is perhaps
most striking is the correspondence of some of
, these names with certain of the fames in the first
section of the Assyrian King List? (hereinafter
AKL), which presents & sequence of seventeen
“kings who dwelt in tents” (i.e. desert sheikhs).

. Thefollowing correspondences will be self-evident.?
. . 4 ) .

GHD line _ AKL no.
4) Heana 10) Hana
6) Ditdnu 9) Didanu

7)I"Zummabu 1) Zw'ebu

That the first two of these names are those of
tribes needs no extended documentation here. A
presumption wmight on this basis be justified,
despite the absence thus far of any positive evi-
dence for it, that Zummabu/Zu'abu very likely
representg a tribal name as well. But the more
Interesting question that suggests itself at this
point is the possibility of discovering other cor-
respondences among the names in the two lists.
Towards this end, it might be noted at the outset
that the names in the first three lines of GHD are
very noticeably longer than those on the lines im-
mediately following. It will also be apparent that
the interpretation of these lines as individual
ngmes in terms of some Semitic linguistic struc-
ture or voeabulary would present some unusual
difficulties. The clue to the understanding of

. these three lines suggested itself to the "present

writer by a comparison of line three of GHD with
line two of AKL as arranged in the SDAS text
only,* where we find the folloyving pair of names:

2. References to the Assyrian King List (heteinafter

AKL) 'are to the basic gublieation by Gelb of the Khors-

‘abad-(Khors.) and the Seventh Day Adventist Seminary
(SDAS) texts in JNES XII (1054) 200 ff. with Plates
XIV-XVII.

3. The systematic commentary to the individual

" names follows Jater, after the analysis of the special rela-

tion of the first three lines of GHD to the firat six names

of AKL. . N .
4. The Khaors. text begins with Tudiya stunding alone

on the first line, with, the two-ngmes-per-line arrange-

ment commencing only with Adamuinline 2. SBASfol- '

" lows the two- -per-line arrangement from the gtart, thus
presenting, in its first three lines, paired names that par-
allel the first three lines of GHD, though not ini the same
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Ya-an-gi 'xiT-lg-mu. If, however, in the second -

" sAy/sfy/sUy, I8 read in place of i, :dne is im-
mediately struck by the close similarity of line 3
of GHD to the two names in AKL line 2. If
placed side by side they may appear thus:

GHD 3) 'Ya-am-qi-us-si-ha-lam-ma
AKL 2) "Ya-an-gi 'Sah(sih/subs)-la-mu

Such tlose resemblance could hardly be coinci-
dental, and there would be every presumption in
favor of viewing the two lines as econtaining the
game name or names albeit in somewhat varying
forms. That this must indeed be the ease is sug-
gested by Kraus’ recent discovery® that liné'"ﬂ-qﬂ
SDAS Har-ha-ru '"Man-da-ru is echoed in & frag-
mentary copy of an inscription of Samsuiluna,
VAS XVI 156, in which the end of line 3’ reads
ha-ar-ha-ar ma-da-ra, with.the end of the previous
line concluding with a-b¢ a-bi-§ “his ancestor,”®
Kraus concluded, correctly, that line 3’ of this
text contains nothing else but the very names in
line 3 of the 8DAS text of AKL in practically
identical form. This, in turn, makes it almost cer-
tain that the first line of GHD TA -ra-am-mg-da-ra
is itself nothing but a variant rendering of ?Aj,wo
names of line 3 of SDAS, Harbaru and Mandaru,

" and by the same token, of the ancestor(s) men-

Aloned in the Samsuiluna text, Harhar Madara?
Thus two of the first three lines of GHD seem to
consist of fused forms of the names of twe persons
in each line, torrcspondmg to 5umla.rly coupled
names; in AKL, where, in contrast, the distine-
tiveness of each name in either pmr is still retumed

order SDAS departs fmm this scheme nnly in the
fourth line, where Emsu and HARsu are placed together
a3 & half-line; see the commentary to the md)rwdlml
lines below.

5 F. R. Krans, “Kdénige, die in Zelten wohnten’',
Mededelingen der koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van
Wetenschappen, Afd. Letterkunde, Nieuwe Reeks, Deel
28, no. 2 {1965) 123 ff., (hereinafter sbbrev. Kraus,
“Konige').

6. The text was first correctly identified aud, discussed
by Mdissner, OLZ 1921 18 f.

7. I recall that when I firat showed my copy of GHD
to Kraua about two years ago, he thought he detected »
resemblance of its first line to line 3’ of the Samsuilunas
text, and he wro e to thiseffect. Al that time he had
not yet seen \he%ionship of the latier to line three of
AKL, and so both 0 us dismissed the apparent similar-
ities as not significant, With Kraus® subsequent dis-

. covery about the Samsuiluna text and AKL relationship,
‘his initial suspicion’ is finally proved to have been well *
founded.
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a.rt mets.themzed form oftHe ﬂrst pa.u‘ of DATHES™
in AKL ’Tu—dz-ya 14-da-wu. This suggestion is
g0 immediately conivincing that no further! argu-

£ mgm,a.t.lon need be made in support of it. : Fhus

ittis shown that the first three lines of GHD really

* consist of two names eash, corresponding to identical
paire of names as recorded in the first three lines of

AKL (SDAS text).

" Warily, but encouraged by the discoveries made
thus far, one is tempted to press for comparisons
beyond those already considered, and it ig with
_ somewhat less” assirance that the following addi-
tional correspondences between GHD and AKL
are suggested

GHD line AKL (SDAH) line
5) Namwzu-4 @ 4) "Em-su "far-su
8) Nam-hy-i :  6) !Nu-a-bu

The grounds for suggesting these correspond
ences — ddmittedly tenuous — are as follows: Line
4 of the BDAS text is the only one in the entire

" first section of AKL in which three-hames rather

than two are placed on a single line, with both
Emsu and HAR-su cramped together inside the

left half-column. * The similarity of the two names
and the dimilarity of.the signs M and gar lead to
the suspicion that the two names are really dou-
blets, and that originally only one name was in-
tended for the space.
some ambiguity developed at an early stage about
the name intended at this point — perhaps as a
result .of damage t0-a prototype text — which
resolved itself into the two alterrifitives mvsu and
HaRsu, both of whigh eame to be included in the

It is possible, then, that

manuscript iradition in which AKL has come .

down tous. TheSDAS texj preserves the arrange-
ment in which the scribe originally copied it, and

includes both names in his.total of seventeen for

the entire section. If Emsu and HARsu are then
to be considered as variant correspondences to
Namzi, or Namsu of GHD, it is the form as given
in GHD that must be conmdered to be authentie
if the nameé is to be equated with a well-known
similarly spelled topographic name in Babylonia
{see commentary-to the individual lines below).

For the equation Namhi: Nuabu we start with

the assumption that N'@mjal can represent nothing
else but the well-known tribal and geogrephic

. of the protot.ype AKL text preserved the m.emltse. .

morenorma.iform. Havingthenbgguiv 'enterthe
name as "'Nwm-hwu {or the like);the scnbe*s eye :

may have wandered back to the name just: previ-

ously entered, Zu-a-bu, and ag aresult dittographed  ~
-a-bu in error after the nu-, rather than the in-
tended -wm-fu-4, the result being thereafter pér-
petuated in the ms. fa,rmly of AKL that has come

‘down,

If these two last equations-are ultimately proved
valid, then we shall have accounted for the first
elaven names in GHD (counting two names in
each of the first three lines) with the first eleven
names in AKL., But even if these two equations

are to be ejected, nine out of the eleven names in
AKL are geeounted for in GHD beyond any
_ reasonalfe”"doubt. There can therefore be no

question but that the genealogical traditions of the
Hommurapi dynasty end those of the Assyrian King
List — the first two sections of which must almosi
certainly be identified as the “ Ahmentafel” of Sam¥i-
Adad I —are one and the same tnsofar os they
represent @ COMSCIOUSNESS of tribal origins.

Comments to the 1nd1v1dual names, by hne_
number, : : : o

1. The only plausible way in which Herhar(u)
could have turned into the A-ra-a{m)- of our text
is to mssume that the source used by the scribe

" . for the name was a written one, in which the

name began with the signs JAR.HAR, with the

_Surierian phonetic valueof arar or arad=

Akk. ararru(m) *‘miller.”” The word is known
from the Old Babylonian period, being found in
personal names, and may have thus been under-
stood by the writer of the present text, or, al-
ternatively, he might have similarly etymologized
the name and combihed it with the second name
on the line — which he apparently no longer recog-
nized as a separate name— construing the whole
perhaps as ‘“The Miller of Madard.” The form
of the name given in AKL and in the Samsuiluna
text, Harhar orHarbaru, is almost certainly the
original'and correct one. Like Madard, it was a
tribai-geographical name to begin with.?

8..Cf. BL no. 401, 152. 9, Kraus, “Kanige”, 7 ff.
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2. It is difficult to decide which of the tiwo ver-

“siong of the first name is a closer approximation to

.

_of atadu/dadu
name, which-would conformy well with the known -

the “‘original” name, Tudiye of AKL, or Tubti(ya)

of GHD. The likelihood is that both forms are

garbled versions of a name that originally came
down in an oral tradition.. At some point in the
backgronnd of the GHD tradition there niust have
arisen the notion that the name or element is
to be contrued as a West Semitie nominal form of
!fnﬁu, as, e.g., in the names Tﬁblyah Tabit, possibly
also Tu-bu-su (Tubul- éu?j o if Tudiya is to be
considered closer to the original, one might think
“wild ram” as lying behind the

utilization of animal names as Semitic tribal pro-
genitors,! and would parallel in this respect the
name Did/tdnu, (AKL no. 9 = GHD line 6)
“aurochs. " -

It is even mere dlfhcult to choose hetween
Yamata (GHD) and Ademu (AKL).. In favor of

the GHD ¢radition is the fact that it repgesents

the element yamil-, so distinetive in West Semitic
onomastics, and ‘recalling the Yamitbal tribe or
tribes, which are otherwisa conspicuously absent
in the GHD list, and who account otherwise for
the best known of the West Bemitie or “Anmorite”
tribal names of the Old Babylonian period. - Yet
in this context it is precisely the familiar ring of
the name which makes its authenticity suspect;
for it may represent ouly the attempt on the part
of the scribe, cither deliberufely or iunocently, to
interpret. in a form familiar and meaningful to him
of 2 name that had come down to him in o garbled
or misunderstogd forin.  For Tubtiyamuta, while

. on the surface having the form of a bossi’nl(- Coh-

GHD), :

a W3, preterite velh “to die”(2).0

pound Semitic personal name, in actual faet makes
little sense as compared with Abiyadta (line 135 of

“father™ in place of name of u deity) + yaniile

10 ‘Tallgvist, APN 237.

11. C{. W, R. Smith, Kinship and 1[unmgc in Early
Arabia 190 fi, 218 fi. Note ulsu the vumber of animal
names among the rulers of the first Kish dynasiy “after

the Flood” in'the Sumerinn King List, Jacalsen A8 X1 -

17 /., 78 11 -

12. Kraus, op. cit. 4, suggerts nnother explanation of
Tudiya, as [‘meines Weges.”

13, Huffmon, Amorile Personal Names in the Mari

- Terts, 229, has called into question the herejofore gen-

efally accepted view that the verbal elemeni in these
names is mwt “to die’” ou the ground that other deities,

%,
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-derstood and garbled in both sources.

.theophorous clement or substitute (abi-

Ou 1he other

4
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hand, there are better grounds for viewing AKL’
- Ademu as being closer to the original name. Thus

there is the naxfe of a delty dAdmum kno'wn in the
Mari records, from the same sources the
better known pla.ce name Admum, occurring:as
well in the Old Babylonian Itinerary imm Larsa.®
Finally, Adamu occurs as s persoralj name (of a
woman) in the Old Babylonian textsfrom Chagar
Bazahis"The weight of the present evidence
would therefore seem to favor the version of the
two names as given in AKL, yet a hard and fast .
preference is not yet warranted,

3. Assuming that the line conecals two names
rather than one, on the basis of AKL, the first
issue to be settled is the division between the two
names, since the forms given in both sources
arouse the suspicion that whatever the original
names might have been, they were totally"misun-
On the
ground that AKL seems on the whole to preserve a
more reliable tradition about these early ancestral
names — if only by virtue of its retpggfion of six
separate names in the first three lin here GHD

ad already miseonstrued them as three names —
i’fwould prefer to divide the GHD line on thei.'v.sis
of the parallel'pair of AKL thus: Yam/ngu and
Sah/Sih/Subla)lama. Tandsberger suggests, how-
ever, the division of the line as Yang/gis and
Ablamu, which, on first blush, appears to ring
true in that it would give us the name Ahlamu in
the guise of a tribal :mt'ezjor in the 0ld Babylonian
periodin addition to it§ known occurrences in this
period as a personal and place nume ¥ But here
once again, it is precisely beeanse of its obvious-
ness that T should discount this solution.  Among
all the tribad names preserved in both AT and
GHD, none increased in influence and familiarity
i Babylonia and Assyri.t from the second millen-
nium B. C onw: ard as much as the Ablany, whieh,

e, Lzm ure lmked in snch cumpmmd persmm} nnpmes,
and 1ot Just Ha'al, whose own mythology justified (he
interpretation of the verh a8 “to die.”” Whatever the
nerita in this argnment; the orthography of the names
containiug the same verhal element, e.g., lines 3, 11, 15
of our text, Abi{yamiti and Ya a-nie-lim (Edzard, ZZ8
413, will not support the explunation of the verb as a form
of nidd {yaomd{(d)}. R

14. For :Mereuco-« see Hullmon, op eit. 158 f.

15. Cf. Goetze, JCS VIEGL T, 67 1 Tlallo, JO'S XVIIT
80 I,

16, Gadd, fraq IV-35.

17. CI. ITufimon, op. eit, 147 f.



-ctlve of thel West ‘Semitic: _,::pbes< the in-
formatmn about their activities- dermng c‘meﬁy
from Assyrian sources. It would be most curmus,

therefore, that of all the tribal names sp\carefully .

*and accurately preserved as ancestral’ ‘*kings”

- in AKL, the name of the Ahlamu would have been ,
rmsunderstood “and garbled. Thug I feel con:-

strained to operate with two names, Yamk/qu or
Yang/qi and Sef(a)ame/u; Stblbma /u;Sublama/u.
They are gdmittedly difficult and obscure, and
are probably corruptions of original names that
remsin elusive, For the first, however, there
seems to be an andlogue as a place-name, Ya-en-k/

qui-e, octz"hrring; in an Old Babylpnian' text to-.

gether with other topographic names having a
West Semitie ring such as °Ya-si-lum*! and *Ya-k/

alogue has thus far suggested itself.

deu-u'm“ % Tor the second name no reasonable )
s :

4, On the Hanean tribes, see in general, Ixuppe:
N r;madcs ete. Ch. I; Edzard, ZZB 37 .
contrastmg forms of the name here and in AI\L,

I\nown a8 a geogmphl(' name dlrea.dy in the
Old A'I'(ka,dla.n per:od (%at) Nam-zé-em* “those
(skms) froh N.” Better known from the Old
Babylonian period, Nam-zu-umk' (vicinity of Sip-

" par?) in VAB V 18 1'; also in the for’rn NIM.ZE -umki,

NBC 3R2 (JOS X 20 No. 7):5 = Ne-em-ze-em
{gene),“NBC 184- (ibid. 21 No. #):9. It occurs
also in the Cadagtre text of Ur-dmnmu as Pro-
fessor Hallo kindly reminds mpe, of. Kraus,
ZA 51 47 rev. it 20 ff. as Nam-di-um, note also
ibid. p. 59 and Hallo, JC'S XVIIE 67 no. 4.

G. It is generally agreed that
miliar component of the person:
the family of the First Dynasty of Bhbyfon' a8
well as of other princely West $emitic families
of the “Second Intermediate” pesiod, is identical
with Didanu of AKL no. 9. Despite the ex-
planation of the name as the ' W§ word for “aun-
rochs’ it is rieverthe]ess equated with the earlier
form Tiddnum, ultimately going back to Tidnum

. or Tednudi'of pre-Sargonic inscriptions of Lagash,
and thus probably the earliest W3 tribal name
known to Mesopotamia, which, ag MSL IIT 114 1.

nanes within

209 indicates, was synonymous with the name’

Amurru itgelf."®

18. BRM IV 5393, 38, 47.

i

19. Previous literature and citations\now conveniently 4

For the.

he name, n fa-.

the first kmg of Flrst Dynisty of Babylon, Sul
musbum. Kraus? has already expressed: some
doubt of this equation on thé: basls of theSvriting
of zu in this name ag agamst 50, which is the
sign + invariably-tised in” writing the. name of
Sumuabum. The present writing would on the
one hand tend to reinforce that doubt, but the
spelling with -mm- could be mterpret,ed to the
opposite effect. Despite the -mm-, one might con-
sider the possibility that the first syllable repre-
sents the’relative pronoun.z& (Sem. di) “he of,
the one of ... ", as in Zu-i-la.?2

8. Undoubtedly to be identified with the well
known tribal geagraphical name spelled variously -
as Numbd, Numhim, Numbaya, ete. in the Mari
archives® and elsewhere in the Old Babylonian
period, and ag a component of royal personal names
during the same age. As a tribe, its concentra-
tion was tn southeastern Mesopgtamia, in close

“ussociation with the tribe of Yamiitbal, and -sig-

nificant sections must have retained their tribal
character down to the time of Ammisaduqa, as
they figure by name in the king’s ediet.® .

< 9-10. The basic tribal group or confederation” 4
of the Sippar region, and almost certainly the
tribal group to which the Hammurapi dynasty
belonged in a ‘direct and conscious way. "The
two tribes must have become politically leagued
together at a very eayly period, and one should
imagine that large-scale intermarriage among their
menbers was the factor that gave rise to the filia-
tion expressed in the two present lines, and that it

“wasg not the other way around.® In the latter half

of the Old Babylonian period, their individual
identities- were still maintained, reflected in the
two districts of Sippar named after each of them,
Sippar-Amnanim and Sippar-Yabrurum. Signifi-
cant clements of the tribes were nevertheless far-
ranging. In the Mari records they appear in the

agsembled by Romer, Sum(’r?sche 'K(ngshumnen der
Tain-Zeit 87T 1. - . 4 :
20 JYES I 252 1%,
21, “Kinige’ 5. "
22. Bauer, Oslkancander 58; Huffmon, 12 eit. 1211,
23. ARMT XV 131, *
24. Edzard, ZZB 106, Kupper, Nomades, ete. 216 1.
25. Kraus, SD V 41 §§18/1
26. For approximately analogous situstions among

_Arabtribes to the Amnin-Yaheur, of, Smith, op. ¢it. 2 1,

9f.
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I3

" construction te the name Samuabum,

Cof A{d)duw.”
P deity, cf. Noth, TPN 122 .
* orthography note Ni-ig-méa-du (Nigmle]-Addu) in -

the seal leget}d RA XIII (1916) 8. Similarly

.

Upper Euphrates region, loosely . a]hed w1th the

Ubrabii and the Yariha, the four together being

- identified By the Mari administration -as the
Yamina (“Southern’) tribes.” The Amndnu —-

or Awndnu, as the name was probably first pro-
nounced and occasionally still written — probably
constituted one of the strongest of the Amorite

tribes who contributed to the downfall of the Ur

T1I1 Dynasty in the south of Sumer, for by the
middle of the Isin Dyhasty peridd, elements of
this tribe assumed the dominant political role
in Uruk, where Sinkagid founded an independent
dynasty, styling himself “King of Amnanum'’ in
addition to taking some of the more traditional ele-
ments of Mesopotamian royal titulary. This
royal family of Uruk wag allied to the Hammurapi
dynasty at least by marriage, and the recently
discovered correspondence of the dynasty in Uruk
proves that the Amnan-Yahrur tribal confedera-
tion of Northern Babylonia was periodjcally called

' upon by the Uruk rulers for military support.®

11. T know of no analogue to the first element
of this name. ~ Were the preterite lof pet intended,

_one might have expected the writing ¢p-te rather

than ip-tz. It is possibly to be connected with
iptu(m) “yield, tribute” (CAD 7 171a; AHw 385r)

12. The interpretation of this name is rendered
especially difficult by virtue of the orthographic
ambiguity that affects each of its three component
radicals. If a West Semitic derivation is to be
looked for, one might be reminded of the Biblical
Bo6'uz, but the etymology of that name is itself
obscure.? ’

13: Perhaps to be explained as si(m) + malika
“the ‘Name’ of the king”, and thus similar in
Note the
writing with su in this instance and in line 20,
in contrast to zv in line 7.°

14. May be understood as “The Guilt (asm)
for the first component ns a W8S
Tor parallels to the

27. Nomades, 49 fl.; ZZB 106 . .

28. On thia dynasty and its relations with the carlier
kings of the Jammurapi Dynasty, see now Falkenstein,
Baghdader Mt,ttezlung'en 2 (1963) 22 fi. 56 ff. w1t11 Pls, 10~
1. |

9. Cf. Noth IPN 228, Encyclopedia Bebhca anerusa
lem 11 282f b

Ya-ap-ti-ha-da, EA 335:9 vs. the parallel Ya-ap-
L-tp-4IM, ibid. 228 (VAS XI 164): 45:‘

* 15. Probably identical with the name A/fbi-a-
mu-{i, Legrain; Le Temps des Rots d'Ur, no. 267
10, 123« :

16-19. Tt is especially unfortunate that the text
is damaged at this point, for it is v1rtua11y certain
that the names contained in these lines were
authentic personages, and were probably the more
immediate ancestors of Sumuabum, No. 16 re-
calls the name [x - x]-di-fe-an, VAS II 26 vii 13,
which Edzard (ZZB 128) restores as {Su-mia-di-
ta-an, on grounds which I fail to see, other than
the existence of the name S@muditana® of the Old
Babylonian dynasty of Kish. What does seem
to be clear is that in the “Litany” text just cited,
a number of names are interpolated among the
names of the Isin kings, who do not belong to that
dynasty, but these names,which follow upon that
of Bar-Sin (line 11), are only fragmentarily pre-
served. Line 15 thus offers 4 name, [x - x]-&-AN,
which Edzard (loc, c1t) tentatively equates with

Yamsi-dl, a local ruler of Marad, of the Old
Bahylonian period.® Line 17 of the same jext

30. On the components of thig name see note 13 above.

31. See lastly JOS XIV 83 ff. Whether [A-b)i-di-ta-an
can be restored in the litany text will depend on a col-
lation of the traces of the sign read by Edzard as MA.

32, It would of course be tempting to restore that fine
with ong-of the names in line 17 or 18 of our text, but the
traces seem Lo be against it. As Zimmery already noted

. in his preface to VAS II p. V, the text is not uof southern

origin, déspile its coneern in thig section with Isin kings,
but of northern provenance, either from Sippar or Baby-
lon. Indeed, careful scrutiny of ail the lines in the
‘Litany’ text following the mention of Bar-Sin (linc.ll)
suggests that C. Frank’s assumption (Kultlieder 64 f.)
that the names of the later Isin kings are to be restored
in subsequent lines, e.g., Sinmagir jn line 25 and Damig-
ilifu in line 27, is very shaky. It is already established
that the names in lines'13, 15, and 17 cannot be those of
Isin kings. Of the names in lines 19, 21, and 23 not &
single trace is preserved so that Frank also leaves these
spaces blank in his transliteration. But in line 25 there

‘seems to bei vertical wedge at the end of the broken -

sign, and this would not support any form of writing of
the name of Sin-magir, i.e., either -gi-ir, or -gir(PES).
1t would on the other hand fit perfectly with the restora-
tion of the name Apil-Sin (vertical at end being that of
zt, if the name was written with 9&n.zy)! Similarly, in
line 27 the sign-trace after the break does not easily sup-
port a reading of -7 for the restoration [Da-mi-ig-i]-li-kn,
but woeuld equally well, if not better, support the restora-
tipn of the name as [Sin-mu-ble-li-i/. In short, what-
ever one might consider the names in lines 13 aund 15 to



--dzia, -ki-a,
butfstlll un-
placed date formula of a tablet pres med’ o come
from Isin, NBC 6493, which ready: mu Da-
ad-bana-e lugal-e ba-ugs® gThereisno
gap ‘among the kings of Isin where a king thus

named could be accomodated, and in any event,
the notice in a date-formula of the death of a -
king almost always ‘denotes a ruler|of a dynasty

other then;the e which has utilized the event
as a year-date. (Eadbanaya, then, e¢puld not have
been a king of Isin, even if, as is inleed possible,
the formuli mentioning him proves|to be an Isin
date. Thus it hecomes possible t
personage's name in line 17 .of the
just cited: [Da-ad-ba-nla-a. If we
“line 19 .of our own text, it will obs
first sign is almost certainly Da-, an )
the second sign would at least not| preclude the
reading d.®* ~With all due reserve, therefore, it
might be suggested that line 19 of GHD be re-
stored as: Da-"ad-ba*-[ne-a]. - Chronologically,
this would accord well with the evidence of the

restore this
‘Litany’ text
turn now to
ed that the
the traces of

‘Litany’-tekt, sincé Bir-Sin was almost the exact

contemporary of Sumuabum, having ascended the

throne just one year earlier than the Iattert. If-

be, there is et.ter gronnd both in terms of aliott,e lines

dynasty,
strated by

27. But it |8 already proven that in lines 13, 15, and 17
the names gre definitely not those of Isin kings, which
leaves just |lines 19, 21, and 23 open for royal names.
Even granting that line 25 eontairis the name of Sin-
magir, threg of the six remaining Isin kings, from Lipit-
© Enlil through UPdukuga,, would have remained unae-
counted forleven if the text were complete.
(b) If wel now attempt to restore the missing numes
with those of Babylon Dynasty kings weé find the follow-
" ing result: line 19, Sumuabum; line 21, Sumula’el; line 23,

Zabium; 1i 2 95, ApilSin; line 27, Sin-muballit. This

fits the lacdhae perfectly and harmonizes well with the
suggested rgatoration for line 17: Dadbanays, t.g,be made
immediately below. The preference of the series of

Babylonian; kings to those of the Isin Dynasty (after .

BarSin) for{filling out the lacunae in VASTE26 vii 17T,
is unavoidaple.
33. Only | the date of lhe tablet was published,
" Btephens, KA 33 26 no. 17.°
33a.See the Postscr'ipt at the end of this article.

- four pald’s must in s

year~date ig to be asszgne'
Isin dynas’oy, it might repreﬁent -gither the-last.'
year ‘of Ur-Ninurta or the-first year o{ ButuSEn

Should the restpration of line19 of our text prove

justified, it-will have shed thé first light of-the .
antecedents of Sumuabum, who “have thus:far
remamed a mystery. . It remaing to be determmei
whether ‘in fact Dadbanaya was Sumuabum's

. father as well as his predecessor, just as the seat

of his kingship remains unknown. Very: likely
related to these questions also is the cause for the
omission of Sumbiabum in the inscriptions of the
Hammurapi, Dynasty where filiations are given
tracing the direct lineage of the dynasty only fo
Sumula®l®* Was the latter himself a younger
son of Dadbanaya? p

I
. Thé Your pali's (lines 29-32)

The section of the text from lines 28-32 con-
tains the key to a correct understanding of the
seguence of names that precede it,’and to somé of

“the basic historiographical notions prevailing in

Babylenia at the time the text was written. To
begin with, it seems fairly clear that the series of
me way'be broyght into
relationship with tle preceding genealogy.  In
seder to determme the exact form of this rclatlo 1-
ship, & number of vital and interrelated questlons
must now be pdsed:

1) Did the writer and his contemporaries con:
ceive of the geneslogy as a single chronological

* sequence, ar could there have been some elements

of simultaneity in it? In other ;vords, regardless
of the fairly obvious fact that a significant propor-
tion of the gamegs in the sequence are those of
eponymous trihal ancestors, whose worth as his-
torical figures is thus to be la.rgel§ discounted or
otherwise explained,® is it safe to assume that

. Ammisaduga himself believed the list to represent

4 true record of his lineage with respect possibly
to some real or theoretical “throne’’? The in-
dications are {hat this question must be answered
in the affirmative, since {a) there iz no pbaous
reason to deny u sequential character to the series

34. On this fact see ZZB 122,

356. For the parallel situation among the hedouin tribes
of Arabia, see W. L. 8mith, op. eit. Ch. I, und E. Briun-
tich, Fslamica 6 (1934) 94. See also Dostal in L’Antica

Societd Beduina (Univ. di Roma, Studi Semitiei 2, 1959)
p. 13 and Henninger, ibid. 80 f.




" of names preceding Sumuabiim inasmuch as the
geries continues past Sumuabum in the known
chronological sequence down to Ammiditana with-

- pub any indicatipn on the tablet that the nature

. of the earlier portion is different from the latter;
and (b) there is the parallel of AKL, whose author
" nninistakably construed his series of early “kings”
asn chronologlcai sequenee, with the sole qualifica-
tion. that the second section of his hst must be
read in ascending rather than the expc(,ted de-
scending order sitice, as Landsberger has shown,®
this section constituted originally an “Ahnentafel”
of Samsi-Adad . For the time being, however,
it would be prudent to avoid a further inference,
based on the AKL analogy, that GHD was con-
ceived by Ammisaduqa as a single fa:mly lineage;
at most, it niight be suggested that he thought of
the series of names as representing a series of
vague “incumbencies”, leaving aside the further
question as to what these predecessors were in-
cumbents of, or where, prior to Sumuabum.
2) Turning now more directly to the nature of
* the relationship of the pali@’s to the list of namwes,
it may be asked: )
a) Are the pald’s parallel to the list or are the
independent of it?
b} If they are parallel, do they constitute in
themselves a single chronological sequence? .
¢) If ihey do constitute such a sequence, in
what order is it to be coustrued?
3) What does bala denote in the context
of this series? iE
As previously stated, these questions wre in-
terreiated, so that the solution offered for one of
them will inevitably affect the answers given for
the others. It must also be acknowledged here
that, in approaching these questions, cortain as-
sumptions will be made for which the present
writer can offer no proof. The latter have to do
primarily with parallels that frovide the closest
analogyes to the particularférin in which the term
b.ala isused in thistext., Thus, the notion of u
AL MARTU is known from the serond tablet of
# the series ™lapix, lines 18 ff.:

BaLe WNul-gi
» paL® MARTUY
BALS Kad-§a"

36. JOS 8 (‘195-&) 33 1., where he notes thut Jacobsen
had earlier reached the sume conelusion independently.
. 37. Cited in MVAe? 26 (1921) 40. Miss E. Reiner
kindty called my attention to the dupllcate puhllahed in
C8TT I 3‘;2 obv. 18' ff
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It is of course hazardous to attempt to explain
what is meant precisely by the pali’s in that text,
but the one-that might most readily come o mind
would be something like “age, era, ete.” Thus,
the palz Sulgi might denote not just the reign
of that king, but of the entire Third Dynasty of
Ur, identified by the longest lived and most suc-
cessful monarch of that dynasty. What is de-.
noted by the last, palé Kadst, is seli-evidens.” It
is the second of theiz}-e palé Amurri, which is
of greatest interest te’us, however, and it seems
to the present writer inevitable that line 29 of our
text, BaL ERfN mar[ryu] should be brought into
some form of relation to it. In view of its posi-

tion between the man Sulgi and the Ban Kai§

it can hardly be doubted that it represents the
middle part of a chronological sequence.  As such
it might well denote the entire period between the
downfall of the Ur ITT Dynasty and the end of the

_Tirst Dynasty of Babylon, an age characterized

by a scries of larger or smaller kingdoms for the
most part organized or dominated by families of
“Amorite’” or West-Semitic origin. - Using the pan
Sulgi as a more exact analogy, however, it inight
well be supposed that the palé Amurd denoted
more specifically the First Dynasty of Bdhyb‘n. :
which, alone wmong all the “Anmorite” dynasties
cstahlishgd in Mesopotamia during the “Second
Intermediate” period, was able under Hanunurapi
to achieve the unification of all of Swimer, Akkad,
the Upper. Euphrates, and Assyrin, therehy os-
tablishing its renown in the later hjstoriograph-
l(aL an;l literary tradition. In other words,
even if the palr’ Amurrt may be thought to embraee
the entire “period” between the Ur T1I period
and that of the Kassites, the name 61 this “age”
nmight have denoted more strictly just the Amorite
dynasty par ercellence, that of Babylon®  Assen-
ing that there is at least some overlupping of
definition bhetween this palé Amurrt and the Bar
uriy Mar.Te of our text, it must be supposed that

“line 29 denotes that portion of the genenlogy

bheginning af least with Sumuabun and extending
to the end, i.e., to Ammiditany,  Having already
decided in our answer to question (1) that GHD

is to be construed as a single chronological se-

guence, it now follows that the remaining gues-
tion must he answered thus: .

20) The sequence of balu’s puradicls the®
g(m(*ulngit-a] list, l"urﬂlérmm‘t', the fourth of these

"38. 8o also Gelb, JOS 15 (1661) 32.



bala’s

lis. described a8 the one whose names

3,

29 are thus

afre nat recorded on this tablet”t)\%nch plainly im-

plles “that| the ] previous three ,

recorded,

«cluded in
b). Theke

and these can cnly | ‘be the nanmes m—
the” genealogical list,

ical sequence.
¢), Since the BAL EREN MAR. TU ig the first of the

‘Bequence,
ascending

starting
the BAL

it i clear that the series must be read in
order of age, for which the analdgous

Thu.s an initial group of the names

it least as early as Sumuabum, with
Bgin MAR.TU. . How more precisely the

genealogiral list is to be divided so as to corre-
sporid with the three palit’s will be the subject of

analysis
3 It

bala,‘

something like “age, era, etc.”
knowledg
- term— a

muls pryy

establishe

as already been suggested above that
pali in the present context must mean
It should be ac-
d that such a generalized sense for the
part from the possible usage in the
ext- — has thus far not been adequately
d. Since the term as used here is so
text as 4 whole,

mantic ahd connotative reach, and- cormequently

in its va

proposed|to enter here into any exhaustive study |

ied denotational applications. It is not

of - the term, Wwhich merits an independent in-

vestigation.

We may trace, howe¥er, a single

line of its development from the hasic concrete

meaning
and the

teristic is that it “turns®”’ or “rotates”.

of the word BaLa, which is a “spindle”
efore an object whose primary charac-
I'tom this

charactetistic action the word came early to de-

of “réig

SE; On
14 (1960)
tail.

of office, a limiied period of time (e.g.,
and the incumbency of certain specific
: The line

he bala.in anch usages, see Hallo, JCS
9 ff. where the earller literature id cited i in de-

. that of his predecessor, -

bala’s - do constifute a chronolog-

jon is provided by the “Ahnentafel” of o

ater on in the present section. -

pali of higsiceessor, just as’he had, upo

{'ILS own

. accession, inaugurated a palﬁ that took over from
The natural extension of
this notion is to that of “dynas‘cy" which is but &

series of consecutive incumbéncies of a thmne,

discrete from any other.such series

But. the

notion of “dynasty” aslused in the cuneiform

sources is peculiar to ce
tions about past poljt

inélude the idea of a “ynastic line”

monarchie traditions of Europe,

in Mesopotamian no-
history, and does ot~
, Le., a “royal
line” based on some real or imagined degree of
consanguinity such as is familiar to us from the
These eonnota-

tions of “dynasty” were in fact alien to Meso-

potamian thought.

The Mesopotamian conceptmn of a “dynasty”

as dencted by bala:

pali is best exemplified

by the Sumerian King List (abbrev. SKL), and
mote particularly in a series of mss, of SKL which

Jacobsen identified as a single ‘“family’’,

two of

which, § and P;, he aseribed to the middle period

of the First Dynasty of Babylen, the third, the

I{ ms., being Late Assyrian.® This group of mss.

» is distinguished by its use of the formulas
"kdr toindicate dynastic change, i.e., the “trans-
fer of the Kingship” from one city to the cit

bala-

which succeeded it as, so to speak, “host” to the
Kingship, and bala (city) A “the dynasty

of {city) A.”
cept is the enjoyment of the

"The controlling element in thefcon-
bala of the King-

ship by a specific city for a longer or shorter.period
of time; it is of no consequence whether or not the

sequence of the kings of one such single

Bala

constituted members of a single family who fol-
lowed each other in some acceptable form- of

succession {e.g., |
Thig ia proved by (a) the numerous inst

father-son or brothencbrot)

ces in

which S8KL pmits any filiational indication be-
tween a sequence of two or more kings of a “dy-
* where, in other sequences, such indications

1a;

ar:j:rovided, and (15) the applicability of the
such as the
#Dynasty” of Hamazi, or the “Third Dynasty”
~ of Uruk, where the “Dynasty” consisted of hut a
Most telling of all, however, ig the

term bala in those instances,

single king.#

40. Jacobaen, AS 11 (1939) 7 i,

on the family relation-

ship of these mss. see ibid. p. 48. Note also Kraus, ZA

N.F. 16 (1952) 56.

41. As it happens, the exemplars of this ma family,
being all fragmentary texts, no longer preserve the sec-
tions eyemplifying this phenomenon, but it cannot b

.by His dea.t or over‘(rhrow'fl fo. be succeed di-by the. '
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Tpeculia.r feature of SKL, asi;';"f'iiclenlonstrated by

Jacobsen, that even in certain instances where a °

sequence of rulers in a particular city constituted
& dynasty in the modern, or cénsanguinal sense,
_as known from other sources, the author of SKL
arbitrarily wrenched that sequence apart, artifi-
cially creating thereby two discontinuous bala’s

“out of a single line of successive rulers, This

the author’of SKL did, not out of ignorance of the
historical record in such instances — the opposite
must be presumed- to have been the case — but
beeause his own peculiar'understanding of the
bala, with which thewhole idea of “The King-
ship’is inextricably bound up, was of paramount
importance, and the fact that in & single ¢ity an
orderly succession of kings of one family occupied

. the throne was at best subservient to the control-
ling notion.

This the bala, even in the sense approxi-
mating that of “dynasty”, retains the findamental
notion of a “‘turn”, i.e., the segment of time during

* which a particulur city theoretically held sway
by virtue of the fact that for that streteh of time,
the “Kingship”” was believed to have “resided”
there. In the view of the author of SKI; some
citieg, e.g., Ur and Uruk, enjoyed a number of
such turns, others but a single turn, an- still

; others — cities, sueh us Lagash, which were known
to have énjoyed”wide political influence — were
omitted from the schene altogether. Fven in
this larger sense, therefore, the hLala isa seg-
ment of time, a period of incumbency. The way
to render bala: paelg in any gien context
will depend wholly on the frame of reference of
that context.

What then is the frame of reference of lines
29-32 — more exactly, lines 29-31 — of the pres-
sent text? This would appear to he e “history”
of the West Semitic tribes, the extension of their
political influence through- tinre and space, os-

doubted that the formulas characterizing this group of
.mss, were used throughout SKL. Note tou Jacnbsen’s
view that the author of the.protetype Y™ ms. of this
 text family “‘subjected his text of the King List to a
thorough grammatical revision® (ibid. 66 . This revi-
. sion was by no means limited to the introduction of the
formulas discussed here.). May one conelude from this
evidénece that the extension of the old notion of the
bala toinelude sueh ideas ns “dynasty, reign’™ and
then “‘age, erd’’ was original with the newly settled
“Amorife" peoples after the Ur ITIT periad?
42, Jncobsen, ibid. 158 1. -

r
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pecially in the settled lands of the riverine plain, -
all of which is coordinated with the historieal
traditions of Sumer and Akkad that had already
been assimilated by dynasties of West ‘Semitic
origin long since acculturated in Mesopotania,
and articulated by means of a concept, the
bula: -pali, which was adapted from this older
tradition in order to ‘“historicize”, as it _weré’,
their native genealogical traditions. The time
span involved appears to begin with the Gutian
domination, ca. 2200 B.C,, continuing to Am-
mizaduqa’s own time, Le., ahout 550 years»
The three successive pali’s of Guitwm, (ERIN)
Heana, and (erin) Amuwrrd are thus to be under-
stood ag three successive “‘ages” or “eras’” or
“dynasties” (in the sense used ih SKL) into
which West Semitic tribal history ean be divide
from the vantage point of Amimisaduqa, or jchatﬁ
the” Hammurapi dynasty in general. The first
of these is almost certainly to be synchronized in
some way with the Gutian domination in Meso-
potamia after the heyday of the Alkkad Dynasty,
and it might therefore be supposed that the pala
“which is not’recorded on this tablet” (line 32)
cmbraces the Akkad period and all preceding uges.
SBuch a cateh-all palii was felt necessary by virtue
of the fact that the existence of these pcriml;m
Mesopotamian history was known to the scholars
and seribes of the Old Babylonian period, but no
individual names were known to the “‘gencglo-
gists’’ of the court of the Hammurapi Dynasty
preceding that of  Arammadara Harbara; Man-
daru, although such ancestors were “believed to
have livdd, It is not to he imagined that Aram- -
madara, and o number of his suceessors, were
thoughi by the Hammurapi family to have been
Gutians. Rather the first group of nanesin GID
were conceived as having lived or “ruled” at a
titue when the Gutians were thought to have heen
the overlords in the ares where these carly West

* Bemitie ancestors were believed to huve flounshed,
. Evidence in support- of 1his interpretation can he

marshalled from other sources.

1. Tt has long been recognized that in Southern
Mesopotamia the impact of the Gutian “Dy-
nasty™, as given in SK1L, is barely to be deteeted . ®

424, The absolute datea used here Follow 1he “me-
dian’’ chronology for convenience anly, - )

13. For the most recent statement see Gadd, CAH 1
{1963) ch. xix p. 43: “The Gutian kings have left .., very
little mark on Babylonian history, and very few monu-



, leavinga gap between, the last'k own
rulerof th Akkad Dynasty, Su -Turul {ca. 2168~
2154), and| Utubegal, the vanqulsher of the last
Gutian ruler (Tiriqan), c. 21éﬂ of little more than
thirty years. Nevertheless, the impact of the
“interregnum” was so strongly felt in Medopo-
tamian -historiographic and related literary tra;
ditions thdt it cannot be dismissed; the Gutians
must have| established themselves strongly somg-
where in the Mesopotamian plain if not in Sumer
and Akkad proper.  There is sufficient evidence
that thisregion was the Upper Euphrates. In other
words, there iw reason to believe that the Gutian
“horde”, like the Kassites about 500 years after
them, established their main stronghold in the
Upper BEughrates region, intermingling with West-
ern Semitic tribes, who constituted at the time
the dominant ethnic strain in the area, but who at
that time were incapable of achieving or retaining
political cgrisrol of their ¢wn territory. ‘

a) The mscrlptlons of Su-turul. Though few
in nuhber, these derwe from the regions &f Kish
and Eshngnna,® and indicate that this last king
of the Akkad Dynasty, whom SKL credits with a
reign of fifteen years, retained within his control
the immediate precincts of Akkad and at least part
of the Diyala region. Had the Gutian invasion

of the Mgsopotamian plain eome directly from
" their hompland. in the Zagros mountains in the
Ea.st against the heartlarid of the Akkad elnpire
one might| have expected tire Eshnunna region to
be among|the first fo have fallen under their con-
trol, and this appears to have not been the éase.®

“The evidgnce from Ashur, where. there 'was a -

violent dgstruction of the Isht:'n'l temple of the
Akkad p

ments of their feeble and sporadic rute.” Note sise
Speiser, JAOQS 72 (1952) 98: "The stay of the Gutians in
Southern Niesopotamia left no discernible trace.”” Cf.
too, Jacobgen, op. cit, 204 f.

44. A vaiant text tradition makes the total 124 years,
but Jacobepn, ibid. 120 f. n. 308, cousiders this to be er-
renecus,

45, Bib] ography in Gelb MAD 2, 205.°

46, Gadg, op. cit., senses the difficulty im squaring
the pfevailing views about the Gutian ‘supremacy”
with the kjown facts about Su-turul’s drea of control.

47, Andrae, Die archaischen Ischiar-Tempel in Assur
(WVDOG 39) 95 1., and Gadd, op eit.

"West Semitie.

iod," suggests_that the descent of the

Gutians into. t.h pla.m took a weaterly dlrec.tmn :
* well to the northigf Akkad proper, with Ashur Iy

ing in their. direct path wesgtwards.:

b) During the Ur IIT period a high official in
Mari bore the patently Gutian name of La.sgah
(La-ds-ga-an), the'son of Asima-v1.en s ‘

¢} A striking number of apparently Gutian
names are found in- the Old Babylonian tablets
from Chagar Bazar,® including the name Te-ri-
ka-an, which — as already recognized by Gadd* —

is identical with the name of the ill-fated last ruler - -

of the Gutiah dynasty. Other names in these
texts with the ending -kan are A-ek-ka-an and
Me-ek-ka-an. That these ought to be equally
understood as Gutian is suggested by the name

* Bi-ga-an, found in an unpublished Old Babylo--

nian tablet from the vicinity of Sippar or Kish,
who is identified in the text as BA ERIN Gu-fu-u*iH
This suggests the additional possibility that a
group of names in the same texts with the ending
-aN ought not to be read as Semitic (i.e., AN = il},
but also ns Gutian, This group would then in-

- clude the names Bi-ma-an, I-gi-ma-an, Ki-im-

ma-an, Hu-ha-an, Ri-ha-an, U im—an Zi-il-ha-an,
Ie-ki-za-an, Ka-an-za-an, Ka- zz zz-za -an, and Tu-
uk-ki-za-an.5

d) Tt is significant, in this respect, that the

" names of the Gutian dynasts after the first ten,

as given in SKL, suddenly turn S8emitic, some ever
Of the seven Gutian kings begin-
ning with Kuruwmw (11th in the series) who bear
Semitic names, Ihrinum is definitely West Se-
mitie, and this is possibly true of his two predeces-
soys, La’arabum® and Irarum. " Noteworthy too is

48. Syria 19 {1938} pp. 16-17 with pl, VII, and Parron,
Mission Arch. de Mar? 11, Part 3, pp. 14-16.  On the text
of the inseriy on cf. Thureau-1}angin, RA 34 (1937) 175
f.; 35 (1938) 106, quoting Landsberger's view that.the
name is Gutian, on which see also T7TK B III (1939) 217.
- 48, Publlshed by Gadd, frag 4 (1937) 178 .57 (1940)
22 fi. .

50. apud Thureau-Dangin, RA 35 106,

51. MLC 1518, unpublished, of the late Old Baby-
Jonian period (date lost). In this text, Bigan is the
owner of a field that is being let, located libbi irsil pi
rartm* (confluence on the Diyala and the Tigris?) bor-
dering on the field of the god Zababa. This (GGutiar, s1iil
recognized as & member of an “ethuic minority", wasg
nevertheless not a “stranger.”

52. Gadd, fraq 7 34 f.

53. For this reading of the name see Geth, WAD 2, 24;
other individuals with the sume name, MAL 3 156; cf.
Jacobsen, op.cit. 119 n, 305.
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the application of the ethnicon Gu-fu-d.(or the

like) to certain individuals in Old Babylonian texts
whose names are either Akkadian or “Amorite.”

* This is true of one Warad-Sin, who is associated
with a Marduk-nésir, a PA.MAR.TU, in one of the

Rim-anum texts dealing with war prisoners
(eggiru), 5 and in the Mari records, one Yasim-
Adduisdescribed asa (hi-tu-1.% Thissuggeststhat
in the post-Gutian periods, especially after the
West Semitic tribes had come.into their own

- politicdlly, the Gutians still dwelling aniong them

gradually ierged with the ethnie majority cultur-
ally, and evenin onomastics, but remaining identifi-

ably distinet from that majority.

On the basis of the foregoing, one might even be
tenipted to coustruct the bare outline of the
Gutian “interregnum” in Mesopotamian Ristory
along the following lines: Possibly as early as
Narfm-Sin, the Gutians began to drift into the
Mesopotamian plain, the muain force of their con-
centration being in the North and Northwest
rather than in Sumer and Akkad. There they con-
stituted from the first isolated ethnie islands in a
Semitic sea, but gradually becwme **Akkadian-
ized” or even “Amoritized” culturally and linguis-
tically, yetretaining for 2 long time sothe conscious-
ness of their ethnic distinctiveness, very much like
the Amorite First Dynasty of Bablylon more than
a eentury later. At the time of the Gutian ineur-
sions, however, the West Semitic tribes were not
politically united or otherwjse effectively organ-
ized, enabling the Gutian minority to seize politi-
cal control of the region. . An annlogue is available
also for this situation in the history of the sceond
millennium whén, arcund 1500 B.C., a small Indo-

“Aryan element was able to seize and maintain

political control over much the same territory at a
time when it was largely populated by Hurrians,
In seizing this control, however, the Gutians came
into confliet with the kings of the Akkad dynasty

54 Published by Scheil,  RT 20 (1888), and called to .

my aftention by Prof. Landsberger, who notes, togetiher
with i1, *a strange ‘distribution’ between ra.Man.TU
and Gutivm” zr.ga in CT 28 45 obv. 2 fl.: .. Z1.Ga
Gu-(fi-um), . . 21,GA PaMARTU, .. 21" ERIN-man-da.
For the Scheil text, of. Feigin, AJSL 50 (1934) 223 f.
Seé algo Falkenstein, Raghdader Mitt. 2 38 [, who sug-

" gests a North Babylonian base for Rim-Anum’s author-

ity. N . )

55. ARM V 2rev. 11, In the light of the information
being reviesved here, there is nu reason to doubt the cor-
rectness’of the gentilic as Kupper suggests, Vomardes 95.

¥ : m ~

whose power in the region was first established by
Sargon, and whose later dynasts claimed at least”
nominal authority in the Upper Euphrates ter-
ritories. Thus the battle of Sarkalifarri in the
Jebel Bidri (Be-ga-ar xug)® might represent the
first military encounters between the Akkad.
Dynasty and the Gutian “invaders” whose rela-
tively small numibers might have been augmented .
by contingents of Western Semites from the sur-
rounding population. . Within a short period of
time — probably still during the reign of Sar-
kaliarrti — the Upper BEuphrates territories fell
under Gutian control, It is from that moment on
that: the Gutian kings — whether their nominal
seat remained in the Eastern mountains or was
situnted somewhere in the Upper Euphrates
region — probably began to style themselves with
the traditional titulary of Mesopotamian mon-
archs, which was ultimately to win for them the
attention and recognition of the scholarly tra-
ditlon of the South as exemplified in the Sumerian
King List. In tinwe, Gutian ambitions extended
1o the cultural heartland, to Sumer and Akkad
proper, for which, however, their limited numbers
and extended Tines of communication could not
long sustain them, Their authority in the Sctrth,
if it was established at all, was limited in extent
and could not have exceeded o duration of thirty
years, after which they were decisively defeated
and driven out of Sumer by the armies assembled
under Utubegal of Uruk, Howfar the fallof Akkad
is to he historically credited to Gutidn activity, as
lafer 1dgend and literary tradition have pictured
it, remains doubtful, It is more likely that in the
lutter part of the Giutian “interregnum”, at the
time the Gutians were extending their reach dewn
the Tuphrates towards Sumer and Akkad, the
West Semitic tribes in the Upper Euphrates — the
erstwhile subjects of theire Gutian overlords —
took advantage, so to speak, of their masters’ eni-
broitment in the South and asserted thelr own
political independence,  This may have been ac-
complished dnder the leadership of Hanean tribes
or clans, if any credence is to be placed in the tra-
ditions of the Hancan family of Samdi-Adad as
handed down in AKL, and of the Amorite fumily
of Hummurapi, us handed down in GHI), This
event might have been the direct consequence of
the defeat of the Gutians in Sumer, or might have

© 56 ihid. 149 f; Gelb, JOS 1529 1.



oeeurred even earlier; on either assumption there
could not Wave been any appreciable difference in
time, and theeffect would havebeen thesame: he
Amorites, ¢r West Semites, thereby took firm con-
trol of the Wes and Upper Euphrates, an area
in which the latek Third Dynasty.of Ur exerted
only nominal authprity.” In the traditions of the
leading cidns of fhese peoples, a par Sulgi, or
similar peld denofing the Ur 111 period, was not
recognized; f m that moment on the pald’s
they estabji ere their own.
three generations nding of the Ur i1l
dynasty, under Su-Sin, a *Chimege Wall””® had to
he constrdeted somewhere to the Nerthwest (of
Ur?) in a jvain effort to keep the Amorites from
further infesting the Sumerian heartland, us the
down{all of the Ur Dynasty only a generation later
was 10 prove. ’

2. The ¢vidence from chronology. (a) In the
Nineveh ihseription of Saméi-Adad 1% the king
stutes that seven ** (da-a-ru, 1 18}

nerations
elapsed between th‘eg?:dum of Akkad and his own .
1

rule, which presumd#bly means his aceession as King
of Assyria) (ca. 1813) reckoned from 11- veur in
whick, he geized the town of Nurrugy doi 4
f1.). Thexe are, to be sure, serious difficultios that
impair the utilization of this datum for precise
(shronologijcal purposes. , It caunot yet be detor-
mined whether fulmu ought to be understood-in
this context approximately as par Agade, te., the
zenith of Aldadian power, or in soine sense ap-
proximating “decling”, or “end’l which might
hetter fit the context.
bo given for daru in terms of years; it almost cer-
tainly denptes a normal or ideal human life-span,
and has heen varlously interpreted s denoting
_sixty or séventy years,™ ¢
less imporkant for us in that it proves that therc
e Zakkanakki’s of Mari and their relation-
ships to the|later kings of the Ur ITI Dynaaty, see Goelze,
JOS 17 (1963} 27, with previous literature cited there in,
fn. 163, Sde also Dossin, Syrie 25 (1046) 322 €,
58. Comfacmorated: in the formula fm‘ this king's

fourth yearlname, in which the construetion is calied the
BAD MARTY moerlg Tidnim “*The MARTU wall, which

57.0n t

keeps the Tidau (=Amorites) distanl.” Cf, ZZ8 33
with fn. 136.
59. First|published by Thompson, 441 19 105 ff., re-

edited, with citations of duplicates, by Borger, Einlet-
tung in dielassyrischon Konigsinschriftap {(Handbuch der
Orientalistik, Erginzungsband 5/1) 9 1. -

, 60 Von Boden, AHw 164, 60 years; CAD 3 115, 70
years. - . .

The datumn is neverthe- |

Indeed, within -

+

Nor ean a precise definition

»
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already existed for Sam#&-Adad — as there existed
for later Assyrian kings down to Esarhaddon®! -
perfectly reliable documents as well as traditions
that afforded him a substantially accurate con-
ception of elapsed time extending back some four
to five hundred years.

b} Beariug in mind that the genealogies of KL
(th(e first two sections) and GHD must, at least in

' part, cover the period of time subsumed under

Samsi-Adad’s seven dary, it might be profitable to
serutinize the nwmbers of these ancestors in the
two docuinents.  In AKL this number is twenty-
gix, omitting Uspia and Apiagal in the second
section, as they are already accounted for in the first
section. In GHD, counting six names in the first
three lines rather than three, the number of prede-
cessors of Hammurapi is twenty-seven.  Since we
kiow that the latter survived Samsi-Adad by some
thirty years, the agrves nent of the two gencalogies
in this respect is almost uncanny.  Since 50 many
of the names in either Jist ure patently artificial or
cponymous, this apparent agreement might be dis-
missed as chance coincidence, Before doing so,
however, it would be wige to consider the time-
spun eovered respectively by the two geneslogies
to the suine point. | The first task will be to assign
2 mean average for the incumbencies, regarding
which neither of the two sources offers any testi-
mony, For the period in question there eéxists,

- however, paratlel infortnation from other sources,
as follows:

Fifteen kings of Isin (2017-1794); average:
fifteen years )
Fourteen kings of Larsa (2025-170G3) faverage:

nineteen yeurs
Five kings of DBabylon  (pre-Hammurapi)
(18494-17%93); average: twenty years.

These, it should be remembered, ure mean aver-
ages for relatively stable “dynasties’ in settled
areus, even though the age covered has been ealled
v ‘Zwischenzeit.” - But the first section of AKL
and the earlier part of GHD — and in AKIL ex-
plicitly - vefer not to vormal, stable, and for-
ritarialty defined kingdoms, but to o congeries of
hedouin tribes, cluns, and their shetkhs,  With al-
most perpetual wars, raids, and a more hazardous

61. For the demonstration of the reliability of the
“Distanzangahe’ in the building inseriptioffs of Shal-
maneser [, Tiglathpileser T and Esarhaddou, see Lands-
herger, JCS B 40 1.
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way of life generally, the period of incumbeney of
their leaders — even when they styled themselves

ag “kings™? — must have been, on the average,
consndembly shorter than those of the kingg of
Tsin, L&a; and Babylon. For this early period, a
better analogy is provided by the Gutian “dy-
nasty’’ swhich, according to SKL, consisted of no
less than twenty-one kings, who ruled, however,
for a total of only ninety-one years (and forty

days), i.e., with an average incumbency of less .

than five yedrs-each! Yet even if this information
is assumed to be reliable, it might well reflect a
‘highly' atypical situation even for non-seftled times
and places, making it imprudent to draw upon the
Gutian information for a parallel to the earliest
patriarchs of the GHD and AKL genealogies.
The analogy is cited only in support of the choice
of fifteen years — the lowest average incumbency
for the three historical dynasties cited above — as
a hypothetical and liberal average for the entire
series of ancestors given in both the AKIL and
GHD genealogies, taking note of the -fact that
these documents run from a period of bedouin
‘sheikhs’ at the earlier end towards a period of
historical and stable kings at the other, thus tend-
ing towards ever-increasing stability and longer
gverage incumbencies. Multiplying now the
figure of twenty-six (the predecessors of Samsi-
Adad) by fifteen, we arrive at a total of 390 yeurs
for the time-span beginning with Tudiya and end-
ing with Aminu. If this figure is now related to
the seven ddru of Samdi-Adad, it yields about 53
years per ddru which is reasonably close to von
Soden’s estimate of sixty. - Moreover, a ddru was
. probably not meant to be undersiood in any pre-

" cise way, and if anything, the figure of sixty — not
to mention that of seventy — was probably an

“ideal rather than a realistic pne, with the actual
life expectancy of those reaching adulthood at that
time 'most likely having fallen’ far short of that
‘figure.$3

-62. A’ situation that was probably analogous to that
prevallmg in Mari at the time of Yahdun-Lim whe, i
his dise inscription {(f.4 33 (1936) 49 .}, apeaks of his d
feat of '‘seven kings, sheikhs of Hana” (7 vugapme’

. ab-bu-i Haxma) at a time when in his own titulary, he
atyled hitnself “King of the lant,{.of Hana” (mat If.} as
well na (1hé cities) of Muari and Tutiul.

. Kupper, Nomades 32.

1 63. It need hardly be pointed oul: that éven today, .

and evkn in the most advaneced areas from the medical
point .of view, the life expettancy of adult ‘males has

But whether we operate with n total

Cf. further -

of the genealogy.
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figure of 390 or 420, or even with the round figure

" of 400, the precise elapsed time betweén Tudiya

and Samél-Adad is not asgignificant for us as the
fact that on any of these figures, by backward dead
reckoning from the accession year of Samdi-Adad
in 1813 — or from Sinmuballit’s accession perhaps
one year later — we shall have reached back into
the period of the later Akkad rulers, with whom
the earlier Gutian dynasts were contenporanecus,
We cotne, therefore, to the conclusion that the
genealogies of Samsi-Adad and Hammurapi, repre-
sented respectively by the first two sections of
AKL and GHD, span a period of about four
hundred years (reckoning in GHD only to Ham-
murapi), going back to the time during which the
Gutians had attained a foothold in Mesopotamia,

approximately during the relgn of Sarkali$arri or
soon thereufter, i.e., ca. 2250 B.C. or slightly later.
This leads to the further conclusion that the BarL
Gutium of line 31 refers in fact to the period of the
Gutian “dynasty” or “interregnum” of SKL,
which historically overlapped largely with the
later kings of the Akkad Dynasty., Thus, the
carliest group of ancesters in GHD who are igenti-
cal with their counterparts in AL, whethefthey
arce conceived as real, historical persouages, or —
as is more likely — as “dwwnmy nanes” artificially
contrived {(by utilization of tribal-geographical
naies) in order to fill out known gaps of time, or
“incumbencies”, were contemporary with t})est-
CGutian dynasts of SKL. '

" Wetmay now turn to the guestion: At what
point in GHD does the sar Guiium end and the
BaL Heana begin? The answer will be obvious:
With the eponymous Heana himself, line 4 = no. 7
The six names of the first three
lines of GHD represent therefore the earliest West
Semitie ‘sheikhs’ known to tradition, and were
conceived as heing coeval with the Gutian period
of the SBumerian tradition. It is noteworthy that
if these six names may be said to account for the

harely passed 1he figure of seventy Sambi-Adad was
therefore using s term that, as indicative of a figure, prob-
ably had no real basis whatever in experience, exeept in
the rave instance where some particularly ‘blessed” indi-
vidual attained the “'ripe old age’ of sixty orseventy or
nore. : ' ‘

64. The term was coined by W. R. Smith, op. ¢it. 10,
16 to deseribe the eoinage of artificial numes of ancestors

- “tofilt blanks in a genealogy”' (loc. cit.), and is utilized
by Britunlich {op. cit. 73) in the same way, in cmuwvlmn

with the Arub genenlogical traditions, ¢
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entire period of ninety-one years assigned by SKL
to ‘the Gutian “interregnum” the average in-
cumbency fdr each turns out to be almost presisely
fifteen years, the average figure suggested earlier.

paL ERIN Heana. It was already suggested
ahove that [the genealogists of the West Semitic
tribes took |no ‘account of the Ur III Dynasty,
despite the|retention in the learned cuneiform

tradition of later times of & BaL Sulgi that might

have denoted this dynasty as a whole, and that
this omission is probably to be ascribed to the relat
tive independence of the West Semitic tribes at
this time from real control by the kings of Ur.
Their positipp vis-a-vis the Ur IIT kings might be
contrasted with the position of Assyria. at the same
time, which|was firmly in the grip of the Sumerian
monarehs o }he South.*® From the standpoint of
Samsi-Adad, a monarch conscious of his Hanean
affiliations 4 or for that matter, from the stand-
point of the family of Zimriljm of Mari, the age-
old rival of |the Samsi-Adad fa.rmly in its preten-
sions and
Hanean tribes and clans — the Hanean palg, if
they centeived of this notion at all, would have
contingied in uninterrupted fashion at least from
the end of the BAL Gutium onward to his own day.,
But it is even more likely that no division at all
was recognjzed by Samsi-Adad among his pre-
sumed forbgars from Tudiya onward, other than
that the first:seventeen of them still “lived in
tents.” As{far as he was concerned they were all
Haneans. [[n short, it appears that the genealo-
gists of Samdi-Adad were real‘g;nob concerned, as
their contemporaries in Babyken were, to divide
the genealogical history of their royal family in

terms of pald’s, and this might account for the .
placement ¢f the eponymous Hana in the tenth -

position in the AKL sequence as contrasted with
the seventh| position of Heang in GHD. It will
already have been noted, moreover, that AKL and
GHD, whil¢ agreeing as to the pairing of the first
six names in their respective lists, are in disagree-
ment as to| the sequenve of these pairs. GHD

65. As proved by its fakkangkku Zariqum, who was
appointed tof his post under Sulgi, continued in it in
the reign of Amar-Sin, during which time he dedicated
an inscriptign to. his overlord whose servant he ac-
knowledged himself to be, and was later transferred to
Susa. Cf. YAK p. 3; Hallo, JNES 15 (1956) 220 .; Goelaze,
JO8 17 29, |If the Sakkanakku’s of Mari during the
same period dwed any real allegiance to the Ur I kings,
it is not indidated in any of their surviving inecriptions,

irations for predominance among the -
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would seem to be focused, quite naturally, on the
Amorite pali, and concedes to the Haneans only
their priority in time, and a total of only five in-
eumbencies: Heana (=Hani), Namzl (= Emsu/
HARsu(?)), Ditanu (= Did&nu), Zummabu (= Zu’-
abu), Nambii(Nunbu = Nuabu?}, since it {s only
up to this point in GHB that the names ean}in any
way be geen to parallel those of AKL. It might
be supposed, then, that the inauguration of the
BAL Hecma according to the tradition of GHD,
and in accordance with the reconstruetion of

‘Gutian history suggested above, coincided with

the defeat of Tirtkan by Utubegal; ca. 2120 B.C.,
or even somdghat earlier. '

BAL ERfN MaR.TU., 1% is not difficult to identify
the point in GHD where the Amorite pald was
helieved to have been commenced by the family of
Hammurapi. Beginning with Amnénu, Jine 9, no.
12, GHD and AKL go their separate ways. Am-
ninuni, together with Yahrurum, line 10, no. 13,
are the two tribes or clans with which the Ham-
murapi Dynasty s most closely identified. Also
these two names in GHD are the last in the serics
that can he positively identified as fribal names;
it is probably safe to say thatall the names in
GHD beginning with Iptiyamiita, no. 14, fine 11,
constitute a tradition about real personages, even
if some of these names might have come down to
the time of Ammisaduga in corrupt form:, Nor

“can the possibility be excluded that from this point

onward, the series of names also constitutes the
authentic pedigree of Sumuabum, even if we re-
main in ignorance of the locale in which these
figures exercised their “kingship” or ‘sheikh-
heood.” This view gains support from the Mari
archives from which we know that the Am/
wnanum and Yahrurum tribes were constituents
of the bedouin confederation known to the local
authorities asthe pumu.MES Yamina “sons of the
South” and thus' earefully distinguished froin the
Haneans, -who included sedentary as well as
nomadic elements. The Yaminites were appar-
ently more nomadie than the Haneans, less amen-
able to governmental control, more given to raid-
ing and terrorizing the settled areas, until they,
were decisively defeated and pacified by Zimrilin,

if the latter’s claims to this effect are to be taken at

face value. These nomadic Yaniunite tribes,
spread through all of Upper Mesopotawia and
Syria in heavy concentrations, were in turn related

¥
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to .other sections of clans of the same tribes who
. at the same time or even earlier had infikrated
Sumer and Akka,d where they became for the
. most part. sedentary and “Akkadianized” al-
though retaining at the same time the conscious-
ness of their Amorite tribal origins, as is proved by
the Haminurapi family and in the titulary of the
“Uruk dynasty of Sin-kasid.
In the strict sense, therefore, the genealogy of
the Hammurapi dynasty proper may be said to
" begin with the nime of Amnénu only. But in the
- strictest sepse of all, this genealogy may be
thought to begin only with the name of Ipti-
yamita, and for two reasons: (1) Amnanu and
_Yabrurum, patently eponymous names of tribes
probably fill “dummy” incumbencies, the genea-
logical tradition apparently-having no knowledge of
names prior to Iptivamiita; (2) territorially and
chronologically, these two names fill incumbencies
for locales that in time and place (the South of
- Sumer and Akkad and even Babylonia) would
have been under the striet control of the Ur 111
kings. TFor by dead reckoning backwards from
the accession year of Sumuabum in 1894, and
operating with our mean incumbency figure of
fifteen years, we arrive at year 2059 for a hypo-
thetical “accession of Amnanu.” But this turns
out _to be the 35th year of Sulgi, a time in which-it
is hardly eonceivable that an Amorite tribal chief-
tain would have been able to carve out any autono-
mous territory in Babylonia proper,: It s there-
fore safest to view the two “incunibencies’ of Am-
nénu and Yabrurum as representative of o period
of relatively unobtrusive infiltration of fBabyloma
of the tribes so named, under the watehful eyes of
the Ur IIT dynasts. The beginnings of the politi-
cal autonomy of these tribes may then be said to
have .occurred under the leadership of a tribal
chieftain by the name of Iptiyamita, (or some-
* thing like it), and this event may be tentatively
. plac'ed at ca. 2029 B.c., i.e., the heginning of the

i reign of Ibbi-Sin, the l.1st of the Ur IIT kings.

" Considering, howcvex that we have been utilizing
. the fifteen-year average m(.umbuuy figure in a
somewhat rigid manner until this point, it would
be safest to allow.some flexibility in assigning a
specific year for this event. It is, nevertheless,
clear from the foregoing that the royal beginnings
of the Hammurapi family — in a locale, to bt sure,
that was brobably not Babylon — coincided almost

- exactly :x:geh the beginning of the Isin dynasty

- genealogical list preserved in GHDD.

under Iéb)-Erra (2017) and that of the Larsa.
dynasty under N: aplan.um (2025)

We may here suumarize our estimate of the
historical worth of the genealogies of GHD and
AKL, as distinet from their hlstonographlcal inter-
est. For GHD this is a relatively easy matter.
Beginning with the name of Iptiyamiita in line 11,
it appears that the text offers an authentic record
of the genealogy — or of the predecessors — of
Sunmabum. It is not at all certain that these

* names are in every instance preserved in their

original and authentic form, nor that the actual
sequence was historically exactly as given in this
text. But it is safe to say that the names hawe an
authentie ring, and none of them, at any rate, is
otherwise known as a tribal or geographic namc.
The same cannot be said for the first ten lines of
the text. Almost all the names in these lines can
be securely identified with names of trihes known
to us from other sources, or as topographic names.
Morcover, the first three lines of the text contain
paired names that match similar pairs in AKL.
This scems therefore to confirm the suggestion tlt
these lines congigted of “rhymed pairs” of nanbs,
suggesting the possibility that this segment of the
truditjon was originally preserved as some kind of
desert chant — perhaps as part of some oral epic
of early tribal heroes — that-seems to have been
common to all the bedouin tribes in early Mesopo-
tamian history, and which might have included
some of ithe other seetions;of the tribal genealogy
as well.  Upon becoming settled and “civilized”
in Babylonia, it was felt necessary to harmonize
and co-ordinate this genealogical tradition in the
accepted style of Mesopotamian historiography,
by means of the concept of the paliz.  Upon estab-
lishing their own, independent kingdoms, written

. documents afforded them a reliable record of the
_ true dynastic pedigree, and this was then linked

up with the older tribal tradition to form the
This linkage
may still be detected between Yabrurum, the last
of the tribal names, and Iptiyanita, the first of
the authentic names, and this determination is re-
inforeed by the independent caleulation that the
transition from “legend” ta/Thistory” coincided
with the end of the Ur IIT Dynasty.

AKL, ns we now know, utilizes the same tra-
dition found in'GHD but, in contrast to the latter,

66, Cf, Kraus, “Konige’ 4.
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employs the tradition for a tendentious purpose.
For although it appears that by the turn of the
First Millennium 8.c. Assyrian learned cireles ac-
cepted the [radition at face value as an authentic

part of the| Assyrian King Ljst, it i  equally ap-
parent thaf at an earlier stage — perhaps during

the lifetimg of Saméi-Adad himself — it was uti-
lized by perties concerned with legitimizing and
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" series of na

the same

eponyms,

e claims of the Samgi-Adad line on the
one. The original form of the docu-
mployed might well have been ohe
a purpose similar to that of GHD.
type document must have begun with
hymed pairs” and continued with a
which are little more than tribal
This tradition — reflected mere or less

intaet in the first section of AKL, the “seventeen

kings who |

ved in tents’” — was then coupled to

the authentic pedigree of Samsi-Adad, beginning

at least with Halg, as demonstrated by Lands- .

berger.5 This linkage thus corresponds to that

detected in
Yalrurum,

Iptiyamita,
the grotolypp document imbedded in the first fwo

GHD between the last tribal name,
hnd the first.name of the true pedigree,
At this stage, it must be concluded,

sections of AKI had nothing whatever Lo do with o

list of Assyrian kings.

“native’” Al

The line of authentic
ssyrian kings, that of Puzur-A&ur T

and his sucdessors, had very likely compiled some
form of king.list of its own, traced back to Uspiya,
whose historicity is beyond question despite the

absence of

his inscriptions, since his building ac-

tivities werd known to such later Xssyrian kings as

Shalmanese
tainly to &
USpiya and
) sécondam'ty
Adad “Ahng
either hy §

67. Seé no

68. For Sh
interest 1o nj
acknowledge
is not, altho
knowledged.
9p.316f.

' T and Esarhagddon® and almost cer-
wmdi-Adad himself ® - The names of
his son Apiagal (if aythentic) were only
interpolated into the enlarged Samdis
entafel” (the first fwo sections of AKL),

e 36 above.
nlmaneser, IAK 120, in whieh i1 might be of
te that Ubpiya (33 {.) and Eridum (36) are
I by 8. as ancestors {ab?), but Saméi-Adad
gh in the parallel JAK 126 he is thua ae-
. For Esarhaddon, see Borger, 470 Beiheft

69. The Eplil temple of EriSum in Ashur rehuilt by
Saméi-Adad,L‘and named by him Eamkurkurra (JAK 22

6}, would seel

to be related 4o, if not rdentical with, the

Ehursagkurkurra rebuilt by Shalmaneser I (ibid. 126 f.),
who credite [Uspiya with being its firat builder, so that

Samgi-Adad must have known that fact too.

22 note §, wi

Cf. JAK
h ibid. 128 f. note 4. :

améi-Adad himself or by the later '
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partisans of his line. It cannot yet be decided

. whether this was aceomplished by “wrenching =

apart” a real continuity in the original pedigree

_ between Azarab and Halé®and inserting the two

names of the earliest Assyrian kings hetween
them, or whether it entailed a replacement of two
earlier names, or “incumbencies” (z and y), that

. were, s0 to speak, “‘forced out” in order to accom-

modate the names of the two Assyrian rulers.™
At any event, it was from this time onward that
the Saméi-Adad genealogy, thus altered, entered
the strean®of Assyrian tradition, ultimately gain-
ing acceptance as an integral part of the Assyrian
King List'.

The geneslogical traditions of the Hammurapi
Dynasty and of the Saméi-}_&dad family may now
he presented in the scheme on the following page.

v
The Purpose of the Text (lines 3:3-43)

The final section of the text provides the neces-
sary olues to the ““Sitz i Leben” of the document
as a whole, i.e., the reason it was written and the
manner in which it was used. . Lines 33-35, how-
ever, constitute a continuation of the collective
vategories of persons already begun in line 32 “the
palit of those whose names are not recorded on this
tablet.” .

Line 33. ““The soldier(s) who fell in the &. of
their lord.” The oniy established meaning for
dapnalu which might fit the present context is that
of “peril, hard times”; the meaning “Idriress”
scems to me unsuited to the context, giving little
peint to the line, The idea scens to be that the
nameless foot-soldiers who gave their lives while
in the service of their royal lords deserve to be
memorialized by the king at least as a collectivity,
on the occasion when the ancestors of the king are
individually reealled by name. On this interpre-
tation, the idea would appear to be analogous to
the oceasions especially set in our own times for

70. Having ohserved ahove (section 2h) that the count
of twenty-six “ancestors’” of Saméi-Adad in AKL is in
perfect harmony with the count of twenty-seven from
the beginning of GHI) to Hammurapi, the ¢hoice here
would be in favor of positing ancestors “X'* and “Y"
who were replaced by Ulpiya and Apiakal. This would
alao agree with the view expressed as to the acourate
sense of these rulers of time past, making it leas likely
that Samki-Adad would have disturbed this span in order
to accommodate the names of the two Assyrian kings.
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-
GHD-
GUTIAN PALT
Ara(m/Earbar)
Madara
Tu(b)ti(ya)
(Y)amuta/Atamu
Yamaqu
Suf(ha)la{m)ma
PANEAN PALU
 Heana
Namz /g
Ditanu
Zummabu
Namhi
AMORITE PALU
Amnianu
Yahrurum
Ipti-yamﬁt’a
Bubazum
. Su-malika
Asmadu
Abi-yamiita
Abi-ditan .
Ma-am(?)-x - x - x
Su-x-ni(?)-x
Dad{banaya(?)]
1894 Sumuabum
Sumula'al
Zabium
Apil-Sin
1813 Smmuhalllt
Hammumpl
ete,

ca. 2250

. ca. 2120

“ea. 2059

ca. 2029

commemorating the dead, particularly of the “Un-
known Dead” of national wars. A conceptual
framework that would support such a service
might at first sight appear anachronistic in the
context of ancient Mesopotamiar society, hut if
e substitute the Babylonian king for the médern
“state” or “nation” the notion appears not so far-
fetched. " Dannatu here, and in the Hammurapi
“Laws §§27 ff., must therefore mean something
like “perilous (campaign).”™
- Lines 34-5. With these two entries the author
" means to include in the. memonal the dead royal
princes and princesses, whose names are lost or
. forgotten, yet who — by virtue of royal hirth —
desgrve t0 be recalled as a distinctive graup.

1. Note the parallel use of harrdn Sia:rzm n these
. laws §§26, 32

AKL.

Tudiya

Adamu

Yangi

Sa/1/ublamu

Harbaru B s

Mandaru

Emsu
HARsu
“Didéanu
Hant
Zu'abu

Nuabu

Abazu

Bela

Azarab

;((::)} Kf};:g:l} Asszr,rian Dynasty

Hale -

Samarnu “

Hayanu

Ilu-mer s

Yakmesi : 'L
- Yakmeni

Yazkur-gl

Ilakabkabu

Aminu

Suinsi-Adad

Lines 36-38.  In these lines we have at orwgt._he
last and most inclusive cateBory of the dend who
sre to he remembered on the oceasion when this
text was used, and the most important clués us to
what kind of ocrasion it was.

The key terms are pdgidwm and  sdhirum.

.These are activities having to do with the “care

and feeding of” the dead. Vor the pdgidum in
identical contexts there are the following: da elem-
ma-§u pagida la 184 @mur ‘' Have you seen the dne
whose ghost has no one to serve us its p.?” (Gilg.
XII 152}; iu etemmu fa paqmde la (567 (v elemmu Sa
kasdap kispi la 130 lu efemmu S0 ndy mé la 350 lu
clemmu S zakdr Sume la 180 “Whether (yoh zfre)

.the ghost who has none to be its p., or the ghost

who has none to make the funerary offering, or the
ghost who huas none to ninke the water-libation, or



the ghost who has none to recite the memorial
service” (CT XVI 10 v 8.}
The term pahirum in this context presents some

difficulty. A participle of sahdru in the sense of .

“‘orie who is|solicitous’” about something or some-
one, or “‘one who busies himself”’ with some ac-
tivity, would not be inappropriate to the context,
a8, €.g., in [the phrase sahiru damgati “one who
seeks, or is aplicitous for, the good”, or as in sahiru
patdnu ‘“‘ong who is preoccupied with dining’ -
(KAR 193 oby. 12 [W. G. Lambert BWL 144)),
and thus hgre as “one who is solicitous, concerns
himself with’’ the needs of the dead. Yet in the™
standard literature devoted to such mortuary ac-
tivities, theterm sdjiru, in contrast to pdgidu, is
not encounfered. We firid in its stead only the
verb zakdrd, as in zaki/or ¥umi of the excerpt
quoted above, and without specification of the
noun $umu |“name” but nevertheless to be so un-
derstood in fthe following quotation: afla efemmu la
o o gébire u sa-gi-ra la €81 “You, O

ing the close similarity of this line with its

' sion or interference in the literary tradi-
tion betwden sdhiru and 2dkiru/sdgiru, both of
which actj
propriate in the mortuary ceremonics. However
one chooses to interpret sehdrum in this context,™
it would be difficult to dissociate altogether the
sahiram la] 137 of our text and sagira lo tedit of the
ritual text{just quoted. The pdgidum is probably
to be understood as “carvetaker”, i.e., the one
(normally] a son or close relative) who sees to it
that the dead ancestor or relative is provided with
" regular offerings of food and drink; the sahirum
would th
{or a p};netic variant of zdkirum) the one who
invokes the ancestral spirit by name. In lines
36-38, Arnmisaduga is therefore seen to be invok-
ing those|unfortunsip “orphaned’ spirits-at-large
— who, in the gbsende of relatives of their own to

/ hisSatum “debt slavery”
un example of near doubiei
21 ("“Descent of Ishtar’) obyv. 34 f.,cf.CT 15
33, and Castellino, ZA N.F. 18 (1957) p. 40.

GAGEE25d) as in
pu “famine’’, or us

. in-our text, a suspicion is raised of ~

ities might have been originally ap-

n be either a near-synopym of pdgidum

¢ of the &/§ interchange -
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their refuse™ — inviting them to come for once
and share a “decent meal” with his own aneestors,
in gratefulness for which they will heap blessings
on their royal bénefactor, together with the bless-
ings expected from the spirits of his royal ances-
tors, predecessors, relatives, and their retainers

- who died on the field of battle. "~ -

Lines 39-40. The restoratipns of the impera-
tives akld and §itid in these lines respectively, are
sitggested in part by the traces of the poorly pre-
served signs, and in part by the unmistakable con-
text of the whole as a késpu-offering to the dead (to
be elaborated immediately below), which con-
sisted of food and drink.™

The nature and funct'ﬁon of the text as a whole
is hardly open to doubt:"it is the invocation to an
actual memorial service to the dead, the central
action of which was the offering to the etemma —
the ghosts or spirits of the dead — of the kispu,
which consisted of food and drink. The greatest
amount of — but hardly varied — information
about these kispu offerings is to be found in the
ndministrative archives of Mari, where a fairly
standard offering of food and -drink was made at
the beginning and on the 16th day of every month
us the kispum Sa LugaL™? “the mortuary offering
to the (dead) kings.”™ These occasions were not
all of equaliyvnelysive scope, for in a letter from

= Kibri-Dagan of T rmWZ'ri-Lim, the latter is

directed by divine o through a “prophet”
{mubkum) to offer u kispum to the ghost (itemmum)
of Yahdun-Lim,” but that may have been a“épecial
offering occagioned by some extraordinary cireum-
stance. Of possibly greater relevance to the con-
text of the present article is the letter of Sandi-
Adad to his son Yasmah-Adad in Mani, in which
the king informs the latter of his scheduled arrival

74. Gilg. X11153: 3ukulat digari k®ipal akii 3o ina
sigl nadd ikkal “‘(the ghost who has no pdagidu) eats
food-seraps (rom the bowl and bread erurmbs that huve
been thrown into the street.”

75. Professor Landsberger, whose early insight into

"the nature of the text led the present writer to identify

it us a form of kispum deremony, suggests restoring the
two verbs us a-"am-ra and [#-mi]-a. While it would ap-
pear that my own suggestions are more appropriale to
the central act of the kisprm—-1he offering of food and hY
drink-—-only a more careful collution of the tablet
might prove decisive. Sec the Postseript at the end of
this paper.

76. For this ¢lass of documents of  ARMT VII 199, IX
283 .; X1 139; X1I 23, 25.

77. ARM 11T 40. . ,
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‘in Terqa on the day of the kzsp&m“ This notice
must be linked with the long-known inscription of
amsi-Adad found at the site of Terga (Tell
“Agirab) which commemorates the king's con-
.struetion at Terqa of the E-kisi-ga (=bit kispi)

_kind of ceremonies that took place in this building,
in addition to the actual setting out of the chspu-
offering, is ‘provided in line 7 of the inscription, in
which the building is further described by the king
as B KU-ul-ts-8u, the meaning of which has so far
- remained elusive. It is here proposed that it be
read as bif quittéu “‘the house of his ‘intonation’ ",
t.e., the building where the l:vmg king {or hjs
representative) intones the names of his dead an-
cestors in an atmosphere of hushed reverent at-
. tention.® Upon being thus invoked — conjured
up in an atmosphere approaching that of a seance
— the ancestral spirits, and any additional speciral
guests invited to partieipate in the oceasion, were
then tendered the kispu-offering. One might well
" iiagine, therefore, that the oral part of the cere-
monies performed by Samsi-Adad in the Ekisiga
included a text corresponding to the one of Am-
misaduda now before us, even to an identity of the
names of the earliest ancestors thereby invoked,
The evidence from the Mari, and even carlier
» cuneiforin sources,™ makes it certain that the “day
“of the kispum” was a fixed and regular institu-
tion.®  Apart from this, however, are the special
occasions involving colmmoners us well as kings,
when the kispu was offered to the dead in rituals
direcied specifically towards exorcizing their
malevolent effects; on these occasions the ghosts
were likely to be, however, not of departed rela-
tives, but of strangers, especially those who suf-

78, ARM I 65.
79. TAK 126 f. no. 5.
80. On qalu/qaliv see lastly 1. Reiner AS 16 247 f.
Probably to be connected with thissense as well is the
5 aspect of Ninurta, ¢ 24 41 line 65 where ASUH (0r MTUS).
8BS is explained as (Ninurla) §e qu-ul-fi *“(N.) of hushed
supphcatlou intenation (or thelike).” {Theemendation
of SUR to SUH or MU'S is in accordance with the sugges-
ion of Meigsner OL/ 12 (1909) 203, based on numerons
pamllels.) The relutiun to the present context is sug-
gested by the basic meaning of SES, which is bakid “to
ery.”
81.Cf. Landsberger, Kuli. Kal. 5 §. Occurrences
"{fom different periods cited AHw 187.
82. Far aliustons to the ceremony by other First
Dynasty kings, note VA8 16 51 & (‘samaud:rglnu) Vil
6 80 6 1. {Ammiditana).

¥

dedicated to the god Dagan™ A clue to the.

fered unnatural deaths; or whose corpses remained
unburied ®# This type of kispu ceremony seems
not to be involved here. It is most Iikelx, how-
ever, that the occasion on which the text of BM
80328 was pegited was not an ordinary or regular
day of kisp@ of either the first or sixteenth day
of the monthe” The inclusion of the spirits of other
than the dead ancestors, including even the ghosts
of anyone and everyone “from East to West” who
otherwise has no one to offer them the kispum,
suggests that the occasion was an extraordinary
one, but the text itself offers no clue as to what it
might have been. The performance might still
have been scheduled for the first or sixteenth day
of the tnonth, but this would have been coingi-
dental with some other momentous occasion which
called for a more inclusiveanortuary “feast.” One
might think of the coronation of the new king as an
oecasion suitable for such an expression of royal
“largesse” — when perhaps even the living popu-
lation received something above their normally |
miserable fure. What could he more appropriate
for Ammisaduga, as the newly crowned Sar mida-

‘rim, than to demonstrate his concern for his

peaple’s welfure by a special food distribution to
all -~ to the dead as well ‘as the living? L

\f
Sumimary

The information disclosed by BM 80328 throws
much unexpected light in a nymber of directions.

1. The text shosws conélusively that the Semitie
tribes west of the Euphrates and of the Upper
Fuphrates region had evolved and elaborated
genealogival traditions at an early age — prob-
ably not later than the turn of the Third Millen-
nium By¢. — which were linked together by a belief
in o sgeries of carly ancestors common to all of
them. This phenomenon seemns to he at least »

.rough prototype of the genealogical tradition that
Carose in the Arabian peninsula soon after the

victory of Istam.  Beginning ut about that time,

‘the Arab gencologists constructed an all-embrace-

ing,™ but in large part nrtiﬁ(-iul, pedigree for some

»

83. An extensive “eatnlogue’™ of such ¢lerond is enu-
merated in the rivual trented by Ebeling, Tl 144 1.

84. The major work on the subjeet is the all-encom-
passing Genealogische Tabellen der arabischen Stamme und
Familien (1852/3) in two parts, iucluding one set out
completely in the Torm of ;,on(-nlugwnl trees, hy F
Wusteufeld



6000 tribes
groups: the
scended +ro

o

and clans,. divided ifito two large
Southern, ‘Yemenite’ group, all de-
n the presumed common ancestor

Qahtéin, and the Northern group, all descended

from an anc
the ‘Ishma’

betor ‘Adnén, otherwise known also as
plite’ group — by conseious linkage

: h1stor10graphic literature.

with biblica] genealogy.® This division is euri- -

ously compgrable to the one given in the Mari

archives, the Southern ‘Yaminites’ and the North-,

ern ‘Sim’alites.” Whether or not it is possible to
harmonize the Arab notion of ‘Ishma'elite’ with
the ancient| ‘Sim’alite,® the idea of deep-seated
distinction between the tribes of the North and
those of the South of the Arabian peninsula ap-
pears to have a very ancient history.

2. The tgxt practically confirms the identifica-
tion of the first section of the Assyrian King List,
the “seventeen kings who lived in tents”, as forn-
ing the first part of the “Ahnentafel” of Samai-
Adad I, the second section of which was already
thus identifjed by Landsberger. It demonstrates
further that this “Ahnentafel” in its original form
had nething whatever to do with the kings of
Assyria; whatever royal status any of these per-
sonages may have enjoyed — insofar as they may
‘be viewed as historical at all — must have had for
its territoripl background the region of Mari and
Terga on the Upper Euphrates. The later in-
corporation of this “Ahnentafel” in the Assyrian
King list should now he evaluated as a pl(—‘((‘ of
successful propaganda.

3. By the discovery of BM 80328 we have, as'it
Were, stun] l}led upon 4 heretofore unsuspected

genre of doeument, which may now take its place

along with royal inscriptions, compiled year-name
lists, and the like, upon_which the AMesopotamian

85. Braualich, op. cit. 72,

86. The o

meept of a ‘Northern' group of bedouin

tribes seems|to have been a secondary one already in the
Mari age, thiat arose as need was felt for a term to com-

plement the
Mari record

“4outhern’ group, the Yemenite. In the
, at least, the designation nuMu.Mzs Sim'gl

is of rare oequrrence, and thus possibly an artificial coin-
age to designate tribes more commonly known under
their specific names. (Cf. Kupper, Nomades 54 [.) In
Arab tradlt on, the concept of the Isma’ilite branch is
patently “sefondary and artificial, in contrast to the
notion of the Yemgnite branch. Is it possible that the
idea of the §im’alite tribea maintained itself in Northern
Arabia in a|vague and precarious way, only to be re-
interpreted and etymologized by early Muslim genealo-
gista in the light of the biblical genealogies?
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scholarly tradition could have drawn’in the com-
pilation of king lists and chronicles and similar -
The kispu . ceremony
for the dead royal ancestors was not peculiaf to the
Western Semites, but was part of the regular series
of rituals attending the new moon (@m bi/ubbu-
lim)¥ going back to.pre-Sargonic Sumer and
continuing through the Neo-Babylonian period.
While it need not be assumed that the same and
complete series of ancestral names was invoked
at each such ceremony — as noted above, the
Mari evidence indicates otherwise — the recita-
tion of the complete pedigree of the reigning
monarch must have occurred regularly enough to
warrant the preparation of a text such as BM
80328, to be re-used, recopied, or .modifled to
suit the needs of the particular oceasipn. The
“Ahnentafel” of Samdi-Adad I, preserved now’

ly as the first two sections of the Assyrian King

ist, might originally have been 'a text which in

* form and purpose was similar to that of BM

80328, that had its setting in the kzspum vere-

monies i TEI‘(ld,

4. Depending on the valldlty of the restora-
tion offered above for line 19, the text may provide

-the first clues to the antecedents of Swmusbum

and the First Dynasty of Babylon, That family
will have been of mnajor political consequence
already at the time of the earlier kings of Isin
uidd Larsa; the death of Dadbanays — pl.'esun\_ably
a contemporary of Ur-Ninurta of Isin and of
Abisaré of Larsa — would not otherwise have been
noted in a date-formula of the thme (of the Tsin
Dynasty?), The seat of this family’s political
authority at that time — presumably other than
Babylon — remains to be discovered.

5. Lines 29-32, if correctly understood, repre-
sent a broadened use of the concept of the palq,
in the approximate meaning ‘‘age, era”, and re-
flect a concern, at least on the part of the later
kings of the First Dynasty of Babylon, to “pe-
the gencalogical history of the West
c‘:emm( tribes, as they conceived that history,
aceording o the historiographical canons they
had assimilated from the Sumero-Akkadian tradi-

riodivize”

. tion, a tradition which they proceeded to elaborate

and develop further.

87. In addition to earlier vccurrences add now Kraus,
Briefe aus dem Brilish Museum (CT 48-44) No. 106 17 f.
[k]i.s&.ga |blibbulim %a LI abi-ka.
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POSTSCRIPT
The writer has had the opportunity of collat-

' ing the text after the tablet had been baked and
" cleaned, but too late to alter the autograph copy, -

as the article was by then already in galley proof.
The collation resulted in the following determina-
tion:

Line 19: DA is clear; AD, considerably more
certain than suggested by the copy; BA, a good
possibility, the final vertical now being clear.

Line 39: AL at the beginning, how clear; a-ani-ra
at end positively excluded, AK not excluded, LA
virtually certain, ef. the form of the sign in lines
21, 32, and 38. :

Line 1): reading &-me/i-a excluded by traces.
More of!ST is now visible than appears in. the

~ copy; T for the next sign not excluded by traces.

[Added in page proofs: Page 102, comment to
line 14 of the text, cf. also the nam% As-ma-Tl-en,
p. 107 below, under b).} .




