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PREFACE

The ineentive te the etndiee here preeented wee furnished by the e:-:eeve-
t-iene ef the Orientel Inetitute et- Tell Aeiner. Wh.e11 in the eeeeen ef 1931,.-"r32
we epened up etrete ef Agede end Eerly Dyneetie timee, the ehrenelegy ef
theee periede neturelly eeeupied eur theughte greet-ly, end the euther felt
prempted te reeume eerlier, mere perfunetery etudiee ef the Sumerien King
Liet. T-he mein ideee embedied in the preeent werk teek ehepe thet eeeeen in
the eveninge, efter deye epent in the heneee end emeeg the remeine ef the
periede with whieh the King Liet deeie. The deteiled "|.ver1~:ing=-eut end re-
peeted teeting ef theee ideee heve eeeupied mueh ef the euther’e time in the
yeere einee then. He releeeee them——e:1theug;h he feele thet they will eentinee
te eeeupy hie theughte fer e leng time yet-—iu the eineere hepe thet- they will
preve fruitful te ether werkere in thie field end eentribute tewerd better under-
etending ef the innumerehle ehrenelegieel prebleme whieh etill eweit eelutien.

The eut-her ie indebted te meny peeple fer help end eneeuregententwfiret
ef ell te the three men te whem thie heel: ie dedieeted. Te the ertemple ef their
widely different but ell truly eehelerly pereene-litiee I ewe mueh. O. E. Revn,
my teeeher, ie the embediment ef hie ewn eeber eeneepte ef whet eehelerehip
eheuld be end the beet menter e yeung Aeeyrielegiet eeuld heve. Ae fer Ed-
werd Chiere-——enly theee whe heal the geed fertene te werk with thie werm-
heerted, vitel, end inepiring eeheler een fully reeliee hew irrepere-ble e leee eur
eeienee euffered et hie untimely deeth in 1933. With H. Frenlrfert I heve been
eeeeeieted threugh ten yeere ef werl-: in the field end et heme, fruitful yeere ef
friendehjp end free eeehe-nge ef ideee whieh I velue highly. Tewerd the etudiee
here preeented he hee ehewn e never feiling intereet.

Sineere thenke ere due, further, te the lete Jemee Henry Breeeted fer eeeept-
ing thie beek fer the Orientel Inetitute eeriee end eepeeielly te the preeent
direeter ef the Inetitete, Jehn A. Wileen, fer mel-Ling the fulfilment ef thet
premiee peeeible eltheugh eenditiene heve ehenged meterielly. Jehn Wileen
elee euggeeted eempering my reeulte with Egyptten ehrenelegy end eeeieted
with the Egyptelegieei litereture en the eubjeet.

Te my eelleeguee in the Orientel Inetitute I em indebted fer euggeet-iene end
helpful eritieiem en meny peinte. Severel heve underteken te reed the menu-
eeript eempletely er in pert. I mey mentien Prefeeeere A. T. Olmeteed end
F. W. Geere end Dre. Geerge G. Cemeren, Hebert M. Engberg, G. W. lyin-
Ewen, Igneee J. Gelb, end Semuel I. Feigin.
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1; Pnneeee

Of inestimeble velue hes been the interest end peinstehing cere which Dr.
T. Geerge Allen end his esseeietes en the editeriel steff ef the Clrientel Insti-
tut-e heve shewn in dealing with this velume. I wish especially te emphesise
my feeiing ef deep indebtedness te Mrs. Ruth S. Breel-tens, with whem every
peint ef heth style end ergument hes been thereughly discussed. Through her
nnflegging interest, her fine scheierly eppreeeh, end excellent judgment this
essey hes prefit-ed meterielly. The index et the end ef the be-ek is else due
te her.

Teeeertn Jeceeselv
C‘-ereneeeen
April 14, 1939
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Il\iTB.ODUO'TION

The firet fragment ef the Sumerian King Liet ei any impertance wee pub-
liehed by Hilprecht in 1226} the eecend by Scheil in 1211.“ The fellewing ten
yeare eaw a eteacly etream ef new material appear: feur impertant tent-e were
pnbliehed by Peebel in 1214,“ twe mere by Legrain in 1222-21;‘ and laetly, in
1223, came the magnificent Weld-Blundell priem,5 which in many reepecte wae
te cleee the earlier phaee ef the etudy ef eur deeument.

The intereet which thie material areuecd in the eeientific werld wae ceneirler-
able, and ninnerene eehelare teel-: up the prebleme which it prceented. Beeidee
the namee already mentiened we might cite Gadd, Langden, Eduard Meyer,
Thureau-Dangin, Ungnad, and many etherefil An wae natural, ceneiclering the
fragmentary etate ef the material and the gradual way in which it accumu-

1 BE XX 1 (1222) chap. iv.
5 UR, 1211, pp. 222-22.
i BBB V, Nee. 2-5. The reveree ei hie. 5 had been publiehed earlier by Hilprecht (ace

n. 1); the ebveree wae new.
‘IHJXI (1222) 1T5-22; EJJ XII (1221) 'l'5-'l"’l'; PBS XIII Nee. 1-2.
5Langden, (Y-‘BUT II, Ple. I-IV. Since then iragrnente ef Elamite vereiene have been

publiehed by Scheil in BA XXXI (1234) 142-22.
2 Witheut attempting eempleteneee we may qnete the fellewing:
After 2cheil‘e te:-rt (CR, 1211, pp. 222-22): Ii‘. I-Ireeny in W.2'KM XXVI (1212) 1-12-22;

F. X. Kugier in .21»1 XXYII (1212) 242-£15; Eduard Meyer in Preueeieche ril~:ademie der
”Wia‘.=-enechaiten, Bilaunpeberie.-‘lie XXXI (1212) 1222-33, and in hie Geechiclile rice Allerlrlrne
I 2 (Stuttgart nnd Berlin, 1212) § 222e," F. E. Peieer in OLZ XV (1212) 154 i.; Pecbel it-irl.
eel. 221]; A. H. Erayce in Beeiety ef Biblical Archaeeleg'y, Preceediuga XXXIY (1212) 11.15-T2;
Scheil in R1-1 IX (1212) 22; Thureau-Bangle pp. 22-2?’ and 21-22 and in hie Le ehren.e-
leeie dee dynecliee dc Burner et d’r-icced (Parie, 1212) p. 25.

Alter Peehel’e te:-rte: G. A. Barten in M-.1’ III (1215) 55-E-2 and in Jenrne-1 cf Biblical Lil-
eretltre XXXIV (1215) 1—2; L. Delaperte in Bernie dc Pliiateire rice relipiene L}§.'Kl1 (1215)
122»-22; F. Hemmel in J. B. Nice, Ur Bpneelp Tehlete (“eieeyrielegierwhe Bibliethel-1” XXV
(Leipaig, 1222]) pp. 225-‘F; L. W. King‘, Legends ef Bebplen and Egypt in Helelien le Hebrew
Trrnlitien. (The Sclneeich Lecturee, 1212* [Len~:len, 12121) pp. 21'-22; T. G. Pinehee in Experi-
tery Timce XXVII (Edinburgh, 121-:"=,/'12) 51'?-21; Peebcl, PBS 12" 1, pp. TF1-122.

After Legrain’e te:-rte: A. T. Clay in JAOS KLI (1221) 2:11-22; C. J. Gadd, The Early
Dpneelice cf Samar and ..-licked (“The Eethen Beriea“ I [Lenden, 1221]); Hemmel, “Slur alt-
babyleniechen Ifiinigeliate,” Beilrripe eur rnerpenirinriieclren r-llleri-unteltrrruie III 1' Miineheu,
1222) 33-32; Langden in Erpeailerp Times XXKII (1220,(21) =112-13; Peebel in Z21 XXXIV
(1222) 22-52; Thureau-Ilangin in BA XVIII (1221) 152 f.; 11.. Ungnad in ZA XXXIV 1-1-1;
L. Waterman in AJSL XXXIX (1222,"22) 222-2?.

1
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2 Tan S-uneninn Kins LIST

lated, meet of these studies were concerned primarily with the reconstruction
of the tent, the placing of the known fragments, and the filling up of gaps.
The reliability of the information contained in the fragments was rarely
seriously questioned. Most scholars inclined to accept it at face value and
saw the chief difficulty in the fragmentary state of our knowledge of the tent:
“The royal canon when complete would be a most precious document and
would help us to fin the lines of Babylonian history from the legendary time
of the kings after the flood, down to the end of the Isin dynastyf" The opti-
mietic view prevalent and the enthusiasm at seeing the gaps gradually fill up
is vividly cspressed by Gadcl in the introduction to The Early Dynasties of
Sui-ner and riltlzad (p. v):

The acquisition of a complete and trustworthy scheme for the foundations of the
oldest history of even one well-defined region in the ancient world is no moan addition
to science, and perhaps only those who worl: in less favoured fields can duly appreciate
the fortune of the aseyriologiet in this important respect. Thanks to discoveries which
date almost entirely from the last ten years, this claim can new be made with confidence
for the early period of history in Babylonia. This short essay is an attempt to utilise
the latest available material, which seems to afford snflicient indications to ftunish at
last an entirely connected scheme of chronology, which rests, not upon conjecture, but
upon the evidence of written records, that arc, in comparison, almost as old as the
event-s which they commemorate.

Only two years later, however, Langdon published the Weld-Biundell prism,
which gives the test of the King List almost complete. The publication of this
tent, it is true, confirmed in a very gratifying manner the results of the early
phase of the study of the King List. The placing of the known fragments and
the reconstruction of the gaps had for the major part been correct. The tent
new available also showed, however, that a number of important rulers whom
one would certainly have enpected to find in the King List were not there; and
when crcavatione at al-“Ubaid in that same year revealed an inscription men-
tioning one early king who ices listed, Mes-llcnne-pada, it was at once obvious
that this hing could not possibly have reigned so far back in time as his posi-
tion in the King List would suggest.

The result of these new facts was a wave of rapidly growing skepticism.
The discrepancy between the actual date of lldes-Anne-pada, as indicated by
the orthography of his inscription, and the early place to which he was assigned
in the King List gave point to a chronicle to which Weidner called attention in
1223 and again in 1222, which indicated. that several dynasties listed as con-
secutive in the King List must in reality have been contemporaneous. Around
these observations and around the facts that so many kings who were to be

I llegrain, PBS’ XIII Iii.
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ezspeeted in the King List are net mentiened there and that se many ef the
elder rulers mentiened appear with nnbeliet-‘ably lens; reigns, eenter mest ef
the eemments en the King List after 1923.5 Only a few have tal-zen as lenient-
a yiew as Gaddfi that “in the main it presents a tree summary ef the erder ef
events in the early kingdems ef Snmer, it denbtless preserves substantially the
erder in whieh eities rese te predeminanee, and the names ef many ef their
meet eelebrated rulers,” er as Weidner,“ whe enly makes the reserratien that
“seine restless Auswertnng fiir die Gesehiehtswissensehaft wird freilieh erst
mtiglieh sein, wenn Chreniken nnd histerisehe Insehriften iiber das aeitliehe
Verhitltnis der Dmastien aueinander die ntitige Anfhlttrnng gegeben haben
werden." it-Iere sehelacrs lean teward the yiew ef Eduard Meyer, whe, admit-
ting that eeme ef the infermatien ef the King List may ge bank te reliable
histerieal senrees, eentinnes:

Wis weit es freilich den Geleinten an Ende des dritten Jahrtaesends neeh nieglieh
war, den wahren gesehiehtliehen Zusammenhang einigerrnassen festsulialteli eder
wiederhersustellen, bieibt fraglieh genng; man wird yermuten dtirfen, dass Dynastien,
die in den einselnen Stadten nebeneinander bestanden nnd um dss Clherltenigtnni ran-
gen, fttlsehlieh als aufeinander felgend hetreehtet werden sind . , , .nnd dass nieht
selten einaelne Namen, die sieh erhalten hatten, aneinander gereiht nnd an Dynastien
rerbunden sind. Ilaneben ist die Einwirkung yen Velkssagen erltennbar.“
The entreme eenseqnenees ef these premises, iinally, were sharply drawn by
Landsherger in 1931:

Der "Wart der Kenigsliste, der selbst in histeriseh yellig klaren Perieden wegen ihrer
Gepflegenheit, gleiehseitig regierende Ilynastien hintereinander anfsufiihren, be-
sehrankt ist, ist tar diese alten Zeiten neeh geringer, wie sieh ans den hehen Regiernngs-
daten, dem Fehlen wiehtiger Namen win Me-silim nnd Lngal-icisalesi ergibt. Wir haben

B Denhts eeneerning the reliability ef the data fer the dynasties et Kish and Akshsh given
in Sehei1's list had been expressed already in 1913 by Meyer, G-esehtette des Altertnnts I 2
§329-:1, and later, in 1913, by Thnrean-Ilangin, Le eiirenetegte , p. E5.

Gt the literature en the King List after the publieatien et Langdenis teat we may qnete
H. Zimmern in EDMG n.F. III (19242) 19-35 and A. Deimel, Die etthehytentsehs Keetyslsste
and its-e Bsdentnngfttr die Ghreeeteyie (Rem, 1935}, whe are ehietiy eeneerned with the tent
ef the list. The ineensisteneies ei its data and the extent ef its histerisal.yalue have been dis-
enssed by Gad-d in UE I 129-19; Langden, Ea-eeset-tens at Ktsh I tParis, 1924} -5 L; B- Lands-
berger in ULZ XXXITF (1931) 119 f.; Meyer, Dis eitsrs Chmnelegte Batytnntens, Assyrians
and dpyptens (Stuttgmt nnd Berlin, 1995} pp. 2T—99,: Sidney Ehnith, EH:-1, pp. 19-4-t;
E. Unger in ULZ XJKIFII {I994} 393 f.; A. Ungnad, Seterte {Berlin nnd Leipsig, 1939)
p. 35; Weidner in Archie fer Keiisshrififerseheny I (1923) 95 and in AC-‘F III (1929) 199 I.
An eiiert te trsee the genesis ef tezrtual errers in the Agade dynasty was made by me in
Ante Grtsrttelte "1? (199?) 392-9. The qnestien ef what senrees underlie the King; List is dis-
eussed by H. G. C‘-niterbeeh in Z5. n.F. VIII [1934] 9-?’ and by Sidney Smith, ep. sit. p. 29.

5 Htstery and ll-Iennmenis cf Ur (Lenden, 1929) p. ET.
1" .-HJF III 199. 11 Die elrsre Gftrermteyis . . . . , p. 39.
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den Eindruek, dass die in der spateren Zeit duroh die Sage bertthmt gewerdenen Gestal-
ten an beliebiger Stelle als Dynastiongrtinder nntergebraeht wurden. Jedeefalls sind
bier sehr versehledenartige Quellen ehne riehtigs histerisehe Tradition kempiliert wor-
den. Dernns ergttrt stat, dass -wir -ts-es een der Iii-ni'gs.h1ste rolilstfintlig em-enstpte-res. nrttssen.
litielistt.-11s, dass wir ihr neeh gans robe Kenntnis der relativen Aufeinanderfelgen zu-
trauen, so dass z.B. ein Name, der sieh in der 9. Dynastie findet, nieht vor die 3. an
setsen ist.“

A strong element of uneertainty eoneerning the value of the King List has
unquestionably been introduced; for, although Landsberger may have stated
the eensequenees more sharply than others, these eonsequenees have been
drawn in praetiee. In late years the study of the King List has eeme almest to
a standstill, and its evidenee is hardly ever used fer purposes of ehrenelegy.
But complete disregard ef the King List and its evidence is net justifiable. It
must be the p1u"pese of further study to penetrate this general uneertainty and
to define as far as possible just what is unreliable in the King List and what is
net. The present essay represents an effort in this direetien and endeavors to
reaeh a clearer estimate of the histerieal value of this deeulnent by a study of
the development of its tent, the time of its eempesitien, the sources used by
its author, and the manner in whieh these sourees were treated. We are here
in many respeets eontinuing lines of investigation suggested by other sehelars,
notably Weidner and Sidney Smith, but peint in the main to new ways of ap-
preaeh. It is our hope that this essay will eentribute to bringing the study of
the King List out of the dead water in whieh it new lies.

1“ GL2-’ XXXIV 119; it-alies ours.
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TEXTUAL PROBLEMS

THE INDIVIDUAL I'~'L'=Ll*lUSCItIPTS

The l3EXlI»S whieh are of importance for the study of the Sumerian King List
are the following:
WE Ashmolean Museum 1923.4ettl. Published by Langdon, OECT II, Pls.

I-119’. Transliteration and translation with valuable notes on pp. 3-21.‘
WE begins with the rulers before the flood and eontinues with only

minor gaps to Sin-magir of the dynasty of Isin. The provenienee of
the teat is given as Larsa.“ If we assume, as seems most probable, that
the seribe earried his eopy up to date, WB must have been written in
the llth year of Sin-magir; for the list ends with this ruler and assigns
to him a reign of ll years.” This dating is supported by the eharaeter
of the writing, whieh eau hardly be planed later than the middle of the
lst dynasty of Babylon.“

Pa CBS 13981.‘ Published by Poebel, PBS V, No. 2; photograph on
Pl. KC. Transliteration and translation in Poebel, PBS IV 1, pp. I3-T8.

The obverse of Pr begins in the first half of the lst dynasty of Kish
and earries on with only small gaps to the end of the 1st dynasty of Ur.
The reverse lists four kings of the Isin dynasty and has two valuable
oelnmns of summaries of the dynasties originally listed by the tablet.
Pa was found in Nipper by the Babylonian Expedition of the University

‘Transliteration and translation of this source may be found also in Barton, RISA,
pp. 3-16-55, and Deimel, Dis eltbatytonfscfte Kdntgeltste, pp. 14-29.

1* Langdon {GEOT II 1) states that it was “written in Larsa.” Deimel, op. cit. pp. 29 f.,
states that it eomes from Kish. Is this a mistake?

* Cf. Langdon, DEC-‘T II 1 and esp. 21, n. 6: “The prism most have been written at
the end of the reign of Sinmagir for Dan1ik-ili-shu the last king is omitted.”

3 WE uses oonsistently the forms ; and rl-it-‘.-t for noun and nan. These forms became
relatively rare already before Hammurabi- In doeuments of this ruler and later noun garner»-
ally takes the form % or Er-=, and nan is written »-H1 . Similarly WE uses »£-ii for no and M‘-
for BI, forms which are not frequent after the 39th year of Hammurabi, when -19 and Ft or
PP bsoome the eurrent forms. Lastly ea, which in WE takes the form FF, is seldom writ-
ten with more than two horizontal wedges after the reign of Hammurabi, when the forms rs
and rt flourish.

‘ Bee Legrain, PBS XIII 1?’.
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of Pennsylvania. The t-ext has been dated by Poebel to the 4th year of
Enlil—bani.i

l-"3 CBS 13994.5 Published by Poebel, PBS V, No. 3; photograph on Pl.
XGI. Transliteration and translation in Poebel, PBS IV 1, pp. 38-30.

The obverse of P3 oovers——witl1 two large gaps-——the 1st dynasty of
Kish and ends with the first king of the 1st dynasty of Urult. The re-
verse has portions of the dynasties of rihshalt and Agade. P3 was found
in Nippur by the Babylonian Expedition of the University of Permsyl-
vania. The date of the text oannot be determined with eertainty. We
may guess at approximately the middle of the lst dynasty of Babylend

Pi C-BS 13393.“ Published by Poebel, PBS V, No. 4; photograph on Pl.
KC-I. Transliteration and translation in Poebel, PBS It-I 1, pp. Bl] f.

1-‘, has on the obverse the summary of the 4th dynasty of Uruk and
the beginning of the dynasty of Gutimn. The reverse preserves rem-
nants of a final summary. P‘, was fotmd in Nipper by the Babylonian
Expedition of the University of Pennsylvania. Sines the fragment is
small, definite epigraphioal elues to its date are laeking. The general
eharaoter of the writing suggests, however, that it belongs in the period
of the lst dynasty of Babylon. Poebel assumes that it was writ-ten in
the 33d year of Damiq-ilishu, but it is doubtful whether sueh elose dat-
ing is possible."

5 PBS IV 1, p. 93: “. . . . the summary in Column 19 assigns to the dynasty of Isin
only 11 kings and 139 years instead of iii kings and 335 years, a faet whieh ean be explained
only on the assumption that the eleventh I-ting of Isin was the ruling monaroh when the
list was drawn up. Figuring from the number of years given to the various kings of Isin in
list I~lo. 5, the first year of Enlil-bani, the eleventh hing of isin, was the 153th year of the
kingdom of Isin, and it is thus olear that the list was finished in the fourth year of Enlil-bani.“
The writing on the tablet is in perfeot aoeord with this dating.

‘Bee Legrain, PBS XIII 1?’.
T Even the writing does not give a olne, as the indieations are too vague. We have based

our guess on the fast that sueh eonsistent use of the simple form 1-at for no as this ms. ex-
hibits fits in better around the middle or toward the end of the dynasty than at the begin-
ning, while the forms m and m for -ea. are relatively rare after the reign of Hammurabi.

“Bee Legrsin, PBS XIII 1?.
1' Poebel arrives at this date [PBS IV 1, pp. 93f. and 193 f.) by eomparing the grand

total of Pr, 139 kings in 33,343 years, a months, and 131i‘) days, with that of Pt, 134 hinge
in 33,399{+s?j|+’i'3 years, y months, and 31f'i'} days, and by explaining the surplus of
icing and yearsss due to the faot that Pr was written later than Pi. Having already dated
P: to tbs 4th year of Enlil-bani, he ean plaoe Pi, whieh has 5 more kings than Pi, in the
reign of the fifth hing after Eoiil-bani, Damiq-ilishu. The 3,33? years whieh P1 has more
than Pi oannot, of oourse, be distributed among the five kings between Ehilil-bani and Da-
miq-ilishu; but Peebel plausibly points out that the tens and units of the two totals 33,343

‘1.-- .'r ! .- =- r
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P5 CBS 197‘3T.“* Published by Poebei, PBS Y, hie. 5.“ Transliteratirm
and translation in Poehel, PBS Iii 1, pp. S2 f.

The obverse of P5 contains the middle part of the lst dynasty of
Kish; the reverse deals with the 3d dynasty of {Fr and the dynasty cf
ISi11- Pt WEB Til‘-1111121 in Nipper by the Babylonian E:-zpedition. of the
University of Permsylvania. It may be dated from the character of
the writing; to the second half of the lst dynasty of Babylon.”

PE CBS 15365.“ Only the reverse of this fragment has been published, and
in transliteration and translation only, by Poebel, F'BiS' IV 1, p. 81.“

Col. i oi the reverse has portions of a dynasty in which Sumo-s.buni—
probably Sums-abum of Bahyion——occurs. Col. ii has remnants of a

and 28,8091’ +r?} +T6 have a better chance of being correct than the other parts cf the fig-
ures, so that the original difference may have been ii’? years, the difference between the
tens and units of the two totals. This diiicrcnce, ii? years, is-according to Pocbcl—c;\ractly
the distance in years from the at year of Enlil-bani to the last year of Damitpiiishu, ii we
accept the evidence cf Pr; i-c., the difference in the totals of years points to the same ruler
as the difierencc in the totals oi kings had already indicated. Poehel therefore concludes
that Pl was written in the 23d year of Damiq-ilishu.

It will easily he seen that the strength of this argument lies in the convergence of two
independent lines of evidence upon the same reign. The difference in the number oi hinge
points to Damiq-ilishu, and the diiierencc in years also points to the reign of that ruler.
However, as seen hy Mrs. Ruth B. Brool-tens of the Editorial Department of the Oriental
Institute, the difference of 6? years does not, as assumed by Poehel, correspond to the
distance in years from the -an year of Enlil-bani to the last year oi Damiq-ilishu as given
in Fr, for that distance {so+s+t+t+11+ss} amounts to no more than es years. In
ether words, the ET years which should represent the difierence in date between the writing
of Pt and the writing of Pr carry the latter beyond the reign of Damiq-ilishu, and there is
thus no longer agreement between the evidence from the number of kings and that from
the number of years. We must therefore accept Mrs. Brookens’ conclusion that the evidence
does not permit enact dating of the fragment.

1“ See Legrain, PBS XIII 1?.

11 The reverse of the tablet had been published earlier by Hilprecht, BE XX 1 (1906)
P1. 39, No. ti’; photographs of both ohvcrsc and reverse are given on his PI. X11’.

1’ To the latter half of the 1st dynasty point the forms 1:5 and El’ of nr and na.
That the text was written aiter Bamsu-iluna is also shown, as Poehel has pointed out in
PBS IV 1, p. B3, n. 5, by the fact that the divine name Lrra is written with the determina-
tive d i n g i r .

ii Bee Legain, PBS XIII 1’? f. according to the information given there the tablet has
now disappeared.

14 I-Iommel {in J. B. Nies, Ur Dynasty Tcticis, p. EH5}, who claims to have been the
first to identify the fragment (“dos crst von mir in seiner Wichtigkeit erkannten und richtig
eingereihten Fragments {J.B.S. 153E~5”)", states that the ohverse is destroyed (“der ahge-
wetzte Uhv. enthielt . . . . Teiie ven Dye. His I nnd Uruk 1"}.
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dynasty summary.“ P,-; was found in Nipper by the Babylonian Es-
pedit-ion of the University of Pcrmsylvania. Its date is unknown.

1'5 The identification of the dynasties listed on this fragment presents difiiculties. Poebcl,
who published it, left the question open {PBS IV l, p. 95}. I-Iommel’s suggestion [in Nios,
op. cit. p. Efiii, n. 4) that col. i contains part of the dynasty oi Isin and that the city name
missing in col. ii should he restored as shshak cannot be correct and has rightly been re-
jected by Lcgrain {PBS XIII lfii. A definite solution of the problem can hardly be given
until we get more material concerning the dynasties ruling in Babylonia in the lsin period,
but we may at least offer a suggestion.

Col. i contains a list oi rulers not known elsewhere:
l l N-
4 [-l- I-E m u i - -E.-El reigned e-1-.1: years.
‘ii [r -ra- . . d u In 1.1] Irra{i’]- . . . . [less likely:

divine Warad— . . . . Ir, son of
u[r-....] Ur-....,

dumu nu-mu-[un-tult} didnotgetason;
ii m u i- [ml he reigned ii years.
su-mu-a—bu-u[m] Sumu-abum
i t u S l - Es reigned S months.
[i-klu-on-pi {na?}~istar{esi-tart} Ilriin-pl-Eshtar
I. . m u] 1 - at reigned . . years.

Since the names so clearly belong in the IsineLarsa period, we must assume that our list
was written in a city which at that period had independent rulers and that the scribe
added the local dynasty to his copy of the King List. This assumption is confirmed and
the choice of city is narrowed down when we compare col. ii:

i l l l
filo-rnonv . . lu g] al Total: . . kings
[ml u»-bi 125 its 125 years

ib -as reigned
-Ia-rlri. fi— ham shrtimes
pr-...]..n-e in.....
lsn-nrorn . . l u g all Total: . . kings

etc.,
for we find here a city which has been ruling city as many as si:-r times. The classical edition
of the King List knows only one city which comes up toward this figure, namely Uruk,
which was ruling city five times; and from contemporaneous documents we know that
Urulr actually did have independent lrings during part of the Isin-Larsa period. If we as-
smne therefore that it is the local dynasty of Urulc which is treated in col. i (the name of
fiumu-abum might then stand for a short Babylonian domination}, the total oi sis dynasties
in col. ii becomes correct, inasmuch as the scribe had the five classical dynasties plus the
local dynasty of the Isin-Larsa period to sum up.

fine difficulty with this eirplanation must, however, be mentioned. The city name in
col. ii appears as [ 1. .1=1 ~ a . If the city name to be restored is actually Uruh, we should
have e:-rpected [ ]. .5-ga ii] , i.e., [u n] uti-ga. Less important is the fact that the
figure giving the total number oi years for the sis dynasties does not agree with what we
might expect from the five lrnown dynasties oi Uruk plus a dynasty of the Isin-Larsa period,
for it is obvious that the total is corrupt: 125 years is much too mall a span of time for
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L1 CBS 14220. Published by Legrain, PBS XIII, No. 1.1“ Transliteration
and translation on pp. 25~ii8. A photograph of the testis published at
the end of the volume on Pl. II.

The tent of L1 oovers, with several large gaps, the period 1"rorn the
end of the 1st dynasty of Ur to the beginning of the Isin dynasty. L1 was
found in Nippur by the Babylonian Expedition of the University of
Pennsylvania. It may be dated to appronhnately the first half oi the
lst dynasty oi Babylon."

L2 CBS 1='-1223. Published by Legrain, PBS XIII, No. 2. Transliteration
and translation on p. 24.

The obverse of L; lists three rulers of the 1st- dynasty of Kish. The
reverse of the fragment is uninseribed. L2 was found in Nippllr by the
Babylonian Eapedition of the University of Pennsylvania. Its date is
uneertain.

S BM 108857. Last published by Gadd, The Earip Dynasties of Sinner
and Attend (1921) Pls. 1—2.1$ Transliteration and translation on
pp. 3-7.

S begins with the dynasty of Akshak and earries on, with a gap in
the middle of the Agade dynasty, to the end of the 4th dynasty of Urulr.
The provenienee of the tablet is unknown. The eharaeter of the writ-ing
suggests that it was written in the second half of the 1st dynasty of
Babylon.“

1“ The test eonsists oi two fragments whieh join. Both fragments had been published
earlier by Legrain, the first in MJ XI (1920) 1’Ir'5—3D, the seeond in MJ XII if 1921] ’I’nT—'.?T.
A transliteration and translation of the first fragment, made from the photograph in Le-
graiu’-s artiole, was given by Gadd in The Early Dynasties of St-zrnsr and Ahhod, pp. 9-H.
Ci. also the transliteration and translation given by Ungnad and Poebel in EA. XXX1‘-I
{I922} 2-5 and 1-'-i and 3EI--42 respectively.

‘T at upper date limit is represented by the reign of Ishmh-Dagan, who is mentioned in
sol. a, while the forms % for on and E1} for er and the eonsistent use oi as rather than at
for nu are rare in the latter half of the 1st dynasty of Babylon and thus suggest the middle
of this dynasty as a likely lower limit.

1* The first publication of the tablet was by Soheil in CR, 1911, pp. htlh—2D. In RA IX
H.912} B9 Beheil gave further results obtained when the tablet was eleaned and an excellent
photograph. Thin-eau-Dangle alo ha published a copy of the tablet in Lo ehrorwiepte ties
dynasties de S1-zraer ei d’Aeood, pp. 59 f.

1“ The forms 1:1 and at for in and ea respectively and the eonsistent use of at rather
than wit for no point to the later part of the 1st dynasty of Babylon. Gt. Gadd, op. sit. p.
1, who dates the tablet merely to the 1st dynasty of Babylon.
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Sn; Published by Ssheil in RA XKXI (1934) 150 f. Transliteration and
translation on pp. 152-59.

Sn; eontains portions of the 1st dynasty of Kish (eel. i}, the 1st dy-
nasty of Ufllli (sol. ii), the 2d dynasty of Ur (eel. iv), the dynasties of
Maeri and Aiishak (eel. v), the 4th dynasty of Kish and the 3d dynasty
of Urn}: (eel. vi), the Agade dynasty (sols. vi-vii], the at dynasty of
Uruk (eel. vii), and the 3d dynasty of Ur and the dynasty of Isin (eel.
viii). The prevenienee of the tent is Sosa.” The writing suggests a date
around the middle of the 1st dynasty of Babylon.“

Sin Published by Ssheil in RA XXX} (1934) 160 as Fragment A. Translit-
eration and transiation on pp. 159—l:i1.

The obverse of the fragment eontains portions of the 1st dynasty of
Kish (eels. i—ii) and of the 1st dynasty of Tiruk (eel. iii]. The reverse has
not been published (prismi). The prevenienee of Sn; is Sues.” The
writing suggests a date around the middle of the 1st dynasty of Baby-
Ion.“

51,13-{-4 Published by Seheil in RA XXXI (1934) 162 and ltiei as Fragments
B and C. Transliteration and translation on pp. l61~—66. Only one side
of each fragment has been published. The distribution of the text in
eels. ii, iii, and iv of Fragment B when oompared with that in eois. i,
ii, and iii of Fragment C provides clear indieations that these two frag-
ments are parts of a single tablet {or prism?) severed by a break whieh
destroyed two lines at its narrowest point. We are therefore treating
these two fragments as parts of one te:-rt.“

1" Beheil in RA XXXI 142 and in itfshrngee Mespero I (Cairo. Institut franeais d’arehe-
olegie orientale du Uaire, “I-demeires” LXVI [Le Uaire, 1234]} 393»-400.

'1 Comparison of the sign forms used in the Sn texts with those found in eontraets from
Sosa dated to the s u k l-"c a l - rn a ifs Shiru-';iuh—Kutir-Nahhunte {MDP XXII—~XXIV,
the tents listed in MDP XXW i-ii under rulers 2-?) and belonging approaimately to the
time of Warad-Ein, Him-Sin, and Hammnrabi shows elose affinities, although those in Sui,
Em, and E11,;-H seem to be slightly older. Note especially the forms Ga a: Hr, on h: we, rs:
Hi, Lunar. a: mar-, and Luann tr ma used in the Sn. tests. These form are for the major
part still to be found in the group of eontraets mentioned {ea t in Ne. E‘:-2, later forms—
It ete.--in Nos. 200-201, 131, and 347 ; is in Nos. 325, 200, and 3?fi, later form with
only two horizontal wedges in No. 131 and 347; LUGAL h in Ne. 34?, slightly more simplified
forms in Nos. 131, 202, and STE) but are in the process of disappearing there.

*1‘ Seheil in RA XXXI its fl’.
“Bee n. 21 above.
it If we plane the two fragments so that the beginning of sol. ii in Fragment C is e:-raetly

two iinm below the end of eel. iii in Fragment B, as required by the eontext, then the gaps
-‘F-Cl-'-P.

="='.‘-_-"*-\.4='=|s.*:l:I'-:_-='==~=-_.r'=_e-_.-;,~.-.-
I‘

.t'-
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S113-5-4 eontains portions of the 2d dynasty of Uruh (eel. i), the 3d and
dth dynasties of Kish (eel. ii), the 3d dynasty of Uruh (eel. ii}, the
dynasty of Agade (sol. iii), the dth dynasty of Urn]; (eel. iii}, the dy-
nasty of C-iutium fools. iii~iv], the 5th dynasty of lirui; (eel. iv’), and
the 3d dynasty of Ur (sol. iv). The prevenienee of Su;,.1.., is hiisaii The
writing suggests a date around the middle of the 1st dynasty of Baby-
Ion.“

Ii K S532-l-Ii 8533-irK 8534. Published by L. W. Hing, C’hronieies son-
eerninp Earip Babylonian Kings II (“Studies in Eastern Hist-ory” III
[London, 1'-302]) 1-=_t3~=i5. Transliteration and translation on pp. -¢iti—f-0.
An improved transliteration and translation of the first part of the test
was made by Poebel, PBS IV 1, p. 84.

The fragment starts with the antediluvian kings and ends with
lidiirbiti-apal-usur. Of the older seetions hardly anything is preserved es-
eept a few names belonging to the 1st dynasty of Hish. The prevenienee
of the tablet is, as shown by the museum number, Kuyunjik. It is
Late Assyrian.

between eol. ii of B and eel. i of G and between eoi. iv of B and sol. iii of G will fit esaetly
the number of lines whieh the King List has at these planes:

Col. II Col. III Col. Iii’
,-F.-'.-' _ ,1

1D§dfE ht-libs-bat10i-mi lugal Tunugki-a v/its .»r.r' . ,,, rs’2%/"nu i-as 1-in-lu iugal ut - e» Ier fires -. _ .2/' r arrguy-daa-‘b-fijag *1 lllgfii d/l/-aI'i‘i/ /
ifufii-T’: dg i 11 m - b)' /11 u -as :10/I 114 5 1 - Ba.5 tsffgsf/Isa fl .4 {J-1*’, ¢;"1§;;;/is//

ttdziiifdbihilf-dar lhmu-bi T?’mu
[ggfl -3, 1-a, itu 4/15;-at %

t s a g a d s u n u%§:;iiii-IHTIT} 5- '* B dz?_ - fa - r - - 5 ' 11 _
fflfifiy a iiiislisi-ha-sis 1snsm—Ilfa.i':tf§i-':fsi .

To maloe sueh a restoration with fragments belonging to different tablets or prime would
be possible only if the two tablets were enaet duplie-ates, following eaeh other line for line
and spaeing the lines esaetly alike on the eolumns. Bush elose eorrespondenee is in itself
unlikely {one sueh rare ease is that of WE and I ; see p. =12]. It may be ruled out altogether
in the present instanee, for a glanoe at the fragments will suffiee to show that the spaeing
of the lines is so haphazard and varied that it ean have been guided oniy by ehanee and the
immediate eonvenienoe of the seribe. .

it Seheil in RA XXXI 142 if.
if See n. 21 above.
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Published by H. tie Genoniiiac, Fe cities frongcises d’et-*’r1it?1yn'ter. Pre-
ninhes recherches e-rcheoiog-tones rt K-ich II (Paris, 1925) Pi. 21, C. 112.

G, a fa-irl}-' smaii fragment, preserves rernnants of two columns. The
one to the left (vii) deals with the beginning of the Gntian dynasty, that
to the right {vi} with the beginning of the djmaety of Akshak." The
obverse (wrongly called “reverse"i) is destroyed. The fragment was
foimcl in the French excavations at Kish and may be dated, from the
general character of the writing, to the seeond half of the lst dyilasty
of Babylon.

Unpublished fragment in the collection of the writer?“

H The fragment may be restored as follows:
Go]. vii Uni. vi

- 11-lu-uh;-gar gu-ti-nmfi]
lugal mu} inn-tnk‘ n,-keen“-a u{n»si lugal-am

iitinin i-as]
on E. I: E‘.n:1-ta-a lugal-am - nn-da-in-in [12 mu i-as]

-hi-ans - ur-nr [Emu i-as]
}-ar-la- 5 ptiznr-‘*ni[ra}_1 Efinin i-as]

an -me-e ] ti m[n i-a=I ii-En»-ii‘ [ca mu i-a,,]
- n-lu-:ne-es] T 1'fl[l1i-Be] E 1
-n1-ma-ha-ki-e]§ 5 [mu i-as} gt,g_

gei es-a-u]s YE‘ [mu I-as}

an an e-' gm ea5:: I-4!-If
I FE 1—|

*3 See plate at end. The test reads:
Dev.

in-an-In-ni:a-gar} Thehoetof
g n - t i - n In.“ Gutiurn

*' lit n k u ll ‘o a - s I g was smitten with weapons;
main} -lugal-»bi ital-zingéship
Ln n n g]"=“ -s e b a - t it In was carried to Urnk.

5 nnn]"=“-ga ‘iota-he-gai InUrnki.Ttn-hegal
In g a 1] - it m I11 n T ii t ul ti 'I.L| [15 i- as] became king and reigned T years, E months,

and 15 days.
1 in gai 1 king

[H1 11 - hi 7] i 1'» 11 5 Hi 15 1- rat‘ reigned its 7' years, ii months, and 15 days.
ifl I1 11 g]"‘“ ‘emit n 1-: n i] [b] a »- s [i 3] Ural: was smitten with weapons.

Rev.
[1 - ll‘ i -l"iliE-1 Hi I{h}bi-Sin,
dnmu an-'*“[siin-kei] son of Shit-Sin,
F1 ‘-1 24 '1‘ - [Hal reigned 2-1 years.

51n{gai] 5k_i[|_g5
m11*l3i [H ill-Bel reignedits..j5rears.
lH]riH-ma iliitukul bal-sig Ur was smitten with weapons;
[nlarn-‘lugal-bi‘ itgkingghji]

si-in“-se ba-tom waeeai-rierltolain.
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The obverse deals with the fall of Gutium and with Utu-hegal, the
reverse with the end of the 3d dynasty of Ur. The prevenienee of the
fragment is unlmown.“ The character of the writing suggests a date
around the middle of the let dynasty of Babylon.“

DERIVATION Fliflil-"I A SINGLE URIGIDTAL

A comparison of the teats listed above will show eaterisive and detailed
agreement between them both in form and in content. The names of the rulers,
their mutual order, the distribution of the names over the dynasties, and the
order in which the dynasties appear are virtually the same in all the teats. A
similar fundamental agreement is found in the figures given for the reigns of
the single rulers and for the duration of the various dynasties. Finally, the
short historical or genealogical notes which occasionally are found added to
a name appear, whenever they can be traced, at the same places and with
practically the same wording.

Agreement so entensive and detailed as this is unthinkable encept between
teats derived from a common source. A single er-temple will sufice to illustrate
the point. The section dealing with Sargon of Agade is preserved in three of
our tents, WE, L1, and S. It talres the form: "Sargon—his . . . . was a date-
grower——cupbearer of Ur-Zababa(lr), king of Agade, the one who built agade
(van: ‘the one under whom agade was built’), became 1-ring." In all the teats
this entry differs from those which precede and follow it by giving a certain
amount of historical information. If, now, these three teats were completely
independent of one another we would obviously have to assume (1) that three
different scribes had all independently decided to elaborate this particular
passage with historical information; (2) that it had independently occurred to
each of them to mention ’Sargon’s origin, his position in life before he became
king, and his founding of agade, but not any of his political and military
achievements; and finally (3) that all three happened to couch this information
in eaaetly the same words and to arrange the facts in esactly the same order.
Such an assumption is obviously absurd. The three tests cannot be independ-
ent ; and on the basis of this and numerous similar instances we can with ab-

“ The fragment was bought in Baghdad in 1933 together with a small collection of odd
fragments. The dealer could give no information concerning where it came from, as it
had been in his possession along time.

“'1 It corresponds in almost every particular to that of WE and cannot be far from that
text in date.
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solute certainty draw the conclusion that our texts arc related, that they ulti-
mately dcscend from a common originals“

The next step must then be an investigation of the manner in which the
texts are related and how each of them derives from the original. In other
words, we must establish the genealogy of our manuscripts.

GEPJEALUGY OF THE I‘+"IANUSCRIPTEi
Tun Posrnitm-1.ix Ssoriox

The genealogy of versions derived from a common original has to be de-
termined tbrough a study of textual variants and their distribution among the
versions. But our manuscripts of the King List give opportunity for such
study only to a very limited degree. The majority are small fragments. It
is therefore relatively seldom that many of them overlap, and passages com»
men to several versions, where we might observe t-he spread of variants, are
few. This scarcity of material is to some extent remedied by the fact that most
of the fragments, even the smaller ones, preserve examples of the formulas
used for single kings, dynasty totals, and changes of dynasty, making it pos-
sible to compare parallel passages in versions which do not actually overlap.
Even so, however, the material must- be considered meager. It is obvious that
we cannot hope to establish the pedigree of our versions in any great detail but
must content ourselves with determining some of its more prominent lines.

EVIDENCE FROM THE PH'.IhilIIIP.-‘LL ‘i'.‘iRI.~'iNT$

The sections in which we have relatively many manuscripts overlapping so
that we can study the distribution of variants over a fairly large number of
versions are two, namely (1) the middle of the lst dynasty of Kish and [2] the
dynasty of rlgadc. In addition we can make use of the evidence obtainable
from a study of the formulas-for single rulers, dynasty totals, and changes of
dynasty and also of some overlaps of more limited scope, for example the varia-

*1 The view which we have stated here [see also Acts {Jr-ferinrlin "U EIQET] 31112), that our
texts are copies, or copies of copies, of a single original document, seems to he generally
held by scholars, if one may judge from such expressions as “the Hing List“ and “dupli-
cates” used of the various texts concerned. But, since few have paid special attention to
the question, statements of s definite character are rare. We have found only two: Sidney
Smith, ERA, pp. 29 f.: “Where these fragments can be compared, they agree save for trivial
differences in spelling and in the figures assigned to the different reigns; there can be no
doubt that they all depend upon one orimnal source . . . . . Where there are discrepancies
in the lists they arise partly from scribal errors, possibly due to writing from dictation, partly
from omissions. It is justifiable to assume that the original wording of the source, the first
list,_can be inferred from the extant fragments,” and L. W. King, Legends of Babylon and
Egypt, p. 28, n. 1: “The fragments belong to separate copies of the Sumerian dIfl13$tic
record." But already on p. 31] King refers to the eopyist who wrote I’, as “the compiler of
one of our new lists”!
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tion in the position of the 3d dynasty of Hish {Ku{g)»-13'-aha). We may begin
the investigation with the variants in the 1st clvnastv of Kish. These form a
group which from its salient feature may be named the “i-i.tahha variants.”

THE .-‘LT ABBA TFARIANTE-i

The middle part of the 1st d_vnastj; of Hish is preserved in five of our mann-
scripts: ‘WB, Pa, Pa, Pa and 51.11. It takes t-he forms shown on page 16.“

Comparing these versions, we see that the last four, Pa, P3, P,-,, and Sal, are
very much alike. The small variations which occur are easv to account for,
and the original form of the teat can be established with confidence. It must
have heen

ga-li—hn-um Edi] mu i-as 1|] Qfiilmn i-a,
ildfiinu i-as l<a~ln-mu-um ii ar-wi~ii-um
a-ha 9t-time i-as 12 dumu lass,-ca-sa

- an-gs-gii-ip 13 Tfiilinu l-E-5
a-tah-haL‘-J-"il'P"-‘Zr-i'l'\I~:l|'-I-l

E D" ,}--.1 E? §l':'{IlI“-Ii:-TJ

We arrive at this test through the following considerations:
Lin-cs I—:‘3.—.as far as they arc preserved all four sources agree on these lines,

which must accordingly have appeared thus in the original.
Lines 8—.;i.—P3 reads is-1s a [ 1 mu i-a5. Pg has the same name,

ia- b al, but leaves the line giving his reign blank. P5 also has the name
at - lb al, but the rest of the line is so damaged that we cannot decide
what form it took. S111, finally, omits both lines. The origin of these varia-
tions is clear. P3 obviously preserves the original text, which gave both name
and reign. Pa was copied from a tablet in which the line giving the reign had
heen damaged, just as is now the case with Pa. The copjvist therefore left
that line blank. Sn; derives from a version in which both lines had been
damaged and which was copied without indication that a lacuna esisted in
that place.

Lines 5-6’.-——These lines present a very‘ similar picture. P; reads as -
t a h - h a Bsilfll n11 u i - as. P2, P,, and S111 also have this name (in Sn; only
its first sign renlains); but the line which gives the reign is destroyed in PE,

ii For details of readings see the notes to this section in om edition of the King List (pp.
’i'-'i‘~—Si). In this particular discussion we have, to make comparison easier, adopted a uni-
form distrihntion of the te:-ct in lines for all the manuscripts; and in order to make ortho-
graphical diderences between the versions stand out clearly we have here kept closer to the
classical values of the signs than elsewhere. We thus transcribe g a - l n - In n - n n1 in-
stead of qa-lu-mu~um, lca—in-mu-urn instead of ea-in-mu-um, to real-ce
the differences in the writing more evident, and so on; hut we do not go so far as to write
ha-ga-git-ip rather than aii-ga+-gii-ip to distinguish it from an-ga-gii-ip.
The variation hetween m u a and a In n in the formula for introducing single ruiers is
discussed in the section “‘iF’a1'iante in the Formulas” (pp. ES fi .1; it does not concern us here.

F
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Pa leaves it blank, and Sn, reads 720 {m n 1- a,,]. Of the figures given by P;
and Sui it is clear that the sac of P3 has the better chance of being original;
for while it is easy to see how Tiff (84.0) passing through a damaged form
l“§.'.i' can become l“ll (720) in a later copy, the opposite development is im-
probable. The blank in Pa indicates, as we saw above, that the scribe copied
from a tablet in which this line had been destroyed.

[dues ’?'—-Ir.'i.—.=iJi four manuscripts give much the same test, which must. ac-
cordingly represent that of the original. Doubt might arise as to whether tho
name Qalumulfm) was written with gs» (P3), ka- {P5}, or qa- (Sui) in
the original, whether this and the following name Zuoaqip had originally
the subject - e which they take in Pa but not in the others, and whether Zu-
gaoip was written with g is as in Pg, P3, and Sn; or with ki as in Pr. These
questions are, however, of minor importance for the time being and may be
decided arbitrariiy. Of more interest is the difference in line 10, where P-_, and
P3 have the figure Q00, whereas Sn; has 600. Of these 900 must he originai,
for iii? (900) can easily become F‘ (600) by passing through a damaged
form l“liPl, but there is no way which leads from EC-ii to 900.

Line 1'.1'.——'I‘here are four different forms: ar-wi (Pr), la rl -b u-u rn
(Pall a r - w i - ii (Pa); and [a r] - w i - u m {Sol}. Arwiium means “male
gazelle" and therefore goes with other animal names in this section,“ for en-
ample Qalfimmfm), “lamb,” and Ealibum, “dog.” The most correct writing
of Arwiium would be a r - wi- ii - u m, and from such a form all our vari-
ants can be effortlessly derived: ar-wi-ii , ar-wi, and ar-» wi- u m
through simple omissions of lost signs by scribes copying damaged orimnals,
and a r - b u - u m through misreading of a damaged form at-— of .1iT-- (w i}
as tit“ {b u) and omission of a lost Ii or through a mishearing in dictation after
Arwiium had been contracted to Arwom tarwiiumlrarwuiumlr Arwflm).

Lines Id—I3.-—Only one point could give rise to doubt as to how these lines
read in the original. This is the form d u m u m a s - EN - d ii - k er in P3
as against dumu mas-ds.-l:e.; in ali the others. Mas-dacan mean
both “gaselle" and stud-ttnuvn, “p1ebeian," whereas m a .*i- nrr- d s means
only cnn.siivtnurn.i'i The scribe of P; or of one of its ancestors must have con-

iifin these names cf. Poebei, PBS IV 1, p. 111; Landsherger quoted by Zirnmern in
ZIFMG n.F. III (1924) 3%], n. 3; Alhright in AGF III [1926] 181; and Gutcrboclc in ZA
n.F. TFIII (1934) 5. Langdon rejects for no reason the reading cu-q a-qii-ip and
proposes dfi g-ga-gi-ill [QEQT II lfl, I1. Tl.

it Matsinam, “piebeian,” is a IIIIII participle of “'i:a='caios and means originaiiy “one
who prostrates himself.” This servile type of greeting would he characteristic for the iower
part of the population and could therefore he used as a designation of class: "piebeian.”
From Did akkadian, where the word must have had the form *nev.t'-l:uPsnusr (cf. the Sar-

I
|||I--\.
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sidered it more likely that the king was son of a plebeian than son of a gaselle
and have introduced the unequivocal form m a ii- snv - d ii . In reality,
however, the fact that the lring’s name, Arwiium, means “male gaselle” and
that other names of the dynasty are animal names makes it quite clear that
m a ii - d a , “gaselle,” is the original form.“

If we new compare the prototype of Pg, P3, Pi, and ‘dul at which we have
just arrived—-we may call it “B”*—~v-Pith the teat of WB, which we may call
“J31,” we shall notice a number of very striking differences:

a B
ga-if-bu—un1 ga-If-bu-um
musfifli-as Qfliimu i-as
lea-lu-mu f.—ba
mudsili-as [ }mu i-as
so-ga—gii-ip a-tab-ha
muiiilfli-as Still mu i—as
ii-tab ks-lu-mu-um
mu 6001-as ilfl-Eimu i-a_-,
a-tab-ha au-ga-gii-ip
mu Salli-a-5 BUD mu i-as
ar-wi-ii-urn ar-wi-ii-um
dumu mas-d:1-kei dumu mat-da-kei
muT2Di-as '.?'2[l mu i-as

gen passage in Legraiu, PBS XV, No. 41 vi 2-t—2ii: a-no dds-gen at-loosen), raoetiaem
seems to have passed into Sumerian; for in the pseuclosideogram Mas-an-nan we may rec-
ognise an e m e - sat. form of *-:nutl:a=eri: m a s - d is - e n (i.e., m a t d a =‘ e n). Transpo-
sition of signs, as here of an and mat = ea}, is a common feature in pseudo-ideograrns,
which are merely traditional orthographies inherited from the time before the signs had
to be written in correct order. Similar cases are ‘inn-an for dz u - e n , so-as for a b - a u ,
etc. The assimilation of the a to the following o in *mu.tl~:a=*en 3"» masda='en is
a common feature in Sumerian {see p. 1T1, n. Ta] and hsrmonizes with the well lcnown
preference for o in e m e - sat (cf. Poebel in Z11 n.F. III [1EI2dg'2?'] 259 and ETD). For
the development from it to d of. Poebel, GSG §3[l.

-ii That the author of the King List did not intend to state that Arwitum was the son
of a plebeian is also clear from the form which the statement takes. When the author wants
to give information concerning the social status of the father of a king, he uses a set formula
which is quite different, namely N. ab-ha-ni it. Cf. ‘igilgames ab-b a-ni
lil-la , “Gilgames—his father was a lillit-demon," and tar-ru-lci-i n . . . . -b a - n i
n u—giria , “Sargon—his . . . .wa.s a date-grower.” We should therefore have had
ar-wi-ii-um ah- b a-ni mas-da, “f-'i.rwi=1nn——his father was a plebeian,” and
not ar-wi-ti-um d um u D1 as-do , “Arwinum, son of m at-da.” The correct
interpretation of m at - d a as a name meaning “gazelle” was suggested as a possibility
already by Poebei, FEB IV 1, p. 111, but has hitherto only been accepted by Albright
[..-fritilfi XL [iiiflill 329; AUF III [1926] 131}; by Landsberger {see Zimmern in ZDMS
n.F. III E1924] 30, n. S; Landsberger, Die Fauna dos alien ilissepniorafen nocli. der Li. Tofsi
der Eerie hl'AR»-ra==,{iatnlla [Leipsig, 1934] p. 160}, who first pointed out that .arwi='um=
iuwui, “male gaaelle”; and by Giiterbocic (EA n.F. VIII [193-ti 3 and 5}.



Trocru.iL Puoetsres 1!)

It will he seen first of all that whereas A lists the luvo rulers ii - it a h anrl
e’. - t a h - b a bettveen Zuqaqip and Artviium, B places the-n1, as ii - b a and
ti, - t ah - h a, between Kalihum and Qalumufmfa. In A, further, Kalihum
is listed with a reign of 960 years, while B gives him only UBO; and Qalu-
mu(m), who according to A reigned 840 years, reigned 9130 years accord-
ing to B.

To decide which of these two tests represents t-he original teat the more
faithfully W6 must consider the clifierences one by one. Little information is——~
a priori-*—to he gained from the variant forms ii. - t a b (A) and El. - ‘n a (B).
It seems likely that one of these forms originated through influence from the
following name a - t a b - h a, but whether a copyist, having written ii-,
continued with - ls) a instca-::l of -t a ii) because his eye fell upon the final
- b a in the neat name, or tvhether his original had a- ‘o a and he copied it
as a-tab because by mistake he looked at a-tab of the following ri-
t a lo - la a obviously cannot be safely decided at this point.

A similar case is presented by the varying figure for the reign of Qalumufm),
which is 840 in A and 900 in B. These figures are written l“li and i“il?'. A113"
copyist knows how ttliflicult it can be to read a figure like this if the surface
of t-he text is the least hit scratched or damaged, for liiii may equally well
represent either one. Au uncertain form like this is probably rcspolisihie for
our variant. But whether an original FF? through such a form became Pi?
or vice versa remains uncertain.

More helpful are the variants in the reign of Kalibum, which lasted 960
years according to A and 900 according to B, and in the order of the rulers,
which is as follows in the two teats:

.=. te
Kalihum Kalihum
Qalfiinufim} Aha
Zuqaqip Atehha
Atah Q-alI1:uu[n1)
Atabha Zuqaoip
.t.rtvi=um Arwiium

Here also, it is true, we must admit that the differences might have arisen
in various ways. But among the possible solutions one stands out as -tlefinitelj;
the most probable because it is so rouch more simple than the others. If we
assume the teat presented by A to he orimnal, a single scribal mistake of a
well known type will learl directly to the arrangement of rulers given by B,
and that mistake will at the same time account for the 900 years which B
gggribeg 1_',Q Kgiihum 111 egntrggt 13:3 t.l1e.Q5[l ffillllti ll}. A. The BCI‘IllJH-l D1IlB'lI»fllEB
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with which we are concerned would have happened as follows: Having copied
the line ga -li - b u - u m, the scribe jumped four lines of his original and
continued with the line after Zuqaqip, m u 900 i- as , misled, no doubt, by
the close similarity between this line and the one he should have copied,
m u QED i— as .3“ He did not realise the mistake but went on copying the
lines dealing with Atab and atabba:

(Jriginal
ga-li-bu-um
mu ".~]5Di-as
lca~lu~mu
mu Stilt-as
so-ga-gh-ip
mu i-l'Ul]i-as
aetab
rnu lillill-as
a-tab-ha
mu Sélfii-as

Gear
ga-li-bu-um

mu 9001-at
a-tab
ciu 600 i-as
a-tab-ha
niu sic i-as

ar-wi-ti-urn
dumu maii-da-kc;
111u72lZ]i-at .

When the scribe had copied the line m u 840 i» at , however, and looked
back upon his original to find the continuation, his eye was arrested by the
identical figure, B40, in the line which gave the veers of Qalii1nu{m), and he
discovered his omission. Rather than rewrite what he had already? copied, he
tool-: the easy course of inserting the two rulers he had missed at the point
to which he had come when he discovered the mistake. He thus got a list

gs-li-bu-um
mu Qllil I-as
a-tah
T1111 E-llllil l-B5
a—tab-ha
mu S401-as
ks.-lu-mu
mu 8401-a5
cu-gs-gh-ip
mu iflilfl i-at
ar-wi-u-um
dumu mas-da-her
mu ‘F20 i-as

" Cf. the erzactly similar mistake in the Agade section discussed on p. 2?.
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which has the rulers in the exact order in which they appear in B and which
like B gives Kalibum a reign of 900 years instead of 9fi0.

A single scribal mistake is thus suflicient to explain the two most conspicu-
ous characteristics of B. The explanation works only one way, however, from
A to B, and experiments will show that repeated and complicated errors must
be assumed if we want to account for the opposite development, from B to A.
Our evidence points accordingly to A as the better form of the text.

The conclusion that A is closer to the original than B is based upon the
inherent probability of the most simple solution. That principle is not, how-
ever, altogether without exceptions. It happens, although rarely, that events
do not follow the most probable course, and our argument is thus not abso-
lutely decisive. It is therefore fortunate that we possess confirmatory evi-
dence which settles the question beyond possibility of doubt.

In both of our versions occur the lines ar- wi—1.i-um dumu m ali-
d it - it er . There is here a slight irregularity because the Maslida mentioned
as father of Arwiium is otherwise completely unknown. There are naturally
many cases in the list where the father of a king is mentioned, but the father
has then as a rule been king himself and appeared higher up in the list.“ That
Mashda has not similarly appeared before therefore suggests that the list as
we have it is incomplete and that a king Mashda has been left out just before
the arwiium passage.

Examining our two versions we see that B, which deals with the reign of
Znqaqip just before arwiium, shows no trace whatsoever of a missing ruler
at this place. In version A, however, the case is diilerent. Here .arwii'l.un is
preceded by the two rulers ii - t a b and s - t a b - b a , and it cannot but
strike us that the latter of these names, sates, is nothing but the genitive
case A t a b b - a (k) of the former, sat. How does the list- come to record
as diiierent rulers two forms of the same name? A glance through the list
itself will give us the explanation, for we find numerous passages in which—-
as with atab and .dtabba——~the same name appears twice in close succession,
the second time in the genitive. Such passages are those in which a king is

ii In the 33 other cases in which we have the formula N. d u m u P. there is only one
where the father has not appeared earlier as ruler. This one case is highly exceptional and
explains itself. It is [m es-in i] - ii. g-ga- [se -e r1 cl u m u ‘tut u, “Mes-l:ia.g-gather, son
of Utu (the sun—god}.“ Obviously the author could not well enter the sun-god himself as
king of Uruk in his list.

Of no importanoe—-and therefore not included in our statisticsfiis the fact that P: has
after Ur-ll-iintu'ta(lr) an extra line not found in WE: dum u "urn: I 1; for we cannot
draw safe conclusions about the principles of the original from the latest parts of the list,
which are additions by later scribes.

'- I
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stated te he the sen ef his predeeesser: “A reigned :1: years; B, sen ef A,
reigned _:;*,' years." -

If en the strength ef this analegy we assume that the present tent ef A de-
rives frem a slightly breken eriginal threugh the sueeessien

Uriginnl I‘:-P Clap}; 3* A
a-tab a-tab a-tab
muE-lllili-s5 mu fififli-as mu E-Eltli-sf,
[N.clnme] it-tsh-ha a-tab-ha a-tab-ha
rnnfisfii-as muhefli-as mu seer-s,

the repetitien ef At-ab as Atabba will be satisfaet-erilj_v explained.
This result is ef eensiderable interest. We have just seen that the passage

sr-wi-d-urn dumu mas-cia-ice, suggested that s ruleris name
was missing iminediatelv befere it. New we find that anether feature ef the list,
the absurd reappears-nee ef the name Atab in the genitive ferm, is enplieable
en that very suppesitien enljv; and in beth eases the same peint in the tent,
the line befere ritrwiium, is indiested. This eamiet be eeineidenee, and we may
seeerdinglv restere the eriginal ferm ef the passage as iellewsz

a-tab
mufififli-as
mas-da damn a-tab-‘es
mufldfii-a,
ar-wi-ii-um dumu mas-da-her
I11'l1 iflfifi.

We may new eensider the questien whether versien A er versien B has pre-
served the mere nearljv eriginal text in the light ef these new iaets. In A we
have just feund a number ef indieatiens greuped se that they ferm an erganie
and legieal whele and peint te a single eenelusien. In B these same indieatiens
are seattered, de net ferm any pattern, may even be unreeegnisable; the tell-
tale" relatiensbip ef the names Atah and Atabba is blurred; the names appear as
Aha, Atabba and are separated frem the Arvrimm passage by twe ether rulers.

This dilierenee between the twe versiens ean mean enljv ene thing: A has
preserved the erigyinal test. Here the traees left by the emissien ei the name
Mashda are still undisturbed and easy te read, while in B time has seattered
and partly ebliterated them. Te reverse the preeess and -sssiinie that B repre-
sents the eriginal tent is impessihle. This weuld mean that the whele greup ef
indieatiens in A wenid he due te eeineidenee. The esistenee ef the Arwimm
passage, whieh suggests that a ruler is missing, weuld be a eeineidenee. By
eeineidenee the name s'.- h a weuld have been ehanged se that it heeame
the neminative ef the fellewing Atabha and eeuld eenvev the same snggestien,

I.-
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that a ruler was missing. Finally, eeineidenee weuld have eaused a eepylst
te rneve twe names en blee frem their plaee in the list and insert thern at the
ene plaee where the snggestien whieh they eenveyed in their new ferm and
that eenveyed by the .-'-krwiium passage eeuld be breught te bear en the sam.e
line ef the teat. Sneh a series ef entraerdinary eeineidenees ean safely be
ruled eut-. We ean therefere eensider it preved that in this seetien A has pre-
served the eriginal ferm ef the tent, at least as far as the arrangement ef the
rulers, the names Atab and Atabba, and related variants are eeneerned.

This result is ef eensiderahle impertanee fer aseertaining the mutual rela-
tienships ef eur manuseripts. The versien whieh we have ealled B is represent-
ed by ne less than fenr seurees: Pa, P3, P5, and Sm. Seme ef the mest premi-
nent eharaeteristies ef this versien have preved te be due te mistaltes in eepy-
ing. Versien A, en the ether hand, represented by enly asingle seuree, WB,
is free ef these errers. WB must aeeerdingly have rleseended. frem the eriginal
by eflfithfif I13"-ills 1111311 Pr, Pa, Pt, and Sta, a rente whieh. aveided the text in
whieh the errers were made. The pessibility that WB beiengs te the same
line ef deseent as the B tests but sheuld be piaeed abeve the teat in whieh
the errers were made is eseiuded by the faet that eur Inariusuripta are
reughly eentemperaneens and that ene ef the B teats seems te be even elder
than WE.“

We ean therefere draw up the feliewing elementary pedigree:

Original

A...
B represents here the eepy er eenseentive series ef eepies in whieh the errers
eenmeen te Pt, P3, P5, and Sn; were first made. The braee is meant te indieate
that the selnees plaeed nnder it all derive irem the eriginai threugh a eerernen
aneester but that the enaet way in whieh they deseend frem that aneest-er is
unknewn. Pa, Pa, P5, and Sn, may thus have deseended frem B eaeh in a direet
line, er ene may have deseended frem anether and that again frem B, ete.

‘FARIAHTH IN THE HEIUNS DF THE .|'i.G.-"|-DE RULEHE

Te a divisien ef eur senrees very similar te that indieated by the Atabha
variants peints a grenp ef variants in the reigns ef the Agade kings. The fig-

“ Pa, whieh dates frem the dth year ef Enlil-bani (p. E, n. 5}.

-\.
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ures fer single reigns and dynasty tetals preserved in the varieus manuseripts
are as fellews:

WE In 5111

Sharru (in)-kin . . . . . . 55 55
Rhnush . . . . . . . . . . . . ii 15
Man-ishtushu . . . . . . . 15 'l'
1‘-Iaram-Bin . . . . . . . . . [ ] as
Shar-kali-sharri. . . . . [ ] 25

|:;|1|i|.|—-11-I

Iii|.|_-J|i|IZ|- |'lI'\I'H1|-F—l|i|||--—q_I-'-'I|.

‘.11

EHHHH I'"""r|iI|i|r---||I-'-I-

[I1

li||i|-|,._,_||___|l.-_l. """'|iI|i||i|4i| "--4'1».-tn.-.|t-—.||..-.-1

ii-El

Iillill-‘liil

I“?E'1‘-it-.|-

Hat-IIIHK

in-_—

[H57
Igigi, hlanum, Imi,

and Elulu . . . . . . .. [ ] [ ] 3 [ ] 3 [ l [ ]

Years 1fi1 1??
Dude . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2i I } [ ] E 1 21

Kings “ill ‘ill
Shit-Durul . . . . . . . .. 15 E 1 [ I [ l 15

Years 151 [ ] f ] [11'-13'? 19?
Kites 11 l 1 l l l I 13

It will be net-ed that the tetals given in P3, Pg, and 5 eerrespend te the fig-
ures fer the single reigns preserved in L1 and S in sueh a way that these lists
ean be restered with full eenfidenee" as

Ll P1 P: El
Sharruimj-l~:'i;a . . . . . . . . . 55 [55] [55] [551
Ritnush . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 [15] {I5} [15-I

' Man-ishtushu . . . . . . . . . . 7 {T} [T1 I7}
Nararn-Sin . . . . . . . . . . . . -‘id - [5]ti [56] [56]
5ha1'-kali-sharri . . . . . . . . 25 2-t [25] I25]

Elulu . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

. {1}-ii‘
E Igigi, Nahum, Imi, and

l l s ls] s
Iludu ............... . . {en £211 1211 21
sat-nae ........... . . [151 us] [15] is

Years [It-IT] I195] [1]'.Zi7’ 19’?
Kings [11] [111 I11] 12

ii The high degree ef eertainty whieh the interplay ef tetals and single figures gives may
he illustrated by an example. S has preserved the reigns ef the seeend part ef the dynasty
and the tetal 19? years. L1 has the reigns ef the first part. added te eaeh ether these single
reigns rnake saaetly the tetsi 19? years, and the single reigns missing in S ean theretere he
restered frern the figtues in L1. It is ebvieus that even if we restered E with figures difierent
frem these ef Ll the sum ef these different figures weuld l:|s.ve te he the same as that el the
figures ef L1, fer when we insert the figures ef L1 the tetal is eerreet. Furthermere, any
difierenees between the individual figures whieh we rest-ere in 5 and the figures ef L1 eeuld
euly have eeme aheut by serihal errers in S er L1 er bath, sinee a true rendering ef the
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The lists are very much alike. Only two points need comment: (1) the fig-
ure for the reign of Sher-kali-eharri, which is 25 in L; and must hat-e been 25
in Pg and S alse, whereas it is 24 in P3; and {2} the curious summary in E1, gin-
ing 12 kings, although we l-mew only 11 kings of the dynasty. The first of
t-hese points, the different figlnes for Shar-lcali-sharri, must he ewplained as a
eepyist’s I'I1IlStH.l{E, but whether 24 became 25 or vice "verse. cannot be safely
determined.“ as for the seeend, it seems probable, as suggested by various
schels.rs,‘“" that a scribe counted the line after Shar-kali-sharri, a b a in
lugal abam nu lugal, asa king when he added up.

A second group of sources is formed by Sn; and SL134-.1. Sui preserves s, tetnl
for the dynasty of 161 years and kings. This total, 161 years, is the sum
of the first nine reigns of the dynasty as we knew them from L; and S, and
the broken figure tti can be restored as ii’. (9). We can therefore conclude
that S111 had the same figures as L1 and S but stepped its account of the Agade
dynasty with the ninth king, Eiulu. The text Suc+i also steps its account of
the Agade dynasty here,“ and the broken figure for the number of kings,
in eel. iii 14, can similarly be restored as F-ii (9). Considering that Se; and
Sl.13+.; are roughly contemporaneous, that they come from the same place,
Buss in Elam, where eepies of the Sumerian King List to use as originals can-
net have been abundant, and that both tents step short in their account of
the Agade dynasty at esactly the same point, it is an ehuieus conclusion that
they derive from a single original, a text in which by some accident the final
section of the Agade dynasty had been destroyed. This conclusion becomes a
certainty when we compare ether sections of the twe lists, for elsewhere also
Sol and $113.54 shew the same emissions.

Only one mere point needs comment. Sn; and Se,-Hi are net cem-
pletely alike. Instead of the total 151 years given by S1511, Sl.1e+c has 1??

original would obviously keep the texts identical. These scribe} errors, however, would have
to he very peculiar; fer, since the sum of the figures in Li and these restored in S must be
the same, we would have to assume that every time a scribal error changed one figure an-
other scrihal error changed anether figure and that by coincidence one error always hap-
pened to add exactly as many years as the other subtracted. Such an assumption is so un-
likely that we need not consider it. Thus the interplay of totals and single reigns assures a
high degree of safety for the restoration. In our table we have such assurance for all of S
and Pt, for Pa down to Dude, and for L1 down to Igigi.

‘*5 A similar problem is discussed on p. 19-
" Ungnad in ZA XXXIV (1922) 14; Poehel 31. -16; and Langdon, GEUT II 15, n. 2.

My own former objections in Acre Orienteiie V (192?) 304, eased en the fact that we know
of no analogous instanee, are not serious.

“ Bee the text as restored above 1.’ p. lfl, n. 24}.
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years. Since both texts derive from the same original, it should natur-
ally bc possible to give a reasonable explanation of this diiierence. This
is indeed the case. If the version from which the ancestor of Su1 and
Su1.1..1 derived had for the reign of Dude a damaged figure lsii, but et-her-
wise looked like L1 and S, the eopyist would read 1 instead of 21 and get 1?’?
years as total for the dynasty. When later on the tcXt—~with the section on
Dudu and Shu-Durul hopelessly damaged—~scrved as original for Su1 and Su1+.1,
the scribe who wrote 5ui+i simply took over the total 17? years which he found
in the original, whereas the scribe of Su1 checked the figures and, finding a
discrepancy, made a new total by adding up the single reigns. This gave him
161 years.

We have thus seen that the somewhat singular data of both Su1 and Sui-1.1
become tmderstandablc if we assume that these versions in the section which
they preserve had the same figures as L1 and S and derive from a common origi-
nai damaged at- the end of the dynasty. We can therefore group them to-
gether with L1, P1, P,-1, and S. All six versions represent the same form of the
text.

The reconstructed original form of these six versions, based on all the factors
just discussed, is given below. Alongside it we have placed the totally difier-
ent tel-it presented by the iast of our versions, WE.

The Hi: "Fersions WE
Sharru{m]-kin 55 55
Rimush 15 Q
l"»f[an~ishtushu T 15
unseen so i 1
Sher-liali-sharri 25 or 24 {P1} [ ]
Igigi, Nahum,

Imi, and Elulu 3 E ]
Dudu 21 21
Shu-Durul 15 15

I-I—l—l— -ru--rru-|-—1

19? or 195 {P1} 181

As will be seen, only the figures for the last- two rulers correspond in the two
lists; the reigs of the first three ruiers and the totals disagree; it is not even
possible to restore the three missing reigns in WE from the other sources, as
disagreement with its total would result.

The fact that these two forms oi the text dissent so strongly naturally raises
the question of which is the cioscr to the original. Fortunately the origin of
one of the variants concerned can be elucidated with sufiicient certainty to
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provide the answer. In the form of the text represented by the six sriurcos
for the sake of convenience we may call this form "B"--—Rirnusl1 is stated to
have reigned 15 years. In WE, however, the reign of Himush is given as only
9 years, and it is his successor lv.[an-ishtushu who reigned 15 years. To suggest
that a scribal mistake changed the 15 years of B to the 9 of WE seems out of
the question. These figures, —=i‘ii" (15) and E {Q}, are too different to be mis.
read for each other. Looking at the full form of the text as given in WE we
note, however, that the phrase r i m u ii d u m u 5 a r r u - k in occtus twice
in close succession, so that a scribe copying such a text may easily have
jumped from the first line down to the exactly similar passage in lines ~'-1-5:

wn 1;.,,,,.
ri-mu~us dumu sar-ru-1-:i-in ri-mu-us dumu {tar-ru-lci-in
mu ‘H 1-a1.
ma-ni-is-ti~is-so
see-gal ri-mu-us ri-mu-us
dumu tar-ru-ki-in dumu} ear-ru—l-ri-in
mu 15 i-as mu 15 i-a1.

Instead of rimus dumu sarru-kin mu 9 i-at the scribewould thus
get rimus dumu sarru-kin mu 15 i—a1_=, ; that is, a scribal mistake
which may easily happen leads from the data of W13 to the data of B. Since
a development from the form presented by WB to that presented by B is
thus easily explainable, whereas no way leads from the 15 yca1's of B to the 9
of WB, we may conclude that WE has preserved the original text at this
point.“

This result means that six of our vcrsions—-L1, P1, P1, S, Su1, and Su1.1..1—
all contain the same copyistls error, and it is therefore probable that they
have all descended from the original through a single copy, that in which this
error was made. Within the group Su1 and S113-{-.1 seem to be especially closely
related. They derive from a version broken at the end of the 1'-‘igadc dynasty,
a version through which none of the others has passed. W13, finally, stands
alone- It has preserved a better text than the others and derives from the
original without passing through the version in which the Rtmush mistake
was made. For the same reason as in the Atabba variant (p. 23) we cannot
place WB in the same direct line of descent as the other texts and higher than

it This explanation purports to elucidate only the variant Rimush 15 in B. How I3 got
the further error Man-ishtushu '1' we leave an open question at present.

1
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the erroneous eopy. Instead we must assmne that it represents a difierent
hraneh of the tradition. We ean therefore draw up tho following pedigreed“

Original

B
"|__ - _.H-|-|-I-_ _ 1- 7__-‘I

.|-""'-Eli:-i"""||

W5 L| P2 Pa 5 5'-'1 5“s~-1

Here B represents the oopy in whioh the Himush mistake was made, Sn the
broken text from whieh Sui and Susi-.1 were oopiod. Tho signifioanoe of tho
braoes has been explained above.

1-".t.RIA.I~l'TS IN ‘THE FCIIRh'1[l§|"Lu'l-.5

The ooourronoe of the Atahba variants oould be observed in five of our
manuseripts. For tho variants in the reigns of tho Agado rulers we oould eon-
sult seven. A still greater nnnibor of manuseripts ean he oompared through
observation of tho formulas whioh they use. Tho King List is given to oliehés
and uses sot formulas whenever possible. Only three sueh formulas, however,
reem- so frequently through tho iZE}.'Il2 that they are of real value for our purpose.
These are {1} the formula for ohange of dynasty, (2) tho formula for dynasty
totai, and (3) tho formula for introdneiug single rulers." Tho forms whioh
they take in our various manuseripts are as follows:

" In Asia Urientaiia ‘ti [192’?], EH2-9, I some years ago proposed a different solution to
aeeount for the variants in tho Agsde dynasty, in whieh I aumed that tho total 12 kings
in 19? years of S as against 11 kings in 15’-1 years of WE was due to tho iaot that S had listed
a nsnrper with a reign of 15 years between Naram-Eiu and Shar-kali-sharri, whereas WE left
this nsurper out. as tho time when that artiele was written I did not have aeeess to PBS
XIII and thus did not know that tho two fragments whioh maize up L1 aetually join, forming
part of a single tablet. It therefore seemed possible to oonsider these fragments parts of
dii:l'eront versions and to put one of them, tho one I nailed Ls, aside as totally eorrnpt. I thus
missed tho siguifioanoe of tho fast that both of tho two versions whioh preserved tho seetien
where my usurner should he planed showed no traee of him, and I similarly overlooked tho
highly suggestive oorrespondenoe between tho single figures of these fragments and tho total
19? years in S whieh indieates that S should be motored from them. Finally, I did not give
duo attention to tho plaee of tho -I. -wedge in tho damaged figure for tho reign before Shar-
kali-sharri in P1: This wedge is plae-ed so high that the traees ean only be restored as ifiifi‘-1 1'56] ,
the iignre whieh L1 gives as tho length of Naram-Sin’s reign, not as -fiiii {Id} for tho reign of
my nsnrner. Thus P: also has F-har-ka.li-sharri as the immediate sueoossnr of Naram-Sin.
Binee P; with its total oi 15'? years after Sher-ka.ii—sharri should have listed the postulated
usurper, the theory must he abandoned.

ii This formula may, within the single texts, he elaborated in various ways. Its hasie
eonstituents, with whioh we are here solely ooneerned, are {1} name of rider + (2) length of
reign + {3} verb: “he reigned.” as oiaborations—to whioh we do not pay attention-~—-may
be mentioned insertion sit-or the rnler’s name of (a) a patronyroio: d u tn u PL; {in} some ‘.1-_.-\.

ll
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WE“
1. Formula forchango ofdynasty: Akiiiitukul ha-an-sig riarn-Jugs]-

bi no-so ha-trim. Occurrences: ii case: lzisikiliituknl ba-an-sig
nam-lugal-bi é-an-na-so ha-tdm; iii 3’i'—-38: iinugliisiitulcul
ha-an-sig nam-lugal-bi nri“-he ha-tlim; iv 1'i'—19: a-wa—anl"
=ii[tul~:ul ha-aln-sig nam-lugal-bi aisrasa {ha-tdm]; iv 36-38:
kisitisiitukul be-an-sig nam-lugal-bi ha-ma~aii=i-so ha-»tdm;
iv 43--is: l§_1a—ma-zfkitiituicul ha-an-sig nam-lugal-hi nnug“-so
ha»tdm; v 21—22: {adabaiiil Iiitukul ha-an+-sig Enan'1-lugal»-hji
ma-orititi-so ba-tdm; v 33—35: [ma-erikiliitukulj ha-an-sig
[nam-lugal]-hi [kisikhsé] ha-t1.im;v42~43: kisiliiiiitukul ba-an-
sig nam~1ugal-bi us-kus1i“‘{!)i'“ ha-t1;irn;vi{i—B: ui-kusdkiliitulrul
[baean-sig nam]-lugal-bi kiss“-so ba-tilm; vi 22-23: kifii“
Biitul-zui ha-an-sig nam-lugal-bi uung“-he ba-tdrn; vi 23-—3i]:
nnugkisiitul-zul ha-an-»sig nam-lugal-hi a-gs-use-as ha-trim;
vii 13-14: a-ga-deiiiiiiitul-rnl ha-s.n-sig nam-lugal-hi unug“-so
ha-t1im;vii 24--Efi: unugkiiittukul ha-an-sig nam-lugal-bi ki-
an-lu-uliuflj gu—tu-umil) ha-tdrufil viii 1-2: ki-su-in-uh.;—gar

epithet, such as sip a id] , "the shepherd“; is} information concerning the ruler’s ori-
gin, the name of his city, or the character or occupation of his father {this information is
given in the form I — ni y , “his :r Pcity,’ ‘father,’ ete.] was 3,1 [‘I{u1e.fra),’ ‘a. Ifih-1»-clornon,’
etc.]}",', id} infonnation concerning the rnler’s exploits. This last typo of information is
given in the form of a relative sentence introduced by lii . The name of the ruler often
takes the subject element -c , but as the use of this clement is generally very irregular
within the sourees we are not considering its occurrence or nonoccurrence distinctive.
N.-e :-|: m n l-Es and N. ir m u i-as are thus not considered separate varieties of the
formula.

Related to the formula for introducing single rulers is the formula for introducing dy-
nasties: AH-a N. lugal—am m u is (or: ac mu] l-its for: in-as}, "lnAl'l. became
king and reimied s years.”

" WE contains two sets of formulas, one used in the section dealing with the ant-edilu-
vian rulers and one used in the postdiluvian section. as the various problems connected
with the antodiluvian section are dealt with in detail further on (pp. 55-E8}, we shall here
limit ourselves to the formulas in the postdiluvian part. We quote from Langdon's auto-
graph copy {OEUT II, Pls. I-IV} as corrected by collation with photographs of the origi-
llfill [sec pp. T6 55.}. In many cases Langdonh transliteration (op. cit. pp. 8-21} already has
t e correct readings.

ii‘ The reasons which make this reading preferable to m a - r ii“ are stated by 'I‘l:u1reau-
Dangin in RA ELXI {I934} S3 f.

5" The scribe omitted - s E after Akshah: here where it belong and wrote it after Jhli-'
shak in the following line where it is incorrect. He must twice have looked at the wrong line
of his original when he copied this passage.

1“ The scribe forgot can after ki-e n-l u-u b4- here and in the following line but
remembered it in viii 1. Ho also omits 5- ii s after g u - t u - u m in this line, although
he correctly writes gu-t u-u mm in the next line. This accumulation of omissions
might suggest that the original of WB was slightly damaged at this place.
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gill-tn-urriliijlfilii nam-lugal-bi unuglii-so [ba-tdroj; viii T—8:
unugliisiitul-rul be-an-sig 11a.I'n—ll.1gal-bi urliiii-sol ba-tum;
viii 2l~22: uriki-riiafiliisiitukul be-an-sig nanu-lugal-bi i-si-
ilei-so ba-tdm.

2. Formula for dynasty total: 1-: lugal inn-bi y fb-as. If the dynasty
consists of o no king only, the verb changes from collective to singular: i - as . Closur-
renccs: ii 42-44: 23 lugal mu-hi24,51ilitu 3 ui 3 us t ib-as; iii 3.'i~3d:
12 lugal mu-bi2,iililib-asgiv 15-15: 3 [lugal] mu-bi3diI—l-s ib-as];
iv3~l—-35: Slugal Illll-ill3,l'il5lj_i]-flsj;Il‘i".l:1*-421 llugal mu-bifisu—i~i
lb-as,“ v 13-14: [:-.:] lugal mu-bi jy] lb-as; v lfl—2[l: j:-r]luga1 [mu-bi
y-i—]2il ih-a_=,;i'i v 3l~32: is +15 lugal [mu-bi] 135 ii!)-a5;iiv4ll—41: 1
lugal inn-biiilljli-a;.;vi2il-‘-21:iilugal mu-bi4l1l1 fb-ar;vi2fi—2i': llugal
:nuil]ii2.5i-a.i_:viil1-12:illugal mu-bildl lb-ss;vii22—-23: filugal
inn-hihflih-a;;viidll+5l: [:-:+]1ilugai [mu-bi y]u.j4llib-a.;,,viii 5-fl:
ljlugalj mu-bi Tr’ as-si ti iui‘[.. l-a5];viiilfl—fZll: 41ugal niu-bi 1133
ib-a5;viii44-4b:13luga1 mu-bi2il3ib-as.

3. Formula for introducing singlo rulers: l\l.i*i mu s i-as . Uccurronces: i4li—

it The passage is brolren, but t-he space available docs not allow us to restore the full
phrase g [u - t u - u ml“ slit uh u l b a- a n - si gi . The scribe seems therefore to have
jumped a line, "lit ul-.: ul b s - a n -si g . If this is correct, it suggests that WE-’s origi-
nal was written with lines of only half the length of l.'i*'lEl’s, i.e., with the length of line usual
in the other manuscripts.

ii The form u r'i'=i - m a is hardly intended as a iooative, for the 'l]Eil!{"f- does not as a rule
espress locative. More likely it is a more slip due to the fact that the scribe was more con-
versant with the genitive form of the name, as this form naturally occurred more fre-
quently than the nominative.

it Remnant of an earlier form of the teat in which this dynasty nmnbered more than
one ruler lei. pp. ill], n. 1T4, and ll]-ll, n. 156).

is I b - as would have been correct.
ii The omission of —bi here is probably due to influence from l. 25, m u 25 i- as .
ii The subject element is used sporadically when the name is followed by apatronymic, e.g.

ba—-li-ih dumu F:-lid-I13-lifls, as-Ira. dumu en—me-en-bara-ge»si-
l: or , or by other epithets, e.g. fgi lg a m e s ldfiih-BIL-G.s.-MES) a b - h a - n i ii l - l s
e n it u I - a b - b a - is Eu - The subject element may even be found before epithets with
-am where it is incorrect {see Poebcl, GSG §152}: arses pdsur-‘lain d umu hi‘: -
‘lbs.-ll'rfl-s-libs lugal-am. Elften, however, it is omitted, e.g. bar-sai-nun-na
dumu en-me-nun-na, ur -‘inun-gal dumu dgilgamesfliers-nu.-ea-sins);
and it is never used after a name which stands alone without epithet or pat-ronymic, in other
words where there is not an obvious genitive relationship (cf. e.g. writings such as u r -
‘in t u Evil 21], although the name contains a genitive, with as u l - gi d u m u “in r -
‘in a mm u -lr or [viii ll}, where the genitive is “obvious"}. This peculiar use of the sub.
ject - e belongs to a late stage of Sumerian at which the subject element had virtually
gone out of use. It occurs as a “fossil” only, namely in the sign -lr oi , which originally
was used after subjects containing a genitive (N. - {a} in - e} but in this late period had
come to be considered a more genitive indication lfcf. Poebel, GSG §§ 3T3 ff., where the
rules governing t-he genitive in late periods are set forth in detail). Ll.
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4?: gul-la iinidaba-an-na-ldalsikili‘mu Qliil ‘1-a,~i;ii T-3: lcii-ll-
bu-um mu 963 i-a5;iiiJ: oil-lu-mu mu 8*ll.ll-I1-5;j'JFI-5‘-‘ffiil.

P2
1. Formula for change of dynasty: Al" ha.-{girl} ngm..1ugfl_]_bj Elm,-_,,:,

ha-tum . Occurrences: ii 1-3: [kisikiba-gull1-jgm_-l|_1gg[1-1;.i]1-3-311..
na-so b a-til [in]; iii 1-2: {un ugkl ha-gul nare-lugal-bi] 11ri{l=l-i-in
ba-tdm];ii.i1?-19: urilii b ail-[gull n am-lugal-[b i] a-we-an fl)“
b a - t ii m .

2. Formula for dynasty tot-all x lugal rn u-bi y I11 u ’i b-a,-. . Ueeurrence;
iii 14-13: 4 in g [a ll mu - hi 1T1 [m u] i[b- a-5.] . Compare the form of the final
totals: all-4: so-men: 1.511 jlugal] mu-bi l3[Ul1fl+:r+1i1 in u [y itn s ills} lb»
[a5j; :~:i T-3: ‘so-crisis‘ 22 lugjall mu-‘oi 2,fi1[ll+r: mu] ii itn 13H-r] 11,, 11-;._
Far.‘ ;:~:i12-14: so-sreizs '13‘ lu gal mu» bi 3i-iii m u ib-a;. ; si 1T-iii: eej-an-:rj:~:
3 lugal Inn-bi 353 mu ib-as; I-ii 22-23: lac]-ruoia‘ l lugal mu-bi T mu
[1-as} ; aii 1-3: [so-wists: 1:] lu gal [re u-bi y-H13? [m ll] lb -as; sii ll-3: so-
ir~rIo1r:l21lugal mu-bi125 mu 40 uiib-a;,;aii12-14: {so-:~no1:~:}]1.luga1
[mu-b]i153 mu lb-as.

3. Formula for introducing single rulers: hf.“ X m u l-as. C-‘eeurrences: i ’i—3:
[+11 fl]-lu-mu—uIn-e [900] I11 u i-as; i 9-13: ls] u -qd-r1i.1»ip-e ii-lllljl mu
i - a5 ; pessilm.

P3
1. Formula for change of dynasty: not preserved.
2. Formula. for dynasty total: 2-: [lugal] In u -bi y [ I i1b(?)-ail. Oe-

eurrence: ii T-9: 23 [lugs 1] 111 u -bi l3,U[lll[+ x] it u 3 llr 3 fjb - as] .
3. Formula for introducing single rulers: N.“ :-: m u i- as . Occurrences: i 1-2:

is Probably not a proper name; see p. TI, n. 40.
ii Poebel reads this sign as m a in PBS IV 1, p. T6, and translates “tho lcingdom of

Ur passed to swan" {n r i m - a {Ir} n a m -1 u g a l - b i ete.}; but his copy shows a clear
b a I On the restoration b a - [g u l] see p. 43, n. 93.

ii’ The scribe omitted 5- s c .
ii The subject element -e is used regularly {1} when the name stands alone: {q s] -

lu-mu-um-e, jsju-qa-oil-ip~e, en-me-nun-na-lrel {the only cacop-
tions are ‘ail-t ah-ba and fa-b all; [2] when the name is followed by a patronymie
only: ar-wi dumu mas-da-kor, wa-li-ih durnu e-ta-nn.-l1:ei,me-
lam-lcisilil dumu E11-I'I1B-*IlliT1-Iltl--l{E‘a. bar-sal-nun-na dumu en-me-
nun-na-l-zel, lsnreoel sa-lmugl dumu bar-sal-nun-na-l-:ei, [i;i-ic]-
il-:{.rl dumu bar-sal-nun-na-leer. If the name is followed by other epithets
or by a note the scribe wavers. He emits -c with a simple epithet: lu gal- ii an -d a
sip a , whore sip a-do would have been correct. When the name is followed by an
epithet ending with -am he writes mes-ki-in-gs.-so-er dumu ‘tutu en-am
lug al-am, which is correct {GSG §152J, but he also writes incorrectly ens rn e-
er-ri‘1-kar [dumu] mes-ki-in-ga-so-er-l-zel lugal nun“-ga ld unu'=l
-gamu-nn-da-dn-alugal—am.

if Eireept for la rl-b u-um id um ui m as-nrv-d Zl.— ll: ell the subject element does
not appear in any of the names preserved.

i
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[kit-ii-bu]-um[x m]ul-a..;i3-4: [a]-ba Ex] mu 1-iaii,'.i5-3: 'ai-tab-
baT2fi[-1-xjmu l-a§;pcssin:..

P-I.
1. Formula for change of dynasty: as slit u E1-zul ha-sig] nam-lugal-

{hi]E[l‘i~se ha-tdm]. Occurrence: i2—.5: unugl"=“tu[l2-'_ul ba-sig]na1n-
lugal-{bi}ki-su-lu-lib-[gar]gu—ti-umliili-[so ha-tdm].

2. Formula for dynasty total: [xlugal] mu-bi y[ 1. Occurrence: i1: [x
lugal]mu-hi24[—j-y ].

3. Formula for introducing single riders: iilfiii x mu l-[as]. Occurrence: id—’.i':
im-lta‘-[a] 3 mu 1-[as].

Pr
1. Formulatorchangeofdynasty: as bala-bi ha-an-I-rdr nam-lugal-

bi no-as ba-an-[tdm]. Occurrence: iv ‘F: lurili" bala-bi ba-an-
lrdr nam-lugal-bi i-si-int"-so ba-an-[tdm].

2. Formula for dynasty total: x lugal-e-no mu“ y in-ah-cs. Occur-
rences: iv El: 5 lugal-e-ne{!}i* 11’? in-al:-es;iv 24: [xlugal-e]-'no'
[m]u225ituliin-iakl-[es]. '

3. Formula for intmdueing single rulers: N.“ mu x in-as. Occurrences: ii-1:
qa-ln-mu-um [mu xin-a5];i1f1: an-rja.-ki-ip [mu x in-as]; i 21:
Fill-ta-sa-du-um mu Ex in-as];iv 13: [ur-dnin]-urta mu 23 in-fail;
pussies.

Pt
1. Formula for change of dynasty: not preserved.
2. Formula for dynasty total: [x lugjal [m]u-bi y lb-as . Occurrence:

compare the final total in ii 1-3: [so-Niels x lu g] al [m] u - bi 125 ib - as .
3. Formula for introducing single rulers: N. x m u 1- as. Occurrences: i 2-3:

*1i[r- ] u[r- 1 dumu nu-mu-[ Iii mu i-[as]; i ii-T: su-mu-a-bu-
ujm] itn 3 i-a;.;i3-3: [i-k]u-un-pi-istar [x mu] ll‘-as.

is The fragment has not preserved a single complete name, so we do not know whether
it used the subject element or not.

‘ii In iv ti the scribe omits mu . This omission, however, is obviously due to negli-
gence in copying, for in iv 24, where the formula occurs again, traees of mu are pre-
served.

‘ii The subject element is in this text used differently in the different sections. In col. i
the subject element - e is used when the name is followed by a patronymic: a r -w i - ii
dumu mas—da-kel, ha-iii-ib‘ dumu e-ital-na-her, me-lam-llrisill"
dumu e[n]-me-nun-in al-l~:e.., so:-and sa-mug dumu bar~sal-nun‘-
na-lrel, ‘til-is-liar dumu cosine ea-mug-her. When the name stands alone
-e is not used. The only exception is [i] l - 1-: n - um - e . Similarly in iv 1-14 - e is used
when the name is followed by a patronymic: sul-gi dum u ur-ilnamm u -lr or
ete., but not when the name stands alone. It makes no difference whether the name is
followed by an epithet with —am or not, for we find uri“-ma ur-‘in ammu-I-r ei
lugal-am {iv 1} but also [1]-si-inH—na is-bi-“ir-ra lugal-am [iv 3}.
From 1. 15 on, however, all the names seem to be without - e , even when they are fol-
lowed by patmnymies. We must here no doubt recognise a difierent hand; the scribe who
added the last section of the list did not bother with this grammatical feature (cf. p. 135}.
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L1
1. Formulafor changeof dynasty: Atisiitukiii be-sig nam-lugal-bi

as-so ha-tum. Occurrences: iii 3: [uriti] =l‘1ituhl1lba-slg[nam-
lugal-bi a-we-an“-so be-trim]; iv fi—T: l-:isi“iciF»1;u1.;,,1j,,-,_g1g-
nan“:-lugal—bi ha—ma-sil'=i—sc ha-t1lm;vl: Iurililllitllkul ha-slg
nam-lugal-bi] adabalii-‘sci Ibja-tum; v 3-iii: adaballiiiitukul
ba-isigl nam-lugal-b[i] ma-eri“-se be-trim; vi 2-4: u.-kusdti
Iiitulcul ha.-slg nam-lugal-bi kisi“-ht: ha-t1lni;ix4-3:I~Li-su-
lu-db-gar gu-ti-umliilliiiltulrul ha-sig [nam-llngal-bi
[unugkl-sellba-trim‘.

2. Formula for dynasty total: x lugal mu-bi y fb-as.“ Occurrences: iii
3-7’: [x]1ugal[mu-bi y-[—]51fb—a_-,;iv2—4: -’l[+x]lugal n1u-bi3,Til'2fb-
a5;v3-'1': llugal mu-bi ll-ill iihi-[a;.];vi1: Exlugaljmu-bi iii} lib-ail;
ix2-3:211ugal mu-bi 124 ui 4lll

3. Formula for introducing single rulers: iii.“ x mu i-as. Occurrences: iii 2--3;
[e]-llul-iulxjmu i-as; iii 4-5: [ba—lu]-in [x] inul-as;pcssi.w-. Twonrigh-»
boring passages, viii 4-’? and 23-21, have a different formula: N. x in u in-as Pi
Occurrences: viii 4-.5: la-gi,-ass T mu in-as (l. 3 still has i-as} : viii ll-'1':
ail;-ar-la-ga-ba El mu in-as (l. 2 has i-as again); viii 2i]-21: [ ]-an-
gab [x mu] in-as. "

Le
1. Formula. for change of dynasty: not preserved.
2. Formula for dynasty total: not preserved.
3. Formula for introducing single rulers: N.“ x m u i- -H.-B . Occurrences: i 1-2:

te-j x—[-]3llll min I-as] ; i 3-4: pd.--la-ki-na—lti-im‘ Elllfl mu l-its ; i
5-ti: na-an-gis-li-is-ma [x] ‘mu i-as‘.

S
1. Formula for change of dynasty: Alli-ails} bala—bi ha-l-cur nam-

lugal-bi as-as be.-ttiin. Occurrences: cl;-v.3: 114-l{Ll3lll‘l-El. bala-hi
be.-kilr nam-lugal-bi aisle-so be-tdm;obv.12: l-risil" bala-
bi ba-lr[dr na]m-lugal-bi unug“-so ha-tdmgobv. 22:uni1‘si-gs
bala-bi ba-hut [nam-luga]1-bi a-gs-dbl"-so ba-tum; rev. 3-
lil: a-ga-debt bala-bi ba-lrdr nam-lugal-hi unuglii-so ba-
t1im;rev.1'f-13:unu“-ga ba.la—bi be-lcdr nam—lugal-bi ki-
su-lu-iib-gar igu-til-um“-so be-trim.

2. Formula for dynasty total: x lugal-e-ne mu-bi y in-al~:-es.
If the dynasty consists of one l-ring only the words lugal-e-ne and in-all:-es

ti This text seems to keep the collective ib -as even when the dynasty has only one
ruler.

“T The subject element is not used. Only two names are exceptions: p d c u r- ‘is i n
dumu hi‘:-'1ba-has-ices lugal—am and 111'-3251'-l}fl~|.-l'JBi dumu purer-
dsl n - la or .

'5“ On the significance of this change see pp. 54 1'.
“ The subject element is not used in the two names preserved.
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change to singular lugal and in-as. Occurrences: obv. T: 3 lugal-e-no
mu-biflilin-al:-es;obv. 13: 3iugal-e-[no]mu-bi53liin-air-es;
obv. 21: ilugal mu-bi 25 111.-2.5; rev. 3: 121ugal-o-ne mu-bi 12?
in-alr-es;rev.13: 5 lugal-o-no mu-bi 23 in—al-I-es.

3. Formula for introducing single rulers: NF“ x mu in-as. Occurrences: obv.
2: un-da-lu-lu 12 mu in-a5;obv. 3: ur-ur 3 mu in-a5;oby.4:
piisur-*=lnirah2l1mu in-as;pessim.

S111

1. Formulafor changeofdynasty: Aiisiitukul ba-sig nam-lugal-bi
erase ba-tum. Occurrences: v1: [....‘"=iitul~:ul ha-sig nam-lugal-
hi u..-lrusfilii-so ha]-tum; v 13-23: us-iausukilsiiltukul ha-slg
nam-lug[al]-bi Ina-cri[l'*i—s]e ba-tum;vi13-12: lrifiiliiiiitulrul ba-
sig nam-lugal-bi unughi-so ba-t11m;vi13-21: unugiiilfiit-ulrul
be-sig] nam-lugal-[bi] a-gs-debt]-ac ha-trim]; vii 5-T’: a-
ga-dlejkisiitnkul ba-sig nam-llugall-bi unuglii-sh ha-tiim;
viii T-2: uri**i=“[tulrulbe-sig]nam-lugal-[bi]1-si-in“-so [ba-
tllm].

2. Formula for dynasty total: x lugal mu-bi y mu 1-as (1)31 Occurrences:
iv 14: [x]1ugal [mu-bi y mu 1-a5(T}];v13—1?: Ellugal mu-bi11l1[-l-x+]
3mu i-a5{f);vi3-3: Fll1,g3llI11l1-l]1*1$5I11l1l*3.5l:'f_l]‘l?11?"-131 llugal
mu-bi2.-1 mu ii-as [1]]; vii3-4: [x-1-]3lugalrcu-bi 131 inui-a5 ff) ; viii
ii-ti:21-!—xlugal]‘mul-bi12flj—i-y mu 1-3.5 (1)1.

3. Formula for introducing single rulers: bl.” x mu 1- as ff} . Occurrences:
vi 2-3: is-me-'1-samas 11 mui-ar{?);vi 4-5: so-1-li-sullimui-as (1');
vili—‘i": si-mu-dar'7mui-sail’);pessim.

sllg

1. Formula for change of dynasty: Al" ha-gul nain-lugal-biB1'=i-so
ba-trim. Occrurences: ii 11-13: l-risikiba-gul nam-lugal-bi d-s.n-
naki-sf: be-trim; iii 2-11: unuglii be-g[ul] nam-lugal-[bi] urf[ki-
as ha-tfim].

2. Formula for dynasty total: x lugal mu-bi y mu 1-as. Occurrences:
ii?-ill: 23lugalmu-bi2ll,34l]=mu3l1itu3u..2ei-as;iiili-3: 12lugal
mu-bi 3,533 mu 1-as.

1" The subject element is used regularly when the name is followed by s patronymic,
otherwise not.

ll According to Bcheil in as XXXI (13341 143 the text uses us throughout instead of
3.5. This spelling would be surprising even for a text written in 3usa, and the present writer
is inclined to believe that the sign which Seheil reads as we is in reality a careless form of
ax peculiar to the scribe who wrote 3u1. The twe signs are not very different: eo- {,ig;
MOP XXII, l‘~l'o. 42: El} and aw" {xx}. It is unfortunate that Sn; has not preserved the
line concerning Alta, so that we could see how the scribe wrote an indisputable ax.

it The subject element is not used with names which stand alone and occurs only ocea-
sionally where the name is followed by a patronymic: [a r] - w i - u m [d u m u m a s1.-
as-as... ll“--1]i—lh dumu e-itla-11a-lrel, but so-“sin dumu i-an-il,
or-iiigigir dumu ur-nic1n,lugal-me-lam dumu ur-siigigir.
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3. Ferinuia fer introducing single rulers: DY.“ 1: in u 1- fie. Occurrences: ii 2-3;
en-Inc-bara-ga-e-si iii]-I} T11 u 1-as; ii see; a.-ks....eee 111111-ii-1.;
iii 2-3: t i -j 1 T5 In n 1- [ajj . The last rcigu preserved cn the iragrueni; has a dif-
ferent i'ern1uIa:“ N. run s 1-aj. Occurrence: iii 4-5: lugal-[ jni u '1' i-a._

Suiflvs
1. Ferrnula ier change cf dynasty: Akifitukul ba-sig narc-lugal-

bi Bi"-‘-sé ba-tiini. Uccurrences: ii 1-3: [ ]*=i=*i[tuku1ba-sig nan1]-
Inga}-[‘e]i Ikisihil-fie ha-taint; ii 23-25: £1-:isi1=*s“tu1eui] hassig
[narn-lugal]-bi {unug‘"-se baj-t1ire;ii32-3.1; [unugeisaigukuj hag
sig [na1n-lugal-b]i [s-gs-see-as be-tiiIin;1'1‘—2i1: a-ga-dei"
Fiitukul ba-sig nam~1uga1-bi unug‘-"see ba-tern; iii 34-31‘: uuugl“
siitukui ha-sig [njani-lugal-bi [rule-da gs-ea-aevv-ee ba-
tdni; iv 3-6: uua-da gu-[til-unikij fiitukul ha-[s1gI uaru-luga1-
[hi1 unug“-se {ha-tern}; iv 111-13: unug[‘=*F“'tui-:u1 ba-sig] nann-
[1uge%1~bi}uri{“-se ba-tdne]; iv 33-33: uri-nia‘-fisiitukui ha-ssig

2. Fermula ier dynasty tetal: s: lugal niu-bi 3" inu 1-as. Occurrences:
ii 2El—22: [re 1ug]a1{rnu-bi }"]I1'l1.1[i]--H.5;11. 31}-31: In ingjaljrnu-bi 3; inn]
1—aj-.;iii14~1ii: ‘31[—l-:4 luga11rnu—bi17’i'n1u 1~a5;iii31-33: 3 lugal mu-
bi-5'?'n1u1-as;iv33-35:51uga11nu-bi123n1u1-=ai.

3. Feruiuia fer iutreduciug single ruiers: 13."? s in u i~a5 . iiccurrences: ii 5-1}:
kii-‘dba-bae....1Ui1 111111-as; iii 1-2: [nia-an]-is-ti-[su 2:] niu 1-aj;
iii 3'-5: ear-'kali‘-Ear-ri....35 mu i-as; iv 1-2: lugal-[ ]25 Ifiil
|:i'-El.-5]] iv 13-20: ur»-*5'[nan1n1u]....13 1'1"i1.1?.-[.‘E-1;5j;.1"|." 31*.‘Z'3: dsul-g[ii
. . . . 43 n1 n 1- ins‘ ; jeessim. A single seetien, iii 23“-33, has anether fer1uula:i"* bi.
11111 s i-as... Occu1'rences:iii2?.—241.: ur-uigin....niu 15 1-as; iii 25-27:
ur-=iigigir....rnu “F i»-a.;iii23~3i1=: 111‘-dL1.iJ'L1....I1i1.1 2.-Ii i-as.

K
1. Ferniuia fer change ef dynasty: absent.
E. Fermula fer dynasty tetal: I-E 1ugal—c-ne i)H.iB.J51..kiII1I_1 31' in-*a5-:ne-

es. Occtureuces: rev. i 13: 1I1 lugal-e-ue bala Tis-T111“ inu it iI'1-.'F1.s-
n1e-es-j;ii3: 31uga1-e-ne bala itur a-ab-ba 1nu23in~a5»n‘1e-es;
ii 12: [3iuga1-e-nejbala bit-“ha-ai niu 2E1itu3i[u]-as-1ue—cs.

3. Ferinula fer intredueing single rulers: I’§'.“‘ II1 u s: in-as. Occurrences: ebv.
Ti The subject element is net used in the narues preserved.
T‘ G1. the similar cases presented by L1, which changes irern i-as te in —fle . and $11.11-1.

which changes freru n I'll u te in u :4: ; see pp. 54f. fer full dieeussieu.
is Fer the line nurnberiug sec p. H1. n. 24.
" The test seerus te have suhus '1: e1 [ 1 rnu-un (‘P1 I 1, which may be restered

as sufgus '1: e‘-[e n-gi-raj Inn-‘uni-lsirj, "The feuudatien cf Sumner was tern
eut."

" The subject elerueut is net used.
ii GP. the similar eases presented by Em, which alse changes frees s Ill u te re u s,

and by L1, which changes ireru i-as te in—a=. ; see pp. sat. fer full dis-cussien.
" The subject element is net used.

_._.-1-|
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i 1: [l'~l'. inn :-:1 in-as; ii 2: "=bali];i....[rnu n in-ail; ii 3: ‘"en-rnen-
nun-na [rnu n in-as]; rev. ii 5: "'“‘é-a—1nu—k1n-aer... .1tu31n-as;
ii T’: “Hikes-su~u-nadin-ahi....mu3in-as;pussies.

G
I. Ferinula fer change ef dynasty: net preserved.
2. Ferrnula fer dynasty tetal: net preserved.
3. Fermnla fer intreducing single rulers: N.“ it mu i- as. Occurrences: vii 3:

[in-lei-sue B mjn i.-3.5; vii Ii: [sa{?}-ar-la-gab 6] mu i-a[s1; vii 5:
[sul-rue-e] £5 rn[u i—a=-.l;vii ii: [e-lu-lu-me-es] '1' min i-a5];vii T: i-
ni-ma-ha-ki-els 5 [mu i-as] 1 vii 3: [i-gel-es-a-ujs '6‘ [mu i-

J
1. Fermula fer change cf dynasty: ahisiituhul ba-sig narn-lugai-

bi B“-he ha-trim. Occurrences: ehv. 1-4: [lci-su-iu-1ih-gar]gu-ti-
umkilliiltukul ha-sig inane]-lugal-hi [unuglki-sh ha-tfim; rev.
6-8: Iu]rI“*=“tuku1 ha-sig[clam-lugal-bi[3]-si~in1=i-he _ba~tr'1m.

2. Fcrrnuia fer dynasty tetal: 1 lugal run»-bi x i-as.“ Occurrences: ebv.
7-3: ilugalhnu-bifjituiiui 151-‘srl;rev.=i-5: 5lu[gal] {rn]u—bi[iil9
ib-at-.].i"°

3. Ferinuia fer intreducing single rulers: N.“ mu s [2-as}. Occurrence: ebv.
5-3: tutu-he-gai....muTitutiui[15i-a5].

l-5* 5-| IlI—-I I-

A glance threugh this list will shew that eur three ferrnulas vary net in-
censiderably frem ene scarce tn anether.
1. The ierniula fer change cf dynasty eeeurs in three principal“ ferms: I

III.) I11 WB, P4, L1, 8111, Si-1t+~b and 1]-I _ I

A.‘=‘=1*tukulba-sig (WE: ha-an-sig) narn-lugal-bi us-st
ba-tum.

“The city A was smitten with weapensf“ its hingship was carried“ te the city B."
E“ In tetals with mere than ene ruier the test presumably need i b - as .
B1 There is only this ene example ef the fermula fer intreducing single rulers. As the

name is fellewed by 1 u g al - a m , the subject element is {currently} emitted.
*2 Fer the sake cf convenience and greater perspicuity we have here greup-ed WE with

Fe Ln 5111. Sui».-4, and J, altheugh strictly speaking it represents a separate ferrn differing
frem the ethers by having b a - a n - s 1 g instead ef b a - si g . In the same way we have
greup-ed B and P.-. tegether, altheugh P5 writes b a - a n - L: ti r and b a - a n - t ii in while
5 has b a-k Ii I and b a- t ii m . Te separate ‘NH frem Pi, L1, 31.11, 51134.41, and J and te
separate S frem Pt merely hecause cf this small and insignificant (see p. 41} variatien
weuld quite unnecessarily blur the basic greuping imder Iltt u in ul b a - s i g , b a - g u l _.
and hale-bi ba-lcdr.

" Gilterbeck in Zn n.F. YIII (1934) 2 makes slit uh ul subject and translates“ “die
Stadt n schlug die Waffe“ ; but since the interest ei the anther ef the King List se clearly
centers in the ruling cities {see belew, n. 33}, it is mere natural te have the city name in
the meet preminent peeitien, i.e., as subject.

it This furmula is rendered “the kingdern cf . . passed te . . . . ” or the like by al-
mest all schelars. But an eccnrrencc cf the sarne fermula in an inscriptien ef Utu-hegal
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fl) I11 Psi?) and Susi

Al" ba-gul nani-lugal-bi 1?-*1-heirs-tiirrl
“The city A was dcstreyed; its kingship was carried te the city B."

e) In S and Pr:
A“-a fit) {P5 A“) bala-bi ba-k1lr[P_-.: ha-an -kiir} nam-

lugal-bi es-ts b a-trim (P5: ba-an-tdrn)
‘The turn [te reign) ef the city A. was changed; its kingsliip was carried tn the

city B."
-I

One test, K, emits the fernmla altegether.
2. The ferrnula fer dynasty tetal eeeurs in sis: dilferent ferrns:

e) In Sui. Sui, and Susan
nlugal mu-bi y mui-as
“re lrings reigned“ its {the city’s)’"-‘ years. y years."

ii) In Pt:
nlugal mu-bi y muih-as
“s kings reigned its {the eity’s) years, y years."

1-'-I- 

ER.-1. IX £1912] 112-13 i 1-3], which cc-ntains eur phrase: . . . . gu-t i - um“ . . . . I ii
nam-lugal l-re-en-gi-rs. lr ur-he ba-trim-a. “Gutium . . . . , whe had
carried the leingship cf Sumer eff tn the meuutains," leaves ue deubt that an represents
a transitive verb. We must therefere read b a - t fl m fl} and h a- a n -t ii m {ll , “was
carried” (h a - t ii m is the nermal passive preterit 3d sg.; h a - a n - t e n1 is the curre-
spending ferm used by the scribes whe fellcwed what Peebel calls “pest—-Eminerian sys-
tem A.” Bee AJSL L [li§l33f3=i] 1'i'{1). The kingship was thus net imagined as perscnal
and meving frem city te city aceerding te its ewn will but as an inanimate thing--preb-
ably clesely tied up with its syrnhels, the scepter and crewa--which had tc he taken er
carried frem ene place te anether.

“We retain the traditienal rendering ef ails) as “reigned.” altheugh, as Peebel has
painted cut in GL2‘ Xi? (1312) 231 f., silt} means enly “te dc," “te perferrn." “Te
reign” is Iiani-en-—-a fl-1), “lie perferm lerdship," er n am -l u g al-—- a fl-z} , "tn
perferm king-ship.“ Peebel is inclined te believe that afl-Ll in eur fermulas tahes ni u ,
“years,” as ebjeet: “ac nnd se viele Jahre hat er gemaeht." We eensider his ether explana-
tien, that "cin uam-lugal an all den in-ag-Sateen dem Sinne nach an ergiinaen . . . . ist,“
much mere satisfactery.

is The snfia - bi must here, as in the preceding fermuia, refer te the city in questieu
and cannet, as is generally suppesed by translaters, refer te its 1-rings. This is plainly shewn
by the fact that -bi is retained even when the dynasty censists cf enly cue ruler and
the verb changes te singular {e.g. ‘W13 v -ill-i1:llugalmu-billlil i-at ; WE viii
5-3: l[lugal] mu-bi 1' su-si fi ‘ml [. .1-*tsli E ehv. 21: 1 lugal mu-bi 25
in-as]. If -hi referred te the hinge, we sheuid here have had 1 lugal mu-ni fl) a
i--H-s {er in - as} . The list in primarily eencerned with the kiumhip uf cities, net ef single
persens, as is clearly expressed in the framewerk as a whele: “. . . . The l-tingship was
in Kish. In Kiel: Ga. .ur{f) became hing and ruled 1,2131 years; H. ruled 330 years;
. . . . 23 kings ruled its 2=i,51il years, 3 menths, and 3% days. Kiel: was smitten with weap-
ens; its kingship was carried tn E-Annals}. In E-rlnnafih} . . . . ."
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c] In WE, Ps. L1, and J[?}:
:-zlugal mu-bi y lb-as
“re hinge reigned its {the eityisj 1; years.“

ti) In S:
slugal-e-nc rnu-bi y in-ah-es
"s kings reigned its (the city’s} er years.”

c} In Psi
slugal-e-ne mu y in-ak-es
".1: kings reigned y years.”

f] In K: '
:r lugal-e-n e bala A“ mu y in-as-me-es
“or lungs of the dynasty of A reigned y years.“

3. The formula for introducing single rulers occurs in four forms:
o) In WE and J(?):

H. mu s 1-as
"N. reigned e years.”

3} lit Pg, Ps, P4, Pt, L1, Le, S111, 5112, 532+-1, and G!
N. X H1 u i- as
“N. reigned :1: years.”

c) In Ps and K:
N. In u s in - as
“N. reigned s years.”

d] In S:
N. :1: ‘H1 u in - as
“N. reigned e years.“

The origin and probable causes of most of these variants are fairly clear. We
notice first a certain number of variants which must be due to the application
of the grammatical and orthographical rules taught in the scri‘oal schools of the
Isin-Larsa and post-Hammurabi periods. The variants b a - s i g : b a - a n -
sig, ba-kdr : ba-an-kfir, and ba-tL'1m:ba-an-trim of the
formula for change of dynasty and the variant 1- as : in - as of the formula
for introducing single rulers obviously have their origin in the late custom
of espressing the subject - n- of the verbal form in writing.ii The other
variant in the formula for introducing single rulers, m n n : n m u , corre-
sponds similarly to the change from the older Sumerian usage, according to
which the numeral follows the word for that which is counted, to the later

" The date of this custom is discussed in_ detail on pp. 131-33.
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usage in which the numeral precedes.“ Application of later gr-amrno_1;is=ssl
rules is lil-rewise responsible for the variant In g al . . . . lb - as : I rr g a I -
c-ne . . . .in-ak-cs : lugal-e-nc . . . . in-as-me-as in the for-
mula for dynasty total. The old collective plural, which in the noun is e:-:-
pressed by the nai-red stem, in the verb by the form i- b- nan, grew obso-
lete in the Isin-Larsa period,“ in which i- b - Lat was chiefly used for
3d sg. of the causative. It is therefore understandable that copymts of this
period should correct lu g a1. . . . ib - as to the form which they consid-
ered correct, lu g a 1 - e - n e . . . . in - a it - e s , and that still later copy-
ists should change to lugal-e-ne. . . . in-as-me-es.

Other variants, however, seem completely independent of any rules what-
ever, so much so indeed that we must ascribe their origin to idiosyncrasies
in individual copyists. A variant of this type is that in the fornrula for change
of dynasty, All ilitukul ba-sig narn-lugal-bi Bl"-ire ba-trim:
as ba-gul nam-lugal-bi es-is ba-trim : A1"-a(k) ba l a- bi
ha-kfir nam-lugal-bi as-is ha-trim. Tire three forms say vir-
tually the same thing, and it is quite impossible to imagine any rule which
would rnalcc scribes who found, for csample, “lit u kul ba-slg in their
originals change to bala-bi ba-htir or to ba-gul.

Somewhat less clear are the causes which produced the variant m u - bi y
m u : m u - bi y : m u y in the formula for dynasty total. Such a syntac-
tical construction as n lu g ai m u— bi y lb - as, “s kings reigned its [the
city’s) y years,” has close parallels in Old Sumerian?“ It seems possible that
such a form would sotmd incomplete to later scribes. The numeral has ref-
erence to the preceding m u - b i , “its years"; but-, since the word for that
which is counted was in later times generally placed after the numeral, they
may have felt that something was missing and so have added a second m u .
Even if we admit the probability of such a feeling, however, we have no
means to judge its strength. Would it unavoidably suggest to every scribe
that he should add a In u after the numeral, thus acting with the force of a
grammatical rule; or was it merely a matter of personal feeling for the lan-
guage, leamg the individuality of the scribe a considerable amount of play?“

‘ii See Pocbel, GSG §§ 3133-5.
“ See the detailed discussion of this change on p. 123. That i - b - Ls.L is collective was

shown by Poebel, Grcmnretrlccl Tarts {PBS VI 1 llslajj p. ltli.
if Cf. e.g. E-r-i.nna{l:)—tum Erick A ete., p. rdv, hie. 3; drift", p. 23 la} iii 3-—iv 3: s -

an-na-tfim-e . . . . ummal" our-he bi-si sagas-nu-urn-bi 23 mu-duh,
“E-rtnnatkl-tum . . . . defeated Umma and heaped up its twenty burial mounds."

"1 The construction as a whole is so rare that our material docs not even permit us to
form an idea of which form was prevalent in the various periods.
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The1eetfenn,e lngel-e-ne nin 3; in-ek-ee,ieprehe’e13rdeete
the feet thet the eeribe in qneetien wee net ewe-re thet the - bi refere te
the eity in whieh the d;=rneet_',' reigned. He eepeeted te find e SlI'i;1plE enm-
I113.-I‘}*"I “.1: hinge. They reigned y Fee-re" end get e emeether tent by entit-
ting - b i .

Leetly- there ie the verient 1- ea in the ferrnnle fer dyneety tetel ee
egeinet fh-et, in-elf-ee, er in-e5-nie-ee. This very enriene
nee ef the einguler in peeeegee where the eenteet eieerly dereende eel-
Ieetive er phtrel heeernee intelligible when we netiee thet it ie Iiniited te three
vereiene, S111, Sue, end Sue-H, whieh ell eenie freni Elere. In Elernite eeribee
we een eepeet but limited Ltnewledge ef Snrnerien greninier. Thet they did
net nnderetend the reeeene fer the eeeeeienel ehenge in their eriginele freni
1- ea within the djineetiee te ih- e5 in the tetele end therefere dieregerded
it ie net te he wendered et, eepeeielly when we eeneider thet their ewn tengue,
the Ele-Inite, deee net etreee the differenee between eingnler end plnrel in
the verb.”

We thue eee thet eetne ef enr veriente ere due te the epplieetien ef leter
linguietie nerrne, eenie heve been eeueed hf; i€.'l.lDE}="1"IlfiI‘eElEE in individnel een}?-
iete, end ene, the verient Inn-bi 31' n1n:n1n-bi ff :In n 3;’, tekee en in-
terniediete peeitien; it eeeme dependent epen e ehenge in neege, but ee we
de net knew hew een-iplete thie ehenge wee we eennet deeide whether the
new neege eeted ee e fixed nenn er left the deeieien with the individnel eeribe
end hie feeling fer the Ienguege. Leetly, e eingle verient feund enly in the
nienueeripte freni Elein eeenie te heve eriginet-ed threngh influenee frem the
netiee lengnege ef Elern eeinhined with limited knewledge ef Surnerien.

All ef theee veriente rnej; he ehereeterieed ee intentienel; they ere [1] eer-
reetiene, {2} ehengee te fernie whieh pleeeed the eepyiet better then theee he
feund in the eriginel, er (3) eyetemetie dieregerdinge ef differeneee whieh he
did net underetend. Thie element ef intentien whieh ehereeterieee the veri-
ente rnekee there in eertein eeeee leee velnehle fer eur preeent purpeee. There
ie very little prehehilit-3* thet twe eepiriete ehenld independently ehenee te
n1e-he the eenie enintentienei devietien in eepying et the eerne pleee in the
liet. When we find the eeree errer in twe nlenueeripte we ere therefere en-
titled te eenelude thet heth inherited the errer frein e eingle eriginel. In the
eeee ef ietentienel verient-e, hewever, the velue "eeriee. We een eeneider it

5* F. Berk in hie ertiele "Elern," Reeiiemtken der Vergeeeinkzhte, hreg. "een Men Ebert, III
(Berlin, 1925} TB t: “Ein ‘ifergleieh der elt-en Spreehe mit den: Heel iehrt, deee eueh jene
een Heuee ene Binguler nnd Plnrel nieht entereehieden hat.”
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impreheble thet twe eerihee ehenld heth indepeedentlj; feet rlieeeiiefierl with,
fer e:'-temple, the phreee “lit n I-t ni h e - e i g whieh they fennrl in their erig-
inele end independently think up h el e- h i h e - k ti r ee the e11ite.l:-le enh-
etitute; but we meet edmit thet twe er-rihee whe eeeepterl the eeme nerme
fer eerreet Iengnege [e.g. thet the 3d eg. et‘ the treneitive ve.rb wee i - n - LeL,
thet the plurel ef pereenel nenne wee - e- ne, ete.} weuld heth be very
likely te netiee devietiene frem t.heee nerme in their eriginele end te eerreet
them in e eimiler we}; (1-er, te in-ea, iugel te lngei-e-ne, ete.}.
Veriente ef the letter type, eerreet-iene te fixed nerme, eeeerdinglv give fer
leee eerteinty thet eenreee in whieh they eeenr heve inherited them frem
e eemmen eneeet-er. They mey heve been intredueed independentl_*,' 113' dif-
ferent eerihee. The evidenee frem eeeh veriente ehenld therefere he need with
greet eeetien end prefere.hlj,' where it hee the euppert ef ether evi-:.lenee ef
mere reliehle t-vpe. And evidenre frem eneh veriente eennet entweigh thet
ei unintentienei veriente er verieete due te idieeynereey if theee peint in e
different direetien.

On e per with the veriente due te the epplieet-ien ef gremmetieel rnlee ie
the nee ef the eingnler ferm ef the verh in the menneeripte frem Elem. The
heekgrennd ef thie verient, limited knewledge ef Snmerien enhjeet te inlinenee
frem the nndereurrente ef e netive leegeege whieh deee net etreee the die-
tinetien between pinrel end eingeier in the verb, een be preenppeeed in meet
Elereite eepyiete. We een eeeeider it prebeble thet twe enele eerihee weuld
indepeitdent-1}’ deeide te dieregerd the difierenee hetween l- er, end ile - er, ,
whieh they did net underetend.

We ere time in e peeitien te errenge eur veriente in erder eeeerding te their
reletive veluee ee indieetere ef reletienehipz

1. Of high velue
In fermnle fer ehenge ef dveeetv:

liit u it nl h e - e i g WE, Pt, L1, Sui, Sue;-4, J
he-gel Pitt‘), Set
hele-hi be-ktir Pr,3
emit-ted K

2. Of eeknewn velue
In ferrnnle fer dvneetv tetel:

m 1.1 —bi jg mu Pi, 51.11, Elle, $113+:
mu-bi If WB,Pt,L11S=J
Inn, 31' Pt, K

i
1l
i
i
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3. Of low velue
In ferrnule fer dynasty tetel:

ltlgfil ....-I-H.-5 $l.11,sl.l2j.S-113+;

lugel ....i‘e-es WB,Ps,Pe,L1,J{?]
iugel-e-ne....in-ek-es 135,5
lugel-e-ne....in-e5-me-eh K

In formule for introdueing single rulers:
I.‘ Eifi WB; P23 P3} P4! PE} L1} LE; S111, Bug;

5113+.” G, J

i H " -5.5 PE] S; K

In formule for intredueing single rulers:
m u it WB, Pt, K, J
ii‘: H1 U. P2; Plip P4; P51 L1: LE; S1 Sui; Si-12; S1134-1, G‘

We mey preeeed to eonsider these groupings of the menuseripts in oon-
jueetien with these et which we errived on the beets of the Atebbe end egede
veriente.

eeseeteetoet rests eessn on THE ronnoomo ventimrre
The Atebbe verients end the verients in the reigns of the Agede rulers

showed thet the menttseripts involved derive from the originel es follows:

ATABBA VARIANTS AGADE. VARIANTS
Original Original

E-
/-'*""- *--.

we P2 P, P5 So, we 1., P, g e Se, sum

In both eeses we found on one side the source WB representing the eriginel
feirly elosely end on the ether e text whieh we eelled “B,” in whieh one er
more errors hed been oommitt-ed. Through this te:-It the remeinder of the
sourees deseended. Although we heve celled the erroneous test “B” in both
eeeee it is eleer thet the At-ebbe mist-elte end the Rirensh Inisteke need not
neeeseerily heve heppened in the very seme eopy. We should therefere meke
e distinotion end—edIeitting thet the twe texts ieey be identiee.l—designete
the test in whieh the Atehbe misteke wee mede es “B1” end thet in whieh
the Rtniueh mieteite wee tnede es “B2.”

Cempering eur twe diegreme we see thet, even if we suppose thet B1 end
B2 were difierent texts, they must et least heve belonged to the seme line ef
deseent from the orim'nel, B1 heving derived from Be or vioe verse. This fol-
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lows from the feet thet three of our menuseripts, P1, P1, end Sm, oehihit the
errors of both B1 end B1, whieh presupposes thet the line elong whieh they
deseended from the eriginel pessed through both these tests. We heve ee-
eordingly only three possibilities to tel-to into er.-eonut.:

I III III
Driginel firigieel firiginel

e, e*1 t, B
-"""'-""*'"-'-""'-. 1-""-"'-'—"'--. iv-—"“‘i""'—1we P, P, s-.1, P, So, we P, P, st,5:on H-U

We mey investigete these one efter enether to see how eeeh will inflnenee the
reletive positions of the menuseripts involved.

Assuming first thet Possibility I is eerreet, we een pleee the menuseripts
L1, P1, P1, S, Su1, end Su.1+.1 below the hreee, beeenee we know from the Agede
diegrem thet they derive from B1. This leeves P1, whieh eeeurs in the At-ebhe
diegrem. Sines this version is only known to be derived from B1, there is e
priori the possibility thet it brenohed eff direetly efter it hed pessed this test-
end did not follow the others on their wey through B1. In reelity, however,
thet eennet heve been the eese, es is shown by verients in the formules. In
the fornmle for ehenge of dyneety the form Iiit u it u l h e - s i g is found in
WB, in tests whieh heve pessod B1, sueh es Su1, end in tests whieh heve
pessed B1, sueh s.s Su1 end L1. Being thus represented in both mein brenehes
of the tredition (WE end the B tents), ‘tit e k ui b e - s I g obviously must
be the form used hy the originel. The verients b e - g ul end lo e 1 e- bi
b e- k d r , whieh ooour only in texts derived from B1 end B1, must thus
heve erisen leter. New our text P1 (whieh derives from B1} hes the verient
h e l e - b i b e - k ti r ; this it sheres with one other test, 5, whieh deseends
from B1. Sines this is one of our “re1ieble“ verients {see pp. to f.], we mey eon-
elude thet P1 end S derived it from e oommon enoestor, whioh we shell eell
“Y.” This eenelusion is oorroboreted by enether, in it-self less reliehle, veri-
ent, lugel-e-ne . . . .in-eh-ed, whieh else is peeulier to S end P1
end whieh simiierly indieetes thet- these twe sourees pessed through one or
more eneestere peeulier to them elone. Y must, of eenree, be pleeed ferther
down in the line of deseent then B1 end B1, fer, es we heve seen, other tents
whieh heve pessed B1 end B1 [sueh es S111 end L1) heve reteined the orig-
inel Iiit u k ul h e- s i g . If Y is to be pleeed efter B1, then neturelly P1,
whieh derives from Y, else rnnst be pleeed efter B1 end eennet heve swerved
ed efter B1.
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If Pessihi1it;v I is the eerreet ene, that is, if B1 and B1 are diiierent tents
and B1 derived frern B1, the manuscripts with which we have here been deal-
ing reust accerdingly descend frere. the eriginai as fellews:

Original

5|

‘B.
Y Se

r-"“-w .-I-‘-""'“‘—"""-1we P2 P, s st, st,“ L,LIP

We may nest Ieeic at Pessihility II, which, like Pessihilitjv I, presuppeses
that B1 and B1 are different but which has B1 derived frem B1. If this pessi-
hilitv is the eerreet ene, we can ebvieuslv place the manuseripts P1, P1, P11,
and S111 under the brace, because the Atabha diagram shows that these derive
frem B1:

Original

2x5‘

WB P2 P5 P5 SU|

With the seerees S, Su3+.1, and L1, however, we must recken with the pessi-
bilitv that they did net fellew the ethers, fer they are eniy known te derive
frem B1 and se may have swerved eff directly after that ter-it withent passing
B1. It is therefere necessary te examine these cases rnere clesely.

(1) S. We have just seen that the seurce P1. can be placed under the brace
helew B1 and must therefere have passed beth B1 and B1 in its deseent frem
the eriginal. When we discussed Possibility I we saw, tee, that P1. and S
ninst have a cennnen aneester er series ef aneesters (Y) peculiar te there, in
which their eharacterntie variants b a I a - h i b a - Ir ii r and In g al-
e - n e . . . .in — a k- e e arose. It was clear, furtherrnere, that Y rnust he
seeght farther dewn in P1.’s line ef descent than B1 and B1, fer as late as in B1
the ehsnge te ‘e a I a - bi b a - h 11 r which is characteristic fer Y has net
fret happened, as is shewn by the fact that S111, which alse has passed threegh
bath B1. and B11 preserves the eriginal flit u k n1 h a - s i g intact. If Y is
farther dewn the line than B1, however, S, which derives fren1_Y, renst alse
he farther dewn than B1 and therefere cannet have swerved eff after B1.

{2} s'l.1:+c. When we discussed the variants in the reigs ef the Agade rulers
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we saw that S111 and Su1+.1 niust have had a eonnnen ancestor (Sn) which had
a lacuna at the end of the Agadc dynasty Ep. 125). We know also that Su1 has
passed through both B1 and B1. But did Su conic before or after B1 in the line
of flflsfififlii Of Sui? The question is easily answered because P1, in which the
tetal fer the Agade dynasty indicates that nothing was missing, derives from
B1, which must likewise have preserved this d_vnast-y intact. Bu, the tent with
the iacuna, must therefere follew B1 in the line of deseent of ti-iu1, and Su’s
ether descendant, Su.1+.1, cannet have swerved eh‘ after B1.

(3) L1. With this teat the rnaterial at our disposal does net permit us to
decide whether it followed the ether sources through B1 er whether it swerved
eff immediately after it had passed B1. We niust therefere leave the ques-
tion open.

We have seen that sis: of eur II1i3.i1l.1SfiI‘lpi5""*P11, P1, P1, S, E:iu1, and Su11.1—-~
niust have descended through both B1 and B1 if Possibility II is the correct
ene. As fer L1, we are unable to decide whether it followed the ethers er
branched eff after B1. The derivation ef the manuscripts weuid therefore he
as fellows:

tiriginal

f|?>"'u,.~

‘BuB, \_
r"""""""-—----'*-—--—"-'"-'--exis 1 ‘\

WE P P5 P’ &.|, Sea“, Li? (er Liheee E’)M Ln"1

1||"*ii
LBJ

Lastly there is Pessihilit-_'1»' III. If this is cerrcct, B1 and B1 are oniy different
names of the sanie tent, which we may designate as "B." Since B1 and B1 are
here identical we can obviously place all the nianuscripts derived freni B1 in
the Atabba diagrani and irern B1 in the Agade diagram below the brace, that
is, P1, P1, P1, S, Su1, Su1.1..1, and L1. The reasons which rnade us assunie a
common ancestor for P1 and S {Y} and a cernrnen ancestor fer Su1 and S1111-1
(Bu) are naturally net affected by the identification ef B1 and B1. The deriva-
tion of eur manuscripts according to Possibility III is therefore:

Cir! ins!

B

li _. 5.E'_..
we r-1 a,_ v,, s s-.1, Sum L,



1c Ten Sotranrsn Kine Lrsr

Comparing the diagrams for our three possibilities we see that they lead
to practically the same results. In all three cases the sourees P1, P1, P1, B, Bu1,
and Su11..1 must have descended through both B1 and B1; only L1 may, if the
second possibility should be correct and B1 derive from B1, have taken a dif-
ferent conrse, swerving off directly after B1, but it is not necessary that it
should have done so. The chances that L1 descended through both B1 and B1
are three out of four. Since the various possibilities lead to almost the same
result, we can draw up a single diagram which accounts for them all:

Ori inai

B E
Ii or B er I23

ElB I H1

 _i/ as-.- _ _ _ . -- . *1.1"“ -"“ “"11 ..Y Sn s._
1-"“—-. 1-*'—-"1---"H "~11

WE FE P5 P5 5 So, 5e51,, L, (er, less likely, L, here)

The foregoing diagram is based upon the material presented by the atabha
variants, the variants in the reigns of the Agade rulers, and a variatien in the
formula for change of dynasty which can be considered absolutely reliable, the
variation between tiituhul ba-sig and ba1a—bi ba-ktir.

This obviously does not exhaust the information which can be gained from
the variants in the formulas; for, although we must place the variants “of low
value" apart as unsuitable, we still have left the b a - g ul variant and
also the variant mu-bi y IIiilfIl1l.I--ill y :mu y in the formula for
dynasty tetal, which for ail we know may be of high value and which can
therefore be used if we eaercise due caution.

The variant b a - g ul in the formula for change of dynasty occurs in Su1
and seems for reasons of space the only possible restoration of the broken for-
mula in P1: b a —{ Lit Since the variant occurs in no other teats and is not
of the type likely to originate independently, we may conclude that Bu1 and
P1 had a common ancestor in which the change to h a - g ul was made and
from which they inherited it.

Unferttmately this conclusion cannot be drawn with full certainty. Among
the variants in the formulas is one, the use of the singular verb form i- at
in the formula for dynasty total, which is peculiar to the sources from Elam
(Su1, Su1, and Su11.1) and suggests that Su1 should be grouped with Su1 and

" In the best preserved passage, iii 1?’, there is room for only one elm after b a - .
Peebel’s reading -m a instead of -h a (PBS IV 1, p. 7'5) is not consistent with his copy;
see p. 31, n. 59.
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Su1_1_1 rather than with P1. This variant is listed with those “of low value,"
and we have shown above (pp. -10-41) that it depends upon qualities which
may be presupposod in any Elamite scribe, so that it may well have originated
independently in two tents. Normally, therefore, its evidence would he of no
consequence compared to that of the ba—gul variant, which holongs to
our most reliable type. In the present case, however, there is reason to men-
tion it; for the fact that b a - g ul is only partly preserved in P1 and has to
be restored introduces an element of uncertainty which is naturally stressed
when we find that the i- a1. variant, though admittedly of doubtful value,

_ _ -"""'_'*"'*-H .1-'-""""""—'--.1

pomts a-way from the combination P1 Su1. Since this grouping P1 B111
depends wholly upon the restoration of b a -1g nl in P1, we can accept it only
with reserve-and as a tentative solution. Calling the supposed common origi-
nal “X," we may er-tpress the element of uncertainty by adding a query after X
and by using a dotted brace:

ill?
_|,|I------1,.-I‘

P2 Eu:

In our larger diagram X must he placed under the brace below B1 and B1,
for we knew that P1 passed through these tests and also that in them the origi-
nal tiitulrui be-sig had not yet been changed to ba-gul.

Another variant of interest is mu-hi y m u : mu-bi y: mu yin
the formula for dynasty total. The form m u- bi y occurs in WB, P1, L1,
and S. Comparing our main diagram we sec that through these sources it is
represented in both of the principal branches of the tradition and must there-
fore be the form used in the original. The form m u - bi y mu occurs in
P1, Su1, Bu1, and Sue-l-1. Assuming that the manuscripts mentioned inherited
this variant from a single text, we must obviously place that tent, which we
may call “Z,” higher up in the genealogical table than Sn, from which as
we have seen above Su1 and Su1.1..1 derive, and than X, which we have just
postulated as the immediate ancestor of P1 and Su1. The teat Sn is character-
iced among other things by a lacuna at the end of the Agade dynasty. But
this lacuna camiot yet have esisted in Z, for P1, which also derives from Z, ap-
pears to have had the hgade dynasty intact. The lacuna must therefore have
originated between Z and the two tests which have it-, Sur and S11-l3+-11 Similarly
X, which is characterised by the change from "lit u It ul h a -1 s l g to b a -

l_,__...-"n__1_,‘

g ul , must be placed between Z and P1 Su1 which have this change;
that Z itself must still have had the original ‘lit u h nl b a— s i g is shown
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by the feet thet Se; end Sue“, whieh else derive freni it, preeerve thet ferrn
enehenged. Aeknevvledging by qneriee end detted Iinee thet the velue ef nnr
verieet ie nnlmevvn end thet vve therefere eennet truet it irnplieitly, tve rney
drew up the diegreni

Z ?
I-------- -I-\I- - + I II -H.

K? Eu
.--""‘"----~. .-"—-"‘-—-—-,
% Sui? Eu, Eng“

In the Iieein diegreni Z inuet he pleeed under the hreee belevv B1 end BE; fer,
einee e eenree eneh ee S, vvhieh derivee threngh heth theee te:-rte, hee inherited
the eriginel Inn-hi 3;, the ehenge te n1 1.1 - b i y I11 1.1 niuet heve heppened
leter then B1 end Be.

Leetly there ie the ferni ni u 3*, vvhieh ie peenlier te the twe eenreee K
end PE. In ether reepeete elee K ehevve eleee eflinity te P5. Ae will be re-
membered, K eniite the ferinnle fer ehenge ef dyneetv but gives the fermule
fer cljvneety tetel ee e lngel-e-ne ‘nele AH rnn y in -ee-rne-ed.
This etende eempletely elene enteng eur ferninlee but leeke mere then env-
thing elee ee if e ieter eerihe hed tried te eernpreee inte e eingle ferninle the
dete given hjv the fernielee fer ehenge ef dveeety end fer dvneety tetel ee
theee eppeer in P5:Akibe1e-hibe-en-kiir eere-lugel-hi
B“-he be-tlini end 1-: lngel-e-ne nin y in-ei:—e§. The vverde
b e i en A“ were grefted frern the ferniule fer ehenge ef dyneety, end I
lugel.-e-ne... .1nu 3; in-ee-nte-ee ie the ferinnle fer dvrieety tetel
ef P5 e:-teept thet in - e k - e ii hee been ehenged te i n — ee - I11 e ~ e é , vvhieh
vvee eeneidered e better ferni in lete tiI11ee.i“-" When vve eeeeider the egree-
ment en the verient 1'11 n 3' in eenjnnetien vvith the feet thet en the vvhele
the einguler ferneule ef K etende neerer P5 then eny ether teet, we mev be
jnetified in pleeing K, et leeet previeienelljv, ee e lete effeheet ef P5:

Y
.r'-"""'-"e

5

Finn-I-.1!-D Hi'|J'l

We heve nnvv eeneidered ell the veiiente frem the ferniulee eeeept theee
lieted ee “ei levv velue,” veriente tee uneefe te eerve ee heeie fer eny eenelu-

" 5-ee Peehei, GSG § 455. That the ferniulee ef K ere releted te theee ef elder liete Wee
neted by Peebel in GLZ XV E1912] 293.
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sions. We rnight therefore stop here. As it happens, however, there is nnieng
the verients “of low velue" e single one which deserves closer attention be-
ceuse its evidence een be supported in a rether curious rnnnner.

If we would group our sources strictly according to the ferrnuies which l.i1t"}'
use we would find only three cases in which two sources heve en elinest identi-

-"' _ JL"""'~ I" “A” "1 /""“‘“—"""‘—‘—"""-'-,

cel set of forniules, neineljv WE J, L1 Pi, and S111 Su;+.,. The group
f"'i'i'k'i-"'3,

which interests us here is WB J, which hes the formulas Akiiitt-11k ui
be-sig (WB: be-en-sig} . . .-, K lugal mu-bi y ib-er, and
hi. ni u X 1- ea. Although WB end J ere elilze in ell three forroul.-as, the cru-
cial point upon which the grouping rests is in reality the vnrient na u it in the
forrnule for introducing single rulers, for only by using no u it instead of it
in u do "W13 end J steed epert from such sources as L1 nnd Pi as e seperete
group. As this verient belongs to e type which gives little sefetj; (cf. p. £3),
we eennet eccept the grouping from its evidence alone. (.lon'1pering the two
tests WB end J we notice, however, thet net only are the formulas the seme
in both but else the errengcnient of the tezizt corresponds. The beginni1:1g and
end of the tablet upon which J is written are preserved. The 1.-E“I"Eii begins
[ki-su-lu-ubi-gar] gu-ti-urnhililfitukiii be-sig, end at
this senie point begins col. viii in ‘WE: ki- su-lu -u hi-ger g Eu-
ti I1?) -11II1ki {ffttukul be-en-sigb]. The lest. two lines of J, nem-
lugal-bi Ii]-si-in“-es be-tf11n,appeer es line 22 in WE, el-
niost eeectllv et the Iniddle of the column, which hes 45 lines.i’i' We must
therefore essuine thet J wee written on teblets each of which took eitectly
half e oohroin in WE and every second one of which began at the seine piece
in the test es WB’s columns. Such elose correspondence in errengeinent is
net found between any ether two texts ernong our sources“ end can herdly
be eccidentel. Apparently the scribes who wrote J end WB copied frent the
same t-est end took eere to bese their errengernent of the to:-rt in teblcts or
columns upon thet used in this original, so thet ‘tllE}"' did net run the risk of
coming out with a final tablet or column which had only e few lines of writing.

Considering the feet thet WE end J use the serne set of formulas in cen-

"‘- Mrs. Brookens calls my attention to the feet that the eopyist who wrote WE ornit-
ted the words lift 11 k ul b e-an - el ii; after viii 1 fcf. p. 30, n. 513}. Had the scribe net
jumped a line here, this column of W13 would have had eh lines and the phrase with which
-I ends would have appeared es line 23, i.e., exmtty at the middle of the celuinn.

“‘ S11: and Sui ere no exception. As we have shown above (p. It], n. 2-1}, the correspond-
ence in arrangernent indieetes in that case that the twe fragments are parts of the seme
docinnent.

It
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junction with the striking similarity in the way they have distributed the
test, we are justiiied in assuming that they derive from a common ancestor.
We may call this ancestor “.33.” and get the diagram

A
r——""--—-.,

WBJ

We may new proceed to add the various new it-ems of information to our
mein diagram. Wit-h the eeception of the last, however, the derivation of J
and WB from a common ancestor A, these new groupings cannot be considered
final, because our evidence has not permitted us to eeclude a small element of
uncertaint-y. Since it is of importance to be able to ascertain at a glance which
parts of the diagram are absolutely certain and which might still give reason
for doubt, we have indicated the latter by means of queries and dotted lines.
If the reader imagines the dotted lines and the queried teats blotted out, the
remaining diagram will represent what we know with certainty.

Grigirul

B
Tler B or lit,

BI ‘xi

‘Tl

.--" —"'—=-—- ~— - 1} -'—-.., 1"‘.
,.I*****""""z"'l'-'-'-H""'\ xi

.--‘PL-. Q-"_. .._.§F.--. \
WE -J S P2 Sol? tie, Sum L, (or, less likely, L,here)HID

-F1-I-In-U’-o

EUPPLEMEHTARY ETTIDENCE FROM ‘i'J'LRIi'Ll'ilTE OF MORE LIMITED SCOPE

The establishing of the main lines of the gencelegicai table should make it
possible to utilise for confirmation and new details verients of more limited
scope than thoso hitherto oonsidered. We possess sevcrai such variants, for
which some four or five manuscripts can be compared, and we must accordingly
examine them to see whether they contain evidence of velue.

THE FOURTH DYNASTY CIF‘ UH-UH

We have called attention earlier {pp 25*~26) to the fact that Sn, and Seam
both give incomplete accounts of the Agade dynasty, suggesting that they
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derive frern e eernrnen eneester in whieh the lest pert ef the Agetle dynesty
lied heen denieged. We rnentiened eise thet the eeneinsien thet fie; end E.-i|1=+..t
derive frein e eemnien derneged eneester eenid be II‘1t'i-iii‘ with ehselnte eer-
teinty beeense the Agede dynesty is net the enly pessege in whieh they give
evidenee ef eerninen leennes. Sneh e eese is the =ith dynesiy ef Urnk. The ee-
eennt ef this dyeesty is whelly preserved in WE end S. It eenteined five
rulers: Ur-nigin{ek}, Ur-gigirlieic) the sen ef Ur-nigin[ek), Finritle, Pusnr-iii,
end Ur-Utu(l~:). 'i"i'.13 gives the tetel ef the reigns es 30 yeers, S es 26, eerre~
spending te the feet thet eeeerding te WB Ur-nigin(ek) reigned T yeers, ee-
eerding te S eniy 3. Pi, in whieh enly the tetel is preserved, else gives iii
yeers, se we iney essnrne thet it hed the seme eeeennt ef the dynesty es S.

Quite different is the eeeennt whieh Sn; end Sue“ give. Beth these tests
begin like the ethers with Ursnigin(ei~:} end Ur-gigirflel-r.), but then they step.
$113+; pesses direetly te Ur-Utn[l<;] end the dynesty tetei, inserting e line te
sey thet Ur-Utn{k} wes sen ef Ur-gigir(e1~:}. Sin lists en etherwise 11111-£I1[rWI'1
hing I L1 g e 1 - In e -1 ii. In , whe is siniilerly steted te he sen ef Ur-gigir{.el-:).
The reigns given by E-inl end Sea“ diiier eensiderehly frem these ef the
ether tests. Seer gives Ur-nigin{ek) 15 yeers, Ur-gigir{ek) T, end Ur-Utn{k)
25. The figures 15 end 7 reeppeer in S111, bet es the reigns ef Ur-gigirtek)
end the new king in g e I - n1 e - I e n1 , while Ur-nigin{ek) eeeerding te
thet test reigned 30 yeers.

Te feliew in deteil the genesis ef these eernplieeted verients is herrlly pes-
sibie fer the present, but se ineeh seeins eleer: The eriginel frere whieh Seat;
derives hed e leenne in t-he rniddie ef the dynesty wiping eet Hndde end Pn-
enr-ili, se thet the eepyist hed te pess frern T.Tr—gigir{ek) direetly te Ur-Utuifk);
end this serne ieenne esisted in the eriginel ef Snl, but there it hed widened
still Inere, se thet the nerne ef Ur-Ut-n{k] else hed heeerne illegible. The enri-
ens resteretien 1 L1 g e l - m e —1e'. II1 is prebehly tehen frein e still inere
derneged perellel tent ef Y type. In the deineged tetel 5 lu g e 1 - e - n e
{['iil .EI_~%=-* lie} ii"-131’ ) the seribe hes theught te reeegnise e preper nenie,
Ingel-1ne{!)—1e1n(»%"-"P Fr ’F~""~i:i).ii

If it wes elreedy highly irnprebeble thet twe eepies ef the King List beth
derneged et eeeetly the seine spet, nernely in the Agede dynesty, esisted in
Eleni, it beeetnes definitely inipessible te iniegine them derneged he-iee by
eeeident end heth tirees deineged et eneetly eerrespending pesseges. Our veri-
ent is therefere deeisive evidenee thet Sn; end Snsti derive frem the seine
eneester.

" fin the use ef niere then ene te:-it in eepying see pp. 53-55.
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TI-[E Il"I"I'EIi.1'tEI[.ii'~I'-[Ii'|-I IN THE netiee PERIOD

The seetien deeling with the interregnum efter Sher-keli-sherri is preserved
niere er less eeinpletely in five nienuse-ripts: WE, Pa, L1, S, end Seen:

we s
[e-lie-itni lnlgel e-he~e111 nu lu g ei e- h e -ii {in in g el e-ih e-ere

n u l u g e 1]
mi-gi.;-git El] ug[el] mi-Ini

[ll u g e 1
mne-nu-uni lugel mi-in“

ln lugel
-=1 - h i 3 in u in - er

i -eii1-sit lugel
[ 1 lugel

I-"-‘I. H lugel

|i|l-""'l-I-1

5|-lt+l
e-he Inge
e-he luge
lI""gi.|,-*gl..|,

ne—nu—un1
i-mi

-1
l

1'..I-em

|-._||,_—_|.||.-_-_l

ugel
ingel
lugel

iI]'- J,

lugel
lugel

Pa
[mle-mt-em
mu-he-ere in

rflt4

i-mi
he-ml

her
fv:i[r]
hi?‘
icir
edr

L1
ene-en-ere §[-fir:
ete»ee-tee .i[e
tr-.ti—it{i
net-e-e-{est
i-[mi
l

tee
Tidrl
tee
en;

i-in-in iugel e-I-e-in her ]
[ liugel 4-bi3rnu‘ib-er‘ [ I
E l

Disregerding these verients which eppeer in eniy e single Inenuseript end
which ere therefere ef no help in greuping the rnenuseripts, we netiee (1) thet
the Sureerien phrese e—he—e1:n lugel e-be-ern nu lugel of W13,
S, end»---rnetetis retdeedie-—Sua+i veries with the Akkedien red-e'e-ere en
1:-es-en-est in. der ef P; end L1; (2) thet the erder of the rulers, whieh is Irgigi,
Nenum, Imi, Ilulu in Suns end L1, is Igigi, Imi, Neni, Elulu in P3 end S;
(3) thet the heme of the first ruler is written ii‘-he-hi er ir - g is - g it in L;
end $113+»: but i- er i- girgii in P3 end S; end (4) thet the tetel in WE
end Seer eenteins the werd lu gel, wherees S end Pi, de net heve thet
werd. If we errenge the verients sueeessively it will he seen thet their dis-
trihutien emeng the manuseripts is peeulier:
ehern lugel ehern nu lugel WB Su;~,+.t S meeem eer reenent-ieier Pr L1
Irgigi, Nenum, Inn, Iiulu Sn.-H-4 L1 Igigi,In'1i, 1'~len.i,Elulu P; S
ir-giifki-giifhi $1.13-i-4,111 ifi-git-git P33
[4-=hi('i')]luge1[Inu 3,)’-3 inu]

ii1fiil~et WB Si-13+-1 4:-'l2}l3IIl1_1ilI)_/IiIt-H-sP:S

We netiee here thet L; end S suddenly ehenge pleees when we pess frem
the first verient te the ethers. In the e h ern : eeeeure verient S feliews
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Su1+.1 end differs frern Li, whieh fellews Pr; in the fellewing verients, hew-
ever, S feilews P11, end it is L1 whieh feliews Susi .1.

Se.-eh e distributien ef the verients eennet pessihiy heve develeped threugh
nerinel trensrnissien. Te espiein it we rnust essurne either thet ene ef eur
verients erese independently in twe er rnere inenuseripts er thet the seribe
ef ene ei l;l1E1‘[1 used twe different tests es eriginels fer his eepy. An er-zeniple
rney elueidete the letter pessibility. If the line eh ere lu gei ebeni
n u lu g el wes destreyed in the eriginei ef L1 end the eepyist restered it
f1‘\T.i1T1 enether te:-it in his pessessien, e text ef the seine type es Pr, we een
nnderstend hew L1 niight fellew P3 es fer es this verient- is eeneerned but dif-
fer freni it elreedy in the nest line. It is, hewever, eqneliy pessibie thet it we.s
the seetien eenteining the three fellewing verients whieh wes destreyed in
the eriginel ef L1 end thet the seribe restered it freni. e test like Su11..1. 1. There
is thus e veriety ef weys in whieh this dist-rihntien ef verients rney heve
eenie ebeut: independent erigin ef twe er rnere verients, resteretien ef ene
er enether seetien irern tests ef different type, ete. Whieh ef the rneny pessi-
bilities is the eerreet ene eennet be deeided; end, es the evidenee ef this see-
tien must reniein enibigueus, we eennet use it with sefety fer the reeen-
struetien ef the geneelegieel teble.

"res nets}-e.~.n.~i venienr

Queen Ku(g}-Bebe ef Hish eenstitntes e seperete dimflsty in nienuseripts
WB, L1, Pt, end S111, wherees she is pleeed et- the heed ef the en dynesty ef
Hish in E5 end si.1s+=:.. Severel indieetiens shew thet the errengeinent with
I§u(g)-Bebe es e seperete dynesty is thet ef the eriginel. It is-—te rnentien
enly ene sueh indieetien~—-veuehed fer in beth brenehes ef eur tredit-inn.“ The
verient whieh pleees Kuigl-Bebe et the heed ef the -tth dynesty ef Hish n'.=.ust
therefere he seeendery. Sinee the -en dynest-y ef Kish begins with Pusur-Ein,
e king st-eted te be the sen ef 1{u{g]-Behe, eur verient wes ne deubt intredueed
by e seribe whe eensidered it irnpessible te seperete the reign ef l{u(g}-Bebe
frern thet ef her sen by the reign ef e eereplete dynesty ef enether eity. The
eerreetien eeeurs in twe ef the nlenuseripts, S end Stlei-41 find ill ie Iletflrflllbi
teinpting te essurne thet they heve inherited it frern e GUIHIHUI1 eneester. Sueh
en essuniptien is, hewever, impessible. We heve seen eheve thet e number ef
identieel ernissiens in Su1 end 5-113+‘; put it heyend deubt thet these seurees
derive frern e eernnrien eneester, whieh we heve eelied “Sn.” Sinee S111 pre-
serves the eriginel errecegeinent with I{u(g)-Bebe es e seperete dynesty, while
Eius.1-.1 shews the eerreetien, we weuld ehvieusly heve te essuine thet the eer-

“'* See else the dieeuseien ef this verient en pp. 159 E.
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reetien wee mede eemewhere between Sn end Sent. We knew, hewever, thet
S, whieh elee hee the eerreetien, ie net derived threngh Se; therefere it eemiet
derive frem e deeeendeet ef Se. Henee S end Set-|-.1 eennet heve inherited
their eerreetien frem e eemmen eneeeter, end the diet-ribntien ef the verient
mnet be due te “denble erigin”; thet ie, it wee mede twiee independently, er
the eeribe whe wrete ene ef the twe menueeripte meet heve need e. tent ef
different type eleng with his eriginel. Beth ef theee er-rplenetiene ere peeeible.
The eepe-retien ef I{n(g)-Be-he frem her een ie in it-eelf e very enrieue feetnre
whieh reey well heve been netieed end eerreeted independently by twe dif-
ferent eeribee. But there ere epeeiel reeeene whieh meke the ether peeeibility
even mere likely. It will be remembered frem the eeetien en fermnlee thet in e
eingle peeee-ge in Sunni [iii 22-30) the fermnle fer int-redueing eingle rulere
differe frem thet need eleewhere in the teet. The fermele in thie peeeege ie
N. m u n I~e;, ; eleewhere it ie N. it m e. i- et. The verient rn 1.1 it eppeere
in the ether menueeripte enly in the it g.reup—WB end J—end in the Y
,e_;renp, in P5. Ite endden eeenrrenee in e ehert eeetien ef Sntfl muet there-
fere meen thet thie eeetien wee deetreyed in the eeribe’e eriginel, ee thet he
hed te reetere frem enether te1tt——e te:-rt ef ft er ef Y type. New if the eeribe
ef S1.1i+i een heve eeneuit-ed e te:-it ef Y type eleng with the ene he need ee
beeie fer hie eepy, it eeeme elmeet eertein thet be get hie Kn{g)-Bebe eerree-
tien frem there; fer S—~the eniy Y tent whieh preeervee thie eeetien-—hee the
verient whiehpleeee Knfg}-Bebe inet befere her een. '

Thie Y inlinenee npen Snt+.; we mey eztpreee in eur diegfrem by meene ef
en errew. Ae it ie net the erdy peeeibility, hewever, we meet drew the errew
in detted line. -

INFLUENCE FRDH THE Y GRUUP {IN BU1, SUE, AND L;

The eeee jnet mentiened where we fennd evidenee ef intlnenee frem teete
ef ene grenp npen theee ef enether ie net the enly ene ef ite kind. We heve
elreedy eerlier (p. 51) enggeeted thet the inexplieeble 111 g e 1 -m e -1e m
whieh S111 givee ee the neme ef e ruler in the etth dyneety ef Urnk mey be e
reeteretien frem e tent ef Y type in whieh e breken fermnle fer dyneety
tetel, [e]1ngel-Tel-ne...., wee reed ee lngel—me-1f.m end
eeneidered e preper neme. Sinee beth Sn; end Sue-t thee ehew infleenee
frem e Y tent, it eeeme reeeeneble te eeenme thet eur third Snee vereien elee,
Set, where we een ebeerve fereign inflnenee in the linee (iii 4-5] giving m n
re ineteed ef the nermel it m n , hee been reetered with the help ef thie Y tent.

he e leet eeee we rney mentien L1, whieh in viii 4-7 end 20—21 euddeely
ehengee frem ite uenel fermele fer intredneing eingle rulere, N. it m 1.1 1 - et ,

-;-r';_—_I_—_P|~F“°a|F|n'u'JJ=\IJ'1'|-'|\|I'ifi-Ill“-#Il--*
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te N. x In e i n - 5.5. . We meet eeeeme here egein thet the peeeegee in t]eee~
tien were demeged in the eriginel whieh the eepyiet need ee hie heeie. end
thet he reetered them frem e eeeend t-ext te whieh he lee] eeeeee, e text whieh--~--—
ee ie ehewn by the verient in - er-.—nieet heve been ef Y t.ype."’-"

‘With the veriente ef limited eeepe inveetigeted ebeve we heve eeeeidered
ell the veriente in the peetdilnvien eeetiene ef the King Liet whieh een een-
tribete tewerd the reeenetreetien ef the geneelegieel tehle, nemely the veri-
ente whieh een he treeed ever et leeetfeur meneeeripte. Eiinee the dieeeeeien
qf the prebleme eenneeted with the entedilevien pert ef the Iiet neede e eee-
tien by it-eelf, we mey edd the reeelte thee fer eehieved te eer diegrem:

Drlginel

E Ei
the B» w I21
B 5|

ll
..-—r-- = L - I?- —‘-~—---. 5‘.

i " _ — q _-_.il|.,_--—-""-I-Ii.

“TI

re-#1,,-e ‘U
figin ti15°‘I :1‘-=-ere|‘M.':‘~'“' ‘=1-.e1ti5Huhép

tr
._;-F“

‘WEE -J L|(er,leeeiite[y,L1here}
H»--

.—_ _ —|_

Tee .e.nTeen.evrxx Seerrert
Feer ef eur meneee-ripte—-Pt, P.-3, Pt, end f.§e1~—-eentein evidenee ehewing

thet they hegen their eeeeent-e with the let dyneety ef Kieli, thet ie, with
the firet ef the peetdilevien dyneetiee."I' Seven ethere-—Pe, In, Le, S, See,

9“ There ie eeme reeeen te eeperete the eeee ef Y infleenee whieh we find in Set, Set,
end Brett frem thet ef L1. Fer einee EH1, Bee end Stet; heve the eerne prevenienee, tieee,
end we een herdly eeeume thet imperted Eehylenien eepiee ef the Senierien Kigng Liet
were ebendent there {ef. p. 25}, it eeeme likely thet it. ie the eerne Y text whieh hee in-
fluenced ell enr Seen. vereiene. Thie Y text wee ne deubt ee denieged thet it eeeld net he
need ee e ‘neeie fer leter eepiee, l.-et it wee ueelel ee e help in filling in gepe where the het-ter
preeerved texte were derneged. We heve therefere need t-we errewe in the diegrem, ene fer
the Y infleenee in In end ene fer the Y infleenee in the Seee texts.

1"“ The evidenee ie ee fellewe:
Pi. The eemrnery in eel. xii givee enly l1 eitiee ef reyelty, whieh egreee with e liet be-

ginning with Kieh I. Fertherrnere, the Beetien mieeing et the tep ef the tablet een be eetirnet-
ed feirly eeeeretely. Del. i ende with Tielter, end eel. ii begine—efter the leenne—-—with
the fernnde fer ehenge ef dyneety referring te the ehenge frem Hieh I te Urn]: I. This
leeene eerreepende te 15 linee in WE. In eel. i ef P1 the line iellewing Ketihem’e regnel
yeere etende eppeeite the first line preeerved in eel. ii. Cieenting 15 linee heekwerd frem
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E":>n@,+.|,, end J—ere tee fregrnentery te ellew eny eenelneiene ee te where they
begen. Three—WE, Iii, end P5——eeem te heve hed en initiel eeetien deeling
with entedilevien relere. Thie entedilnvien eeetien ie preserved eempletely
in WB. In K treeee ef e whele eelemn ef relere befere the let dyneety ef Kieh
ehew thet thie text elee meet heve lieted entedilnvien re] ere.1"1 P5,Etf1‘E.gII'lE!I1h
whieh eenetitutee the lewer left-heed eerner ef e lerge teblet, begine with the
1et- dyneety ef Kieh, but thie dyneety eeeld net eppeer ee fer dewn en the
teblet if it wee net eriginelly preeeded by en entedilnvien eeetiendfii We thee
heve

with entediluvien eeetien WE, P5, K;
witheut entedilnvien eeetien Pt, Pa, Pr, S111;
indefinite Pt, L1, Le, S, S112, Seen, J.

There ere ebvienely twe peeeible weye in whieh thie verient end ite dietri-»
bntien rney heve eeme ebeet: (1) If we eeenme thet the entedilnvien eeetien
ie en eriginel eenetitnent ef the King List, it-e eheenee in Pg, P3, Pi, end Se1_
meet be due te emiesiene in theee vereiene er—mere lil-:ely——te emieeien in e
eennnen eneeeter. (2) If we eeenme thet the entedilevien eeetien is eeeend-

thie p1eeeinWB we errive etl -i1: neni -lugel en-te en-de-e-be, which fnl-
lewe the record ef the Deluge. Thue Pg begen with Kieh I end hed ne entediluvien relere.

. Pr. This text likewise eeunt-s 11 eit-tee ef reyelty end eeeerdingly eennet heve hed eny
entedtlevien rulere.

P5. Gel. i ende with e leenne efter Etene, end eel. ii begins efter e. ieenne with the nete
en En-1'net'n}-bere.ge-ei- Te the niiesing peeeeges eerrespend 13 linen in WE. The leenne
et the tep ef eel. i, whieh gees te Elielihnjm, ene line lewer then the firet line preserved in
eel. ii, een therefere et rneet heve ernennted te 19 WE lines; prebehly it wee eernewhet
leee. Gennting 19 linee heek frem Kelibnm in ‘WE tekee us te the end of the entedilnvien
l-rings ti 35), the dyneety tetel fer Shnrnppelt. In Pt else there is thus ne reern fer e liet ef
entedilnvien relere.

Sui. C-el. iende with Eening befere e ieenne. Ciel. ii begine with the yeere ef En-rne{rJ-
ker. The rniseing pertien eerreepende tn 29 linee in WE. Opposite the first line in eel. ii is
Zuqeqip in eel. i; hut, sinee the peeitien ef rtteb end Atebhe le different in WE ee enm-
pered with Ber, it is better te eennt frem err-wi=nn1, whe etende eppesite the yeers ef Lngel-
hende. The leenne ie then 31 WE1ines. Uennting beelr 31 lines frem AI'Wi3‘1_lH1 in WE tel-tee
us enly te the end ef the dyneety ef Sipper {WE i 30]. Thee even if eel. i in Sm hed ended
et Eiemng, se thet all thet ie mieeing hed te be metered et the top ef the teblet, we wenld
net heve reern enengh fer the entedilnvien eeetien. Thie text elee meet eeeerdingly heve
etert-ed with Kieh I.

1*“ This eennlneien wee drewn elreedy by King, Legends ef Bntyten end Egypt, p. 31, n. 4
“ii See the drewing ef the fregrnent in PBS V, Pl. IV, end phetegreph in BE XX 1,

P1. XV. Considering thet the teblet erigineily hed twe eelnmne en eeeh eide, meiring it
twiee ee breed es the fregment whieh ie left, we meet, te get reeeeneble dimeneiene, enppeee
thet it wee at leeet twiee ee high ee the fregrnent.
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ar;v,1“i a later addition to the King List, its occurrence in WB, Pl, and it must
be due to independent insertion in WB and in P5, from which it would then
inherit it; for, since any common ancestor of WE and Pi, must also lawn I]{?[§!1']
an ancestor of Pa, P3, and Sul, WB and Pr, cannot have inherited the seetien
from sueh a text.

Neither of the two main possibilities here mentioned seems a priori more
probable than the other. As for the first we may, it is true, doubt that an};
scribe would voluntarily omit a section which “handed down the tradition
relating to {t-hinge) predilnvian.”1“'* Such precious information is not willingly;
left out.1'i'5 But the omission need not have been voluntary. Clay is brittle
writing material, and a eopyist may very well have found this section so scri-
ouslgv damaged in his original that he had no choice but to begin his copy with
the post-diluvian rulers. as for the second poasihilitjv, that the antediluvian
section is secondary, it- is obvious that the exceptional interest of the section
would stroiigly favor its insertion. Any eopyist who did not- find the antediiu-
vian rulers mentioned in his original of the King List but knew of them from
elsewhere must have felt a natural impulse to round off his account of lI)}'gf}I1fl
dynasties by adding such important information to his copy.

Since both possibilities thus seem equally probable, we must- examine the
antediluvian section itself more closely to see if it contains any clues which
will decide the question. The first thing to he noted is the curious and signif-
icant independence which characterizes this section in contrast to all the rest
of the list. The other sections are true parts of the King List, do not appear
outside it, and have existence as parts of that composition onl_v. Not. so with
the tradition concerning the antediluvian rulers. This part has an individuality
of its own; it is not tied to the King List but can be found in the literature of

1'" This seems to he the view of King, who was aware of the eristencc of this section in K
and of its absence in some of the Nippur fragments. He does not discuss the question in
detail, hut his opinion may he inferred from his suggestion that “the exclusion oi the .s.ntedi-
luvian period from the list may perhaps he explained on the assumption that its compiler
confined his record to ‘kingdoms,’ and that the mythical rulers who preceded them did not
form a ‘kingdom’ within his definition of the term” (toe. cit}. Note, however, that the form
which the antediluvian section takes in WI?» speaks of the “kingdoms” of the various ante-
diluvian cities.

1“ R. Campbell Thompson, The Epic of Gil-garnish. A New Trnnsfnu!-ion . . . . {London,
1928} p. El i 6.

1*“ The keen interest which the ancients took in antediluvian matters may he seen from
the line of the Gilgames epic just quoted. Cf. also .ili.Hl1u.rhanipa.l’s occupation with reading
“stones from the time hefore the Deluge” (M. Streek, rl-38't£'l‘l)flTti:jJfl-ii II [“Vorderasiatisehe
Bihliothelr” VII 2 (Leipzig, 1916}1 25618; D. D. Luekcnbill, Ancient Records of Asspfin
and Bobphinela II Efihicago, 1927} H186).
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t-he peried as a separate entity er even as part ef a eerapesitien et-her than the
King List. As a separate entitjv the ant-ediiuvian traditien appears en Tablet
W~B 62, published by Langden.1‘i*" This tablet gives the list ef anteciiluvian
kings very niueh as dees W“.B, but it is there uneennee-ted with lists ef ether
ruiers and has individual features whieh shew that it is net merely a seetien
ef the King List gene astra§,*.1“i Chief anieng these is a eereplete absenee ef
the ferniulas se eharaeteristie ef the King List preper.

Oi stili greater interest is it te find eur traditien as part ef anether iiterary
eernpesitien. As Ne. 1 ef hie Htstevteai and Graraetetieei Teatsmi Peebel has
published a Sumerian epie whieh deals with the beginfig ef the werid, and
there ean be ne deubt that a very eiese eeneeet-ien esists between t-his epie
anti the ante-iiluvian traditien as we have it in WE. The epiewi deseribes in
the fist eelunin the ereatien ef rnen and animals; t-hen, after a iaeuna, eei. ii
preeeeds te relate the deseent ei’ kingship fren1 heaven:

[rne]n nani-lugal-ia an-ta e11-d[e(?)]-a-ba
iiiiisibir Fiiigu-sa‘nan1~iuga1-ia an-taeu-a-ba

"when the erewn ef itingship was iewered frein heaven,"i'
when the seepter and the threne ef kingship were iewered frern heaven,"

and the feunding ef five eities, whieh are naentieneti in the er-der Eridutg),
Bad-tibira[1~:), Larair, Sippar, Shuruppak. After a new iaeuna eel. begins
the stery ef the Deluge, whieh, interrupted by Iaeunas, eentinues threugh
eels. iii—iv. The end ef the Deluge is reiated in eel. v in the feilewing werds:

a-n1a-ru u-gii i»;ah~dugi-ga ba-an-da-ah-fir-e
L147-*i£II1giaT-iiITi
-it-Illa-1'11 kaiarn-nia ba-tir-ra-ta

""i DEBT II, Pi. ‘II, and JR:-115', 1923, p. 256. See alse Zinirnern in ZIJMKF n.F. III
(192%) EU, whe dates the tahiet eerreetiv te the end ef the 3d reiiienniurn n.e. and shews
eenvineingly that it is written in Sumerian.

1" The reigns ei the kings listed differ eensitierahlv in iength frem these given hy the
antediiuvian seetien ef WE; WE gives enljv Ubar-Tutuflr] as ruler ef Bhuruppai-:, whereas
W-E E2 has Hhtu'11ppai»:{~gi} and Zi-n-sud-ra; "W-B 62 has an antediluvian dynasty ei Larsa
whieh WE dees net give; Eridufigji ef WE appears as Kusairaj in W-B ti2; ete. See aise
B. Smith, EHA, pp. 21] f., whe siniiiarlv stresses the indepentienee ef W—B E2: “The serihe ef
the seeend iist did net therefere take the first list and wilfully alter it, sirnplv te gierifv his
ewn eity"; hut ei. eur reservatiens te details in Sinithis view stated helew, p. T1, n. 1'.-".

1"“ PBS V.
1" Cf. Peehei’s translatien and eeinrnentary in PBS I? 1, pp. 9-H}, and King’s diseus-

sien ef the te:-rt in Legends tj Bahyiea and Egypt, pp. »t1~1i.'|i.
11“ There is he neeessity te render a n - t a as “frem Ann,” as Deiniel prepeses in [ir£ea~

mite Ne. 1'? (1925) p. 35, instead ef “frem heaven.”
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“The Deluge sweeps at the same time ever the . . . .s."1
After the Deluge had swept ever the land
fer seven days and seven nights,“

and the tablet ends with the tale ef Zi-vu-sud—ra’s saeriliees and hew lie was
niade iininertal.

The elese relatien ef this aeeeunt te that ei WE is ehvieus. WE begins
with the phrase

[naml-lugal an-t-a en-de~a-ha
“when the liingship was lewered frem heaven,“

gees en te deseribe the antediluvian djvnasties in the erder Eridu(g), Bad-
tibira(l~:), Larak, Eiippar, Shuruppal-1, and ends:

a-n1a-ru ha- iir na Tam
egir a-~1Tin.-1'l.1 ha-fir-ra-ta
“The Deluge swept.
sea the Deluge had swept.“

as will be seen, the ideas in these twe tel‘-r.ts—(1) the lzingship being leweretl
fre1nl1eave11(Wl3: [nainl-lu gal a n-ta e11-de-a-ha; PBS V,1“~l'e.
1: [ ]narn-lugal-la an-ta en-d[ii(i'}]-a-ha), (2) the identi-
eal erder ef the prirneval eities, and (3) the raging ef the Deluge (WE:
a-ma-ru ba-er; PBS ‘ii, Ne. 1: a-ma-ru . . . . ba-an-da-
a b- it r - e)-—-are very rnueh the saine, fellew in the sanie sueeessien, and
are expressed in alrnest identieal ianguagei“

That the traditien eeneerning the antediluvian rulers ean thus he shewn te
eaist as a separate entity eutside the Iiing List, appearing either by itself er

1" The werd lt a b -» d u gi - g a is still net eertainly explained. Peeliel lPHih' Ill’ 1,
p. 41} thinl-as it is an epithet ei the if‘-'eiuge—¢.le1nen and in ii ‘£1 translates it as deneting the
geds te whem the antediluvian eities were assigned. Peehel is fellewed hp King, whe (l'.~:=.p-
ends ef Bahpiria and Egypt, pp. fit} f.) tei1tatii.'eljv translates “divine rulers." Deimel (lee.
nil.) translates “Kultert”; and this rendering, whieh suits the eenteat perfeiitly, is priilialily
eerreet, even theugh Dein'iel’s reasens fer it, “k a b - d ii (gl = la a -|- ii u (areh. ‘lt a b’}
=ilrr£t"a, as-ea.-.," earrp little eenvietien.

11* The signs Ra Ta here are ehvieusly dittegrapiijr frern h a - ii r - r a - t a in the neat line.
1“ The elese eerrespendenee in werding indieetes that we are dealing with literary Lle-

]lIEI1tll3‘l1~I2}" and net with dilierent reeerds ef a eemmen eral traditien. It is true that the epie
in its present dilapidated eenditien dees net eentain a passage giving the eaaet inferinatien
whieh we shenid e:-tp-set e11 that assurnptien. It has narees and erder ef the eities but lael-ts
names, erder, and reigns ei the antediluvian rulers. That a passage eenteining this interma-
tien enee steed in the large lacuna severing the upper hall er mere el’ eel. iii is, hewever,
highly prehahle. Gel. ii ends with the alletrnent ef the antediluvian eities. Wliere, after the
lseuna, the preserved part ei eel. iii tal-res up the narrative, Enlil has deeided te send a
Deluge, and the geds are trenhlsd. {Iii the passage whieh enee hridged this gap we must
therefere eapeet that it eentinusd the suhjeet hsgun in eel. ii, telling whe ruled these ante-
diluvian eities, and then gave the reasens fer Enlil’s deeisien te wipe eut mankind with the II|.
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as part ef an epie, naturally raises the questien ef where its eriginal setting
sheuld be seught. The answer is net difiieult te find. In the epie the ged Enid
plays a mest- eenspieueus rele. He is mentiened with Enlil and Ninhursag
as ereat-er ef mankiiid, and he is indisputably the here ef the fellewing Deluge
stery, fer it is threugh his aetivity alene that mankind is saved. We ean
therefere safely eenelude that the epie hails frem Eridu(g}, the chief city ei
Enl-ci, and draws en its mythical lere. Teward Eridu(g) peints alse the tradi-
tien ef the antediluvian rulers as we have it beth in WB and in the epie, fer
in heth versiens Elridu(g) is given the plaee ei hener at the tep ef the list as
the ieremest antediluvian reyal eity.“'* The traditien therefere fits inte the
epie hand-in-gleve, and we eannet deubt that its eriginal setting sheuld be
seught in the lere ef Eridu(gl and net in the King List.

We have thus feund that the eriginel setting ef the antediluvian traditien
I'I—I-Iliilli-|'I—liI-III-3'

Deluge. and sueh a passage aetnally esists. Dr. Geers has diseevered in the British Museum
a fragment ef Assyrian date (K ill‘-24) whieh, like eur eenjeet-eral passage, heglns with
an aeeeunt ef the antediluvian eities, rulers, and reigns and then gees en with lines ef an
epie nature apparently dealing with the reasens that made Enlil send the Deluge. (The
lines inentien Enlil and {tetra-re, “neise,” recalling the similar passage in the sitar-hasis
stery, ingenieusly restered by Sidney Smith [RA XXII (1925) 6'? f .], whieh states that it
was the neise lhulntrul of the humans that kept Enlil awake and made him send the Deluge
te restere peaee and quiet.) These lines, with whieh the fragment breaks eff, lead up te eit-
aetly the situatien fennd where eel. iii ef PBS V, He. 1, is preserved: Enlil has decided te
send the Deluge, but hi deeisien is as yet known only te the gods. In view ef the exeeptienal
ease with whieh the fragment thus fits inte the gap in the narrative of PBS ‘J, Ne. 1, it
seems indeed mere than likely that it represents a late versien with interlinear translat-ien
ef this very epie. Since the gap in epie PBS V, Ne. 1, may thus plausibly he restered frem
the fragment and sinee the fragment eentains the very infermatien wanted, there is ne
reasen tn deuht the eidstenee ef literary dependency between the epie and the King List
(WIEFJ. What ferm this dependeney may have taken is discussed helew (p. es, n. 119}.

Dr. Geers has kindly permitted me te publish a drawing frem his eepy ef K 11624 (see
plate at end}. We give here a transliteratien and translatien:
is i p p a rliil [h al a - h i lJ a - a n - it ll r] Bippar, its peried ef reign was altered.
ls-.- — r it ~ a k ~ ail e [n - sip a - s i - a n - n a] In Larak En-sipafdl-slid}-rlinnaih},

1 lu g ai - e h a 1 a 3[t'.i,[lillIi m u] 1 king, peried ef reign 3'5-,til]il years.
lar-ra-alt-a‘*“ bala-h [i ha-an-ltd r1 Laralr, its peried ef reign was altered.
n.i.i.r—i-sen-nu“ u h u r - t [u - t u] In Shurnppal-: Uhar-Tutuflr},
si-11.; - s u d - r a d urn u ulb u r - t u -t ul Zi~u-sud-ra, sen ef Uhar-Tutu(k]|,
2-am lugal-e»ne bala [. .mu] 2 kings, peried ef reign . . years.
5 urn-dil-dili 9 lugal~'e‘-[ne . . . .] Five separate eities, ilkings . . . . .
den-ill»-1e nam-{....] Enlil....

‘lea-lti rnI—{. . . .1
aa+1.r-rra+LI ib- [. . . .1 the (akkadian: “their”?} neise . . . . .

{ya-tun‘-i1t(?J[-itnfill
We have ineiuded the evidence ef the an quet-ed ahevewdesignated as “epie fragment
K l1li2=t”--in the netes te the text of WE, where the diseussien ef details will he feund.

1" That this pesitien was indeed a desirable ene may be seen, e.g., frem the feet that
later Bahylenian traditien, which has been preserved by Beressus, places Bahylen there.

.-

-\.
fig»
i

-:
i-

‘I-

i’

1._,.-,:,-_=,.1;'_‘l‘sT."-'i'i-r



Taaruar. Paeanans 51

rlees net seem te he the King List and that this traclitien exists as part ef an—
ether literary eempeaitien and as a separate entity in the Eriumerisn literature
ef the Isin-Larsa peried. The seribes whe wrete eur eepies ef the Hing List
must therefere have had ample eppertunity te knew this traditien even if it
did net appear in their eriginals. All this agrees perfeeti}; with enr seeenii
pessihility, that the antediiuvian seetien is seeenclary in the Hing List. It
preves that all eenditiens fer the making ef sueh an additien were entant at
t-he Isin-Larsa peried. It is net eneugh, hewever, te eneiude the first pessi-
hiiity, that the anteciilnvian seetien is eriginal, fer it is eiear that traees ef an
earlier setting sueh as we have feuntl weuld remain if the anther himself ha-Li
taken this seetien ef his werk frem a tale frem Eridn[g} ; and the tale in whieh
the traditien eriginaily beienged eeulti live en aieng with the King List dewn
te the Isin-Larsa peried.

The peeuliarities ef the antedilnvian eeetien mentieneci thus far, its inde-
pendenee and its partiaiity te Eridutg), are net, hewever, the enly features
whieh set it apart frem ether seetiens ef the list. It has a pee-uliar set ef fermu-
las. Sinee we have it full}; preserved enly in W13, we must etudy these pseu-
liarities there.

AS wiil he remembered, the fermulaa eharaeteristie ef the main bed}? ef
WE, the peatdilunian seetien, are:
Fermula fer ehange ef {1jTI13EtjJ’I

A1“ aiitukni ha-an-sig nam-lugal-hi as-st ha-tum
“The eity A was smitten with weapens; its kingship was earried te the eity B."

Fernmia fer dynasty tetal:
1-: iugai mu-bi y ih-as [ii the r;i3r11aet}' has enly ene king: 1-at)
“e: kings reigned its [the eitfs) 3; years.”

Fermula fer intretlueing single rulers:
N. n1 u It i- a5
"N. reigned at years.”

In the antedilutrian seetien, hewever, the iermulss are:
Fermula fer ehenge ef dynasty:

A“ ha-sub-be-en nam-lugal-bi an-tt ba-tiimi“
“I (the anther!) tirep the eity A;“*'* its kingehip was earried te the eity B.”

“The passages where the fermnla eeeurs are! iS—1[it eritia'=1ha-anh{-he-
en} nam»1uga1-hi had-tihira1=i-he ha-t1‘.i|n;i13~1'Q: had—tihira‘=i
ha-huh-he-en narn-lugal-hi la-ra-akkit-he} ha-»ttim; i 2+1-25:
ia-ra-akki ha-sub-he-en nam-ingai-hi simhir"=i*-he ha-turn;
i3ti—31: simhir“ ha-huh-hé*en nazn-ingai-hi auruppak“-{-fie}
ha-tum.

L“ I.e., "I tirep the suhjeet ef A {and preeeeti te deai with anether suhjeetj.“ The anther
himself is speaking. The Sumerian s u h, “te fail,” transitive “te strep," ean be used in
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Fermula fer dvnast3r tetal:
:t in g al m u- b i v ih - as {even if the dynasty has enly ene kinglll"
“s kings reigned its tr years."

Fermula fer intredneing single rulers:
1*~T.mu s I-a5“’*

“l"~T. reigned :2: years.”

It will he noted that these sets ef fermulas differ en twe points. In the
antediluvian seetien the fermula fer change ef dynasty begins: “I (the au-
ther) drep the city n"; in the pestdilnvian seetien the fermnla begins: “The
eity A was smitten with weapens." In the antediluvian seetien the eelleetive
ferm ef the verb, ih - Els , is used in every tetal; in the pestdiluvian see-
tien ib - as is used enly in tetals of dynasties with several rulers, whereas
if the dynasty has hut ene ruler the singular i- as E empleyed. These dif-
fereneea are impertant. The wheie King List bears witness that its anther

the meaning “te leave," “net te eeeupjr eneself with a thing any lenger,” esaetlv like “te
drep {a suhjeet)” in English. Un su h, “te leave," ef. the equatien su h : eats in §L,
Ne. 33:3; alse sueh passages as SET, l‘-Ie. 3 iii 13-13: 11 - mu-ni-kn 121- mu-ni-
nag-'gal—ta i nfg-diri-ga gs-mu-na-ra-ah-sub, "E:-reess ef eil be-
yend what he ean eat and drink I shall let he left ever [- r a -} fer l:|i.rn,” i.e., "I shall
serve him mere eil than he ean drink, se that seme will he left” l'- r a - is the disjunetive
verbal infix; eur passage shews tha.t——eentrar3=' te GSG §513--this infis. fellews the da-
tive infix, just as de ether clireetienal infiszes; ef. alse H. de Genenillae, Testes eesneznsgnss
3’-[lemme de Fspeeas d‘t.lnr [Paris Muses natienal du Leuvre, “Testes enneifermes" V
(Paris, 1932)] Ne. 013'? rev. 3: m u-ne-ra-e , “eame ferth fer them,” and Ne. B104
rev. ‘ii Inu-11a-ra- n é-3-eh , “same ferth fer him"); SEM, I“-Te. 43 ehv. 5:
dgasanann-a fan mu-uni-sub llci mu-un-snhl kur-ra h [a-e-a-en] ,
"Gashanannafilzl left heaven, left earth, and descended te Hades“ {ef. new alse S. N. Kramer
in RA XXXIV [103T1 33: “she ferseelc”}. Langdenfs translatien ef the fermula in OECT
II 3 f. [accepted he Smith, EH.-1, p. 33, and Zimmern in ZDMG n.F. III 33,1, “(the eity A}
was everthrewn,“ is eneluded hjv the ferrn ef the verb, la a - s u h h - e n , whieh must be
first er seeend persen and eannet he third.

1" The passages in whieh this fermula eeeurs are: i0—'i': 3 lugal mu{-bilfi-1,300
Ila-a5;i1[§—-1TI3lugal mu-hi103,000ih-a5;i23—23:llngal mu-hi23,300
ib-ai;i23—20:1lugal mu-bi21,l]00ib-ai;i3=1—35:llugal mu-hi13,000
lb-as. _

1"The ferrnula eeeme in i 5: a-lal—g;ar mu 33,000 l-fi-a§l13'—14Ie11-In(=.:-
en-gal-an-na rnu 23,300 I-21-s§l'151d-[l'll[[lIl-31 sipa mn 36,000 1-*3-s.
The related formula fer intredueing new dynasties, A1=i—a N. lugal-am mu :-t 1-as,
isusedearelessly: i3—-st: eridakl at-ln—lirn lugaltll mu 33,3001--1n;i11*12:
had-tibirai" en-me-en-in-an-na(!} mu 43,300 I-3-.5; i 30-31: la-ra-
ait“ en{I)-sipa-si-an-nail} mu 23,3001-as_;i33—-3?: sirnhir1=ien-me-
en-elfir-an—na lugal-are mu 31,000 l-35; i 33—33: snrnppalc“ uhur-
ta-ta lugal-are mu 13,300 1-as. 3eepp.fi7f.,where thesignifieaneeefthevariants
in this fermuia is diseussed. .

|
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was a man whe was fend" ef ferrnulas and used them with singular preeisien
and eensisteney. It is ineeneeivable that a man ef this type sheuld have made
the pm-peseless and tetally umieeessary ehange frem “I drep the eit-y A“ te
“The eity A was smitten with weapens“ whieh we find in the fermula fer
ehange ef dynasty. Peeple with preeise minds de net start befere they have
the eaaet fermnla t-e be used elearly in mind, and then they stiek te it. They
de net arbitrarily rejeet it when they get halfway, t-e evelve a different ene.
The esistenee ef this ehange therefere peints te a different hand; a later eepy-
ist is trying in the antedilnvian seet-ien te adapt a seuree with difierent phrase-
elegy (“I drep the eit-y A and preeeed te deal with the eity B“) te that used
in the King List (“The eity A was smitten with wea-pens; its idngship was
earried te the eity B”).

But the final and irrefutable preef that the antedilnvian seetien is net ef a
pieee with the pestdiluvian is furnished by the ether differenee in the fermulas,
the varying use ef the eelleetive. In the pestdiluvian parts ef the King List
the eelleetive ib - as is, as mentiened abeve, used enly in tetals ef dynasties
numbering several rulers, whereas we find the singular 1- as in dynasties
with enly ene king. This seetien must therefere have been written by a man
whe understeed the dilferenee between ib - as and i- as and used the twe
ferms eerreetly. In the antedilnvian seetien, hewever, the eelleetive ib - as
is used in every tetal, even when the dynasty has enly ene hing. This see-
tien eannet, therefere, have been written by the same man whe wrete the
pestdilnvian seetien but must have been eempesed later when the eelleetive
was ne lenger in living use and by a man whe did net knew what it steed fer.
It is alse elear hew this later writer arrived at the peeuliar rules whieh gevern
his use ef the ferm. Cases ef dynasties with enly ene ruler are rare in the pest-
diluvian seetien; se a eursery inspeetien ef bis erigiual weuld seem te him te
shew that, while i- as sheuld be used in the fermula fer intredueing single
rulers, the ferm ib - as ,' whieh he did net understand, was eharaeteristie
fer the tetals. Faeed with the task ef adding the material en antedilnvian
rulers whieh he had feund in anet-her seuree and ef adapting its phraseelegy
te that ef the King List, he therefere used his self-made rule and wrete
lb - as in all his tetals. It was, hewever, enly in the new seetien whieh he
added, the antedilnvian seetien, that he had te bether thus with grammatieal
details. When he eame te the pestdiluvian seetien he eeuid settle dewn te
merely repredueing his eriginal sign by sign. Thus his self-made rule did net
dist-m'b the eld eer:reet use ef the twe ferms whieh appeared there.

The rele ef the antedilnvian seetien in the traditien ef the King List ean
thus ne lenger be deubtful; it is a later additien. We have seen that it must
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likely originated in Ericlnflg), that it was eurrent in various settings in Sn-
merian literature at the time when most of our oopies of the King List were
written, and that it must have seemed ya-luable and desirable information to
the aneients. We have found also that the form in whioh it appears in WB
shows unmistakable signs that it was written lat-er by a person different from
the one who eomposed the postdiluvian seetien of the list. This means that
the original form of WB, without the antedilnvian seetien, agrees with the
manuseripts Pa, P3, and ‘Sui whieh belong to the ether main bransh of the
tradition, the B braneh. Sines the form without the antediluyian seetien is
thus represented in both main branehes, it must have been that of the origi-
nallillfl

1" It is of interest to determine as aeenrately as possible the extent of the antedilnvian
addition and to distinguish between those parts of it whioh some from the souree used by
the eoribe and those whieh he himself added to fit it into its new setting.

To material whieh the seribe must have got from his souree obviously belong the aetual
names and reigns given. As for the formulas, it is slear that the first part of the formula
leading from one dynasty to another must have been taken over from the souree, for there
must have been a reason why the seribe did not simply use the formula as given in the
King List proper, Akislituknl ba-an-sig nam-1 ugal-bi as-as b a-tom,
but substituted AH ba-sub-he-en for Akisiitukul ba-an-sig. This reason
ean only be that he fosnd AH b s - s u b - b ii ~ e n in his souree for the antedilnvian see»
tion. Since the formula A“ b a- s u b - b ti - e n , “I drop (the suhjeet] A,” ealls for the
mentioning of s new suhjeet, B, immediately afterward, we ean eonelude that the souree
for the antedilnvian seetien, like the King List proper, introdueed new dynasties by men-
tioning the name of their eity. But it is unlikely that it also had l u g a I - ii m after the
name of the first ruler, for in the antedilnvian seetien our seribe has the greatest diffieulty
in remembering to use this l u g a l - a m and forgets it eompletely both in i 11-12 and in
i 211-21. Whether the souree for the antedilnvian seetien used a verb “he reigned” after
the various reigns and whether it totaled up the reigns and dynasties is impossible to deeide.

its we have mentioned above (p. 59, n. 113), there exists between the antedilnvian see-
tion of WE and the epie PBS V, No. 1, a similarity of phraseology so striking that we must
assume literary interdependenee between the two teats. The faet that the antedilnvian tra-
dition seems at home in the epie ipp. fifiefifij but appears in only a few eepies of the King List
as a late senondary addition makes it highly unlikely that the epie obtained its material
from the King List. fin the other hand we eannot assume that the seribe who inserted this
seetien in WE took it direetly from the epie. We have seen that his souree used a formula
“I drop the eity A”; and sueh a formula is imthinkable in an epie, where the author eannet
suddenly oornmenee speaking in the first person. The souree was therefore more likely a
separate, self-eontained version of the tradition, a list of the type represented by W’-B fifi,
where sueh a formula would fit in well. This leaves us three possible ways to explain the
relationship: {1} If we may assume that the names and reigns of the antedilnvian kings were
given in the laoima eoverisg the upper half of sol. iii in PBS V, No. 1 {see p. 5'9, n. 113},
the separate list used as souree by WE may have been e:-reerpted from this epie. E2} The
epie may have used the same separate list whieh "WE used. {3} The epie and the separate
list used by W13 may beth derive from a third, as yet unknown, literary eornposition and
may have inherited their eommon material and phraseologr from there. New it is clear that,
whiehever of these possibilities is eerreet, the enistenee of a elose literary relationship be-
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It remahis to examine the question when in the tradition of our manuseripts
the insertion of the antedilnvian seetien may have been made. In the texts of

tween the epie and the souree used by WB ferms a valuable clue for separating these phrases
in the antedilnvian sect-ion of W13 whieh the scribe has taken over from his source from those
he himself added to fit the seetien in. If the oureeof WE and the epic are closely related,
it is obvious that phrases which appear in both WE and the epie are likely not to he inven-
tions by the seribe but to some from the souree. Comparing, then, the phrases whieh intro-
duee and elose the antedilnvian section in WE with those of the epie PBS V, No. 1,

[mein nam-lugal-la an-ta en-
d[e{?j|]-a-ha

isilisibir siiigu-sal nam-lugal-la
~. an-ta en-a-ha

[nam]-lugal an-ta suede-aeba

eridaki nam-lugal-la
{antedilnvian sities and kings] [antedilnvian eities}
a-ma-rn ba-hr a~ma-ru u-gin kab-dugr-ga. ba-

an-da—ab—hr—e
U-1'?-53.111 ghf-am

egir a-ma-ru ha-111'-rs.-ta a-ma-ru kalam-rna ba—-fir-ra-ta

nam—1ngal an-ta en-de-s.-ba
erase nam-lugal-la,
we netiee that the phrases narn-lugal an-ta en-de-a-ha and a-ma-ru
b a- ii r both have elose parallels in the epie and accordingly ean he oonsidered part of
the souree for the antedilnvian seetien, whereas the phrase e r i d aki n a m -1 u g a1- la
does not have any counterpart.

Leaning aside for the moment the third correspondence, between e g i r a - m a - r u
ha-hr—ra-ta and a-ma-rn . . . . ba-hr-ra-ta and utilising what must have
formed part of the souree--names of kings, reigns, the formula A“ b a - s u b - b e - e n ,
ete.---we ean reeonstruet the souree as follows:

nam-lugal an-ta en—de-a-ha
eridaki a-ln~lirn mu 25,300

a-lal-gar mu-30,000
eridati ba-sub-hd~en

bad—tibira1ien-me-en—ln-an-na mu-13,5300
ete. l

a-ma-ru ba-hr

“When the kingship was lowered from heaven:
{In} Eridulfgj: A-lillimfakl, 23,800 rears

Alalgar, 30,000 years
I drop Eridu{g).

(In) Bad~tibira(k): En-men-lu-Annafik), 43,395 F951?
‘ ete.

The Deluge swept in."

There are in this reeonstruetion several points "worth noticing. First its abrupt, almost
aeeounnlike, form agrees with our assumption that the souree for the antedilnvian seetien
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the B braneh we ean do little more than make a guess. The two whieh show
traees of the insertion, PE, and K, both belong t-o the small group of manuseripts
deriving from Y. Unly one other text, S, belongs to that group, and S alse—
it is too fragmentary to give safe inclieations——may have had the antedilnvian
seetien. Sines two of the texts in the group have the antediluyian seet-ion and
the third may hays had it, it seems a likely assumption that the insertion of
the seetien was originally made in their eommon eneester, Y, and inherited
by the ethers. This assumption is the more probable beeause the ssribe who
wrote Y must be oonsidered a person espeeially likely to have searohsd for
and utilised additional mat-srial. We know that this ssribe subjeeted his text

of ‘WE was of a type similar to W-B 02. Bush a form, introduced by short oatohwords oulled
from the surrounding text, is also what we should expeot to find in a oonoentrated exoerpt
from a longer literary oomposition.

Df most interest, however, is the fast that the author of this doeument apparently has
no intent whatever to present the dynasties as sueesssive. He defines his period by an upper
limit: “When the kingship was lowered from heaven,” and a lower: “The Deluge swept in";
but his phrase "I drop the eity A. In the eity E . . . . “ does not imply that the dynasty
of B followed that of A in time; rather it seems ehosen to avoid giving this impression. This
view, that the antedilnvian dynasties were more or less eontemporaneous, is olearly inoom~
patible with the King List proper, whieh direstly aims at following the route of “the king-
ship" from one eity to another. If the two sourees were to be harmonised it was therefore
neoessary to supplement the "vague framework of the antedilnvian seotion, to est-ablish where
the kingship was when it was sent down from heaven, and then to follow it in its vagaries on
earth. That the seribe who ineorporated the seetien in WE realised this we may see from
the phrase e rid an na m - l u g a l - l a , "the lcingship {was} in Eriduifgi," whioh has
no oonnter-part in the epie and therefore is likely to have been added by the seribe himsefi.
That this line does not eome from his souree is also indicated by the late form used here,
nam-1 u gall-a, in oontrast to n are-lugal in the line whioh he eopied from the
original; nam-lugal an-ta on-db-a-be {ef. pp. fi'Tf.].

It remains to diseuss the lines egir a-ma-ru ba-ur-ra-ta nam~lugal
an-t a E11~IIi s- a-ba kiti“ nam-lug al-la whiehformtheaetuallinkbetween
the antedilnvian and postdilnvian seotions. The only new thing whieh thoso lines bring is
the preposition e g i r . . . . t a, “after”; otherwise they are a mere repetition of the for-
mulas used higher up in the seetien. Sines these lines would be eompletely out of plane
in a separate list of antedilnvian rulers but ere eminently suitable to link an antedilnvian
seetien to a postdiluvian and sinee, moreover, they oontain the form n a m - l u g all ~ a
whioh is oharaotsristie for the seribe’s own efforts {see above), we ean hardly doubt that
they were written by the seribe himself on the basis of the earlier phrases to form the neoes-
sary oonneeting link between the two seotions whieh he was joining. No importanoe ean
thus be attaohed t-o the similarity of e gir a-m a-ru ba-»i‘1 r- ra-ta in the lines
here diseussed and the line a-ma-rn . . . .ba-iir-ra-ta in the epie. This simi-
larity is purely aooidental and due to the reuse in WE of a phrase, a - m a - r u b a - ii r ,
oommon to both yersions. The preposition, whioh is the only new thing in the phrase, is
expressed differently in the two texts: PBS "if, No. i, has . . . . a-ta ; WE, egir . . . .
a-ta.
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of the King List to a thorough grammatical revisionfi" and a man who tool:
so much trouble to improve the form of his copy would hardly be less interested
in improving and completing the content.

Clearer than in the B branch is the situation in the A branch; for tho point
in ”WB’s descent from the original at which the antedilnvian section must have
been inserted can be determined with a fair degree of certainty from a grammat-
ical peculiarity common to the beginning and end of this version. The last
section in our manuscripts of the King List generally shows peculiarities of
some kind or other, for sinee the scribes as a rule copied from somewhat older
originals they had to add new n1ateria1—names and reigns of one or more new
rulers-—to bring their copies up to date. In these additions which the copyists
themselves composed their scribal habits are apt to show, so that we often
notice differences from the earlier parts of their copies, where they had merely
taken down the text of their originals sign by sign. A difference of this hind
in W13 is the change in t-he formula for introducing new dynasties from A‘“{- a)
N. lu g a l — am , “In A N. was king,” which is used in the main body of
the text, to A“‘- a N. lu g a l (I) , “In A N. (was!) king,” which appears
at the end: uriki-ma ur-[dnammu] iugai (I) (viii 9) and i-si-
in“-i-11ais-bi-ir-ralugal(l)(viii23).As will be noted, the verb
“was” (- it m) is omitted in the latter form, and the name {Ur-»Nammu(k),
Ishhi-Irra) is merely placed beside the substantive with which it is t-o be identi-
fied (i u g a 1). This change in the formula at the very end of the text can
only be explained by assuming that the section in which the new construction
appears was added by a scribe who was bringing his copy of an older original
up to date and who was accustomed to using this construction without -at m.

The construction without - a m is also found, however, in the antediiu-f
vian section, where we have [e r i] d at“ n a rn -1 u gal -la (1) , “{In) Eri-
du{g) (was!) the hingship" (i 2}, and kisi“ n a m - l u g ai- l a {I} ,
“In Kish (was!) the l~.;ingship" (i 42). Here the name (Eridu(g}, Kish) is
merely placed beside the substantive (n a m - 1 u g a l l - a} , esactiy as in
the closing section of the list. It is further noteworthy that the eopyist here
uses the form n s. m - 1 u g a l 1 - a which is characteristic for late tested“
whereas he uses n am - 1 u g al in the formula for change of dynasty, A“
ha-sub-be-en nam-lugal-bi Bl=“—sé ba-tum, which he has
modeled on the formula in his source for the King List proper {Aid “mt L1 It u 1

"'i'The changes from akifliitukulba-s1g.. . . to Aklhala-hi ha-lrur....,
from i-at to l.Il-Es, from ib-at to in-alt-es, and from lugal to 1ugal—e»-ne
were made in this test.

is oss @121. -.-\.|.
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ba-an-sig nam-lugal-bi Be-as ba-trim) , and of course
in the postdiluvian sections, where he merely copies that sourced“ The con-
struction without - am occurs elsewhere in the antedilnvian section also.
The first time the scribe uses the formula for introducing new dynasties (i 3}
he writes e rid ale a-lu - l i m in g al {E} , “{In) ]ilridu{g} A-iulim{al~:)
(was!) lring,” which is esactly like u r it‘ - m a u r - [in a m m u] lu g al (E)
and i-si-in“-na is-bi-ir-ra lugal (E) at the end of the list.
Then he completely forgets that there is a special formula with lu g al
for introducing new dynasties {i 11-12 and 2{l—2l), clearly because his source
for the antedilnvian section did not use it. When at last he discovers his for-
getfnlness, he looks up the formula in his source for the postdiluvian section
and writes correctly simbirlii en-me-en-dtir-an-na lugal-
am (i 26-27) and suruppaklii ubur-til-tn lugal-am (i 32-33}.

The tendency to omit - a in which we notice in the antedilnvian section
whenever the scribe is not copying from his original of the King List proper
and the similar omission of -a m in the additions at the end to bring the
list up to date show clearly that both sections were inserted by the same hand.
Since this hand has added the lines introducing the dynasty of Isin it must
obviously be dated later than the beginning of that dynasty. As a likely place
we may suggest the reign of Shh-ilishu, where traces i11 WB point to the end
of an earlier version. It will be noted that Shu-ilishu is written with the deter-
minative for divinity in line 25, which deals with his own reign, but- not in
li.ne 27, where he is mentioned as father of I[d}din-Dagan. This inconsistency
is most naturally esplained if we assume that our t-est has descended through
a version written under Shir-ilishu and ending with him. In such a version
his name would be written with the determinative for divinity, for the scribe
would, of course, acknowledge the divinity of the ruling monarch. Since the
Shu-ilishu version stopped with that ruler, the following line, where he is
mentioned as father of Iidldin-Dagan, must be the work of a later scribe bring-
ing the Shit-ilishu copy up to date. Such a later scribe, writing after Shii-
ilishu’s reign, might naturally consider it urmecessary to give him the sign
of divinity.

“if?-f. also his use of nam-lugal in the phrase nam-lugal an-ta en-de-
a -b a ii 1 and =11}, which he probably took over as it stood from his source for the ante-
dilnvian section, while he had to make up the line AH nam-lugal-la himself.



III

CRITICAL EDITION OF THE TEXT, WITI-I
TRANSLATION AND NOTES

.n basic ten that of WE, collated with photographs of the inscription, has been
chosen. Letters in the margin show in which mss. each line or traees of it are eatant,
even if these traces amount to no more than a blank space indicating that the scribe
found the line destroyed in his original. For definite omission of a line in a ms. we have
inclosed the ms. symbol in angle brackets: {Sui}. Wl1en—as is the ease with Pi--
lines of the text can be supplied from a final summary, the symbol is added in parenthe-
SE-SI (P2).

The numbering of the lines is based on the form of the text presented by W13 [we
follow Langdorfs numbering of the lines in OE-[IT II). In emendations supplying pas-
sages presumably lost by WE in the course of transmission the lines have been num-
bered with the number of the preceding WE line followed by letters in alphabetic order,
e.g. ale, ne, ale.

Portions of the text which presmnably represent later additions are indicated by the
use of smaller type. Passages presumably contained in the original but lost in WE have
been supplied in angle brackets: < ). Emendations of the text of WB to a form which
must be considered closer to that of the original have been added in parentheses:
(emend to . . . . ). In cases where it is doubtful whether the test of WE or that of
other mes. is preferable, the variant has been added in parentheses: (var. . . . .) or
[or . . . .). All restorations and emendations based on readings found in other mss.
are printed in letter-spaced roman; for conjectural restorations italics have been used.
Only the more important variants are noted in the tent; those of less importance will
be found in the notes, where the ressone for all emendations etc. are given in detail.
‘lfariants in the formulas have been discussed on pp. 28-42 and are not reconsid-
ered here.

In quoting Sumerian and akkadian words or names in English context, we have as a
general rule tried to give or to appronimate toward the oldest form. Thus we prefer
Ubar-Tutuik) to Ubur-TutuI[k]|, as the latter seems a later development. Similarly
we use Man-ishtushu in preference to ivlan-ishteshu etc. The grammatical form chosen
as basis for our English renderings of Sumerian words and names is the undeelined
stem. The amissible final consonants {sometimes syllables I}, which were probably
iudistinetly pronounced and which when Sumerian was a living Language were not ea-
pressed in writing eacept before grammatical afiiaes beginning with a vowel, we have
usually inelosed in parentheses. In certain names, however, where forms based on
later explicit writings are already more or less current in English, e.g. Uruk, Shuruppak,
ete., we have retained those forms and have not added parentheses. Similarly we have
not considered it feasible to ehange well established forms such as Ur and Kish to
Urir[m) and Kishi. In akkadian names we have allowed ourselves even more freedom,
giving the names sometimes with, sometimes without, case endings and mimation. In
our choice of form we have here largely been guided by the form found in the Hing List.
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Cul. i1
WE 1 [ham]-lugal an-ta eid-(1%-H-bfl-E
WE [eri1-daki nar.e~lugal-la‘
WE eridak" a-lu-limf lugal?’
WE ni u 28,3003 i-at
WE 5 a.-lal-gar" mu 36,0131)“ 1-a5
‘W13 Eiugal
WE mu <-‘ni>‘-2 ii=1,Bi]E!- ib-at
W13 eridai" h a-sub Q-he-ere}1*
‘WB nam-lugal-hi had-tihira"'~5—ss
WE 1U be--turn“
WE had-tibirakilien-rne-en-lii-an-na“

1 The antedilnvian secticn [i 1-42} is nut an criginai part cf the King List hut was added
later {see pp. E-1-F55). We hare indicated in the netes the chief peints un which the furm it
takes in WE differs frcin that fuund in PBS 1’, Ne. 1, in W-B 52, in epic fragment K 1152-=1
[see p. Evil, n. 113), and in Berussus. The last is qucted frem Paul E-chnahel’s editicn, Bereescs
and die hchyfcnfaeh-helleniseiaelia Li|!er"etur (Berlin, H23] 2. Teil. The ferms cf the Greek
letters used in cur edcrts at reccnstructicn are patterned after the letters fcund in the Greek
transliteratiuns cf Smnerceakkadian tents published hp Finches in Scciety cf Biblical
.=1rchaeulcg',§,', Prceeedengs XXIV {I902} IGSPIH.

2 Thus accerding tc phctcgraph {ef. i. 41, which has this same spelling], net Us-nu =e as
in Langdcn’s cupy.

3 fin the relaticn cf this phrase tc phrases in PBS V, Nu. 1, see pp. 53-69 and ea, n. 115‘.
‘ Us the grammatical ccustructicu used here see pp. Er? f.
E PBS "if, Ne. 1, agrees with WE en Ericlu{g] as the first citjr. W~B E2 has ga-Hi, i.e.,

1+: Us - am {en this reading see n. 12!} helcw}, and 1?-ercssus has Bahylcn. The difference
must he due tc a natural tendency in the narrstcr cr scrihe whe was handing cu the tra-
ditien tc lccate the first kings in his ewn eity {ef. pp. 59 f ., esp. n. 114). Meat lil-rely the
traditien was criginai in Kuaafiraj and was in ea.rl;.r times adcpted—and adapted—in
Eridufgj. These twe cities were situated fairly near each ether {see Pcehel, PBS I1? 1,
pp. 121 f.; Zimmern in ZA n.F. ‘F [1Q3l}} 255, n. 1; Unguad, Suhuriu, pp. 25-30). That they
were separate cities is rightly stressed hp" Landsberger (Dar Fsuitisehe Kuiender der Eehpfcrrfer
and Aaeyrer, 1. I-Ialfte {I.eipsig, 1915] p. 73, n. 1], hut the clcse ccnneeticn in which they
cceur in Sumerian literature suggests intimate cultural relaticns [ef. fhfd. and Eimmern,
lee. cit}. Finally the traditien was apprcpriatcd hp Baby-lcn, as happened with su much
ancient lure in 1‘€eu-Eahylcnian times {see e.g. Langdcu, DEBT II 2; Eimmern in EDMG
n.F. III [192-21] 2?}. Sidney Smith (EHA, p. 19} suggests that the apprcpriaticn “depends
un a Hew Bahjdcniau reading cf the actual cuncifurm signs used by the scribe cf list Nu. 1
[i.e., WE: sushi], which, when crigiuallp written, dencted Eridu”; hut this reading is uf
ccurse itself an cutceree cf the extensive apprcpriaticn cf Eridufgj lure, ac it is nut necessary
tc assume that cur suhstituticn was dependent upcn it.

'1 W-B if-2: [a] - l u li m {the secuud sign was identified by Langdcn, OECT II 8, n. 1,
as a fcrm cf REC, Nu. 229, which varies with lu - ii m} . Berussus: '.|U\e1,ecs, in which,

.-‘if:-u?-'\-'1'!-'-'\I-.I.;eI:-,_|-I\..3-1:..,_.,_.
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Gel. i1
1 When the hingship was icwered frcin lieaven

the kingship was in Eridu fig}.
(In) -Eriduig} A-lulimisli} {became} king
and rcigtiedd 2S,3{.-‘U years;

5 1-Llalgar reigned 3ii,Ei[ii} years.
2 kings

reigned its“ E»1,Siili years.
I drcp (the tcpic) Eriduifgj ,1“
its hingship tu Bad-tihiraik)

IE! was carried.
(In) Bad-tibirafi-i} En-men-in-Annafk)

as scmetimes happens, Babylonian I is represented by Greek r (Zirnmern in ZDMG n.F.
III 23, n. 1).

The name seems to mean “st-aghcrn“ fa-lu1im~ak, “hcrn cf the stag"). The
genitive is net expressed in writing, pruhahly because we are dealing with a “histerical”
crthugraphy frem the time hefcre the Sumerians expressed grammaticai elements in writing,
i.e., hefcre the time cf E-Annaiki-tum. fin lul i m , “stag,” see Landsfcerger, Die Fauna
dee uiien Meecpcturnfen, pp. Etii f.

i On the umissicn cf - a m here see p. 68.
E W~B 52: fiT,2DEII; Berussus: 3Ei,fi[iIi]. “ fin this translaticn uf i- as see p. 33", n. B5.
1“ W—B 62: [a1-1a1-gar. Bercssus: '.aiuere,eei, which may represent criginai *a.-'~ arrays:

in which r-r was corrupted te rr. Langdcn, [IEUT II 2, and Eimmern in ZDMG n.F. III
E3, n. 2, assumed <M'*a~1'Tb.puC' -=£.'*a.r~ara,rce*. Landsherger, quoted by Zimmcrn (Ice. eil),
suggests that 'AP\urru,c0s is currect and represents an em e-sat. furrn Aiahar; hut the
usual eme-sat. fcrm cf gar is mar, nut har.

11 W-B 62: 'i2,CIi]fl; Bercasus: 10,880.
1* Accidentally emitted by scribe, whc was net yet used tu the fcrmula; ef. ll. 17, 23,

29, etc.
- 1“ I.e., E1*idH'[.s'}’s; see p. 31", n. 813.
5*‘ éfijfifiidfintfiiiy emitted ‘uy scrihc, whe was nut yet used tc the furmula; cf. ll. 13, 2-=1,

El.-‘H :-

1“ See p. iii, n. 115, where the translaticn cf this fcrmula is discussed.
"' Un the reading and translatien ci nu see p. 36, n. 3-al-.
1' Bad-tihira(l1;) is git-en as the secund city in PBS Y, Nu. 1, and in Bercssus, where

the name appears as Pautihihlcn {Alexander Pclyhistcr ap. Eusehium [van Parmihihluu]
and Abydenus ap. Eusehium), as an Hem-asrsaee (Pclyhist. ap. Syneellunil, and as a Hau-
ftfitfihmv, var. ix a-ales: Henresui-Tare: Ifshyd. ap. Sync]. W-B 62 has a dynasty" cf Larsa

[Fectucte IT eentinusd en page 72]

1* W-B 62: [e n - m e] - e n - 1 1i - a n - n a . Bercssus presumably had *a.r-1.r-\.sr-umu.
The extant ferms are: Pclyhist. ap. Easel:-.: -Almelen f*sr'nr~*.e r-can <:*b-r"\r"1er*tu.ar),
5,13, 5311,-;_; *g,,,,,),,,,,,, [*5-J‘-'-. r1'fa'r-ei re <3-_ *3-.i“"1H£ Pmuji ; Ahyd. ap. Euseh.: Amelcn (derived in

[Fcetncte 13 eentinusd en page T2]
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W13 12 mu 43,2IIIll"' lrfls
WE en-me-en-gal-an-nai“
WE mu 25,5-lltli‘ i- as
‘WE 15 ddumu-si sipa“ mu 3fi,i1illIIii i-as
‘WB Eilugal
WB mu-bi 1138,0111} ib-as
WE bad-tibirati ba-sub-be-en

~——---—— [Footnote 1? continued from page '21]
as second dynasty and that of Bad-tibiratlrj as third. On the reading of b ii d -unr.1nu~
rracaaki as b a d - t i bi r aid see Ungnad in ZA XXIII (191'?;’18}2'i'£i and Langdcn in IRAS,
1923, p. 255, n. 2. References to the city may be found in RLA I 389 f. and in the literature
quoted there. The identity of Bad-tibirafl-:} and *l]crurqBt,B]\a was noted by Langdcn in
JRAS, 1223, pp. 253 and 258, n. 2. Zimmern in ZDMG n.F. III 25, n. 1, suggests that an
Drlgittfll Haurqdrpa became ]1a|.*rr.,Br.tla 3.1151 tl'JEIl, under influence Of fiifihos, Hawnfirfiha, ‘while
Lehmann-Haupt in RLA II 5 prefers a slightly different derivation: dittography of ,6 and
“der hekaunte Lsutliche Wendel you p an 1.”

The dynasty of Larsa which W-B £32 inserts before the Bad-tibiratkl dynasty consists of
‘I ]-ki-dn-run‘-nu an kin kin mu ’i'2,{i{lD
“[ allim-ima‘ mu 21,600 ‘I ]‘bi‘{?}-gar
‘[2] lugal 1arsa'“~ma

“. . . .i:i-dunnu . . . . 72,1390 years;
. . . . -a1in:una(I-.1) 21,1500 years . . . . ;
2 kings of Larsa.”

The insertion of this dynasty must be oonsidered due to local patriotism in a eopyist who
wanted to see his own city, Larsa., represented among the antedilnvian cities (thus also
Langdcn, DEC-‘T II 3, and Zimmern in ZDMG n.F. III 2?}. Sidney Smith (EHA, pp. 201'.)
stresses the many other differences between WE and W-B 52 and concludes: “The scribe
of the second list [i.e., W-B E2] did not therefore take the first list [i.e., WB] and wilfully
alter it, simply to glorify his own city; to all appearance he has recorded numbers, and prob-
ably names, based on authority which we have at present no reason to consider less than
that of the other list.“ This objection is correct in so far as W-‘B 62 cannot be just the ante-
dilnvian section of W13 gone astray (see p. 58, n. 107'} but must representaseparate branch
of the (literary!) tradition concerning the antedilnvian kings. It cannot, however, weaken
the case for considering the Larsa dynasty of W-B 62 a. secondary insertion made by a
scribe from that city.

The name of the second of these Larsa kings is usually read [ ]- u it (1') - lr u ti‘) (thus
Langdcn, DEBT II 2, and Zimmern, op. cit. p. 20); but the last sign is clearly - m a (see
Langdon’s copy, GECT II, Pl. VI}, and the first sign can he part of ali m . A restora-
tion [1 al - Ii r- a] li m - m a is therefore perhaps worth considering. From Irudlai as
earnest we lcnow Lal-ur-alimmatlrjr as an ancient ruler of Nippur (PBS IV 1, p. 42, n. 1;
Langdcn, Babylonian Wisdom {London, 1923] p. 51, 1. 2-5 and n. 3}. Eiur scribe can have
known that name and used it when he made up his spurious dynasty of Larsa.

[Footnote 13 continued from nsae T1]
same way], ap. Eiync.: ’.!aai-.1.epre {probably restoration of *a~Ha**ssr'-or-ass -.1; "'i.'.‘~J"1|.J"'tE rem
influenced by the similar name Meyahapcr]. In an Assyrian omen teat (K.-1R, bio. -=13-i
re"r.[?] la}, as first noted by Weidner [see Langdcn, DECT II 3, n. 3, and Zimmern, op.
oi!-. p. 23, n. 3}, the name occurs as arrr.-rrre-in-an-na. This latter form, which seems to rep-
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12 reigned 43,2211 years;
En~men-gal-s.nna(lr}
reigned 22,2111 years;
divine Iluuiu-si(d), a shepherd, reigned 3fi,1l11Ei years.

3 kings
reigned its 1118,-111111 years.
I drop (the topic) Bad-t-ibiraflr);

resent the pronunciation of the name in later periods, is obviously the basis for Berossus’
*’.d.u,ue1~.rc1r.

Berossus agrees with WB in placing *’aap.e'tac as the first ruler of the dynasty. W-B 22
has ]I.1umu—si(d]| as the first, En-menelu-Annals) as the second, ruler. After *'anneat.e Be-
rossue has e ruler ‘am-la-aw 1Polyhist. and Abyd. ap. Euseb.: Ammenon, ap. Sync.: ’.a_nne-
ean-J, whom Langdcn 1l.1.E'1§"l" II 2) identifies with En-men-gal-Annathj. Langdcn is lol-
lowed by Smith tetra, p. 12}; but Zimmern top. c-it. p. 23, n. 4} has rightly sccn that
En»men-gal-Annatkj must correspond to Berossus' Meyahapos, amegalares, etc. {sec be-
low, n. 211]. He therefore assumes (following Weissbacli in Schnabel, Beressos, p. 1111, and
King, Legends of Babylon and Egypt, p. 32} that the tradition used by Berossus had a ruler
En-me~nunna If = ‘apnea-a-} here. This En-me-nurma would then be idcntical with En-me En}-
nunna of the 1st dynasty of Hish and would, like Dumuesitdj, appear both as an antediln-
vian and as a postdiluvian ruler. To us this construction seems most unlilccly. We prefer
to consider '.|:'L_r.1_r.iEI~'o.*r1 with his reign of 12 sar {i.e., -13,2111} years} a mere doublet of the pre-
ceding *’an_ucaa~c with 13 sar (i.e., =1fi,2l111 years} and to assume that one of these got into the
text from a variant reading written in the margin or above the line in some early manuscript
of Babyloniaca. Note also that the 12 sar of '.|'!L_:.|;,I.r.£l="o.1r-' correspond exactly to the figure for
En-men-lu—.s.u.na[k} given in WB.

if W-B 1'12: 21,1i1111; Berossus; =11i,S1111.
1'1 W-B 112 omits this ruler. Berossus had presumably *’a,u,eeyai~.arcr {Pulyhlsh and Abyd.

ap. Euseb.: Amegalarcs Ivar. smclagaros}, ap. Sync.: hieyahaposl. As Zimmern has seen
{Z.l1MG n.F. III 23), this reflects earlier ‘aneyaaarer, which we assume to derive from a still
earlier rarwnre rs. Ira. or o u“ -1:: *a'~.r'lI. r-1 s rs -ca lvoc. This *’.d,u,neyahaaor corresponds to
En-men-gal-.t.nna{l-r} [late form: fitrmmegalan Enalj as does *'aa;.a31ar to En-men—lu-.t.nnallc}
{late form: smmeluantnaj); cf. Zimmern, loo. cit.

it Berossus: 1i-i,S1111.
=2 W-B 1:12: [dd u m u] - ai sip a . Berossus: llaawor rrorpfir or perhaps better *e.ea1p:;-r

:|'rut,1:.*.-ilrr {Polyhist. 2.1]. 51812.2 .dac.u-"ox worpfiv; Abyd. 3}). Sfy‘.Ett!.I shares irotn-fp-. Ptllylllfi-“ll-. Bud
Abyd. ap. Euseb. both give the name as Daonosi. W-B 112 places this ruler as the first
king of the dynasty, before En-men-in-Annatlrl, while Berossus, whose intrusive ‘apperta-
should be disregarded (see n. 12 above}, agrees with WB in placing him third. The variant
forms of the name in Berossus, nearer and near {<-Zneeprelrl, may represent an original
nearer (original ‘L corrupted to 1*-1, as suggested by Sayee [quoted in C-‘EST II 3, n. 2]),
for which we may compare the late Babylonian form I1u='usi and the form ;L3'{Tania}
used by the Siibeaus of Harran in the Middle Ages (I1. A. Chwolson, Ill:-er Tarn:-nae and die
Menschenaerehrunp hei den alien Bahyloniern [St. Petersburg, 121111] p. 32; SHUT II 3, n. 2;
cf. Burrows in Elrierrtalia No. Tr‘ [1i122} p. 55 and n. 1}. Zimmern in Z1111!G n.F- III 23 rightly
assumes the existence of Babylonian forms *Damai and *I1amusi as variants of Ifhunusi.

ii Berossua agrees with WB on 2ti,11l11I1; W-B E2 gives 22,3011.

i
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19 nam-lugal-bi la-ra-a-kkli-ll} ba-
trim

21] la-ra-ahki“ entl)-sipa-si-an-nail
m u 22,2111“ 1- at

llugal
mu-bi 22,5112 ib-at
la-ra-ah“ ba-sub-be-en

25 nam-lugal-bi aimbirriir-he
ba-trim

simbirliiil cn-rr1e—en-diir-s.n-nail
lugal-amt“ mu21,I11111i“ I-Hg

Ilugal
mu-bi 21,i11111 ib-at

WB 3'11 aimbirtl be-sub-be-en
WB nam.-lugal-bi snruppak*‘l<-ie1l1ba-

trim
WB suruppal~:‘==‘ ubur-til-tail

it Thus also W-B 112. PBS IF, bio. 1, omits the determinative It i . Epic fragment
K 111.124 writes I11-7 - r it - a Jr - all , which corresponds closely to Berossus’ *.’1apa~y;,;a {Poly-
hist. ap. Sync.: is-r aapayyer, ap. Euseb.: Lanchara [vars Ilanchara, 'Uhanchara]_1.

PBS Ii, bio. 1, W-B 112 (if we ignore the spurious Larsa dynasty}, and Berossus agree
on Larah as the third antedilnvian city. Note, however, that in Berossus *Eoeaa,ea-,»y;or,
who corresponds to En-men-dur-e.nna{l:) of Sippar, has been counted as the last hing of
Bad-tibiratlcl, so that Berossus may originally have had Sippar as the third and Laralc as
the fourth eity. This is strongly supported by the fact that K 111124 actually shows Sippar
preceding Larak.

it Thus according to collation. W-B b2: Ie] n - sip a- s i - an - n a ; K 11E-24: e [n -
sip a - s i - a n - n a] ; Berossus: ’l1,uc,w,l'rror {Polyhist. ap. Euseb.: Amempsinos, ap.
Sync.: '.a_ueny5'1ror1. The It11‘.'|:I1 ’.1l.u.cnr,iavur ptfibsbly represents it lithe f111'I1'1 £11 E I1 —
sip a {d} - s i id] - A n n a {ls} , *arn-sip-si-an-no. Eimmern in ZIIMG n.F. III 24 suggests
that the initial ‘an represents an e m e -sar. form of e n , a m , also found in *'.¢1,u.,uehr.cr=
ani—nie-la-an-na = en - m e - l ii - a n - n a etc. The following e can be a misreading of
C‘, and I"! may stand for carelessly written H‘ 1' 1‘*i"1 above which the scribe had added
“1-' to make it clearer [ H’) but which was copied as 11*!’ {the explanatory 1" being con-
sidered correetion of an omission]. This would give a development Ensipsitalntnaj =
*a.r-u';|v|rvor: :=- *o.r-retainers: :=- b.1“'.'€.l'-1‘-l"tol€1C,

1* W-B E-2, Berossus, and probably K 111124: 3ti,'l11111.
=1’ Epic fragment K 111324 has Sippar before Laralr; and Berossus, who now docs not list

Sippar, may also originally have had that order (cf. n. 24}.
=5 W-B ~52: e n - m e - d u r - a n - n a ; Berossus: *E-Iivcdrapaq-pies {Polyhist. ap. Euseb.:

Evedorancbos [var. E{v}edo{r}anc.hos], ap. Sync.: Eoraanayar; Abyd. ap. Euseb.: E-{ vs}-
doreschos, ap. Sync.: Eteioaeayor. The form given by Abyd. may be explained through
ar :1. me 1- 1:“. The name oi this hing is found also in the hard ritual K 24211 tflimmern,
Beitrripe sar Kenntnis der hahplcnischen Religion. Dis Bsschwomnyslcqfsln Surpu, Ritual-

|
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19 its kingship to Larak was carried.

211 (In) Larak En-sipa{d)-si{d)-A.una{k)
reigned its 22,2211 years.

1 lriug
reigned its 22,2111} years.
I drop {the topic} Larah;

25 its lringship to Sippar
was carried.

{In} Sippar En-men-dur-.trnna{k)
became king and reigned 21,1111"-1 years.

1 king
reigned its 21,111111 years.

31] I drop {the topic) Sippar;
its kingship to Shuruppal-r was carried.

{In} Shuruppak Ubar-Tutu {lr:)

1-afelnfrir den We-hrsaper, Besclucorsr and Sanger [“Assyriologische Bibliothelc" XII {Leipsig,
121111] No. 24 obv. 1}, where it appears as en-me - d u r- a n -it i. This form is ob-
viously behind the variants in Berossus, which, as Zimmern has pointed out {Z11114’11 n.F.
III 241, reflect an original *E-lredropayggor. 11f the two forms e n - m e - d u r - a n - n a
and e n- m c - d n r- a n -lr i , the first seems original; for the sign Ht’ {sa} could
easily be misread 4- {st} if slightly damaged, and we must rechon with influence from
the name of the siggurat in blippur, lI1ur-an-lri{l-.:}. Note the similar wavering in the name
of the siggurat in Larsa: 1‘:-d ur-an-naf e-dur-an -lri {Ebeling in l1lLrlII2T5].

it 1'1n the sudden occurrence of 1 u g a l - a m here and in the following dynasty see p. 52.
1" W-B 52: T2,111111; Berossus: fi4,2115.
ii Written so-sun-an“; W-B 52: so-nun-rant‘; K 111124: Lass -1-xrra-nu“. Berossus has

no dynasty of Shurnppak but assigns the rulers of this city to Laralr {see nn. 22 and 24 be-
low). 1I1f these writings only the first, so-use-anti, is correct. Larr+sua-nu“ is in reality
a phonetic writing of the name of a different city, Lamlrurru, older Numlrurru {see n. 115
below]. Its use to designate Shuruppalr {su-sue-null] must be due to confusion of the
similar signs so and nent {sec Albright and Kramer, quoted below}. Similarly the writing
so-sun-1.aad'=i is probably due to confusion of an and nan, which also resemble each other.
1I1n the problems presented by these writings see Poebel, PBS IV 1, p. 45, n. 1; Albright in
JAUS XLV {I225} 2115 f.; Zimmern in Z11 n.F. 1" (122111 252, n. 5; Kramer in JA1112 LII
{I922} 11'?’-12.

=1 W-B 52: ub u r -tu -tu; K 11524: ub ur-tiu-t u]; Berossus: ‘lb-repose,
‘anions {so Polyhist. ap. Sync.; ap. Euseb.: fitiartes]. The Ninevite version of the Gil-
garnes epic {Tablet X1 22) has nhar-ta-in. The form transmitted from Berossus by Polybis-
tor, I-l'1Tlrl'-'1'1P1‘1-l',|:, probably represents an older *cdrri."|-r;-1:: {according to Zimmern in ZDMG
n.F. III 24, n. 2; first suggested by Uppert} or even, utilising the variant ‘asserts,
*r.una.]= 1=-11.1“:-rs, which may perhaps have derived from original *u.Lnayo~ai-rele: through
a damaged text *dLfio.yrs:ns.T'stt1I'. The form with a, Ubar-Tututlri, attested by the Gil-
games epic and by Berossus, seems to be the more original, as Ubur-Tututlii is natmally
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WB 33 lugal-am mu 12,51111ii 1-as
FEB llugalff
11113 35 mu-bi 12,5-1111 lb-as
"WB burnt“-rne—eii
WE Elugal
WE m u {-bi} 241,251] ib - as
WE a-ma-ru ba-urnaiirxii
WB 40 egir a-ma-ru ba-hr-ra-ta
"WE nam-lugal an-ta en»de-a-ba
"WB kisikiii nam-lugal-la“
W13 kisil“ g5.(‘i')-[. .1-fir“
WB lugal-am
WB 45 mu 1,2111} 1-a,=,
WB L2 Sue gul-la inidaba an-na-Fdal sikilifl
WB Ly Sui mu 955“ 1-a,-,

explained as a development from Ubar-'I‘utu{k) by assimilation of a to the preceding 5
and following tr-’s. Berossus lists 'l]‘i"tEl-,11T'1]'$‘ as king of La.-rak {see n. 31). W-B 52 does not list
him as king but mentions him only as father of an otherwise unknown so-nun-nan who there
appears as father of Zi-u-and-ra. as Landsberger {see Zirnmern in ZDMG n.F. III 21, n. 1}
has convincingly suggested, so-sue-near should be read simply Shuruppak, and this ruler
owes his existence to an old misinterpretation of the phrase a i -» u - s u d - r a d u rn u
su-sun-Lair {i.e., s u r u p p a kl , “Zi-u-and-ra, the man from Shnruppak," in which the
city name was taken to be a personal name: “Zi-u-sud-ra, the son of Shuruppak.“ The
sign - g i I - gc which follows the name 2'11‘-EUR-Iuilrl in W-B 52:11] {i.e., 5 u r u p p a l-r -
k 1) is explained by Zimmern, op. eil. p. 211, n. 1, as “Vokalverlangerung.“ Could it pos-
sibly represent a thoughtless rendering of dietatedt ll - k er ? Langdon’s reading A r a d -
g i n and his combination of this with ‘spasm (OECT II 3) do not carry conviction.

ii Berossus: 22,2115; the same figure is assigned to so-nun-L.-no in W-B 52.
1* "The omission of Zi-u-sud-ra is curious. It would be understandable, however, if the

source used by WB was an excerpt from a larger legendary composition {ef. p. 54, n. 112)
in which the antedilnvian kings down to Ubar-'.l‘utu{k1 were treated together in one seo-
tion of the narrative, that dealing with the founding of antedilnvian eities, while E1-u-sud-ra,
as hero of the Flood story, was dealt with separately in a following section on the Flood.
Such separation could have caused the excerptor to overlook him.

‘W-B 52 lists si-m-sud- rd as son of the preceding so’-sue-Lats {see n. 22] and
gives him a reign of 25,5511 years. Epic fragment K 11524 correctly has him {as c i - 11: -
sud-ra] after Uban-Tutufkj, as son of that ruler. Berossus lists him after *11r|.e,c1-or
{Ubar-Tutufkll as king of Larak {see n. 31} and gives him a reign of 35,1155 years. The
name is written Xisuthros {Polyhist. and Abyd. ap. Euaeh.}, Eurecdpoa {Folyhist. ap.
Sync}, Eraocdpcr {.t.byd. ap. Sync.}, and 2-an-ailpas (at;-a. ap. Euseb. Praep. es.) or Eandper
{Sync} {see Schnabel, Berossus, p. 255, n. 21), which Zimmern {Z1151G n.F. III 24} rightly
derives from an original -Zraacdaccwfiisudra, which may be compared with the writing
si-sud-re in KAR, No. 434 obv. I.’ '1'] '1' {ef. Zimmern, op. oil. pp. 21, n. 2, and 24, n. 5} and with
ai-Lu-sud-ra in 1111524. Should K2554 rev. iv 2 also be read ai-sud-ra {1}
instead of c i - e u d - d a as given in UT XFIII {12114} Pl. 211? The reading of the name,
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33 became king and reigned 12,5111] years.
1 1-ting

35 reigned its 12,5112 years.
5 cit-ies were they;

2 kings
reigned their 241,255 years.
The Flood sweptii thereover.

411 After the Flood had swept thcreover,
when the kingship was lowered from heaven
the lringship was in Kisb.
In set 51. .ur{‘i'}
became king

45 and reigned 1,2511 years;
Destroyed! To the heavenly Nidaba is it clear!
reigned 2511 years;

which appears in a variety of writings in Sumerian and Alrllzadian texts, has been widely dis-
cussed {see e.g. Poebel, PBS I11’ 1, pp. 42-511}. We have adopted Zi-u-sud-ra as the form
which we consider most likely to be correct.

it Dittography from b a — 11 r - r a - t a in the next line.
ii The verb ii r =5ahdlu. and sapanu, “ilber etwas binwegfahren oder ”-streichen, woau

das gleiehaeitige Beseitigen aller Ilnebenheiten der Uberfiache als konstitutiv fur die Be-
deutung von sapsnu hincukommt" {Landsberger in Z.4 n.F. III [1221] 215, n. 4}. On
1'1 r in connection with a - m a - r u see Langdcn, BEST II 2, n. 4.

1"’ The sign with which the name of the city Kish is always written represents the head
of an ungulate quad:-oped. Since the Sumerian word for “to run,” “to gallop," k as,
would furnish a good etymology for a word la i 5 or k at denoting a swift-running booted
animal, we may assume that the sign originally represents an animal of that name. Its
use to express the similar-sounding city name is thus purely phonetic.

it Here ends the secondary section on the antedilnvian period which was added to the
Hing List. See pp. 55-52 and esp. p. 54, n. 112.

"We have, with some hesitancy, accepted Langdon’s reading ga . In the photo-
graph the sign shows as 2*’-T119112. There is a break in the tablet before and after this
sign. Langdcn {BEST II 2, n. 5} may be right in assuming that nothing is missing in
the breal: before e.i{‘i'}; in the break after o.i{'i'} the photograph seems to show faint rem-
nants of wedges. Langdon’s combination of the name with Polyhistor’s Evek‘sios, Etagccrcr
{see n. 115 below} is untenable {see Zimmern in Z1111!’G n.F. III 211, n. 2}. The latter name
corresponds to En-me{r}-kar.

"1 Clearly not a personal name but a copyist’s note that the passage was damaged
{gull-a) in his original. He piously adds: “To heavenly Nidaba {lit., ‘with [-da]
Nidaba of heaven [an n- a {Ir} -]’} is it clear“; i.e., the goddess of writing herself would
undoubtedly be able to make it out. Remnants of the original name seem to be preserved
in L2, which has "t cl-[ ] here.

1“ Li: fin, which should undoubtedly be matured 1'11‘, i.e., 1,2211; see Poebel in Cl-LZ
EVII {I224} 253.

_._-_.__I_.,_.i.__,.m.._

F
E
I‘



T3

P5

PE

WE P5
WE Pt
WB Pg
W13 P2
WB Pa
‘WE Pa
WE Pg

L2
L2
Ia
L2
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P3
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S119

S111

S112

S112

S113

P5 S111
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P5 S111
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THE Soraanraiv K1:-so LIsT

Col. ii

1 [pa-is-ki-na-ti-in-vii
[mu 900“
[na-an-gié-ii-is-ma“
[Inn .. i

5 ha-h[i(?)-naii ma .. i
an-an-T?‘ - [u ni]ii Tm u‘ [spev 1- at
ks.-li-hu~un1i*
rnu 950“ i-as
qaifl-lu-1nu{i)i1 rna 84051’ i-a-E.
zfiea_q:i_qi4sa_ipes

mu 9005“ i-at

1-H"

IllP597*Di |'_‘I'IfillK‘.-‘I|i-4|?-.llil'Iil%-I‘

Iii

W13 PE P; Pi. {Sal} s - t a bi? ni a 60055 i - as

ii Thus I-2; we read the last signs, rams, as m (-Fti-irn‘]. Sui has [pti-1a-
ki]-na-i-dimr {ef. its similarly awkward peliing en-aneabiira-ga-e-si for
En-mein}-harage-si in ii 2}. Pt: W , i.e., lp fr‘ -Hal-1; i -[n a-ti-ire]. The
name means “reign of righteousness” [with gen. pi. of ieiitamj.

" Thus L1. This reading of FW is preferable; see Poebel in OLZ X.‘-C‘-III 253.
“Thus L2. S1122 [ ] F '1-=f,i.e.,Ina-an-gis]-li-Tia‘41?)-ma; P5:
,i.e., in a - a n - g i s-Iii - [i s -m a] . The meaning of the name is probably

“Ivlay he (a deity?) listen eheerluiiy.” Na-ngis seems to he the -eh “adverb” of *nsng~i1,
“to he eheered up,“ IV1 infinitive of nigfl, “to be joyous“ (AH, p. are a}. The old form
iiimafi) [ef. Ungnad in MVAG XX 2 {1€l1[i] p. 3'?) instead oi later Ii.-has is noteworthy.

"5 The reading and meaning of this name are uneertain. WE has ass: 1, i.e., ha-
];Ei(?}-na}; S1122 [ha-hi]-na; P5: :-s:a:ae=1=,i.@., ha-[mi 1:?) -in al-e. After the
name SL1: gives [ ] -a m , whieh prohahly represents E1 a g a1] -a rn . It is unlikely that
this line is original, for there is not room for it in W13, and it is laelring in Pa also.

ii The reading and meaning of the name are uneertain. W13 has aeeording to Langdorfs
eopy a— -we aaaaaaaamavaa {in photograph e4-am-avaaaveeravv ean be seen], i.e., an"-are
F1~rn‘{?}-iotsl{i'}. Pt gives i==m‘ii"i, i.e., no-an-?-oar. Sines all the following narnes are sni-
mai names, we should perhaps errpeet an animal name here.

ii Preserved only in WE: av? {in photograph ‘iii? ean he seen}, whieh probably represents
Hi {S-til).

ii I.e., “dog” (icaiimra). Note the old form with i, for whieh Byriae »..'.:£.‘.a: and the prop-
er name lb; may be eompareci. '

ii‘ Pg: iii;-F, i.e., Fv [QED]. ‘WB’s figure mast be eensidered eloser to the original; see
pp. 19-21.

"Thus also Pt. P1: qa-;Sul: qa-.
51 Pi and Pt add - u m ; Pg, adds - n m - e . Langde-n’s transliteration and translation

of “TB {UEUT II 10} give ka(= qal »lu-ma-mu; his eopy gives qa-lu-mu.
A eollation shows the latter form to be eerreet. The name means “laml:r“ (AH, p- 333;
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Col. ii
1- Paid-kinat-im

reigned 9130 years;
Nangish-lishnui.
reigned . . years;

5 Bahinafii’) reigned . . years;
Bu-an-?-um reigned 840 years;
Kalibum
reigned 960 years;
Qalfimufiml reigned 8-=iO years;

IO Zuqaqip ;
reigned 9[l[l years;
Atah reigned 500 years;

Poebel; PBS IV 1, p. 111. Poebel’s argument for reading this word gamma is supported
by the writing with :1 a - in Sui. fin this name oi. also Giiterboek in ii:-1 n.F. VI11 [I934] 5}.

ii Pi: ‘BUD. In Sui % rnust also represent Elilil {FT}. P-fs fit is ambiguous. Eiineo W13
seems to be the most reliable souree for this seetien as a whole [see pp. 15-23}, it is likely
that it preserves the better teat.

ii P: and Psi 311-; 511: and P: with is are ambiguous.
ii Thus also Pa. Pa, and 5111- Pr has -q i - .
ii P1 adds -e - The name means “seorpion" {see Poebel, PBS H" 1, p. 111; Gilber-

boel-: in EA n.F. VIII 5). The reading Zuqaqip is proved eerreet by the fast that it fur-
nishes a parallel to the other animal names in the seetien. There is nothing to support
Langdon’ view {UEUT II 11), n. Tl that we should read dug;-ga-gir-ib .

The place of Zuqaqip and his predeeessor £,".gslnmu{m} is different in WE from what it
is in the other lists, where these rulers appear farther down. As shown above (PP. 19-23),
the order of WE is here original.

“Thus also P2: rare, whieh ean only be WE iii-Elli}. Pa has-—seeording to I-‘oehel’s
eopy—=i’s'-FF, but the photograph in PBS V, Pl. XCI, seems to have ??I~5¥, i.e., lll“F" [9{l{l]|.
S111 has ml, i.e., 1"‘ (E00), whieh has evidently developed from r‘iF {Q00} through 1"‘E'iFI| in a
damaged teat (see p. 1?).

5‘ P2 has as ea, Pa s- m, both oi whieh should obviously be restored rs- bal . This
agrees with Pi, whieh has [ 1-b a . Sui omits the name. On the original form of the
passage see pp. 21-22. In passing through a damaged text the words m a s - d s d um u
were lost, so that a-t ab-ba eame to figure as name of the sueeessor of a-1-. ab ,
a stage in the development of the teat now represented by WE. In the other braneh
of the tradition, the B braneh, the s -t a b passage was then damaged enee more, as wit-
nessed by the entire omission of the line s - t a b m 11 Eilll] i- at in Sm, the blank line left
for m n bill} i -at in Pg; and the form e - b a 1' I} in Pg, Pg and Pa, whieh is clearly an in-
eerreet restoration based on a damaged a-{ta bl and made under influence of the fol-
lowing a-ta]:-ba.

is P2 leaves a blank spaee for the figure and i- as. Eu; omits the line entirely.
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WE Pt

WE Pa
WB Pg
WB Pt
WB Pg
W13 P;
WE P2

WE I1
W13 Pt
W13 Pt
‘ilT.B Pt

Pa

Pt
Pt
P3
Pa
Pa

Pr
P

P

Pt

Pr

Pr
Pa

Ell],
Sn,
Sn,
Sn,

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111
S111

Sui

K 20
K

K

Tan Smanar.-in’ Knee Liar

13 (mas-da dumu)“ a-tab-ba"'“'mu
84061 l-3.5

£i.Il'.‘-"ili"l-ll--'l11I1““1Il1.IIl’_‘111 mas“-da-kei
15 mu T20“ ivfi-5

e-ta“-na“ sipa id an-as
l)El,E3*-B11-filéfig

lfi kur-kuri“ mu-un-gi"-naii
“lugal-am“ mu 1,5tiU“' (var. 1,500?)

l-3.5

ba-li-ilg.“
dumu E-lid”-DH,-lifiq
In U; 400" (var. 410) i - as
en-meii‘-"-nun-nail‘ mu 56031 i-as

5“ fin this emendation see pp. 21 f.
“'1 Not a new name but merely the genitive of the preceding 5. - t a h , as shown in de-

tail on pp. 21 f.
ii Thus also Pt: I‘-at, whieh ean be restored as as 1'8-til). Sufs WT [720] is olearly

seeondary and derived from Fir {S-iii) through I‘-F in a damaged text. Pa leaves a blank
line here.

"Pr: ar-wi-1i;Pt: ar-wi;Su1; 81’-Wl-L1.Hl;PsI ar-ha-urn. all of these
iorms would seem to derive from that given by WE, ar-w i -1i -um, through dam-
aged texts; of. p. 1?.

ii P; adds -an-.
“ The addition of -s1v- in Pa ehanges the meaning to “a plebeian“ (see p. 17, n. 35}.

That this variant is seeondary is olearly shown by the elose relationship in meaning be-
tween m as-da = eabttuse, “gazelle,” and arua'='u1n, “male gazefle.” The form of the
entry also esoludes a rendering “plebeian.” A detailed diseussion of the passage is given
above (pp. 1'? f.).

if Thus also P2. In Pt '-his should be restored FIT CF20].
“'Tl1l:IE H-130' P2, Pi, B-Hill P5. S111 l1B.S -bi-.

5"’ This ruler appears as the ehief eharaeter of the Etana epie {Langdon, “The legend of
Etana and the eagle,” Bshyioniees XII [1EI31I 1-56). He is also mentioned in the frag-
ment K 14558 {UT XIV [191-ii Pl. 18} and in the Gilgames epie (R. G. Thompson,
The Epic of Gilyemrlsh Eihdord, 1930] Pl. 30:49), where he appears as resident in Hades.
An omen eonoerning him is KAR, No. 43¢ obv.(?) El. The te:-rt Ki 1i'l-[hi-*IlII—-Q, S’? -[-K 5119
(D. R. Gurney, “A bilingual text eonoerning Etana,” JRAS, I935, pp. 459-66}, whioh
deals with the seven eplzalltfs, refers to him in ll. 3-4: [e-ta-na s i p a] lfi an-se
b a-an- e I Is-to-as -res.-.1 is e-as Esme“ i-ln[-ts], “Etana, a shepherd, the one who aseend-
ed to heaven.“ Most of the references to Etana have been eolleeted by Giiterboek: in Zd
n.F. VIII 22.

A Sumerian etymology of the name Etana, “aseender is d} of heaven (an n- aj,“
was proposed by Poebel, PBS IV 1, p. 112. It has the support of the writing as - t a - n a
in Lute, Selected Sumerian and Bot-yioarian Texts (PBS I 2 £19191} No. 112 ii ET: ai ‘is -
ta-na an-e kur . . -gs hs{-p s), “The life of Etana, (the one) aseending heav-
en, the . . . . of the foreign lands, be invoked.“ (Cf. Gurney, op. eit. p. -452, n. 1. Gurney’s
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Cnrrrean Enrrrorv or THE Tsar, Got. ii 13-23 31

13 (Matilda, EDD) of Atab,“ reigned 840 years;

.s.rvvii*um, son of it-Iashda,“
lii reigned T20 years;

Etana, a shepherd, the one who to heaven
aseended,
the one who oonsolidated all" lands,
beeame king and reigned 1,560 (var. 1,500?) years;

20 Balih,
son of Etana,
reigned 40%] (var. 410} years;
En-me(n)-nurma. reigned tltiil years;

B1‘-Cplitnfltlfifi of the name as an imperative of e is not probable.) We do not yet, however,
consider this etymology suiiieiently well established to adopt a form Ed-analkj, but keep
provisionally the rendering Etana.

ii Thus also P3, Sol, and perhaps P,-,, where the sign is damaged. Pt has '1 (‘E’) -i h[?}l » .
i“P;,» and P3: -da.
1'“ Pa and Sui add -r a . it Thus also P; and Sui. P3: - n i .
'1 Thus also Pa. Sui: - g tr - . *1‘ Cf. GSG § 1-E.
iirii P: and Sm omit. Binee the phrase can easily have been omitted by aeeident (being

overlooked by a eopyist or disappearing in a lacuna}, whereas it is diiiieult to imagine why
a eopyist should have inserted it if he did not find it in his original, we must assume that
WE preserves the eerreet teat.

" Thus aeeording to the photograph; Langdon reads 1,5I]{l. Sui: %,,.:;y = JINr‘J‘l'F (1,500);
Pi: e4 -dis (635), a figure whieh is no doubt derived from an original 1,5{ii] {WW} through
a damaged teat, difioult to read.

It Pt and Sn; also write b a - 1 i- i lg . Pt has w a - l i - i I; , whieh perhaps represents
a mishearing in dietation. K has an-n.r..-um, i.e., Balihu; see E. A. Epeiser, llfesogpoienrierr
Uripins (Philadelphia, 123D} p. 151. The name eeeurs also [as ho.-li-Zrevrr} on a eylinder
seal seen by Beheil in Aleppo and published by him in MDP VI ililild) 53, No. 11, and
in RA XIII (1215) 11, Iii 3.

ii Thus also Pt and Pt; Sui: -{t]a- . For the name as a whole E has nr-ram, whieh
refers back to its previous mention.

'3 Psi 410. Eiufs apes also would seem to represent -ill] {gs}. It is uueertain whioh
braneh of the tradition preserves the better text.

T“ Thus also Pt, P5, and Sui; K: -men-.
5° Thus also Pt, Sm, and K; P: adds -1-: E-r . The name En-mein]-nunna forms part

of the name of a speeial type of wasp: d urn u - e n - rn e - n u n - n a , “son of En-mein}-
nunna." Bee Poebel, PBS IV I, pp. 113 f.; Landsberger, Die Fauna das alien rl»feaopo£e-
mien, p. 41, No. 32o,‘ ef. fhid. p. I32.

*1 Thus also Sui; Pt: E11. as the figure GED is represented in both the A braneh {W13}
and the B braneh {Bur} of the tradition, it must be original. The figure of Pt, E-11, has ob-
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WB Pt

W13 P2
WB Pt

WE Pt
liifilil P2

WE Pa
W13 Pt
WB

Pr

Pa
Pt

Pa
Pr

Pt
Pr
Pt

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111

K 24

Tan Suiasnran Kine Lrsr

moi“-lam-kisiki dumu on-me-
nun-na-kerii

K H111. I-*-11.5

bar-sal-nun-na “dumu on-me-
nun-na“

mu 1,200 i-at,
iisurnlig sh-magi?‘ dumu bar-

sal-nun-na“
mu 1-eil] i-at

311 ti-is—kaI'3i i“Cll11'nl.1 sumdg sh.-rnugii
m u 3115(1)“ i- at

WE P5
"WB P5
WB P5 S113

WB P5 but 35
WE P5, Sue
ii

viously developed from an original ?‘* {see} through a text in which the stylus of the
soribe slipped so that it left a double imprint of t-he < -wedge: rs.

*1 Thus also Pr, Pr, and Sui; K: m E5 - .
’~‘-3 Thus also P2; Pa omits -k B4 . K writes ar-nun, referring back to En-mein)-nunna

in the preeeding line.

“iii-kit-Iii“ mu ‘.-Zlllil i-at
il-ta-sa-du-um
mu 1,2111)“ i-as
en-me-en“-bars-geii-si{l)‘“=
95113 rna-da elamlii-ma

i"'i‘“Pr l11‘Il‘1l.1I-B;Pe adds -l{E':-;- Sines dumu en-me-nun—na(-lee-ll appears
in both branehes of the tradition {A braneh: WE; B braneh: Pt), it must be original, and
the omission in Pt is therefore seeondary.

ii-B“ The name has been variously read: m e s - a a - m u g {Poebel, PBS 11? 1, pp. vs
and 22; Zimmern in Z'.il1'i'a"i? n.F. III 30; Legrain, PBS XIII 11], t n p - a a- a 13 (Lang-
don, GECFT II Iii], Ilubaahii} E‘-Neidner in lvlsissner, Behyion-ion and dssyrieri II [Hei-
delberg, 192.5] en), me s-as-ah (Barton, RISA, p. 3-15], ete. The last sign of the
name is without any doubt m ug , as read by I-‘oebel, Eimmern, and Legrain. A eom-
parison of our sign as it is written in WB and Pt with the way a lg I i 1] is written in t-hese
texts [a few lines higher up in the name Balih) establishes this beyond question. More
diffioult is the first sign; WE has a elear nor (REG, No. 335], while Pt has as’, whieh
may be ma (REC, No. F9} or a simplified form of nor. Sines the seribes of the period from
whieh our texts date did not distinguish olearly among the signs Ura (REG, No. T2}, runs
(REC, No. 3153}, and nor (REC, No. 355] {see db, No. 138.1; and note that WE uses
REC, No. 385, i.e., nor, in sueh names as Gilgames, Mes-Anne-pads, and Mes-kieg-uun-
na{i:), where a reading me s is unquestionable}, no safe eonelusions as to the reading
ean be drawn from the form of the sign alone. A reliable clue to the reading is given, how-
ever, by the last two signs of the name: s a - m u g or s a - m u g oorresponds so elose-
ly to the value s u m fi g ,5 s a m :5. g of REC’, No. 385 (nor), that there ean be no doubt
that the eombination represents an old gloss which has got down into the test [for simi-
lar eases see nu. 152 and 221 below}. We houldtherefore read s u m ii g and restore the
older form of the line as s um ii g"*'m“l. In the translation we have rendered this name
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Oerrree-.r. Enrrree ev THE Teer, Gen. if zest 83

24 I\'Ifiifl.H1-KiEi’li[:iE), een ef En-rne{n)-nnnne,

25 reigned 900 veere;
Ber-eei-nnnne, een nf En-rne (11)-nnnne,

reigned 1,200 jveere;
Seningfii een nf Ber-eel-innnne,

reigned 140 yeere;
30 Tielrer, een ef Sefnng,

reigned 305 jveere;
I11-tn” reigned QUE! yeere;
Ilte-eeduni
reigned 1,200 free-re;

35 En-n1e(n)-berege-ei,
the ene whe eerried etvey ee epeil

- 

Sernng, einee Snnnig ie nhvieu..~=iiv e ieter prennneietinn, derived frem Searing h;v eeeiIniIe-
tien ef e tn the feiievring in end “ti-.

55 P1 enti P5 etitl »-1: ei .
ii? Akkndien. Prnhehly ebhrevietinn nf e lenger, t-henphnrene neme eneh ee Tinker-

dSr.E.?it-!1§, “He ntindful nf Sherneeh." Cf. the nemee with thie element lieteti in Ghiere, PBS
XI 1, p. 51], Nee. 2U—2i.

B3-it Pt edde -izei . Pi: ti n in u her-eel-nun -ne.-kei. _. whieh ie eieeriy dit-
tegrephjv frnrn euirifig ee-mue rlnrnn her—ee1-nun—ne-Itei iuet eheve.
Thet cl u I11 u e n m 11 g ee-elee {- It ei} fe the eeriier ferin ef the teet ie ehewn elee
by the feet thet it eppeere in beth hrenehee ef the traditien qe hreneh: W13; B hreneh: P5].

-ii‘ Thue eeeertiing tn the phetegreph; Lengtinn reetie Bfifi.
ii‘-ii‘ PE hee [i] 1- 1-: u e n re - e . Whit-i1 ie eerreet?
5'1 Thne elee Sue: ere, whieh een enly represent en eriginel en (1,265).
ff Pi, end Sn: nrnit.
9“ Thne elee P5; E111: - ge-e -. Uh the fetter fnrm ef. PBS X 2, 1*~Te.:3 rev. Q: e 11-

III e - Fh e r e - g e E?) - e‘ — e i , end nete the eirni1e1~i5r ertitieiel epeiifng [k i] - n e -1+ rli III?
fer It f n etim in Sui fn. 42 ehnve).

“-si ie eleer in WE end in the pereilel t-e:-rte. Lengrinn’e reeriing - g n r- {DECT
I1 11} ie errnneeue {ef. Zimrhern in ZIIIMG n.F. III Efi, n. 1E; Eieheii in HA XXXI [1934]
IE-1). En-rnefnj-herege—ei ie mentiened ee fether ef eke in the teie ef Giigernee’ vver en
Kfeh {PBS X 2, Ne. 5 rev. ‘ii; ef. p. 145, n. Elli).

"B-“B Sui ernite. P3 with [ 1 flit n 1-: [ul] - hi f [h] - ft ei - e [n - g ti 1-I end P5 with
1e tee-tie e1e[ih1"=ii-[rh]e 1iiFtnkui'-'bi‘ fihi-ite‘-en—fgI'1r‘ eeree with
WE eeeept thet P5 hee ih - ineteed ef ih - . The emieeien nf thie nete in Sue rnuet he
eeeenderv, fer it ie etteetecl hnth in the A hreneh (‘W51 end in the B hreneh {Pi end Pt} ef
the treriitfen end ie eeeertiinglgr en eriginel feetnre. Prebehly S112 tlerivee threngh e text
demegeti et thie pleee.
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WE Pe
WB
WB

WE
WB
W13
WB

Pt
Pe
Pe
Pa

P.-=1
P3
P3
P3

S113

Silg

Sllg

Sllg

S119

S112

S112

Sue

Ten Snnneren KING Lrer

3'?

40

Kiitukui-hi ib-te-en-gdrii
“lugel-emii nrn 911093 i-e5
e5-keg“
dumu en-rne—e111°“-bere-ge1'i1-

Si (g)iue__k,__,,1ue
Inu 625 i-eel“

23Iuge1
mu-bi 1°i‘2='i,Ei1[i itn 3
In 3 n4 glfifi ib-e5

WB P3 Sue 45
“TB Pg S113

TETB Pg E-1.13

WE Pt

kieiki Eietuknl be-en‘-mi-eig
Iiem-lugel-bi liié-en-ne-eel"

be-tfini
é-en~ne-he

C01. iii

WB P2 [inee-hi]-egiif-ge-[ee-er] .
WB P2 [dumu] dutu en [n1]
W13 Pg [1uge1]- eln inn 32[~'i]“‘7' -ee

"This eeeree the heet treneietien; gfir -= tiene, “te tehe etvev ee epeil“ i§L, Ne.
352.26). Lengden’e treneletien {BEST II 11), “with hie tveepen euhdued” ffelletved hfv
Einrenern in ZDMG n.F. I11 3!], n. 16; hy Eerten, RISA, n. 34.2; end—-vrith elight ehenge-
hy Gtiterheeh in ZA n.F. VIII 3: “deeeen Weffe dee eiemieehe Lend nnterwerf”), deee net
tehe inte eeeeunt the feet thet -hi een refer enly te e neuter er te e eelleetive;
Eiituirnl-hi nlnet therefere he the weepene ef Elem end eennet he the vveepen ef
En-mein}-herege-ef.

""9? Thue eppereutlgr eiee P5- Sue end~—ee ie prehehie frem the epeeing-—Pe ernit. Hinee
lugel-itn: fe etteeteci in beth hrenehee ef the traditien (A. hreneh: WE; B hreneh:
Pt}, it reuet he eriginel end the emieeien in Sui end P; eeeenderjr.

“Thee elee Eu-;, Pi, end Pi. The letter hee ene, whieh sheuld prehehly he reetered
eere {een}.

9“ Thue elee Sui; P3 ernite -11 e . Since -11 it is feund in heth hrenchee ef the traditien
[A hreneh: WE; B hrench: Sui}, it meet he eriginel end the emfeeien in P3 eeenderv.
eke {written fit - it ft) ie mentiened in the etery of Gilgetnee’ vrer on Kieh {see p. 145, n. 20]
end in Chreniele Weidner [Giiterheek in ZA n.F. VIII 48, 1. 31', where it ie epeiled met -
it e} . The name ie frequent in the Fern. texts (Dehnel, Die Irteehnftert een Fem III [W VDOG
XL? (Leipzig, 1924)} 213*), where it ie epelled e k , i.e., eh (e) .

"*1 Pi end Sui emit. 1'“-ei - ie eertein; eee n. Q4. eheve.
"'1 Sui: - g e - e - ; eee n. 93 eheve. 1"“ Ste. efnite.
1*" P3 edde here e eumrnerv ef the neigne ef En-irnefinj-herege~ei end hie een:

'1,5i2iii?) n1[u d u re u - d n re u] 1,525(?) veere the femiiv
e n - I11 e - h [e r e - g e - e i] ef En-ntlefin)-herege-ef.

Sinee ether teete heth in the A hreneh (WE) end in the B hreneh [Sui] de net ehew thie
tetel, vve Inuet eeneider it e eeeenderv feature peeulier te Pe. Cf. the einailer eeee heletv

|'

1-ta?"
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Cnrereiir. Enrrren en THE Tner, Gene. if 3*i’—iii 3 Be

3? the weepene ef the lend ef EiEtII1,i“i
heeenie king end reigned 9110 yeere;
eke,

40 een ef En-rnefn)-herege-ei,

reigned 625 ji"E:E1.1“.3.
23 hinge

reigned ite 24,510 yeere, 3 rnent-he,
end 3% deye.

45 Kieh wee eniitten with weepene;
ite ldngehip t-e E-Anne(k)1"i
wee eerried.
Iii E-eiiiiini)

Cel. iii
Ivlee-kieg-geeher,
een ef Utu, heeerne high prieet
end king end reigned 324 yeere.

(p. 113, n. 255]. Apperently the eerihe ef Pi (er ef ene ef ite predeeeeeere} hed e epeeiel pre-
dileetien fer eneh “fereil_',r” tetele.

1“""'1"*"P1’e 3331 I elee een he thue reetered. Sui hee 33¢ new rnu -iii itu
HT ui TH-, whieh meet likely derivee frere the figuree ef W13 threugh e hrehen te:-rt:
nriu-hf eteihite-H-fit i_t__n ut ]"rir_ uii]-F. Dur eerihe refeeepied HF ee Fe’ end—-being
ueed te eurnnreriee ef the ferni re u - hi 11 1n 11 3* it u e ui-—reed ee indieeted by the
her-ieentei hreeee end “eerreeted" the tent hy ineerting e n1 u efter whet he eeneidered
the figure fer the jreere. Seheil in RA XXXI 1E-1 hee elreedy eeen thet the dffferenee
hetween the twe figuree “e’e1:plique netureilernent per dee le;ne11e de eepiete."

ii“-i We rnnet eeeuree thet the elder ferln he-eig, reteined in heth mein hrenehee
ef the treditien (A hreneh: -.T; B hreneh: Li, Eiul, end Suiii), wee the ene ueed in the
eriginel {eee p. 131).

1'"'""" Thue elee Pi; Sui: e - en - n eki -e e .
"'3 he first peinted eut hf; Peehel {FEE 1? 1, p. 115), the phreee preeuppeeee thet enly

the teniple preeinet E-Anne{k) e:-rieted et the thne. The eity Uruk wee built under En-n1eI{'r}-
her [iii ‘I-'~—El}.

1'“‘Pi: -in-.
1"‘ 134%. Sfnee the enrn ef the ether reigne ef the dyneetjr ee given in WE ie 324

jveere ieee then the tetel given fer the dvneetjr ee e whele, eur figure eheuld he reetered 115
lfietffil (32%; ef. Zirnrnern in ZDMG n.F. III 31, n. 3). it eernperieen ef ‘WE end Sui eug-
geete thet Sui hed the eenee figeree ee WE fer the firet ten rulere {eee n. 143 helew} end
therefere elee 324 geere fer Mee-kfeg-geeher. Pi hee 325. Sinee ‘WE end Sui eeern te egree
en 324, thie figure ie represented heth in the A hreneh {WE} end in the B hreneh {Sui} ef
the traditien end rney therefere he eeneidered eriginel.

PH.‘-,__-_,.,,__,___,._,__
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WB Pi
W13 Pi
WE Pi
W13 Pi

WB Pi
WE Pi
WB Pi
WB Pi 111

T111-1 Snnnnren Knee Lre'r

4
5

lii

"limes]-ki-eglli-ge-[es-er]
eh-he he-en-tu
hur-sag hell“-eiil"
en-me-keri“ dumu n1es-l1i-

e[g“'i—ga-ee—er]1" -
lugal unni“-ga 111 u[nug"=i]115
n1n-uni"-dii-e
Inga]-hm
1nn 420131 1-at

‘I E511; [pi-

*1-‘"111 This nete is prehehly en earljr edditien; see p. 143, n. 14.
11“ P21 *- i Il - .

1“ Pi adds ‘ti, i.e., he-la‘ -E11 . The plene writing serves te express hiatus.
1" e b - h e h e - e n - t u een hardly mean “penetrated te the eee“ (Lengden, UECT

II 11) but must he “entered the see," “went inte the sea“ (Zimmern in ZDMG n.F. III 31,
n. 2: “seg in das Meer hinefn“; Smith, EHA, p. 33: “entered the see”; Gtiterheek in
Z14 n.F. VIII 3: “dreng in des Meer ein“]; end the eentreet hetween t 11, “te ge in,”
and eii , “te ge eut,“ suggests that we sheuld trensiete the fellewing l;1 urese g-he
h e- eii as “he eame eut tewerd the mennteins.“ The usual rendering, “he ascended the
Ineunteins“ (Langden, Inc. c1It.: “went up unte the mountains”; Zirnrnern, Ian. c-.-IL: “st-ieg
euf dee Gehirge hineuf“; Smith, lee. eit.: “ascended the mountain”; Giiterheel-1, inc. cit:
“stieg enf dee Gehirge“), dee net hring eut this eentrast eleerly. The rendering “seme
eut" is also supperted hy the feet that the jeurney ef Mes-king-gesher, the “sen ef the
sun~ged," ehvieusly reflects the daily jeurney ef the sun. In the evening the sun gees
dewn inte the eee in the west. During the night it travels undergreund, end in the Inerning
it eemee eut te the nlermteine in the eest. Greseing ever them, it then appears egain te
the werld. '

11“ Pi: e n - m e - e r - r 11 - k ii r . En-me=fri-l~‘:.er is mentiened eutside the King List
{1} in the Lugehhende epie ISEM, p. 1 end texts listed there}, {2} in the epie ef En-n1e(r)~
her and Nigi ef Larnkurru (SE34, pp. 1f. and tees listed there. Nigi is mentiened in
Ne. 16 ehv. iii 13: n i - gi e n -e m m e s - hi, “l'.'~ligi, the high priest, is its here,“ and
itid. 1. 23: ni-gi en lere-l~: ur-rul" , “Nigi, the high priest ef Lemknrru.” That
the eity name is te he read phenetieeiljir, la n1 - l-1 11 r - r 11 , is preved by the verient writ-
ing n u - um -it 11 r - rn in HEM, hie. 12 ehv. ii 13, fer Nunilwrru is merely e phenetie
verient ef Lemlmrru: 1‘~Iiunkurru;'>Le.1nlc11rru; eee Peehei, {EEG §64J, {3} in the legend
ef the king ef Kuthfi. (UT XIII, Pl. 41 ehv. 2), and {4} in Chreniele Weidner (Z14 n.F.
TFIII 43, 1. 32", 49, 1. 1, and 51}. 1'5) The tent dealing with the seven epiheiiu’s (Ki 1i3Jf14—
1[i-3, 3’? [published by T. .1. Meek in .4il'i3L XXX‘? (1323!23) 133] ehv. 5—6—i—K 511'-.1
Ipehlished by Gtnney in JRAS, 1335, pp. 433435] ehv. 1fl—~13; ef. Langden, Behylenie-e
Penftenhhi Peelers {OE-CT VI (Paris, 122111 P- 32, and Giiterheek in Z14 n.F. PIII ii f.]
mentiens the ephelin ef En-me(r}-her: [. . -d] g-ga1—gf1n . This nets is ef eensfd-
erehle interest and prehahly refers te the treditiens eenteined in the epie ef Luga1—hande
end that ef E11-1r1e{_r}-kar and Nigi. It sheuld he read:

[. .-dlg-gel-gim nun-me den-me—i1er dfnanne eh e-an-na-ltei
e n - t e eii - d e

{ten} ep-lcei M11-I he ‘Lit-ter fedn tense‘ ene .hi-rth e-e~eh-hi ti-§=E»*I'“i-titt
[Feetnete 115 eentinusd en feeing pegs]

-'I="-I-I-"hi-i.|l.":!'.I-1-I-iG|£-i:Iqn-_|I|__,,.,.,,._.1
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-El Mes-kieg-gesher
5 went inte the see

and came eut (frem it} te the me11nteins."“
En-n1e(r)-kar, son ef Mes-kiag-geeher,

king ef Uruk, the one whe built
Uruk,13“

ll] became king
end reigned 420 years ;

 i

“. .uggelgim, epheiie of En-me(r)-ker, {hire} who made Inannaihi descend from heav-
en inte E-AnJ1a{1:)."

The name En-rne[r]-her is written en-rue-s r-liar in the Lugal-bands epie end
in the Nigi epic, but appears as e n - II]. e -k 1'1 r in Chronicle Weidner, in CT XIII, P1.
41 ehv. 2, and in the epitelhr. text. E n - m e - l1 it r represents the older erthegraphy, in
which amissihle consonants were net expressed (of. AS No. 3, pp. 17 f.}, whereas e n -
n1e—e r-liar represents the younger, more explicit erthegraphy. The name is thns
En-meir}-her. ‘Whether the ferm given by Pi, e n - rn e - e r - r 11 »- k s r , is intentional
er the wedge 1>—— {r 11) is merely a slip of the scribe is nnccrtain.

In pest-Babylonian sources En~me(r}-her is mentiened {1} as grandfather of Gilgamrs
by Aelien, De nature eeimeliem xii 21, where the name Brim;-rspes—se first suggested by
ven Gutschrnid (see Zimmern in KA T‘, p. 555, n. 3, and in ZDIHG5 n.F. III 31, n. 4}--
sheuld be smended t'C|'E£FI]}{fl,fl‘O§ (cf. Sayee, quoted by Langdon, OECT II 12, n. 3}. Aelian’s
story prehebly derives ultimately from Berossus. (2) In the usual excerpts ef Berossus En-
ree[r)-1-car appears in the ferms E-li|1;|x0l-OS‘ (Pelyhist. ap. Sync.) and Evelrsies, Evhel-{hes
[Pelyhfst. ap. Euseh.], i.e., *E£»i;;ie,sei (ven Gutschmid, queted in KAT“, p. 535, n. 3;
Lengden, UECT II 9, n. 5; Zirnrnern in ZDJIG n.F. III 3U, 11. 2, and 31, 11. 4}, which were
first identified with the name En-mefir}-kar by Schnabel (see Zimmern in ZDMG n.F. III
31, n. 4) ; cf. n. 39 abnvs. (3) In the schelia ef Theedere her Keni, as seen by Huge Greas-
raann in Theeiegisehe Lcllleretarzeift-any XXX (13115) 536, the name i.,,,£:1i, which precedes
that ef Gilgernes {i.1rae\€,,_:"; cf. n. 128 below) in the list of rulers given by that anther
lfscs Martin Lewin, Die Schehien dee Theeder her Kent sar Petriersiieagssshihhte {Genesis
XII-L) [Eeriiu, 13051 p. 25, variant from Ins. P}, prehahly represents *E1'm;rvpsi, En~rns1[r)-
ker.

1“P1I-111*-.

I-"Pa HAIIIIIE *-lids.

1“ Pi adds - g a {ii , apparently dittegraphy frem the preceding u n uhi - g a . See
Peehel in {IFLZ IXJEVII (1324) 232, n. 1.

1" Pi adds -d a- , which changes the meaning frem “fwhej built Urnk“ to “under
whem Urulc was built." See Peehcl, inc. cit.

1*“ Pi: “the ene under whem Uruk was huilt.“

“1Thus alse Pi and Sui. Berossus [according to Pe1yl1ist.} gives Eveirsies, Etiiieisi
{smsnd to Eirqgspeij 2,4011 years.
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W13 Pa
WB P2
W13 Pa
WB P2
WE Pa
WE Pa

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111
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12 ‘lugal-ban-dam ' sipa
In u 1,2[lll'I1“*-*3 1- as
dd u m u - s i1“ so-Pas

15 uruki-ni kus-aim?“
m u 1001“ 1- as
dgi I g a in e s {dais-err.-on-trssliii

1*" Thus also P2. Sui omits the determinative. Lugal-banda is the hero of the Sumerian
Lugal-hands epie (SET, pp. 34: f.; SEM, p. 1; Fallcenstein in OLZ XXXVI [1333] 31111 f.;
Giiterbool: in ZA n.F. TFIII 13, n. 1] and appears also in the legendary teat PBS IF, No. ED.
With the Aldcadian myth of Zfl and the theft of the tablets of destiny Lugal-bands has
nothing to do, nor does this myt-h form part of the Lugal-bands epie. Berossus seems to
mention Lugal-banda as the second of hie postdiluvian kings and son of *Elin];[o,oo: [En-
rne{r}-kar], for the badly oorrupt Kepesfielaes {Polyhist ap. Syria; ap. Euseb.: Clhomashelos,
Khomashelos) very likely derives from an original Lugal-bands:

"")\iiLJ"bJ~ E,3.r'Hao¢'-
*J\tlLl'1a.e- eds:-u-tor" .

That Kepuefiqtes should have developed out of a variant oi the name Gilgames, *g a - m e E -
b i I , as Zirnmeru suggests {ZDMG n.F. III 31, n. 4}, is not probable, for sueh a variant
is not likely to be formd. Sayoe’s derivation (in OECT II 9, n. 6) from g u1-1 a
“aid aha an-na-da sikil {ef. n. to abovel is also unoonvinoing.

1" Thus also P, and Sm. Berossus (Prflyhist. ap. Euseb.] gives Xwudofinhm (=Lugal-
bands) 2,7110 years.

1“ As a terrestrial ruler '=‘=Dumu-zi(d} appears also in the text PBS ‘ET, Nos. 2£l*21, whioh
deals with an Elarnite attack on Babyionia in his time; see Poebel, PBS IV 1, p. 11?’. Cf.
also n. 22 above.

1“ The meaning of so»-Pas is unknown. Perhaps it is to be identified with so - k as ,
“fisherrnan,” as is generally assumed {ef. Poebel, PBS IY 1, p. 118; Langdon, OEGT II 12;
Eimmern in ZDMG’ n.F. III 31, n. 6}.

"B Various readings of the eity name written gs-A“ or, with transposition of signs,
a-gs“ have been proposed. Langdon {Babylonian Liiurpies [I-‘aria, 19131 p. 115, n. 2] sug-
gested a reading 1] a - b 11 r . Most other seholars read s ub a r i {see Poebel, PBS IV 1,
p. 121; Zimmern in Z:-1 n.F. V 11930] 255, n. 1; and Ungnad, Suharto, pp. 23-3|] and the
literature quoted there]. Oi importance for the reading are only two passages: {I} In the
ineantation UT XIII {I903} Pl. ii v 239-4!) a-gal“ of the Sumerian line is rendered tin-ho.-ri
in the Al-clcadian translation. [2] In the Tamrnus hymn published by K. D. Iviaemillan in
Beitraps eur risayfiotopie -and semitischen Sproohnrissensehoft V {IHIIIE-) ET-ii-—?5 obv. 25-23
a-gal“ oi the Sumerian line is rendered Ina-at-a-ra in the Akkadian translation, and the
duplieate {(1. Reisner, Sumerian}:-hobytoaisohe Hymaea [Berlin, 1335] No. 33:9} also has
Usulfll-its-u-rs. Di these forms, tuhsri and kssoro, only one ean he oorreet. A eomparison
with the old writing itself, gs-akifa-g.~=J=i, shows clearly that hsoaro should be preferred;
for gs.-a“ ean he read k lls -si“ , and, sinee the amissible eonsonants were not expressed in
older Sumerian orthography, this is a perfectly eorreet spelling of a name pronounoed
Ku='a{r} {ef. my remarks on non-expression of final -la: in AS No. d, pp. 1’? f., also n. 11-5 above
on En-me-karjEn-me{r}-kar) abbreviated from older Ku=ar|[a). The writing suede-at in UT
XVI, Pi. d, must be a eorruption of ltu(!}-toeri, whioh would represent a variant pronnnoia-»
tion {Ineoro';=- *ltarooro}r-hitters}. The signs Eu and Ira are so similar that a misreading ean
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- 12 divine Lugal-bands, a shepherd,
reigned 1,200 years;
divine Dumu-si(d), a . . . .1ii——

15 his city (was) I{u='a(ra}——
reigned 100 years;
divine Gilgames-

easily have happened. On the situation of the city and its relations with Eriduigl see n. 5
above. The connection of Dumu-si[d} with Ku=aEra) has been dealt with in detail by
Pocbel, PBS Iii 1, p. 121.

1“ Thus also Ps and, as it seems, Sm, where We can he restored fit {I133}.
1“ The hero of the Gilgames epic {see the literature quoted in Albert Bchctt, Dos Gil-

garncech-Epos [Leipsig, {193=£i}] pp. 5-19). A separate tale, the last part of which wasincorpc-
rated in the Gilgames epic as the twelfth tablet, has been edited {first half only} by Kramer
in Gilgamesh and the fialappu-Tree {AS No. 10 [1933]]. See the texts there quoted and add
Langdcn, BE XXXI, No. 35, and Radau in Hilprecht Anniversary Volume (Leipzig, 1‘3i]E'I)
Pls. 13-14, No. 11, which continue the story and give the beginning of Enkidus account
of Hades. Another epic text deals with Gilgames’ war with Kish through which he liberated
Uruir (see p. 145, n.2{.'I}. The “History of Ehmal” [PBS V, Nos.B—'i'+PBS X1II,No. =13;see
Pcehel, PBS IV 1, pp. 143-4?’, and Giiterhocl-c in ZA. n.F. VIII 7. On the reading Ebrnal
instead of Tilmmal eePoehel in GL2 XXVII [1924] 263, n. -1, and cf. Landsherger in [I-‘LZ
XXXIV [1931] 129) mentions him as builder of the Glpflfll {written g u (E4) - b u r - r a) of
Enlil in Nippur. A late ruler of Uruk, Anarn, states that Gilgames built the city wall of Urul-r
(SAX, p. 222, No. 2 ii}. as protecting genius Gilgarnes is mentioned hy Utu-hegal (RA IX
[1912] 115 iii 1-3}. Ur-Nammu(l-1) is his “big brother” (TBS I, No. 12112}. I-Ie is Shulgfs
“beloved brother” (PBS X 2, No. 6 rev. i 16} or “brother and friend“ {Chiera, Sumerian
Texts of Varied Contents {OIP XVI (193-1)] No. 51 rev. 35]. A prayer to him is given
in Paul I-Iaupt, Dos hahyloaische Nimrodcpcs [Leipr-ig, 183-1) No. 53. A collection oi Gil»
games omens has been treated by Zimmern in EA XXIV (1910) 156-T1. They all seem to
derive from the epic (Gfiterbock in ZA n.F. VIII 9}. He is mentioned in 11:!’aglcl, Tablet I,
and an image of him in R. F. Harper, Ass-yrian and Babylonian Letters I {London and Chi-
cago, 1392} No. 56 rev. .5. The name of a certain drug contains his name (EAR, No. 13t'i
rev. 111; see Thompson, The Epic of fililgamish {I930} p. 10). Aelian [Be naru-ra a-mbnnltam
aii 21} relates a curious story of how En-n1e{1'}-lta-I‘ (Easements), having been told that his
daughter would hear a son who would seize the kingdom from him, looked the girl in a
tower. But the girl bore a son by an obscure man, and when the guards threw the child
down from the tower an eagle carried him to a garden where the gardener fotmd him and
brought him up. This child was Gilgames. The list of ancient lcings contained in the echolia
oi Theodore bar Kc-ni {Lewin, Die Scholiea dee Theodor tar Kant} mentions Gilgames
(...:ea.§a.,§~5c.%, vars. -.t:o.€An._.% and 1.10% [pp. 2 and 25], reflecting an original
~.rea.o.$\%*l as the last of the ten kings from Peleg to Abraham and contemporaneous with
the latter lp. s, u. s-a}.

The orthography of the name changes considerably in the various periods of Babylonian
history. The oldest occurrences of the name 1-mown to us date from the time oi Lugal-anda
and give the writing ilorhnin-sin-tens fallotte do la. Faye in RA VI [1"dl:l‘d:"-T] 124}. From
Sargonic times down to the period of Isin and Lmsa the standard form becomes '='o1a—:siL.-
oa-eans idargonic period; Ur-‘iota-nit.-creases, [FE II 316, U i1-118; Uta-hegal: '=‘eIa-l.uiLlil'l-
Ga-sane, R-A IX [1912] 113 1). This writing also occurs in the inscription oi Anam
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IS ab-ham-ni lilm’-la.
en haul-ah-ba-kc,‘-ii

20 mu 12£i1ii i-as
ur-liifnun-gaiiii (var. ur-lugal)
dumu °‘gilgames(°‘e1s-em-on-tens)

WB mu 30 I-as
WE u-dill-lraiam-ma
WE 25 dumu or-iiidnun-gal-helm (or

11I'—l11g&l-liE.;)
W13 mu 15 i-as
W13 13"-ll a-b a-a {hi (old 1acuna?)}1n1i‘l
WIS mu 9 i-as
IFVB en-nun-dara(l)1i"-an-na
WE 30 mu 8 i-as
i' 

(SAX, p. 222, No. 2 bl and in the Sumerian fragments of the Gilgames epic {e.g. SEM,
No. 22 obv. 3, No. 26 rev. iii 11; RA XXX {I933} 123-22, ll. 8 and 41} which belong to the
Isin-Larsa period. Other examples from this period are frequent. A writing dots-nrn-on-runs
is foimd in the King List and in the Sumerian version of the epic, PBS X 2, bio. 5, and Zim-
mern, Surnerische Kultlieder cue allhatg_;lonisclr.er Zeii, 2. Reihc 1' 1213} No. 126, from ap-
proximately the period of the 1st dynasty of Babylon. The ski-radian versions from Old
Babylonian times have the abbreviated form dots (Meissner, Ein alttahylonischea Fragment
dos Gilgamosepos [llf FAG VII 1 I[1!.3l[l2]]; M. Jastrow and A. T. Clay, An Qlcl Babylonian
Version of the Gilgamesh Epic [“Yale Oriental Series. Researches” Ii! 3 (New Haven, Conn.,
1fl2D}]l. In a personal name in a document from Elam (Scheil, MDP XXII, No. 41:1:
pnear-'-foil-pa-rmm} the name is written dots-on-runs; later forms are eere-ere-me (Hittite
teats: see J. Friedrich in z.-1 n.F. V 32 f.), ‘lean-ea-I-.1I—so-uL (Hurrian tests: F. Hrosny,
fieilschzrifiiesie aae Bophaslriii, Heft E [FFVDUG XXXVI 2 {1921)} No. 33 i S; Ungnad in
EA n.F. I [122-s1 135}; and in Assyrian times we find dais-sirv-rues (Ninevite version of
epic}, crs-sin-rues-sn[?} {CT XII [1261] Pl. 52, K4359 obv. 1?; cf. Friedrich in ZA n.F.
V 33, n. 2}, eI—11eu.a-1as-ns (T. G. Pinches in Babylonian and Oriental Record‘ IV’ [1323] 2d--iJ,
isIaL-Ga-Il's1II~T fsyllahary, CT XVIII [1204] Pi. 33 iv 6}. Post-Assyrian forms are I'll-mess
{Aelian, Be natnra anirnclinm xii 21) and ~.:ees=.$\..%* {Theodore bar Hopi; Lewin, loo.
eil}. Further literature may be found in Poebei, PBS IV 1, p. 123; Friedrich in ZA n.F.
‘J 32 f.; Thompson, The Epic of Gilpamisli (1230) pp. 3 f.

11“ Thus also Pa. Sui omits.

1*" Thus in all probability Pt also. The photograph in PBS V, Pl. KG, seems to have
1l'"‘{?Il = ‘lill. Poebel’s copy gives re = A-I. .1. The conclusions drawn by W. FE-rtsch
in GL2 XVIII {I215} 3li?'—d2, based on this reading, should therefore be abandoned.

1" Thus with R. Campbell Thompson, who in this lil-la sees Sumerian Iii-la,
Aldcadian roe, “the demon equivalent to a male vampire. There are four demons of this
class~—-the idle lili, the ardai lili, the lila, and the lililn. The arclai lili is well lrnown as the
female vampire or encoul-a who visits men by night and bears him[!] ghostly children: the
idle lili must be her male counterpart who can visit women and beget offspring by them,
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18 his father (was) a l-il.-hi.-demonli1—
a high priest of Hulls-b,

20 reigned 126 years;
Ur-I‘~iungal(ak) (var. Ur-»lngal{al<)),
son oi divine Gilgames,
reigned 30 years;
Utul-kalamma-(Ir) ,

25 son of Ur-Nungal(alc) (or Ur-iugal(air)),

reigned I-5 years;
Laha. . . Juli“
reigned 2 years;
En-nun-dara-.il.nna(l~:)

31] reigned 8 years;

just as demigods are created” (The Epic of Gimarnisli [1930] p. 2]. Thompson rightly com-
pares the “obscure man“ in the story of aelian (see n. 128 above] and the statement in the
epic that Gilgames was 2,? 3 god and 1)3 mortal, which seems to show that neither of his
parents was fully mortal. Langdcn {UECT II 12, n. 3} translates 111-re as “fool, im-
becile“ and considers it possible “that lil-Ia is really a title of Tomrnns who in the Louvre
hymn, RA. 12, 125-135 is called mu-in-iii, ‘the fool god,’ and that Tammus is really the
father of Gilgamis here.“ This combination seems doubtful. Gilgames is generally consid-
ered son of the goddess Ninsun (thus in the Utu-hegal inscription, R.-i IX 113, and in the
Ninevite version of the epic; see Poebel, PBS Ill 1, pp. 124 f., and in ULZ XYFII E1214]
-i-ii), who was the wife of Lugal-banda {Deimel, Pantheon haliyloriicarn lliiomae, 1214]
No. 2T[l1l.

iii‘ A quarter of Urulr {ef. Thtueau-Dangin in R1-1 IX 112], originally probably a separate
city. It seems likely that it was the quarter around the main temple, E-.e.ese.[1.o [see Zim-
mern in SA n.F. "if 253, where Eeannafikl is styled é me-g al ii ullabki-a , “Tem-
pel, mit den grossen III-'rdnungen, in Kullab“).

1“ Tluis also Pa. Sui has Fr Hi; but I is in all probability merely due to the stylus having
slipped, so that we can read here also Hill (123).

1“-iii Sui: - I u g al . In the "History of Ebmal” also (PBS "ll, No. 3 obv. 5] the name
appears as [ulr-lugal . The variant is clearly due to mishearing when the tent was
dictated to a copyist. A similar mistake, which must likewise be due to mishearing in dic-
tation, is mentioned in n. 1-sii below. We cannot say which form is original.

Is-ls See n. 134.
1"'*1"- Langdon’s rendering of the third sign as so {fin} and his spacing of the signs in

his copy are not correct. The photograph shows 555:5? he-. The third sign looks like
an incomplete a h ; and, since the large blank after it suggests a lacuna in the scribe’s
original, our line may render =‘%'E'KZh=-.

1" according to the photograph the sign is $81, i.e., dara [ef. Charles Fossefrr
Manuel d’aes;y-riolopie II 1 [Paris, 1926] No. T212).

.-
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31

35

dill

iiiliesslfii)-zen simugiii mu 36 i-as
mime-lam-an-naiii‘
nin 614“ i-as
lugal-ki—tun3{?)1i‘ mu 36”“ 1-as

12 lugal
mu-hi 2,3101“ ib—a5
unugiil Eiitukul ha-an-sig
nam-lugal-hi uriki-es

ha-ti’1m
uriiii-ma
mes-an-ne-pa-dam
lugal-am mu "580 (emendtnBO—:ei')

I - H5

eila {a-an,-as/pd-da
1"’-iii Langden reads s u lg u ii - lg é - d é , hut a ruval name meaning “May he de-

strey the fuundatinn” is net very likely. The phntngraph seems tn have ‘F-E? fer the
first sign, whieh leeks mere like inns‘ er inns‘ than like an hut. We therefere read
pruvisienailgf "Mns‘|[T]-gs si m u g , “Iv.Iss(?}-gs, a smith.”

1“-lit Sui has here r-‘H we, i.e., t i -1: 11 . It is net impnssihle that this has develeped
nut ei an eriginel m e -1 d m - a n - n a threugh a badly damaged versien [m e - i 4, m -]
-*FH*i, in whieh I-‘T {a n} and P‘ {the frent part ui n a) were read tngether as nne sign,
.-e-i {t i), and separated irnm if {the remainder ni n a}, whieh was read as ii ii . That the
eriginel ei Sue was indeed 5E1'iEll.1Sl]r‘ damaged at this plane ean he seen frem the faet that
its ferinula 1: mu i-at ehanges tn mu :4: I-its just after the reign sf Tr-sir, whieh ean
enly mean that here the eupgvist had tn use a difierent senree te fill in a laenna in his nriginai.

1*“ But has Q00! See n. 143 heinw.
"'1 Phetngraph: 13%‘?
1" Sue: ? {T}, read as -iiiii Bee n. 143.
1" This tetal agrees with the sum ni the single reigns ii we resture the hrnken figure

far Mes-kiag-gather as 32-i {see n. 11ii aheve}. Sui has the tetal 3,-E-B8 years. This is eur-
rent ii we restere the first ten reigns, new missing in Sin, aeeerding tn the figures given in
WE and add the very high reigns sf the iast twe rulers whieh are preserved in Sui: I324-I-
fllll+1,2[li]+1i]U+lfifirl-3i]+I5~|—'=l-I-5+-|*3i.i]—1-9iIlll'i~[*~=i=2E] =3,-553. There ean, nf nnurse, he
nn dnnht that WB’s reasenahle figures inr theee twe reigns, iii and 35, whieh agree with the
histerieal eharaeter ni the ether reigns in the last half sf this dynasty, represent s hetter
ferm nf the test than the ilili} and 4213 years given in Sui.

1" Thislwriting is fnund alse in Mes-Anne-pada’s seal inseriptinn (UE II, P1. 191,
U 13667], in the seal inseriptinn nf his wife {UET I, Ne. 255}, in the inseriptinn uf his sen
A-Anne-pada [UE I, Pl. XL, T[ell] D[beid] lfifl), and in the list ni name in PBS XI 1,
Ne. 25 ehv. In the late test BM 55455 rev. iv 11-16: hits sci 'imes—aii-as-pd-da i-pa-tn
na-an-na Iraqi-it si-»i-ri n§-tell-pit, “The hnuse whieh the divine Mes-einne-pada had built
did Nanna, the ‘seed~gatherer,’ destm3r[?}” {Meissner in ZA ‘III [1392] 29; G. Dessin in
RA XXII [1925] 115-11?’; Gfiterhueh in EA n.F. YIII 3, whe rightiy suggests that the pie-
ture ni birds picking up seed in a field underlies the espressien sire ieqaia), the name is
written with the determinative fur ged. .-

Jar-.-
-.=.'
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Csirreaa Entries es THE Tsar, Gen. iii 31—41a ‘H3

31 hilnsfi)-1-,If:,a smith, reigned 36 years;
hlelam-Annafk)
reigned ti years;
Lugal-Id-tu1i{?) reigned 36 years.

35 12 kings
reigned its 2,310 years.
Uruk was smitten with weapens;
its kingship tn Ur
was earried.
In Ur

40 ides-Annespada
beeame king and reigned 80 (eniend

to S£l—a?)‘-‘*5’ years;
-ale (A-Anne-pada,

“irlii This surprisingly high figure pi-ehahly represenis—-as peinted eut by Gadd in
UE I 128-11. eenilatien ef twe reigns, that ef I'vlee~.s.iine~pmla himself and that ef his sen
.:’i—.s.nne-pada. We niay assume that an eriginel text

mes-an-ne-pa-da
lugal-am mu Eden i-at
M-an-ne-pa-da
dumu] mes-an-ne-pii-da
mu s i-at

brelzen as here indieated beeame
mes-an-ne-pa-da
lugal-am mu EU-:-r I-its

mes-an-né-pa-da
m u it i- at

in the neat eepy and that a still later eepyist, whe did net realise that the blank spaee
steed fer a lseuna, added up the twe reigns whieh beth seemed te be assigned te Mes-Anne-
pada.

A-Anne-pada is lrnewn frem his ewn inseriptiens (Uh? I 126 f.), where his name is written
a - a n ~ n é ~ p s - cl a and where he designates himself as sen ef li-Ies-Anne-pada. Aeeerd-
ing te the “Histery ef El:-mal” [PBS ‘if, Nes. 6-? —£-PBS XIII, Ne. ed}, he built the park
{gi r in - m a 11} ef Enlil in Nippur. His name is there written [a n - n] a s n e {PBS ‘ii,
Ne. ti ehv. 9), an-n a-ne{i'eid.1. iii}, and n a—a n »-ne {PBS XIII, Ne. =13 ii 2*}. (It
has been suggested that in EM fifiétdd rev. iv 13 queted abeve En. 144] his name appears
as asses-“an. Mere likely, hewever, as-an-an there stands fer Dianna, the ged ef Ur; fer
hieii s-iri is an epithet whieh it is natural te apply te a deity, net te a mortal.) It is net im-
prebable that these shert ferms ef the name derive ultimately frem the King List, mere
eaaetly frem the peint in the traditien ef that list when the lacuna mentiened aheve had
begun te ferm: a»an-né—[pa-da] 3*- a-an-né, i.e., asanne , which by ss-
similatien ef =' te the fellewing vi weuld beeeme a u a n n e . On the ferms a n - n a - n ii
and n a - a n » n +5 see Gadd in Stadie Urientalia I (1925) 25 f. and UE I 130. Gadd een-
siders them “slightly different eehees ef the ill-remembered A-ann.i-ipadda).” Cf. alse Peel:-el
in OLZ XXVII (1924) 263.



94. Tan Eiurrnni.-us I-Zine Lrsr

tilt! dusts ares»-err.-vie‘-pd-tie
ale mu s t - a;,}1i-5

WE Pa mes—ki-ag-Iiiiinannaiii (emend te
- n u n - n aj

WB Pa mdumu mes-an-ne-pa-daiii
WE "ii u g a 1 - t. miii
W13 P2 L1 eh in u 361" i- a,-,

Cel. iv
Pile [e-lu-lu mu 25 i-as]
P2 L1 [ha-lu-lu mu 36 1-as]
P2 L1 [=1 In g a l]1“‘==
Pa L1 [THU-bi l.7'f1-fie ill)-51.5]
Pi L1 5 [u r iii siiiulrui b a - a n - s i g]
P2 [nam-»lugal-hi a-vi'a-an‘i1—.<§e]
Pe [ha-taint]
Pi w a - a 111“ -as]

BT???
|.'\'."I"I

5.5'3.i
.'_.'

PTFI

Q3; E E,l,,.,|.'|..._..||

lugal-ti-at
10 -

WB 'i-- as]
W13 It u - u 1 - [ ]
WE m u 35 it-es]
W13 (Pi) 15 3 {l u g a l]
WE (Pa) m u - b i Slfifiliii [th-at]
WE a - w a - a n‘“ i‘“[tut:uI he- a] n - s i g

Hir‘-'"i PE: - n u n - n a . its shewn by an inseriptien bf the ruler himself, U 11i.iTe
Ifiiurrews in UE II 321, n. 1iij:[mes-liii—siEg]-n un lugal urilii, Pi has pre-
served the eriginal test: mes-lei-rig -nun~n a. The ferm ef WE, mes-ki—ag-
‘in an n a , must he due te mishearing in dietatien {fer a similar ease ef mishearing see
n. 134 aheve}. The “Histery ei Ebmal" alse (PBS V, Ne. B ehv. 10; PBS X111, Ne.
std ii 1} has the erreneeus m e s ~ 1-; i - a g - “in a n n a , whereas the Nippur list ef preper
names {Uhiera, PBS XI 1, hie. 25 ehv.] gives beth ferms, m e s - 141- s g - '=*[n a n n a]
and m e s ~ ls i - ii g- n u n - n [a] . Fer a different selutien ef the preblem see Peebel in
ULZ XXTII see. We eensider the ene here efiered (ef. alse n. 14?] mere prebable.

1'"'"1“ Thus alse Pg. The “Histery ef Ebmal” [PBS ‘if, Ne. ii ehv. 1111; PBS I-IIH, Ne.
dd ii 1-2] has this ruler as sen ei rt.-.»iinne~pa.da fa n - n a - n e , n a - a n - n ei . It is preb-
able that the Hing List eriginaily had a- an -n e-p 51- d s here and get m e s-a n -
n e - p a - d a by dittegraphy frem the lines abeve. Cf. n. 148.

l liirlii P, emits, whieh is ebvieusly eerreet. The in g a1- am ef W13 must be due te
dittegrsphy frem mes-an-ne-pa-da lugal-am abeve.
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Carrrean Enrrrerr er ran Tsar, Ce-Ls. iii ell;---iv 17 Q5

-silt sen ef l‘vIes-.t.nne-pads,
tile reigned s years ;>

h'Ies-king-Nannaflrl {emend te lies-
lriag-1iunna(lr)],

sen ef Isles-Anne-pads,
beeame icing and

45 reigned 36 years;

Cel. iv
Elulu reigned 25 years;
Ealulu reigned 35 years.

=1 kings
reigned its 1?? years.

5 Ur was smitten with weapens;
it-s ldngship te Awaiiiil
was carried.
In Awan
. . . . beeame king

ll] and reigned . . years;

reigned . . years;
Hui. . . .
reigned 35 years.

15 3 kings
reigned its 356 years.
r-‘iwan was smitten with weapens;

1" Pi: 3i]. Thus, in all prebability, Li alse, fer it has the same tetal fer the dynasty as
has P1. ‘We must eensider the te:-rt ef "WE eriginel; fer while -see {Fri} ean easily develep
inte -sit [31]] threugh a slightly brel-Len test; -stfFH=l, the eppesite develeprnent weuld he dif-
fieult te aeeeunt fer.

1*-"~“* If the argument ef n. 145 is aeeepted, this line must eriginaliy have read 5, net =i.
Iii Pi: sea |[1T1];L1: tfsir, i.e., inlifil £121). This tetal agrees with the sum ef the single

reigns given in Pi. Sines Ivles-lziag-ntmnaiki has there a reign ef 31?] years whereas WE
gives him 35 years, we must assume that WE’s tetal was sis units higher, i.e., 17? years.

1“ Awan was situated in Elam net far frem Buss. See Unger and Ebeling in RLA I
324 and the literature queted there.

15“ The figure ei WE is damaged. The traees left shew in the phetegraph as llifisir, whieh
we read as TFPr’-fiiilt f3"5lil). Langden’s rendering ei the traees in UEUT II, Pl. II, dees
net agree with what ean he seen in the phetegraph. P2 gives in the final summaries [si
13-21} 355 years fer Awan.

5-
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96 Tan Smvrnaraw Knee Lrsr

WE 13 nam-lugal-bi
WE lr i s iki - e e It-rr.-trim]
WE 20 hisiki sue-{ ]
WE lu gal- am
WE n1 u 2i}l[+ 1:153 i-es]
‘WE da-da-sig mu [.. is-a5]
"WE ‘Elma-ma'.—gal-llall“-' {emend te ma

g a 1 - g a l - ll alllii lute’.-inf;-]( i’}1E"5
WE 25 m u 36'Ii[+ s{?)1~"'"' t-as}
WE lira-al-bu-[umliil
WE dumu mil.-gal-gal-llal ['?]
WE mu 195 I-[es]
WE his e m u 360 i - lag,‘
WE 3i] e.-i+dUn- n u n - n a m u 180 i- as
WE ‘iii - e n hi-i1i(?}-ih(?] - e inf?) - it s rm“
WE m u 29ll{?)1“‘ ‘ - as
WE L1 “ill u g a l - mull‘ n1 u 350152 - as
WE L1 3155 lu g al
WE L1 35 m u - b i 3,1951“ (var. 3,792) i [b - as]
WE L1 lcisik‘ iiiftnlcul ba-an-sig
WE L1 nam-lugal-bi
WE L1 ha-ma-silfiki-he ha-tum

.|—||F1--l

1ii_rr'rsTre,i.e., 2111+: {er less than 5).
iii-1" The name appears as m r - g a l - g a l s Tl al belew in l. 2?. That this is the eer-

reet ferm is shewn by an emen whieh refers te this i-ring (ii. Eeissier, fillets de testes reira
tilts ti is diets-aiien nssyre-iiahyienienne I lfieneve, mes} ti’, lies. 1?-13}: rsriisee Eeissier,
n. 1111]-gel.-gal limetefifliu dd Edd-dltvffim éptrdiii ins lihht dl*f—-ilt [ttr~1r.l—ta-iii ti-ids-ulrl-tin, “l"vIa-
galgal, the skipper, whe erereised emperership; in the midst ef his eity a . . . .-snake {1nrl-
idiu is a synenyrn ef set" gages-ri IAH, pp. ere f.1, whieh aeeerding te the Gilgames epie,
Tablet XI 225, seems te be a [general er speeiiiefl term fer a snake) killed him." The name
ma-gal~gal is ebvieusly identieal with ma'.—gal-gal er Id-ma-gal-gal
(EL, Ne. 122.53], s term fer a speeial kind ef sailer er skipper.

1" Phetegraph has LW-ii, i.e., ii a‘- .
1" Sines Iviagslgal in the emen queted abeve (n. 154] is designated as m ri. — l a hi {me-

tshhn], “shipper,” we sheuld prebably restere this werd in the laeuna after his name.
“TIFF he-ti[ ]= 35!]-}—;r is less than till).
‘ff This resteratien was suggested by Langden (UEUT II 14.}.
1*’-1'“ The line fives ne sense as it stands and is elearly eerrupt. We have assumed that

it represents an effert en the part ef the seribe te render as eaaetly as he eeuld a damaged
eriginal whieh he did net understand: i" e n b i“‘~““* - e in — t a r . See the detailed dissua-
sien en p. itis and ef. the parallel eases in eels. ii 23 in. 35 aheve} and vii 31 (n. 221
belew}, where an eriginal gless has similarly werked dewn inte the line.

J‘
-||
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Cnirieai. Enirieiv er rnn Tsar, Gen. iv 13-33 97

13 its kingship
te Kish was earried.

20 In Kish Sn. . . .
beeame icing
and reigned 201 +s years;
Dadasig reigned . . years;
his-magaila (amend te lvlagalgallaj,

a skipper(?),1i*'l
25 reigned 36l1+a[i') years;

Kalbum,
sen ef Magalgalla,
reigned 195 years;
Eh-e reigned 351} years;

30 G.i+ EUE-111111-112. reigned 135 years;
Enbi-Eshtarfif)
reigned 2Qil[?] years;
Lugalmu reigned 350 years.

3 kings
35 reigned its 3,195 (var. 3,792) years.

Kish was smitten with weapens;
its kingship
te Hamasilii was earried.

1'1" The figure, ssr as given in QECT II, Pl. II, is ineensisient with the Sumerian
numerieal system and eannet be eerreet. In the phetegraph the figure shews as 3'5‘,
whieh makes quite elear what has happened. The seribe by aeeident wrete the third -t-
wedge ef the upper rew se elese te the seeend that the latter was praetieally hletted eut,
and he therefere added a new, elear wedge. The figure is therefere meant te represent 225.

iii-1i1Langden (DEBT II 5] translates lu gal-m u as “a iring by name“ and sug-
gests that it is “a substitute fer a name whieh eur late eempiler did net knew.” L u g a l -
mu eeuld indeed be the remnant ef a eepyistis nete, lugal m u nu-tulr. , “a king
witheut name“ {ef. vii 23, te whieh Langden alse refers); hut, sinee lugal- mu is a
well attested Sumerian name {see e.g. the instanees listed hy Eehneider in U-rrfentulia Ne. 23
[1222] p. 155, l'~l'e. 2155, and ef. alse the fellewing names whieh begin with l u g a l - m u -1 ,
it seems simpler te assume that there aetually was a king ef Kish by that name.

1“ Thus apparently L1 alse, where if’-s’ ean be restered as iii .
iii Thus apparently L1 alse, where if-it ean be restered as ‘Hit-
1“ L1: 3,222. It is impessible te say whieh is the mere eerreet.
"*5 L12 - 2 i ~— .
Iii The eity is mentiened in the inseriptien ef Utulr (BAH, p. 155], whe styles hiinself

“defeater ef Hamaai" [eta-52'. 11 a -m a - s ii"). Peeple frem Hamasi are frequently men-
tiened in tents ef the Agade peried frem Nusi (T. J. lvieek, Ea-eeaaiien-s at Nest . . . . III.
Did Aislradian, dummies, and Ceppadesian Tests frem Nest {“I'1arvard Semitie Series“ X



23 Tris Snssaias Kine Lisr

WE L1 39 ha-ma-ail“ ha-ta-ni-it
L1 39a {lttgui- it iii} “'9

WE L1 419 m u 5‘l““§i 1“' (einend te 6?) "ll - a-1"‘
(prebably eld laeuna here)“

WE (P1) 1 (emend te l+s?)"“ I u g al
WE (P1) m u - bi 55"“-ii 1" (emend te 5+s?)

I bl“ '- E115

WE ha-ma-sf“ gilt-uliul be.-an-sig
WE S113 nam-lugal-hi unugki-ee ha-

t ii m

(Cami:-ridge, Mesa, 19351] Nee. 1a3:l5, 153 iii 25, 15-1 ii 15, and 155 v3); the name is in
all eases written ha-m a-s ii“. During the peried ef the 3d dynasty ef Ur a eertain
Ur-Ishkurfak} is knewn as fsfinzlrlru. ef Hamasi {Langden, Tablets frem. the Archives ef Dre-
liera [Pai'is, 1911] Ne. 53). The name ef the eity is in this peried mest eften written lg a -
m a - s i'=i {Langden, lee. eft; H. de Geneuillae, La ireaveflie de Draliem {Paris, 1911] Ne.
52). as h a -m a - s ii“ (var. h a - a m - s iii} it alse eeeurs in the inseriptien ef tirad-
Nannalk}, s u k 1-: a I - m a lg ef Flhii-Sin ef Ur, whe styles himself “tsrhelciea ef Hamasi
and Ganhar." The elder writing 13 a-m a-ail-=1 has net eempletely disappeared, hew-
ever, fer an unpublished test queted hy Ferrer in RLA I 231, whieh seems te date frem
shert-ly after the 3d dynasty ef Ur, has it, and a eepy ef a histerieallij inseriptien frem
the Isin.-Larsa peried (Uhiera, Sumerian Tests ef Varied Uenteriis [DIP KYI [19331] Ne. 33
ebv. 5] alse refers te the eity as ha-m a- sikl [m a-da ha-in a-s[i1=‘}] . I-iamasi
seems te have lest all irnpertanee teward the end ef the Isin-Larsa peried, fer as far as I
lrnew it is never referred te in later tests. Sines it is mentiened by r-‘irad-hlannailci in
elese eenneetien with Ganhar and sinee peeple frem I-Iamasi appear in te:-its frem Nusi,
it sheuld witheut deubt be leeated in the meuntalneus regien east ef Kirliuk, near medern
Elulaimaniyyah.

1vL1= -zi“-a.
1'33 Prebably ahbreviatien ef a lenger name sueh as ‘ffrutrinrid-gaht, “He (a ged} prem-

ises te pretest” (en -it with infinitive see W. ven Seden in ZA. n.F. VII [1233] 155 ff .1.
This ruler is men.tiened——semewhat une:-rpeetedly——in the famous list ef geds as: ‘Ian-nu-
ant {ef. Hemmel in ZA. n.F. II [1925] 32}. The seetien in questien reads:
13 "'11 u m - m a l 5n Lumma, preneuneed as

, written;
12 “ha-ta-ni-i[t] [3]n min utuk d-l-£111‘-I'B.-lifii I-Iat5nish,prc-neuneedas

written; heth manes ef
E-kur.

29de11—li1-lat-sill nu-bands é-kur-ra-ks; Enlillafk]-zi{d), tapidtrr
L ef E-kur.

21 dur-dsfn-na " nimgir ei-111.1--1-11.~ree.1 Ur-Sh1a{kJ,ridg£r*aefEsh-
1 hairs.

Test: UT XXIV (1903) Pl. 5: 13-21. ‘ifariantst (1) CT XXV, Pl. 23, Eu 39-4-25, 22:3,
slum-hafma; (2) ilrid. l. 5 adds -am after min; {3} in UT XXIV, Pl. 22, the
esplanatery nete beginning with m i n runs frem 1. 115, whieh deals with '=1Lum.ma, dewn
tel. 112, whieh deals with iiliiatanish. The pretetype ef as: dart-nu-um, A0 5325, published
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Csirioai. Enirios or rss Tssr, Cor... iv 39-44 95

39 In Hamasi Hatanishlfi
39a (beeame king and)-
-=l0 reigned 511.155 (emend to 5?) years;

(probably eld lacuna here)
1 king {emend to l—[-s kings?)

reigned its 52155 [emend to 5+a?) years.

Hamasi was smitten with weapons;
it-s kingship to Uruk was earried.

.|_n.i-|--u-|i-

by de Genouillac in RA X31 (1523) 53 f. and 29.23’ I, Pls. XJ{V-XXYHII, which seems to date
back to the Isin period, also eontains our section; obv. ii =l—2 {in RA = ll. 53-55 in THE}
reads: dlum-ma dha-ta-ni-it den-lil-la-si ilur-“sin.

I-low Hatanish, a conqueror from Hamasi, eame to be ineluded in the official Sumerian
pantheon is fairly elear from the list itself, which styles 'iHatanish a terse, literally “ghost”
Eu t u kl, of E-kur. That the ghosts, the manes, of Hatanish and of Lumrna (hetter lrnown
nnd r his eth m E-an 1: - “' ‘ 'e er na e, nai 1-tum, see Poebel, P35 IV 1, p. 155} were worshiped in
the Enlil temple in Nippur ean only mean that these kings had erected statues of them-
selves there, providing fer offerings to the statues and thereby to their manes after they
died. The passage is thus of some historical importance, since this would eemto imply
that l-Iatanish actually possessed Nippur. Un the following two deities, Enlillafk)-slid}
and Ur-3ina{k), who also seem to be deified human beings, see Landsherger, Der lcultfsrhe
Kalender, p. 23, n. 13. Concerning cult of the manes of deceased kings compare the lists of
offerings to statues of Ur-Nanshefir}, En-temena, Lugal-anda, etc. published by Deimel in
Urteniclfe No. 23 (1923) pp. 25 ff. ITT It’, I"-lo. 2315 rev. i 25—23, mentions offerings to a
statue of Gudea. Cf. also Deimel, “Elie Listen ilber den ahnenkult aus der Zeit Lugalandas
nnd Urukaginas,” Orientalfn No. 2 (1525) pp. 32-51.

‘if L1 adds [1 u g a 1] - ii m , “beeame l-zing,“ which is obviously correct. The omission
of this phrase in WE must he due to accident.

11'“ Thus according to the photograph; sinee tn-ti is in small seript, which shows
it to be a gloss, the original probably read 5. The figiue is not preserved in L1. Cf.
n. 123.

"1Thus according to the photograph; the additional lb in Langdon’s copy is
erroneous.

"ides n. 124.

1" Thus according to the photograph; since tn-ti is written in small script, which
shows it to be a gloss (cf. n. 125}, the original probably had 5. P1 gives in its final suin-
mary one king and ii‘? (2 or -125} years for Hamasi. We have no opinion as to whether the
iii of WB or the ‘Ft’ of P1 is original.

1“ Thus according to the photograph; the i- of Langdon’s eopy is erroneous. The
collective ih -a1 , remnant of an earlier form of this total operating with more than one
king, indicates that part of the Hamasi dynasty has been lest in a lemma sometime in
the course of tradition. Cf. pp. 25 and 55 f. for similar oases in 3111 and 51.1.1-1--s. '
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S111
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S111

S111

S111

S111

WE
WE
WE
WE

L1
125 fiu:_,_I: -s-1

Tris Smisnias Kine Liar

n1 45 nnulfi-gal“ en-saka,,"f*-5a.1-an-
n a

n1 lugal-am mu 1 su-sill” i-a1
L1, “foam-lugal-bi mu 2 au-ti 1-a1

In u ‘F125 '1 _ a_5‘t23

(Emend ll. 42-43 to read
425 lugal-hi-at-as-die-die
425 mu i:—]-2 i.-e1
42c lugel-sisal-s~i
42d damn; lugel-lei-rni-53-due-due
435 ins n+7 t-a1

3 lu g al
48c mu-hf . . it-er)

Col. v
1B'3‘[unugl“‘ “itulcul he-an-sip]
inert-lugal-tel art“-55 b a - t ii ml
in r ii“-ma lugel-lei-at-5 5 - d u1 - d n1]
Ilttgat a m mu . . i - a1]

5 lugal-kis a1-si]
Edema lu g a l -its-ni-dd-dire-d 111-]
:5-‘ittt . .
1- - -1 ~ s iillll
fm n i- a1]

10 lk a(?) - k 5.]
ldama . . . - g i1] - lk e1‘
pm ,1 _ _ 3] __ r,,_,nse

[4115 I u g a l
mu-bi [115]1i1 ib-a1

15 [’tt‘l"‘tH flftakut he-on-sip]
[nent-lugel-hf adabaki-at ba-tam]

l-'-3.51

1" fin this reading of the sign and on the identification of this ruler with En—shakush-.tin-
naflr) see p. 121

1" The figure is not preserved in Sl.l.lI-I-I.
llivlii The test of WE is badly corrupted here: n a m -1 u g al - b i belongs to the

formula for ehange of dynasty; m u 2 5 u- ti (125) i-a1 and m u 2 i-at are from formu-
las for single reigns. apparently the scribe has given a few disconnected passages still read-
able in a much broken original. The damage is old, as shown by 3111.11: I 1- a n - d 5 - a



|.
.-

-1I+.-\.,-ll-uI1'IIu~|n--'-'\-I-I'I'I|'I1l'I-If-‘-|="l"—"—';''j"'_'

ErIIqawmwfifliwp_.;:»,.,_.q-|.-.q_|.-_,-\,.-pr--|=;=--|-.==,;_-_|.1_-.;_+-.I'.'\l-'\|'\|

:_,.|_:3._%f¢EI:|i|2i!|'5.‘.-T!"'.:"-'i'§i“'*'i'F .
I .
i.
:13.
|.

ll"

Gnrrreen Enrrrer-I er THE Tnrrr, Gene. iv -i5~—v 16 1131

45 In Urnk En-ehekueh~.ernne{k) (?)

beeeine king end reigned 1 >031] yenre;
ite kiugehip; reigned 2J<ii{} yeere;

reigned T yeere.
(Ernend 11. d‘i'—dS tn reed

=i?'d Lngel-kiniehe-dudu
4Tb reigned r—|-2 jreere;
47+: Lngnl-1-r.iee.l-ei,
Md een ef Luge}-kiniehe-dndu
4311 reigned er-I-T }"EdI'E.
48b 3 kinge
48:: reigned ite . . j,='ee.re.)"3

Cpl. v
Uruk wee ernitten with ‘W'EEl.[IiD1’I5§
ite kingehip tn Ur wee enrried.
In Ur Lugel-kiniehe-dudu

- heeerne king end reigned . . yenre;
5 Lngel-ldeel-ei,

een pf Lngei-khiiehe-dudu,
reigned . . yenre; '
F F ‘l’ l 

reigned . . yeere;
10 KB.»-k1.1[g)_.

een ef . . . .gi,
reigned . . yeere.

4 1-zinge
reigned ite 116131 yeere.

15 Ur wee ernitten with weepnne;
ite kingehip te Adeh wee eerried.

{ I-e.e[ 1uIge.i, whieh een he reetered [ii-gn ha]-e.:e—de-e. [.. 1111.1 11-115
[. .1u]g el . - . . , “Seinehedy whe in-1e disappeared reigned . . yearn. . . kinge . . . . .“
$ee the detailed dieeueeien ef the peeeege en pp. 1EiQ-T2.

1" Thue eeenrding te the phetegreph (ef. Le.ngden’e translation).
1“-1“ The reeteretinn ef thie eeetien ie heeed en the treeee left in Sui. 5&1‘-=1 the detailed

dieeueeinn ef the eeetien en pp. 1T5 f.
1“ Heetnred en the haeie pf the dynasty tetel, whieh een be reeenetrueted in P1. See

pp. 1'i"3-1'5.
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WE L1
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17 [adabakilii 1ugal-an-né-nin-
an-dii}

[lugai-am mt. 901st i-as]
(probably old laeuna here?“

[1] (eroend to 1+;s?)1i4 l u g al
20 [Inn-bi 9]01Ei' ih‘i*i- a,=.

[adabaki] Fit-ukul ha-an-sig
[narn-lugal-hii Iiinia-erihi-eel“

ha-tdin
Ima-eriki}-semi an-suds!“
llugal-am] inn 30 i-as

25 [Tm-si} dnrnu a11—sud.1—ke.;
WB _-mu I?(?)]1'i1 -as
"WE ' 1-lugal rnu -as
WE I ]1*‘~i-ld-gal rnu 20 -Ett
WE ] - lb il -noes-teas IITL1 30 - as
W1-3 30 ' 1- n i in 1.1 '9 - as
WE *6‘ 1 u g a l
WE [mu-bi} 136 i“*(en1end to th) - as
WB [rad-sin?" iiitnioui] h a - a n - s 1 g
WE {so-at-lugal] - b i

1e L1 adds -a.
1“ Two eopies of an inseriptien of this ruler are known {Poe-bel, Bstyiemelsn Legs! arid

Business Basements . . . . Uiriefly from Nipper {BE ‘VI 2 (190911 No. 130, p. 123 and Pl. 5?;
PBS ‘ii’, No. ‘T5; transliteration and translation by Giiterhool-: in zs n.F. "i-‘III [1534]
»tfl—-445). They were written in the reigns of Ammi-Efiadnqa and Ahi-E-shah. The te:-rt deals
with the building of the temple of Nintu in Adah, e -n a n1 - s n , and of the establish»
ing of offerings and rites of this ternple. Giiterboelc (op. tit. pp. dd f.jI is of the opinion
that this inseriptien is a late literary eornposition. This seems possibie but is far from eer-
tain. The narne is written lugal-an-na-mu-un—di‘1 {PBS T?_.1'~To. T5) and
lugal-Ta nl-n e-rs u- an-d u (BE TF1 2, No. 135), whereas the King List {L1} has
lngal-»an-as-niu-an-dill.

1“ Bee n. 135.
1" es-E, whioh ean be restored 1"“ {Q0}; L1: 90.
1" Thus in both WE and L1; it would therefore seem to be original. But if the oollee-tine

form of the verb is old, we ean assume that the dynasty originally had more rulers than
LUgel-Anne-mundll and that the others have been lost in the oourse of tradition. Langdon
also {OECT II 5} considers it probable that this dynasty onoe oornprieed several kings.

1-"*1" Thus also L1; $u1 pleees the dynasty of Maeri after Akshak and apparently before
Kish III—i-IV. Sines the order of WB is represented in both the A branch (WE) and the
B braneh {L1} oi the tradition, we must eensider it original. That the eity name should he
read II1 a - e r in rather than ID a - r i“ has been shown by Thurean-Dangin in RA XXXI
{I934} E3 f. "

_,__,__
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17 In Adah Lugal-Anne-mundn1 it

beeame king and reigned 911 years;
(probably eld laeuna here)

1 king (amend to 1+: kings?)
20 reigned its 90 years.

Adah was smitten with weapons;
its hingship to Maori was earried.

To {amend to In) Maori Ansud
heeame hing and reigned 30 years;

25 . . . .zi, son of 1-‘insud;
reigned 17(‘?) years;
. . . .-lugal reigned 30 years;
...- I ti-gal reigned 20 years;

. . . .bi~MUsr-Mas reigned 30 years;
30 . . . .ni reigned 9 years.

6 kings
reigned its 136 years.
Maeri was smitten with weapons;
its kingship

1'11 L1: - a ; Sui omits. The e e of W13 is erroneous, due to dittography of m a - e r1111-
e e in the lino above.

111' The sign is an in W13 and L1; Bu; is too broken to allow a deeisien. Contrary to
Landsherger {OLE XXXFF [1931] 12?} a variant a1v~sn"n on which he bases his reading
-ii-ea does not oeenr in the King List. It seems, however, to appear elsewhere; for the traees
on the maoehead U 11513 ean only he those of Farr-sun1 lu [gali {see the photograph,
UE II, Pl. 183 e; which gives ‘i~‘fii'4-'*'i=’¢'. Burrows in UE II 322 read Fa n -hul
ll u g al1 ; the oatalogue, iinfd. p. 5T2, apparently "111 t ul}. In the inseriptien of this ldng’s
daughter [UET I, Ne. 12) his name is written an-nu. The same variation hetween an and
son met with in this name eeeurs also in si-114-s ud-ra {see Peehel; PBS IV 1;
p. dill. Sines the Greek transliterations Enreudpor, Znzresdpee; Ereidper; ete. show that this
name was pronounoed Ziiujsudra, we must assume that nu had the value s u dr . as
shown by the writing a 11 - s u d in U 115’i'3; an has this value in the name under dissussion;
and we have therefore adopted the reading a n - s u dd .

1111' finly one sign seems to he mising before -a i . Legrainie eopy gives sets, whieh eouid
he remnants of g a s .

111 The figure is not preserved in any of the versions. Clur restoration oi 17' is arrived
at hy suhtraetien of the reigns preserved from the dynasty total.

111 see is preserved in the laeuna before » l ii - .
11"“ Error for i h - .
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WES
WES
W1-3S
"WES

SL13

S113

S113

S113
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35 [n;s;11-errer b a- trim
[l<:isi1‘~111"i kn-‘1]ba-ba.;11i
11"'[‘““vl 11- k n r n nl - n am
[snhnt‘-‘ii l~:isi]1‘1 mu-nn-gii“‘“-na
i“i{lngal]-ami” rnn lfiiliii i-as

WB 40 1 lugal
W33 mn-bi 190 i-ae
W13 kisii" Eiitnkni ha-an-sig

11* Pr, L1, and Sn: also must have had this arrangement. The faet that P2 iists four
dynasties of Eish {rd 5—ii) means that it must have oounted Kufg)-Baba as a separate
dynasty. L1 has after the dynasty of Aleshak a dynasty of Kish beginning with Knish
Baba’s son; Putur-Sin, just as in WE; here also Kuigl-Baba must have been eonnted as
a separate dynasty preoeding airshak. In Eur, finally, the dynasty total giving T rulers
(vi E) shows that it had a Prism-Sin dynasty as in WE, i.e., that Kuig}-Baba must have
been listed separately. A different arrangement is found in S and S-Ila-H, where I{nI[g]—Baha
has been moved down after Akshak and appears as first ruler of the dynasty whieh in the
other versions begins with her son.

Sines the arrangement with Iinigjl-Babs as a separate dynasty before A1-rshalr is attested
in both main branehes of the tradition {A braneh: W1?-; B braneh: Pr, L1, and Surly it should
be original; and this is also shown by a eonsideratiorr of the variant itseh. The arrangement
found in WE, Pr; Li, and Snr ean very easily have been ehanged in the eonrse of t-radition to
that of S and Sue“; for it is obvious that any eopyist who noted that in his original Kn{g)-
Baba was separated from her son by a oomplete dynasty would feel a strong urge to eerreet
this absurdity and move her down to join her son and his sneeessors. While a development
from the arrangement of WE, P-,1; L1, and Sn; to that of S and Ens;-,4 would thus be very
natural; it is elearly impossible to imagine that any eopyist should have ehanged the plan-
sible~lool-zing arrangement in the latter tests to that of WE ete. It is therefore elear that
WE; Pr, L1, and Sui are original on this point.

as we shall see below {p. 1?? }; the author of the King List arrived at his onrions arrange-
ment beeause he possessed a synehronism showing that the dynasty of Ahshak was roughly
eontemporaneons with Knigl-Babs; and the quite unbelievable reign which he has assigned
to that ruler, 109 years, was meant to earry her aoross the 99 years of the skshak dynasty
down to the time of her son (first realised by Langdon, UEGT II 7}. See also the disoussion
of this variant on pp. 53 f.

1“iE- adds -B-_iS11.r+r adds -er.
1" This queen is mentioned in the list of postdiinvian rulers “not arranged in order"

given in '12’ R 441 14, and her name is there translated its-has ell-tit; “Babs is bright" [Poebel,
PBS IV 1, pp. 129 f.; reieets~—hardly with right—-—this translation and suggests that the
name means “silver of Babs“). An omen (UT XXVIII [1911]] Pl. 5, K'i'ii5:2—3] refers
to this-‘lbs-has to mote t-ire-lnr, “The woman Knfgi-Baba who ruled the land.” An anecdote
eonoerning her and Prrsur-Nirah of akshak is related in Chronicle Weidner (see Giiterheek
in Z..4 n.F. VIII 51 and 54}. We have retained for the name of the goddess ilna-tr the
"reading flba-bar suggested by Jensen in Thnreaudiiangin; Les flenrophmtes eame:-fess
{Par-is; 1999) p. 49, although Thnrean-Dangin in RA XXXII {I935} 150 has advoeated a
reading of the last sign as b us . The passages in favor of reading b Ila , namely phonetie
renderings sueh as 11b a - b u ; are all late and ean (as stated in Les iromopirones enrnerierrs,
p. =19) represent an Alrkadianised form Baird; Baht, derived from Sumerian B a b a like
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35 to Kish was earried.
In Kish I<Iu(g)-Babs,
a barrnaid,11’*i
the one who oonsolidated the foundation of Kish;i‘i1
beeame “king” and reigned 190 years.

49 1 king
reigned its 100 years.
Kish was smitten with weapons;

Mama, Maori, from M a m a . The reading b as , on the other hand, has the support of
a phonetie writing dating bank to the Isin period, namely SR1", No. 5 rev. 41-43: if r
m u-ti-in-na-he di-di-de ba-ba ga-ha-hril-lgdl-le-en—de-en
. . . . '1ba-b as sat-la-ma-her-es ga-ba—hril-lgul-le-en-de-en; “Go-
ing toward the embraee of the husband, O Baba, we will rejoice; U Babs; on account of
my . . _ . we will rejoice,” whem b a — b a in l. 41 obviously corresponds to ‘lb a - b as
in l. 43.

11""r111' Thus both S and Bum. It is not impossible that WE had m lire-l-C urn n -
na; which is a better form {see Poebel, PBS IV 1; p. 199; n. 4.}; ef. n. 199.

111 Lit.; “a wine—woman." We have adopted E-arton‘s translation iitffizl, p. 343'] in pref»
erenee to the perhaps more enact hut aLso more pedantie terms “a female wine seller”
{Langdon_. if-‘EST II 15} and “hostess of a tavern” (Gadd; The Early Dynasties of Sumer-
and arses, p. 4;.

111 Thus E1 and—-to indge from the spaoing—almost certainly W13; Sue“: rn l.11o
s uhus . As rn Llro is omitted in both main branehes of the tradition {A braneh: W13;
13 braneh: B}; the form without it must be nearer the original. fin the other hand; sinee
parallelism with the other “historical notes” seems to call for a relative pronoun here and
sinee; strictly speaking, the agreement of ‘WE and S only shows us a test preoeding the
separation of the two main branehes of the tradition, it seems inst possible that the earliest
ferm of the ter-rt had In at this point. This re might then be responsible for the ineor-
reet 1'=111ni fr — k u r u n — n a instead of m urn-k u r u n - n a in the line above {EBB 11- 1971'-

i1'11 Thus S also; Sursri - 5; l-r - -
2'11 The meaning of the phrase is that Kmfg]-Babs “laid the foundations for the political

and economical strength and importance of the eity” {Poebel, PBS IV 1, p. 129].
i1'1'i1‘1 Bus-r-1 omits; S: lu g al - a m .
1111 This abnormally long reign represents—-as noted by Langdon-—-an effort to carry

Knfgj-Baba aoross the 99 years of the dynasty of Akshak which the author had inserted
between her and her son Puanr-Sin {see n. 194 above and p. 17?; cf. also pp. 159 f.J. The
original figure for Kurfgj-Baba's reign; that assigned to her in the source used by the author
of the King List, is unknown. The emendation of the present figure to 14, suggested by
Peiser in OLZ XV (1912) 154 f. and by Poebel ihid. col. 290; was based (1) on the assump-
tion that an original 4-PF had been misread as Hi ; which must be considered highly unlikely.
and {9} on a particular explanation of the difference in S between the sum of the single
reigns and the dynasty total which at that time seemed plausible but which other versions
of the King List, found after Peiser and Poebel wrote; have shown to he erroneous. (The true
explanation of this differenee is that original ea, i.e., 499, for Ur-Zababaikl I.‘-r iiiitii .".'-=- lit,
i.e., ti; see n. 915 below.) There is thus nothing in favor of this emendation, and it should
be definitively abandoned.
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nani-lugal-bi “"*ug—kus1i‘*=i““‘*-
(sew ha-tfiin

e.-eases-sets un-si
lugal-are nin 3[l}“‘*" i-as]
un-da-In-11.1 ma 62““(e1nendte

I-3,5

ur-ur rnn 6 i-as

Col. vi
[pfisur-'inirah2“9 mu 20
[1-su-11 mu 24 -as]
[sn-*5-sin dumu i-su-i121“ nin W11

1'-5»:-1

r-'-*1--Ir

'| § LL:

[B lugal]
[mu-bi 99212 ih-as]
n4-kusfiki Fiat-uknl [ha-an-sig]
[nan'1]-lugal-bi
kisiki-semi ha-tlim
kisikifi“ pliaur-‘isin
dnrnu kn-dba-bag-keflfi
mlugal-aniglfi mu 25 1-as
21TTurT_dza|_ba|i_ba4E1?

“M-mi The reading ef the iciee-gram fig“ as A1-:shak was preveii hp a t-aria-nt in the Nahr
el-+KeIh inseriptien sf Nebuehadnesaar (E. Unger and F. H. Weisshaeh in ZA XXIX
[191-if 15] 133}. That this reading is eriginal is shewn by the “ideegrarn" itself, whieh is
elearly an eld phonetie writing in -1c u E1 Ii representing s prenuneiatien e 1-: E. e § {Ta} .
N-ate alse the early passages lugal 11»-kn§ii1=i-Isa (= lugal . . . .11-afl-1}}, “the
king ei . . . .11” {E-Annaflk}-tum, SAX, p. 20 h iv 25}, and lfi in - Ir u e 1i1=1- k a - 1: es
Iii kisilfl-ks; {=1u. . . .k-ak-e 111 Iiiéi-{a}l;-e], “the rnan ef ....k {and}
the man ef Kish“ {En-shairush~Anna{k), PBS IF 1, p. 151, ll. 13 f.}, which shew that
the name ends in Is.

W - s e emitted by mistake; the eepyist 1001-zed at ‘L14 -k u s ii“ ene line tee far dewn.
*“'“ S and G: - a ; S111 emits. The - s e in W13 is riittegraphy frem U-I. - k u s ii“ - s e,

whieh appeared in the preceding line in the serihe’s eriginal.
2“? -l‘f4=;restn1'e -as (30) after S. '
"3 Dittngraphy frem II: u 6 1- fie in following line. S has 12, which is eerreet as shewn

hjr the eerrespenrienee -at the resulting dynasty tetal, 99 years, with the 1'30 years assigneci
tn Kufigj-Baha. See p. 1'E"I’.

1“ fin this reading see Landsherger, Die Fauna das alien Mesopotamian, pp. 151} f.
2"‘ Thus 51155 adds -Ir 134- ' _ -
$11 Thus 5; Bin: 24, hy riittegraphy from the similar i — s n—il 24 I11 u 1- aaflnr - n at‘)

in the press-fling line.
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43 its killfifilliil <ts>*“*" Akshakm‘ was earried.

To (amend to In) A1-zshak Unsi
=15 beeame king and reigned 30 years;

Undaiulu reigned E {eniend to 12) years;

Ur-nr reigned 6 years;

Col. vi
Pusur-Nirah reigned 2i] years;
Ishii-ii reigned 24 years;
Shir-Sin, son of Ishfi-ii, reigned 7 yea-rs.

6 kings
5 reigned its 99 years.

A1-zshak was smitten with weapons;
its kingship
to Kish was earried.
In Kish Putin‘-Sin,

10 son of Ku(g}-Baha,
beeame king and reigned 25 yea-rs;
Ur-Zahaha{k),i"

111 Thus L1 and B; Bu; has fifth‘ = Tfi"¥FP‘ {lid}, due to its erroneous figure, 24, for the
reign of ShI1-Sin {see n. 211).

=1“ Thus also L1; Sui pleees the dynasty of Maeri here [see n. 18? above].
*1‘ L1 adds —a . In S and Ema, where Puaur-Sin is the seeond king of the dynasty

{see n. 19-ii above), there are, of eourse, no introduetory formulas with his name.
=15 Thus S and L1 also; Bile-[4 omits. '
*1“ Thus L1. also. In S and Bmei, where Puan1'-‘Bin is the seeond king of the dynasty

{see n. 19-=1 above}, there are, of eourse, no intrnduetory formulas with his name.
=1‘-*1’ On the reading of the divine name ‘is.-i.-n..+.L-anon as is a- h 34 - h a4 see Ungnad

in ULZ XXV (1922) 2102f. and espeoiaily Weidner in Archie for Keiisohriftforsolrnno II
[1924/25} 13. Weidner gives good reasons for douhting the authenticity of the variant
reading '5-Ilhaha fiinld. n. '2'). The evidence iateiy produeod in its favor by Ungnad {DLZ
XL [1£i3'F] ‘F33, n. 1, a referenee whieh we owe to Dr. Gelh} seems to us too uneertain to
aiter the situation materially. fin the reading of the name ef. also the musieai instrument
Iiinr-so-hosti-in (vars. [nr-s]o-h[o[T)-h}t'-inim], er-so-in‘-tam, and =1i‘nr~ro.-1n“{?]~ta[?1} men-
tioned in the third tahlet oi diri =IiIH.~'=si;:r:1,htt=1tl£tiTit, whioh was named after -our
king (A. Falicenstein and L. iviatous in Zn n.F. VIII 14?}.

Aeeording to the note in 1. 33, Sargon oi Agade was originally euphearer of Ur-Zahaharjlr).
an aneedote eonoerning Ur-Zahahaifkj and Sargon is related in Ghronieie Weidner [Giiter-
hoek in ZA n.F. VIII =19 and 52). Ur-Zahahaflk} is mentioned in the legend of Sargon and

i
-c|.
:

a-u-|-.n_u--\.-|-|.-u--\.-m.-u-|-u-.-\_n-\.-r
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WBLiS 13 [dumu] piisur-‘isin-l-rei
WBLiS [min 400215
WB S Sui Sui 15 21“[si-m]u~dar-rat?“-‘Iirnuilflfi -ai
WIS S Sui mid‘-sf-wa-tar {dumu si-

dar-ra-keildii mu Fm i-aid“
W13 S Sui 22‘esi—tarS5-mu-ti mu 112*“ I-as
W13 S Sui Wis-m [elm -team as mu 11 i-aid“
WE S Sins-an-ni-ism sadimm mu

72311-55

4-I |-I-rl--1-I

I ii’

S :-

 —-—

Luga-l-sage-si, AD T573 {Scheil in RA XIII [1916] 1T5—TQ; H. de Genouillac, TRS II, No. T3
[PL GXLII o]; of. Giiterhoch, op. cit. p. 37}. In later times he was oonsidered a god and ap-
pears as nun-nti's of Ninurta in the series sot: don-itn-are (GT XXIV, Pl. 3:5; Deimei,
Pantheon hnhylonionm-, No. 12-=11}.

*1“ S: is {ii}. Since the dynasty total given in S, 586 years, presupposes that S originally
had the same figure as WB, 400 years, for the reign of Ur-Eababaflc}, the present Ei must
have developed from original ant (400) through a damaged text in which the tens were
broken away: sea. Why sueh an extremely high figure was assigned to Ur-Zababailrl is
uncertain. Perhaps the author had reasons similar to those whioh made him give Kn{g}-
Baba ll]-D years (see n. 2133 above). Langdon’ explanation (OECT II lfi, n. 10] that see
originally stood for B torso is inaeeeptabie, as such writings are never used in King
List.

“trill Sirnu-dar appears in this plane in S and apparently in S113-}-4, where only E ]- d a r
is left. In Sui Sirnu—ds.r is listed as the last king of the dynasty, preoeded by a fictitious Shir-
iiishu and by Ishme-Shamash. The order of WB, S, and Smii, which is attested in both
main hranehes of the tradition [A branch: ‘WE; B branch: S and Sl-J-3+i); is of course origi-
naL As for Sui, there ean he little doubt that it derives from a version in which part of the
dynasty was blotted out by a serious lacuna, a lacuna which the eopyist tried to restore as
best he could from other broken fragment. See also the following notes.

*2" S, Sui, and Sum emit. The final - r a in WB is probably dittography from d u m u
s i - m u - d a r - r a after Ilsi-water, whieh suggests that W13 originally contained that
phrase; see n. 222.

“*1 Thus S also. The figure is not preserved in S1-n+4. Sui, which lists Simu-dar as the
last ruler of the dynasty, i.e., in the place which belongs to Nannie, also gives him Nan-
nia’s reign of *2’ years. We must therefore assume that the lacuna in the orignal of Sui
{see n. 219} ended just after the name of Nannie: [na-an-ni-ia sadiml T‘ mu
l - at, so that the eopyist has only restored a wrong name here.

in-EHS: ii-si-wa-tar dumu sf-mu-dar-ra-hei. Su.i+-r, which has [si-
1nu]-dar{..rnul1-ai [ii-si-wa]-tar [. .mu i]-ai, seems to follow W13. Sines
the Su teats are derived from hadly damaged originals and sinee there are traces in
WE snggesting that its original hadthewordsdumu si-mu-dar~ra-her fin. 221]],
it is lmely that S here preserves the original form of the test.

"3 S: ii. WB’s figure is more probably original, since Hi (ti) eould very easily develop
out of an original??? {T} through a slightly damaged test, as indicated in n. 231 below.
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13 son of Pueur-Sin,
reigned 400 years;

15 Simu-dart" reigned 30 years;
Usi-watarfi, son of Simu-dar,> reigned 7 years;

Eshtar-muti reigned 11 years;
Ishnie-Sbamash reigned 11 years;
Nannie, a stoneeuttcr, reigned T years.

"4 Suiii gives the dynasty total after this line. It must therefore derive through a test
which had a lacuna from here down to the end of the dynasty. As we have seen above (n.
219}, Sui also shows evidence of being derived through a teat with such a lacuna; so we
have here further proof that Sui and Sum derive from a common ancestor {see pp. 2:‘;
and 5[1i.}.

"5:-iii S: i~‘='iIl', obviously remnants of e Iii - t a r .

“l"Thus S also; S1111 as, probably remains of arr [1'i’}. It is impossible to say how
this figure originated. The passage is very badly corrupted {see n. 219 above]. The con-
current testimony of WIS and S, representing both rnain branches of the tradition, of
course identifies I1 as original.

21"“? Thus Sui also; S: i-m u- . Since is-me» is represented in both branches of
the tradition {A branch: WE; E branch: Suili it is presumably original.

"latter this line Sui lists a king su-i-1i- su who reigned -iii’ [15] years. This
king can he no other than the well known Shh-ilishu oi Isin; and, comparing the account
of the Isin dynasty given by Sui, we may perhaps assume that the eopyist had a loose,
unplaced fragment which he first used when he restored the lacima in this section (see
n. E19} but which later on he was able to place and to “join” where it actually belonged,
after Sui viii 1S:

""-:"»-'9’ »*'."-"'.»"i".»"'1"="»*".i",.¥..»"7..-".»-".»»"5,1 .. -ni . .. ;_ .- i

‘Ii ‘"5 mu l—ai E?)
§.F/9ii.oi9S-.?ii-2.1%

That the source of Sui and Sui-ii was in an utterly damaged and broken condition is evi-
denced by many details [see pp. 25 and Ell f. and nn. Eli}, 221, 22-ii, and 225 above].

1"-“ii S omits -» a n - {ef. n. 231]; Sui restores Simu-dar here [see n. 221}.

ii" This reading, first pointed out by Th1.u*eau-Dangin, Lu cirroaolopic dee dynasties dc
Samar at d’:-lcccd, p. S2, is certain. That the sign is not a hi but s a d i I'll is obvious from
a comparison of his in na-an-ni-ia eadim [WE vi 19} with 4%" {ahjih} in
ha-li-ih {WE ii 2'11}.

"1 Thus Sui also (cf. n. 221}; S has er (3). It is probable that the latter figure is see—
ondary and derives from an original iii’ {T} through a damaged teat: ‘FF?’ (cf. n. 272). Note
also that some other variants in S (see nn. 223 and 229} seem due to omissions around the
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‘WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
‘FEB
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
WE
1-i-I-I-|—|—I-|-Iil—l

Ll
L:
L1
In
L1
L1

EDEHEECIDEHUEUEUEUEUSUEIFJCII

S
S
S
S

Sui
Sui
S111

Sui
S111

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111

Sui
Sui

Sui 20
S114

Sui
Ell.-|,

S114

S114

S114,

S114

S114

S114

S114

Tris: Snrcanraiv Kine Lrsr

Till lugal
mu-bi sans ib-ai.
kisilii ilitultul ba-an-sig
nam-lugal-bi unugki-as ba-trim
unuki-gases lugal-ea-gs-si
lugal-am mu 25 i-ai.

1 lugal
m u {- b ibiii 25 is ai
unugkl ilitulsul ha-an-sig
nam-lugal-hi
a~ga-dhillki-sh ha-trim
a-ga-d-r'£.*'=1=“="i’-"7" sar—ru-lei-in
“iii-ba-ni nil-giriiiiil’
qa-su-dug ur-dealt“-ba-i-bai
lugal a-{ga-lilidekl id a-gs--deki
mu-uni“-dii-a
lugal-am mu 552*“ i-ai.
ri-mu-us dumu sa-r-ru-ki-in
mu 92*“ l-ai

25

3i]

35

middles oi the lines. All these variants will be e:-rplained if we assume a single lacuna, a
slightly widened crack, in some predecessor of S:

d-si-wa-tar
dumu si-mu-dar
mu in-ai-,
is-iciiiii-ii
mu 1 f in-ai
is- isamas
mu A; in-as
na- -ni-aaadim
mu "'.':*.' iu—s-i

iii Thus Sui also; S, which counts I{u|fg]-liaha as a member of this dynasty, has S.
'-“ii S: SSS. This tent counts Kufgl-Babs. {IDS years] as a member oi the dynasty, and

the total is correct if the present figure is {ii} for ‘Ur-Sababaikfi is restored to its original
form islzdi K-$15111}; see n. 21S. The total of Sui, 435 years, stands apart and is probably
the sum of the single reigns after the scribe had restored the lacuna found in his original
(cf. nn. 219 and 221}. It is thus altogether secondary.

ii“ Thus S and Sui also ; Sl.1-2+-ii - lei‘ .
ii‘ Erroneously omitted in WE, probably by dittography of the similar m u 25 in the

preceding line. S and Sui correctly: - bi .
=3“ Thus according to the photograph. The ii.-in which Langdon’s copy shows here is erro-

neous, a modern dittography irom the following line: a - g a - d e s a r - r u -it i - i n .
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20 '5’ kings
reigned its 4.91 years.
Hish was srnitten vritli weapons;
its kingship to Uruk was earried.
In Uruk Luge-1-sage—si

25 heoarne king and reigned 25 years.
1 king

reigned its 25 years.
Uruk was smitten with weapons;
its kingship

1 30 to Agade was earried.
In Agade Sharru(n'1)-I{in—-
his . . . . was a date-grower-—
ouphearer of Ur-Zabaha{k),i‘“
king of Agade, the one who

35 built?“ Agade,
beeame king and reigned 56 years;
Riniush, son of Sharrufln)-1:111,
reigned 9 years;

“I S adds 1"- a , which is oorreot.
"3 Aooording to the photograph W13 has '.=-'1‘.i"- S has (according to the photograph in

RA IX [1912] opp. p. ES) Hi. It may be definitely stated that none of the readings thus
far proposed is eonipatihie with the sign as given by the photographs. These proposals are:
Poehel, PBS IV 1, p. 130, n. 16: a b - h a - n i , “his father"; Thurean-Dangin, Lo
ehroaoiopis ales riyaoaiies as Samar at -:i’Aeeod, p. 62: ii a r ~ r n - k i - i n -11; - h a - n i ,
“qu’o:o roi legitirne soit eree” [proposed before WE had heeonie known}; Lang-don, ULICT
II 17': sar-rn-lei-in-i-In-ha-ni; Zirornern in EDMG n.F. I11 33, n. 11]: i-
dih -h a-ni , “rlessen Pfleget'ater(?), clessen ..-'-'s.ufnehn1erI{'i'}"; Giiterlooolr in Z.-1. n.F.
VIII =1. (1) - di '|J — lo a - n i , “dessen ‘fiufnehrnerf "

1*" On this reading of ons-ean in our word see Poehel in AJSL LI (1934135) H2.
1*“ Thus L1 and S. The vertieal wedge appearing hetween .1 a and h B-4. in Langdon’s eopy of

W13 is—as shown hy the photograph—part of an erase-:1 h 111 over whieh a a is now written.
2'11 Listed as a ruler of Kish in l. 12 above. Un the reading of the name see n. 21?.
“I Dnlitted in W13 hy mistake; preserved in L1 and S.
“I L1 adds - d a - 3 S is broken but seems to agree with L1.
2“ Far. in L1 and SH’): “the one under whoro Agade was built” {ef. n. 1111 ahove].
2“ L1: 55. Pr, P5, S, Sol, and Sum seem to have followed L1 (see pp. 21}-26). The figure

of WE, 56, is rnore probably original than 55, sinee the latter can so easily have developed
from the former through a damaged text, ‘-\-SEE, and sinee WB as a whole preserves the bet»
ter te:-rt in this section (see pp. 26 f.].

“E L1: 15. Pa, P3, S, S111, and Sum seem to have followed L1 (see pp. 23-25). The figure
of W13, ‘.13, is orignai. The figure 15 seerns to be clue to dittography from the almost identieal
dnnan sar-rn-ki-in rnn 15i~arinll.-11--12[see p. 2?}. '

i
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‘i-c
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I‘_-_.,._.
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W13 L1
W13 L1
WB L1
WE L1
WE L1
W13 L1
-“TB P3 L1

WB P1 L1
P1 L1
P1 L1

S

5111
S113

S113

S113

S113

S113

Tun Sutasamiv Knvo Lrsr

39 ma-ni-is’-iiiti~isi“'-su
eil] ses—gai ri-mu-iusiiii-us.

dumu sar-ru-l-ii-in
rnu 1525" [i-a1]
na-ra-am-i'="[siri]
dumu ma-[ail-is-ti-is-s'a]

-15 mu [3?(?)ii1 I-a1]
s[ar-iiika-ii-sar-r£]iii
[dumu na-ra-am-dsin]
[m n 252*“ i - a1]iii

Col. vii

ii’-"[a-1::-a-am lujgaiiii a-ha-am
nu lugali“

[iiiiii-‘i (var. ir) -gi.1“i‘]-gi.12“ lugal

WE P3 L1 S S113

‘NB P3 L1 S S113

2"-1" L1: -te-. This hing’s name in his own inscriptions is always written ma-on-
fi—tu~ea, which represents moo is-11-so, “Who is with him?“ {on do written -ea in this
period cf. e.g. Ungnad in 1i1"Vr-id XX 2 [191-5} p. lei}. At the time of the 3d dynasty of Ur
the form itis of the preposition raaesa became predominant, so our name changes to Man-
ishteshu {man iiiie-in]; see W. von Boden in ZA n.F. VII (1933) 133 and n. 1.

=4“ WE is damaged at this point. Langdcn read the traces as 1- s 1:1 - ; but the photo-
graph shows s=-J", i.e., - lu s - , so it is apparently a case of simple dittography. It may
even he that the scribe erased this first 1-u s - because he was not satisfied with the spac-
ing and wrote a second one which filied out the line. L1 has correctly r i ~ m n - u s .

iii The meaning of the name, “Who is with him?“ [see n. 2=1'F}, might suggest that
Himush and Man-ishtushn were horn as twins.

ii“ L1: ‘T. P1, P1, Su1, and SUEH seem to have followed L1 {see pp. E3~2I3-}. The figure
of WE, which caused the wrong figure for Rimush in L1 [see n. ass}, must he the original.

2“ L1 has Ed, agreeing with P1’s eras, which also can he restored as [tree (55). In WE
the figure for Nardm-Bin and likewise the figures for Bhar-1+:ali-sharri and for the inter-
regnum are missing; and if we restore them from the to:-zts of the H group as iifi, 25 {this
seems better than H; see n. 25-'1 below}, and 3 we get a much higher sum of single reigns than
that indicated in ‘iii'B’s total, 131 years. fine of these figures must therefore he too high.
Using only the lower two figures, 25 for Sher-l<aii~sharri and 3 for the interregnum, we have
3? years left for Harare-Sin. This figme is indeed very probable; for, iooiring more closely
at the figure dd given for this ruler in the E group, we see that it appears just above the sign
san of it a r - k a -1 i - a a r - r i, which begins with two vertical rows of -i-wedges: dill’.
A eopyist could therefore easily misread the uppermost of these wedges as part of the nu-
meral above: Thus the B figure 55 may derive from an original Eiii, which is very
near to the 3?’ years left for 1'~Iars.n'eSin by the total of W13. We have already noted many
eimmples of loss of a final unit by transmission through a slightly damaged test.

iii-=‘i='.i"11Lis in P1, L1, and probably S {sar-k [a-1i-sar-ri]} . Bur has P" in-
stead of -1: a-li- , probably because it descended through an ancestor in which only
one wedge of these signs remained, and - ri instead of -r i .
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39 Man-ishtushu,
so the older brotheriii of Rimush,

son of Sharru(m)-lrin,
reigned 15 years;
Naram-Sin,
son of lvlan-ishtushu,

45 reigned 32(1) years;
Shar-lcali-sharri,
son of Naram-Sinfii
reigned 25 years.

Col. vii
Who was king? "Who was not king?

Was Igigi (var. Irgigi] king?

=5“ In Ehar-lcali-sharri’s inscription given in 12.115, p. 1fi=l oi, the line Tue-ha-TI dead-ii
{i 2}, which is generally read mdr do.-ii-den-iii, “son of Du-ti-Eniil" {doubted by Poebel,
PBS IV 1, p. 132, n. a; rejected by Weissbach in RLA II 125}, is-~—as first seen by Hrosny
in lFi*TEI{.?lI XXVI (1212) 151, n. 2——-in all probability an ideographie writing lifti“ ‘lea-iii,
“offspring of Enlil“ {1§L, No. 1141.-as 1:: rue-ns=ifi-t'um), a title which is closely paralleled
by the title it-tum ‘ids-part, “offspring of Dagan," taken by Hammurabi (Code of Hammu-
rabi iv 2?}. This passage, therefore, should not be quoted-—as is sometimes done-to prove
the unreliability of the King List.

ii" Thus L1 and Bus ; P1 has 2-11. Since it is more likely that an original 25 lost a final unit
in transmission than that there was an accretion of one unit, we may assume that the figure
25 attested by L1 and Bus is correct.

iii P1 inserts here a subtotal for the family of Sargon: m u E 5] a r — r u -I-: 1-
nim, which maybe I'es1Z-iJr£=:!Il:ffri'i'ii1¥|i'F mu Edumusdumu i-iiar-ru-1:1-nim, "151"
years the family of Sargon” (cf. Poebel, P1115’ IV 1, pp. fill] and 132 f.J. The copyist of
P1 seems to have had a predilection for such subtotals [see n. 1o-1 above}.

=5"-ii“ Thus also S. Su1 gives a-ba lugal a-ba lugal-am, which is clearly
a corrupt form of the teirt found in WE and S. L1 and P1 have the line in Aid-radian: n-m:-au-
um as ':-na-:ca~am lo tar. See the discussion of this variant on pp. 52 f.

iii’ Thus according to the photograph.
E“ S, which writes the names of these four l-rings on two lines, adds a vertical wedge in

front of each name, perhaps to indicate that they were arranged on four lines in its original,
as is the case in the other versions.

iii" Thus 5. P1 gives i - ; L1 and Sta give i r - . It is obvious that ir - is a misreading
of the very similar sign i-, or vice verse, and that i- is inst a variant writing of
1- . Whether i- or -i r - is original must remain uncertain; cf. the discussion of the sec-
tion as a whole on pp. 52 f.

iii‘ Thus P1, S, and S111; L1: -E15-.
ill Thus P1, S, and Hus also; L1: - g[i11.

.-1.-n.

1.|-1.-—-

.-1.-u-|

I
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WE P1
WB P1
WE P1
WB P1
WE P1
WE P1
WE
WE
WE {P1}
WE (P1).
WE
WE
W13

WB
IKE
WE
WE
W13

iii Thus L1, S, and Su1; P1 -ni.

L1
L1

Eflliflffllfflfiflliflfilfilfflfilfflfilhfifi

51115125550512

B111

S111

{S1-11>
{Si-11>
‘(S1-11>

S111

S111

S111

S111

Su1

S111

S111

S111

{Si-11> 15111:)‘
{Sud {S114} 20'

Tan Sunnnmu Kine Lrscc

S113

S113

S113

S113

S114

S114

S114

S114

S114

S114
S114

S114

Essen &__nusts__umrss]

[liii-mi]
[cssE,_sss_1u_1u}
““[*1—bi] lugal
[mu 3] lb-a1iil
[du-du min 21 i-1,5
[su-dur-til] dumu du-du-ke.1
[mu] 15 i-a1

lllii lugal
mu-bi 1211“ ib-a1.
a-ga-del“ eiituknl ba-an-sig
nam-lugal-bi unuglil-fie ba-trim
ll"unul“{-ga}l'“' ur-nigin lugal-

all-H271

mu Tl“ i-a1
ur-1sgigir dumu ur-niginlli
mu iii“ i-a1
ilikud-da mu ii i-a1
pfisur-i-li mu 5 i-ad“

lugal
lugal
lugal

iii Thus S and Su1. L1 is broken here; P1 omits.

iii Nanum occurs in this place in L1 and Sm; P1 and S have the order Irgigi, Imi, hlanum,
Eiulu. Which is original? See also the discussion of this section on pp. 52 f.

"5 In this place in L1 and 51-ls; in P1 and S, before Nanuin [see n. 254).

iii Thus P1; S and Su1: 1-.

iii“ To this icing belongs probably the inscribed dagger published by Selim J. Levy in
AUF X (1235-35) 231: LI-in-all use as u»-pa-dill“. Gelb, who comments on this name in
AJSL LIII (123515?) 32, adduces evidence for a value 1; for 1.: and proposes a reading
"£1;-lit-at-don. In view of the variant writings of the name of the e n si (la) of Lagash ca-
Lr-tur-si and en-e-tor-sf {ef. Poebel in ZA n.F. I1? H222] 22] a reading s_,,-la-at-dart should
perhaps also be taken into consideration. In either case Elulu of the King List may be
considered an abbreviated form of the name.

1"-iii’ This seems the best restoration of WE; it fits also Su1 and Su1+1. P1 and S have
=1-bi 3 mu ib-a1[S:in-a1). Cf. pp. 52f.

iii S: 12; Sm has s, and S11.-1+1 has as , both of which probably represent Ft (2). The figure
of WE must be considered original; see p. 25, where the problems which these figures raise
are discussed in detail.
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3 Was Nanumtit king‘?
Was Imiifii king?

5 Was Eluluitir king?
Their tetrad vvas king
and reigned 3 years!
Dudu reigned 21 years;
Shfi.-Durul, sen ef Dudu,

ll] reigned 15 years.
11 kings

reigned its 181 years.
Agade tvas smitten with weapens;
its kingship te Uruk was earried.

15 In Uruk Ur-nigi11(ak) beeame king

and reigned T years;
Ur-gigir(a1~:), sen ef Ur-nigin[ak),
reigned 6 years;
Kudda reigned ti years;

20 Pusur-ili reigned 5 years;

E" E5: 19?. With B agreed Pi (in final siirnrnargv time = 1131?) and in all prehahilitgr L1 alse.
Sui: 151; SL1a+1i 1T7’. We must eensider the 181 _vea1-s ef WE eriginal; see pp. 23»-23, where
the prehlems raised hy these figures have heen diseussed in detail.

W“-F" Thus aeeerding te the phetegraph; the - s s given in Langden’s eepy is net in
the test. B: unu‘-=1-ga; Sum: unug“-at; Sui emitst The eerreet ferm is ehvi-
eusl]; unuki-gs.

"1 Thus 5 and Sum aise. Sui erreneeuslly: - an , the eepyist having shipped the a ef
swan = s m . '

2" S: 3; Sui: 311]; Sum: 15. Bu; and Sum derive in this seetien frem a eemmen, verjv
mush damaged, eriginal {see pp. 25 and 5£If., alse nn. 219, 221, 224, 225, and 228 aheve}
whieh the serihes have tried te restere. Their evidence is aeeerdingly ef little value. As fer
the figures given hf; WE and E, T and 3, it seems prehahle that T is eriginal; fer while ‘H,
threngh a hreken teat, av, ean easily develep inte 1", 3 [ef. n. 231 sl:-eve], the eppe-site
develepment vireuld he. difliieult te aeeeunt fer.

5“ Thus aeeerding te the phetegraph. With WE agree Hui and Stun; B adds -het.
*3“ Thus S alse; Sui! 15; Hum: Tr’. Sines I5 is attested in heth main branehes ef the

traditien {A hraneh: W13; B braneh: S}, it must he eriginal. Bu; and Sum derive threush
a badly hrelcen test [see n. 2?2 and passages queted there}. Hevv the serihes arrived at the
figures 15 and T eannet he determined with eertaintv.

*"'5'*"'“ These lines eeeur enly in WE and S; $11: and Sum emit them, whieh ean enly
mean that their eemmen eriginal had a laeuna here (see p. 51).

—\.-|-|—|—-—---u-u-|-|-\.-n.-u—-n-I-u-n—|—|-r-u.-a-u.-
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WE
WB
WB Pi
WB Pi
WB Pi
WE Pi

WB(P.i>Li

WE (Pi)Li

UDCGUJUQUQE

111

G

Tun Susrsnran Knee L:sT

S114

SIL1,

S114

S114

$1.14
511-:

S114

S114,

21- srs,_1I._i1u1;usrss:r mu gets L55

5*" lugal
rnu-bi 3923“ ih-si
unug“ Eiitukul ha-an-sig

25 nam-lugali-hi
iilki-su-In-uhi {-gar?“ gu-tutti

uiniiifri-sh} ha-tfim
iithi-su-lu-uhi<-gar) gu-tu-

uInl'i|:i2S-i

iiilugal mu nui-tul/.-1*“

m'”“ Thus S and SL1:-H alse; Sui has an etherwise unknown ruler, 1 u g a I - In e - I r. m _
It seems prehable that the eennnen aneester ef Sui and Suiii served as eriginal fer Suiii
when the laeuna mentiened in n. 275 reaehed te just aheve Ur-Utufil-1) and fer Sui semewhat
later, when the name ef this ruler alse had disappeared. The eurieus lugs-.l—rn e-
1e m restored here by the serihe may represent an eriginal i u g a 1- Tel - n e {= 1!. re} ;
see p. 51.

2" Sui and Sum add d urn u llr-ifiigigir ; S agrees with WE. Sines the text ef
WB is represented in heth main branehes ef the traditien {A braneh: ‘WE; B braneh: S},
we must eensider it eriginal. The additien in the related seurees Sui and Suin is elearly
free invention in eentinuatien ef ur-riigigir dumu ur-nigin, made after
the intervening rulers Kudda and Pusur-iii had disappeared.

2" Thus S alse; Sui: 7; Suiiiz 25. Sines ii is attested in heth main branehes ef the tra-
dit-ien (A braneh: WE; B braneh: S), it must he erignal. Hew the variants in Sui and
Susi-i eriginated eannet he determined with eertainty.

ii“ Thus S alse. S'u3J_~l has 3, whieh is eerreet fer it, inasmuch as the rulers Hedda and
Pusur-ili have been lest in this versinn {see n. 2’?.-‘i aheve and p. .51}. The figure 5 attested
hy heth WB and S must be eriginal.

MS: 26; Pi alse, whieh preserves ere, sheuld ehvieusllv he restored as 4¢'F!!FI (26). The
figure 26 equals the sum ef individual reigns preserved in S, where Ur-niginlfiaki is listed
with 3 pears instead ef 7 as in WE. Sinee ’F, as we have seen abeve (n. 272], is prehahly
mere eerreet than 3, the tetal ei WE sheuld he preferred. SL1.-i+i gives 47 years as tetal,
whieh agrees with its single reigns: 15 +1’ +25 =43’. its the tetal is dependent en seeendary
and badly eerrupted individual reigns, it ean he ignered.

1"-**1Pi: ki-su-In-dl:--[ 1; S: lci-sn-lu-eh-gar; Sniiii: Imla-da. We
eensider the emiesien ef - g ar in WE aeeidental, sinee this ms. uses the eerreet ferm ei
the werd in eel. viii 1. .

15* Pi and S: -ti-; Sue-ii: - ti1- .

an S Hilld S11:-1+»: 5:-lIi£l kl’-S S ; P1; l5 l}I'fi1EEIl1 llE1'E.

“‘*““"L1: l{.l.-S11-*1l.1-'ld.lJ-E111‘ g[u-....]; Pi ernits; Suiii: [ma-d]a gu-tn
uml".
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2]. Ur-Utuik) reigned 6 years.
.5 kings

reigned its 30 years.
Uruk was smitten with weapens;

25 its kingship
{te} the herds ef Gutiimi was earried.

In the herds ef Gutium

A icing witheut name!

iii"i"i'1‘l1us prahahly G alse; restere [. . . .1 inu-tukl . Li: lugal nu-ub-
tuk ; Sus+iI[ ] 1- -an-dé; Pi emits. The tent ef WE, lugal mu nu-tuk, “a
king witheut name,” is elearly a eepyist’s nete that a name has been ebliterated by a
laeuna in this plaee. The same statement, enly differently werded, is presented by Sui+i:
[fi -] is - a n - d ii , whieh apparently reileets a breken eriginal Ii - at-1 b a] - a n - d e - [a] ,
“semehedy whe has disappeared” [ef. n. Us abeve, referring te anether example ef use ef
this phrase by Susi-i te indieate an eld break}.

Uempletely different in meaning is, hewever, the tent presented by Li: lu g al n u -
ub-tuk , "(the Gutian herds} did net have a king,” whieh states that the Gut-ians
eenstituted a diserganised herde with ne eentral autherity. That this variant is seeendary
is shewn by the fast that it is peeuliar te a single te:-rt in the E braneh ef the traditien, where-
as the ether eeneept, that a name has been hreken away, is feund in beth the E braneh
{Sui+i]| and the A braneh {WE} and se must he elder. It is alse preved, hewever, by the
text ef the seetien itself. WE names 2|] kings ef the Gutian dynasty. The summary at the
end, hewever, eeunts 21 kings heth in WE and in Li. This gives eseellent sense if eur line,
as in WE and Sui+i, is a nete that there eriginally was a name here, making El names in
all, but is ine:-:plieable if, as in Li, it is merely a pieee ef infermatien eeneerning the erganisa-
tien ef the Gutians. The te:-rt ef Li, lu g al n u - u b - t uk , is in all prel:-ability a de-
velepment frem that ef WE. A slightly damaged versien, lu g al [m ul n u - t u k ,
eeuld heeeme lu g al n u t u 1": , “had net a king," whieh it weuld he natural te refer
te “the Gutian herde" and te ehange inte the grammatieally mere eerreet ferm lu g al
n u - u h - t u k [eelleetive].

A suggestien may be efiered as te what name may eriginally have steed in this plaee
in the King List er in its seuree. iiimeng the Nipper material in the University Museum
ef the University ef Pennsylvania, Hilpreeht ieund many years age a eepy ef a leng in-
seriptien ef a ruler seer:-risda-pi~si-ir (var. en.-ri-daspi-sf-ir}, whe styled himself da-rnirn
as pa-ti-im i: hisih-ra-tier ar-ha-irn, “the mighty ene, king ef Gutium and ef the feur quar-
ters” [H_i1pI‘eel1t, The Earliest Vera-inn sf the Ba-tplauian Deluge St-ery and The Temple Li-
trary sf Nipper [Pennsylvania University. Eabylenian Espeditien. Series D: Researehes
and Treatises V 1 (Philadelphia, ltllfii] ehap. iv; ef. Peehel, PBS IV 1, p. 13-1]. This title
is-—e:.=:eept fer the additien ef “king ef Gutium”—the title ef Naram—Sin ef itgade and thus
presents the Gutian as heir te Nararn-Stn’s kingdem. Sinee, aswe shall see later (pp. 2D5—’l"J,
the available evidenee indieates that the Gutian dynasty is te be reekened frem a eenquest
whieh everthrew the reign ef just that rnler, Naram—Sin, the Gutian Erridupisir, whe flaunts
ii-laram-Sin’s titles in his inseriptien, is indeed very likely ta be the anenymeus Gutian ruier
whe defeated him and thereby laid the feundatien fer Gutian supremaey.

I
I.i
l
l

i-I-e
.5

—|--i.-nu-|
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"ilEBPiLi G Sui 29 iiiim-ta-aim-" iiilugal-amt“ mu
35“ i-ai

‘WE Pi Li G Sui 30 “gin-ki-siitiii n1u fiii"|[va1‘.'i'] i-aii
WE Li G iiisar-lagah-la-gabiii muiii 61-ai
WE Li G iiisul-me-em (var. ia-ar-1a-ga-

at) mu fiiii i-aii
WE G e-lu-lu-me-es mum ti“-"i{var.7)

l-its

WE G i-ni-ma-ba-ki-es“ mu 5 -ai
WE G 3-5 i—gei-esiii-a—u§. mu 6295 -ai
WE Li iiiia-ar-la-gahiii mu
WE Li i°“i-ba—tei'i“ mu
WE Li iiiia-ar-laiiii-an-gab") mu -ai
WE Li "iku-ru-umiii mu
WE iii ilgaliii-bil-ki(?)i“i-in mu 3
"WE ““i[ta~i]-ra—bu-umiii mu 2
W i-ra-ru-um niu -ai
WE ib-ra-nu-um mu 1 -ai

IntC-'-5

it--s

C-'4'-'

1-'~"1'-'*"F"*"l-'3'!-F-*l-'-Fl-'-"i""-"|"'-‘*1-'7-"

Illlli E'5E"i-"E11"‘PI-PP?‘'|i|""H"'I'L|'lin!“

iii-iiiTh1.1s Pi s.lse {see phetegraph, PBS V, Pl. XGI): im - i=e=-are = i m - t ia‘ - la‘ .
Li’s im-hi-a develeped frem im-ta-a threugh a brel-zen test: im- w=iI=i=f!-a;
S1111-1. emits.

“FM-ii Suiii: [1 u g all — a in ; Pi hreken; Li emits.
9“ Thus Pi alse; Li: 5.
Pi‘-iris“ Pi: in-ki-[ ];Li: in-gii-iifi h; EI.1i+i¢ [ 11 —ha.. The eeneurrent tes—

timeny ef WE, Pi, and Li, whieh represents heth main branehes ef the traditien, must he
preferred te that ef Suiii. On the name ef. n. se1 belew.

ii“ Li: T. Pi dees net seem te have given the reign ef Inkishush; it has . . - d a -[ ]
in the line after the name. The traees in frent ef - d a shew the heads ef twe vertieal
wedges threugh whieh runs a heriaental line.

iii-ii‘ The faet that an. has the value la g a b suggests that the fellewing l a - g a h was
eriginally a gless whiehget dewn inte the line; ef. the similar eases ef Samug in. 85 abeve}
and Enbi-Eshtar {n. 159 abeve}. The eriginal ferm ef the line in WE’s aneesters was there-
fere prebahly s a r -1 a g a hiss!"-i=* {ef. p. EDT}. That the name is Sarlagab is alse indieated
by Li, whieh aeeerding te the phetegraph {PBS XIII, phetegraphie Pl. I1} has Fit‘ -
ar-la-ga-ba, i.e., sai--ar-la-ga-ha {net wa-ar-la-ga-ha as in Le-
grainis eepy}. .

E" Thus aeeerding te the phetegraph.
"i‘i"““L1:ia-ar-la-ga-as.
“ii Li: a , whieh ean he restered as flit {E}.
ii“ Thus aeeerding te the phetegraph.
=" G: *2’. Whieh is eerreet?
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29 Imtai beeame king and reigned 3 years;

30 Inkishush reigned 6 (var. T) years;
Sarlagab reigned 6 years;
Shulme=' (var. Iarlagash) reigned 6 years;

Elulumesh reigned 6 (var. T} years;

Inimabakesh reigned 5 years;
35 Igeshaush reigned 6 years;

Iarlagab reigned 15 years;
Ibate reigned 3 years;
Iarla (ngal:-> reigned 3 yea-rs;
Kururn reigned I year;

-iii Habil-kinf?) reigned 3 years;
Laera-bum{?} reigned 2 years;
Ira-rum reigned 2 years;
Ihranum reigned 1 year;

ii’? Thus aeeerding te thie phetegraph.
iii G: it, whieh ean be metered as E {E}.
are-res L1; [ 1,, E ,§_‘|J, _

er-re Li: [i - Ii] it -t i.
“'1-"1 Li: [i a - a] r - '1 al - a n - g a b {see PBS XIII, phetegraphie Pl. II}, whieh is

prebahly eriginal. WE’s i a - a r -1 a may represent a breken predeeesser: ia— a r - l a [-
a n - g a b] . Dr. T. Geerge Allen calls my attentieu te the similarity between this name
ia-ar-la-an-gab and ia-ar-la.~gah in 1. 36 abeve, suggesting that these are
in reality enly variant writings ef ene name iar 1 a g a b speken with nasalised p. Fer
the eaistenee ef a nasalised gr in Gutian speaks alse the-—net quite as elese—eerrespend-
enee between in-ki-sue, read perhapsin»-gei=.—sus (1. 31]}, and i-gei-es-a.-us
(1. 35}, whieh may represent ene name, iges s e .

EH2-EHELI: [ ]_,'bi_

“"3 Thus aeeerding te the phetegraph, which shews the heads ei the upper twe vertieal
wedges of this sign.

ii‘ Piead thus instead ef - d i ?
iii-"5 Te be identified with the Gut-ian ruler whese inseriptien was published by Wiuekler

in Z11 IV (1889) -iflfi. The first line, eenteining the name, is damaged: WM Wii"»t='~'1. It
was restered by Hilpreeht in BE I 1 (1893) p. 13 as Le-si(?}-ra(?}-ah{?), and this restera-
tien has been generally aeeepted. Dr. Gelh ef t-he Oriental Institute, hewever, ealls eur
attentien te the faets that the traees whieh Hilpreeht reads as si(?) leek mere like is‘ and
that—while a name Lasirah is etherwise unknewn———a name La»-é-ra-at is attested by tablets
ef the hgade peried frem Tell Asrnar (As. 31:T. BU is ll} and 29 and As. 31:T.la fragment
a rev.}. We have therefere adepted the reading Laerab as mere prebable than Lasirab.
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WE id ha-ab-lum mu 2 i-ai
WE 45 ptisur-‘lain dumu ha-ab-lum
WE mu 7 ii-ai
WE [ia(?)]-ar-la-ga-anidam“ mu

T l.-=35

WE [s i] - iuillm‘ m u 7 i- aii
WE Li 1ii-ri- g] a ui iii 13"‘ — ai
WE {Pi} Li Sui 50 '2l1l“i lu g al
WE (Pi) Li Sui {m u - bi 9113*“ ui 40 *1"! h - aim“

Ciel. viii
WE Li Sui J iilki-su-lu-ubi-gari" g[u-tui1i-

umki]
Li Sui J 1a {siitukul ha-an-sig>““

WE Li Sui J nam-lugal-bi unuglii-is [ba-
trim]

WE J unuiii-ga 'iutu-he-gldl lugal-
gmlsis

WE J iiiirnu ‘I’ tu-si 7 ui {..i-ai]
(emendte 11.]-u.7illIl'6u-1115i-3-5:l3l5

WE J 5 l[lugal]
‘iii This king larlaganda is prnbably tn be identified with is - ar - l a - g a- a n,

king nf Gutium, mentiened in PBS I, Ne. 13:1—2. The ferm there given weuld seem tn
represent a shertened ferm *1 a r 1 a g a n d .

“ll W =luil . The reeenstruetien ef the name as [s i] - ‘nil is suggested by the faet that
a Gutian king by the name Sisum [written s i -11 - um) is knewn {Seheil in CB, 1911, pp.
318-31‘; ef. Peebel, PBS IV 1, pp. 13-at fJ. The shnrt ferm ef the name met with in WE
may be due te a break in an aneester ef this ms. whieh swallnwed up the last sign: s i -
1.1i [- u ml . This break might alse he respnnsible fer the shert fnrm nf the immediately fel~
lewing name, Tiriga instead nf Tirigan.

ii" Thus aeeerding tn the phetegraph. -
iii ea, i.e., sar. Li and the final summary ef Pi alse have 21. This figure is nnrmnt,

sinee the list eriginally had a name befere Imta‘-"; see n. 235 abeve. A eertain mtt-a.-ii-pa~ti-
si-in, mentiened as “his king” by a seribe frem the eity saii-riyi iss.e~ra—s:e.s-nu] near
Umma {Thureau-Dangin in RA IX [l'-312] rs-rs) is usually eensidered ene nf the Gut-ian
kings. The name——fermed with Muati, a. name ef Nata ei Eersippa--seems, hewever,
tn be enmpatible with an dkkadian etymnlngy lkfsmii-gu(hjbisin . . . . , '”lrIt1ati {has heard}
their wail” ; and, sinee nn ether indieatinns pnint tn his being a Gutian, it is equally pnssible
that he was merely a leeal petty king en a par with the kings nf Urnk {Uruk IV] ete. in
that peried.

“ii Thus by additien ei the single reigns in WE. The higher tetals, 1% years and an
days in Li and 125 years and all days in Pi [final summary}, are prebahly due tn misreading
ef the final -is {-et} in the name e-lu-lu-me-es er the name i—ni-ma-ha-ki—e§
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el-5 Pusur-Sin, sen ef Hablum,
reigned 7 years;
Iarlagandaifljl reigned T years;

Si*u[n1)[l’) reigned T years;
Tiriga(n) reigned 40 days.

50 21 kings
reigned its 91 years and -ill days.

Gel. viii
The herds ef Gntium

(was smitten with weapens;)
its kingship tn Uruk was earried.

In Urnk Utu-hegal beeame hing

and reigned years 7 .‘=<IIi[i+7, days . .
(emsnd te T years, ti menths, 15 days).

5 I king
as part of the numeral fer the reign. Sueh an errer is very e%y te make in Li and Pi,
where the figures fnllnw dirsntly upnn the names {i - n i - In a - b a - k i - -it-as m 11 l— ail ,
but net in WE, where the names are separated frem the figures by the werd mu I[i-ni-
n1 a - b a - k i - -iii In H ii? 1- ai} . Asslnning sueh an errer [35 instead nf ii fer Imma-
bakesh] tn have happened in Li and restnring the missing parts of this text frem
WE, we de indeed get the tetal whieh it new has, 124 years and all days (:3 +7‘ +6 +'6*-1-
[fi+5'5+i3+15+3+3+1—}—3—{—2+2—l-1+2-I-'l"+'l'+’i'] years+=.i[l days=12-ii years and ~1[i
days). Pi, which belnngs tn the same main greup nf the traditien as Li, may be re-
stnrsd in the same way eaespt that it may have fnllnwed G in assigning T" years rather
than ii tn Elulumesh. This wnuld aeeeunt fer its tetal being ene year higher than that nf
Li. The tetal sf Suiii, 25 years, is likely te be the aetual tetal nf the individual reigns pre-
served in a damaged eriginal.

sin-sin L1 Dmi-|;5_ -
“*1-*“Li:ki-sn-in-rib-gar;Sui+i:ma-da.
“J and Li: -ti-.
=1“ Erreneeusly emitted in WE; preserved in Li, Suiii, and J.
*1‘ aeeerding tn the phetegraph (net Langden’s eepy) the spaee fits this resteratien.

J: [lugal]-am .
ilirml: rnu T itu 6 ui [15 I-ai], “reigned ‘F years, 6 menths, and 15 days.”

The test ef WE, m n 7 su-hi T ui { 1, "years ‘l"I><fii]+l’, days. . ,” is elearlil 9- 801'"
rupt ferm nf the text given by J. Nets that the eriginal figure fnr the menths, fi, is pre-
served in the summary.
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W13

WB
WB
‘F-[B
"WE
"WE
WE
WE
W]?-
‘WE
WB
WE
WB
"WE

S111

$u1
S111

Sui

S114

S114

S114

S114

S114

$1.14
S114
S114
SL1»;
Sue
Sue
Sue
Sue

Tue Suneererr Krree Lrer

J 5 “Emu-bi 7 eu-ei 6 furl [1-Ii.-E15]

J

J
J
J

{ernend te rnu-bi T itu 6 11; 15 i-e;.;.)i1'-i
nnngki Fiftukul he-en-eig
nent-luge1—hi nr[i“~i-he} he-tdrn
nrfki-rne ur~[='nen*in'1u]=-“-“' lugel“?-

lfl rnu 13 [1]-ea
'-“lieu!-gi dunru differ-dnemrnu-ice;
re n -it‘-iii (eniend te -15) i- ee
‘lmhurq.-~'5'ein‘*“i" dumu '”2*§u1~gi—ke.F5
nru fife“ i-es

15 en-flein dunru *f3"‘eur¢;-‘ieinii’-if
rnu Hi” i-ea
“iii-hi-dein dumu eufliein-leer
mu Zeli-‘fl i-e5

=li"3=(en1end te 5) lugel

~11“-*1“ Thue eeeerding te the phetegreph. J: [in u -hi '?] i t u 6 ur 15 i - ‘eel .
The ter-rt ef W13, rnu-hi Tr’ eu-er El lurll l1 “ite pee-reT><E£l+B, de3re..,” ie eleer-
ly e eerrupt ferrn ef the text given by J.

51"’ P5 edde —- k er .
31“ Pt end Sue“ edd - it In . fin the ernieeien ef - e I11 in WE eee p. 136.
31* 5113+; elee hee the deternrfnetive; P5 ereite it.
“ff Pt end Ellen ernit.
3'-"1 E11.-1+4: 48; P5: 53. The erigin ef the veriente ie feirly eleer. Ae will he neted, the

figuree ef Sued end PE heth ehew the eeree nurnher ef unite, nereely eight, while WE hee
eir-:. Sine-e we {E1} een eeeiiy heve dereleped eut ef en eriginel He {B} hy peeeing threugh e
eiightljr hrei-:en teett Riel, ft ie prehehie thet WE’e eeuree hed 3 unite in ite nurnerei
hut feet twe in the eeuree ef trenemieeien. Thie eeeunrptien ie etrengijr eupperted by the
high lIl}"I1B.El-j.-" tetel, 193 yeere, whieh WE givee. Sinee the preeent figuree fer individue-1
reigne add up te enly 1135 jree-re, twe yeere leee then the tetel denziende, it eeeme ehtdeue
thet the tetel reiieete en elder, rnere eerreet ferre ef the ter-rt in whieh the twe unite in the
reign ef Bhnlg hed net yet been ieet. We een therefere eeeu.n1e thet WB’e eriginel hed 45
peere fer Shulgi, whieh weuld rneke it egree with Bur-H.

Gernpering WE end Sum with Pa, we nete thet Pr pleeee the eign fer “peer,” re u,
direetly in frent ef the figuree. Sinee thie eign ende in 4'.-wedgee end einee the differenee
hetween Pfe fine £55} end the iitii {=15} feund in er hehind Sum end WE eeneiete in the ed-
ditien ef juet eueh e wedge, it eeeme ehvieue thet the verient in Pr ie due te the eenfu~
eien ef -i-wedgee whieh texte ef thie type weuid preeent: ezeim. A eepyiet eeuld eeeiiy
eenre te reed ene ef the wedgee ef rn u ee pert ef the nunierel end thue get 58 ineteed
ef 45.

The eriginel figure ef ell three vereiene ie thne flit? (43). Thie egreee with ether
eeidenee fer the length ef the reign ef Shulgi, fer we knew 45 full dete ferrnuiee fer thet ruler
[eee Ungned in RLA II 1-14]-43. Ungned ginee -19 fermuiee, hut we heve ne indieetien thet
the third ef hie fernrulee, Ne. 21, “yeer when the n e re - r i g -een ef Shulg‘ wee inetelled
end inveeted,“ heienge te 5hulgi’e reign; it rney equally well he e ferniuie frern the tirne ef
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ii reigned ite yeere 7><55+Ii, deye . . (erriend
te its T yeere, ti rnenthe, 15 deye).

Urul: wee ereitten with weepene;
ite lringehip te Ur wee eerried.
In Ur Ur-Nerernufiir) [heeeme] king

10 end reigned 15 yeere;
divine Shuigi, een ef divine Ur-Nenunu{k),
reigned 46 [eniend te 45) yeere;
divine Bur-Sin, een ef divine Shulgi,
reigned 5 yeere;

15 Silfi-Bill, een ef divine Ber-Sin,
reigned ii yeere;
I{‘e)hi-Sin, een ef She-Sin,
reigned 24 yeere.

-'1 {ernend te 5) hinge
i-|-—-_--|--l-l-—-—-

I[i_i}hi-Sin). Cf. elee Thuree.u—Dengin in RA ‘FII |{i5i]'£+-1l}} 15-1-55, whe euggeete 45 yeere
ee e peeeihility, end the dieeueeiene ef the prehlern by Lengden {[]'E(l“1" II 21], n. 1} end
Ungned (err. cit. p. 155). See new elee G. G. Heeknien, Teeipie Deenrnenie ef the Tiulrd
Dyeeety ef Ur freer. Urnrne (“Behylenien Ineeriptiene in the Celleetieri ef Jernee B. Niee”
‘J {Lenden, 15511) p. 4, whe prepeeee ~*-15 yeere fer E-huigi en nrueh the eenie greunde ee
theee we heve given eheve.

3*‘-1 Pi; end S-113+; enrit the deterniinetive.
“iii Pa edde - n e ; thue epperentiy S1-ie+-I elee: - n fe] .
5*‘ Sl.1e+-4 elee hee the deterrninetive; P5 enrite it.
“'5 Thue Pt elee; $113+: prehehly eniite.
3" Thue P5 elee ; Sum: 25. The tent ef WE end P5 ie eerreet, ee ehewn by exieting dete

iiete; eee Ungued in RLA II 155 end 1-15-4-=1 (Nee. 55-55].
3" P5 end S11;-H ernit the deterreinetive.
"E Thue SLl:1+i. elee; Pa edde - n e - 1r E4 .
3” Pr-I 7; Sue“: 16; Sufe eeee = 211-1-1:. The figure of "WE is preved eerreet by the

dete iiete; eee Ungned in RLA II 135 end 144-45 (Nee. 77'-55).
*9" Thue P; and Sum elee; Sui edde the determinative fer deity.
"1Thue J elee; P; end Sui; 25; S113-1-.1: 15. In view ef the eleee reletienehip hetween

Sui end S113“, it ie prebable thet the -4'5 {15} ef 51.1:-H, hee develeped frem -we (25) threugh
e breken text H1691’ interreediete hetween Sn end SlJe+4- Herr WE get ite 24 ifl l111@EI1flifl-
It rney repreeent e derneged eriginel 25; er, rnere likely, ene ef W13’e eneeetere rney heve
heen written hefere the leet yeer ef Iflhihd-Sin end therefere heve ineluded enly 24 yeere
fer thie ruler.

"=2 Thue, even theugh .5 hinge ere lieted. Sinee the eeeieet wey te eeunt the relere in
eueh e liet ie te eeunt the niuzner-eie, whieh etend eut frere the ether eigne, it ie peeeihie the-11
the nlieeeunting wee due te the identieel figuree fer Efir-Sin end Shir-Sin. J, Pu, end 5111+:
ell heve 5; Sufe W’ een he reetered ee 5.
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WE
WE
WB
WE
WB
WE

WE
WYBP1»

W]-3 P1
WB Pi

WB P1
WB P1

WE P1
WE P1
11113
‘WE
WB

Pi.
Pi
Pi
P5
Pi
Pi.

Pi
Pi

Pi
Pi

Pi.
Fi

Pi
Pi.
Pi.
Pi
Pii

B111

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111

Li
Li

S111

S111

S114

S-1.11

S111

S111

S111

S111

S111

J 21)
J
J

Ten Srnirnnrniv Krrve Lrer

rnu-hi 155"“ ih-e5
urikiiif-rneiii‘ "5-itukui he-en-eigm
nern-lugel-hi i-ei-in“-he 1::-e—t1I1rn
i—ei-ink‘-ne “fie-hi-mir-re lugelfif
H111 553*“ i-ea
diueu-i-ii-i-Eu duniu i§-hi-““‘iir-

re-kei
I11 u 253'” {emend te ID] i - ei;
“ii-din-dde-gen durnu ‘“"’eu-i-

if-dum
nru 213" [i-ef.]
“fie-me-dde—g[en duniu f“ii-din-

*1de~gen-iceeiifl
mu [2551 i-e1]
'1f5'2l[i-pi-it--ee.i--ter dumu eee-

me-dde-gen-ke4]3if
rnu [liiif i-ee]
dur-[ilninurteitii rnu 2515“ i}-eii
‘ihur-'=1ei[n dumu ‘=‘~ur-‘1ninurt]e.-ke.i
rnu ‘2‘li“ i-vei
‘iii-pi—[it-‘=‘]en-111

25

35

35

=1“ Thie figure ie right if the preeent figure fer Bhnlgi ie eerreeted te 15 (eee n. 521 eheve}.
Pi hee 111', whieh egreee with ite fignree fer individual reigne. S1-13+-1 hee 155, ene rnere then
the eunr ef ite individual reigne. Eiui hee nee {15Ei+:i:]; whieh ehenid prehehly he reetered te
ii- [HT] £125} te eerreepend te E-1.1.i+i.

3+" Thue J, Pi, end Sui elee; Sui+i eniite {ef. n. 555).
iii Pi end Sui emit; SI.1i+i edde k i .
"'-ifitiiii edde euhue 'kel—[en~gi-re] rnu-fun'-[eir], “the feundetien ef

Burner wee tern eut
“T Thue Pi elee; Sui edde the deterrninetive fer deity.
1*“ Thue Eu; elee; Pi edde the determinative fer deity—e feet whieh ie ef intereet fer the

deting ef that rne. [eee p. T; n. 12). Fer the divine nenre in-n.-i. heth e reeding Irre {i r-
r e} end e writing Ere {e — r e] ere etteeted. See Weidner in Archie fer Keileehrdfefereehnng
II (1524155) 1'1’, n. -=1; Deeein in R.-1 XXI (152-1} 155; Deiniel, div, Ne. 55.15 end the litere-
ture there queted.

"fie The nerne Iehhi-Irre wenid eeern te repreeent the Al-dre.dienieedfer'n1 ef en ennerite
*1e.ehi-Irre; ef. the nerne Ieehi»-iie in Eeuer; Die Deiheeneneer l[Leipeig, 1525} p. 511.

1'“ Pi end Sui edd -eur
=4“ Thue Sui elee; Pi: 52.

' “*1 Sui elee hee the deterreinetive; Pi ernite it.
“E Pr edde the deterrninetive fer deity.
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QU reigned ite 155 yeere.
Ur wee eniitten with weepene;
ite 1-ringebip te Isin wee earried.
In Iein Iehbt-Irreifi‘ (heeeme) 1-Ling
end reigned 55 yeere;

, 25 divine Shii-iliehu, een ef Iehbi-Irre,

reigned 211 (emend te 15) yeere;
I{d)diri-Degen, een ef Shn-iliehu,

reigned 21 yeere;
Iehnieifiegen, een ef Hdjdin-Degen,

30 reigned 21] yeere;
divine Lipit-Eehter, een ef Iehmedfiegen,

reigned 11 yeere;
divine Ur-Ninurteflr} reigned 25 yeere;
divine H1T1r-Sin, een ef divine [Ir-l"~iinurte(k),

35 reigned 21 yeere;
divine Lipit-Enlii,

3“ Pi: 10; Sui: 15. As eeen by Lengden, C-‘EST II 511, n. 5, the figure 20 in W13 ie prehe-
hiy eeeendery {dittegrephy ef the A-wedge}. Thet W13 derives frem e tent which hed 15
here, ee hee Pi, is indieeted by "WB’e tetel, 2115 yeere, whieh egreee with e reign ef 11], net
2.0, yeure fer She-iliehu.

=1“ Thue Pi elee; Sui edde the deterrninetive fer deity.
iii Thue Pi elee; Pi end Sui edd the deternrinetive fer deity.
ii“ Pi edde - k ei -
1" Thue Pi end Pi elee; Sui: 25.
ii“ Thue Pi elee; Pi end Sui edd the determinetive fer deity.
“if Thue Pi; Pi end Sui edd the deterrninetive fer deity.
er Tliiii Pi; eui iiiiiiti.
1-" Pi: 21} ever ereenre; Pi: 25; Sui: vie.
ifiThue eeeerding te the phetegreph. Pi elee ueee the deterurinetive fer deity here;

Pi eniite it.
iii-iii Thug PE and gm; P2; d1_,-jiii-ldide-[gen], by dittography frem preeed-

irig line.
351‘ P-2 B-Ill.'.‘1 P51 11.

er-Pi ieei eiiiiiii eiliiii--[ 1 1111111131-[ 1 Fte1‘{?) I 1-
err-ii ee.
w -er, i.e., err; Pi 8.150 iiii e1.
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W13 Pi, 37 dumu bur-dein-1-reif“ Inn 5 i-ei
WE Pi '='ir-re-i-r:ni—ti inn 5i'“{ver.7) i-eifff
‘NB P5 den-lil-be-ni 1111.1 24 -ei
WE Pi, 45 dze-em-hi-ie rnu -ei
we P, -we-iii-.-ii-iii.-ii H111 4 -
WB Pi *'ur-dui-kii-ge rnu
W13 P, eein-nie-gir rnu
WB 133'“ {e1nendte1=1] lugel
WTB =15 rnu-bi 5531“ ih-ei

l—1- 1-4:-IikC-IO |-rri-I-'1-iri-.ri-1 ll- 55.5’

en nu-1.ir—'*nin-duhur

=53 Pi erriite.
*" Pi: T, prehehly develeped frern 5 tbreugh e ‘ereken te:-rt; er Pi’e tent rriey descend

threugh en editien frem the Tth yeer ef thie ruler.
5“ Pi edde enether line: fii{i'} - [d i nj - e eiifi) - ft e r1{'i'} it u 5 [i n - ei] , “I(d}din-

Eehterii) reigned 5 nrenthe." The identifieetien ef thie bediy den-ieged nerne with
thet ef I{d}din-Eehter, mentiened in the Tennnue hymn TEE I, Ne. 5:555, end perhepe in
Zirnrnern, Senrerieehe fieiitiieder eee eiitehyieneieiier Zeit, 1. Heihe (1512) 1'~Te. 25 vii 1'1’, hee
been prepeeed by Geri Frenh, Knidieder ene dere Ieeiiter-Tee1;e.e-Kreie (Leipzig, 1555]
pp. 155 5'. -
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3? een ef Bfir-Sin, reigned 5 yeere;
divine Irre-i.mi(t}ti reigned 5 (ver. 7'} yeere;
divine Enlil-heni reigned 24 yeere;

45 divine Zernbie. reigned 3 yeere;
divine It-er-piehe reigned 4 yeere;
divine Ur-Du{l)kuge{k) reigned 4 yeere;
divine Sin-megir reigned 11 yea-re.

13 (ernend te 14) kings
45 reigned ite 253 yeere.

Belenging te i*~Tf:r-hiiinehubur.

51 Thue eeeerding te the phetegraph.
~15 Thue eeeerding te the phetegraph. Aetuelly 14 kinge ere lieted. We een efier ne

eetiefeetery ercplenetien ef thie errer.
1“ Thue eeeerding te the phetegreph (ee in Lengderfe treneliteretienij. Aetueiiy the

reigne lieted tetel 213 yeere. The enm 255 ie eerreet if the figure fer 51111-iiiehu ie ernended
te 15 es euggeeted eheve in n. 343. Pi, written leter then WE, gives nenie end reign ef
the eueeeeeer ef Sin-rnegir: de.-frnii-iq-{~11-eu dum u "ein-me-gir mu 23
[i n - ei} , ‘filieniiq-iiiehu, een ef Sin-rnegir, reigned 23 yeere.” Thie king eieeee the let dyneety
ef Iein. Pi’e tetel fer the dyneety ie [15] I-zinge reigning 225 yeere end 5 menthe.
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COMPOSITION

In the preeeding eeetiene we heve tried te treee the niein iinee in thet pree-
eee ef treditien whieh eeperetee the firet editien ef the King Liet frent the lete
eepiee ef it whieh ere ell we heve preeerved. it ie therefere neturel te eeneider
nent the prehlenie whieh eent-er ereund thie first edit-ien, the eriginel ef the
King Liet. When end where wee it eernpeeed? Whet were ite eeureee, end
hew were they utilieed by the euther?

DATE

Meet ef eur rnenueeripte ef the King Liet were written during the eeeend
helf ef the dyneety ef Iein, end the eurrently eeeepted view ie thet the liet-—
er, einee eetne eehelere eeneider the nienueeripte eeperete eenipiletiene, the
“liete"--wee eenipeeed et thet peried} It hee juet been ehewn, hewever, thet
ell ef eur nienueeripte nruet ultirnetely derive frern e eingle eriginel, end we
heve eeen thet they eentein e eeneiderehie nuniber ef veriente due te I1"il5I'E5;{l.-
inge end errere in eepying. Se nteny rniereedinge end errere weuld herdly
heve develeped hed net e leng peried ef treditien eepereted the eepiee frem
the eriginel, end it ie therefere neeeeeery te reeeneider the queetien ef when
the King Liet wee eenipeeed.

Sinee the King Liet deee net give eny direet inferrnetien ee te ite dete, we
heve te rely ertelueively upen internel evideneeei-lenguege, ferrn, fundernentel
ideee ef the werlr, ete. It will he preetieel te eeneider firet theee ehereeterietiee
whieh help te eetehlieb e Iewer lireit.

1 See e.g. E-duerd Meyer, the dltere Uhrertelepfe Betiyieriiene, rieeyrderie nnd dpypterie (2.
.eiufi.; Berlin, 1551} p. 55: “Wie weit ee freilieh den Cielehrten nu Ende dee dritten Jehr-
teueende neeh rntiglieh wer, den wehren geeehiehtliehen Zneenruteenheng einigernreeeen
feeteuhelten eder wiederlrerruetelien, hleibt freglieh genug"; E. Unger in GL5 XJLXPII
(1554) 555: “Men etiitet eieh . . . . rnehr euf die eelrunderen Ifenigelieten; dieee eind eber
eret in eemitieeh-elthehylenieeher Zeit, 1.1111 2155 v. Uhr., ebgefeeet und verhelten eieh eterli:
tendeneiee"; 5. E. Hevn, Betglenehe ep eeeyrrlike Keepers hfeteririlze fedeieefter (Kgihen-.
hevn, 1554) p. 5?: “Surnererne eelv her nedlegt deree epfettelee ef ver periede i dyneetiehe
lieter, der kernpileredee erekring 2555 f. Kr." Duly Sidney Srnith, EHA, p. 55, helde e. difi
ferent view. He eeenrnee eerreetly thet eur preeent vereiene depend upen e eingle eriginel
whieh nruet he ef eerlier dete. He deee net, hewever, euggeet eny definite peried fer thie
eriginel.

125
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Ten Ceririieernw i - h - 1i.-in
In eunnning up the verieue dyneetiee five ef eur nienueeripte rnel-re uee ef

the 51-*1'I1"1 1- 11> - LAL ii 11 - eil 151' 3-11 pl. preterit eetive, t-re-neitive. Only twe,
Pi end S, heve ineteed the ferrn i - n - L.-in - e 5 (i n - e it - e 5) ; end e eingle
ene, K, ueee i-n-Len-nr e-e5 (in-ei-nie-e 5}. Ehternining the ee-
eurrenee ef theee ferrne in ter-rte euteide the King Liet, we find thet they he-
leng te different etegee in the hietery ef t-he Sunierien lengue-ge. The ferrn
generelly ueed in elder tente ie i - b - Len,” whereee i - n - Len - e 5 , whieh
ie rere in the elder ‘i351-E115, heeernee the etenderd ferrn during the 5d dyneety
ef Ur end lceepe thie peeitien dewn t-e the Hernnlurehi peried. Then it ie in
it-e turn eupplented by i - n - Lri.L - I11 e - e 5 .5

The peint during the 3d dyneety ef Ur et whieh i- b - lien dieeppeere
end i - n - Len - e 5 tekee ite pleee een he fined feirly eneetly te the reign ef
Shfi-Sin, ee will be eeen frere the liet en pege 155 ef deteble eeeurreneee ef the
twe ierrne during the periede ef the 3d dyneety ef Ur end ef Iein-Leree}

ite ie ehewn by the liet, i- h - Lii.L dieeppeere during the reign ef Shii-
Sin. Why, then, de we find t-hie ferrn in eur nrienueeripte ef the King Liet
written ee lete ee the end ef the Iein peried, when i- n - Len - e5 wee the
etenderd ferm? The enewer eennet he deubtiul: The eriginel ef the King Liet
niuet heve been eenipeeed tiefere the reign ef Shii-Sin, when i- h - r.ii.r. wee
etill eurrent. Freni the eriginel thie ferrn hed then been reeehenieeily hended
dewn frent eepy te eepy tnitil it reeehed eur rnenueeripte written in the Iein
peried. Only in e few eeeee heve eepyiete teken effenee et the entiqueted
ferni end nredernieed the tent te egree with Iein-Leree etenderde. The reeult
ie the ferrn i- n - Let. - e 5 whieh we find in Pi end S. 5. etill leter redee-
tien predueed the eerreetien te i - n - I..|.d.L - nr e - e it in K. .

Frenr the uee ef the fernr i- b - Leli we een thue eerieiude thet the erigi-
nel King Liet wee eerupeeed eeriier then the reign ef Shift-Sin ef Ur.

E Cf. Peehel in AJSL L (1555154) 155, n. ’i‘.
1 G55 § 455.
i The liet ie heeed en the fellewing puhlieetiene: Giuetine Beeen, Teeelette euneiferrni

eurnere, depii erehiei iii Drehern e di Djeiie, deifultiine dirieeiie iii Ur iildilene, 1555}; Nike-
leue Sehneider, Die Dreltenr nnd I)ju,hn~UrItunden der Eltrneehtirper Unit:ereiidte- it-1'i.t1 Lender-
titilieiheii: (An. Ur. I [IEten1e, 15511} end Die I1rehern- nnd Djefieteirte i:-vi Kleeter Meiiteerret
fliereelerrn) (Ari. Ur. VII [I1erne, 1555]}; Edwerd Ulliere, Lupe! rind Adrninietrntiue Deeuntente
frern Nipper (PBS PIII 1 [15i4}]| end 515 Betyleriien Uernrie.-rte [P55 ‘VIII 2 [1522}]|;
Alfred Pehl, Reehte it-ed Vernelt-nnpeurlznrideri der II1". Ilgrrieetie een Ur [Til-:1H n.F. I-11
[155T]); F. Pelegeud, “ed-title, terrtee iuridiquee de ie eeeende dyneetie d’Dur,” Betiplenieee
III (1515) 51-155; H. de Geneuillee, “Tertee juridiquee de Fepeque d’I.lr,“ RA VIII (15111
1-52; F. Thureeu-Dengin, “Netee eeeyrielegiquee" XXI, RA X {I515} 55-57. It eheuld
give e repreeentetive pieture ef the ueege during the peried in queetiun.
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Tan ]I}Isnne.+.nn or Snamcr ELEl'rIEN'1* - n - axe "C.=.esa'r1vn” - n -d
The conclusion that the King List was composed before She-Sin’s reign

is corroborated by another feature of the list, t-he treatment of the subject ele-
ment - n - and the “causative” - n — in the verbs. Three manusc-ripts—P5,
S, and I{——-give the verb “he reigned" as in - a.-,. The subject element of
the 3d singular, - I1 - , is here expressed in writing. All other manuscripts,“
however, ignore this -n - and write i- as , “he reigned.” A similar difier.
enee can be noted in the case of the “causative” - n - , which appears in
b a- an - s i g, “it was smitten” {WE}, b a - a n — it Iii r , “it was changed”
(P5), b a — a n - t 11 m, “it was carried" (Pt), and elsewhere, whereas it is
ignored in the corresponding forms b a- s i g, “it was smitten” (L1, S111,
Sllsi-4, and J), b a - lc ii r, “it was changed” (S), and h a - t ii m , “it was
I33-1‘I‘il€ClH Pg, L1, S, S111, S113, SLI3-pg, Build

Examining the treatment of subject element - n - and “causative” - n -
in inscriptions other than the King List, we find again that the difference
corresponds to a change in usage which took place during the period of the
3d dynasty of Ur. The crucial point here is the reign of Bfir-Sin I. Before
this ruler the “causative” - n - does not appear, and the subject element
- n - is limited to a single case, namely the form i n - d i1 - a , “who built."“'*
With Bfir-Sin I, however, both the subject element - n - and the “causa-
tive” -n - sudderllv appear in a number of verbs, and writings expressing
these element-s soon become the established norm. The sudden change is well
illustrated by the accompanying table of relevant forms appearing in the hi.s-
torical inscriptions of the 3d dynasty of Ur.

The forms in which the subject element -n- and the “causative” -n -
are not expressed belong t-o the time before Bfir-Sin I. When we find such
forms in our manuscripts of the King List as late as the end of the Isin dy-
nasty, where they do not belong, we must therefore conclude that they have
been inherited from an original composed when such forms were normal,
that is, before the reign of Bar-Sin.

“We keep——for practical ressons—the term “causative -n- ” introduced by Poehel
in GSG §§ 521 ff. That it actually is an accusative element has been suggested hy Poebel,
1Tb/id. § 526. On its identity with the subject element {suhjeet-accneative element) see Rudolf
Seholts, Die Stroktnr der S-amerischcn sngsren Vsrhelprojhlre (Inaugural-Dissertation; Bres-
Iau, 1931) p. 44.

5 On a few isolated cases of in - as in L1 see pp. 54 f.
E“ Note also the isolated instance m a - a n - d U11 , “he commanded me” {Gudea Uyl.

A ii 15}. This form does not show the subject element elsewhere in Gudea’s inscriptions.
From a still earlier time there is the exceptional u, a n - d 11 xx a n - g a1 [Stole of Vul-
turesxvii 5f.; var. m a-da up-a-gal, ihid. rev. v 281*.) discussed by Poehel in EA
n.F. II (1925) 3 f.
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The eyidenee frem the eubjeet element I n I and the “e-auaatiyry" - 11 ..
thue eerreberatee and amplifiee that frem the eelleetive iIb I Lara The
letter indieated that the eriginel wee elder then Shir-Sin; new we eee that
the eriginal muet be elder than Shit-Sin’e father and predeeeeeer, BnrISin.

Teaene er E.-tear Reeaerieae
The dating thue far ebtained—Iearlier than Bur-Sin and Shit-Sin—-ie eenI

firmed and eur ter-rainee ante geewi meyee at-ill higher up when we eeneider
the eyidenee furniehed by traeee ef earlier redeetiene whieh een he feund in
the manueeripte. As we have mentiened hefere, the eeneluding eeetiene in eur
eeureee tend te ehew e eertain uneyenneee ef etyle. The eriginela whieh the
eeribee ueed weuld naturally ea a rule be eemewhet elder than the eeribee’ ewn
time, ee that it wee neeeeeary fer them te edd e eertain emeunt ef materiel
te their eepiee te bring the reeerd up te date. In theee edditiene whieh the
eerihee thenieelvee had te eempeee end whieh they eeuld net juet eepy eign by
eign frem the eriginal their ewn etylietie peeulieritiee are likely te ehew. By
paying attentien te the eudden eppearanee ef eueh peenliaritiee ene ie eften
ahle te identify an edditien and thereby te determine where en earlier yereien
ended. A eingle eaemple will eerye te illuetrete thie.

In Pr the euhjeet element I e ie ueed regularly whenever a name ie fel-
lewed by e patrenymie; N. d u m n P. Ik er (i.e., P. I {a} k I e) . Tewerd
the yery end ef the liet, hewever, frem {liI pi-itI“enI 1 E ll du [m u
b]ur-dein (I) (iy 15} te the leet lring, deIm [11-iq-1-11-ea dumu
de in I m a I g i r (I) (iv 23), thie I It er ie emitted (eee p. 32, n. 65). The
eaplenetien ef the ehenge ia elear. A eerihe whe did net himeelf nee thie I k er
hee fellewed an eriginal where it wee regularly empleyed; eepying eign by
eign he nieehanieelly teek eyer ite I k er , but when hie eriginal etepped
end he had te write en edditiene-1 eeetien te bring the liet up te date, he wee
ne lenger direet-ly influeneed by the eriginal and hie ewn etylietie hahite net-
urally aeeerted therneelyee. -Therefere we de net find I Ir E4 ueed in thie eee-
tien. New if we een identify the eeetien frem LipitIEnlil en ae an additien
te bring the liet- up te date, the elder yereien frem whieh the eeribe eepied
muet have ended with Bur-Sin ef Iain, and the natural inferenee ie that it wee
written under that ruler.

Obeeryatiene eimiler te theee here made in P5 ea11 be made in W13 elee.
But while P5 telle ue enly whet we already knew, that eepiee ef the King Liet
were being made at the time ef B11rISin II ef Iain, ee that the eriginal muet
lee etiil elder, ‘FEB edde inipert-ant new infermatien. We have dieeiweecl eariier
an intereeting ehange in the fernlula fer intredueing new dyneetiee ebeeryeble
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in WE (p. 6'2‘). The crucial peints ef this discussien may be repeated and slight-
ly elabereted here. In the mein part ef this tent new dynasties are intrednced
by the ferrnula A“*(- e) N. lugalIam , “In A N. was (er ‘becan1e’)
king.” The last twe dynasties, hewever, the 3d dynasty ef Ur and the dy-
nasty cf Isin, are int-reduced differently: Ai=‘(I e) N. lu g al, “In A N.
(was) king." The identifying yerh I a in , “was,” is here emitted, and
the neuns te be identified, N. and 111 g a1 , are merely placed side by side.
Te assume that the anther cf the list, whe has carefully written 11.1 g al I a m
in dynasty after dynasty, sheuld suddenly and fer ne reasen have ehanged
his literary style enly twe dynasties befere the end is ebvieusly absurd. The
change in style must indicate e difierent hand, and we can therefere een-elude
that a later ccpyist has added this seetien te bring his eepy up to date.

Further preef ef this cenclnsien is te be feund in the relat-ien cf the sect-ien
in question to the first part ef WE, the ant-ediluyian seetien. We have seen
abeve (pp. 55454) that a variety ef indicetiens preyes that the antediluyian
seetien is secentlery. New the scribe whe inserted that seetien had certain
stylistic peculiarities which crep up eyery time he is net merely cepying bet
adds en his ewn. Cine such peculiarity is his preference fer eenstruetiens such
as Ai=*(Ia) nam-lugellIa {written nam-lugal-la), “In A
{wes} the 1-zingship," and Al'“i(- a) N. lu g a l, “In A N. (wes) king," in
which the twe nenns te be identified are merely placed side by side and the
identifying verb I am, "wes," is emitted. Cemparing enr change in fer-
niula at the end cf the list, we see that it censists ef the introduction ef this
yery peculiarity. The man whe added the antedilnvian seetien is alse re-
spensible fer the lest part ei the list; his literary peculiarities appear in beth
pleees.

That the cleaing seetien ef W13 wes added later can thus be eensidered
eertain. Net enly dc we find here e change ef style which shews that a different
hand is at we-rlr, but the character ef the change itself links the seetien as
closely as possible with a knewn interpeletien, the antedilnvian seetien. But
if we can thus detach the seetien frem the beginning cf the 3d dynasty ef Ur
as a later addition, we have left an eriginal yersien which came to an end with
Utu-hegal of Uruk and which can therefere be assigned te the reign ef that
-ruler.

The evidence which we have thus far eensidered has carried the date at
which the King List can have been cerepesed e censiderable way back frem
the time to which eur present eepies beleng, the end ei the Isin peried. The
language used in the list shews that the anther must have written befere the
middle ef the 3d dynasty ef Ur, befere Sh11ISin and Btu‘-Sin. New we have
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found evidence of a version from the reign of UtuIhegal, who preceded that
dynasty. Is this e-t last the original version, or must we seek still farther back?
The answer depends upen whether ether feat-ores in the Hing List indicate
this peried as the prebable time of origin or make a still earlier date likely.

Ten Teen Biituknl....slg
We have already earlier mentioned that the formula AH Pit u It ul

b a I (a n I) s i g . . . . , “the city A was smitten with weapons . . . . ,“ dom-
inates both of the principal branehes of the traditien. This means that it dates
back to a point in the tradition at which these two branches had net yet sep-
arated. We have, of oou.rse, no way of proving that this point is identical with
the eriginal; but, inasmuch as our versions are fairly numerous and come
from widely separated parts of Babylenia, it seems reasonable to assume that
a peint where this tradition was still but a single stream cannet have been
far from the senrce. Serious corrections of language and style are accordingly
not likely to have been introduced.

Examining the history of the term flit u it nl . . . . s i g in Sumerian lit-
erature, we find that the older texts, from EIAnna(k)Itum to Sargon of
Agade, do net use this term at all. The idea “to defeat“ is at this time almost
exclusively expressed by sin-xrin . . . . s i .5 With Sargon of Agade the first
traces of eur phrase begin to appear; Iii A1“-a (it) Ida “ite hnl eI
d aI s i g , “he fought with the men of the city A,“ is a common expres-
sien in Sargenis inscriptions.‘ It will be noted that slit u hul . . . . s i g
dees not yet serve te express the idea “to defeat,“ which is still sin-xriia . . . .
si ;E but, construed with Ida, “itukul. . - . sig is e term fer “to
fight,” “to cerne to blows with.“

The meaning “to defeat” which "fit u 1-zul . . . . sig has in the King
List occurs fairly late in other inscriptions. It appears first in the inscrip-
tions of Gudea: a‘itul~:ul urn an-daIan elamki mu-sig, “he
smote with weapons (i.e., defeated) the cities of Anshan and Elam.““* After
that, in the period of Isin and Larsa, it is frequent in date formulas from
Larsa, for example Gungunum, year 19: k i I s u -Ilu I Iii b I g a r m a-

‘ E-Annafikj-tum: GIN*K.-iR b i I si (e.g. BAH, pp. 18 vii 3 and ix 2; 20 iii 14, 21}, 2-1;
22 vi 20, vii 2, iii 13 and 19; and ea iv 13 and 15} ; En-temena: sis-x.-in 1- n i I si (SAX,
p. 38 iii 14}; EnIe(n}tarIsi(d): ofwx.-2_a b i I si (RA VI [1904-T] 139, A0 4233 obv. iii 4}.

T E.g. Peebel, PBS IV 1, pp. 1'?3—'?I.‘L i 16-19, i 35-40, and pasafm.
E E.g. PBS If, Ne. 34 obv. i 2f]-21, i at-as, and poser?-m: sin-rein e I n i I s l .
* This difference in usage was first pointed out by ’l‘hureau-Dangle, Le chreneiepie dee

dynasties dc Earner ct d’Ae::cd, p. 18.
1“ Gudea Statue B (SAX, p. ’?lII} vi ii-is
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al-git-a Eittuicul h a-an-si[g] (UET I, Ne. 265 ehv.13—-la;RLA
H154 t and 155, Ne. 112); Abt-sare{l'): n1 u l-ii-su-lu-uh.r—gar
i—~ s i - i nki - n a rat 11 it 1.11 h a - a [n - s I g1 (Thureau-Dangin, La ehrene-
Iegte , p. 53, l. 42; REA II I51, I. 42, and 157, Ne. 129}; Surnu—E1: n1 u
.. . . l~:[i-s] u~lu-ubr-gar ha-sal-lu"'=i Eiitukul ha-an-{sig}
{RLA II 151,1. as, and 15?, Ne. 135; ef. UET I, Ne. 249); Wars-d-Sin, year 2:
ti (hi!-}su-lu-1Ii.h—gar [. . . . -t]i-ha-ai aw 1arsan"i"*i“='
“fit u it ul h a- sig (UETI,Ne.2E-6i1=1;RLA II 154: e and 160, Ne. 192).

Sinee Eitt u h u l . . . . s i g in the ineaning “te defeat” thus nialtes its
first appearanee under Gndea and sinee the Hing List uses it in t-his sense,
the terra suggests that the It'ing List is te be dated te that ruler er later. New
we have seen that the lewer iiniit fer the date ef the Hing I.-ist ean he plaeed
in the reign ef Utu-hegal. Gudea, whe lived at the end ef the Gutian peried,
seerns te heleng te the generatien ef, er in"rn1edia-tely befere, Utu-hegal."“*
We arrive therefere at apprerrirnately the tirne ef this ruler as the iuest likely
peried fer the eeinpesitien ef the King List.

Basie Inn.-ts is ras Kine Lrsr
The evidenee frent the terni gilt u It ul . . . . s i g, peinting te the tinie

ef Utu-hegal as that in whieh the King List eriginated, dees net stand alene.
Cernparisen ef the King List with the great inseriptien ef Utu-hegal in whieh
he relates his vietery ever Gfltiflfllu shews striiting and signifieant similarities

1"“ Reasens fer plaeing Gudea “during the latter years and after the fall ef the C-utian
dynasty" have been summarised hy Gadd in The Ea-rip Dyrrnsttss ef Earner and Ahhed, p. 32.
Te there may he added the fellewing faets; (1) The sirnilarity hetween the language ef
Gudea*s inseriptiens and that ef Ur-Nan1rnu[k]’s and Ehulgfs is eatrereely elese. Nete e.g.
sueh a speeial feature as the ernissien ef the suhjeet elereent - n - everywhere eaeept in
ene ferrn ef the verh dti, “te huild“ (i n-dhaa, “whe hunt”), where it regularly
eeeurs. {E3 Gudea’s wide-reaehing trade eapeditiens weuid hardly have been pessihle un-
der the Gutians. as we knew frem the Utu-hegal inseriptien {RA Di [1912] lli-12111 and X
{I913} ‘.-.lS—1El£I], Getiuin had eleeed the vital trade reute passing frem the Mediterranean
aeress Assyria dewn threugh Al-drad and Burner te the Persian Gulf: “Beth hanhs ef the
Tigris he [i.e., Tirigan} had seised, seuthward in Burner he had harred the paths, nerthward
he had barred the reutes, en the highways ef the land leng grass he had let grew.” This
rente was reepened hy Utu-hegal’s vietery ever Gutiunr, and it ean he enly te that event
that Gudea is referring when he says {Statue B v 21-2?]: “When he [i.e., Gudea} huiit the
temple ef Ningirsufihi did Ningirsu{k}, his heleved king, epen up the read frere the upper
te the lewer sea.” '

11 RA IX i11~L‘fi and X ElS—-IIJII}. The authentieity ef the Utu-hegal inseriptien, whieh is
knewn enly frern later eepies, has reeently heen questiened by Gtiterheelr [id n.F. VIII
[1934] 1-1), whe is ef the epinien that the dispesitien and style ef the test preeinde its heing
a histerieal inseriptien: “Der "ilerfasser des Testes hat awar den eflisiellen Titel Utu-hegals
gelranut, der Tent ist aher nach Aufhau und Etil eflenhar ein Iiteranisehes Werh, heine Kenigs-
insehrift; ven einer selehen ist nieht einnral die aussere Ferre ilherneninien." This view we
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in ideelegy and language. The auther ef the Hing List werked, as has eften
been mentiened, en the theery that Bahylenia was and always had been a
single l-zingdem. Witliin the eeuntry the eapital eeuld ehange frem ene eity
te anether, but there was never mere than ene king at a time. The ruler ef a
eity er a previnee eeuld heeeme hing enly by defeating the existing eapital

eannet share. The Utu-hegal inseriptien gives a remarlralily detailed aeeeunt ei a eampaign,
but its dispesitien (auihau) is in ne way diiierent frem the dispesitien of aeeeunts ei earn-
paigns ieund in ether reyal inseriptiens. We may eempare e.g. the aeeeunt which En-temeua
gives (SAX, pp. 3li—38 an i 13—ii 26} ef the wars hetween Lagash and Umma in the time
ef Ush:

En-temena Inseriptien Utu-hegal Inseriptien
Misdeeds ef enemy {i 13-431} Misdeeds ei enemy {i 1-14]
Divine erders te fight him {i 22—2'F]- Divine erders te fight him. ii 15-23]-

Preparatieus fer deeisive battle {ii 1E5—iv 3}:
:1} lftu-hegai seel-as suppert at his eity

ged, Inannaiki.
iv] Itinerary ei marsh te battlefield: de-

parture irem lfrult: purpese at campaign
made i-mewn te treeps in Ii-lshlrurtalzi; Gu-
tian messengers tshen eaptive in Bar-llitalr
hail-ti: arrival in it-luru; litu-heiial seeks sup-
pert ei .lfll.ll1*.U.I' ei It-I in-u.

Vieterieus battle Ei 2S—3l]= ‘t"ieterieu.s battle [iv -!=—Fil
Results ef vietery: true heundsry Results ei vietery: espture el' Tirigan and
re-established: tribute te he paid hy re-establishing ef autenemy ef Burner {iv ii
enemy ti Ei2—ii 25} te end}

as will he seen, the dispesitien ei heth narratives is praetieelly the same: {1} misdeeds
ef enemy, (2) divine erders te tight, {3} vieterieus battle, [4] results ef vietery. That Utu-
hegal, whe had ite lead his treeps far afield te eeme te grips with the enemy, tells alse ei the
events which teek plaee during that part ei the eampaign, whereas the En»-temena aeeeunt
gees directly te the deeisive ieattle, is enly natural; fer the battle in the lihr-temena aeeeunt
teek plaee near Lagash itself, and little eeuld have happened en the way te the hattlefield.

Ner dees the style ei the Utu-hegal inseriptien diiier in any way frem that ef ether his-
terieal inseriptiens. It is very vivid and uses direet speeeh a great deal; but a vigereus shar-
aeterizatien ef the enemy, Ciutium, as “a viper ef the hills, enemy ef the geds, whe had ear-
ried the kingship ef Ehuner eff te the meuntains, whe had filled Eumer with evil," ete. is net
much diiierent frem En-»temena’s deseriptien ei Ii ei Umma, “ll, e n si (kl ei Umma, a
rehher ef fields and lands, always speaking evil,” ete., whieh appears in the inseriptien just
mentiened ts.-in, p. as iv 19-23].

There is thus neither in dispesitien ner in style any basis fer separating the Utu-hegal
inseriptien frem ether reyal inseriptiens. Its authenticity is indieaied also hy its language;
fer, altheugh the seribe-l habits ef later eepyists shew in the use ei the suhjeet element - n -
and the “eausative“ -n - , sueh features as the use ef the eld eelleetive i - h -LAL (e.g.
iii T—S: uru-ni lfi-dill-gin: egir-ra~ni‘ea—a‘e-1‘.is,“his eity as ene ‘man
fellewed behind him”) and the use et the phrase din-E.-ilt . . . . s1 te express the defeat
ei the Gutian ferees are rarely ieund in inseriptiens ei the Ed dynasty ef Ur, which feilewed
Uta-hegal, er in still later periede. Lastly we may eall attentien te the highly peeuiiar and
irregular ruling of tablet AD B015 (RA IX 112 i.] whieh eentains eur eepy. Cases eentein-
ing ene line ei writing alternate with eases whieh have twe, three, and even twenty-twe
lines. This irregularity is net suggested hy the eentent ei' the teat and is indeed esplieahle
enly if it represents the erig-iaai ruling ef a test written hetween and areund the figures en
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and carrying {b a - t ii ni) the “kingship” te his ewn residence. New the
seme view meets us in the Ute-hegai inseriptien. Like the King List, Ute-hegal
kncws enly ene ’“kingship," that which has been “carried” (b a - t ii In]
tc the incnntains by Gutiurn. It is enly by defeating Gutiurn that Utu-hegal
can bring it hack inte the hands cf Sumer. Even the characteristic phrasecl-
cgy, n a m - l u gai ccnstrued with tfi m , “tc carry," is cem_n'ien tc
beth tests, a pchit especially significant, as this ccnstructien cccers ne-
where else.

Te the evidence cf the phrase “fit u kul . . . . s i g, the ideclcgy cf the
King List, and the wcrding cf that ideciegy is added the fact that the pe-
ried cf Utu-hegal in itself censtitutes the lcgical peried fer such a wcrk as the
King List te have been cenceived and carried cut-. After lung subjecticn under
fcreign barbarians Utu-hegal had in the decisive battle near Muru crushed
the Gutian fcrces cempletely, restered the eld independence, and “brcught
back the kingsbip cf Sumcr inte its ewn hands.”1i This new-wen freedem must
have pcwcrfully stimulated Sumerian natienal feeling and must have awakened
interest in Sunier’s glcricus past, in the histcry cf that “ki11gship“ which had
new ccrne hack again. It wnuld thus naturally inspire the preducticn cf such
a werk as the King List, which is an effcrt tc trace and present just that
histcry.

Ceuceesreus
We have thus seen first cf all that the language cf the King List shcws that

it cannet have been written later than the middle cf the 3d dynasty cf Ur,
while traces cf earlier versiens mcve this limit back tc the reign cf Utu-hegal,
tc whem the earliest traceable versicn can he dated. Against a still earlier
date, befcre Ute-hegal, speaks the use cf the espressicn siit u k ul . . . . s i g ,
which appears in the King List as a terin fer “tn defeat“ but is net knewn te
ns in this meaning befere Gudea, whe belengs te the generaticn cf, cr im-
mediateiy hefcre, Utu-hegel. The same ccnciusien is indicated by a cceeider-
aticn sf the ideas en “kingship” underlyi.ng the King List. These ideas are
the very same which we meet in Utu—hegal’s ewn inseriptien and they are
there expressed in the same characteristic phrascclcgy as in the King List, a
 3'ii—r

a relief, where the divisien inte cases and ceiumns wculd necessarily be irregular. That the
Utu-hegal inseriptien eriginally was written en a relief is siready indicated by the clcsing
lines cf ccl. iv, which ebvieusly have reference tc an acccmpanying pictcriai representsticn
cf a type similar tc the relief cf Anwhanini (G. Gcntenau, Manuel rfcreiiécicpfs crieriteis II
[Paris, I931] T54, Fig. 5-ii); cf. alse a seal impressicn cf ]1ushu-ilia cf Eshnuunafilr} {DIP
XLIII, Fig. 1I]i]}.

1* RA IX 113 iv Ed.
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phraseelcgy met with newhere else. Finally, we have seen that the time cf
Utu-hegal, tc which all eur evidence peiuts, indeed prcvides the best imagi-
nable backgreund pelitically and in ideelegy fer such awerk as the King List
te be cenceived; fer pride in new independence and in the “kingship" which
had been breught back must have furnished a mighty impulse te set ierth the
histery cf this “kingship,” that is, te ccmpcse eur King List. There can thus
be ne serieus deubt that the cernpesitien cf the King List sheuld be dated
te the reign cf Utu-hegal. '

PLACE

llifilile a number ef indications in the King List peint te when it was written,
very little can be said about where it criginai-ed. It is hardly pessible te dc
mere than make a plausible guess.

Since it is ebvieusly easiest te get held cf seurces ier the histery and elder
rulers cf a city in that city itself, we can perhaps conclude that the city in
which the anther cf the King List lived must have been ene cf the three which
are dealt with in greatest detail in his werk, namely Kish, Uruk, and Ur.
The secend cf these, Uruk, was the city ei Utu-hegal; and, since the inspiratien
fer the King List is mest prebahly to be seught in the revival cf Sumerian na-
tienal pride under this ruler, it seems mest natural te leek fer the erigin cf
the list where this feeling must have been strengest, in the capital itself frem
which the war cf independence started. If we must guess, Uruk seems the
mest likely place cf the three.

SOURCES
Generate Cnnnscrss er THE Seencns

An inquiry inte the preblem cf what seurces the anther cf the King List
can have used fer his werk must start frem an esamiuatien cf that werk itself.
By defining the types ef material represented and by ccmparing these with
Sumere-Akkadian literature as a whele, we sheuld be able te determine which
genres within that literature centain such material and can therefere have
supplied it te em‘ anther.

The material feund in the King List can in general be described as ef a
histcrical character. It divides readily inte twe distinctive types: (cl infer-
matien cencerning names cf kings and the number cf years each cf them
reigned and (la) “netes" added te the names cf certain kings giving detafls
cencerning themselves and their exploits. We may eensider first the material
fcund in the “netes."
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seuacns er ran “acres”
The “netcs” appearing in the King List are :13
e-ta-us sipa Iii an-se be-en-de in lcnr-kur mu-un-gi-na
lugal-am {ii1Ei~19)
“Etana, a shepherd, the ene whe te heaven ascended, the ene whe eensclidated
all lands, became king.”
en-me-en-b are-gs-si lii ma-da elem“-ma siitul-cu l-bi
ih-ta-an-gur lugal-am (ii 35-38}
“En-me(n}-harage-si, the ene whe carried away as speil the weapens ef the land ef
Elam, became king.”
mes-ki-ag-ga-he-er dumu dutu en-am lugal-am mu 32-i
l-at mes-ki—ag-gs.-se-er ab-ha ha-an-tu hur-sag-se
ha-ca [iii1—e)
“hiss-ldag-gsslier, sen cf Ute, became high priest and king and reigned 32-=1 years“.
ides-kiag-gasher went inte the sea and came eut {frem it} te the mermtains.“ '
en-me-kar dumu mes-ki-ag-gs.-es-er lugal unni“-gs
ill unug3‘i mu—un-dil-a {var.:mu-un-da-dfi-a) lugal-am {iii
T~1fi}
“En-me(r}-kar, sen cf hiss-kiag-gasher, king cf Uruk, the ene whe built Uruk (var.:
‘the ene under whem Uruk was built’), became king.“
filugal-ban-da sipa (iii12)
“The divine Lugal-bands, a shepherd.”

ddumu-ei i'itT-rns urn“-ni kn;-alii {iii11i~1:'i)
“The divine Damn-si{d), a . . . .~his city {was} Ku=a(ra}.”
igilgsmes{'1ers-nit-ca-runs) ah-ha-ni lil-la en kul-ab-ha-kc-i
[iii1i'—iQ}
“The divine Gilgan1es—his father (was) a hllht-tle1nDn—a high priest cf Kullab.”

‘srns‘{?}-gt sim ug {iii 31}
“Mns|[i‘)-an, a smith.”
ma-gal-gal-Fla‘ {ma-lah] (iv 2-i}
“Magslgalia, a sltipper.”
lilll-'dlJ3.'-lJEL5 “lulu-kurun-na mum suhns kisiki mu-un-gi-na
lugal-am (v3E~—39)
“Ku{g)-Babe, a barmaid, the ene who censelidated the fctmdatien cf Kish, be-
came ‘king.’ “
na-an-ni-is sadim (vi 19}
"Nannie, a stenecutter.”

1* Fer details cencerning text and translation esehap. iii.
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Z) sar-ru—ki-in ..-ha-ni nu-girie ca-so-dug H1‘-dfifli-b5.-4-bfle
lugal a-ga-dem Iii a-ga-deti mu-nu-du-a (van: mu-un-da-
du-a) lugal-am (vi3l~3d)
“Sargon—his . . . . was a date-growcr—cupbearcr of Ur-Zababa (k), king of rigads,
the one who built Agadc (var.: ‘the one under whom Agadc was built’), became
king."

A glance at these “notes” will shew that they correspond closely with one
another in form. Two enamples will be sufficient:
d) En-meir)-kar dumu Mes-kiag-gaser

V lugal Unulc-a{l~:)luUnuk mu-n-du-a
l) Sarru(m)-kin“..lugalAgede{-k) luflgade mu-n-du-a

and
gr) Gilgames abb-ani lilla en Kulabb-air-e
.1) darrufin.)-kin....b-ani nugiri[b)lugalAgade{-l-:)
The correspondence is so pronounced that we can consider it certain that the
“not-es” owe their form to the same hand. This hand, further, must have been
that of the author, fer they have—with one enoeption—all been carefully
worked into the general framework of the list.“

In content also the “notes” show close similarity. The information given
in them is of uniform character and can be classified without difiiculty:
A. Information concerning origin of ruler

1. Parentage: Gilgames (g), Sargon {I}
2. Native eity: Dumu-zifid) ff)
3. Profession: Etana (ct), Lugal-banda (cl, Dulnu-sifd) (_f}, Gilgames (g), Mns(?}-

Igrft {ft}, Magalgaila (:1), Ku(g)-Babs. (j), Narmia (ii), $argon {l}
B. Information concerning achievements of ruler

1. Political and military: Etana (cl, En-rne{n)-baragc-si (I1), Kufg)-Baba (3')
2. Founding of capital: En-me{r)-liar [ti], Sargon {.l)
3. Spectacular adventures: Etena fe), Mes-kiag-gasher (e).

The nature of this material is clear; it is historical information. Comparing
it with the difierent genres of Sumero-Akkadian literature to see where we

1* The “notes” are as a general rule worked into the formula for introducing new dy-
nasties, Al=i(- a) N. lugal-am , as a relative sentence with In inserted after H.
The exception mentioned is the “note” to Mes-l-riag-gasher, which is added loosely after
the lines which deal with this ruler. On analogy from the other “notes” we should eapeet
to find

e-an-na-ka n1es—i-ii-ag-ga—ee-er dumu ‘tutu In ab-ha ba-
a_n-tu hur-sag-he ba—eu en-am lugal-am mu 324 i-ea.

In all probability, therefore, this “note” is secondary, inserted by some early eopyist of the
list. This insertion must have happened before the A branch and the B branch of the tradi-
tion separated, for the “note” appears in both [in WE and in Pa}.
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should seek its sources, we can therefore at once dismiss all genres which rarely
or never contain historical information, such as "private letters,“ "cont-racts,“
“administrative documents," and “religions te:-rte”; and as the historical in-
formation which our material gives is of a very special type we can limit the
field even more. Royal inscriptions have at all times been written for the pur-
pose of glorifying the king, and they never contain facts which could detract
even slightly from his dignity. Nor do state papers, treaties with other rulers,
correspondence with officials, etc. ever refer to such facts. It is therefore clear
that the author of the King List carmot have got his information concerning
the lowly birth and original menial occupation of certain rulers from such
sorrrces.“ Furthermore, the legendary character of many statements in his
“notes,” for enample that Etana ascended to heaven and that Gilgames was
son of a demon, is definitely against a derivation from royal inscriptions or
from the documents in official archives. Since practically every “note” con-
tains information of one of the two types just mentioned, we can with cer-
tainty conclude that the soruces used for this part of the King List were
neither royal inscriptions nor state papers, even though these genres carry
historical material.

The objections which can be raised against a derivation from royal inscrip-
tions and from ms-terial in oficial archives hold good for another historical
genre also, namely date lists. From somewhat before the Agade period t-o the
end of the 1st dynasty of Babylon the years in Babylonia were each named
from some important event of political or religious nature. In such formulas,
however, and in the lists in which they were collected, one would seek as vainly
as in the royal inscriptions for information that a king had started his career
as a shepherd or that his father was a demon. In the periods earlier than the
agade dynasty and during part of that dynasty as well, other systems of dating
were in use, and we shall presently see how far it is possible to deduce the sidet-
ence and probable content of date lists based on them. These lists, however,
must likewise have been compiled for purely practical purposes, and informa-
tion of mythical or anecdotal nature is not likely to have occurred in them.

The eliminations which can thus be made in the “historical” genres of
Sumero-akkadian literature leave only a single group of tents, the "epic-his-
torical” genre, as a possibility. Enamining the material contained in tent-s of
this genre we do indeed find information of just the type for which we have
been l_ool~:ing. We may mention some cnamples. The information in the
“notes” concerning lowly birth and original menial occupation of some

1“ This argument against derivation from royal inscriptions was first propounded by
Sidney Smith, EHA, p. 29.

|.



Gonr-osrrron 145

rulers ean be paralleled from among the legends by the so-ealled “Birth Legend
of Ba-rgon,”1E whieh tells how this ruler was found by a date-grower and raised
to beoome -a date-grower himself, and from the stories of the ohronieles by
t-hat of Enlil-bani oi Isin, who likewise was a date-grower before he beeame
king." The eity from whieh D1_11'11l.1-fil[:(l:l hailed is mentioned in “note” f. Sn oh
information is also given in the “Birth Legend,” whieh mentions Sargon’s na-
tiveeity, Asupira-nu.13 The ehronieles whieh we have abound in information
eonoerning sueh politieal and military aehievements as these mentioned in
“notes” a, ll, and 31.. The der tesnfiart epie" and the epie t-eat dealing with
Gilgames’ war on Kish”' also have sueh material. Lastly we may mention the
journey through the darlmess and aoross the wat-ers of death in the Gilgames
epie as a parallel to the speetaenlar adventures of “notes” rt and e.

That the epie—historieal genre eontains the same hind of material as the
“notes”~ of the King List oannot be doubted. In many eases the oorrespond-
enee even goes beyond similarity in kind, and we find the aetual material of
the “notes” themselves. Thus the information in the Etana epie that Etana
was earried up t-o heaven on the bank of an eagle is obviously behind the state-
ment in the “note” to Etana: “the one who to heaven asoended”; and the
“note” to Sargon, “his . . . . was a date-grower,” is merely a brief referenee
to the narrative in the “Birth Legend” of how Sargon was pioked up from the
river by the date-grower Aqqi. It therefore seems obvious that we should lool-:
for the souree of the “notes” among sueh tents.

But is that possible? The genre in whieh we are interested is at present
only represented by fairly late speoimens. The earliest eopy of a11 epie yet
found dates from the Isin-Larsa period, and sueh is the ease with the legends
also. The “Birth Legend” is even preserved in a eopy as late as Assyrian times,
and from Assyrian and Neo—Babylon.ian times date all our versions of the
ehronieles. The King List, on the other hand, must, if our earlier dednetions

1“ UT XIII (19111) Pl. E; L. W. King, Clrrentelss eonoerning Early Beeylevriart Kings II
ST—E|"Ei.

11 King, op. s-it. pp. 12 and 11?.
1“ CT XIII, Pl. 42:3. Another Eargen legend, AD IE-73 (H. de G-enouillao, THE II, No.

‘J-'3], also mentioned Elargon’s eity {obv. 111’).
1“ See ‘Weidner, Der Zap Earp-ens non Altitarl nach Kletnnsilen (“E-eghaskoi-Studien” I-Ieft ti

[Leipsig, 1922]}; Albright, “The Epie of the King of Bat-tie,” JHGR VII (1923) 1-211. A
synopsis of the eontents with valuahle notes and further literature was given by Giiterhoek
in ZA n.F. VIII (1934) B6431.

=1‘ PBS X 2, No. 5; SEM, No. ‘.39; SET, hie. 35; Fish in John Rylands Library {Man-
ehester), Bullettrt XIX {11}3eJ 3Ei2—’I’2. The tent was edited by Witsei in Urientolvls n.s.
V {1~£l3E=] 331--to.
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are eerreet, have been eomposed as early as the time of Utu-hegal. We would
therefere have to assume that our genre—-although known in late eepies only--
aetually is of the same age as, or still older than, the King List.

In view of the esztreme eenservatism oi Sumero-akltadian literature sueh
an assumption is indeed very probable. It beeomes praetieally eertain when
we look at the material of the genre itself. as is eommonly known, stories and
aneedotes about prominent historieal persons originate while these persons
and their eontributions to history are still fresh in memory and oeeupy people’s
thoughts. So it is with our material. People eamiot suddenly have begun to
tell stories and aneedotes about Etana, Luga-1-banda, Gilgames, Kulig)-Baba,
and Sargon when these personages had long ago been forgotten by all but a
few learned seribes; these stories must first have been told when the leading
eharaeters were still familiar to the listeners and held their interest.”

The material of our genre must therefore be old; and when we eensider that
narratives of mythologieal eentent were eornmitted to writing as early as pre-
Sargonie times“ and that a period of eonsiderable literary aetivity and de-
veloped literary ability must have innnediately preeeded Utu-hegal, imder
whom the King List was oomposed, beeause only sueh a period eeuld have
produeed the famous eylinders of Gudea, there is indeed no reason whatever
to doubt that written versions of epies and legends existed at the time of our
author. Nor ean we eaelude the possibility that some stories and aneedotes
had already then been eolleeted and arranged ehronologieally, just as sueh
material is later found eombined in the Chroniele Weidnerdi for the writing
of the King List-itself is testimony to the faet that this period had an interest
in the eolleeting and systematising of historieal material. We must therefore
reekon with the eisistenee of at least three varieties of the epie-historieal genre
—“epies,” “legends,” and “ehronieles”—when our author wrote, and we ean
aeeordingly assume that he derived the material for his “notes” from them.

In eaaetly what form he found this material eannet he determined with
eertainty. He may have been a man well read in sueh tests and have written

=1 The author plans to publish an artiele on the Legal-banda epie, with detailed diseus-
sion of this point.

*1 E.g. the very important pre-Eargonie mythologieal te:-rt published by G. A. Barton,
ilfiseellanaoirs Babylonian Inscriptions {New Haven, Uonn., 191$] No. 1.

if Published by Giiterboel-c in ZA n.F. VIII 4'? ff. I am indebted to Dr. Weidner, its
diseoverer, for a transliteration and translation whieh enabled me to use this test before its
publieation. The redaetien whieh we possess must have been made in eireles whieh had elose
eonneetion with E-sag-ila and Babylon, for all the aneedotes point a moral, namely hew
dangerous it is to negleet that temple Eihid. pp. 15 f.}. It is of eourse unlikely that the pre-
eursors of this text, with whieh we reekon above, served as vehieles for sueh a tendeney.
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his “notes” from memory; or he may have known only a single sueh souree, an
early eolleetion of aneedotes sueh as we have just deseribed, and have got all
his inforrna-tion out of that. This question is, however, of only minor impor-
tanee and may well be" left open.

EOUHCEE DF TI-IE MATERIJLL WHICH CDNETITUTE5 THE MAIN BODY OF THE LIST

Having thus found that the “notes” are most likely derived from tests of
the epie-historieal genre, we may turn to the material whieh eenstitntes the
main body of the list, the names and lengths of reign of the various l-tings.
Looltiug as we did with the “notes” through the various gem'es of Sumero-
Akhadian literature, we find that we ean this time diseacrd from the very be-
ginning all but a single genre, the date list-s, for in none of the others do we find
that most important feature, the lengths of the reigns.“ This feature, further-
more, the editor of the King List must neeessarily have got from his souree,
for the figures are so obviously based on tradition that they eeuld not possibly
have been invented.“ Before we ean aeeept the obvious eenelusion that the
author of the King List tool: his material from date lists we must, however,
pause for a moment to eensider that the oldest date lists yet known do not go
baelt farther than t-o the time of the 3d dynasty of Ur, while the material eon-
tained in the King List eevers a span of time reaehing far beyond the dynasty
of Agade into pre-Sargonie periods. Is it possible that date lists for these-pe-
riods ean have esisted? If so, how should we then imagine their form and
eontent? Can they have met the requirements for a souree for the King List?
These questions make it neeessary to enarnine the Sumerian systems of dating
in older times.

The well known later dating system aeeerding to whieh eaeh year was
named from some important event of a politieal or religious nature presup-
poses in itself the esistenee of lists in whieh the “year names” were arranged

it Sidney Smith (EH11, p. 29] suggested offieial reeords of omens kept in the temples as a
possible souree, but the “historieal” omens whieh we possess never give information eon-
oerning length of reign of the hing in question or his relation to other kings. Many of the
“historieal” data found in the omen literature ean, moreover, be shown to be seeondary and
to be derived from ohronieles {see Giiterbook in Z11 n.F. ‘FIII lli f.}. Sueh a souree for the
King List is therefore not probable. Meyer [Die alters Chronolopie . . . . , p. 3?} assumes
that historioal insoriptions formed part of the sourees for the King List-—a view shared by
other seholars {e.g. Guterboelr, op. oft. pp. ti f.) ; but these also eeuld never give information
eonoerning the order of the rulers and the lengths of their reigns. See also p. 155, n. -id.

1“ We are oonsidering the figures as a whole. That eertain types of figures, e.g. the enees-
sive reigns given to some of the early rulers, reigns whieh always eome to round numbers,
are fietitious is obvious.
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ehronologieally, for by themselves the individual “names” give little indiea-
tion of where the years in question belong. Date lists based on this system
must thus have existed as long as the system itself. Sinee the name of the
ruler belongs to the full form of every “year name,” and sinee in any ease the
aeeession of a new ruler was always important enough to provide the “name”
of the eorresponding year, lists based on this system oontain all the material
neeessary to find out order, names, and lengths of reign of t-he various rulers
in the period eovered by them and ean thus have supplied the author of the
King List with the neeessary material. Unfortunately, however, this system
of dating oannot be traeecl very far bank in time. It does not seem to have
eome into general use until the time of the Agade dynasty, and the earliest
examples of “year names” are from the time of En~shahush-Annafl-2),“ who
seems to have lived a generation or two before Sargon. It thus eovers only a
small part of the period dealt with in the King List.

The system here mentioned, however, is not the only one known to the
Sumerians. Along with it in the period around the beginning of the Agade
dynasty runs a different system whieh does not use notable events as it-s base
but dates by referenee to the various en si(l~1:)’s or other similar high
dignitaries who followed eaeh other in offiee. And this other system ean be
shown to be of very great age indeed. As far bael: in time as in the texts
from Fara there appear—-as ThI.u'eau-Dangin was the first to point out—dat-
ings by referenee to the names of some high ofiieials, probably loeal rulers.
These datings tal-ce the form bala N., “reign of l\l'.,” and examples of
them have been oolleeted by Thtlreau-Danginii and by Deimel.“

From approximately the same time as the Fara texts, if not earlier, eome

if R. Pobl, l"e-rsarpnnrlsefze and Saryoniaehe Ilffrtsolraflstsrie {TMH V {Leipsig, 1935]) No.
15$, has a date of this type from the reign of En-shalnlsh-Anna{1<}- Cf. Thoreau-Dangin in
RA XXKIII (1955) 52.

-“=1 SAK, p. 22-1.
it Die fflddflftiffdfl ma Fara I {WI/DOG XL [L-eipsig, 1922}) 3. Deimel’s objeetions to

eonsidering the b al a N. phrases as datings are of no value. That these phrases appear
only on contrasts of sale is very natural, for there it was elearly more important to have a
date than on ordinary administrative documents whieh were meant to serve for only a short
time. A parallel observation ean be made in the documents from the Isin-Larsa period,
where eontraets are generally earefully dated while administrative documents are quite
often left undated. Deimel‘s own explanation of b al a N., that it represents “die Quit-
tung, welehe man doeh auf einer derartigen Urkunde aueh erwartet,” eannet be right.
The name which appears in the b a l a N. formula is different from that of any party to
the transaetion, and the similarity between b al a N. and X Y - r a f d a d u h - bi
a-da-bal gu-na e-ni-gar in the Urn-xa.-gina texts upon whieh that explana-
tion is based is purely superfieial. The latter must mean “X turned its [the tran.saetion’s)
tablet over to Y and put it on his aeeount” and has nothing to do with b al a N.
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twe dedication inscriptions ef Me-silim, king ef Kish, which we may quete
in full:
me-silim lugal kisi é-di1 dnin-gir-su dnin-gir-su 1nu—tiin1
lugal-sag-engur ensi lagaiiu”
“Me-sililn, king ef Kish, builder ef the temple cf Ningirsu {Ii}, brought this te Nin-
girsu (11). Lugaf.-shag-engur (was) e 1'1 s i (ii) ei Lagash.“
me-silim lugal kisi é-sar ga-mu-gir é “hensi adabai“
“[1] hie-silim, king ei Kish, verily restered E-shar. E {was} e n s i (1-2} cf Adah.”

Here tee we find dating by referenee te the reign ef a lecal efficial, fer the brief
mentiens ef the men whe then held efiic-e as e n s i (ii) ’s in Lagash and
Adah, uncennected with everything else in the inscriptiens, eeuld hardly have
anether purpese. Exactly similar te these datings in the Me-silim inscriptiens,
but later and a little mere er.plicit, are datings feund in inscriptiens ef En.-
temena and Lugal—anda:
er-ba en-te-me-na ensi lagasn“‘-kam en-e~tar-si sangu
dnin-gir-su-ka-kainil
“At that time En-temena was ens i (I-1) ef Lagash and En—~e{n]tar—si(d] was
sangu-priest ef Ningirsu{k}."
u.;-ba clu-du sangu Ilill-giI'-—-SI_1-lifi.-l£fl.11132
“At that time Dude was sa n g u -priest of Ningir-su{k}.”
114'-'bfi| er-é-this-ices di~bi i~ku5 lugal-an-da ensi-kamii
“fit that time did Ur-E-s1i1s{k) judge their case, and Legal-anda was e n s i (11) .“

Frem these esamples it is evident that in pre-Sargenic times, frem Me-silim
and the Fara tests te Legal-anda, deeuments eeuld be dated simply by ref-
erence te the e n si {la} er te seme ether high dignitarjv whe at that time
held efliices“ There are, hewever, traces ei a mere develeped system alse,

=9 S./-1K, p. lfifl.
3“ D. D. Lnclcenbiil, Iiiscidptiens from Adah {DIP X11’ [1El3'EI]) Ne. 5. Our transiatien ef

g a -m n - g it reci-zens with influence frem Akkadian, where the cerrespending in wttr can
be either a precative er an emphatic ferm. Cf. however Peebel, GSG §§ Eidfi and Edda.

s ere, Ne. is; cf. EAR’, p. est.
=1 nn., p. xivii, Ne. asses (cf. sass, p. at ta, and p. iclviii, Ne. r viii s-s ts. ean,

p. as s).
s arc, Ne. 2s; tr.s.-11:, p. en, Ne. 2 t.
3* This rough dating methed persisted until after the Agade peried. Cf. e.g. H. F. Lute,

Samar-ten Temple Records of the Late Ur Dynasty (“University cf Gaiifernia Publicatiens
in Semitic Phileiegy” IX 2 [BerkeIejv, Galif., 1928]) pp. 20-1-—-5, Ne. 83 {a teat ef the Agade
peried) iii 39-16: in - b a am-mi-mi fq a - s u - d L13 -i-an-mi in{nN}-his-is-inseam‘.-is was-st
is-anal“, “At that time Umrnimi was cupbearer, in the days ef Inpiq-Hanish, ihiieittza ef
Eshnunnaik)” {the name Inpiq-Hanish seems te mean “he heeded Hani,“ tents being L ef
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namely dating by the years ef the e n si (£2) ’s. The evidence fer this mere
develeped ferm ei the system is furnished chiefly by the archives cf En-
temena and his sueeessers in Lagash, in which a number cf tablets have at
the end a figure ef special type which indicates the year in the e n si (ls) ’s
reign frem which the tablet in questien datesii Still mere enact are datings
en ether pre-Sargenic tablets which at the end refer te a year and a menth,
fer enample 4 m u it u -11, “feurth year, feurth menth," er te year, menth,
and day: ii mu 11]-L.-'iL~1 itu 23 us .3“ These dates alse must have ref-
erence te the reign ef the e n si (Ii) er te a similar fined peried.

We see thus that ene eeuld date en this system rather reughly by referring
merely te the name ef the man whe was then e n s i (ls) but alse, at least-
in later times, quite accurately by queting the year er even year, menth, and
day ef a given reign. New it is ebvieus that even the reugher ef t-hese datings,
that by the name ef the e n si (ls) enly, presuppeses lists in which ene
eeuld leek up the time when a given e n si (14) held efiice. Otherwise a dat-

nnppnsn; en the value in cf an see Gelb in AJSL LII1 [lEl3Bf3T] =11) 5 Glay, YUS I, Ne.
13:1-2: in-ha is-ar-la—ga-an lugal gu-ti+-um-kam , “.s.tthat time lar-
iagan was hing ef Gutium"; Scheil in UR, 1911, p. 319, ll. 111-15: u, - b a s i - ii - u m
ln g al g u - ti- u m - ic a m , “At that time Bi='urn was icing ef- Gutinm“; Hiiprecin‘ se-
nieersery Vehnne (Leipzig, liiilill p. 152: i-nu-rni re-ri-he-narn iieir, “When Zarikum was
assess."

ii On this methed ei dating see nllette de la Fuye in R11 VI {1lZlfi=-1-7} 1[lE- f., whe was
the first te realise the true nature ef the marics in questien. His eaplanatien has been ae-
eepted by practically all schelars. Landsberger’s ebjectien {GL2 XXXITJ [1931] 118, n. 1]
that the figures we find are se lew that it seems uelilcely that they are dates dees net carry
much weight, fer frem synchrcnisms centained in the tablets themselves we knew that the
reigns cf the rulers cencerned nrnst have been very shert (nete, e.g., that En-e[n}tar-ai-{cl}
eeeurs as priest already under En~temena [S.#li'i', p. 224, Ne. 2 ei and that Urn-nssgina ap-
pears as an eilieiel under Lugahanda [Smith, EHA, p. 3'3]. Nets alse that a Dinlu, presu+
mably the same man, appears as s a n g u under En-temena, Bar-namtarra [wife ei
Lugal~anda], and Urn-s".s.-gina {see Christian in AU’.-F‘ VIII (1952133} 526?; ef. C. F. Jean,
Le religion sninerienne {Paris, 1931) p. 21311). It sheuld alse be mentiened that fer En-
temena, whe is likely te have had a leng reign, we have a date as high as the nineteenth year.
fiempare, finally, Deimel's statement in his 1§tt?HBTtSt'.!ilE Te;-npeheirtscheft snr Eeit Urnises
pines nnd seiner Fergeneer (An. fir. II [1ii31I) p. T2: “Iias sergfaltige Stadium dee gesamten
Tempeiperaenals, wie es uns in den nach ehiger Hegel chrenelegisch nach Jahr und lvienat
geerdnet-en Listen in seinein Bestande nnd in seiner seitlichen Entwiclrlung verliegt, hat es
mir bis eur Evident erwiesen, dass die ven A. de la Fuije[!] suerst auigestellte Erkiarung der
am Schlusse der Tsfel angehrachten senlcrechten Kellchen, die auf ein wagerechtes aufgereiht
werden, unumstessiieh sieher ist.”

3‘ Dates ei this type were first neted by Thureau-Dangin in as VIII (lililj 15¢. The
tahlets cencerned seem te seme frem Umma. Uther tablets with such dates were published
by T. Fish, Uetelepne cf Snrnerien Tetieis in the Jeiin Rpiends Litrerp (Manchester, 1932)
p. m“, Nes. i'~»1'i'. It is net always easy te decide whether the tablets in questien heleng te
the first haif cf the Agade peried er te the time immediately befere that peried.
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ing by his name weuld ef ceurse be altegether wit-heut value. There must
therefere have been lists which gave the names ef the e n s i (k) ’s in ehrene-
legical erder and the span ef time eaeh cf them had reigned. These lists,
furthermere, must have been different fer each city, fer the leeal character ef
the system is apparent in the datings which we have. The names cf the eflicials
in the Fara dates plainly shew that we are dealing with peeple frem Shurup-
pak itself.“ The l‘vle—silim inseriptien frem Lagash is dated by reference te the
e n s i (k) ef Lagash; that frem Adah is dated by reference te the e n s i (k)
ef Adah. Finally, the Lagash tablets frem the archives cf En-temena and his
successers are all dated frem the reigns ef e n s i {ls} is er La-gash itself, ir-
respective ef what everlerds Lagash acknewledged a-t the time.

We can thus answer eur eriginal questien and answer it in the aflirmative:
It is prebable that date lists enisted in pre-Sargenic times even as far back
as lrle-silim and the Fara tents. These lists must have been leeal lists, differ-
ent fer each city, and they must have enumerated the leeal e n si {k} ’s—
in seme cases perhaps ether eliicials alse with the number ef years each
e n si [kl reigned. In ether werds, they centained enactly what is required
in the seurces ef the King List.

"We have thus, as with the “netes” ef the King List, been able te iselate
a single literary genre as the enly ene which eentains the right kind ef ma-
terial and have seen that suitable tents cf this genre must have eaisted and
can have been accessible te the anther ef the Iiing List when he wrete his
werk- “With the “netes” we eeuld get ne further and had te leave the argu-
ment at that. Here, hewever, where eur material is mere extensive, it is pes-
sible te appreach the preblem frem a different angle and thus ebtain a check
en the result.

If, as eur evidence has thus far seemed te suggest, the King List is a cem-
pilatien frem a number cf separate lecal date lists, the chances are that traces
ef sueh eriginal entities weuld still remain within the present whele. If we
are mistaken, hewever, and the seurce is net a celleetien ef separate lists, such
traees sheuld net appear. But they dc. Leeking threugh the list with this
preblem in mind, we are struck fist by the fact that the 1st dynasty ef Uruk,
which new appears well within the list, begins with a ruler whe is said te be
sen ef the sun-ged Utu. This beginning is ef abselute character. The Uruk
kings traced their lineage back te the sun-ged, and eriginally there cannet
have been anything beyend that. We must therefere cenclude that this tradi-
tien was eriginally separate and that its present place in the list after the lst

ii E.g. in a s -is ti d and is ii d - as - s i - d a , cempesed with the name ef the city
ged cf Elhuruppak, is ii d .
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dynnsty ef Kish is seeendery end is due te the feet thet the editer hes eens-
piled eriginally seperete treditiens.

A sirnilsr ebservstien een be rnede in the let dynesty ef Kish. Here Etnne
eeeurs in the niiddle ef the dynasty. Freni the Etsns epie, hewever, we knew
e treditien eeeerding te whieh Etens wes net enly the first king ef Kish but
the first king ei ell.“ New we find in the King List eleer treees thet twe sepe-
rete units heve been jeined et just this peint. Thus it sheuld be neted thet
the kings preeeding Etens ell heve Akkedinn neines end ere further unified
by the iset thet rnsny ef their nenies ere these ef eniinsls, whiie Etsns begins
e series ef rulers with nsnnes ef different type. Further, Etenn is intredneed
by the ierninle E t n n s . . . . 1n g e I - s ni , the ferninls. ehsrneteristie
ef the first king in s. dynasty. It is therefere eleer thet the nnther knew thet
Etens intredneed sernething new; the “enirnel-kirigs“ end the “Etens.-kings”
ferrn twe seperete nnits. It is ebvieus thet the nuther ef the Etens epie een
heve knewn enly the seeend ef these, the ene beginning with Etene, fer ne-
eerding te hini there were ne kings befere thet ruler. The seeend unit Inust
therefere heve enisted es e sepsrst-e entity, end we reey eeeerdingiy eenelnde
thet the ether unit, the “eniinsi-kings,“ wes edded by the euther ei the
King List in frent ef en erigineliy independent treditien whieh begnn with
Etsns.

We heve thns fennd evidenee ef st iesst twe nriginelly independent tredi-
tiens whieh heve been enihedied in the text ei the King List. The niest een-
vineing preef, hewever, thet the List represents e eengieinerete ef severe-l sepe-
rete treditiens is furnished by the figures given fer the reigns. It hes eften
been peinted eut thet the reigns ef the kings ferrn e velnsbie eriterien by
whieh te judge the degee ef histerieity te be sseribed te veriens seetiens ef
the King List.“ “Where the lengths ef the reigns de net EJ~II3EE!(l. whet is hnnisnly
pessibie we insy sssnnie thet the eut-her still hed relieble histeriesl traditien
te ge by; where the kings heve legendsry reigns ei severel hnndred yeers eseh,
hewever, we inust be heyend these periede ef whieh the Snrneriens preserved
preeise hieteriesl inenieries. Sines the King List reeehes beek frem histeriesl
te legendary perieds end sinee the eriterien just nientiened gives us e ineens

=3 Bee especially the Did Bebylenien versien (A. T. Giny, Beiigrienien Rseerds in the Iri-
ermw ef J. Fierpent Mergen IV {New I-levee, Cenn., 1923] Pl. 2i 1-14], whieh elearly
etstes st the beginning ef the epie thet the geds hed net yet eppeinted n king (1. 6: eer-resent.
in is-ice-vie twin nil-5-i e-ei~e-i-iwt, “A king they hed net eppeinted fer all the . . . . peeple}
and thet the insignia. ei kingship still rest-ed in heeven hefere An £11. 11-12: he-e-phi-em
ms-e-site-em kt:-uh-tum -it iii-hi-ir-v~n Fm.-trd-mi-Pie e»-ni-em tee ee-wie»-»i ea»-eh-nu}.

3‘ Cf. e.g. Smith, EH5, pp. 3511, nnd, still eleerer, Revn in en srtiele in the Cepenhsgen
newspaper K , Dee. 31, 1924.
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te distinguish between histerieal and legendary reigns, we sheuld, if the King
List aetually did eenstitute a single hemegeneeus traditien, be able te asser-
tain fairly exaetly at what peint er sens the transitien from historical te legend-
ary takes plane.“ Leeking threngh the list, hewever, we find that sueh a peint
er aene does net seem te exist at all. Histerieal and legendary dynasties are
mixed. A dynasty will begin with legendary reigns, grew histerieal, and be
fellewed by anether histerieal dynasty. After that, hewever, will eeme a third
dynasty which is again pnrely legendary. Sue-h ebviens incensisteney ean mean
enly ene thing: the King List is net a single traditien but has been eempiled
frem several independent enes. and if we disselve the present list, singling
eut the material in the way whieh seems mest natural, namely aeeerding tn
leeality, we shall indeed see that all ineensisteneies disappear. Instead ei ene
blurred pieture we get several perieetly sharp enes:

Krsn
1st dynasty 23 kings legendary reigns
2d dynasty S kings legendary reigns
3d dynasty 1 l-ting legendary reign

Transitien frem legendary te l'li.Sl1-UI‘l{3&l
-filth dynasty T kings histerieal reigns

User:
1st dynasty first 5 kings legendary reigns

Transitien frem legendary tn histerieal
ist dynasty last T kings histerieal reigns
2d dynasty 1-l—:s kings prebahly histerieal reigns
3d dynasty 1 king histerieal reign
dth dynasty :5 kings histerieal reigns

Un
Transitien irem legendary te histerieai

1st dynasty 4: kings histerieal reigns
2d dynasty 4 kings histerieal reigns

as will be neted, eaeh ef these traditiens shewn a elear and definite peint at
which the transition frem legendary te histerieal reigns takes place, just as we
must expect frem hemegeneeus traditiens. The ineensisteneies ef the King
List taken as a whele thus heeeme elear. The anther has interpelated these
eriginal and hemegeneens traditiens ene inte anether; and, sinee the Kish
traditien beeernes histerieal very late, the eombined list shews that ineensist-

*° It sheuld perhaps be expressly stated that the divisien histerieal—le-gendary applies te
the reigns enly. A name ean ebvieusly be histerieal, even if later en a “legendary” reign
has been asseeiated with it. Bee alse p. 165.
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ent and nneven distribntien ef histerieal and mythieal dynasties en whieh
we have eemmented.

We have thus fennd perfeet agreement between enr twe lines ef inquiry.
That the King List is based en independent leeal lists ef rnlers--the eenelusien
whieh we reaehed by eemparing its material with that ef ether genres and by
a eensideratien ef what is knewn ei the eldest Sumerian metheds ef dating-
is whelly eenfirmed by the eaaminatien ef this werk itself, whieh shews traees
ef the beginnings ef at least twe separate traditiens within the present list
and whieh exhibits ineensisteneies in the distribntien ei legendary and histeri-
eal reigns whieh are esplieable enly if it is a eempilatien ef separate leeal
traditiens.

Our eenelusien is therefere imperative: The anther ef the King List used
as senrees a eelleetien ei leeal date lists frem a nnmber ef Babylenian eities.

Innrvrnnat Senness
We have seen abeve (pp. 1-i2-i7) that the general eharaeter ef the senrees fer

the “netes” ef the King List eeuld be determined. Their material derives frem
deeuments sf the epie-histerieal genre. Within this greup, hewever, derivatien
frem ene er mere ehrenieles, frem individual epies, er frem legends seemed
equally pessible; and it is aeeerdingly elear that eiierts te reeenstruet the in-
dividual deemnents frem whieh the “netes“ were taken eeuld have ne ehanee
ef sueeess. We mnst therefere turn te the ether part ef eur material, that
whieh eenstitntes the main bedy ef the list. _

In disenssing the illegieal distribntien ef histerieal and legendary reigns in
the King List we have already shewn in what way the eriginal senrees new
united in the King List ean be singled ent. Rearranging the dynasties aeeerd-
ing te leeatien, that is, the Kish dynasties tegether, the Uruk dynasties te-
gether, ete., we fennd that the ineensisteneies e:-ibibited by the list as a whele
disappeared and we get grenps whieh eenferm te what shenld be eapeeted
frem hemegeneens traditiens. That this featnre, the leeatien ei the dynasties,
must indeed be a reliable guide eeuld alse have been eenelnded frem eur gen-
eral knewledge ef the eharaeter ef the senrees. As we have seen, the senrees
mnst have been pre-Sargenie date lists, and these were leeal lists, eaeh dealing
with the rulers ef a single eity enly.

By rearranging the dynasties aleng these lines we ebtain a nnmber ef greups
eaeh ef whieh eentains all the material en a given eity whieh is feund in the
King List. In these grenps we may—if ne ether evidenee peints te still finer
divisiens-—-see the eriginal senrees used by the anther. One reservatien sheuld,
hewever, be made. The grenps whieh we have singled ent ean naturally repre-
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sent the corresponding sources only to the errtent to which the material of the
sources was actually embodied in the King List. Until we knew the entent to
which the anther used his sourees we must reckon with the possibility that our
groups are incomplete and that there are lacnnas of unknown length between
their dynasties.

The groups singled out are of two kinds, larger groups made up of several
dynasties and smaller groups which have only one dynasty. We may consider
the larger ones fist. In this category there are three: (o) the Kish group, cen-
sisting of the 1st, 2d, 3d, and 4th dynasties of Kish, (b) the Uruk group, cori-
sisting of the lst, 2d, 3d, and dth dynasties of Uruk, and (o) the Ur group,
which has only two dynasties, the 1st and 2d dynasties of Ur. Only one of these
calls for special comment, namely the Kish group. Here, as we have already
mentiened (p. 152), the lst dynasty does not seem to be of a piece; it leeks as
theugh a series of Akkadian rulers many oi whom have animal names has
been added in frent of an originally separate tradition which began with Etana.
Since we cannet assume that the same city had t-we widely different dynastic
traditions, we must consider only one of the twe the genuine Kish traditien.
The choice between them is net diflicult-. The close connection of the Etana
traditien with Iiiish is evident net only from the separate testimony of the
Etana epic, where Etana occurs as king of Kish, but also from the fact that
one of the kings of his dynasty has a name composed with that of the eity
itself, Melam-Kishiik).

If, however, the Etana traditien is the genuine Kish tradition, we must ask
hew the anther could come to assign the ether list to Kish and to make it
precede the genuine tradition. A possible eaplanation suggests itself when we
consider the importance which attached to the title “king of iilisli” in ancient
Sumer. That title was so highly prized that a ruler of anether eity would
proudly adept it if he was mighty enough to have the actual ruler of Kish
acknowledge him as overlord. Thus for example Mes-Arnie-pada called him-
self “king of Kish“ although his capital was Ur in the South.“ another ruler
from the South, E-r1inna(k)-turn of Lagash, also took that title fl“ and the same
is the case with rulers of Agade sueh as Sargon, Rimush, and Man-isl1tus11u.ii
The eormection of the title with Kish itself, therefore, need not always be
very close, and it is possible to imagine that the author of the King List can

‘*1 See U 1360?’, published by Burrows in UE II 312 f.
ii This can be concluded from the passage SAX, p. 22 v 2l}—vi -5: s - a n - n a - t Li m

.. . .-ra dinanna-ker . . . . nam-ensi-lagasuki-ta nam-lugal-kisiti
m u— n a - t a - s i , “to Eannadu Inanna gave the kingship of Kit from [i.e., growing out
from) the Isakkuship of Lagas” {Poebel’s translation; see PBS IV 1, p. 129).

ii Bee the inscriptions of these rnlers listed in RISA, pp. 1[l[i~1IiIi.
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have had a source subscribed, for eaample, :~r ln gal k i si , “rs kings of
I{ish,"‘“ although these rulers actually belonged to a dynasty of another city
and were merely acknowledged as suaerains of Kish. For such a source there
would be only one suitable place, namely before Etana; for we can be fairly
certain that the Etana tradition, the genuine Kish tradition, carried unbroken
down to periods in which the author of the King List was at home and where
he could find no room for such a dynasty. The connection of the kings before
Iiltana with I-fish is thus open to doubt, and it seems better to leave them aside
and to count as genuine Iiish tradition only the kings following that ruler,
that is to say, the last half of the lst dynasty and all of the following dynasties.

To the second category, the smaller groups, belong is} the dynasty of Ak-
shak, {ii} the dynasty of hiaeri, (cl the dynasty of ligade, (ti) the dynasty of
i'iLWii.I1, is) the dynasty of Hamasi, and if) the dynasty of Adah. The first two
of these contain sis: rulers each, the third contains eleven rulers, and the fourth
three rulers. For each of them we can therefore assrmie a separate list from
the city in question as the source which t-he author of the King List used. The
last two, however, the Hamasi group and the Adah group, contain no more
than one ruler each. Since we cannot assume that the author had “lists” which
contained only one ruler, we mmt suppose that he got his information con-
cerning these two rulers from other charmels. It seems possible, for eaample,
that they appeared as foreign conquerors in one of the other sorn'ces.'ii'

Summing up,“ we may thus present the following conspectus of sources:
I. A collection of date lists from various cities. Source of the material in the body of

the King List. This collection comprised some eight teats:
.di-.. larger traditions:

1. List from Kish containing 1st dynasty of Kish from Etana down, 2d, 3d,
and dth dynasties of Kish

"‘ Bush subscriptions telling what the lists dealt with must be presuppossd in the in-
dividual lists. as a parallel compare the later Elamite lists of rulers published by Schsii
in RA XXVIII [1931] 2, which are subscribed re sorrel“ re o-ma-aaklll and is is-rravl
si-mos-as-a“’.

"Even more likely is it that these dynasties originally were more eatensive than now,
i.e., that each of them counted a reasonable number of kings in the original of the King List.
They would then be in line with the normal lists of rulers. Evidence to support this assump-
tion is discussed on pp. Eli! and 102, nn. Ha and 135.

i“ The analysis presented hers had reached its present form when Giiterbock’s study of
the problem in ea n.F. TIIII -i-Ii appeared. It seemed impractical to work discussions of the
points on which we differ from his results into our main argument, so we have preferred to
discuss his solution separately and as a whole.

Getsrbock assmnes two main sources for the King List, a local tradition from Kish and
a local tradition from Tiruk, each oi which would consist of mythological, legendary, and
perhaps also historical elements. He differentiates between mythological and legendary as
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2. List frem Urnk eentaining 1st, 2d, Ed, and -ath dynasties ef Urn]:
3. List frem Ur eentaining lst and 2d dynasties ef Ur
4. List ef unlinevvn prevenienee eenteining the kings whe new appear befere

Etana in the lst dynasty ef Kish

iellews: “Des Wei"t- Sage verivendsn wir dahei in der herkemmliehen Eedeutung; die Grense
gegen den Iviythus ist dadureh gegeben, dass im I‘--fythus werler der Sehauplata neeh die han-
delnden Persenen der irdisehen Realitiit angehtiren, vriilirend die Sage ven realen, in die ge-
sehiehtliehe Sphiire geherenden Persenen unrl Ereignissen ausgelit.” He eeunts as mythe~
legieal the 1st dynasty ef Kish dewn te Etana and the lst dynasty ef Urul: dewn te Gil-
games, whieh we eensider legendary, and as legendary the last part ef the 1st dynasty at
Kish and at Urulz, Kish II-IV, and Uruk II, whieh we eensider as mainly histerieal. The
material fer this last part ef the twe traditiens he assmnes te have eeme frem lists ef names
ltept in the twe cities in questien. These twe leeal traditiens supplied the names, reigns,
and the material in the “netes” fer the l-tings ef Kish and Urul-1 whieh we find in the list.
The remaining infsrmatien, that ivhieh eeneerns the dynasties ef Ur, alrshalr, Maeri, Awan,
et-e., was, aeeerding te Giiterbeel-r, derived net frem leeal traditiens but frem reyal inserip-
tiens frern the Enlil temple in Nipper: “'Wir diirfen annehmen, dass die Cielelirten ven Nip-
pur hier allerlei Naehriehteri vereinigt haben, die sie vvenigstens sum Teil den Ean- nnd
Weiliinsehriften im Enliltempel entnahmen.”

as will be seen, Girterheeh has en twe peints reaehed eenelnsiens similar te eurs. He as-
snmes leeal traditiens as senrees, even theugh he dees se in enly twe eases, Kish and Urulr,
and even theugh his pieture ef these senrees differs frem eurs. He alse eensiders the pes-
sible esistenee ef “Namenlisten . . . . die in den beiden Etadten gefiihrt vvurden,” whieh is
net se far away frem em eenelusien that the seurees were date lists giving names and reigns
ef leeal rulers.

In general, hewever, we eannet fellew his analysis. We must upheld eur main divisien
inte epie-histerieal seurees fer the “netes” and individual date lists fer the names and reigns.
Gfiterbeek assumes that his twe main traditiens, these ef Eish and ef Urul-t, eembined beth
l-rinds ef material; but the material whieh is new feund in the “netes” has been ehesen ae-
eerding te sueh definite plan if unusual parentage, native eity, prefessien, ete.} and has been
put in shape and vrerhed inte the framevverlc se nnifermly that it must have been added en
blee by a single hand, that ef the auther. If it had eenstituted eriginal elernents ef different
senrees this regularity wenld be unthinkable.

Her ean we aeeept Gilterbeek’s suggestien that the first part ef the 1st dynasty ef Kish
and ef the Ist dynasty ef Urult sheuld derive frem mythelegieal tales. l'vI3."thelegiea.l tales
are generally eeneerned with a single here enly. It is assuming a great deal te presuppese a
tale fer every ene ef the five Uruk kings and thirteen Kish l-rings whem G1'.iterbeel£'s analysis
assigns te mythelegieal senrees. A still greater difheulty is the fast that while inythelegieal
tales ean have supplied the names ef the list they weuld eentain ne inferrnatien eeneerning
the mutual erder ef the rulers, whieh is an impertant feature ef the list. Uur ewn assumptien
that these seetiens derive frem lists ef rulers jest like the later parts ef the dynasties in ques-
tien seems therefere definitely preferable.

Lastly, we must rejeet the suggest-ien that reyal inseriptiens frem Nipper fermed the
seuree fer that part ef the King List whieh was net eevered by the twe leeal traditiens frem
Kish and llrnlr. Reyal inseriptiens ef this peried rarely give inferinatien eeneerning the
mutual erder ef twe rulers—-the La-gash inseriptiens ferm an eaeeptien in this respeet-——and
they aster give any infermatien eeneerning length ef reign. Sines figures fer reigns eeuld
enly have been feund in date lists, whieh weuld alse give the names ef the kings in erder,
the anther ef the list eeuld have gained little frem reyal inseriptiens. We must therefere
assinne that these seetiens alse are based en date lists.



158 Tan Snnrnnran Kine Lrs'r

B. Smaller traditiens:
1. List frem agade with dynasty ef agade
2. List frem Iviaeri with dynasty ef lldaeri
3. List frem Akshak with dynasty ef Akslialt
-is List frem swan with dynasty ef swan

II. [hie er mere tests ef epie-histerieal type. Seuree ef the material in the “netes”

IvU:iITHCIDS
Having thus fermed a general idea ef the senrees whieh the anther ef the

Hing List had at his dispesal, we may next eensider in what way he has treated
this material te precluee his final werk.

The dynasties ef the Hing List are presented eenseeutively. at t-he end ef
eaeh dynasty appears the sentenee, “The eity A was smit-ten with weapens;
its kingship was earried te the eity B," and the new dynasty is then intre-
dueed: “In the eity B N. beeame 1-ring.” It is thus elear that the auther eper-
ates with the idea ef a single “lringship” ewned at different times by diderent
eities and that his werk is intended as a reeerd ef the vagaries ef this “king-
ship" in whieh it is pessible te see where it was at any given time. Sines eur
anther wrete his werk frem date lists, separate lists whieh enumerated the
rnlers ef a given eity as eempletely as pessible and as far bael: as pessible, it
seems nnaveidable that large seetiens in eaeh ef his senrees weuld have been
irrelevant beeanse they dealt with rulers reigning at periede when their eity
was net in pessessien ef the “kingship.” Te reeerd the vagaries ef the “king-
ship” as the anther intended, he weuld therefere have had te arrange his leeal
lists side by side in a sert ef synehrenistie table and then eernpile his ewn list
by werlcing dewn frem the tep, deeiding fer eaeh sueeessive peried whieh eity
at that time held the kingship and ineluding enly the rulers frem there.“

When we test this assumptien with the means at eur dispesal we find, hew-
ever, that it disagrees with all ether faets and weuld lead te untenable results.
An example will illustrate this. Frem Mes-Anne-pada ef the 1st dynasty ef
Ur dewn te Sargen ef 1-‘Lgade the King List enumerates seme ferty-five rulers.
If the anther had werlred in the manner deseribed, these ferty-five rulers must
have fellewed ene anether in time. New we knew frem areheelegieal and epi-
graphieal evidenee that hdes-dniie-pada was reughly eentemperaneeus with
Ur-Nansheik) ef Lagash, and we knew alse hew many rulers Lagash had frem

"ii. suppesitien that the King List was eempesed in seme sueh fashien has been gen-
erally held; it underlies sueh statements as “Alle diese, dureh Uriginalinsehriften als fiber-
herren erwiesenen Fiirsten aber sind in den Kenigslisten iibergangen, vielleieht, weil sie
Bumerer, Feinde der E-iemiten, waren, vielleieht sueh, weil sie teilweise den religiessn Patent-
Tltel dem weltlieheren Iaryel-Titel versegen” (linger in ULZ XXXEFII [1934] 354} and
"vermntlieh sind rliese Herr-seher ven der llberlieferung nieht als wirlrlieh bereehtigtel Tell-
kenige anerlrannt warden” ijlitleyer, Die alters Cfhrsrrstsyiis . . . . , p. 3?).
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Ur-Nanshe (Ir) dewn te the time ef Sargen; they number eleven. It is elearly
impessible te imagine that ferty-five rulers, many ef whem were father and
sen, fellewed ene anether en the threne ef Babylenia in the same peried whieh
in Lagash was eevered by enly eleven. The auther ef the King List therefere
eannet have dealt with his material in the way he weuld have us believe. ‘*5 Te
see what aetually happened we must leek fer passages in his werlr. whieh will
threw light en his metheds and where pessihle retraee his stepsdt

rt. geed er-iample is the treatment ef the dynasties Kish III (Kn (g)-Babs),
Al-rshak, and Iiiish IV. Te make elearer what the anther aetually did we may-
first see what he sheuld have dene. The senrees fer the seetien must have
been pre-Sargenie date lists, and as twe eit-ies are invelved we ean assume
that the anther had twe sueh lists, an Akshalt seuree frem whieh he teeh the
djmasty ef Akshak and a Hish seuree fer the twe Kish dynasties. If he had
werked by the seleetive met-hed cleseribed abeve, these seurees sheuld have
leeked as fellews:

Akshalt Eienree Hish Eenree
Periedrt. N. Kulg)-B-aha

' Unsi l*~l.
' llndalulu

Pffifd B ‘- Tdiiiihnsss I
! Ishfi-ii .

Shh-Sin N.
5' N. Pusur-Sin

_ N. Ur-Zabal:-a(lt)
,- N. Simu-dar

Peried C ~ N. List-watar
' N. Eshtar-muti

, N. Ishlne-Shamash
_ N. Nannie.

Fer Peried A the auther weuld have deeided en Kish as seat ef the kingship
and weuld have entered Kuifg)-Babs in his list, disregarding the eerrespending
ruler ef Akshak. In the nent peried, B, he weuld deeide that Ahshak was eapi-
tal and ent-er the rnlers frem there, rejeeting the eerrespending rulers in the
Kish seuree. Lastly, in the third peried, G, he wenld eeme te the eenelusien

*3 The e:-temple here queted is due te Weidner, whe already in 1923, in Arehis far Kail-
sehriftfsrsehnng I 95, had peinted eut that many ef the dynasties whieh appear as sueeessive
in the King List were in reality eentemperaneeus. He uses the errample as preef ef this
thesis in ADP III (1'li2lIi) 1!-15. Weidner’s thesis is new aeeepted by all sehelars.

it The e:-iamples mentiened in the fellewing pages are fer the majer part well knewn. They
were peinted eut by Weidner in the artieles queted abeve and have been diseussed by ether
sehelars alse.

snag
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that the kingship had returned to Kish once more and would again use the
Kish source in preference to the Akshak source.

In reality, however, something quite different must have happened. The
first ruler of Kish IV, Pusur-Sin, is stated to he the son of Kn (g)-Baba, who
represents Kish III. These two dynasties must therefore have followed directly
upon each other in the Kish source, and there accordingly cannot have heen a
series of rulers between them to correspond to the Akshak dynasty. The au-
thor has not rejected any material. Instead of preferring for a certain period
the rulers of the Akshak source to contemporaneous rulers in the Kish source,
he has forced a continuous list from Kish apart and inserted a list of rulers from
Aksliak. In other words, he is not working on a selective method; on the eon-
trary, he uses all the material he has and interpolates one source into the other.
Graphically we may espress his procedure as follows:

Alisha}: Source Hish Source

Unsi Ku(g)-Eaha
Undalulu Puzur~S‘in
Ur»-nr Ur-Zahabaik)
Pusur-Nirah Sirnu-dar
Ishfi-il Usi-watar
Shfi-Sin Eshtar-muti

Ishme-Shamash
Nannie

Another passage where We can observe the working method of the author is
the section from Us-Zababa(k) of the -tth dynasty of Kish to Sargon of Agade,
and here again we get similar results. The author has placed the -ith dynasty
of Iiish in front of the 3d dynasty of Uruk, Lugal-sage—si, and this in turn in
front of Sargon of Agade. In a “note” to Sargon he states, however, that this
king was originally oupbearer of Ur-Zahabafk), who is the second ruler of the
dth dynasty of Kish. It is therefore clear that Sargon must have reigned fairly
close to this ruler in time; and, sinee we know that Sargon gained his suprem-
acy over Bah-ylonia by defeating Lugal-sage-si, we must- assume that Lugal-
sage-si gained his by defeating Ur-Zababa(l-:). The actual sucoession should
therefore he

Ur-Zahaba(l-cj
Lugs]-sage-si
Sargon

and the author should have listed Lugal-sage-si just after Ur-Zababafla). In-
stead we find that these two are separated in the King List by as many as fine
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rulers of Kish, namely Simu-dar, Usi-watar, Eshtar-muti, Ishme-Shamash,
and Nannie, who cover a period of 66 years.

These five rulers eome of co1u*se from the Kish source which the author is
using. Being a date list from that city, it must naturally have listed all rulers
of Kish, including those who reigned after the hegemony of Babylonia had
passed to Urulc and to Agade. These later rulers in the source, who were con-
temporaneous with Lugal-cage-si and Sargon and who had to acknowledge
t-hem as suserains, should accordingly have been rejected by the author of the
King List as only petty kings. Instead he has pulled Ur-Zababaflr) and Lugal-
sage-si apart to make room for them. We see once more that our author does
not reject any of his material but uses it all , even if he has to force apart rulers
who belong together in order to get it in.

The examples which we have here mentioned are by no means isolated in-
stances but could easily be supplemented with others which tell the same tale.
They allow us to draw our first conclusion eonoerning the working methods of
the author: He used his material to the full, was indeed so far from rejecting
anything that he would even separate kings who helong together to get every-
thing in.

This conclusion is of considerable interest. It means first of all that many
of the dynasties listed as consecutive in the King List were in reality contempo-
raneous, and it explains effortlessly how the King List can give forty-five rulers
for a period which was covered in Lagash by only eleven. Secondly, and just
as important, it means that the groups representing the various sources which
we have singled out earlier must give us fairly complete pictures of the docu-
ments for which they stand; for, if the author was using hm material to the full,
we must possess that material unabridged in his work.

Among the groups which we singled out there were three larger ones, the
Fish, Uruk, and Ur groups, made up from material found in various places in
the King List. If these groups, as is likely, contain the full amount of material
given in the corresponding sources, the author can have done no more to the
EDUTBEE than cut them up and distribute them over his work. and it is obvi-
ously of interest to know how he did this cutting and what reasons can have
prompted him to do such cutting at all. An example of how the editor out has
already been ment-ioned———t-he out which separated I"£u[g}-Baha from her son
Pusur-Sin. This example is, however, exceptional, for nowhere else do we find
an indication that the author has severed palpahly organic connections be-
tween two rulers, and since a ruler is often stated to be the son of his predeces-
sor there would he suflicient opportunity. It seems likely that the author gen-
erally placed his cuts more carefully, and there are indications of an original

1 |
b l
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division of the rulers into dynasties which seems to go back to the sources
themselves and which probably influenced him.

The system of division which now dominates the King List is based on the
various movings of the “lcingship” from one city to another: “The city A was
smitten with weapons; its kingship was earried to the city B.” Since each of
the author’s sources dealt with a single city, it is clear that t-hese divisions
must represent the places where he has joined pieces of two sources. along
with these divisions we find, however, another system in which the beginning
of each new sequence is indicated by explicit use of the words l u g a l -
s m , “was hing” or “became king,” which were of course implied after
every name in the list. Comparing the occurrences of the two systems, we
see that the divisions made by the moving of the “l:ingship," divisions which
represent the places where the author joined two of his units, seem dependent
on the lu g a l - s m divisions, for they always follow them closely, whereas
the latter are self-suflicient and can appear alone. In the beginning of the list
both Etana and En-me(n)-harage-si are marked in this fashion as first rulers
of dynasties although the “l-Iingship" remains stable in Kish all the time.
Since the system which results from the author’s cutting and rejoining the
sources, the “l~:ingship" system, thus follows in the steps of the division into
dynasties expressed by the lu g al- am formula, the latter must be pri-
mary and can be assigned to the original soLu'ces. Our author has found such
divisions into dynasties there and has made his cuts according to them.

We have thus seen that the author of the King List has cut up the larger of
his sources into smaller units and that in general he seems to have made his cuts
according to an existing division into dynasties, so that the units he obtained
were natural units, the old dynasties of the sources. It is natural to ask what
purpose he can have had for treating his sources in this fashion.

its we have often had occasion to mention, the author of the King List oper-
ated on the theory of a single kingship of all Babylonia which could belong to
only one city at a time. That this theory disagrees with actual facts—at least
for the older periods of Babylonian historywneed not be demonstrated. We
know that different “lningships” existed side by side in Babylonia as late as
the Agade period, probably even later. Since the author was thus working on
a wrong theory, it seems inevitable that he must have run up against difficul-
ties when he began to apply it to his material. The bulk of this material con-
sisted of separate lists, each dealing with rulers of a different city. To make it
agree with the theory of the single “lcingship” it would be necessary to arrange
these lists successively so that the “hingship” appeared to pass from the city
of one source to the city of the next. Such an arrangement could, however, he
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made in good faith only if the author knew of no synchronisms hetween his
rulers. The lists which formed his sources must in reality have covered largely
the same periods; so if he arranged them successively, rulers of different cities
whom the synehronisms showed to be contemporaneous would of course ap-
pear far apart in his final list and thus expose the fallacy of the arrangement
to him.

Now it can hardly he doubted that our author did know such synchronisms.
One of the “notes” which he inserted in his work states that Sargon began his
career as cupbearer to King Ur-Zababa(l~:) of Kish, so he must have lenown
that these rulers were cont-ernporaneous; and he cannot have avoided finding
similar synchronisms in the material from which his other “notes” were de-
rived. As we have seen earlier, the sources he used for this feature of the list
must have been teats of the epic-historical genre: epics, legends, historical
anecdotes, etc. ; and such texts are extremely rich in synchronisms. It there-
fore seems certain that our author faced a serious contradiction between his
theories and his evidence. In the light of this dilemma his treatment of the
sources, which at first glance may appear curious, becomes very clear and un-
derstandahle.

It is evident that if the author arranged the sources successively as just
suggested and compared the result with what he possessed of synchronisms his
longest sources would be the worst offenders; for, if two long lists which should
actually be placed side by side are arranged consecutively, the distance be-
tween any two contemporaneous rulers in them will naturally be much greater
than if the lists were short ones. If the long sources are cut up into smaller
units, however, and the units are so arranged that a unit of one source is suc-
ceeded by the corresponding unit of the other source, the discrepancies can he
considerably reduced. and this is exactly what has been done with the sources
in the King List. As an esample we may mention the treatment of the rulers
of Urulc and Kish. There is here a synchronism hetween Gilgames of UI‘L'l.l£ and
Aka of Kish which the author may wcli have Lmown.i'i' If the complete Tirol;
source were placed after the complete Kish source, the two contemporaneous
rulers, Gilgames and Aka, would he separated by sixteen other khigs. If the
sources are cut up into smaller dynasties and joined as we find them in the
King List, however, only four rulers will intervene—an obvious improvement,
even though it too is not correct.

The arrangement of the sources which we meet in the King List thus proves
to be a compromise between two conflicting forces: on the one side the author’s

“'5' It appears in the te:-rt relating how Gilgames liberated Uruk by defeating Aka of Kish
(see p. 145, n. EU).
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theory of a single “I-iingship" and the successive arrangement for which it calls,
on the other his knowledge of synchronisms showing up the errors to which
that arrangement leads. The theory has prevented him from radically rectify-
ing the errors, but he has tried to keep the worst of them down somewhat by
cutting his largest sources and joining the resulting units separately.

Summing up, we can therefore characterise the author’s working method as
follows: He used all his material. In arranging it he was guided first of all by
a dogma: that Babylonia had always been united in a single kingdom with a
single capital, so that two difi’erent cities could never have held the “lringship”
simultaneously. This dogmatic notion presupposed a successive arrangement
of his sources, which were mainly separate lists of rulers of various cit-ies, an
arrangement which would necessarily conflict with the synchronisms which he
l-mew from other parts of his material. To reconcile in some measure the syn-
chronisms with the successive arrangement, the author therefore cut up the
larger of his sources into smaller lJ.‘l'L'itE, the dynasties of which they consisted,
and joined the units separately; for by this means he was able to reduce some
of the worst discrepancies, even though he naturally could never get anywhere
near a true chronology. I-lis treatment and arrangement of the sources become
thus in reality a bed of Procrustes. They constitute an effort to force correct
evidence into a mold shaped by an erroneous theory of Babylonian history.



V

HISTORICAL VALUE

RELATIVE ITALUES BF FEATURES IN THE KING LIST

The results at which we have arrived in the foregoing pages have given us a
general idea of the sources which the author of the King List had at his dis-
posal and have shown us the mamier in which he utilised them. We should
accordingly be in a position to judge the historical value of his finished work,
the King List.

Considering the King List and it-s information from this point of view, we
can discard first of all those features which must be ascribed to the author him-
self, more exactly the arrangement and succession of the individual dynasties.
As we have seen, the successive arrangement of the sources which the King
List exhibits resulted from the author’s erroneous theory of a single lcingship.
It is true that the author seems also t-o have had a number of synchronisms and
that by cutting up his so1.u"ces he t-ried to reconcile the arrangement in some
measure with their data, but these efforts could hardly do more than reduce
a few of the very worst errors and could not prevent the violent distortion of
his chronology which the successive arrangement implied.

iilhile the arrangement of the King List must thus be considered of negli-
gible value, the actual material from which it has been built up inspires more
confidence.‘ The material comes, as we have seen, mainly from local lists of

1 This result agrees in several points with earlier estimates of the historical value of the
King List. The worthlessness of the arrangement of the dynasties seems to have been sus-
pected by Legrain already in 1939. He writes: “Tile problem of parallel dynasties is one
of the most troublesome for Babylonian chronclogists” {PBS XIII 1?). It was brought
up energetically by Weidner in 1923 in Archie fur Keiilschriftforsch-any I 95 and later in
AGF III (1923) 193. From then on parailelisms were admitted as probable or certain by
most scholars, e.g. Meyer, Die alters Clirouclopie . . . . , p. 33; Langdon,..E':1:cuuotfoue at Kiel.-.
I (Paris, 1924} 5 f. and 199; Meieener in i-‘VZKM KXXII (193-5] 293 and 393 and in his D-is
oohpleniech-asap-fieche Literctar (Wildpark-Potsdam, 199?) p. 33; Gadd in UE I (192?)
13’? f.; Smith, EHA, p. 39; Landsberger in ULZ KXXI9 (1931) 119.

its for the materiel of the King List, the obvious unreliability of the excessively long reigns
found in the earlier part of the list was naturally recognised from their first appear-
ance. But criticism has here gone farther than we have gone above and has raised the oh-
jection that kings who might be expected in the King List do not appear there. This point
was made by Thoreau-Dangin as early as 1913 [La chrono-logic dee dynasties do Snorer ei
dhicccd, p. 33) and was often repeated later, e.g. by Langdcn, BEST II Ei f.; Meyer, op. eil.
pp. 36 f.; Smith, EH.d., 1111- 39-39; Landsberger, lee. cit. Considered together with the other

' 165 '
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rulers, date lists kept in various cities for practical purposes; and the author
has done little to t-hem beyond cutting up a few of the longer ones and dis-
tributing through his compilation the smaller unite thus obtained. Such ma-
terials must undoubtedly be considered very reliable sources of information,
for most of these lists stop at the beginning of the Agade period and were
therefore in all probability copies from that period; and the practical purpose
which they served would guarantee their accuracy. Looking through these
sources we find also that only a single point invites criticism. In the longest
of them the earliest rulers appear with abnormally long reigns, often as much
as several hundred years. At a certain point the reigns then change and become
quite normal, keeping within what seems humanly possible. That the immense
reigns are unhistorical is obvious. Their occurrence in our material must be
ascribed to a tendency known also among other peoples of antiquity to form
very exaggerated ideas of the length of human life in the earliest times of which
they were conscious.“ These reigns must therefore be rejected. Since the tend-
ency which we have mentioned could of course have influenced only existing,
more correct figures or, if the list gave no reigns for these rulers, have prompted
somebody to add figures of this type, whereas it cannot have influenced or
changed the names and their mutual order, there is obviously no reason to
reject more than the exaggerated figures themselves.“
I-l-l-Iii-I'I'I—I—l-II—Ii

objectione, this point has generally led to rejection of the King List. We may quote Thu-
reau-Dangin Eloc. cit): “ lee lietee royales sent, pour la periede anterienre e Lugalraggiei,
dee temoins tout an moins suspects {historiquement pa.rlant_l”; Langdcn {QEUT II ii}: “It
is altogether obvious that the dynastie lists for the early peried are totally inadequate”;
and Landsberger (inc. cit}: “Daraue ergibt sich, dass wir nos von der Konigeliste vollstandig
emaneipieren mizssen.“ It is seldom we find a verdict as lenient as Gadd’s {UE I 138):
“. . . . it may perhaps be regarded as s principle in dealing with the king-list to consider
that the dynasties, the individual kings, and the general order of the accession of both, are
for the most part authentic, but that the figures, both items and totals, need severe criti-
cism." In the estimate of the value of the King List as a historical source which we give in
this eeetien we do not touch on the miing rulers at all. The importance of this peint has,
we believe, been greatly overrated, mainly because of the false impresion of the scope of
the King List which its author gives. We shall eee later (pp. 180-83} that most of these
“missing” kings have in reality no valid claim to be expected in the eomces of the King
List. For this reason our estimate of the value of the King List is higher than the nenal one.

2 Cf. Meyer, op. cit. p. 36: “Wis in der aegyptischen Darstellnng der Vorgeschichte iet
such hier der llbergang von den raythischen Gestalten der Urzeit vor und nach der Flut nu
den slteeten wirklich gesehichtlichen Erinnerungen durch sin sehematisch durchgefiihrtee
Herabeinlcen der Lebenedauer nnd der Regierungsjahre von vielen Jahrhunderten . . . .
anf das gegenwartige horse Mass dee rnenechliohen Lebens vermittelt.” Cf. also the similar-
ly high figures attributed to the Hebrew patriarehs in the Old Testament.

* Cf. also the verdict of Smith concerning the still higher figtuee of the antedilnvian rulers
(EH11, p. 22); “An impartial consideration of all the evidence must s.llow the possibility
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Our conclusion concerning the historical value of the King List must thus
be that while the arrangement, the succession of the various dynasties, can be
oonsidered a later construction of no significance, we possess in the actual ma-
terial oi that document a historical source of high value, from which only some
exaggerated reigns occurring with the earliest rulers should be segregated.

ISOLATION AND RECONSTRUCTION OF THE SOURCES

The conclusions at which we have here arrived are obviously of the greatest
interest for Babylonian chronology. We have seen that the sources which the
author of the King List used can be oonsidered reliable, and we have seen also
that the material of these sources must be embodied unabridged in the present
King List (pp. 159-61). It should therefore be possible to undo the authoris
work, reconstruct and rearrange the original sources, and thus obtain a reliable
scheme covering the older periods of Babylonian history. Such far-reaching
consequences naturally make it desirable to test as far as possible the conclu-
sions on which they are based; and the most convincing test is to undertake
the reconstruction suggested, compare its result with what we know from other
sources about the chronology of the period concerned, and see whether they
agree.

Above we have seen how the individual sources used by the author can be
singled out (pp. 153-53). To make our test these sources should be correlated
and then compared with our other chronological material. For such correla-
tion, however, synchronisms are necessary; and, as the synchronisms which
we possess will allow us to correlate only five of the sources, those of Kish,
Uruls, Ur, Agade, and Akshak, we must content ourselves with them. For the
same reason material following the Agade dynasty in the King List has been
left out of consideration for the time being.

The Kiss Senses
The source from which the author of the Iiiing List got his rulers of Kish

may be reconstructed as shown on page 168.
The way in which the material can be singled out from that of the other

sources has been shown earlier, where we have also seen that the source in all
probability began with Etana. Instead of the “legendary” reigns which ap-
peared in the source we have given the rulers in question average reigns of

that the names of these pre-diluvian kings and the city names associated with them may
be based on evidence of their existence available to the Bab-ylonians about 23i]El—21.UU n.s.
and unknown to us. In that case their names were connected with the figures arbitrarily, for
some reason not yet apparent.” -
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about 2U years, heightening them to 30 years, the average of a generation, in
the cases where a ruler was followed by his son.‘ Where two sons succeeded a

ruler on the throne and where we have thus only two generations, we have as
signed 20 years to eaeh of the three rulers.

The division into dynasties is that indicated by the l u g a 1- a m formu
. * Compare with these figures the average of the reigns found ID. the 1st dynasty of Baby-
lon, in which sen followed father almost from the beginning of the dynasty to the end s
little more than 2'?’ years.
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Etiana

Balih
En-me{n}-nunna

Melam-Iiishiflsll

Bar-sal-nunna
lr

ilamug
I

Tishar
Illrus
llta-sadum

lid-

BIZ

C111

fill.

Gila

GEL

‘gal

CEI-

=|'.T1'I.

31] years

20 years
20 years

Hi years

Ell years

30 years

2!] years
Ell years
Ell years

En-me{n)-bsrage-si

.ni.
|;,|;'.

co

i

I‘

Bil years

EU years

Sn. . . .
Dadasig
Magalgalla

I
Kalbum
fie-e
GJi+sun-nmi-na
Enbi-Eshtar
Lngalrnu

pg.

1'3’-1'!»
ca

CG

GE

Bil.

Bul-

GEE.

2i} years
2|} years
3%] years

Eli] years
2%} years
ill} years
2i] years
2'1] years

Kl,1{g}—Bflbfl

Pulaur-Sin

Ur-Zabsba{i~:)
Simu-dar
Uei-water
Eshtar-muti
Ishme-Shamash
Nannia

Gil.

GE!-

BU years

25 years

Ell years
Bil years

T years
ll years
11 years

T years
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la. However, we have not separated I{u(g)-Baba from her son, because this
separation seems to be secondary and due to the author of the King List, who
needed room for the Alrshak kings there. Only a few of the names need com-
ment. The reading of the name Samug has been discussed above (p. 82, n. 35).
Our reasons for preferring the form lvlagalgalla were given on page 96, note lfrl.
This leaves only one name still to be discussed, the one which we read Enbi-
Eshtar. The section in which it occurs is preserved only in version W13. The
line in question reads, according to collation (the part outlined in dotted line
represents erasure):

mam ills? e
That this line is corrupt is clear. The ancient copyist apparently did not un-

derstand what he was copflg. It seems possible, however, to trace the original
form. The clue is given by the second sign, which can only stand for an original
W, that is, REC, No. 331, g u r u n : cube. This sign may be considered
in connection with the damaged sign at the end of the line which Langdcn reads
is (‘fl but which more likely represents an original t a r . Since we know
a king of Kish by the name Enbi-Eshtarf it seems highly probable that our
scribe was trying to render as faithfully as he could a damaged line

isat

Eshii‘-‘wear
l‘enbi“““’-es,-tar

‘ ‘Enbi (gloss: Inib}-Eshtar."

His smoothing of the surface or “erasure” would represent the shading of a
modern copyist; and a few accidental scratches of his original were taken over
as wedges, especially between T5’ and ‘i , so that the latter became -tr .

Tun Uaux Seneca
The Uruk source can be reconstructed as shown on page 170.
As in the Kish source, we have replaced the “legendary” reigns with aver-

age reigns of 20 and 30 years. In the 2d dynasty also we have used average
reigns, since the actual figures are unknown, but we have here made an excep-
tion from our usual procedure, inasmuch as we have assigned the maximum,
30 years, to each of the three rulers of the dynasty. Only one point, namely
the 2d dynasty, which has come down to us in badly corrupted form, causes

5 PBS IV 1, p. 151.
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Mes-1-dag-gasher ea. 3|} years

En-rne[r)-kar ea. 2'1] years
Legal-hands ea. 21] years
Durnu-si{d) ca. H1 years
Gilgames ca. 3!} years

l
Ur-Nungal (ale) 3'1] years

Utiil-l:a1ann11a{k) 15 years
Laha. . . .ra El years
En-nun-dara-anna(l<) 8 years
Meet?) -gs 36 years
Melarn-Anna(k) 5 years
Lugal-l<i~tun (?] 36 years

En-ehalrusli-Anna{k) ca. 30 years
[Lugal-lrinisliedudu] ea. 30 years

1?
[Lugal-ideal-si] ea. 3'1] years

_ -_ _______ . _... '. |_ ."'- '

Lugal-sage-si 25 years

difficulties in the reeenstruetien of this souree. W13, where it is best preserved,
reads:

iv-45 unu“-ga as-sate,-ea,-as-as
-'15 lugal-am mu 1 es-ei 1-as
=17 narn-lugal-bi rnu 2 eu-hi 1-as
48 rnu T" i-as

As will be seen, the text is in erder down te line 46 only. The fellewing line
begins with the words n a In - l u g al - b i , “its lcingship,” whieh in reality
beleng te the last part of the ferrnula fer ehange of dynasty, n a n1 -
lu g al- bi BEL es h a~ t 1'1 I11, “its kingship was earried te the eity B,"
and eentinues with 11111 2 su -si 1- as , “he reigned 120 years,” whieh
is a ferrnula fer the reign of a single ruler. The last line, In u T 1- as,
“he Ifilgflflil 7 years,“ alse eentains sueh a formula. What we have here ean
he ne rnere than gleanings, a few disconnected phrases still readable in. an
etherwise badly breken seetien of the seribe’s eriginal. Te judge frem what
is left, that seetien reust eriginally have list-ed twe individual rulers with their
reigns and—;:-resuniably after a dynasty tetal whieh has been eenlpletely lest
—e1esed with the ferrrnrla fer ehange er’ dynasty. We ean therefere eenelude
that eur dynasty had three rulers in all, En-shalrash-arn1a{k) and the twe ef
whem we have enly traees in the lines giving individual reigns.
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Hrsoearean ‘tissue 1’? 1

This eenelusien is supported by the evidenee of anether ef eur yersiem, P2.
This version states that five dynasties of Uruk, numbering 22 rulers, were
enumerated in the King List; and from our ether versions we knew that the
1st, 3d, sth, and 5th dynasties of this eity had 19 kings in all. There are thus
three left for the 2d dynasty, as the text of W13 suggests. The teat of Su;~,+.; alse,
whieh preserves traees of this seetien, is explieable on the assumption of three
rulers in the dynasty. It has after the reign of En-shakush-.elLnna{k) the entry
[Ll - g u b a] — a n - d s - a [. . m 11 i] - as , “Somebody who has disappeared
reigned . . years," and then gives the dynasty total. This probably refleets
a manuseript in which the seeend ruler and all but the reign of the third had
disappeared in a laeuna.

Sines all our sourees thus seem to agree, we ean eenfidentiy assume that the
2d dynasty numbered three rulers. Less fortunate are we when it eemes to
determining how long these rulers reigned. As we have seen, some figures have
been reseued by WB from the damaged seetien in its original. These figures,
however———6U, 120, and 7—are not of a nature to inspire mueh eonfidenee. "We
know, further, that they eome from a fragmentary text whieh must have been
diffioult to read, and we have no means to judge how mueh of the figures the
eopyist eeuld aetually read, how much he himself restored. It is therefore im-
pessible to use this material with any eenfidenee, and we have aeeerdingly
assigned average reigns to the rulers eoneerned.

It remains to eensider the identity of the rulers in this dynasty. The list
has preserved the name of the first of them. It appears oompletely in WB only
and is there written e n - -DU - a n - n a (in photograph). That this
writing must oover the name of the king En-shakush-.Anna(k), who reigned
in Urulr“ and who on epigraphie evidenee can be plaeed a few generations be-
fere Lugal-sage-si, seems obvious.’ We have therefore assumed that- the doubt-
ful seeend sign =1?’ (in Langdon’s eopy) is to be identified with @, earlier
“E3”, whieh has the value s a k an, and read the name e n - e a L: an -
sar-an-na." '

After e n - s a it s, - s at - a n - n a our souree must have listed twe
other rulers, who would eome immediately before Lugal-sage-si. From his-
terieal inseriptiens we know of two rulers of Urulr who must be assigned to

- “As suggested by his title lu g al k alarn-ma ; see Peebel, PBS I? 1, p. 153.
T The identifieatien has been aeeepted aaprobable hy Lengden, DEUT II ii and 1-*-1, n. Q; ef.

alse Christiarfls remarks in AOF VIII (1932_r'33J 209.
?**Ensalrasanna(l:] eenstitntes a normal later ferrn of ensa{g)kusan-

n a {Ir} , in whieh the unstressed at of k us has been assimilated to the fellewing a in
anna {Ir} . Cf. e.g. durah, “I3:-ouquetin,” 3- dara Lfh} {dare} , *suhar (lean
werd from Aklradian saheram}, “page,” “;> s a h a r .
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just that time: lu g a i - hi - ens-tn - d us - d u; , whose name, as reeent
teats have shewn, is to be read Lugal-kinishe-dudu,3 and his son(‘i') Lugs]-
kisal-si.“ It therefere seems evident that these are the two names missing in
our souree, and we have aeeerdingly restored them in the gap.“

THE Us Souaea

The Ur seuree ean be reeonetruetsd as follows:
Mes-Anne-pads ea. so years
{A-Anne-pads} ea. ail years
Ivies-kiag-nunna{l-c) 36 years
Elulu 25 years
Balulu as years

[Lu1gal—[liinishe—dudIu ea. Id years
{Legal-ldsa]l-si ea. 3*] years
. . . .gi ea. es years Hi FEMS
[Ka]-lculfgl ea. 35 years

} Sill years

as in the previous reeonstruetions, the division of the rulers into dynasties
fellows the lu g a 1 - s m indieations. ‘Version WB gives, it is true,

5 L n g al - k i - eon-nr - d or - d I1: was, aeeerding to his own inseriptiens, king of
both Urui-r and Ur (Sr-1K, p. 156, No. 3 la]. He reigned together with his senfit‘) Lugal-
I-risal-si, and the two kings appear together in an inseriptien (SAX, p. 156, He. 3 c). To the
same time as L 11 g a l - is i - eon-NI - d L11 - cl us belengs——fer epigraphie reasons—a eer-
tain Lu gal-ki-ni-s e-do;-due , who similarly was ruler efUr|.1k (Gadd in RA.
XXYII [1930] 12515.; Barton in JADE LI [D3311 262/~65; Kruekmann in An. Gr. XII [1935]
Eilil f.) and who in an inseriptien from Ur also appears together with Legal-ideal-si {UET I,
Ne. 3}. In this inseriptien a eertain a-n u - a u who is “msrehant of the king Legal-
lrinishe-dudu {dam-lrar-ra {lugal}-llril[-ni]-he-due-din lugal-lcam)“
dsdieatss an alabaster vase to Hanna for the life of Nin-tur and Lugal-lcisal—si {n a m - ti
lugal-kisai-{si-st] Ir . Sines lngal»ki»eoa-rrr-do;-due with transposi~
tion of the signs erra and at ean be read lnga1~lri—ni-seis-+du=--do;, there ean
be no deubt that the twe rulers are identieal. That transposition of signs, whieh en the
whele belongs to the peried before E-Annafikj-tum, ean still eeeur at the time of our ruler
is shewn by the writing lug al - s i - k is al {BE I 2, Pl. 3?, 1. T from end} as against
lug al-kis al-si {A-ISL XXI [190-M51 E3}. Gf. also BE I 2, Pi. 3?, l. -i from end:
nam-ti-as-ia for nam-ti-la-as. The identity of the rulers Lugal—l-.:inishe-
dndu and 1 u g al - k i - one-241 - d us - d in was first pointed out by Langden in JRAB,
1931, pp. 421-24. He overlooked, however, the important evidenee of identity given by
A-nu-au’s inseriptien, beeause he read {I u g a l] - lr i [- eon - n ii - d 111 - [d u~,-] instead
of [1 ugal]-rlril {-ni] -as-e ll? -cl uw , which it aetually has.

' SAK, p. 156, Nos. 3 c—d.
1“ Thus also Poebel, PBS IV 1, p. 10?, Lengden, OECT II 14., n. 9, and others. Since these

names ean with great probability be restored where the list new has a laeuna, no eenelusien
as to insufieient knowledge on the part of the author of the list ean be drawn from their
alleged ab-sense, as is done by Gijiterhoek in ZA n.F. VIII 7.
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l u g a l - a m after the name of h’Ies—kiag-n1.u1na(lr) also, but this variant does
not appear in our other souree for the seetien, Pt, and is obviously a mere
seribal error. A eopyist strayed from the line m e s - lr i -» a g - ‘in a n n a
dumu mes-an-ne-pa-da baekintothsearlier mes-an-ne-pa»
d a 1 u g a 1- a m .

After the name of Mes-Anne-pada we have restored that of his son and sue-
eessor, A-Anne-pada, whieh in all probability originally appeared in the King
List at this plaee, although it has been lost by our present versions. As pointed
out by Gadd,‘-1 the mush too high reign now assigned t-o Mes-Anne-pada, SO
years, eontrasts with the otherwise reasonable and trustworthy figures of the
dynasty and suggests a eonflation of two reigns, Mes-Amie-padais own and
that of his son. The name A-Anne-pada was probably lost by some early
eopyist, while the regnal years survived and were eventually added to those
of Mes-Anne-pads.“

The following name, Mes—kiag-nmmafik), appears in this form in Pa, whereas
WB gives m e s - k i - a g - ‘in a n n a . That P2 has preserved the eerreet
form is shown by a oontemporaneous inseriptien from Ur whieh reads [n1 e s -
lr]i - a [g]- n u n lu g a l u r ii" , “lvles-l-dag-nun(ak), king of Ur.”’3 The
ferm lvlee-kiag-Na1ma(l~:j must be due to mishearing; this is especially likely
sinee it is more natural to expect the element in an n a, the name of the
ehief god of Ur, than the element n u n n a in a royal name from that eity.
The figure for Mead-riag-nunna(k)’s reign likewise appears in two ditferent
forms. Pg gives 30 years, and another souree, L1, whioh has preserved a total
for this dynasty agreeing with that of P2, probably had the same figure. WB,
however, gives 36 years. There ean be little doubt that W]-3 is here the original ;
for while it is easy to see how the figure 36 if slightly damaged (-Jwillill
eeuld heeeme 30 (444) in a later eepy, the opposite development would be
diffieult to aeoount for.

Passing to the 2d dynasty we eeme—as in the Uruir souree--—to the most
troublesome part of the tradition. ‘We have here, however, a better basis to

11 HE I 128. Gadd’s eenelusien has been aeeepted by most sehelars, e.g. Sidney Smith,
EHA, p. 35, and U. E. Ravn, Batyloaslce op ossyrzlslte Keepers lristortslte Indslmfter, p. 23.

1* As the high reign of Mes-s.nne—ps.da must he oonsidered an indieation that A-Anne-pads
originally appeared in the list, the latter’s absenes in our present versions eannet he used as
an argument to show that “the authors" of the list had ineomplete knowledge of their sub-
jeet, as is done by Giiterhoelr in Z11 n.F. VIII 7: “Gsrade diese Auslassung des insehriftlieh
belegten Eenigs seigt uhrigens, wie imvollstandige Kenntniese die Verfasser der Keoigsliste
batten.”

1* Burrows in UE II 321, n. ll] {U 115175).
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werk from. We may eensider first the question oi hew many rulers and how
many years should be assigned to that dynasty.

Version Pg gives 3 dynasties, 13 kings, and 396 years as grand total for Ur.
as shown by the total after the 1st dynasty, it assigned four rulers to that
dynasty; and, sinee all our other versions agree that the 3d dynasty had five
rulers, we ean assume that Pg likewise oounted five rulers there. Suhtraoting
the four rulers oi the 1st dynasty and the five of the 3d dynasty from the
thirteen given in the grand total leaves four rulers for the 2d dynasty, with
whieh we are eeneerned.

he for the reigns, P2 gives 1T1 years for the 1st dymasty, but the figures for
the 3d dynasty are missing and must be supplied from other sourees. It is
elear that a reoonst-ruetion must be based on P5,, whieh belongs to the same
main braneh of the tradition (the B braneh) as does Pg and eemes from the
same plaee, lilippur.“ The figures given by P.=. in this seetien

Ur—l\lammu[lr) id
Slilllgl 55
Btu‘-Sin ‘El
fihu-Elie T
lfblbi-Sin 25

are by no means eerreet. Shulgi reigned, as we have seen above (p. 122, n. 321),
only 43 years, not -dd, and Shfi-Sin reigned 9 years, not- 7.15 We are therefore
faeed with the problem of whether these errers developed before the tradition
whieh Pt represents had separated from that of Pa, in whieh ease they would
have appeared in Pt also, or whether they developed later, in whieh ease they
would be peeuliar to P5. It is very fortunate that this question ean be deeided,
at least as far as the worst error, that in the reign of Shulgi, is eoneerned. We
have seen above that the development from the original an {-18} to Pris
dbl (53) is naturally esplained by the faet that Pr, plaees the sign for year,
In u , in frent of the figures, so that in rsiiilil a eareless eopyist eeuld
easily eome to eoont one of the final -a-wedges of m u as part of the figure.
This arrangement must be oonsidered an innovation introdueed in Pfs line of

14 Ellen, whieh also belongs to the same braneh as Pa, oannot eores into eensideratien.
This teat, as shewn above (pp. 25, 51, and 1133»-E}, nn. 219, 221, 22-=1, and 225}, has passed
through a badly damaged aneester whieh later eopyists tried to restere as best they eeuld.
Sines that aneester {fin} must be plaeed at a point after the tradition represented by Sl.1s+-i
and Sui had swerved off from the tradition represented by Pi, it is obvious that 8113+-1 eon»
talus a ntunber of errors-—due to restorations made in this damaged ts:-rt—-whieh Pt would
not have had.

15 The figure for Ifblbi -Sin, 25 years, differs by one year from that given in WE, ea years,
but is the more likely to be eerreet [see above, p. 123, n. 331).
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descent after it had passed Y. P2, however, which we are trying to reconstruct,
does not have this innovation but retains the arrangernent characteristic of
the B group as a whole, placing I11 u after the figure. Here such a niistalre
is not likely to happen, and we rnust accordingly conclude that P2 had the orig-
inal 43 years for Shulgi. It is somewhat more difficult to decide whether Pg
also retained the original figure for Shit-Sin, 9 years, or whether it already had
the erroneous T years which we find in P5. However, sinee P2, written in t-he
reign of Enli1—bani {see p. E1), is considerably older than P5, which dates from
the second half of the lst dynasty of Babylon (see p. 7'), it seems probable
that it would be less corrupt, and we may therefore restore it with 9 years
for Shfi-Sin. In any case this question is not of great importance, since it is a
rnatter oi only twe years. We thus get

Ur-Nammu Us] IS
Shulgi =18
B1T1r—Sin 9
Bhf1~Si11 9
I{h)bt-Sin 2-5

Total 1119‘

as the n1ost likely test for Pg in the section with which we are concerned. Sub-
tracting Pris total for the 1st dynasty of Ur, 171 years, and this reconstructed
total for the 3d dynasty, 109 years, from the 395 years which P2 has as grand
total for ail three Ur dynasties, leaves 116 years to represent the dtu-at-ion of
the 2d dynasty of Ur.

The nest question must then concern the identity of the four rulers. Besides
the 1-tings appearing in the 1st and 3d dynasties of Ur, we know frorn inscrip-
tions three other kings of that city. Lugal-kinishe-dudu and Luge-1-kisai-si,
whore we have mentioned above, were kings of Ur as weil as rulers of Uruk.
A third king oi Ur, Ka-ku(g), is mentiened in inscriptions of Riniush of Agade,
who defeated and captured him.“ Utilising this knowledge, we may now turn
to the sparse remnants of the section concerning the 2d dynasty of Ur which
have been preserved in version Sn; and try to restore its text (parallel to ‘W13
v 2-13):
iv 1 [u r 1“ - s s] Th a - t ii In‘ to Ur was carried.

[n r} i“‘"* In Ur
[1 u g a 1 -k i - n i] - is e - d n; - d u;-‘ Lugal-kinishe-dude
[1 u g a 1] - '5. In‘ became king

1= Pas Iv 1, pp. iss r., Text N xvii 3-e; p. 192, Test o 1'-sis 1c-rs; p. 1ss, Test P sis
31-34.
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5 . m u] ii‘ - at {and} reigned . . years;
:1 n g a 1] - ‘L: i s a 1- s il {'5'} Lngaldcisal-si, _
Cd u In u lu] g a l- [ is i - n i - e e - d fly] - Td Ilvl sen of Luge-1-kinishe-dudn,
j. . rnu] 'i‘-at reigned . . years;
1 I 1' |

1|‘J 1, ,1 T111 111 i- at reigned . . years;
'1-: al - ‘it £1‘ Haknfig),
{dumu ....]—gi.; -l{E-1 senoi'....gi, _
[. .] Fin u‘ i-as reigned . . years.

ls" in g al =1 kings.

as so little is left of the signs, it is neeessary to comment en the restoration
line by line.

In line 1 is left; we consider it remnants of In line 2
is left; essurning that the shaded we of the copy should be en, we

eensider this remnants of In line 3 is left; we consider
it remnants of In line ==i there is which we consider
remnants of In line 5 is left; this is obviously
In line 6 is ieit; it seems possible that this could represent
In line 7 is left; these traces agree with a restcrat-ion
In line 8 is left, obviously remnants oi In line 9 the
sign res {gir} remains at the end. Line 11] has rather complete traces of
[. .1 hn nl i- at-. (sin). In line 11 we find which we have restored
as Tl-r a - k iii , assuming it to he the remnants of Line 12 has
caries Line 13 has the end of re u and quite clear 1- as (era).
Line 14, finally, gives the head of a single wedge of ii (4.) and la clear
in g a 1 .

The test thus restored gives the order and names of the rulers but has not
preserved a single reign. We must therefere content ourselves with the total,
which, as we saw above, was probably 116 years. The figures given in our re-
construction of the source add up to this tetal but are otherwise chosen arbi-
trariiy.

TI-IE assess Sooner:

The reconstruction of this soiuce presents iittle diflicnlty:
Unsi
Undalulu
Ur-nr
Pueur-Nirah
Ish;1i-il

Shir-Sin

Iii] years
12 years

Ei years
2|] years
2-*-1 years

7 years

_----]-en ----s1 =
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The reigns here quoted are those found in version S. "WB, which has preserved
the first two kings and their reigns, gives Undaiuiu B years only ; and Sm,
which has the last two reigns, gives Sh1T1—Sin 2% years instead of T. Since both
these variants can have developed out of the figures oi S hy simple dittog-
raphy, whereas the opposite development would he hard to account for, we
must assume that S preserves the originalntent. In the case of WB we must
assume that the copyist erroneously looked at the figure 6 for Ur-ur which
occurred in the line following the one he should copy; and in Eu; the scribe
has strayed irom the line su- dsin dumu i-su—ilLmu T i-_a5 back
into the preceding i- s u - i1 m n 2-1 i- as and thus got 24 years for Shii-
Sin also.

That the figures of S are indeed the original ones is shown also by a curious
correspondence pointed out hy Langdcn” hetween their sum, Q9 years, and
the 100-year reign given to Ku(g)-Baba. As we have seen earlier, the author
of the King List inserted the dynasty of Akshak hetween Ku(g)-Baba and her
son Pusur-Sin, apparently because he knew a synchronism between Ku[g)-
Baha and a ruler oi that dynasty. This meant, however, that Kutg)-Baha
became separated from her son by as much as 99 years, the length of the
dynasty of Akshak. To bridge the gap he prolonged her reign so that it beeame
one year longer than the Akshak dynasty, namely 100 years.

Tns Assn-E Scones
_This source may be reconstructed as follows:

Sargon 56 years l

1% I
Ritnush ; 9 years 5

Man-ishtushu 15 years -
l

Neirain-Sin 3?’ (‘Z’) years
. _ 5' 151Sher-kali-sharri 2o years Fears

Igigi
Nanum i -Imi ; 3 years
Eluln
Dudu 21 years '
Shh-Durul 15 years

We have based the reconstruction on WB, which, as we saw ahove (pp.
26 f.), seems to give the better tent for this section. The laeuna covering the

1' UEUT II ‘P’.



178 Tun Sonsnralv Knee Lrsr

reigns of Naram-Sin, Sher-kali-sharri, and the four rulers of the interregnnm
has to be restored from the other versions. We have accepted the 3 years for
the interregnnm given by P3 and S. The reign of 25 years for Shar-kali-sharri
follows L1 and Su3.|..,, although it is not quite certain that this figure is preferable
to the 24 years oi P3. The very high figure for Naram-Sin, 56 years, which
we find in L1 and, as it seems, in P.-, would make our individual reigns come to
a sum higher than the total which ‘WE indicates, 181 years; we have therefore
given lilaram-Sin a reign of only 3? years to make the reconstruction agree
with WB’s total.“

CORRELATION UF THE SOURCES

The nest step after the reconstruction of the so1.u‘ces must obviously he to
place them in correct relation to one another in time. To do this we must seek
the help of synchronisms.

-n-UR ash noses
We have mentioned above that the traces left of the name of the last king

of the 2d dynasty of Ur could be rest-ored as Ka-ku(g] and also that Rhnush
of Agade in his inscriptions says that he defeated and captured “Kai-ku{g),
king of Ur.” This event is mentioned hy Rimush immediately after he has
stated that Enlil gave him kingship," and we may therefore assume that it
took place early in his reign. Allowing a year after Rimush’s accession for
the young king to get settled and to prepare for his first great military I.mder-
taking, we may tentatively place the capture of Ea-knlig} and the end of
the 2d dynasty of Ur around Rimuslfs second year.“

noses, Klan, ..t.L'~iD Uaur.
Rimuslrs father, Sargon, began as cupbearer of Ur-Zababafk) of Kish.

Later on, however, he must have become independent for he founded a city
of his own, Agade, and finally, having defeated and captined Lugal-sage-si
oi Uruk, became suserain of all Babylonia. From Sargonis inscriptions we can
conclude that the reign of his master Ur-Zababatkl ended in a catastrophe
which left Kish ruined and partly deserted; for, after the victory over Legal-
sage-si, Sargon states that he “restored” Kish, which must thus have been in

1“ Cf. the discussion of this figure on p. 112, n. 251.
1“ RISA, p. 115 xvi 52—:tvii ti.
i" Note also that Hiimuslifs campaign against Elam, which could hardly have heen under-

taken before he had Eabylcnia itself firmly in hand, falls as early as the third year after he
had received the kingship Hitriid. p. 124, No. 1D ionii 59-55: in so-on-tint so-lifi-ti-in so-ti
“lee-iii icr-rte,-ides i-ti-no-sent}-—a fact which confirms our dating of the war against Ea
kntgi to IEi.imush’s second year.
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ruins at that time.“ New the only one who could thus have destroyed Kish
ls obviously Lugal-cage-si, who in his fight for the hegemony of Babylonia must
have defeated Ur-Zahabaflkj and destroyed his city in the same ruthless way
in which he had earlier destroyed other opponents. The defeat of Ur-Zahabelk)
and the destruction of his city would of course make Ur-Zababa(k)’s cup-
bearer, Sargon, independent, so that he could found his own city and set up
as ruler there. We can therefore count Sargon’s 56 years, which must repre-
sent his reign in Agade,“ from the fall of Ur-Zahahaflc); and we must place
that event in the reign of Lugal-cage-si. Since we do not know ersactly when
in that reign it occurred, we may place it at the middle, where we shall get the
smallest margin of error. '

_ilr~:sI=r.-is. arm Klan

The Chronicle Weidner contains an anecdote relating how Kuflg}-Babe,
who lived under King Pusur-Nirah of Akshalr, was given “the lringship of all
lands” because of a pious deed.” The historical kernel in this quite legendary
story would seem to be that Ku(g)-Baba of Kish vanquished Alcshak and de-
throned its king, Puzur-Nirah. ‘We can therefore assume that Kufg)-Baha and
Pusur-Nirah were contemporaries; and since we do not know exactly when in
I<Iu(g)-Baha’s reign she gained her victory over Aicshak, we may as above
place it at the middle to get as small a margin of error as possible.

Unun AND Laensn . -
By means of the synchronisms just mentioned we can correlate the five

sources which we have reconstructed, but to facilitate comparisons with other
chronological evidence it will he practical also to fin their position in relation
to the list of rulers of Lagash which at present forms the hackhone oi Baby-
lonian chronology for the older periods.

When Lugal-sage-si was as yet only e n si (L2) of Umma he captured and
saclred Lagash severely.“ His opponent in Lagash, U1*u-s‘.a-gina,_carries from
his second to his eighth year the title “king” j. since his dates then stop abruptly

*1 Poebel, PBS IV 1, p. 1’i'f5: “Qarru-lcin, king of the land, restored Kit {i.e., the people
of His} in its fold) place. Their city (or the city) he gave to them as a dwelling place.”

*2 As we have seen, the sources used hy the author of the King List were local date lists.
ii Guterhock in ZA n.F. VIII 51 and 54. Giiterhoclr objects to Weidnefs reading, Poser-

Sahan (AOF III [1925] 198; Aliorieaialrleche Stud-lea Bram Merhsaer . . . . gewidmet . . . .
Ialtorientalische Gesellschaft, “Mitteilungen” IV {Leipzig, 1928-29)] p. 230'), on the grounds
that there is not room for the sign Mus : s a h an, n i r a 1; ; but the remnants shown
in the copy and photograph published hy him suit indeed a somewhat cramped Mus very
well.

2" EAK, pp. 56 and 58. Lugal-sage-si is called “e n si (k) of Umma” in rev. iii 11-13.
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we may place Lugal-sage-si’s attack there. In the KingList Lugal-sage-sils reign
is given as 25 years, but as this figure comes from an Urulc source we must
assume that it refers to his reign in that city only. The saclc of Lagash should
therefore be some years earlier; as we do not know exactly how many, we may
use the minimum and equate the eighth year of Uru-an-gina with the year
before that in which Lugalasage-si ascended the throne of Uruh, admitting
that we may be skipping some years.

From tablets dated to their reigns we know that liru-rm-gina of Lagash
ruled S years and that his immediate predecessors, En-e(n)tar-sifld) and Lugal-
anda, ruled 5 and 7 years respectively. For the time before Lugal-anda we
lack such indieations ; but, since the eight rulers from Gurshar to En-.si11na»-tum
II represent seven generations, we may ascribe the average length of a genera-
tion, thirty years, to each of them except A-KurgaI{ak) and his two sons,
E~.i-lnr1a{lr}-tum and En-Anna-tum I. These three together represent only two
generations, and we must therefore count only twenty years for each.

We thus get Table I.

COMPARISONS WITH DATA FROM OTHER. DOCUMENTS

The table which we have drawn up cannot, of course, claim absolute exacti-
tude. In correlating the somces we often had to reckon with a small margin
of error, and in several sections we had to use average figures for the reigns.
These possible ineractitudes can, however, have influenced only the details.
The main lines of the scheme are not dependent on them and can he wrong
only if the foundation on which we have bui1t—that the dynasties in the King
List can be pieced together into complete individual lists with reliable material
—is itself erroneous.

The comparison of the table with other chronological evidence will therefore
be a test oi fundamentals. If the chronological facts to be found in royal in-
scriptions and other independent somces do not fit the picture which this
table gives, then the analysis and evaluation of the material in the King List
which we have given above must have been false. Correspondingly, essential
agreement will prove that analysis correct.

“Mrssnve Ronnas"
The first question which such a comparison raises must concern the fact

that relatively few rulers appear in both the King List and outside material.
This has sometimes been quoted as an indication that the King List is not re-
liable (see pp. 2-—3 ; nn. 10 and 12 above) but is in reality only to be expected in
view of its scope and nature. in we have seen, the author had as sources date
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lists from a limited nmnber of eities. A few of these were fairly; long, but most
of them were only short lists. His material was thus limited in both time and
plaoe. There is, to quote an example, nothing extraordinary in the faot that
none of the many rulers of Lagash whom we know from their inseriptiens re-
appears in the King List, for the author had no list from Lagash among his
sourees. The same reason explains the absenee of rulers from Umma, the neigh-
hor of Lagash, and from many other eities. The limitations in time must also
be taken into oonsideration. Inscriptions of E-Anua(k}-tum of Lagash state
that he defeated a ruler of Akshak by the name of Zu2n1.ii’ This ruler is not
mentioned in the King List. But, as our table shows, the author’s soLu'oe for
Akshak began sometime within the reign of E-Arma(k)-tum, and Zueu ean
very well have preeeded the first ruler mentioned in that souree, Unei. It may
even have been the very defeat of Zusu at the hands of E—Anna(k)-tum whieh
brought a new lZi}F'I1£l.St}’, that of Unsi, to the throne in Akshak.

Just as in the ease of Akshak, we know rulers of Ur who do not appear in
the Ur souree used by the author of the King List, namely Mes-kale.-m-du{g)
and A-kaiam-du(g}.ii' But the Ur souree begins with the 1st ('.l}fl13.S‘i3_'y' of Ur,
and stratigraphic evidenee has shown that li/les~l<alam-du{g} and A-kalam-
dufig) belong to the time before that dy11asty;“ it is therefore natural that we
do not find their names?“

Lastly we must consider the ease of Kish. We know a eertain number of
rulers who in their inseriptiens designate themselves as kings of Kish but who
do not appear in the Kish souree, namely" lvlewsilimfii Lugal. . . .,*“ Mes-
.iii-.1'1l1E‘:-pE|.[l&,31 Ur-zaged,” Lugal-tarsi,“ Sargon, Rimush, and Man-ishtushu.“

2“ SAK, p. 201v 27"": 8.
E“ UE II 316 and PI. 191 (U 11751, U 11825, U 18001, U 10002, U 1l}[1-‘El-ii, U 10081].
“T Woolley, UE II 218-22. The evidence of stratigraphy there presented seems to us de~

oisive and uushalcahle. We have seen no argument for a lower date whioh oould he oon-
sidered eonirinoing.

it The speeial ease of A-Anne-pads, who probably appeared in the King List in its origami
form, has heen disoussed in detail on p. 1T3, n. 12.

1“ BAR, p. 113-ii; Luel-zenhill, Ineeriptiene frent Adah (DIP XIV [1'£l3Il1]} Nos. 1 and 5.
Mentioned as king of Kish hy En-temena (SAX, p. 36 a i S-9).

“'1 11-i1:., Pi. 5 tsr, 1"-To. 1. See below, n. 34.
ii UE II 312i. {U 1350?): [me}s-an-né-pa-da lugal lrisiti.
seas, P. iee.
3* Ihid. and YES I, Ho. ti.
i‘ See the inseriptiens of these rulers listed in ELSA, pp. 1l}[i—131?-. The famous spearhead

from Telloh (Dee, Pl. 5 is:-*, No. 1) is inscribed lugal . . . . lu gal kisi. The traees
following the initial lugal are at present undeeipherahle. In the first reproriuetion
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The reasen why these rulers are missing is easy te see. It is well knewn t-hat
the title “king ef Kish” was se highly prised that rulers ei ether eities preferred
te style themselves “hing ef Kish” rather than icing ef their ewn eity if they
eeuld elaim that Kish aelmewledged their suserainty. The seurees ef the King
List, en the ether hand, were leeal date lists eeneernecl with leeal rulers enly.
In sueh a seuree we sheuld therefere find the leeal rulers ef Iilish and net the
suaerains. New we ean shew frem ether material that feur ei the kings men-
tiened aheve aetn ally were enly sueh sueerains and heleng elsewhere, namely
lvles-Anne-pada, whese eity was Ur, and Sargen, Rlmush, and Man-ishtushu,
whe heleng in Agade. And sinee the ethers, lvle-silim, Lugal. . . . , Ur-saged,
and Lugal-tarsi, have ne mere elaim te eenneetien with Kish than these feur,
it is natural te assume that they s.re missing in the Kish seuree fer the same
reasen; they are suserains and net genuine rulersii

In reality there is enly ene ease where we have reasen te assume that ene
ef the seurees has emitted a ruler whem we eeuld have enpeeted te find. We
pessess the inseriptien ei a eertain Utuk whe styles himself “e n si (la) ef
Kish" and dedieates a vase te the eity ged Zahaha.“ In this ease, therefere,
we have a genuinely leeal ruler; and we must aeeerdingly assume that the
Kish seuree as we have it has lest his name in the eeurse ef traditien, as eeuld,
naturally, happen.

ei the spearhead [RA III [1596] 53, Fig. 1] they were rendered in rl , whieh weuld
give the name ur-lugal [lugai~ur with transpesitien ef signal lugal lrisi,
“Ur-lugalfiahj, king ef Eish.” Sines this repreduetien was hased en phetegraphs
alene {Heuaey in RA III 54, n. 2), whereas the reprednetien in Dee. {ef. alse RA IV [ISEW]
111, Fig. 13] is made frem the menument itself, we ean hardly aeeept its reading, hewever
tempting an identifieatien ef its Ur-lugal{ak), king ei Hish, with Ur~lugal{al-r], sen ef Gil-
games, weuld he. (The date ei the lanee——it was feund diseardedfll at the Ur-Nansheflr}
level {RA IT 111]; nete alse ahsenee ef determinative after in i s i——-is elearly heiere Ur-
hlansheilili the Gilgames teat mentiened en p. 145, n. 2|}, suggests that Kish at Gilgarnesi
time aehnewledged the supremaey ei Urulc.)

We have net ineluded any referenee te al -[ ] lug al lr i s ii“ in the Btele ef "Vul-
tures rev. :-rii, sinee, as Peehel has peinted eut {PBS IV 1, p. 15?, n. 1},it is “entirely un-
eertain” that the sign a 1 - heglns the name ef a king. We are alse disregarding the name
la- . . - . . - t i -i mentiened hy Langden, Eaeeaatiena at Kish I 5, until full puhliea-
tien ef the inseriptien in whieh it appears makes it pessihle te eheelr the reading.

"5 That this esplanatien helds geed ean he direetly shewn in the ease ef Ur-saged, whe
in his inseriptien styles himself lu g al k i E iii lug al [. . . .1, “icing ef Fish, king ef
. . . . ." Here the title "lriiig ei Fish“ is elearly plaeed hefere the eriginal title ei the hing
beeause ei its greater impertanee. It sheuld he mentiened that Langden alse {UECT II
d f.) eeeaiders the enpianatien given aheve as a prehahle reasen why eertain “kings ef
Kish” are net mentiened in the King List. Cf. alse Landsherger in ULZ X31113 (1931)
121, n. 3: “. . . . ist die" Lelralisierung des Me-silim in Kit nieht mehr awiugend.” u

" BAH, p. ldfi. . -
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We have t-hus reviewed the question ef the relative seareity ef everlaps he-
tween the material in the King List and the eentemperaneeus inseriptiens.
We see tee that there is only a single ease in whieh we eeuld aetually have es-
peeted te find a “missing” ruler mentiened in the King List,“ and that ene
ease is easily eirplieahle as an accidental emission in the King List er in its
seuree in the eeurse ef traditien. There is aeeerdingly 110 disagreement here
between the evidenee ef the inseriptiens and the seurees ef the King List.

Srrveseeivrsiss
We may new turn te the mere pesitive and definite part ef the eemparisen

and eensider the eutside evidenee which has a bearing upen the time and
relative pesitien ef rulers whe do appear in the seurees whieh we have eerre-
lated in eur table.

EN—'I‘E-hIE3~IA-LUGAL—EII'HE=HE-DUDU .

Auinseriptien ef En-temena states that this ruler eeneluded “bret-herheed"
with the e n si (lit) ef Uruk, Lugal-hihishe-dudu.“ These twe- rulers must
therefere have been eentemperaries. Cemparing eur table, we see that the
reigns ef En-temena and Lugal-kinishe-dudu partly everlap. There is thus at
this peint full agreement hetween the table and the eutside evidenee.

s:v—sH.»i.s‘esn-aivr~r.i{r~:j:=—s:~ir-:r-1:'.sr|:*1*.=-.s
Aninseriptieu ef Eu-shakush-A.nna{li)“' relates that he defeated and eap-

tured Enhi-Eshtar, king ef Kish. Reeenstrueting the Kish seuree used hy the
auther ef the King List, we feund that the name ef the king befere Lugs-lmu
sheuld he read Enbi-Eshtar {gless based en ferm Inih-Eshtar; see p. 169);
new that the seurees have been cerrelated, we see that the reign ei this ruler
eerrespends in its last part te that ef En-shalmsh-Anna(k).‘*° There is thus
here alse perfect agreement hetween the table and the eutside evidenee. -

“T Since we are here eeneerned with the question ef whether er net the seurees ef the King
List were se.elliptical that their evidence cannet he used, we have net eeunted t-he twe
eases in whieh e:-dating traees shew that a ruler eriginally appeared in the list but was lest
during the eeurse ef traditien, namely Mashda (pp. 21-22) and A~+A.nne-pads (p. 93, n. 1-15),
ner these eases where rulers knewn frem inseriptiens ean plausibly he restered in erdsting
laeunas, sueh as the rulers ef Ur II and eertain Gntian kings. Cemments en these eases
will he feund in the netes te the text of the King List in ehap. iii.

“E Gadd in RA XXYII (1930) 125 f.; Barten in JAOS LI (1931) 252-65.
" PBS W 1, p. 151.
"1' The Hing List uses a late ferm ef the name, En-shahash-Anna{lr}; see p. 1'i"1. -
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as-seatress-amv.a{a}—ar.eL-e
an inseriptien ei En-shakush-ai1na{k)‘“ tells that this ruler was sen ef

E-li-li-n[a]. Eliiifinl appears as E-li-1i, king ef Ur, in his ewn
briek inseriptien“ and as E - l u - l u in the 1st dynasty ef Ur in the King
List. ii Cemparing eur tahle, we see that Elulu’s reign immediately preeedes
that ef En-shakush-annafiki in time, as sheuld be espeeted en the basis ef the
synehrenism.ii There is thus again agreement hetween the table and eutside
evidenee.

a-sass-r.ma—aaeer UR-NANBHELE)
Ezseavatiens in al-'=Uhaid predueed a few shert inseriptiens ef the ruler

A-Anne—pada ei Ur. Frem the erthegraphy ef these inseriptiens and ef a few
ethers feund with them it is pessible te date it.—Anne-pada fairly eaaetly in
relatien te the rulers ef Lagash. Fundamental here is Gadd’s thereugh study
ei the material in Ur Eseaaaiieus _I 12$——3’i', whieh ealls attentien te the fel-
lewing signifieant peints:
u) The A.-Anne-pada inseriptiens use the verbal iefu-r - e e - instead ef - s i - .

The ehange frem -s s- te -si- begins with En-temena and ends with Uru-
its-gina.

Ea) The A-Anne-pads inseriptien TD 169 is written en a marble tahlet shaped lilre
a plane-eenver: brick, whieh reealls the inserihed bricks ei Ur-Nansheflc) and a
eentraet ei E-uinnafikj-tum written en a hrieh.

e] Simis eenstituting a werd are still written in arbitrary erder; this usage praetieally
disappears heiere E—s.nna(k)-tum.“*-

ii] The signs en stene mest resemble these ei Ur-l*Ianshe(kj, but these in turn de net
vary mueh in the eeurse ei his dynasty. The signs en elay eeeupy a pesitien be-
tween these ei the Fara tablets and these ef the En-temei1a—'Uru-mi-gina tahlets,
but mere. te resemble the latter mere elesely.

*1 W. K. Sehileii-re, Fetisi Netpisi idumeriusizi, p. 11, l. 5, Pl. III 3, queted by Unger in
RLA II 399,; ef. -ihid. p. 499. We de net have aeeess te Sehileilre’s ‘eeek.

9 S. Smith in JRAS, 1932, p. 399.
ii The identifieatiens were already made by Unger in RLA. II see.
“ That En-shakiish-Annaflt} was hing ei Urulr, as shewn by the King List and supperted

by his title (see Peebel, PBS IV 1, p. 153}, whereas his father Elulu, as shewn by his title
and by the King List, ruled in Ur, suggests that Elulu had ene ei his yeunger{‘?} sens (En-
shahush-snnaikjj made ruler ei Urulr when the dynasty there eame te an end {nete that
En—shakush-s.nna{h} begins a new dynasty, and ef. p. 199}. That the same family weuld
thus have ruled beth in Ur and in Urulr threws light en the histery ei the fellewing times,
explaining satisiaeterily why the lringship ef Ur en Baluiu’s death passed te Lugal-lrinishe-
dudu, the sueeesser ef En-shalrush-.#i.nnaI[lr} in Uruk.

ii‘ Speradie examples ei the eld usage in teats whieh etherwise write the signs in their
true erder ean be feund in later times Eesarnples have been eelleeted abeve en p. 1T2, n. 9).
This dees net, hewever, detraet frem the value ef that usage as a dating eriterien as leng as
we judge by the general usage ei the teat er teats te be dated, net by iselated instanees.
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The evidenee ef these tents Gedcl summarises as fellews:
e) gives (prebahly) hefere En-temene
fl) gives Ur-I'~3;'anshe{k} and E-A.una{k)-tum
e) gives hefere E-Annafle)-tum
d) gives {prebahly} aheut Ur~l‘l'anshe{l{) hut later than the Fara tahlets.

He draws the eenelusien that “se far, then, as t-he sueeessive tests have given
tangible results, the agreement is striking, and the date indieated is semewhat
hefere, but net very leng hefere, the reign ef Ur-Nine. [Ur-Nansliefil-;)]." Te
a very similar dete, semewhat hefere Ur-Nanshefil-1}, Lands]:-erger eemes in
OLZ XXXIV (1931) 11?—25.“i

‘B Y. Uhristian’s treatment ef the eriterie in ZA n.F. Iii’ {1929} 23-=1 f. is net setisfaetergv
in methed, and his eenelusien that the date fever a date within the peried frem E-Anna{l=:J-
turn te En-temena eannet he aeeepted. The diagram in whieh Christian arranges the eri-
terie tends te ehsenre their true signifieanee. Thus this diagram gives the tahlet ferm as
indieatien fer the peried frem En-temena te Urueneegina. In reality, hewever, the tahlet
ferm in questien appears already in the Fara tehlets, se thet this eriterien is eempatihle
with anv date frem semewhere befere 'Ur-l*Iarishe{l-1) dewn te Uru-E1-gins. A similar ease
is the eriterien represented hf; the shape ef the signs en ela;v. We have enlv twe greups ef
tents with whieh we ean eempere the A-Anne-pade signs: the Fe.re tahlets and the Urn-nee
gina tahlets. Gedd has shewn that the A-Anne-pada signs resemhle the signs used in the
En-temena-Ure—se.-gins peried mere then these used in the Fara tablets. Sines we de net
knew when in the peried whieh separates the Fara peried frem the En-temena—Uru-ne-gins
peried the sign ferms whieh we find in the latter develeped, the feet that the A-Anne-pada
signs resetnhle the En-tereena—T.Tru-ne-gina signs mere then the Fara signs enly preves
that A-.e.nne-pads. is later then Fara, i.e., h-elengs semewhere in the time frem after the Fare.
peried dewn te the end ef the En-temsne—‘Uru-.s'_e-gina peried. It is therefere net eerreet,
es Christian dees, te use this eriterien as indieating the peried frem En-temena te Uru-ee-
gina enly, fer En-tereena dees net repreent an upper limit.

The way in whieh Christian uses his diagram is lihewiss epen te eritieism. The diagram
is arranged ehrenelegieellv, end eaeh ef the varieus eriteria is represented hv a vertieal hleeh
line. Geunting hew manv sueh hlaek lines eress the herieental hands alletted te E—Anna[k)-
tern end En-temena, Christian stetes: "nus dieser enufstellung ergiht sieh, de.ss ven aeht
Kriterien seehs fi'1r die Periede Entemenais, ftinf fiir die E-an11atu_m’s spreehen, nur eines
seheint eine friihere Zeit an verlangen.” But this statistieal methed ean never lead te eer-
reet results, fer the impertant thing is te find a peried at whieh ell the eriterie everlep er
teward whieh they eppre:-zimste in time. Thus if we had an inseriptien whieh shewed three
erthegrephie er stvlistie peeuliarities whieh le.sted dewn te the time ef Urshfanshefil-2] and then
went ent ef use, end ten sueh peeuliarities whieh were knewn enly frem deeuments ef the
time ef E-Annefl-z)-tu1:n and leter rulers sueh es En-ternena end Urn-sie-gina, we sheuld
ebvieusly have te eenelude that the inseriptien wa.s written in the peried hetween Ur-Nene
sheila} end E-.enna[h}-tum, i.e., under .e-Kurgellfakl, heeeuse enly this intermediate peried
eeuld have predueed an inseriptien whieh hed heth eld and new features. It weuld ehvieuslv
he wreng te state that heeeuse ten ef the eriterie “speke fer“ the peried ef En-temena, where-
as enly three “ealled fer” an earlier date, the inseriptien sheuld he dated te the time ef
En-temena.

Lastly we must mentien Ghristianis reasens fer rejeeting as a eriterien the trenspesitien
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This result is nndeuhtedly eerreet in all essentials and ean be medified enly
within narrew limits. There is reasen, hewever, te eall attentien te a eriterien
whieh Gadd has rejeeted as insignifieant. The it-Aline-pads inseriptiens use
sufiiaes; and, as is well ltnewn, suffixes, altheugh eemmen in the inseriptiens
ef E-.e.nna(h)—tum, de net appear in these ef Ur-i\Tanshe(k). In Gadd’s epinien
it is deubtful whether this peeuliarity ef Ur-1‘lanshe(h)’s inseriptiens is a true
indieatien ei arehaism, sinee “ne great ehange in the usage ef the language ean
he suppesed te have taken plaee within the narrew limits ei twe generatiens."
He therefere rejeets the eriterien. In reality, hewever, the ehange in questien
dees net refleet a ehange in language but is merely a fm-ther step in that leng
preeess whieh hreught the system ef writing ever nearer te the speken werd.
It is thus merely an erthegraphie ehange, whieh ef eeurse weuld net need se
mueh time as a ehange in language. Sines Ur and Lagash are situated near
eaeh ether and must have had elese eultural eermeetiens, we ean ebvieusly-
even if we admit that Ur may have been the mere pregressive-—hardiy assume
that the imprevement weuld take mere than a generatien at mest te penetrate
te Lagash. Gadd’s dating “semewhat hefere, but net very leng befere, the
reimi ef Ur—Nina [Ur—Nanshe(k)]” is therefere hetter medified te “apprenti-
mately the time ef Ur-1‘-Tanshefl-1).” This agrees very well with the pleees
whieh the twe rulers take in eur table, and there is thus enee mere agreement
between the twe greups ef evidenee.

GILG.sl\£ES—il.E.-5.

An epie tent deals with a war hetween King Aka ef Kish, te whem Uruk
ewed allegianee, and Gilgames, whe defeated Aka and liberated Uruk (p. 1~'-L5,
n. 2%)]. We have stated earlier that the material ef spies and histerieal legends
must he fairly eld and ean hardly pestdate by many generatiens the histerieal
persens eeneerned. We ean therefere aeeept the synehrenism here presented.
Cemparing it with the table, we see that it agrees perfeetly. The reign ef like
falls within that ef Gilgemes by several years.
'$'I1—'I-IiI-—'I—rI-Iil'—I

ef the signs, the eriterien whieh suggests a date te the thue ef Ur-ififanshefiltj er earlier:
“Elie Ahweiehung ven der regelrnassigen Eeiehenfelge, um die es sieh hierhei handelt, findet
sieh euf dem Knrlii-Terse, der ans stilhritisehen Griinden etwa der Periede Em-temena’s
eusuweisen sein durfte. Des aus der Insehrlft gesehepfte Argument, des ein htiheres eee
eu ferdern seheint, wird dadureh wehl hinfallig.” Sines it een safely he stated, hewever,
that-—with eur present limited hnewledge ef Sumerian statnm-y—the eriterie ef style
whieh Christian quetes (up. eit. p. 235) are ef eszeeedingly deuhtful velue as dating evi~
denee, we sheuld enly he reieeting a safe eriterien in fever ef a very unsafe ene if we fellewed
him.
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Tress er Pnasenen Netrns
Te a time semewhat befere Ur-Nansheflt) ef Lagash belengs a greup ef

tablets ef eeenemie and administrative eharaeter feuncl in Fa-re.“ These tab-
lets mentien a large number ef persens and give a geed impressien ef the types
ef preper names then in vegue. The nest large greup ef tablets whieh enables
us te study Sumerian preper names eemes frem the peried ef Luge.-l-anda,
En-e[n)tar-si{d), and T_lru—n.e-gina ef Lagash, and the names ef this later greup
shew that eensiderable ehanges have taken plaee: eertain names de net eeenr
any mere, elements whieh were frequent in the Fara peried are new ne lenger
eurrent, ete. "We may mentien seme ef these ehangeszti
e) In the Fara teats the name Alt {er A ha] is eemmen. Deimel, whe has eel-

leeted the names in these tents, lists seventeen eeeurrenees. This name has dis-
appeared eempletely in the Urn-mt-gina peried.

-ll) The Fara texts knew an element bar, eeeurring in sueh names es Ab-b er-
tah, Bar-mes[?)-ra {i.e., Mes-bar-re), Bar-si-sar, ‘1Shd-
nu-bar, E-uru-har, Edin-bar, Ur-barsda, Ka-her, Ln-
har-ei-da, and Mes-bar-ra. This element has disappeared in. the
names ef the T.lru-Re-gina peried, where we find b er enly in the eempeund
verb igi--her, “te see.”

e) Anether element whieh is fairly eemmen in the Fara names is Panels-niL er P*‘re.e-
ers-nft, read pa.l-gie-gem er P*p at-git—ge1e, “spreut ef a new tree,”
whieheeenrsinthenames Pa,-gis-gem-a-nu-hue {written gis-pap-
nin-a.-nu-klis and pap-gis-sin-a-nu-hue), Pa.,,-gie-gew-
lialam-dum [written git-pap-nit-halam-duiel er P*‘Pa.;-gis-
gem-kalam-dum [written pa-gis-:sit-pap-lralam-dum and
pap-git-sit-pa-halam-due), Pa,-gis-gee-dum (written pap-
gis-nin-dum}, Pas-girl-gels‘-‘r, and Pas-git-gem-“ldugud‘““i=“
(written dpa p- git- nit -du gud“‘“i““) . This element alse has disappeared
befere the Uru-ne-gina peried.

ti) every eemmeu element ef the Fara nemesis halam, whieh appearsin Amar-
lcalam, Gig-la[‘?}-kalam, En-ka1am{?}, En-kalam-dine,
En—kalam-HKLAK, Ne. .513}, En-nu-kalani-se, En-nin-
helam, Ur—é-lialam, Kalam, I{alam—duie, Kalam-1»_:u-1i,
Kalam-r(L.eK, hie. 503}, Lugal-a-kalam, Nin-lszalam-?,
Sal-en-l<alem{i'), and Pal-gi§.—ge1e-leelain-dum er P="-‘Pal,-
git-gee-lcalam-dum (beth written as abeve). In the Urn-rLa—»g'ina peried

"5 Deimel, Die Insehriften een Fern I and III KIFFDQQ XL and XLV [1922 and 1eee]).
Un the date ef the teats see ‘lfels. I 4-5 and II 1*-2*; Deimel in {Jrventelie Ne. S {1923} pp.
51—5~t, Landsherger in ULZ XXKIV if 12131] 123.

ti The ehanges were determined th.reugh a eempe-risen ef the preper names frem the
Fara tablets listed by Deimel, D-is Insehrfften een Fare III 1S*—eS*, with the enemastie
material eenteined in the tents frem the En-temene—'[l'ru-ne~gina peried whieh Beiniel has
transliterated in varieus numbers ef flrfentelfe frem Ne. 14 te Ne. ete.
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this element is se rare that we ean quote enly twe examples, E n - k a l a m (T) -
me (‘E’) and Mu-ni-ltalam-ma .

e] Several Fara names eentain the element m e n : M e n - I14 - g f d , M e 11 ..
u,-..-du, Men-pa-e, Men-mu, and Lugal-men. In the Uru-
na-gina peried this element is limited to the stereotyped eenneetien m e n -
ei-dime and appears eutside it enly enee: Men-en-tn.

J’) The element m e s is extremely frequent in the Fara texts. Deimel bets twenty-
twe different names beginning with this element. In the Uru-mi-gina peried it
has praetieally disappeared and is knewn te the writer frem a single name enly,
M e s - s i .

p} as frequent as me s is the element nu n. Deimel lists abeut fifty names in
whieh it eeeurs. In the Ilru-em-m'ua peried it has disappeared and is feund enly
in names eempesed with eld names ef deities er buildings, sueh as ‘IE e - n u n ,
E-lea‘-nun-di, Ga—nun, Gfr-nun, and Ir-nun .

Cemparing the rulers’ names whieh appear in the King List, we ebserve
that several ef the earlier names in the traditiens ef Kish, Uruk, and Ur are
eempesed with the elements whieh we have here mentiened, elements whieh
were e_emmen in the Fara peried but had disappeared already in the thue ef
Urn-nn.-gina. This ebservatien is ef eensiderable interest. It shews first that
we aetually have genuine and eld traditien in the King List, fer sueh names
naturally eeuld net have been invented in late periede. Seeendly it gives us a
means ef testing the validity ef eur table. We have seen that the elements
mentiened fieurished in the Fara peried, that is, shertly before Ur-Nanshe{k),
and died eut in the time ef Urn-an-gina. If eur arrangement ef the varieus
traditiens is eerreet, we sheuld expect te find that names with sueh elements
weuld eeenr in eur table rather frequently in the peried just befere Ur-Nan-
she (la), weuld then heeeme searee, and weuld finally disappear befere we get
dewn te Uni-Re-ghla.

This is indeed er-reetly what we de find in the table. In the peried befere
Ur—Na11she(k) the t-able has En-men—nun-na, Be.1'—sal—nun-
na, En-men-bara-ge-si, A5--ka, M es-hi-ag-ga-se~er,
Gis-bil-gs-mes,“ Utul—ka1a1n-ma, En-nun-dara-

ti ere-sh.-ea, the first element ef the name Gilgames (written ‘leis-nit-ea-tens, ‘lere-
sfn-ehv-uns, ete.; see p. S9, n. 128}, eaimet, ef eeurse, be separated frem the element Pep m -
sis-nit»-ea, P“p er-ere-BEL, er p at -his-sh. ef the Fara names but must represent an ab-
breviated ferm ef it. The meaning ef this element is reasonably clear. P at 1:)5<-, elder
‘R and perhaps cfi {In-=1K, Nee. 229 and 42]) is the pieture ef a spreuting seed ef grain <3;->,
as shewn by the value h u 1 ug er d i mi, “malt,” i.e., sprouting grain, whieh the sign
has when it is repeated: ;A.,- A,-. This idea, “spreuting seed," ebvieusly underlies the value
p a p , “father” (S1,, Ne. 60.2); the father is ealled “sprouting seed“ as the germ frem
whieh a family springs up. The idea is still more elearly expressed in pa-sis-nit-ea,
“ferefather“ [En-temena Gene [S..»lK, p. 38] i 35; S13, Ne. 295.131, has ineerreetly mt),
alse abbreviated as p e-eh.-sezab elri: “grandfather,” “ferefather“ (SL, Ne. 295.109),
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an-na, and M e s-an-né-pa-da. 'I‘hen,however,sueh names grew
searee; in the generation which follows Iir-Nensheflrj we find only two,
G.i+sun-nun-na and M es-hi-ag-nun-na. after that time
there is net a single name whieh is oomposed with any of these elements.
Onoe again we have found our table to be in agreement with ether ehronologi-
eal evidenee.“

The t-est has thus on all points oonfirmed our previous results. “We have
oompared the material of the King List with that of historioal inseriptiens
and found that there is only one ease in whieh the King List seems to have
missed a ruler whom we should espeot to find in it, and this one ease may be a
simple omission in the eeurse of tradition. We have singled out and eerrelated

p as ~nfr.—er:o.-hi sets {-§L, No. 60.54], ete., which must represent p a - g i e - g em - fa} lr -
a {m} , “who was {- a m) the germ {p a] of l- e l-1} a new {g ea} tree [g i ti .” The
aneester is oonsidered as the germ, the aoorn, from whieh the “family tree” has grown.
That this explanation is eerreet is also shown by the early names themselves, fer we have
the parallels ps.=-git-gem-a-nu-hos : a-nu-lens [<1 a-a-nu-hue) and
per-git-gem-lreiam-dure I e-lcalam~dua, in whieh PEI.-|,-EIS-*gE'ID ,
“germ,” “iforelfather,” varies with e , whieh also means “germ” {lit., “semen virile”}
and “father.” The name Gilgames should thus in its full form have been p3,4- git -
g em“-m e s , “man (re e s) who is germ of a new tree,” i.e., “a man who is to heeeme
originator of a family.”

it One further peint eonoerning the Fara names should be mentioned here, although it
means antieipating the results of our next ehapter, whieh shows how the above synehrenistie
list is related to absolute ehronology. In Zeitsohrifi for rippptiisehe Sproelie and ..-.iliertnins-
iet-zede LXXI (1935) 89—1i3fi Soharff has diseussed a series of finds from Egypt whieh give
evidenee of early relations between that eountry and Mesopotamia. The series in question
ean be dated on the Egyptian side to the end of the predynastie peried; it stops around the
time of Manes (ilnicl. p. 93, n. 1). According to Egyptian ehronology that would be in the
eenturies just before 3000 n.o. (Meyer, Die site-re Clironohvgrzls . . . . , pp. ES f., puts the ao-
eession of Manes at 3197 with margin of IOU to QUE years; Soharfi, op. oft. p. ill], 11. 3, favors
a lower date, shortly before 3l}fIi]: “Nash meiner Ubereeugung iiegt naeh wie ver keinerlei
.e.niass darn vor, mit Menes wesentlieh iiber BUHU hinaufsugehen”}.

fin the Mesopotamian side the affinities of the series extend from the final phase of the
Urulr period through Jamdat Nasr down to Early Dynestio II, the latest pare.llels being
with the seal impressions from Fara whieh date from that period [Seharlf, op. oft. pp. 1132 f.;
Frankfort, Progress of the ‘Work of the Oriental Irisiitete fa frog, ieesres [DIG No. EU (193fi}1
p. es and Chronological Table). if-‘ow the appro:-dmate time when Early Dynestie II ended
ean be fined by means of our King List; for the tablets with the eharaoteristio Fare names
diseussed above belong to the immediately following period, Early Dynastie III fthid.
Ghrenolegieal Table}, and in the King List these names begin to appear with En-me{n}-
nunna. Early Ilynaetie II should thus have ended slightly before En~me{n}-nunne; and
this ruler reigned, as shown by the King List eerrelated with absolute ohronolog (see Table
II}, around eoeo n.s. There is thus a very notieeeble agreement between Egyptian ehronol-
ogy, whieh pleees the end of the interrelations in the eenturies immediately before Silt}-fl :s.o.,
and our Mesopotamian ohronology, whieh pleees the end of those interrelations in the period
whieh ended ea. so.-so no.
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the individual senrees in the King List en the bssis ef s single set ef s}'nehre-
nisms. Cempsring the resulting ts-bis with ether synehrenisms

Gi1gs.mes—.s]§s
A—.FLnne-ps.=:1s—sbent Ur-Ns-nsheflk}
En-sl1s1-:ush-s11ns-[1r}—E1ulu
En-sliskush-sens {k)—Enbi-Eshtsr
En-temens—Lugs1-kiHishe~:iuciu

we sew thet in the tsble the rulers in questien were setnsily plseed eerreetly.
Lsstlgr, we heve shewn thst s. number ef reysl nsmes sppesring in the tsble
sre eempesed with elements whieh were enrrent in the Fsrs peried but died
eut befere the time ef Urn-Es-gins. Neting the distribntien ef these nsmes
in the tsble, we sew thst, ss sheuld be espeeted if the tsble is eerreet, they
eenter ereund the time befere Ur—1\Tsnshe{k), then grew sesree, snd dissppes-r
eempletely befere we get dewn te the peried srennd Urn-mi-gins.
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VI

RESULTING CHRONOLOGY

It remeins te tie in the reeenstruetien end eerreletien ef the King List with
the dete ei ehselnte ehrenelegy. Te thet end we must esemine briefly entent
pessibilities ef finding reliehle fined peints ef ebselnte ehrenelegy in elder
Mesepetemien histery, end we must eensider the seetiens ef the King List
end ef edditiens te it whieh link the mein hed}? ef its evidenee with sneh
fixed peints.

RELETFAJNT FIXED POINTS OF ABSOLUTE CHRONULOGY1
Rnesemne seen: Learn Cneeneneeresn Lrs-rs

The generei trend ef reeent yeers hes heen te eheese es besm the thereughly
estehlished detes ef lete Assyrien times end te reeken heel-I. frem them tewerd
the peried ef I-Iemmnrehi by meens ef Assprien end Bebylenien king lists,
supplementing their dete with sueh eeeesienel ehrenelegieel evidenee es een
be fennd in ether hjsterieel texts. The meter-iel fells inte twe lerge greups,
Assyrien end Behyienien, whieh we mep dmeuss sepereteljrd

The Assjnien meteriel eensists in the mein ef hing lists ef verieue types,
Iinsnnt-lists, end ehrenelegieei stetements in histerieel inseriptiens. S_',rnehre—

1 F1-em the extensive litereture heering en these prehiems we meg quete F. X. Iingler,
Sternhnnde nnd Sterndteest in Bees! II 2 [Mhnster in Westt, 1919); "Weidner, Stndten eur
eesywiseh-hehgrienisehen U.-Ermmiepie nnd Qesehish-is etrf Grnmi ne-ner Funds (EHVAG XII e
[fer 1915; 191T]} end Dis Ken-ips sen Assg,rr-ten; nene sie-ensisgelsefie Dehnmente ens Asses-
[MVAG XXVI 2 [1921]}; Kugler, Fen Meses his Peetns {Minster in Westf., 1992]; S. A.
Geek in Uemhridge _dnstentH1Istery I 1'1993; 2d ed., 1924; reprinted, 1929) 1-te—~5E»; G. Eeheeh,
dmnnisedege {Berlin-Steglits, 19.95); P. Sehnehel, “Eur estrenemisehen Fisierung der elthe-
hjflfifiififihflfi Chreneiegie mitteis der Teniistefeln der Ammisednge-Zeit,“ Z11 n.F. II (1925)
199-92; Meyer, Die eitsre fihsmteiegte Beeytsnsfens, Asqrriees nnd despises (1995; 9d ed.,
1931]; Weidner, “Die gresse Kseigslists ens As-eur,” AQF III {I925} tiE»—T'T; 'I‘hu'reeu-I1e.n-
gin, “Ls. ehrenelegie dee treis premieres dynasties hehgrleniennes,” RA XXI‘? (199?) 191-93;
Seheeh, Die Ur-Ftnstsrets {sine Hypet-hsselj (Berlin, 1927'}; E. Lengden, J. K. Fethering-
hem, end G. Seheeh, The Venus Teeiets ef Ammisednge (Lenden, 1923}; P. V. Henge-
heuer, "Eur Frege der estrenemisehen Fiisierung der hehgrlenisehen Ghrenelegie,” GL2?
XXXII (1999) 913~21.

9 The fellewing shert diseussien netureiijr dees net pretend te treet eshenstively the
numereus end icnettgr prehlems in whieh the lete ehrenelegieel meteriel eheunds. It merely
intends te hlese e single treil threugh the jungle: te determine hp epplping the prineipies
ef seuree eritieism whieh ef eur seurees must he eensidered mest reliehle end te build en them
enly.

191
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nisms feund in histerieel inseriptiens, ehrenieles, synehrenistie lists, ete. efier
pessibilities ei eenneeting these dete with dete frem the lists ef Bebylenien
rulers. In judging the velue ei this meteriel, we must eensider first the besis
ef Assyrien ehrenelegy, the Itwintu system. Assyrien ehrenelegy, es is well
knewn, wes besed en epenyni lists in whieh eeeh yeer wes represented by the
neme ef the persen efiieieting es epenym fer thet yeer.i It is ebyieus frem
this thet reeerds geing beel: fer seyerel eent-uries, eenteining meny hundreds
ei nemes, must here heen ieirly bull-;y end must heve eeeupied e eensidereble
number ef teblets. Fer thet reesen we een he sure thet en the whele reletiyely
few eepies ef the eemplete epenyin list enisted end thet demege te the reeerds
—~espeeielly prene te heppen in yiew ef their bulk-—weu1d be diflieult te repeir
fer went ef duplieetes. With feirly bulky reeerds, likely te be de-meged, end
with few duplieetes te fill in the leeimes whieh erese, Assyrien reeerds sheuld
shew e grecluei shrinking ei iigin-es es in the eeurse ei time the few stenderd
seurees heeeme mere end mere deieetiye end mere end mere epenym nemes
diseppeered in leeunes. This is indeed whet we eetuelly find. Our eldest ehren-
elegieel seuree is e stetement in en inseriptien ef Shehneneser I.‘ Aeeerding
te this, Shemshi-Aded I hed rebuilt the eshur temple 539 yeers li:-efere Shel-
meneser himself, end e still elder ruler, F-lrishum, hed rebuilt it 159 yeers be-
iere Shemshi-Aded. r-ilreedy under Sbelmenesefs sen end sueeesser, hewever,
we find semewhet lewer figures: Tuknlti-Ninurte I reekens fer the lerger
spen ef time frem Ilu-shfime, fether ei lllrishum, dewn te his ewn time enly
729 yeersi‘ Still leter, imder Eserhedden, the dist-enee frem Idrishmn te
Shemshi-Aded hes shrunk frem the 159 yeers given by Shelmeneser te enly
126 yeers, end similerly the 530 yeers between Ehemshi-Aded end Shelmeneser
here heeeme enly =-£341, e tetel less ef 129 yeers.“ The seuree whieh the Assyrien
kings eensulted fer sueh infermetien, the stenderd eepy er eepies ef the
epenyni list, hed eleerly heeeme steedily mere denteged es time went en, se
thet the serihes ef Eserhedden feund fer fewer l'.-nnmnsnemes preserved then
did the eerlier serihes ef Shehneneser I. Their edditiens therefere geye very
mueh lewer figures. Sines we eermet essume thet it wes enly with Shelmeneser
I thet the greduel deterieretien ef the elder perts ei the epenym list here
refieeted begen, it is prebeb-1e thet the figures whieh he gives ere elreedy en
the shert side.

If we must thus suspeet eur eldest eyidenee, we sheuld ebvieusly eppreeeh

i See e.g. Meyer, -Gesshishts des rllierinrns I 2 (3. And; Btnttgert und Berlin, 1913} § 324;
Ueelc, ep. eit. pp. 143 f.

‘KAH I, Ne. 13 iii 32 ii‘. '
5 KAH II, Nee. =19 end 59. i KAH I, Ne. 51, end II, Ne. 125.
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that ef the king lists, whieh weuld drew frem the same seuree at still later
stages, with even more eautien. Fer eur purpese this means that we eennet
hepe te fix the dates ef eld dynasties sueh as that of Hammurabi by reekening
bask en the evidenee ef the Assyrian king lists te the Assyrian side ef syn-
ehrenisms fer the elder peried sueh as llu-shiinia—Sumu-abum, Erishum~Su-
mu-la-El, er Shamshi-A-ded—Hammurahi. We must realise that we een rely
en the figures ef these Assyrian lists in their later part enly, approximately
frem Asher-nballit dewnward, where the shrinking sheuld be less preneuneed
and where synehrenisms with Egyptian ehrenelegy give us seme means ef
eheelring the figures.“

Turning te the Bahylenian material, we find it te een-sist—mueh as dees the
AssyTian—ef king lists, te wit the fameus Babylenian King List A,'"' and ef ee-
easienal ehrenelegieal infermatien given hy hist-erieal er similar inseriptiens.
King List A is a relatively late seuree; it lists Kandelanu and pessihly had
still later rulers. Of impertanee in judging its value as a seuree is the feet t-hat
Babylenian ehrenelegy was based en the regnal years ef the kings. Reeerds—
even these going baek fer eenturies-—weuld thus he eempaet, and it would net
be tee great e task te eepy them. We ean therefere assume that mere eepies
ef the standard Babylonian ehrenelegy were about than was the ease with the
Assyrian, se that Iaeimss eeuld eeniparatively easily be filled in frem dupli-
eates. The evidenee ef the Babylenian king list will therefere inspire seme-
what mere eenfidenee than that ef the Assyrian. We sheuld net forget, hew-
ever, that the list is a late deeument and that we have ne ether eepies te eheel-r
its text. In the leng peried ef traditien frem Hammurabi te Kandalanu er
later many seribal errers in figures and tetals may have erept in, and we have
few means ef deteeting them.

emeng the material frem inseriptiens we sheuld mentien the iidermatien
given en e beundary stene frem the ieurth year ei Enlil-nadin-eplii that 69¢}
years had passed frem Gulkishar ef the Sea Land te Nebuehedneesar I. es
eur earliest Babylenian seuree this passage must rank eemparatively high. A

"Fer this reesen we have little eeniidenee in the reeent tendency to explain the syn-
eln-enism Shemshi-sided I—Hammurahi by pulling Hemmurabi dewn te the date assigned
te Bhamshi-Adsd en the basis ef the Assyrian king lists {ef. e.g. Albright in American Seheels
ef Oriental Researeh, Bulletin Ne. E9 {I932} Pp. I2 ff.). Itessens fer doubting the eem-
pleteness of the elder parts ef the Assyrian king lists have alse been expressed by Lewy in
ZA n.F. IV (1929) 95—1£}5. We do net agree with all ef his cenelnsiens, but see esp. pp.
104 f. and his eerreet ebservetiens en the variant figiues ef Esarhadden’s seribes as inten-
tienal eerreetiens ef Shalmanesefs figures {ihtd pp. 192 f.]|.

'-" UT XXXVI (1921) Pls. 24-25.

5 BE I 1 (1893) Pls. 39-31, Ne. E3.
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mmibsr of rsfsrenoes from late times in inseriptiens of Nebenidus need net be
specially disousssd, sinee their urn-eliable eharaeter is generally recognised.

Our surrey has thus shown that, while the Assyrian material is of rather
doubtful value and should be used only fer the later periods, the Babylonian
material inspires somewhat more eenfidenoe, although here also we must
reskon with possible errors in figures and tetals. Foremost among the Baby-
lonian material ranks the information given by the boundary stone, next the
evidenee of Iiing List A. To get the most reliable basis for our computation
we should therefore use the material in the following order of prsfsrsnss:
boundary stone, I-ling List A, Assyrian material.

The information on the hoimdary stene reaehes down to Nsbuohadneesar I
only. To get oenneet-ion with the established dating of later times our seeend
best seuree, King List A, is of no help, sinee it is t-oe broken to give a oon-
linueus series. Even the name of Nebuehadnessar himself is lost. We must
aeeerdingly use the Assyrian lists, whieh for this part-, after Ashur-uballit,
must be oonsidered relatively reliable. Aooerding to the tent VAT 102819 the
Assyrian king Ashur-resh-ishi I fought with Ninurta»-ntidireshulnati of Baby-
lon, and aeeerding to the Synshronistio History“-" Asher-resh-ishi also fought
with the successor of Ninurta-nadin~shumati, Nebuehadnszzar I. He was, ae-
eerding to the synshronistio lists KA V, No. 12, and Assur 1-iB1fio,11svsn oon-
temporaneous with the sueeesser of Nsbuobadueeear, Enlil-nadin-apli. Asher-
resh-ishi reigned 18 years; 1"-isbushadnsssar, as shown by a boundary stone
dated to his 16th year, 15-l—a years.“ Sines we must allow one or two years
at the beginning of Ashur-resh-ishi’s reign for his war with Ninurta-na£lin-
shumati, the 16 years whieh represent the minimum for Nebuohadnsssarb
reign will take us dewn to around the last year of Ashm-resh-ishi. It therefore
seems likely that the death of l"-lsbuohadnsaaar, the aeeession of Enlii-nadin-
apli, and the death of Asher-résh-ishi all happened in the same year. Assyrian
king lists show that the last year of Aslnn'-resh-isbi ws.s 1113 .1“ Adding to this

"Wsidner in AUF IV (192?) 213-12.
1'“ GT XXXIV (1.914) Pl. 39:2-13. 11 AGF W T9 f.
1* W. J. Hinke, Selected Babylonian Kn-durrn Ineeriptiene (“Semitic Study Series” XII?

lIeiden, 1911]] pp. 21-2? v 25.

1* This statement rests in part on information from the Iiihorsabad king list, which Prof.
Peebel is preparing for publication. We are indebted to him for psrniission to quote this
material as basis for the date of Ashur-rash-ishi. We may mention that this date agrees
with the so-sailed “Bavian date,” whioh has long been eensidered a oornsrstene for Assyrian
chronology. snnaoheribstates (III H 1=i:-12-421} that when he had eonquersd Babylon he
brought bask “after 418 years” the statues of Adad and Shale of the eity Elcallate which
Mai-duk-nfidin-she had taken to Babylon in the time oi Tiglethpileser. It is unosrtain to
what point Seuuashsrib’s soribes oounted bask. Contrary to what is generally taken for
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the 69-*-1 yeare ef the heundary etene, we get 180? ae the iaet year ef Gull-xiehar.
Ueing then the figuree fer Guikiehar and hie predeeeeeere given in King Liet A
(55+2'=1+16+5fi—{-60 = 211), we arriye at 2017 ae the firet year ef Ilulna-ilurn.
New we knew that Iluina-iluni wae eenternperaneeue with SEtI1"1EI.1-+iIi.11'1B.i and
Ahi-Eehuh ef the iet dynaety ef Bahy1en.1f Hie reheilien againet Sanieu-iiuna
ie in all prehahiiity referred te in the ferrnula fer the 10th year ef that ruler:
“Year: ‘He . . . .ed the heete ef Idantiarae, Yaniuthai, Uruk, and Iein’ " ; but
the eeeaeien fer it weuld eeern te have been the Caeeite inyaeien referred te in
the fernlula fer the preeeding year, the Qth. Sinee the date ferniuiae preeurn—
ably are a year behind the eyente te whieh they refer, we eheuid plaee the Gaee-
ite inyaeien and the beginning ef Iiurna-iiuni’e rebellien in Sainen-ih1na"e Sth
year.“ With Sarneu-i]una’e 8th year ae 201’? hie let year heeeniee Z024, and
the 43-year reign ef hie father, I-Iarnniurabi, whe preeeded hirn, ean thue he
dated te 206?-2025 n.e.
- 

granted, we eeneider it highly unlikely that they peeeeeeed ieferrnatien ae te the enaet year
in whieh theee etatuee were tahen. Mere prebahly they were weri-zing frem hing liete and
eeunted te a figure giyen there, e.g. the beginning ef Marduk-nadin-ahe’e reign. Feur hun-
dred and eighteen yeare hefere Eennaeheriife eapture ef Bahylen giyee 11D? n.e. Aeeerding
te the king Liete Tiglathpiieeer, the eueeeeeer ef Ji.ehur-reeh-iehi, hegan te reign in 1112, and
the date thue faile, ae it eheuld, within hie reign. he we have ehewn aheye, Nehuehadneaaar 1
prehahiy died a1'ennd 1113. Hie eueeeeeer, Eniil-nedin-ap1i, reigned 4-1-e yeare [BE I 1,
Pie. 3i1—~31, Ne. 53), i.e., te lliiii er later. Thue 110? ean yery well repreeent the heginning
ef the reign ef hie eueeeeeer, Marduk-nfidin-ahe.

1*‘ King, Uhrenieiee eeneernfng Early Behgfenfan Ktrtge II 18-21.
1‘ {if irnpertazuee fer the eerrelatien ef the reign ef Sareeu-iinna and iiunia-iinin are aiee

tahiete frern Nippur dated in Iiurna-i1u1n’e Ed year {Peeh-e1, BE ‘F1 2, Ne. ES, and in Z.-1 XX
{1".~1[iT] 241; Chiera, FEE ‘FIII 1, Ne. S9}. The pereene mentiened en theee tahlete reenr en
ether deeureente rangng in time freni the 33:1 year ef Harnniurahi te the 15th year ef
Semen-ihina [eee Peehei in ZA XX 241 and Chiera, ep. eii. p. ee). The year in whieh 11urna~
ih1ni—ae ehewn hy theee tahietew-held Nippnr inuet therefere he eeught within thie peried.
New the datee en the Nippm tahiete puhiiehed in BE VI 2 and PBS VIII 1-2 ehew that
Nippur ninet have heen in Eanieu-ii una’e peeeeeeien frem hie iet te hie Sth, frem hie iflth
te hie 15th, and frern hie 1Tth te hie 23d year; fer tahlete dated te theee yeare have heen
feund in Nippur. he yeare fer whieh tahiete with hie datee are rnieeing and in whieh the eity
ean therefere have heen eut ef hie peeeeeeien there are thue enly hie filth and hie lfith yeare.
In hie liith year, hewever, Sanieu-iluna wae eeeupied with reetering fertreeeee in Eninthal
fiferninla fer 1T"th year} eeuth ef Nippur, ee there ean he ne queetien that he then held that
eity, and the faet that ne Nippur tahiet with hie ferreula fer that year hae ‘eeen fennd reuet
thue he aeeidental. Thie ieayee enly the iith year ae a year in whieh Nippur ean have he-
lenged te anether ruler, and we nziuet aeeerdingly date the Iiurea-i1un'i tahiete te that year.
Sinee theee tahlete heleng te the Ed year ef Iiurna-ih.un, hie reheilien weuld thee have hegun
in the Sth year ef Semen-iiuna.

Thie reeult ie etrengly eupperted hy the hieterieal evidenee eenteined in Sarueu-iinna’e
date ferreulae. In Sanieu-ilunafe Bth year eeeurred the Gaeeite inyaeien {date ferruuia fer
Qth year], whieh furniehed an eppertunity fer a rehellien in the eenth: [lurea-i1um’e let I

I
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Aeenenement Drrrnqe er ran HaMMUH.~i.B1 Drwasrr
ene er THE Tnran Drnasrr er Un

A tetaily different approach ie represented by efferts to fin by aetrenernieai
eernputatien the abselute datee ef astrenemieal ebeervati-ene dated aeeerding
te the Old Babylonian calendar. Fercmeet arneng theee etend the Venue tah-
lete ef ainrni-$aduqa, the importance ef which fer ancient Babylonian ehrene1-
egy wae recegniaed by Kngler in 1912. The histery ef the preblem which
theee tablete present ie tee well knewn te call fer rnueh eemnient. We need
enly etate that repeated tests and irnprevenients ef Kngler’e reeuite eeupled
with new dieeeveriee make it elear that the ehservatiene in queetien furnieh a
eeriee ef peeeibie datinge enly. In cheeeing ameng theee, the beet eriterien is
dated Babylenian eentraete dealing with delivery ef datee by date-grewere.
The daye ef delivery stipulated in these eentraete will fall difierently aeeerding
te whieh ef the abeve-mentiened pessihiiitiee ie eheeen; and, einee we mnet
aeeunie that the deliverice weuld fellew eeen after the harveet, that peeeibility
which will make them fall meet nearly in the time juet after date harvest,
ending in the middle ef Octeher, has ebvieusly the beet ehanee ef being eerreet.
he ehewn by Fetheringham,“ the peeeibility which gives the beet reeulte ie the
ene whieh plaeee the reign of I-Iammurabi frem 2057 te 2025, and that dating
hae new been aeeepted as the rneet satisfactory by the niajerity ef the echelare
whe have werk-ed en the preb1ern.“' It wiil be noted hew weil thie aetrenernieal
date agrees with the ene at whieh we arrived after a eritieal sifting ef the ehren-
elegieal eeureee, using fer reckoning enly theee which eeuld be eensidered the
rneet reliable.

The Venue tablete ef Arnnii-$aduqa are net the enly aneient eheervatiene

year. In the next year, Eanien-iluna’e Qth, thie rebellien rnnet have spread te Nippur, fer
in the rehel eenfederatien whieh met Eiameu-ilnna that year was Iain, iuet eenth ef Nipper
{date ferreuia fer lflth year}. This agrees therefere with the eeeurrenee ef I:lL1I'1‘1a-i.llJ.[l‘i tah-
Iete in Nipper that year. In the enceunter juet mentiened Eiameu-iinna wae vieterieue, and
in hie neat {lflth} year he wae heleagnering Urulc and Ur, deetreying their walls {fermula fer
11th year}—a eituatien which preeuppeses that Nipper farther nerth was already eeeurely
in hie hande. This fits with the fact that Nipper, as shewn by tablete, new again dated by
Bameiaiiuna fernmlae. On the eerrelatien ef llnnia-ilum and Sameu—iluna eee alee Schnabel,
Die hehyienehehe Chrertelegic -in Be-reeees’ Babylon-fake (MVAG XIII 5 [Be-rlin, 1908]] pp.
Iii f . Schnabel wrete hefere Nippur tablets dated te the lfith year ef Bamen-ilnna had
been puhliehed and therefere eeneidered heth the 9th and 10th years lluma-iluni yeare, ee
that his eynehreniern eemes eut ene year too lew.

1* Lengden, Fetheriughan-1, and Bcheeh, op. eff. pp. E9 ff. Neugebauer’e ebjcctiene te
this Eriterien [OLZ XXXII 918 f.) eeem tee theoretical and general in eharaeter te carry
weig t.

1" Besides Fetheringharn, alse Scheeh, Lengden, and Schnabel (EA n.F. II 1i19—22} ae-
eept thie date.
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which afford a possibility of establishing an abeelute date in elder Mesopota-
mian histery by means of astronomical reekoning. On the basis of observations
of a iunar eclipse foreboding the fall of I(b)bi-Sin and the end of the 3d dynasty
of Ur, Sehoch has calculated that this omen eeeurred on the night of February
IT/18 {Gregorian}, 2283 13.0.13 New it is a highly important fact indeed that
the two mutually independent astronomical dates, Fotheringharrfs fer the Sth
year of aren1i~$aduqa, which places Hammurabi at 2067-2825 :e.e., and
Sohoohis fer the omen foreboding the fall of Ur III, 2283 B.e., give just the
span of time between these two events whieh from our chronological lists ean
be seen to have separated them. Langden has commented briefly on this faet ;‘i
but the revised text of the additions to the Sumerian King List established
abeve (pp. 122-27) and a reconsideration of the correlation of Ur III, Isin,
Larsa, and Babylon I makes it possible to state the argument with greater pre-
cision than he has done.

The eerrelatien of the dynasty of Larsa with the iet dynasty of Babylon has
been safely established by Thurcau-Dangin.i" According to the date formula
for the 31st year of Hanimnra-bi, which refers to his capture of lfi.-im-Sin of
Larsa, that event ean be placed in the 30th year of I-Iammurabi, that is, in
203$ s.e. aeeerding to Fot-heringham’e chronology. A list from Larsa giving
Ia years for Harrunurabi again shews that Larsa must have eome inte his pes-
seesien in his 30th year, for Hammurahi reigned e3 years in all.“ as fer the

it Behoeh, Die Ur-Ffrisieirnfs {cf-as Hgpothesaf]; ef. Lang-don in Langdon, Fotheringham,
and Sehoeh, op. eff. p. S2; Neugebauer in Astronowrtschc Ufa-onologfe I {I929} QB. Schech
added “eine Hypetheee” beeause he found difficulties in correlating this date with the one
found by Fotheringham for the Hamrnurahi dynasty. These difficulties disappear, however,
on closer eraminatien of the ehronologieal lists at our disposal and of the eerrelatien of
the dynasties involved.

it Langdcn, Fotheringham, and Seheeh, op. cit. p. 82.
in Lo chronologie dee dynasties de Samar ef. d’Acoo-d, pp. 46-42.
*1 Additional evidence is offered by the fact that the date formula for the 30th year of

I-Iammurahi actually seems to be the earliest date formula of that ruler found in Larsa and
also by a date list found in Larsa [YOS I, No. 33) which begins with this year (see Thoreau-
Dangin, op. cit. p. 42]. We sheuld also mention a tablet with double dating published by
Langdcn (RA XKYII [1930] 23-25). This tablet gives the year in which it was written as
both the Bth and the 141th year after Isin was captured. On the correlation assumed, the
Bth year of Rim~Sin’s Isin era corresponds to the 10th year of an Isin era counted from the
Babylonian conquest of the city under Sin-muballit. That our tablet aetually dated from
this year and that its figures 8 and 10 refer to Larsen and Babylonian Isin eras respectively
is especially probable sinee the year in question is just that in which Hammnrabi brought
Isin hack under Babylonian rule. A revival of the Babylonian Isin era in that year is there—
fore very understandable. {Langdonis solution, which assumes that the figure S refers to
the Bth year of Hammurahi, seems to us less probable, especially as we have no other evi-
dence of dating by regnal years from this period.)
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reign of Itirn-Sin, a slight discrepancy eaists hetween t-he tahlet just mentioned,
which giyes him E1 years, and a large prism with Larsan date formulas, which
sums up his date formulas as only 60. This discrepancy is naturally explained
on the assumption that the scribe who wrote the tahlet counted Rhn-Sin’s
formula for the year in which Hammurahi took the city, 2038 a.o., which
would have both a Rim-Sin and a Harnmurahi formula, whereas the scribe
who wrote the prism did not.“ Rim-F»in’s reign of '51 years thus comprises the
years from 2098 to 2038 B.o. inclusive; and, since the dynasty lasted 253 years,
it-s first year, the one in which Naplanum made himself independent in Larsa,
becomes 2300 a.-:3.

To correlate the dynasty of Isin with those oi Larsa and Babylon we must
determine when in the date formulas of these dynasties the fall of the Isin dy-
nasty is recorded. In the period which can come into consideration Isin is re-
ferred to four times, and the earliest reference recording the capture of the city
by a foreign power presumably gives us the date when the independent dynasty
of Isin eame te an end. The four references are:

Rim-Sin year 25 {=Sin-muhallit year 14)
Sin-muhallit year 17’ (= Hhn-Sin yen 28}
Rim-Sin year 3'1] (= Sin-muhallit year 19)
Hanirnurabi year T (=Rim~Sin year 35}.

Now the first of these references, that from the 251:-h year of Rim-Sin, can
hardly, as is generally assumed, refer to a capture of Isin. The ZlO1‘1I1L1lfl.23 reads:

{mu £1.-m]ah an ‘Ien-lil den-ki-ga-ta urn“ dam-qi-Ii‘-Ii»
su a-dam zag su-di‘o—‘oi i-si-in“-ks sipa ei "[ri-i1rn-
'=1sin[nN-so) in-dih-ha [sir-s]ir-ra Lf.i{-I-Ir.-in~a1 larsaki-Ina-se
hi-in-tu-re fur‘-ul-a-ta 11-ma-a-ni mu-un»guh-ha
“Year when by the exalted power of an, Enlil, and Enki the city (called) Da1nqi-
ilishu, (namely) crowds from the conquered horder district of Isin,“ which the true
shepherd Rirrefiin had seized, he [i.e., l?th:o-Sin) brought into Larsa in chains and
captive and established his victory forever?“

it Thus also Ungnad in ZDMG‘ LXXIY (IQZIJJ 424 and in REA II 155.
1" Thm-eau-Dangin, op. cit. p. 55, AU TU25 ohr. iii -=iT—51.
"I.e., adam sag to-dihh-a Isin~{a]| k-a{l~:) . We assume that the neigh—

boring i’s of dihh and Isin changed the -a of dihh-a into -e.
*5 Thureau-Dengin translates: “Iannee cu, ayec la force sulblirne d’anu, Enlil et Enki, Ie

pasteur1egitin1e[HiIrn-Bin prit la ‘idlle de l'Jan1iq-ilisn,’ la fouls {des hahitants} . . . . . . . . . .
d‘Is:in, transfers e Larsa . . . . [ . . . . ] , ct-ahlit pour tonjonrs sa puissanee yictorieuse.”
Ungnad in RLA II 163, No. 227', translates: "Mit der hohen Kraft anus, Enlils und Enlzis
eroherte der wahre Hjrt Rim-Sin die Stadt des Damqi-ilitu und die yol1ig(?J eingeschios-
se11e|E?} Einwohnerechaft yon Isin, hrachte . . . . . . . . naeh Larsa und errichtete fiir alle
Zeit seinen Triumph.” A serious ohjection to these translations—aparl; from the fact that
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I-Iere, as will be seen, only a minor victory is reported, a capture of the popula-
tion of a city in the border district of Isin, not the capture of the capital itselfF“

as the first actual capture of Isin itself we must therefere consider only the
second of the references listed, that of the 17th year of Sin-muhallit, which
reads:

inu i-si-in-nae‘ in-dib-ha
“Year when he {i.e., Sin-muballit) took Isin.”

Since in general a date formula may be assumed to refer to an event of the
preceding year, this capture of Isin should have taken place in Sin-muballit’s
16th year, that is, in 21172 :s.c. according to Fotheringhanfs chronology, and
here we may therefore place the end of the independent dynasty of Isin.

The duration of the dynasty of Isin was 226 years, as we have seen above
(pp. 12e—27 and notes). Since 2EI'i'2 n.s. was the last year of the dynasty, we get
229'? B.c. as its first year, the year in which Ishbi-Irra set himself up as inde-
pendent ruler in Isin according to Fotheringham’s dating.

Now according to Schoch"'s computation, the eclipse which heralded the fall
of I{h)bl-Sin tool: place in the night between the 17th and 18th of February,
2283 n.s., and, since the Babylonian New Year fell toward the end of March,
lliblbi-Sln’s last year was thus 228%/33 te.o. Inasmuch as I(b)bi—Bin’s reign
lasted 25 years, the rebellions of Naplanurn and Ishbi-lrra should thus, if both
Fotheringham’s and Sclioclfs datings are correct, have taken place in his Qth
and 12th years respectively; that is, his kingdom began to breal-r up in his
9th year.

This, however, is eaactly the year which other evidence indicates as the
fateful year of his rule. From the well known letter of Ifiblbi-Sin“ we lmow
that during the later part of his reign he ruled only the city-state of Ur and was
contemporaneous with Ishbi-Irra oflsin. The event which caused his authority
over all Babylonia to crumble was apparently connected with a campaign

they do not account satisfactorily for s a g s u- d i b - b i —-is the casual way in which
Iin would be mentioned: “the city of Ilaroiq-ilishu.” That this is not a natural way of
referring to that important and time-honored capital shews up very distinctly by compari-
son with the formula. in which Rim-Bin actually does relate its capture (30th year): “Year
when with the exalted weapons of an, Eniil, and Enlri the true shepherd Rim-Sin seized
Isin, the city of lcingslnp, and its population, as many as there were, granted pardon to its
widespread people, and had its repel name appear forever” (i.e., allowed it to retain its
status as royal city}. To refer to such a city merely as “the city of Damiq-iliehu” would
minimise the importance of the victory.

it That the city in question is not Isin is also held by George Tyler iviolyneur in JSUR
Ii? (1920) 81-90. .

“T PBS XIII, No. 3 ; Barton, Miscellaneous Babylonian Inscriptions, No. El.
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against anshan, for in the tel-rt BE XXXI, No. 3, we hear first about the divine
decision to bring evil times on the land, then, after a lacuna, about an eapedi-
tion of I(b)bf~Sfn to anshan, and immediately afterward about the calamity
of Simier. This evidence is supported by a date list dealing with part of
I(b)bi-Sin’s reign, for there the date formulas after the first, which tells of the
campaign against anshan,“ suddenly have no more political references but
deal only with religious events centered around the cult in Ur itself. It is there-
fore obvious that Ifibjbf-Sin suffered a severe setback in the year when the
campaign to anshan tool: place. Now we can form a fair idea of where in his
reign this event should be placed, for it is obvious that those of his date formu-
las which have been found on tablets from Nippur or other northern sites in
Babylonia must belong to the early part of his reign when he ruled the whole
country, and the same is true of formulas which by their content show that
they are the formulas of an important king, not just a petty king ruling merely
the territory around Ur. On the other hand, formulas which deal only with re-
ligious events, centered around the cult in Ur, and have been found only in
Ur but not in other parts of the country are likely to belong to the later part
of his reign.

New we find that there are only ten formulas which from the place where
they were found or from internal evidence show that they belong to I (b)bi-Sln’s
early years, namely :2“

(1) mu ‘ii-bf-‘islnfinn-en} lugal-am
“Year: ‘lfibjhl-Sin became king.’ ”

(2) mu en dinanna unul"-ga mas-e i-pa
“Year: ‘The can of It1anna{lc) of Uruk was envisaged on the [entrails of the
omen-jkid.’ ”

(illmu fll-lJl-‘iSl1'1[EN-EU] lugal urfti-ma-kei si-mu-ru-uml"
mu-hul
“Year: "I{b)bi~Sin, king of Ur, sacked Simurum.’ “

ta} mu en-am-gal-an-na en dinanna be-hrin
“Year: ‘En—am-gal-Annalltl, the ene of Inannalk], was invested.’ ”

e oer I, No. see; cf. us. sec.
if The known formulas of I(b}bf-Sin’s reign are listed by Schneider in An. Ur. XIII

{I936} 35~3E.l. The first si:-t of the formulas here quoted have been found in Nippur. The
remaining four prove by their content that when they were written I[b}bl~Sin was a lting
of considerable power and influence. In our list parentheses are used with the year num-
bers of formulas the chronological position of which is fined by date lists or similar evidence.
Brackets are used for those the order of which is hypothetical. The place of No.[1IZ]] as the
last oft-he early formulas is assured by the change to formulas referring only to local
events in UET I, No. 2'32.
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£5) mu t11-hi-in-1;ett-H--mi-ig-ri-ea netm-eanlugal enei aa-
ah-ea-iiki-ke. ha-an-tuk
“Year: ‘The e ne i {la} of Zabehali married Tulrin-hatti-migri.eha, the
daughter of the king.’ ”

[E-Imu bad-gal niprnki nri“-ma ha-do-a
“Year when the great walls of Nippur and Ur were built.”

{'?]mu ‘ii-bi-‘*sin[nn-ZU) lngal uri“-ma~l-za '='en~1i1-Ie [me-
lam-a-ni] knr-kur-ra bi-in-éudun
“Year: ‘Enlil put the terrible splendor of I(b)lJi-Sin, hing of Ur, an a yoke on
all iande.’”

[8]mn di—hi-‘iein{nn'-en) lugal" uriki-ma-ra MAR-TU III-IM--QAL
ul-ta urn“ nu-nu gii im»ma-na-an-ga~ar
“Year: ‘To Ifiblbi-Sin, king of Ur, did Amm-rn, a . . . . whieh from of old knew
not eitiee, make obeieanee.’ ”

[9]mn ‘ii-bi-**ein(n:~r-an) lugal nrii"-ma-her enéanki a~dam-
dnnki ma-da a-wa-anti-ka n..-gim eid bE"'l.I1-gig 11; 1-a
mu-nn-gam 11 en-bi L1fi+‘n;.T.n1-a mi-ni-in-dib-ba-a
“Year when I{b}bi-Sin, king of Ur, roared like a etorm in Sana, Adamdnn, and
Awan, eubdned them in one day, and took their lorde eaptive.”““

Elllllmn di-bi-deininn-en) lugal nriki-ma~ke. hn-dh-nu-riki
eaicil)-1-rnlil} ma-da an-ea-an“-ee (var. elem“-[ee])....
dugud-bi ha-ti-gen..-bi ea-b’i—in-gar
“Year: ‘I fbjbi-Sm, king of Ur, went in . . . . faehion to Huh[u]nuri, the key
(lit., “1ook”)1“ib of the land of Anehan (nan, Elam) and . . . . .’ "

The last, that whioh reeorde the eampaign againet Anehan, would thue be the
forinuia for Ifibjbi-Sinie 10th year, and the event whieh it reoorde ehould have
taken plane in hie 9th year. Thie ie the very year in whioh, aeeerding to
Sehooh’e and Fotheringham’e datee, Naplannm made himeelf independent in
Larsa.

There is thue full agreement between (1) the abeointe date for the let dy-
nasty of Babylon ae derived from the beet of onr ohronoiogieal tents, (2)
Fotl1eringham’e astronomical date for that eame djmaety, and (3) Schooh’e
eetronomioal date for the fall of the 3d dynasty of Ur. This fact epeake strong-
ly for their oorreotneee, and we have accepted them with little heeitat-ion.2g"

-\.

“"* Cf. Poebel’e translation of thie formula in AOF IX |;1eee./ea) 248.
"B In the reading and interpretation of thie word we are following Poebel, quoted in

George G. Cameron, The Hietory of Early Iron (Chicago, 1936} p. 55, n. ea.
“'==The author hae ehoeen thie phraee deliberately and ae dietinot from “wilhmni beni-

tation.” The date here aoeepted in in our eeneider-ed opinion head and ehouldere above
other poeeibilitiee in probability. The oonnergenoe on it of the three independent linen of



202 Tntn Snrrenraiv Krno Lrei"

CONNECTION OF lll.1‘5.Tn.BLl-I. DYNASTIE3 WITH THOSE
IN THE KING LIST PROPER

Tar: Heron on Urn-nnoar.
he ehewn by our detailed dineuenion of the teat of the additione to the King

Lint (pp. 122—25 and noten), the duration of the 3d dynaety of Ur ean be eet at
109 yearn. Itn firet year would thue be 2392 n.o. The firet king of the dynanty,
Ur-Narnmuflkj, held ofiiee an governor (nhohhonoldra) of Uri“ under Utn-hegal,
the lant ruler lieted in the King Lint proper, no it in elear that he munt have
followed fairly elonely upon the latter. An enaot eerrelatien of the two rulern
meetn, however, with eertain diflieultien, of whieh the meet important in that
preeented by the reign of Utn-ihegal.

An we have eeen, the King Lint ean be dated to the reign of Utu—hegal
(p. 1~'-ll). If it wae written under him, it neeme highly probable, however, that
the figure whieh it given for hie reign, 7 yearn, ti monthn, and 15 daye, reprenente
not hin full reign but only hie reign up to date, that m, to the day on whioh the
neribe finished hie werk. The very enaotnenn of the figure nupportn nueh an an-
eomption ; for, einee our neribe unually given the reignn in full yearn, it in likely
that he would have rounded off Utu-hegal’n reign alno if he had had it eom-
plete. The dating down to month and day in thin lant figure of the lint in, on
the other hand, natural if he here reolronn to the day on whieh he finiehed hin
work. We muet therefore allow for the ponnibility that Utu-hegal may have
reigned longer than the time given in the King Lint.“

inveetigation mentioned plaeen it almoet an high in probability an that ooneeption allown.
But we do not thinl-r it e:-reeede theee bordere; it etill hovere elightly below the line neparat-
ing highent probability from proven iaet.

“'1 UET I, No. 3!}, a building innoription. eonoerning E-lcinhirgal in Ur. The rentoration
of ur-I [ . . . . l in i ill an ur- Idn a m m ul ean be oonnidered eertain einee the writ-
ing pointn to hie time and einee we know from the Ur-hlammofilrl hymn in TEE I, No.
12:1'ilE1: e-are-eil.-gal hur-nag-ga [l)~gim hi-gal-la bi-gob, “E-
ldehirgal like a mormtain I net open . . . . ,” that Ur-Nammo{l~t} really did boild E-kinhirgnl.
Landeberger’e ekeptieinm (OLE XXXIY [1‘EI31I 115, n. 1) in therefore unfounded.

*1 Another diffieulty may at leent be mentiened briefly. Analogy from Lagaeh indioatee
that the Eiunerian eitien dated aeeerding to loeal date iormnlan down into Ur-»NannnnI[kJ ‘n
reign. The loeal date liete from Ur may therefore have eenteined date formulae of Ur-Nam-
muifk) bani: into the time when he ruled that eity an governor of Utu-hegal. Ii the additionn
to the King Lint were made in Ur on the bnnin of nueh a lint, the 15 yearn nnnigned to Ur-
Nammuilrl eeuld thue inelude all or part of the time in whioh he wan merely governor. Binoe
we have no npeeial reaeon to believe that the additionn were made in Ur and einee-—on
Landnberger ban pointed out (lee. eil.)-—-the e:-rtennive building aotivitien of Ur-Nammnikl
outnide Ur nuggent a long reign, it in more probable that hie 18 yearn aetually ntand for the
time in which he ruled-all Eabylonia. The Glironiele Weidner, whieh hae been brought
into the dineunnion {Ghrietian and Weidner in AOF If [1il2B—2'.-3] 14.0}, ntaten that Utu-hegal
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The difliculty here met with cannot be solved on the evidence of the King List
and itn additions. It in therefore fortunate that we have other material which
indicates in which direction the solution lies. Schochie artiele in which he cal-
culated the eclipse of the moon foreboding the fall of Ur deale also with obeer-
vations concerning an eclipse which took place on the lath of we u (- n n m u n)
and which foreboded: “A decision will be given the king of the Gutiann; down»
fall of the Gutiane by weapons will take place. The land will be lying denti-
tute.”i"2 That this omen has reference to Utu-hegal’s famous victory over the
Gutians, which freed a country bare and destitute after years of Gutian mie-
rule, eeeme obvious. That, more important, the late text in which the obeerva-
tionn are contained actually rents on a sound historical basis in indicated by the
inscription of Utu-hegal himself.“ According to Utu-hcgal’n account of the
campaign, he camped the night before the battle near lvluru. An he had prayed
to other city gods on his route, so he prayed to Ishkur also. But the account
deee not, an usual, stop there; a passage, unfortunately broken, goes on: “In
the midst of the night . . . . .” Something of importance must thue have oe-
curred in the rdght juet before the decisive batt-le. ‘What it was can hardly be
doubtful; it muet have been the lunar eclipse foreboding victory over the king
of Gutium. The moon-god Sin, the special god of the Gutiann,“ became dark-
ened in token of their innninent defeat. New Schoch has shown that in the
period which can come into consideration there actually wan a very noticeable
eclipse of the moon which took place, an stated in the tent, on the lath of
““é u - n u m u n "and, alno an stated in the tent, lasted from the first watch
to the middle watch. This was the eclipse of the 20th of July, 2403 n.o.,

committed some evil act and that his body was carried away by the river. It then goes on
{EA n.F. IFIII dill, l. 30]: “[ToI Bhulgi, non of divine Ur-Narnmufkl, he {i.e., Marduk] gave
the lcingehip of all countries.” The reaeon why the author of the chronicle hae Marduk give
the “lcingehip of all countries” only to Shulgi, not to his father and predecessor, Ur-Nam-
n1u(l.r.}_, although he knows him, is probably that Ur-Nammu[k]|’s kingdom never came up
to the standards implied in the term norm‘.-it lcrfiliot wtofdfe, “kingnhip of all countries.” Note
that, in contrast to Utu-hegal and Shulgi, Ur-Nammufik) deee not use the title “king of
the four regions." {An exception is perhaps Barton, RISA, p. 2T4, No. 13. We do not feel
certain, however, that Barton’e rendering is correct.) The chronicle apparently implies that
Marduk held back the “L-iugahip of all countries” after the death of Utu-hegal until the
reign of Shulgi. This agrees with historical conditions. The statement cannot therefore be
uned—en it in by Christian and Weidner in AOF V lei] f.—to indicate that Shulgi followed
almost directly upon Utnehegal. Nor does this state-ment—ae maintained by Landsberger
(loo. eii.}—~dlsprove the value of the chronicle as a chronological document.

it O. I-lirolleaud, L’oeirologie choldéemie (Paris, 1eos-12) Sin XJLXIII 1S—~3d.
3* RA IX {I912} 112 f.
It Note the inscription of Laerab (ZA IV [1889] 405; SAK, p. i’i"i.l}, ll. 15-21: ite yo-ii-rim

‘iinonno it ‘lain, “the gods of Gutium, Inanoa{k) and Slnfi’
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lasting from 9191"“ to 121“-511'“ in the night.i5 There is therefore little reason to
doubt that our evidence is reliable, and we can date Utu-hegal"s victory over
the Gutians at lvlurn, which took place the day after this portent, to July 21,
241113 n.e.

This dating corroborates our suspicion that the figure for Utu-hegal may
not represent his complete reign. As we have seen above, the 3d dynasty of
Ur began in 2392 n.e., which would represent the first year of Ur-Nammnifk}.
Utu-hegal’s reign must thus have lasted more than T years, 6 months, and
15 days to reach from his victory over the Gutians in 2403 down to that date.

The dating of the victory over the Gutians still leaves a small amount of
uncertainty concerning Utu-hegal, inasmuch as we do not know csactly where
within the 7 years etc. given by the King List that event should be placed.
That it represents the beginning of Uta-hegal’s reign is not very likely, for
from his inscription it is clear that when the summons from Enlil came he had
so complete control of Uruk that he could gather the army and lead it out to a
campaign without even stating what the object was to be. We must therefore
imagine that he was already well established as ruler. Under these circum-
stances, and until further evidence turns up, it therefore seems best t-o place
this victory where we will get the smallest margin of error, namely in his ilth
year, the middle of the T given in the Hing List. This leaves a margin of e1Tor
of only 3 years.

Gurrmu asro deans
With the period from Utu-hegal back to agade we are within the limits of

the King List proper, and it is therefore natmnl to ask whether the peculiarities
of its author and the methods which he used in dealing with his material may
not have influenced this, the last part of his work, as they did the earlier parts
studied above. O1.u* first concern must therefere be to get as clear a pict-ure as
possible of the sources at his disposal.

The evidence which we have concerning conditions during the Gutian period
tends to show that the larger cities of southern Babylonia enjoyed a certain
measure of independence. They were ruled by their own e n s i {k} ’s and
——-to us the most important point—they apparently dated from local calen-

5‘ A smaller eclipse on July 2|], 2334, can hardly come into consideration, since placing
the defeat of Gutium there would unduly shorten the reign of Ur-l'~lammu{l~:} as king of all
Babylonia. It would also presuppose that Ur-Nammunfkl began to rule in Ur before Uto-
hegal in Uruk. This is, however, very unlikely; for the fact that Ur-Nammu{k)’s personal
deity is Ninslm {UET I, No. =17’; THE I, No. 12112-13), a goddess closely connected with
Urulr, suggests that he hails from that city. It is therefore natural to assume that he was
one of Utu-l:|.egal’s men who was made governor of Ur after Utu-hegafs victory over
Gutium had brought Sumer into his hands.

i.
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ders feetining Ioeel events in the veer detes.“ We niev therefere essume thet
Urn]; else hed its ioeei eelender. Since the Agede kings, who ruled Bebyienie
before C-‘rutilun, hed sueeeeded in establishing e centrel eelende-r used ell ever
the country, we rney essume furthermore thet the leeel Uruk dete lists eon-
tinued thet eelender (i.e., they hed Agede dete formulas) until the fell of thet
eity, then continued with iecei fcrmuies feeturing loeel events end rulers, of
whem Utu-hegel would he the lest.35“

To sueh lists es these, the dete lists of his dey, the enther of the Ifilig List
neturellv hed eeeess, end from whet we heve leerned eheut him end shout the
metheds which he employed in deeling with his seurees it must he eensidered
highly unlikely thet he diseerded en}; of the meteriei whieh they eenteined.
He worked, es we heve seen, e-lniest eeeiiisively by e method of interpeietien.
Therefore when we find thet the King List gives the Gutien dynesty wedged in
between rulers of Uruk, Ur-'Utu(k) end his predecessors shove, Utu-hegel be-
lew, it begins te leek suspiciously es theugh thet d3m,est3,=" hed been interpe-
ieted in e sueeession of Uruk rulers teken from the Iocel Uruk dete lists. If this
suspicion is justified, the Gutien dynasty insteed of sepereting the dth end 5th
djvnesties of Unlk eetuelly ren pereilel with them. Piecing-—es suggested
ebove--the defeet of Tirigen in the st-h veer of Utu-hegel, which limits the
rnergin of error tc some 3 veers, end essurning thet Ur-nigin(ek) of Uruk in-
stituted his ewn calender with lecel dete forrnules when the lest Agede hing,
Shn-Durul, died, we get the revised errengeinent shown on the fellewing pege.

Te decide whether this er the successive errengement of the dynesties pre-
sented by the King List ccrnes neerer to the truth we mev eernpere first the
evidenee of Surnerien histerieel treditien. "We possess e number of texts whieh
stete thet the reign of Nerem-Sin ended in disester. The Sumerien te:-rt BE
XXXI, Ne. 1, reletes e tele of unsuccessful emens end divine deeisien t-e ever»-
threw his rule. The seme treditien is feund in the leng Nereni-Sin test edited
by Giiterheeic,“ where the gods likewise determine te overthrew his reign
end five his kingship to someone else. ‘In its mest preeise ferm the treditien
eppeers in Chronieie Weidner,“ eeeording to which Nerem-Sin ineurred divine
wreth so thet his rule wes overthrown end his kingship given to Gutiurn. Thet
this widespreed treditien rests en e solid historical besis is shewn, further, by

‘E See the leeel veer dates of this peried from Lagash in RLA II 133 f.
ii“ Cf. the pereiiels frem, e. g., Eshnunnaflc}, where the eelender simiierly ehanged from

“centralized dates” to iecel detes when the eity heeeme independent efter the 3d dynasty
ef Ur.

3' ZA n.F. VIII 28, ll. 31-33.
*5 Ibid- p. 4'9, I1. 21}-22; cf. Christian end Weidner in AUF V (1925-29) 140.
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a contemporary decmnent, a letter written in the time just after Narem-Sin,
which shows that the Gutian hordes were then already the actual masters of
the eoi.n1try.“‘~"

New it will be seen that the revised arrangement given abeve actually hes
the heginning of the Gutian dynasty at the end of Naram-Sin’s reign, in full
e.greement with the Sumerian tradition that Naram-Sin was overthrown and
that the Gutians tool-1 over his kingship. It is therefore clearly preferable to the
successive arrangement of the dynasties now presented by the King List; for
there the Gutians are separated from Narain-Sin by twelve later rulers, eever-
ing nearly a century. This result is not sinprising, for the successive arrange-
ment rests solely on the authority of the order of dynasties given in the King
List, and that feature of the list is, as we have seen above, quite unreliable.

The evidence from Sumerian tradition is not the only argument which shows
that the parallel arrangement of the dynasties is correct- Among the Gntian
rulers is one Elulumesh, whose neme is evidently Akkadian Elulum slightly
“Gutianised” by the Gutian cascfi’) ending -ed." This Gutian ruler Elu_luIn
is obviously the same man whom we find participating in the scramble for
power after the death of Sher-kali-sharri; his name appears there in Sumerian
form without mirnation as Elulu. The correctness of the revised arrangement
comes out plainly when we find that there Elulunrfis reign as Gutian ruler and
his participation in the struggle after Sher-kali-sharri belong to the same time.
By the successive arrangement they would be pulled more than eighty years
apart.

Lastly we may mention a date formula of Sher-kali-sharri, according to
which this ruler was a contemporary of the Gutian king Sarlag (sar-is-cg],
whom he defeated.“ New the King List has among the Gutian rulers one
whose narne is written sar-KIL-la-gab (var. sar-ar-la-ga-be} .
Since nn. may itself be read la g a b , it seems reasonable to assume that
the repetitious la - g e b following it represents a gloss which has got down
into the line, so that we should read s ar- 1 a ga b1“'Ech , an assumption
supported by the variant also.“ It is not difficult to recognise in the name Sar-
lag an abbreviated form of this Sarlagab; and the correctness of the revised

5“ JRAS, 1932, p. 296, BM 121295.

"l That as is a grammatical ending is suggested by the frequency with which it occurs
at the end of Gutian proper names. Of. Inimahaleet, Ieicitu-(ale, Igetau-(eld, and Iarla-
ga-(cit.

*1 RTE‘, No. 115; SAX, p. 225 c.
'2 Bee the discussion of the name abeve {p. 118, n. 291}.

i
.5

___,,_.-nu.-|—n.-u-\_I-\.-n_|-—-\.—\..'\-



293 Tun Suuearan Kine Lrsr

arrangement is once more evidenced when we find that in it Sarlagab and
Sher-kali-sharri appear as contemporaries.

The parallel arrangement, suggested by consideration of sources and of the
methods used by the author of the King List, is thus vouched for by Sumerian
historical tradition, which makes Gutiau dernination begin after Naram-Sin,
by the fact that it places the apparently identical Eluln and Eluiurnesh in
the same period, and by the fact that its correlation of Sher-kaii-shazrri with
Sarlagah corresponds with the synchronisrn Sher-kali-sharri-Sarlag. We have
therefore adopted it in preference to the successive arrangement, for which
there is no other authority than the highly suspect present order of dynasties
in the King List. ’
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A-Anne-pada, 55-55, I25-25, 151, 155, 154-
55, 155, and Tahles I-II

Aha, 15-15, 15, I-5, 5.5, T5
Ahi-Eshnh, 155; time ef —, 152
Ahi-aar5, 155 and Table II
Ahraharn, 55
Adlaalzé, 152, 145, 151 , dynasty ef -—-, I55-155,

Adad, 154
Adamdun, 251
additiena te the King List, 21, 52, 55-55",

51-T2, 55, 122-22, 155-55
Aelian, 5?, 55-51
Agade, 15, 111, 145, 155, 15?, 125, 152, 255;-—- tlynasty, e, a-11, 1e, ea-ea, as, 5?, sa-

51, 55-55, I15-15, 155, 155, 155-51, 1??“
25, 5541-5, and Tables I-II; - peried, 5?,11a, 144, 14s-an, 152, 155; — 1rariants,5,14, as-as, ea-as .

Aka, 55-55, 155, I55, 155, 152-55, and
Tahles I—II

.5.-ka.l5II1-El1.1{g]=, 151
Al-dcadian inflnenee en Smnerian, 145; —

lean wards in Bnrnerian, 17-15, 121; —-
paesage in King List, 52-55, 112-15

Akshak, 155, 155-55, 152, 151 _; dynasty ef
—-, 5, 5, 5-15, 12, 25, 152, 154-5 155-2,iaeiea, 155, 125-2?, raa, 1a1, and Tables

A-Kurgalfialcl, 155, 155, and Tahles I-II
Al. . . . , 152
Alalfiar, 55, 25-21
ab-lulimlfak), 55, 55, 25-21
arniasihle final eensenants, 55, 5?-55
Alnmi-Saduqa, tirne ef, 152; ‘ifenus tablets

ef —-, 155-5? .
Arneiite names, 124
Amnrru, 251
an, 55, 152, 155-55
Anam, 55
animal names, 1?’-15, 2'5-55, 152, 155
Anshan, 15?, 255-251
Ansud, 1'55-5

antedilnvian rulers, 155-57'; —- seetien efKing Lee, 5, 11, aa, aa-ea, ea-:5", 155
Anu-hfinini, 145
.4-nu-au, 122
Apil-5m, Tahle II
Aqqi, 145
Arad-gin, 25
Arad—Nanna(1r), 55
Arhum, aea Arwi=un1
arrangement ef dynasties, sea dynasties, aré

rangenient ef
Arwifinm fairhnni, Arwi, Arwiu], 15-15, I2-ra, 1a-ea, .51-55, as, as, an-s1
Ashnr temple, 152
Aahurhanipal, 5?’
Ashur-rimh—ishi I, 154-55
Asher-uhallit, 155-54
assimilatien ef vowels, sea yewels, assimila-

tien ef
Assyrian ehreneleg'§,', 151-54 5 -—- peried, 11,

55, 55, 145, 151
astreneniieal dating, 155-5?’, 155, 251, 255-4
Atah, 15, 15, I5, 25, 51-55, 55, 25-51
Atahha, 15-1e, 1s-ae, ar-aa, as, 25-55;-- variants, 15-25, as, ea, -aa-as
anther ef the King List, 15, 51-55, 155, 155,

145, 145-42, 152-55, 155-54, 254-5
Awan, 55, 155, 251; dynasty ef —, 4'E§'Z,'i—-55,

155-55
Aaupirmiu, 145

B, 15-25, 27-25, 42-45, 55, 55, 54, 5?, T5,
' 52-55, 152, 154-5, 155-5, 112, 115-15,

143, 1'I’4—'?5
Baha, 154-5
P-ahylen, T-5, 55, 2'5, 145, 154; lstodlynaaty

ef —, 155, 155, 152-55, 251; peri ef 1st
dynasty ef -—-, 5-T, 5-15, 55, 14-4, 1T5

Babylonian ehrenelegieal material, 151,
155-52

Bad-tihira[1~:}, 55-55 _: antedilnvian dynasty
ef ——, 55, 25-25, 74 "

Bahina, ea-ea
Balih (Wa1ih}, 55-51’, I55, and Tables I-II
Balulu, 55-5'5, 125, 154, and Tahlm 1-H

255 _-\.__|u-u-
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Bar-Ilitabbafilr}, 155
Bar-namtarra, 155
Ealr-siil-nunna, as-as, res, res, and Tables
"Bavian date,” 154
Berossus, so, so-rs, sr-as
Bo-an-?»nm, 25-25
B5;-I-Sin of Iain, I541-55, 155, 155, and Tabla

155r15‘1n of Ur, 15.2-25, 155-51, 155, 155-55,
124-25, and Table I1

calendars, see date lists and dating systems
case endings, Akkadian, 55; Gutian -—-, 252
Gassite invasion, 155
“causative” ~ n - , 131-55, 135
chronology, absolute, 155, 151, 154-55, 251-
, 4; Assyrian —, sea Assyrian chronology;

Babylonian — ace Babylonian chrono-
logical materiaf

city king lists, sac date lists, local
collation of W13, 25, 55
collective form of nouns, 55; —- of verbs, ass

verbs, collective form of
consonants, amissible, 55, 52-55; {l5V5llJp-

ment of —-, 15, 21-22; ass also em e- sar.
forms and nasaliaation

coiggentions observed in transliteration, 15,

Dadasig, 55-52, I55, and Tables I-11
Dagfin, 113
Damiq-ilishu, 5-2, 122, 135, 155, 155-55,

and Table II
Damqi-ilishu, 155-55 _
date formulas, 122-25, 132-35, 144, 142-45,

155-%1; local -, 252, 254-5
date lists, 125, 144, 142-45, 155-51, 255;

local -—-, 151, 154, 155-55, 151, 155-55,
125-52, 152, 252, 25-4-5

date of original Hing List, 125-41
dates off extant manuscripts of King List,

5-2, 5-15, 25, 124
Dati-E1111, 115
dating, criteria for: i£leolo%y, 155-45; lan-

guage, 52-55, 125-45, 15 ; names, types
of, 152-55; orthography, 2, 2, 124, 151-55,
-155, 122, 152, 154-55; sign forms 5-2 5-

_ 15, 154-55, 252; stratigraphy, 151; silyle
of statuary, 155; tablet forms, 154-55

dating systems, .a.ssyrian, 151-52; Baby-
. lonian -—, 155; 5nmerian -, 142-51

"deified-kings, 55, 55-55
'Del11551,55, 55-55, 55-55, 25-22
rleterminatives, use of, as dating evidence,

'1', 55, 135, 153

dialectal forms, sea e m e - sar. forms
dictation, errors due to, 14, 12, 25, 51, 51,

54, 125
Dudn, 155
Dude, king of Agade, 24-25, 11,1;-15, 12?,

255, and Table II
Dongs, s a n g a -priest of Ningirsnfk}, 145-

5|
Duggagib, sea Zuqaqip
Dumu-si{d} (Tammns} of Bad-tibiraflr}, 25-

25
Ilnnlu-si{d} {Tarnmnsl of Urulc, 55-55,res-as, 145, rro, and Tables I-II
Dungi, sea Shulgi
Dar-an-ki{kl, T5
tilyriasties, arrangement of, 2, 15, 55-55, 55,so-rs, rs-rs, 152, 1o-=1-s, 155-52, so-1-s;

division of —, 151-52, 155-55, 122-25;
parallel —-, 2-5, 155, 255-5

dynasties of one ruler each, formulas for
totals in, 35, 53, 51-55, 55, 152

E, ensi (ls) of Adah, 145
E-Annalfik}, 32, 55-55', 52, 51, 145
E-Annalfl-:1-tum (Lemma), 55, 55, 155, I55-

51; inscriptions of —, 132, 154; time of —,
21, 152, 122, 154-55

Early Dynastic II-III, 155 and Table II
Egypt, relations of, with Mesopotamia, 155
Egyptian chronology, 155, 153
E-Ishkur{ak}, 155
Ekallste, 194.
E-kishirgal, 252
E-kor, 55-55
Elam, 52, 54-55, 55, 55, 152, 141, 125, 251
Elarnite documents, 15, 55, 155; -—- lan-

guage, 45-41; — versions of King List, 1,1o-11, as-2c, 34, 45-41, as, s1, as-as
(sea also 5111, Sus, Sn,-M)

Elili{n), 154
Elulu (Hula) of Agade, 24-25, 55, I11;-I5,mg soc, sar-s, and Table II

IofUr, 541-55, 125, 15.5, 155, and Tables

Elnlumesh 12, nasa, 125-21, cos, sar-s,and Table 11
e m e -sar. forms, 15, 21, 24
Emisnm, Table II
Emutbal, 155
En-am-gal-Annafik}, 255
En-Anna-tum I, 155 and Tables I-II
En-Anna-tmn II, 155 and Tables I—II
Enhi-Eshtar, as-av, 11s, res-aa, I55, 155,and Tables r-11
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E31-e[n}tar-eifd], 114, 143-51], 133, and
Tables I-11; inseriptien ef —, 13? ,1, time
ef —-, 137

Enki, 30, 193-39
Enkide, 33
Enlil, 59-BU, 39, 33, 173, 193-33, 331, 234;

—— temple in Nippur, Q3, 15?
Enlil-bani, 3-7, 33, 136-31’, 130, 145, 1'?'5,

and Table II
Enlillafikj-ai(dj|, 93-33
Enlil-naclin-apli, 133-94
En-rne{nl-rbarage-si, 56, S3-35, 142-43, 132,

163, 133, and Tables I-II
En-men-dar-Annaflr), 114-?“5
En-men-gal—Anna(k], 3.3-?-3
EH-DIED-1u"AHHH(k), ?’O-?'3
En-n:=e[n)-numia, T3, 30-33, 133, I33-33,

and Tables I-11
En-rneir}-kar, 53, 77, 35, 36‘-3?’, 33, 143-43,

133 and Tables I-II
En-nI.ln~dara-Anna[lr), an-ax, res, rssea,

and Tables I-11
Enriclapiair, ass Erridnpieir
En-shalnush-Anna{lc), 111:]-1111, 1311-T-*1, 133,

133, and Tables I-11; tiine ef —, 143
En—sipa[d}-zi{d}-Annafikl, 33, ’l-‘2,l—?’=5
En-ternena, 133, 143-Ell], 133, 133, and

Tables I-II; inseriptiens ef —, 13?, 133,
143-51, 131, 134-35; statue ef -—, 33

epithets, 29-33
epenym lists, 132
Era, see Irra
Ericlnfig), 53-61, 34, 33; antedilnvian

clyaasty ef —, 35-133, ‘HIP-31
Erishure, 192-33
Erridnlpizir (var. Enridapisir}, 11?, 333, and

Tab e II
errer, seuree ef, sea dietatien
E-sag-ila, 146
Esarhadden, 192-93
E-sbar, 149
Esh-barra, 33
Eslmunnaflr), 141}, 149, 205; sss also Tell

Asmar
Eslitar-nriuti, res-9, 110, 15s-e1, res, and

Tables I—II
Etana, as, so-sr, 142-as 1115-‘as, 153, rsa,

153-51’, re-2, res, and Tables I-11
Fara names, 150, 13?-30; -— tents, 34, 14?’,

1:2-{$1, 134-35, 13?-33; sea also Sheree-
P

Fleed, sea Deluge
fennulas: fer ehange ef djrnast , 14, 33-3?’,

33, 41, 43--44, 46-43, 35, 31-34, IUD, 131,
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13’?-43, 1'I"III|; fer dynasty tetal, 14, 33, 33-
4:4, 43-43, 53, 31-63, 139; fer int-rerlneing
new Cl}'1‘1.H-3'l31EB, 29, 64, I3?’-33, 111?’, 1221354:-re, 1-13, 152, 1:12, 1es-es, 11's-rel
fer intredneing single rulers, 14, 33-33:
33, 42, 49, 5-=1-55, 61-Be, es, 10-:1, 131,
1T[l' fer L:ing’s father 13 21 23-29F’ 7 3- ,1

G, 13,36‘, as, =12, 106, 115319
Ga-nhar, 93
Gasbanannafla], 32
G.i-I-Ema-nunena, .96-9?, 163, 13.9, and

Tables I—II
genitive ease, sea grammar
Gilgana-es, 13, er, as-91, 112-4,4, 146, 15?res, rm, res, Isa, rsaesa, res, ancl

Tables I—II
Giniil-....,seeSl1u-_... '
glesses, 33, 33, '39, I13, 169, 133, 23?’
grannnar: ease endings, 63, 20?; genitive

ease,_31-23, 311, T1, 30; infix -ra- , 33;
leeat1v_e_esse, 33; nouns, plurals ef, 3'3;
prepesitien “after,” 66; relative sen-
tenees, 33, 135, 143; subieet element - e ,1?, eefse, 135; suffix -bi, av, as, ea;
verb, identifying, and verb, transitive,
sea verb; verbs, eelleetive, passive, and
singular, ass verbs

Greek traneliteratiens ef El11111ere—.3.lcl£aclian
names, 7'3-T1, 31'-33, 33, 133

Gudea, 133, 143; inseriptiens ef —-, 131,
131-33, 143; statue ef -—-, 33

Gulkisbar, 133, 135
Gungnnure, 13'? and Table II
Gnnicln, Tables I-II
Gursbar, 133 and Tables I-II
Gntian language, 119, 21]’? ,1 -— peried, 133
Gutiuize, dynasty ef, 3, 11-13, 3?, 116-31,

133-43, 133, 303-3, and Table II

Ga. .n.r, ?6-?’?’ =

Habil-kin, us-1.9, eee, and Table 11
Hablnm, 120-31, 2116, and Table II
Hanaaei, dynasty ef, 96-99, 153
Hanrnnnrabi 113, 193, 195-33; —- dynasty,

193 (sea abs Babylon, lat d}?I'l£-l-3‘l'1_Y efj; --
ggrieci 5-B, 10, 123, 191; pest- -—~ peried,

Hani, 149
Hatanish, ssess
Hebrew narne, ‘F3
Hublajnuri, 231

Iarlagab, I13-13, 236, and Table II
Iarlagan, 133, 1511'
Iarlaganda, 1.35‘-31, 2113, and Table II

__-|-—|-u.-
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Iarlagasb, 113-15, 33?
Iarlafingabl, 113-13, 255, and Table II
Iasbl-ila, 1a-1
*Ia5bi-Irra, 124
Ibate, 113-I3, 335, and Table II
I{b}b1-Sin, 13, 133-33, 133, 134, 174-75,

13?, 133-301, and Table II
Ibrannrn, 113-1.9, 255, and Table II
Idarnaraz, 135
Iidjrlin-Dagfin, 53, 13»;-35, and Table II
1(5)-zlin-Esl1tar, 135
ideegrsms, 113; peeucle- —, 13, 135
itleelegy at the King List, 133-41, 153,

153-54
Igesbansb, 13, 113-13, 335-‘T, and Table II
Igigi {v'3I'. Irgigi}, 34-35, 53, 113-13, 114,

13?’, 335, and Table II
Iltfln-pi-Eshtar, 3
Il, 133
Ilbaba, sss Zababa
Ilka? I[Illr;un:1}, 33-33, 153, anti Tables I-II
Ilts.-satlunl, 33-33, 153, anal Tables I-II
Ilnln, ass Elnln ei Agacle
Ilnnia-ilurn, 135-35
llnshn-ilia, 145
Iln-sbfirna, 133
Irnbia, sss In1ta='
Irnjii 34, 35, 53, 111,1-15, 11?, 335, and Table

111113-3.?‘ {var. hnbia}, 13, I13-15, 123, 235, and
Table II

Inanna{l:}, 35-37’, 133, 155, 233, 253
infis. »ra—, 53;-- -5e-, 134
Iniraabakesb, 13, 113-13, 120-21, 255-7,

and Table II
Inkisbusb, 12, 113-1.9, 255-7', and Table II
Inpiq-Hanisb, 143
interregnuin in the Agade peried, 24, 35,

53-53, 112-15, 177
Irarure, 113-19, 235, and Table II
Irsisi, as Isisi
Irra (Era), 7, 124
Irra{’I‘j|- . . . . ,3
Irra-in:i(t)ti, 135-3?, 133, and Table II
Ishbi-Irra, 51-53, 134-35, 13.3, and Table II
Ishknr, 133, 353
Isbl:nr- . . . . , 125
Isb1n5-Dagan, 3, 13.5-35, and Table II
Isbnié-Bharnasb, 153-3, 153-51, 133, and

' Tabla I-II '
Islifl-3, 12, 153-3, 153-55, 135, and Tables

Isin, 133, 133, 135-33; |:lj,n1ast§,r sf —, 5-13,
12, 57-55, 133, 135-33, 135, 13?’-5'5‘, and
Table II; — peried, 33, 135, 133-T23,
135-35

Isin-Larsa peried, 3, 35, 51, 33-'33, 33, 133,
13?, 145, 143, and Table II '

Itér-plsha, I35‘-3? and Table II

J, 11, 1'5‘-1'3, 35', 33, 41-32, 53-53, 54-55,
135-311, 131, and plate at entl

Jaradst Nasr peried, 133

K, 11, 3.5-36‘, 3'?’-33, 41-42, .43, 53, 55-57, 55,
30-33, 123, 131

Ka-I-:u1’g},' 100-101, Ira, 1115-1'5’, 133, and
Tables I-II

Kalbuni, 33-33, 133, and Tables I-II
Kallbum, 15-13, I3-31', 55-55, ?'3—’-53
Kandalflnu, 135
Kazallu, 133
“king sf Kisb,” 155-55, 1s1-as
king lists, Assyrian and Babylenian, 131-35 _;

leeal -, sss date lists, leeal
kings, missing, 2-3, 153, 155-55, 1'13-T3,1se~ss, 1ss
l£1I11i','3h1p, deseent ef, frem heaven, 53-53,

55-55; lnevenients ef -—- en earth, 3?, 55,
133-43, 153, 152; theery ei single —, 55,1s-s-ts, 1ss, 1ss~es

Kirknlr, 33 -
Kish, s, s, 1a, es, vs, 1e=-1, 1ee, 111, 1-11%,14s, 1st-tr, 153-53, 1st-es, 1T3—T3,

131-33, 133; 1st ::lj,*nast;v ei —, 5-3‘, 3-11,14-33, sass, er, vs as-ss, 153-53,1554as, 151', 133, and Tables 1-11, as dynastyof -, as-sar, 153, 15s-es, rss, and
Tables I--II; 35 dyiiastv ef —, 11, 15,sa-51, 102, It'll;-5, -1ss, 1ss-sv, 1ss-ee,
1?3, and Tables I-II; 4th clj,=nast§,r ei —~,10-11,53-5,1, 102, 134, res-11, 1ss, 155-
5?, 153-51, 1'I-*3-?3, and Tables I-II

Ktvafra}, 33, 53, T3, 33-33, 142
Kudda, 51, 115-15, 115, 335, and Table II
I{u(g)-Baba, 15, 53-541, 13.1-5, 135-3, 113,
14, 145, 153-51, 133-3.9, 1?‘?, 13.9,
and Tables I-II

K111. . . . , 94-95
Kullab, 30-31, 142»-43
Kurlil terse, 135
Kurmn, 113-15, ‘255, and Table II
Kutir-Nabbnnise, 13
Knyunjik, 11

L,, 9, 1s, 2-=1-er, as, ss, as-ss, ss, =11-ta,meta, -tr, as-sa, as-as, ss, a;-it-1,ma-s, 115-31, 1s1, na, rrs
La 5‘, 33, 35, 42, 55-55, 35-33
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Laha. . . .r's, 99-91, 199, and Tables I-II
Laerabum (Laerab, Lasirab}, 119-19, 999,

snrl Table I1; inseriptien sf -—-, 119, 999
L h, 114, 199, 149-51, 155, 157-59, 191,

1%-91, 194-91, 999, and Tables I-II
L91-nr-slimmsfkj, 79
Lamlsnrru, T5, 99
language, see dating, erlteria fer; else

grammar a-59 nrthngraphy
Larak, 59-59; antedilnvian I1lf,='1'1sE-1;}? sf —-,

99, 99-99, 99
Larsa, 5, T9, T5, 199-99, 197’-99, 991; ante-

clilnvian dfymssty -sf —-, 59, '11-'19 ‘T4;dynasty n --, 1s?-ss and Table Ii; -
lisi-, see WE; — peried, see Isin-Larsa
peried

Lssirab, see Laerabum
lill-9»+:lem-sn, 19, 99, 99-91, 149
-lirnxrmr lists, 191-99
Lipit-Enlil, 199-99, 135, and Table II
Lipit-Eshtar, 199-99 and Table 11
Lngsl. . . . , 191-99
Lugsl-ands, 149-59, 199; statue sf -—, 99;

time sf -, 99, 149, 19?’
Lngal-Anne—mun1:lu, 199-9
Lngsl-bands ss, ss-ss, s1, 14s-ss, 149,rm, and Tables 1-II
Lngal-lclnisheszludu, 199-191, 199, 19.9, 199-

99, 199, 194, 199, and Tables I-II
Lugal-kisal-si, 9, 199-191, 199, 199, 195'-99,

and Tables I-II
Lugalski-tun, 99-99, 119, and Tables I-II
Lugal-me-lam, 51, 54, 119
Lngalmu, 99-91’, 199, 193, and Tables I-II
Lngal-shag-engnr, 149
Lugs;-tarsi, 191-99
Lngs1—ss-ge-si,119-11, 199-91,199, 1'11, 11'9-

99, and Tables I-II
Lnmma, 99-99; see slss E—1'-1.11ns.[l{}-1.9111

Maeri {Mari}, 1:l3mssl-31 el, 19, 199-9, 199,
159-59

Magslgslla (var. Mamagalla), 99-9?, 149-
49, 199, and Tables I-II

Malgia, 199-99 '
Mamagalla, see lvlagalgslla
Man-ishtushn, 94, 99-97’, 99, 11.9-19, 159,

19?’, 191-99, and Tables I-II
mannseriggzs sf King List, e:-rbant, see G, J,

K1 L1] 2! PE] P3; P-'9} P5; PB-1 B} E-I-11] Eu?!

919+-_.-., WE; hypethetiesl aneestral —, see
91 Bl 311, X, Y, Z

Mfirblti-apal-nsnr, 11
Marduk, 999
lvIarc111k—n9din-she, 194-95

Mari, see Maeri
Msshda, 15-19, 1?’-19, 29, s1-ss, ’1s, ss-s1
Ma.sh-511131, 151
Mslsgl-Ansslkl, as-ss, rss, and Tables
I~.i%1:Ei;IE§ifi11£€k;-, ss-ss, 1ss, res, ass
Menes, 199
l"vIes-Anne»-pails, s, ss-ss, 155, 1ss, rss-es,

191-99, 199, and Tables I-II
9I"§sfi}-ns, ss-ss, 142-ss, res, and Tables
MB-Eflim, 9, 149, 191-99; inseriptiens sf —,

149,151
Mes-l~:s-lam-clU.[g], 191
Mes-kiag-gasl1er,91, s4-es, ss, 1112-ss, rss,

199, and Tables I-II
I’vIes»l-ziag-mmnafilcl (var. Mes-kisg-Nan-

Iilaficll, 941-95, 19.9-99, 199‘, snd Tables

Mesepetamia, relat-inns sf, with Egypt, 199
missing lrlngs, see kings, missing
Muatl, 199
Muati-qnfibjblsin, 199
Mnrn, 139-49, 999-4

Nahsnidns, 194
Nfibfi ef Bersippa, 199
names, Aklcaclian, in Sumerian eentest, 19
names, meanings sf; A-lnlimrfalr}, '11;

Arwinnn, 1’l'—19, 99; Etana., 99-91; Gil-
%ames, 199-99; Hatfinish, 99; Inpiq-

anish, 149-59; Kslibum. 1?, '19; Ku{g]|-
Ilaba, 194; Lugalmn, 9?;Ms_gs.lgal1s, 99 ;
Man-ishtushil, 119; Mashds, 11-19, 99;
l'Ir.'[nati-r:;n{b}bls1n, 199; NH-nglfih-lishmfi,
‘F9; Pal9~l~:in5.tim, '19; Qslfimn[m), 1'1,
'i'9—'l'9; Tisl-zar, 99; Zuqsqlp, '19

names, readings ef, see readings sf names;
spelling sf - in English eenterst, 99, Tl’,
99-99

Nangish-lishmll, 99-1'9
Nani, ses Nanum
Hanna, 99-99, 199-T9
Nanriia, 199-9, 149-49, 159-91, 1'99, and

Tables I-II
Hannm (var. Nani], 94, 99, 59, IL;-19, 19?,

999, and Table I1
Naplinnm, 199-99, 991, and Table II
Narfim-Sin, 94, 99, 99, 119-19, 11?’, 1'1"?-99,

995-9, and Table II
nssslisatien, 119
Nebnehadnessar I, 194
Nee-Babylonian peried, 7'9, 145
Niclaba, ‘T9-'i"l", 99
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Nigi, 99
I*1ingirsu{l<}, 199, 149
Ninhursag, 99
Ninsun, 91, 994
Nintu, temple cf, in Adah, 199
Nin-tnr, 119
Ninnrta, 199
Ninurta-n9din-sbumfiti, 194
Nippur, 5-9, 19, '15, 99, 99, 99, 151, 114,

195-99, 999-991; — lists, 51 (see alse
L1.-g 9-'-‘Id 112-5)

nctes, cngvists’, 1'1, 91, 199-191, 111, 111
“nctes," histerical and gsnealcgical, 19, 19,

99, 91, 195, 141-41, 151, 154, 151, 199, 199
ncnns, plurals cl, 99
numbering cf lines, 19, 15, 99
numerals, pcsiticns cf, 99-99, 119, 199-99,

114-'15 '
numerical system, Sumerian, 91, 199
Numl-rurru, 15, 99
Nar-Adad, Table II
N9:-Ninshubur, 199-91
Nusi tests, 99

erder cf dynasties sec dynasties, arrange-1119119 cf; -- cf rulers, 1s, 19-99, ss-cc, ss,
19, 194, 191-9, 114, 199; -- cf signs, see
crtbngrapby

nrthegrsphy: amissible final ccnsnnants,
99, 91-99; "causative" —n-, vvriting cf,
191-95, 199; genitive, vvriting cf, 99, '11;

'idecgra;:-hic writing, 119; iniis -99- cr
-91-, 194; erder ef signs 19, 99, 119,
194-99; pbcnetic writings, 15, 1'1, 99, 99,
194-9; prep-nsiticn “with,” vvriting cf, 119;
nseudc-idengraphic vvritings, 19, 199; sub-
ject element -n -, asitigéa cf, 99, 99,s1, as, 191-95, 199-99; s eee, "ivriting
cf, 199

P1, 5-9, 1, 15-19, 91, 99, 94-9'1, 99, 91, 91-ss, 41-49, as-av, as, sc, ss, as-sv, es,
99, 1'9-.95, 99-I91, I99, III-I9, 1142-19,
199-91, 194-95, 191, 149, 111, 1'19-'15

P1, 9, 15-19, 99, 94-91, 99, 9'1’-99, 99, 49,
.49-49, 59, 59-99, 55-5'1, 94, 1'9-91, 91,1-95,111-14,119 _

P1, 9-1, 99, 99, 99, 41-49, 49, 51, 55-59,
119-19 -

P1, 1, 15-19, 99, 9'9, 99-99, 41-49 -sc,. as-ss, es, as-ss, 199-91
195, 114-15

P1, 1-9, 99, 99, 41-49, 41, 55-59
Pals-kinfitim, 19-19
11-91I9I1}"IZ|'J199, fcrmula fer, 19, 91, 99 ; use cf

sabject element with —-, 99-94
-Peleg, 99 . '

51‘;ED"9I-1 99

phcnetic writings, see erthngraphy
prepasitinn "after," 99; -—- "with," 119
Pnsur-ili, 51, 1141-19, 119, 999, and Table II
Pusur~Nirah {Pusnr-Saban), 19, 194, 199-1,

159-99, 119, 119, and Tables I-II
Pusnr-9in cf Gutium, 199-91, 999, and

Table II
Punur-91:1 nfKisl1, 53-54, 194-5, 199-9, 159-

99, 199, 111, and Tables I-II

Qa-liirnufml , 15-99, 19-19

readings cf names: Alcshal-: fingkil, 199;
Ansud (a n - an}, 199; Bad-tibirafilc} 19;Elnldan {LI-ln-nl- ens, 111; niaci-
Eshtar, 99, 199' En-shakush-,4nna{k),111; Irra, 194; Kb.='a[ra} 5.1-gsfifne-ean,
99; Kufigjl-Babs {lc 1'1 - as-9}, 194-5;
Laerab, 119; Lulgftl-I-zinisbe-dudu 119;
Maeri, 99, 199; nail’)-gfi, 99; l?usnr—
Nirab, 199, 119; Samng, 99-99; Sal-la ab
{ssir-nLr,—la-gab] , 119, 991; 9911-
ruppak, 15; Ur-9absba{k} flu r - das-Mat-
Man), 191; Zuqaqlp, 19

readings cl signs: 15, 91, 49, 1'1-'19, 99, 99,
119, 991; sn= an 1:1,, 199; nr~r= in, 159;
a9=k Es. 19; LI=-E: crie, 114; as in Sn, =
mistal-is fbr as, 94; Pa in as mu- n a- s=
1];-lsé , 199; "run-na-Tr den-l*il=1i11i“ ‘lea-19,

ralative sentences, see grammar
Rim-Sin, 19, 191-99, and Table II
Iiimush, 94, 99, 91, 99, 49, 119-19, 155, 115,

111-19, 191-99, and Tables I-II
rulers, missing, see kings, missing

9, 9, 19, 94-9'1, 99, 99-9.1, 99-99, 41-49,
1,19‘-1,95’, 41-49, 59, 51-51,1, 55-59, 99, I911-
19, 199, 191, 111-19

Sfibéans cf Harran, 19
9-anlsn-iluna, 1, 195-99
Samug, 59, 99-99, 199-99, and Tables I-II
9amu1um, Table II
ss-gee (9harru{m}-kin}, 1s, 1s, se, ss-sv,191, 119-19, 149, 145-49, 149 155, 159-91, res, as-ss, 1s1-as, and Tables I-II
Sargenic times, 99, 191; pre- — times, 149-ss, 149-51, rss
Sarlag, 991-9
Bafiagab, 19, 119-19, 999, 991-9, and Table

Sennaeherib, 194-95
Sbala, 194
Shalmaneser I, 199-99
Ehamshi-Adad I, 199-99
Sbar-lisli-sharrl, ss-ss ss, ss, 11s-rs, 111-ss, scs, es?"-s, and Table II
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Shes-ru{m}-l~:iIn, see Eargc-n
Ebiruclub, 15
3b3—Du1'ul {Gimil-Dru-ul), 25, 35, 11¢;-15,

19?, 955-5, and Table II
3hfi-ilishu {Gimil-iiishuj, 53, 199, 151-35,

and Table II
Shulgi {II-iurlsil, 391 15-9'53, 134, 135, 133,

133, 1?-1-T5, 353, and Table II
3hu1n1e=', 13, 113-1.9, 355, and Table 11
5l1ulpa*’e, 132
Bhuruppale, 53-59, 59, 151; antedilnvianel3n1ast§,' sf -, se, as, es, es, 1'1;-1’?
Bhuruppalujkij, '15
3115-3in {Girni1-3in] sf Akshak, 195-1’, 159-

59, 1?5-1?, an-ti Tables I-II
3115-Sin {fiismil-Sin} ef Ur, 12 93, 195-.93,129-31, 133-35, 111-rs, and’ Table 11
sign ferms as dating evidenee, eee clat-ing,

eriteria fer
signs erder ef, see ertbegraphy: erder ef

sigtlis; readings ei -, eee readings ef signs
3i1li-Adad, Table II
Blrnasllu, 155
3-imu-ciar, 155-9, 119, 159-51, 153, and Ta-

bles I-II
Siniurum, 299
3111, 993
Sin-i{r1}rlinan1,_ Table II
Sin-iqisham, Table II
3111-iribam, Table II
5111-rnagir, 5, 135-13?, 135, anrl Table II
31a-rnnballit, 199-99
Sippar, 53-59; antedilnvian dynasty ef -,se, es, es, as-as
3i=‘u|[n1}, 135-51, 159, 395, and Table 11
spelling ef 3-urneriau and Akkadian names in

English eentent, 59, 7?, 33-33
statues ef ge-els, 19-1; —- sf kings, 99
stratigraphy, 131
3u, 19, 55, =15-=13, 59, 53-55, 1'15
3u1, 15", 15-13, 35', 2=l=—-2?’, .33, 31;, 35-33, .55-',-11-ss,1s-as,-1?-es, 31, 53,111-ea, as-51,es, as-es,sa—s1,ss-154, ma-1.e, 111;-15,

133-35, 131, 1?-*-1—'?’.T
3u=, 15, 511-55, 31-33, .15, =11-43, 1,15-11?’, 13,

59, 511-55, 55, 59, '15‘-‘F3, 35-55, 95, 131
S115-|-4, 1111-11, 9+-1-3'1’, 33, 35, 35"-33, .:,'[5', 41-

-‘12, .-13-.55‘, -'=1?'—5E|, 51-55, 55, 33-15111, 1341-se, 1sa~s1, 1:11, 111, 1?-1, 11s
Su. , . . , 95-9'1‘, 153, and Tables I-II
suhjeet element - e , 1'1’, 39-35, 135
subjeet element - u - , writing ef, eee erti1eg-

raphy
sueeessien of djgrnasties, eee djrussties, ar-

rangement sf; —~ ef rulers, see erder sf
rulers

3nd, 151
3uel-an-siria, 151
sui"fi:e - b i, 3?, 45, 35
suffixes, use sf, as dating evidenee, 135
3nmu-aburn, ’I"—3, 193, and Table 11
=3un1u-El, 133 and Table II
Sumu-la-El, 193 and Table I1
sun-ged, see Utu
51133, 19-11, 35, 95, 391; — lists, eee Elamlte

versiens ef King List and Sui, Sus, S1111.
Syriae names, “F3, 3'1, 39-99

39-e, .95’-9?’, 153, and Tables I-II

Tarnrnus, 91; eee ales Damn-si|'[el]|
Tell Asmar, 119; eee elee Eslinlmnaflej
Telleb, 131-33; see elee Lagash
tests ef King List, see rnanuseripts
Theedere bar K5n1, 3?, 39-99
Tiglathpileser, 1911-95
Tifigan, 135-.91, 133939, 295-5, and Table

titles: “king ef Kish,” 155-55, 131-39;
“king ef the feur regiens " 11?, 293; "55-
spring ef Dagan,” 113; fiefispring sf En-
lii," 113; lugal 1: alam-n1a,1’.='1

Tlslcar, 55, 39-33, 155, an-:1 Tables I-II
translatiens, eaplanatiens ef, 35-37’, 53-59,

51-53, 1?’, 3-'1, 35, 33, 99-91, 155, 113,
13?-33, 143, 193-99, 291; see alse names,
meanings ef

traérgsfiteratien, eenventiens ebserved in, 15,

transpesitien ef signs, eee ertbegraplijr: er-
der ef signs

Tulrin-hatti-nligislia, 251
TulrnltI»l~l'inurta I, 192

aI-'=Ubairl, 2, 135
Ubar-Tutuflrl, 53, 59, 59, M-?’5
Umma, 99, 125, 139, 159, 1'19, 131
LlI1'1n:iin"i:l, 1-'-19
Unclalulu, 19, 15‘5'—?, 159-59, 1?'5-?’?’, and

Tables I-II
Unsi, 19, 155-‘.3’, 159-59, 115, 131, and Ta-

bles I-II
‘Ur, es, 141, 155, 157', 131, 1e-1', 1i"9-T5, 1s1-

ss, 135, 135, lss, 195, see-see, sea; 1st
dgnasty ef —-, 5, 9, 53-35, 153, 155, 15’?-
5 , 1'13-T5, 131, 1541-35, and Tables I-II;
as dynasty ef --, 1e, 155-151, 153, 15s,
15'? 1'15-1'5‘, 133, 133, and Tables I-II;
as tiljruaatjr of _, 1, 15-13, er-es, Iss-ss,

- 13s, 111-“rs, ma, Isa-see, sea-s, and
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Table II; peried ef 3d dynasty sf —, 93,
112, 129, 131, 139-49, 14'?

1,Tr- . . . . , 3
Ur-Dufiljkugafik), 159-5? and Table 11
Ur-E-1.195|[k), 149
Ur-Engur, see Ur-1\1am1nu{11}
Ur-»gigir{alr), 51, 111,1-15, 115, 295, and Ta-

ble II
Ur-lsl1l<u1'{alr}, 93
Urig.§gal{al<) (var. Ur-l'~lungal{alr]), 99-91,

Uaarsamafkl [Ur-Engur}, er-es, sa, nes-se, 132, 133, 111-vs, seas, and Table I1
Ur-Nanslie[k] {Ur-Nina}, 153-59, 134-33,

199, and Tables I-II; statue bf -—, 99;
 E sf —, 13'?-33, 199; — level at Tellnh,

T.lr-nigingalrj, 51, 1142-15, 115, 295-5, and
Table I

Ur-Ninfi, sea 'Ur~1'~l'ansl1e{k]
Ur-Ninurtafikj, 21, 155-55, and Table II
Ur-Nungal|fa1r] (var. Ur-lngalflakjbj, 99-91,

129, and Tables I-11
Ur-Sinaifk}, 93-99
Urulc, 3, 21, 59, 35-37', 39, 91, 139, 141-43,151-11, 1e1, 153, 1e-1', 159-T2, 151, 133,

195, 294-5; 1st dynasty sf -—, 5-'1, 19,
55, 35-93 151-53, 155, 15?, 1T1, 132, 135,
and Tablbs I-II; 2d dynasty sf —-, 11,as~1e1, 1ss 155, 151', Isa-vs, 155-51,
and Tables IT-II; 3d dynasty bf --, 19-11,115-1'1 153 1.-as 151', 1115-e1, 111, ras-
59, and Talfles 1-II; 4th dynasty bi" T,
5, 9-11, 59-51, 54, 11/1-1?’, 129, 153, 155,
15?’, 1'11, 595-9, and Table II; 5tl1 dynas-
ty ef —-, 11-12, 159-53, 1'11, 595-9, and
Table II; - peried, 139

U111-an-gina, 159, 1'79-39, and Tables I-II;
—- peried, 13?-33; -— texts, 143, 134-35

Uriufi12, nee-'1', 15a-an, 119-21’, and Tables
UriPtu|[l;}, s1, 11s-11', ans-e, and Table
Ur-2ababa(l<), 13, 195, nae-a, 11e-11, 11:1,159-51, 153, 195, 11s-re, and Tables 1-

H
Ur-sageci, 131-32
Tish, 139
91%-agar, ma-s, 159-51, ma, and Tables
"11su1-per" in Agade dynasty, 23
Utu, a1, s1-ea, 112-as, 151

Utu-hegal, 12-13, 39, 159-51, 135, 133-41,
145, 595-1, 295-5, and Table II

Utuk, 9?, 13'?
U1;ul-l-:alamma[l=.'.fJ, 99-91, 1'.-"9, 135, and

Tables I-11

value sf variants, 35, 49-43, 45-49
values ef signs, see readings sf signs
verb, identifying {- a in}, 39-32, 35, 51-53,

135; transitive —, 35-37’
verbs, eelleetive ferm bf, 39, 33, 35, 39, 52-

53, 99, 192, 11?, 129-39, 135; passive —,2%-av, av; singular —, se, ea, av, as, es~
vowels, assimilatl-sn bf, 13, T5—'?'5, 33, 1T1,

193

Walih, see IE‘-alih
Warad-....,3
W'arad-13in, 19, 133, and Table 11
v-vs, .1, 11, 1s, 15-15, 1s, s1, as, as, as-av,-33-31, se-as, -11-av, .19-an, s1-es, as-ea,

52, 1'?-15?, 131, 135-35, 143, 159-'11, 1'13-? ,1 1'
'|;v1'1tings, eee ertbegrapby

X, 1,5’, 43, 59, 55

Y, 15, 44-45, 43, 59, 51-55, 55-5?, 1'15
Ya-mutbal, 195

2, 51-15, 59, 55
Zaba='a, Table II
2ababa {l1baba]|, 197', 132
Zabshali, 291
Zabum, Table II
Zambia, 159-5?“ and Table II
Zarikum, 159
2i-u-sud-ra, 59-59, '15, 193
Zuqaq1p, 15-21, 1'5-?'9
Eusu, 131

. . . .-alimmaflc}, T2

. , . ,bi-1.1551-1115, 195-5

. . . .gi, 199-191, 1'15, 129, and Tables I-I1
. . . .l:;idunnu, T2
. , . .-lugal, 195-3
.. . .-lfi-gal , 195-3
. . . .ni, 195-5
. .uggelgim, 35-3'1
. . . .si, 195-5
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