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Foreword

Since this book concerns chronology, I will begin by recalling the date 8th to 9th September 2015, when a conference
entitled ‘New Perspectives on the Chronology of the Early Second Millennium BC in the Near East and Egypt’ was
held at the University of Lille, organised by Denis Lacambre and Werner Nahm. Nine years later, we have before us
a book arising from the work presented at this conference. The contributions incorporate research that has continued
since 2015 and take into account the latest discoveries. Some authors have contributed work that is quite different
from the topics they covered in Lille. When the organisers asked me to provide ‘Closing remarks’ at the end of the
conference, I emphasised methodological issues: it may be useful to briefly recall some of these at the outset of this
volume.

Regarding relative chronology, it is very important to remain aware of the fragility of many data that are too often
taken for granted. A crucial document is the text referred to by M. Birot as the ‘Assyrian Chronicles of Mari’: Nele
Ziegler and the late Klaas Veenhof revisit the edition of these tablets here, and several chapters of the book address
various aspects of their content. Baptiste Fiette demonstrates that the royal lists, compared with the contemporary
documents of the kings cited, may contain errors. We must consider the purpose of these lists and the context of their
compilation, which we need to reconstruct. Guido Kryszat highlights that the system of dating by eponyms is not as
straightforward as it appears at first glance. Furthermore, the invaluable eponym lists from Kiiltepe (KEL) have gaps:
Gojko Barjamovic discusses here the KEL G list, providing collations that necessitate revisions. We have observed
with Denis Lacambre and Nele Ziegler how complicated the positioning of a specific eponym — in this case Ahiyaya
— can be, with each scholar having entirely convincing objective reasons to support their conclusions, yet the
conclusions are incompatible with one another. When lacking chronological lists, the epigrapher is not entirely
without tools: Amanda Podany shows in the case of the ‘Land of Hana’ how a diplomatic approach to the documents
(internal characteristics: formulas, etc., or external characteristics: format of tablets, etc.) can lead to progress.

The second step is establishing synchronisms: this began with major dynasties (Isin, Larsa, Babylon), and
gradually expanded in scope, facing difficulties for capitals for which we do not even possess a list of kings, such as
ESnunna. It is evident that the sometimes extreme political fragmentation during the Old Babylonian period does not
facilitate the work, as shown in Rients de Boer’s chapter on Kish. However, some synchronisms are crucial, such as
the one established between Rim-Sin of Larsa, Hammu-rabi of Babylon, and Samsi-Addu. In this regard, I cannot
help but recall a discussion that took place during the Strasbourg conference in 1984: the discussion revolved around
whether Yasmah-Addu remained on the throne of Mari for five years after the death of Samsi-Addu. I remember
hearing an archaeologist shrug and say, ‘What does it matter, give or take five years!” This is obviously a perspective
that Assyriologists cannot share, given the nature and richness of the written documentation from that period.

We thus arrive at viewing the first half of the second millennium as more or less a single block; the subsequent
question is how to fix its absolute chronology. A first reaction might be similar to that of A. Sjéberg when he discussed
a difficulty with his team regarding the Philadelphia Sumerian dictionary. When the difficulty seemed insur-
mountable, he concluded the discussion with: “Who cares?’... Regarding absolute chronology, the question can be
legitimately raised. For some types of study, it does not matter at all. But for others, the question is crucial: this is
particularly true for the relationships between Mesopotamia, the Levant, and Egypt. To transition from relative to
absolute chronology, two different types of approaches are possible, some relying partly on texts, and others on
archaeology.

Firstly, we will mention retrospective astronomy. This primarily concerns the famous tablet from the Enitma Anu
Enlil series, which contains omens related to Venus, with one section seemingly dating back to the reign of Ammi-
saduga. Peter Huber and Teije de Jong revisit this study, combining it with other types of research: lengths of months,
revised radiocarbon dating of various Anatolian sites, etc. We also have specific events linked to an astronomical
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event: the most famous is the solar eclipse associated in the Mari Eponym Chronicle with the birth of Samsi-Addu,
which was revealed by Jean-Marie Durand and has since generated a large bibliography. Michael Roaf cautiously re-
examines this complex case here. Finally, Werner Nahm considers all the data, also taking into account the eruption
of the Aniakchak volcano in Alaska and concludes in favour of the ‘Lower Middle Chronology’, which places
Hammu-rabi’s rise to power in 1784 BC (rather than 1792 as per the classical ‘Middle Chronology’).

The other approach permitted by the natural sciences relies above all on dendrochronology and radiocarbon
dating. These are techniques that use plant elements to date. These techniques have evolved, with successive calibra-
tion systems aimed at reducing uncertainties. Problems arise when attempting to align the results of these studies
with archaeology: there are favourable cases with well-dated epigraphic discoveries due to identifiable destructions.
In this regard, the palace of Mari provides a fine counter-example, with its archives sealed by the destruction of
Hammu-rabi, whose soldiers kindly left behind dated labels from year 32. However, as Michael Roaf noted during
the conference, in this case, unfortunately, no radiocarbon analysis data has yet been published.

The book concludes with a presentation by W. Nahm on research into chronology during the early decades of
Assyriology: this allows the reader to see how much the range of disciplines used today has broadened. The result of
this multidisciplinary research is now available to all. The authors sometimes disagree: what could be more normal
in ongoing research? Nevertheless, upon closing this book, one feels that the moment is approaching when a defini-
tive solution will eventually be found. This volume surely marks a milestone in the quest for truth, and we must be
grateful to the authors and editors of this volume for their tireless efforts.

Dominique Charpin
Paris, 1st November 2024



Preface

For historical research, and also for reasons of wider importance, the chronology of events in the Ancient Near East has
long been a prominent topic of Assyriology. In the third quarter of the 19th century the comparison with biblical chronology
raised strong emotions, until the discovery of a record of a solar eclipse in 763 BC in the Assyrian Eponym Chronicle
settled the issue. Today, the co-operation with science is even more important, since the timing of the three dark ages of
Egyptian and Mesopotamian history in relation to climate swings informs projections of future events in the 21st century.
The second of these dark ages is marked by the irreversible decline of Assyrian trade and the fall of Babylon. The
elucidation of the chronology of the preceding Old Assyrian and Old Babylonian age was the focus of a conference in
2015, which eventually gave rise to the present book.

In the programme SCIEM 2000 (The synchronization of civilizations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the 2nd millen-
nium BC) of the Austrian Academy of Science, two meetings, namely the conference ‘Mesopotamian Dark Age Revisited’
in 2002 and the ‘Workshop on Mesopotamian Chronology’in 2010 were dedicated to this topic, but at that time the problem
still seemed far from a solution. At the 58th Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale (RAI) in Leiden and the 59th RAI in
Ghent chronology workshops were organized by Klaas Veenhof, with Teije de Jong in 2012 and with Gojko Barjamovic
in 2013. It became clear that a limited number of texts, namely Eniima Anu Enlil 63, the Kiiltepe Eponym Lists (KEL A to
G), and the Mari Eponym Chronicle (MEC) were reliable keys for decisive progress. On the scientific side, dendro-
chronology, the study of arctic ice layers, and volcanology joined astronomy as crucial tools. With this background, Denis
Lacambre (University of Lille) and Werner Nahm (Dublin Insitute for Advanced Studies) organized an international col-
loquium on the 8th and 9th September 2015, with Dominique Charpin (Collége de France) and Gernot Wilhelm (Academy
of Science and Literature, Mainz) as advisers. Funding of local expenses as well as the travel and accommodation of the
participants was provided by the University of Lille and DIAS. The title of the conference ‘New Perspectives on the
Chronology of the Early Second Millennium BC in the Near East and Egypt’ shows that we had hoped to treat Egyptian
chronology, too, but this turned out to be premature. The meeting began with welcome talks by Catherine Denys, Vice-
President of Research, and Stéphane Benoist, Director of HALMA (Histoire, Archéologie et Littérature des Mondes
Anciens) at the University of Lille, and concluded with closing remarks by Dominique Charpin.!

Due to unpredictable circumstances, the initial aim for an early publication of the papers was not fulfilled. Rafat
Koliniski and Tomasz Goslar and Felix Héflmayer have published their contributions elsewhere.? Thanks to the editors of
Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, Series Archaeologica, it has finally been possible to publish the contributions of the other
participants.

We are very grateful to Christoph Uehlinger for his help in the preparation of this volume for publication, to Bert
Verrept for expert proofreading and to Peeters Publishers for producing the book.

For convenience, each chapter has been provided with its own bibliography. Within the desired format of the series, the
individual preferences of the authors have been respected: thus, for example, Hammurabi and Hammurapi and Samsi-
Addu as well as Samsi-Adad and Samsi-Adad appear. It is hoped that the reader will not find this misleading and that the
Index will resolve such problems. As well as indexes of Peoples and Places, Personal names, and a General index, an index
of the principal issues in four of the key texts concerning the chronology, namely the Assyrian King List, the Mari Eponym
Chronicle, the Kiiltepe Eponym Lists, and the text FM V 2, has been provided.

In the almost ten years since the conference, several of the participants have been engaged in intense fruitful discus-
sions. Compared to 2015 the papers have been extensively revised and, in several cases, extensively altered and

' Videos of these talks and 12 of those presented at the conference can be viewed at https://webtv.univ-lille.fr/grp/427/nouvelles-perspectives-sur-la-

chronologie-de-la-premiere-moitie-du-iie-millenaire-av-c-au-proche-orient-et-en-egypte/.

Felix Hoflmayer (2017), A radiocarbon chronology for the Middle Bronze Age Southern Levant, Journal of Ancient Egyptian Interconnections 13:
20-33; Rafal Kolinski and Tomasz Goslar (2019), Radiocarbon dating of the transition from the Early to the Middle Bronze Age in Northeastern
Syria, Radiocarbon 61/4: 953-970.
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substantially extended. The result is that this volume is not the proceedings of the conference but is an up-to-date account
of the present state of knowledge.

We share three basic attitudes in our methodology. They are not new, but, from time to time, it may be helpful to repeat
them. First, many aspects of history can only be understood in their natural frame. Chronology is part of this frame and
needs both science and scholarship for its elucidation. Thus, scientists should study the new results on eponym counts and
linked historical events, while Assyriologists should take note that the well-known astronomical markers of time have been
supplemented by volcanic eruptions and solar flares attested in tree rings and ice layers. Second, as individuals we often
develop or maintain risky views, but as a group we prefer to be on the safe side. The reader of this book will find risky
ideas that range from the intercalation of months in the Old Assyrian calendar to the origin of the eponym system, from
arguments in favour of the High Chronology to a full generation count of half a millennium of the history of Hana. Some
ideas will move from the fringe to the mainstream. Others will fall by the wayside when scrutinized. In both cases, the
decision will take time, and the result cannot be known in advance. Third, and with particular emphasis, such a decision
needs full access to the crucial data.

King lists and synchronisms have established the relative chronology of the interlinked dynasties of Ur III, Isin, Larsa
and Babylon, though some problems remain even within these four dynasties. The king lists may have included only those
rulers who were accepted as legitimate by later rulers or may be unreliable as is the case for the lengths of the reigns of the
last two kings of the Old Babylonian dynasty. Furthermore, there are uncertainties in the relative chronologies of other
dynasties, such as those of Kish and Hana. The correlation of the southern Mesopotamian sequence with that of Assyria is
fixed through the synchronism of the death of Samsi-Adad I in the 18th year of the reign of Hammurabi. Unfortunately,
much of the history of northern Mesopotamia before and after the reign of Samsi-Adad is unknown. The discovery of the
Kiiltepe Eponym Lists as well as the Mari Eponym Chronicle has allowed the restoration of the sequence of the Assyrian
eponym officials whose names identified the years in the earlier period though there are still some gaps in the sequence.
The mention of a possible solar eclipse in a Mari Eponym Chronicle offers the possibility for dating this part of the
sequence absolutely.

The pattern of attested intercalary months shows that the Venus observations in Eniima Anu Enlil 63 begin with the first
year of the reign of Ammi-saduqa and that they allow only a limited number of solutions 56 or 64 years apart. This rules
out the so-called Ultralow or New Low Chronology. For over twenty years '“C determinations combined with tree-ring
analyses of timbers from Anatolian palaces with connections to Assyria have restricted the search for an absolute chron-
ology to one of the six variants of the High, Middle, and Low Chronologies. Within these limits, analyses of the distribution
of lunar months recorded with 30 days rather than 29 days provide probabilities of the correctness of one of these
chronologies.

The interpretation of the deviant observations of Venus in the twelfth year of the reign of Ammi-saduqa as the result of
volcanic dust from a volcanic eruption has led for the search of a suitable eruption observed in tree-rings and ice-layers.
The most promising candidate is the Aniakchak eruption of 1628/27 BC supporting the Lower Middle Chronology, with
the reign of Hammurabi starting in 1784 BC. No other volcanic eruption is known that would fit with the other chrono-
logies.

These topics are discussed in this volume. While there is a marked tendency in favour of the Lower Middle Chronology,
the 30-day month analysis contradicts this conclusion. Several different reconstructions of the Kiiltepe Eponym Lists and
of the Mari Eponym Chronicle are proposed in this volume. They provide information for identifying the solar eclipse in
the MEC, but different conclusions are reached with the possibility that the eclipse was the partial eclipse in 1838 BC or
the total eclipse of 1833 BC or perhaps was wrongly dated in the MEC: these eclipses are consistent with the Lower Middle
Chronology, but there are other possible eclipses consistent with the other chronologies.

It is to be hoped that new discoveries may cast light on the remaining unresolved questions, but until then this volume
marks a significant advance in our knowledge of the chronology of the early second millennium BC in Mesopotamia.

Werner Nahm
Michael Roaf
14 July 2025



1. Astronomical chronology: from Samsi-Adad to Ammi-saduqa

TEUE DE JONG

This paper reviews recent progress in the absolute dating of the chronology of the Ancient Near East
during the first half of the second millennium BC with special emphasis on constraints provided by
astronomical data: the Venus observations of Ammi-saduqa, Babylonian month-length statistics, a solar
eclipse near the birth of Samsi-Adad and the intercalation pattern of the Old Assyrian lunar calendar.
It concludes that the present evidence favours the Lower Middle Chronology (Hammurabi year 1 =
1784 BC).

1. Introduction'

Mesopotamian chronology is conventionally based on texts: king lists, eponym lists, dated documents, synchronisms, royal
inscriptions, etc.? To put this relative chronological framework on an absolute footing ‘hard’ scientific methods must be
used. Until recently astronomical chronology was the only such method available to provide absolute calibrations of
historical records. During the last decades dendrochronology and radiocarbon dating have become increasingly important
as additional chronological tools for the Ancient Near East.

The advantage of astronomical dating is that in principle it allows a fine-tuning of the dating process to the ultimate
accuracy of one year. For the absolute dating of the Mesopotamian chronology of the first half of the second millennium
BC the following astronomical data have been used:

— Observations of the planet Venus during the reign of the Old Babylonian king Ammi-saduqa.

— Lunar months of 30-day length referred to in texts dating to the reigns of the Old Babylonian kings Ammi-ditana

and Ammi-saduqa.

— A solar eclipse in the year after the birth of the Old Assyrian king Samsi-Adad mentioned in the Mari Eponym

Chronicle.

— The intercalation pattern of the Old Assyrian lunar calendar.?

In this paper I will review the present status of the absolute dating of the Mesopotamian chronology of the first half of the
second millennium BC and the way in which each of these astronomical datasets may contribute to the dating process.

2. The Venus tablet of Ammi-saduqa

One hundred years ago the German Jesuit Franz Xaver Kugler* published his discovery that the year formula of year 8 of
the Old Babylonian king Ammi-saduqa, ‘the Year of the Golden Throne’, appeared in a list of first and last visibility
observations of the planet Venus in the omen series Enuma Anu Enlil. Ever since that time the Venus observations of
Ammi-saduqga have occupied a central position in studies of Old Babylonian chronology.

Over the past century there have been many attempts to astronomically date the reign of Ammi-saduqa by selecting a
‘best data set’ from the text and fitting it to computed Venus dates. An important study is that by Huber ef al.’ who found

This paper is based on the review presented at the International Colloquium ‘New Perspectives on the Chronology of the Early Second Millennium
BC in the Near East and Egypt’ that was held at the University of Lille from 8-9 September 2015. The original manuscript was submitted for
publication in the Proceedings of the Colloquium in June 2016. The present paper is a revised version re-submitted in March 2022 and updated in
December 2023.

2 HUNGER 2009.

This chronological tool was not included in the paper that I presented at the Lille Colloquium but is a result of the colloquium where I met Edward
Stratford who drew my attention to his work on the intercalation of the Old Assyrian lunar calendar.

4 KUGLER 1912: 257-299.

> HUBER et al. 1982.



2 TEIJE DE JONG

that there are four possible solutions for the beginning of the reign of king Ammi-saduqa between 1710 and 1580 BC:
Ammi-saduqga year 1 = 1702 BC (High Chronology), 1646 and 1638 BC (Middle Chronologies), or 1582 BC (Low
Chronology). They expressed preference for the High Chronology on the basis of a best fit to Old Babylonian 30-day
month-length data (see below). Since then two more chronologies have been proposed. Gasche ef al.,® reconsidering
archaeological and historical data, proposed Ammi-saduqa year 1 = 1550 BC, and Mebert,’ re-analyzing the Venus data,
proposed Ammi-saduqga year 1 = 1574 BC.
In an attempt to clarify the situation I re-analyzed the Venus observations® using visibility criteria derived from a study
of Neo- and Late Babylonian observations of Venus recorded in the Babylonian Astronomical Diaries.’ In this analysis I
limited myself to the first twenty Venus observations covering the first eight years of the reign of Ammi-saduqa because
those contain the reference to the “Year of the Golden Throne’ and are generally considered to be the most reliable ones. '’
From this re-analysis I concluded that:
— there are three pairs of chronologies that provide acceptable fits to the Venus observations: Ammi-saduqa year 1 =
1702/1694 BC, 1646/1638 BC and 1582/1574 BC,
— additional independent criteria are required to choose between these candidate chronologies, and
— the ultra-short chronology Ammi-saduqa year 1 = 1550 BC proposed by GASCHE ef al. must be discarded because
it is not supported by the Venus observations.
Thus the Venus observations allow six possible different chronology calibrations within a time span of about 130 years.
Using the well-established relative chronology of the Old Babylonian dynasty!! this implies six different dating
possibilities for the beginning of the reign of the Old Babylonian king Hammurabi ranging from 1848 to 1720 BC.

3. Constraining the Mesopotamian chronology of the early second millennium BC by radiocarbon dating

Ten years ago Barjamovic, Hertel and Larsen'? published an important study in which they succeeded in reconstructing
the Old Assyrian eponym list over a timespan of 255 consecutive years. According to their Revised Eponym List (REL)
the Assyrian king Samsi-Adad died in REL 197. Using the fact that the Old Assyrian and Old Babylonian chronologies are
connected through the well-established synchronism that Samsi-Adad died in year 18 of the Old Babylonian king
Hammurabi'® we can then combine the REL with the Old Babylonian King List'* to construct a relative chronological
sequence of about 380 years, running from the beginning of the reign of the Old Assyrian king EriSum I to the destruction
of Babylon near the end of the reign of the Old Babylonian king Samsu-ditana.'>

By connecting the REL to the radiocarbon dating'® of wooden beams used for the building of the WarSama Palace in
ancient Kanes (Kiiltepe, Turkey) and the Sarikaya palace (Acemhoyiik, Turkey) Barjamovic, Hertel and Larsen were able
to put the relative chronology of the REL on an absolute basis with a margin of uncertainty of only about +10 years. Based
on this much smaller margin of uncertainty it is straightforward to show that the number of possible candidate Venus
chronologies can be reduced to the two Middle Chronologies: Ammi-saduqa year 1 = 1646 BC or 1638 BC.!”

After the publication of the REL in 2012 several problematic sections, in particular the range REL 178-198, which
covers the last twenty years of the reign of Sam3i-Adad, and where the REL is sensitive to the break in the Kiiltepe Eponym
List G (KEL G) and the placement of the fragment MEC D in the reconstruction of the Mari Eponym Chronicle (MEC)
have been addressed in follow-up studies. These issues were extensively discussed at the Colloquium in Lille in 2015. For
the purpose of this review it is important to note that the outcome of this debate is a confirmation that the REL indeed
provides a reliable relative chronological framework with a probable uncertainty margin of a few years.'®

® GASCHE et al. 1998.

7 MEBERT 2010.

8 DEJONG 2012-2013.

° DEJONG 2012.

10" See REINER/PINGREE 1975; HUBER ef al. 1982.
1" See PRUZSYNSZKY 2009: 101.

12" BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012.

13 CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 174, 262.

14 PRUZSYNSZKY 2009: 101.

'S DE JONG 2012-2013.

16 MANNING et al. 2001.

7" DE JONG 2012-2013.

18 See BARJAMOVIC Ch. 6 in this volume; VEENHOF Ch. 4 in this volume.



1. ASTRONOMICAL CHRONOLOGY: FROM SAMSI-ADAD TO AMMI-SADUQA

Chronological marker

Eponym /  Event

Upper Middle Chronology

Julian date

Lower Middle Chronology

Julian date

REL 1
REL 80

REL 110
REL 126

REL 127

REL 138

REL 141

Hammurabi year 1

REL 197
Hammurabi year 18

Ammi-saduqa year 1

Ammi-saduqga year 12

Samu-ditana year 31

Su-I3tar s. Abila

Sukkaliya s. Minanum
Texts found underneath
the WarSama Palace
Iddin-Ahum s. Kudanum
Dadiya s. Su-Ilabrat
Birth of Samsi-Adad
Puzur-Istar s. Nar-1lisu
Solar eclipse candidate

Earliest use of timber for
the Warsama Palace

Ennam-AsSur
Destruction of
Karum II in Kanes$
Sarrum-Adad

Earliest use of timber for
the Sarikaya Palace

Seals of Sam3i-Adad
found in the Sarikaya Palace

Tab-silli-AsSur

Death of Samsi-Adad

Northern Hemisphere
volcanic eruption

Destruction of Babylon

1 Jan 1971 BC
1 Jan 1892 BC

1 Jan 1862 BC
1 Jan 1846 BC
1846 BC
1 Jan 1845 BC
5 Aug 1845 BC

1837 - 1826 BC
1 Jan 1834 BC

1 Jan 1831 BC
1 Apr 1792 BC

1778 - 1767 BC

1 Jan 1775 BC
1 Apr 1775 BC
Dec 1775 BC
1 Apr 1646 BC
1 Apr 1635 BC

1628/1627 BC

1 Apr 1595 BC
1595 BC

1 Jan 1963 BC
1 Jan 1884 BC

1 Jan 1854 BC
1 Jan 1839 BC
1839 BC
1 Jan 1838 BC
24 Mar 1838 BC

1837 - 1826 BC
1 Jan 1826 BC

1 Jan 1823 BC
1 Apr 1784 BC

1778 - 1767 BC

1 Jan 1767 BC
1 Apr 1767BC
Dec 1767 BC
1 Apr 1638 BC
1 Apr 1627 BC

1628/1627 BC

1 Apr 1587 BC
1587 BC

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

Fig. 1.1. Historical events, eponyms and dates for the two Middle Chronologies.

Regular script = Revised Eponym List (relative) chronology; Ifalic script = Old Babylonian (relative) chronology;
Bold face script = absolute chronology constraints. Beginning of Assyrian year put at 1 January (near the Winter Solstice; see
DERCKSEN 2011); beginning of the Babylonian year put at 1 April (near the Spring Equinox). All dates are in the Julian calendar.

A confusing factor in the study of the Late Bronze Age Chronology of the Ancient Near East over the last several years
has been the shifting back and forth of the radiocarbon dating of the wooden beams used for the building of the WarSama
palace and the Sarikaya palace. In 2016 Manning et al.'® presented evidence that their original dating®® was problematic
and should be shifted backwards in time by about 15-20 years?! but a few years later, after a careful reconsideration of
seasonal and other possible offsets in the radiocarbon calibration curves, they came up with a new robust dating?? of the
timber used for the construction of each palace which differs by only one or two years from the original results in their
2001 paper.

According to their latest dating the timespan for the earliest use of the WarSama palace is 1837-1826 BC and for the
Sarikaya palace 1778-1767 BC, both with 95% statistical probability. The chronological situation is illustrated in Fig. 1.1,
where I show relevant events and dates for two chronologies, the Upper Middle Chronology (UMC) characterized by

19 MANNING ef al. 2016.

20 MANNING et al. 2001.

This shift was first announced by Manning in a discussion paper presented during the 2nd Kiiltepe International Meeting in August 2015, one month
before the Lille colloquium took place.

22 MANNING ef al. 2020.
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Hammurabi 1 = 1792 BC?* and the Lower Middle Chronology (LMC) with Hammurabi 1 = 1784 BC. The other four Venus
chronologies (see above) can be discarded because:

— the WarSama palace must have been built after REL 110, the latest date assigned to texts found among the burnt
mudbrick debris underlying its foundations;?* this excludes the pair of Low Chronologies (all chronological markers
in Fig. 1.1 shifted by 64 years to later dates), and

— the construction of the Sarikaya palace must have been finished before the death of Samsi-Adad (REL 197) because
seals of his servants were found among the ruins of the palace;* this excludes the pair of High Chronologies (all
chronological markers in Fig. 1.1 shifted by 56 years to earlier dates).

Note that the most recent radiocarbon dating is consistent with the archaeological evidence for near-simultaneity of the
destruction of the Old Palace and of Karum II in Kane§.?® The data in Fig. 1.1 show for the UMC that if the Old Palace
and the Karum were destroyed simultaneously between 1834 and 1831 BC, there was timber available for building the
WarSama palace felled sometime between 1837 and 1826 BC, while for the LMC we have destruction between 1826 BC
and 1823 BC with timber available that was felled between 1837 BC and 1826 BC.

As far as the seals of Sami-Adad found among the remains of the Sarikaya palace are concerned, the data in Fig. 1.1
show that there are three years between the date of the earliest possible building of the palace and the death of Samsi-Adad
for the UMC and 11 years for the LMC. While it is possible that some of Samsi-Adad’s former officials were still using
their seals for a limited amount of time after his death it seems improbable that this period of continued use lasted longer
than about 10 years.

Since the archaeological evidence is not sufficiently constraining to choose between the two Middle Chronologies we
next consider the other astronomical dating tools mentioned above: the 30-day month-length statistics, the solar eclipse in
the year following the birth of Sam3i-Adad, and the intercalation pattern of the Old Assyrian calendar.

4. Babylonian month-length statistics

The Babylonian calendar consists of lunar months of 29 or 30 days length. The length of the preceding month is experi-
mentally determined by observation of the reappearance of the lunar crescent on first day of the next month. By comparing
30-day month-lengths, attested in Neo-Babylonian administrative and economic texts, with predicted 30-day month-
lengths HUBER et al. 1982 found that month-lengths were correctly predicted in 67% of all cases (103 out of 153).27 This
comparison can be made because the intercalation pattern of the Babylonian lunar calendar during the last six centuries
BC is known.?® To be able to use this method to choose between different Old Babylonian candidate chronologies, we
need to have a collection of attested 30-day months from Old Babylonian texts and must know the intercalation pattern of
the lunar calendar.

From the existing literature Huber ez al. collected twenty-one months of 30-day duration during the first sixteen years
of the reign of king Ammi-saduqa for which the intercalation pattern was attested and independently corroborated by the
Venus observations?’. Based on an analysis of these data they expressed strong preference for the High Chronology (Ammi-
saduqa year 1 = 1702 BC) with fifteen out of twenty-one 30-day months correctly predicted (and 6 wrongly predicted).
This is illustrated in Fig. 1.2. The left-hand (solid) curve gives the probability distribution for a correct chronology (p =
0.33) and the right-hand (dashed) curve the probability distribution for a sample of randomly distributed 30-day months
(q=10.47).3° The vertical lines represent the observed miss rates of the four different Venus chronologies for the sample of
twenty-one 30-day months during the first sixteen years of the reign of king Ammi-saduqa (HUBER et al. 1982). These data
indeed suggest that the High Chronology is the preferred one.

2 From about 1970 onwards most scholars have adopted Hammurabi year 1 = 1792 BC as a working hypothesis, referring to it as the Middle Chron-

ology (MC). This was not more than a convenient compromise within the discussion of Mesopotamian chronology (see PRUZSINSZKY 2009: 19).
2% BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 31.
%> BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 43.
26 BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 41.
7 HUBER et al. 1982.
28 See PARKER/DUBBERSTEIN 1956.
2 The fact that the textually attested intercalations are in exact agreement with intercalations required to reproduce the astronomically determined
visibility and invisibility intervals of the planet Venus provides a very strong argument in support of the historicity of the Venus observations.

30" For details of the statistical mathematics the reader is referred to HUBER et al. 1982.
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Fig. 1.2. Binomial probability distributions of the number of Fig.1.3. Binomial probability distributions of the number of
wrongly predicted 30-day months (miss rates) for a sample wrongly predicted 30-day months (miss rates) for the up-
of twenty-one 30-day months during the first sixteen years dated sample of 38 30-day months during the first 19 years
of Ammi-saduqa (HUBER et al. 1982: 68—69). of Ammi-saduqa (HUBER 2017: Appendix 10.3).

The sample of 30-day months in Fig. 1.2, however, is small so that doubt has been expressed about the statistical
significance of the result of this analysis.3' More recently HUBER (2017: Appendix 10.3) has extended the original sample
to thirty-eight attested 30-day months during the first nineteen years of the reign of king Ammi-saduqa. In Fig. 1.3 the
curves represent probability distributions of the expected number of wrongly predicted 30-day months for the updated
sample. Also shown in Fig. 1.3 are the miss rates in the updated sample for the same four Venus chronologies as shown in
Fig. 1.2. These data show that all four chronologies have a larger probability to be wrong than to be correct.’? Even the
miss rates for the most probable chronologies lie within one standard deviation (~3) from the mean in the right-hand
random distribution of 30-day months.I conclude that at present the method of 30-day month-length statistics does not
(yet) provide a reliable chronological tool on the basis of which one can choose between different chronologies.?

5. The solar eclipse associated with the birth of Samsi-Adad

In the Mari Eponym Chronicle** a ‘darkening of the Sun’ is mentioned in the year after the birth of Samsi-Adad. This
reference to a solar eclipse has been used in several attempts to date the reign of Samsi-Adad.3’ According to the Revised
Eponym List this ‘darkening of the Sun’ occurred in REL 127.3¢ The uncertainties related to the reconstruction of the
breaks in KEL G create an uncertainty margin in the absolute calibration of the REL before REL 197 (= Hammurabi year
18) of about + 2 years.?’ So, if this ‘darkening of the Sun’ is to be explained by a solar eclipse, we are looking for candidate
solar eclipses in 1845 BC £ 2 years (UMC) and in 1837 = 2 years (LMC).

In Fig. 1.4 1 list the maximum magnitudes of all solar eclipses visible in A§§ur®® between 1847 and 1835 for clock-time
errors 8 (AT) less than two hours (both ways)* and including refraction at the horizon.* All eclipses in Fig. 1.4 are solar

31 DEJONG 2012-2013: 153-155.

32 ROAF (Ch. 13 in this volume) has questioned the reliability of 30-day month-length data for the last month of the Old Babylonian calendar year.
Removing these months from the sample slightly changes the numerical results of my analysis but does not alter the conclusion.

HUBER (2017: fig. 4 and Ch. 2 in this volume: Fig. 2.1) presents two figures similar to my Fig. 1.3 but for a sub-sample of only thirty-two of the
thirty-eight 30-day months in the sample of his Appendix 10.3. He argues that based on that sub-sample the High Chronology (Ammi-saduqa year
1=1702 BC) is indeed to be preferred but as shown here this preference evaporates when the full sample of thirty-eight 30-day months is considered.
This illustrates the sensitivity of the month-length statistics to the size of the sample. HUBER (2017: 35) himself notes ‘that one would need 60 or
more month-lengths for such a test to have a fair chance of being successful.’

3% BIROT 1985. See now ZIEGLER and VEENHOF Ch. 3 and 4 in this volume.

35 See ROAF 2012.

36 BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 32-33; VEENHOF Ch. 4 in this volume.

37 BARJAMOVIC Ch. 6 in this volume.

If the eclipse had been observed in Ednunna where Samsi-Adad’s family may have resided at this time, instead of Asur, the eclipse magnitudes
would change by at most 0.02.

Clock-time error is a technical term that reflects the uncertainty in the gradual slowing down of the rotation of the Earth which affects the location
on Earth of a solar eclipse and its magnitude (see DE JONG 2012-2013: 156—157). This uncertainty increases going backwards in time with an
estimated standard error of about 1 hour around 1800 BC.

40" Atmospheric refraction causes noticeable displacements of the Sun and Moon near the horizon which may change the value of the eclipse magnitude
by several hundredths up to one-tenth. This effect is not included in most predictions of solar eclipses in the literature.
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eclipses in which only part of the solar disk is obscured.*! Partial solar eclipses will pass unnoticed for a naked-eye observer
unless the Sun is more than about 95% eclipsed*? or if the eclipse happens very close to the horizon (within a few degrees)
so that the Sun can be looked at without blinding the observer. In Fig. 1.4 solar eclipses which reach their maximum close
to the horizon (within one hour after sunrise or before sunset) are labeled R or S, respectively.

§ (AT) [hrs] - -1 ‘ 0 1 ‘ 2

Julian Date Eclipse magnitude
02/04/1847 BC 0.11 0.27 0.50 0.77 0.91
17/08/1846 BC — S0.12 — — —
05/08/1845 BC — — S 0.07 S 0.79 S 0.86-0.20
05/06/1842 BC 0.15 R 0.16-0.30 R 0.30 — —
24/03/1838 BC 0.87 0.94 R 0.55-0.95 R 0.57 —
12/03/1837 BC 0.25 0.08 — — —
26/08/1836 BC 0.22 R 0.02-0.31 R 045 R 0.08 —

(i) (i) (iii) (iv) ™) (vi)

Fig. 1.4. All solar eclipses taking place in ASSur between 1847 and 1835 BC.
When the Sun rises or sets partially eclipsed eclipses are labeled R or S. When a pair of numbers is listed the eclipse reaches its
maximum after sunrise (the second number of the pair) or before sunset (the first number of the pair). The more spectacular
eclipses near the horizon for which more than half of the solar disk is obscured, are indicated in bold face.

To explain an event described as ‘a darkening of the Sun’ we are looking for solar eclipses with magnitudes larger than
95% or for solar eclipses close to the horizon for which more than half of the solar disk is obscured so that they are
sufficiently impressive to qualify as such. The data in Fig. 1.3 show that there are two partial solar eclipses (printed in bold
face) that satisfy these criteria. By varying the clock time error for those two eclipses I find that maximal coverage of the
solar disk at sunrise or sunset occurs:

— 1in the case of the partial eclipse of 24 March 1838 BC (LMC) for a clock time error of +0.5 hours when the Sun

rose 94% eclipsed,** and

— in the case of the partial eclipse of 5 August 1845 BC (UMC) for a clock time error of +1.25 hours when the Sun

set 75% eclipsed.
Of these two the first one is the more spectacular eclipse because the Sun is almost completely ‘darkened’ at the horizon
and the more probable one because the clock-time error is the smallest.

It is worth noting that the LMC candidate eclipse of 1838 BC requires that an additional eponym year has to be inserted
between REL 197 and REL 127 while the UMC candidate is consistent with the present REL (see Fig. 1.1). Also note that
the most spectacular nearby eclipse candidate, the total solar eclipse of 24 June 1833 BC* has a date too far outside the
uncertainty window of the REL to qualify as a candidate for the recorded ‘darkening of the Sun’.*> Thus the partial solar
eclipse at sunrise on 24 March 1838 BC is at present the most probable candidate for the one mentioned in the Mari
Eponym Chronicle in the year after the birth of Samsi-Adad. However, I think that this is insufficient to unambiguously
establish the Lower Middle Chronology as the correct one so that additional independent evidence is required.

6. A new look at the Venus observations: volcanic ashes over Babylon

According to the Venus tablet, in the twelfth year of the Babylonian king Ammi-saduqga the last visibility of Venus in the
East occurred six weeks earlier than expected and the first visibility in the West was delayed by seven weeks, and in his
thirteenth year the first visibility in the East was delayed by one week. Because of their deviating behavior these

41" The nearest total eclipse in time is the one of 24 June 1833 BC for which the totality phase lasted about 4 minutes.

#2 MULLER/STEPHENSON 1975: 467.
43 See also HUBER 2014 who computes for a clock-time error of +15 minutes that the eclipse was indeed quite impressive with magnitude 0.93 at
sunrise on 24 March 1838 BC (his fig. 2¢).

4 Discussed by MICHEL/ROCHER 1997-2000, ROAF 2012 and NAHM 2013.

45 ROAF (Ch. 5 in this volume) argues that the 1833 BC eclipse is the one referred to in REL 127. He proposes that the mention of the ‘darkening of

the Sun’ was incorrectly assigned to the eponymy of Puzur-Istar.
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observations have been discarded as corrupted in most studies. However, it has also been suggested* that these
observations may be genuine and that they can be explained by enhanced atmospheric extinction in Babylon due to aerosols
expelled into the upper Earth atmosphere by a violent volcano eruption, possibly the one on the Greek island Thera
(present-day Santorini). The Thera eruption had been dated with 95% probability by radiocarbon dating of tree-rings in
the remains of several local olive trees to 1613 BC +14/—13 years.*” Within this dating window a disturbed tree-ring pattern
has been identified in central European and Irish oak trees and in Californian and Swedish pine trees. A detailed study of
these tree-rings pointed to a major environmental disruption over the Northern Hemisphere, possibly of volcanic origin,
dated to 1628/1627 BC.*8

0.6 Fig. 1.5. Excess visual optical depth in the
atmosphere of Babylon as a function of time.
05 + 1 The data points are derived from the Venus
= observations in the 12th through 16th year of
:é- 04 4 the reign of the Old Babylonian king Ammi-
E ’ saduqa adopting the Lower Middle Chron-
'E 03 4 ology. The curves are scaled versions of the
& ’ one derived for the 1815 eruption on the
] _ island of Tambora in the Indonesian archi-
é 02 1 q pelago (STOTHERS 1984). The dashed curves
= represent limiting cases with eruption dates
01 7 of 1 November 1628 BC (left) and 1 May
T —— 1627 BC (right). The solid curve represents
0.0 5 : ' the intermediate case with an eruption date of

0,0 30 35 40 45 50

1 February 1627 BC. [Corrected version of
Time since 1 January 1628 BC (years) fig. 1 in DE JONG/FOERTMEYER 2010].

By subtracting the average atmospheric extinction in Babylon from the anomalously large extinction values in years
12 through 16 of Ammi-saduqa we were able to determine the excess extinction due to the eruption.*® This is shown in
Fig. 1.5 for the LMC for which Ammi-saduqa year 12 = 1627/1626 BC (see Fig. 1.1), together with normalized profiles
of the decay of the atmospheric aerosol content due to the gradual cleansing of the stratosphere (in a few years).

The magnitude of the excess extinction indicates that this eruption was comparable in strength to that of Krakatau
(Indonesia) in 1883 and that it belongs to one of the most violent volcanic eruptions of the past 4000 years. The dashed
curves in Fig. 1.5 correspond to the earliest (late October 1628 BC) and latest possible (early May 1627 BC) date for the
eruption.

While the presence of a volcanic signal in the Venus observations seems rather secure, its association with the Thera
eruption has been questioned. A recent study of the charred remains of beans and insects found in storage jars in ancient
Akrotiri on Santorini>® suggested that the eruption occurred in June/July in disagreement with the timeframe derived from
the Venus observations. But more importantly, due to the presence of a Mediterranean offset in the radiocarbon calibration
curve,’! the dating window of the Thera eruption has been shifted forward in time and widened significantly to 1619-1543
BC (at 95% confidence level) so that the Thera eruption is no longer a viable candidate as a cause for the presence of
volcanic ashes in the atmosphere over Babylon.

On the other hand recent work has confirmed that a strong growth disturbance in tree-rings of American, Swedish and
Finnish pine wood and in German oaks, indicating cold summer conditions, which correlates with dated high-resolution
deposits of volcanic origin in Greenland ice-cores, can be attributed to a major volcanic eruption event over the Northern
Hemisphere, dated to 1628/1627 BC, most probably of the Aniakchak volcano in Alaska.>?

4 WEIR 1972; DE JONG/FOERTMEYER 2010.

47 FRIEDRICH et al. 2006.

4 GRUDD et al. 2000.

4 DE JONG/FOERTMEYER 2010.

30 PANAGIOTAKOPULU ef al. 2013.

51 MANNING et al. 2020.

52 PEARSON et al. 2018; HELAMA ef al. 2018; MCANENEY/BAILLIE 2019; PEARSON ef al. 2020.
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If indeed the enhanced extinction in the atmosphere of Babylon is caused by a major volcano eruption over the Northern
Hemisphere sometime during the 1628/1627 BC, the Lower Middle Chronology is at present the only chronology able to
provide a natural explanation for this phenomenon.

7. The intercalation pattern of the Old Assyrian calendar

Based on a study of debt notes found in Kanesh level 11, dating from the best attested years of Old Assyrian commercial
activity (REL 80-110), Stratford> succeeded in reconstructing the Old Assyrian lunar calendar for those years. Among
other things he found that this calendar was apparently kept lined up with the solar year by inserting an additional Iunar
month XII roughly once every three years. Using the textually attested intercalation pattern of the 30-year calendar section
(REL 80-110) and assuming that already during the Old Assyrian period the decision to intercalate was driven by
observations of the heliacal rising of the star KAK.SI.SA (Sirius, the brightest star in the sky),* I have proposed that this
information can be used to discriminate between different chronologies.>

The line of reasoning in this proposal is as follows. Since the relative chronology in the period covered by REL 80—
130 is well established and uncontroversial, the reconstructed calendar in REL 80110 can be directly connected to the
solar eclipse in the Mari Eponym Chronicle where during the eponymy of Puzur-Istar (REL 127, see Fig. 1.1) a ‘darkening
of the Sun’ is recorded. As discussed in Section 5 above there are two candidate (partial) solar eclipses able to explain this
observation, one for each of the two possible Middle Chronologies (see Fig. 1.4). Using computed dates of the first
appearance of the lunar crescent (the first day of the lunar month) for the period 1900-1850 BC, fixing the REL in absolute
time by putting REL 127 = 1845 BC (UMC) and REL 127 = 1837 BC (LMC) and imposing the attested intercalation
pattern,>® calendar solutions are created for the period REL 81110 resulting in an intercalated Old Assyrian calendar for
1891-1862 BC (UMC), and for 1884—1855 BC (LMC) (DE JONG 2016-2017: Tables 1 and 2). Comparison with computed
dates of the heliacal rising of Sirius shows that in the LMC calendar solution for all years in which an additional month
XI1I has been intercalated the heliacal rising of Sirius occurs in month VIII37 while in the UMC calendar solution such a
consistent pattern is not present.>® So the attested intercalation pattern of the Old Assyrian lunar calendar may provide an
additional independent argument in favour of the Lower Middle Chronology.>

8. Conclusions

From the evidence reviewed in this paper I conclude that today there remain two possible solutions for the Mesopotamian
chronology of the first half of the second millennium BC: Hammurabi year 1 = 1792 BC (High Middle Chronology) and
Hammurabi year 1 = 1784 BC (Lower Middle Chronology). The present evidence favours the Lower Middle Chronology.

53 STRATFORD 2015.
5% Evidence in support of the early use of the first visibility of stars as an intercalation criterion may be found in the so-called Astrolabe texts
(HOROWITZ2011: 154-166) in which for each of the twelve months three stars are listed whose first visibility is expected in those months. According
to the Astrolabe texts the Babylonian month IV is associated with KAK.SL.SA. Although the earliest known Astrolabe is found on a Middle Assyrian
tablet, Horowitz supposes that the first Astrolabe was composed no later than the Middle Babylonian period and perhaps as early as the Old
Babylonian period. That the observation of the first visibility of Sirius to decide about intercalation is a persistent tradition in ancient Mesopotamia
is confirmed by the fact that it is mentioned in the late 2nd millennium astronomical compendium MUL.APIN (HUNGER/STEELE 2019: 210) and
that it apparently forms the basis of the intercalation pattern of the rigidly structured late-Babylonian calendar which was introduced shortly after
500 BC (BRITTON 2007). SACHS 1952 has shown that during the last three centuries BC all dates of Sirius’ first visibility, computed according to
the so—called Uruk scheme, fell in the month Du’uzu (month IV).

5 DEJONG 2016-2017.

6 STRATFORD 2015.

The Old Assyrian year is three months out of phase with the Old Babylonian year, which began around the Spring Equinox, so that month VIII
corresponds to month V in the Old Babylonian calendar, in agreement with the Sirius intercalation algorithm of MUL.APIN.

In my study I also included for completeness sake the calendar solution based on the 1833 BC total solar eclipse that has been suggested as the most
obvious eclipse candidate for the ‘darkening of the Sun’ in REL 127 (MICHEL/ROCHER 1997-2000; ROAF 2012; NAHM 2013; 3 ROAF Ch. 5 in this
volume). It turned out that the calendar solution based on this eclipse scores significantly lower on the intercalation criterion than the one based on

57

58

the 1838 BC eclipse. However, what is more important, if the ‘darkening of the Sun’ was correctly dated to REL 127, the 1833 BC eclipse does not
qualify as a viable eclipse candidate for the Lower Middle Chronology because it requires the removal of several eponyms in the REL around the
break in KEL G which is not supported by the textual evidence (BARJAMOVIC Ch. 6 in this volume; VEENHOF Ch. 4 in this volume).

In a more extended ongoing study of debt notes and related documents from Kanesh by the late Klaas Veenhof (private communication) he found
about one hundred more references to successor eponyms. While his study overall confirms the intercalation pattern derived by Stratford it also
shifts one intercalation to the next year and adds one more intercalation to Stratford’s list of attested intercalations. It remains to be seen to what

59

extent the new data will affect my proposal.
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2. Astronomical evidence from Venus, month-lengths and eclipses

PETER J. HUBER

Currently, the preferred second millennium BC chronology is based on radiocarbon dating and
dendrochronology. This paper presents a brief discussion drawing attention to conflicting evidence,
mostly astronomical, which suggests a half century higher chronology.

1. Introduction

Recent advances in radiocarbon dating, dendrochronology and eponym lists have led to a practical canonization of the two
Middle Chronologies.! Teije de Jong, in his contribution to this conference, therefore has concentrated on the question
whether and how the astronomical evidence can provide support for these two chronologies and whether it can discriminate
between them.

However, the courts deciding on canonization traditionally have included not only an advocatus dei, arguing in favor
of sanctification, but also an advocatus diaboli, presenting contrary arguments. I feel morally obliged to take on the latter’s
role. We should keep in mind the notoriously forgotten admonition of Jakob BERNOULLI (1713), stated in the very first
book on probability theory, namely that we ought to consider not only the arguments which prove a thing, but also all those
which can lead to a contrary conclusion.

My presentation at the Lille Meeting had been based on an unpublished manuscript written in early 2014, now published
as HUBER (2017). Thus it should suffice to summarize the main arguments and conclusions.

2. The Venus evidence

In the historically feasible window, only four chronologies are compatible with the Venus Text:> Ammisaduqa year 1 =
1702 BC, 1646 BC, 1638 BC, 1582 BC, in this volume denoted HC, UMC, LMC and SC, for High, Upper Middle, Lower
Middle and Short Chronology, respectively. In recent years, this list has been enlarged from four to seven, but in my opinion
the additions are questionable. The chronology 1550 BC, propounded by GASCHE et al. (1998) is not at all supported by
the Venus Text, contrary to the claims made by these authors. The alternate lowered High and Short chronologies (1694
BC and 1574 BC) that have been proposed by MEBERT (2010) in my opinion are unlikely. In order to render them plausible,
one seems to be forced to accept questionable textual interpretations and emendations by Mebert, and/or conjectural
assumptions about differences between NB and OB observational and recording practices.?

The Middle chronologies show deviations of +2 days against calculation, statistically significant on the 1% level. This
was noted by VAN DER WAERDEN (1965) and later elaborated by HUBER et al. (1982). One can perhaps discount those
discrepancies, but then one must be willing to make ad hoc conjectural assumptions about differences between NB and
OB observational and recording practices.

3. The month-length evidence

We now know the complete pattern of intercalary months of Ammisaduqa’s reign, from the later part of Year 1 to the end
of Year 17. The pattern inferred from the Venus Text agrees with that from contemporary administrative texts.* This has
two important consequences, First the Venus Text can now unambiguously be dated to the reign of Ammisaduqga. Second,
the internal distances between the months are fixed. The pattern of month-lengths, that is, of day-30 dates occurring in

BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012, DE JONG 2012-2013, NAHM 2013.
REINER/PINGREE 1975.

See HUBER 2011.

HUBER 2017: 58.

T
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administrative texts, implying that the month had 30 days, is more difficult to interpret. There may be differences between
NB and OB dating, and the frequency of improper day-30 dates may differ. For example, as Michael Roaf has pointed out,
OB end-of-year dates seem to use a schematic day 30. The sets of available dates are continuously, but slowly increasing,
so one is hunting a moving target, and the statistical conclusions may be biased by the choice of the set. My calculations
are based on the data available in 2013.

Binomial (p=0.33, p=0.47), n=32

20T
1701

1581
15k L1637
10k 1645
05+
.00 .

0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0

nmiss

Fig. 2.1. Ammisaduqa data (set available in 2013). Binomial distributions for sample size n =32, p =0.33 and p = 0.47. The
vertical lines indicate the number of misses (discrepancies between observed and calculated month-lengths) obtained for the
four main chronologies with the Ammisaduqa data: —=1701: 12, —1645: 19, —1637: 15, —1581: 15. (Here I am using the astro-
nomical year counts, which are negative and 1 unit lower than the historical ones).

For wrong chronologies the frequency p = 0.47 of wrong day-30 dates is fixed by astronomical theory (the length 29.53
days of the synodic month), whereas the less reliable value p = 0.33 for a correct chronology is estimated from improper
day-30 dates occurring in NB administrative texts. We note that the miss-counts in Fig. 2.1 are compatible with the
assumption that all four chronologies are wrong. But if one of them is correct, and p = 0.33 is even approximately
applicable, the figure clearly favors the HC (—1701) and strongly disfavors the UMC (—1645), while the LMC (—1637) and
the SC (—=1581) remain possible.

In addition to the 32 month-lengths from Ammisaduqa, we have 17 from his predecessor Ammiditana. With a total of
49 month-lengths, for a wrong chronology (i.e. a random wrong alignment) the expected number of misses is 49x0.47 =
23.043.5, and for a correct chronology it is 49x0.33 = 16.2+3.3; after the expected values also the standard deviations are
indicated.

Unfortunately, it is not clear whether the two sets can be joined smoothly, or whether there is an undocumented
additional intercalary month to be inserted between the two sets. If there is no such intercalation, the miss-counts for the
four main chronologies turn out to be 23, 25, 24, 25, respectively. Thus, all four alignments appear to be wrong: none of
the counts is below the value 23.0 expected for a wrong chronology, and all exceed the value 16.2 expected for a correct
chronology by more than twice their standard deviation of 3.3.

On the other hand, if we insert an intercalation, the miss-counts become 15, 29, 28, 22, respectively, matching the
assumption that we have one correct and three wrong chronologies. The count for the HC turns out even better than what
we would expect for the correct chronology, and the counts for the Middle chronologies are devastatingly poor.

How should we interpret this? It seems that after looking at such results, people convinced of the correctness of the
Middle chronologies simply tend to declare the Ammiditana month-length evidence as being worthless and to forget about
it. But I think that this is too cheap an escape — in their place I should rather file it away as an obnoxious thorn in the flesh.
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Since the Ammiditana argumentation involved a conjectural intercalation, I also have done Bayesian probability
calculations, assuming different prior probabilities a for the existence of such an additional intercalation. If we were able
to prove that there was no additional intercalation, we have o = 0. If we could make sure that there was one, we have o =
1. Some people might want to formalize ignorance by a = 0.5, but most might gravitate towards a small value, say a=0.05
or a = 0.1. To help with the interpretation of such prior probabilities, I may quote MOSTELLER and YOUTZ (1990: 4) on
quantifying probabilistic expressions.’ According to them, for an average person the naked word Certain implies about
97% of full certainty, and A/most Certain about 86%. Thus, a.= 0.1 can be interpreted that you are almost certain that there
is no additional intercalation. The results of the calculation for the 2013 set are listed in Fig. 2.2.

Prior and posterior probabilities of an additional intercalation:

prior o 0.000 0.050 0.100 0.500  1.000

posterior 0.000 0.731 0.852 0.981  1.000

Posterior probabilities of chronologies:

prior o 0.000  0.050 0.100 0.500  1.000

HC —1701 | 0.460 0.843 0906 0973 0.983
UMC —1645 | 0.142 0.038 0.021 0.003  0.000
LMC —1637 | 0.256  0.069 0.038 0.005  0.000

SC  —1581 | 0.142 0.050 0.035 0.018 0.016

Fig. 2.2. Ammisaduqa and Ammiditana data, miss counts of 2013. Posterior probabilities of the four main chronologies.

We note that a. = 0.1 suffices to boost the posterior probability of an additional intercalation to B = 0.85 and the posterior
probability of the High Chronology to 0.91, thus making it almost certain, and second, that confirmation of an additional
intercalation (o = 1) would render the Middle Chronologies utterly implausible.

4. The Samsi-Adad solar eclipse

This eclipse is described as a ‘darkening of the sun’ (nahdur Samas) in the Mari Eponym Chronicle.® It occurred in the
year after the birth of Samgi-Adad. The most tempting identification is the eclipse of —1832 June 24, which was total a few
kilometers south of Assur, but its date does not match any of the Venus chronologies within the currently accepted un-
certainty bounds of the eponym lists. But there are impressive partial solar eclipses near sunrise or sunset compatible with
three of the Venus chronologies: HC (—1901 March 12), UMC (—1844 August 5) and LMC (—1837 March 24). The target
years for these three eclipses are —1901, —1845 and —1837, +2 years, respectively, 200 years before Year 1 of Ammisaduqa.
The eclipse evidence thus is inconclusive.

5. A volcanic eruption?

DE JONG/FOERTMEYER 2010, unaware of the earlier suggestion of WEIR 1972, have argued that the abnormally long period
of invisibility occurring in year 12 of the Venus Tablet is not a mere gross scribal error, but may be connected to a volcanic
eruption. If the LMC is correct, this would approximately match the Thera (Santorini) eruption currently dated 1613 BC
+14/—13 years, and perhaps even better another volcanic event dated around the year 1628 BC (the Aniakchak eruption in
Alaska). The latter is documented in ice-cores and tree-ring sequences.’

However, I am worried by the favorable apodoses the Venus text offers for the omens 13, 14 and 15 surrounding the
period of excessive invisibility. The years 11 and 12 have ‘the land will be happy’ and year 13 ‘the harvest of the land will
prosper’.® Admittedly, the eruption did not necessarily cause a catastrophic ‘year without a summer’, like the Tambora
eruption of 1815 AD.” But in view of its worldwide reducing effect on tree growth, I certainly would have expected the

MOSTELLER/YOUTZ 1990: 4.

BIROT 1985.

See ROAF Ch. 5 in this volume for a detailed discussion.
REINER/PINGREE 1975: 13.

See STOTHERS 1984.
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eruption to have had a substantial agricultural influence, to be reflected in the apodoses. For a detailed contemporary
account of a climatic catastrophe (although not necessarily connected with a volcanic eruption) whose description closely
resembles that of the ‘year without a summer’, one might compare the passage in the Proclamation of Telepinu, where he
describes how the gods had punished the Hittite king Ammuna, who had murdered his own father.'°

6. Conclusions

If the evidence from radiocarbon dating, dendrochronology and eponym lists is considered reliable to such an extent that
the HC and SC can be excluded with moral certainty (that is, to quote the ancient authority of Jakob Bernoulli, with 99%
or 99.9% of full certainty), then the astronomical evidence reduces attention to the HMC or the LMC, but clearly favors
the latter.

But what if you accord less than Bernoulli’s moral certainty to the reliability of the above evidence? My conclusion is:
even if you rate the LMC as almost certain (that is, according to Mosteller and Youtz, with 86% certainty), you should not
forget that there are at least two independent pieces of contrary astronomical evidence, the first of which, namely the Venus
evidence, operates against the Middle chronologies, and the other, the Ammisaduga—Ammiditana month-length evidence,
favors the HC.

As a third piece of evidence, I should draw attention to astronomical materials pertaining to the late third millennium
(Akkad and Ur III lunar eclipse omens, a literary solar eclipse from the time of Sargon, and Ur III month-length data). All
three kinds of data are precarious, and they are only indirectly relevant to the chronology of the 2nd millennium. But their
evidence is seductively consistent. They favor a unique set of coherent high chronologies for Akkad and Ur III, supported
by post-Akkadian '*C dates from Tell Leilan, and they yield tightly constrained consistent values for the clock-time
correction AT. With the currently accepted year counts for back-reckoning also they support the HC and reject lower
chronologies. See HUBER (2012), and in particular HUBER (2023).

Personally, I think that we are not yet ready to reach a firm verdict, and that at present the wisest course of action is to
stick with the conventional chronology, namely the UMC (Ammisaduqa year 1 = 1646 BC), even if you do not believe in
its correctness.
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3. The Eponym Chronicles from Mari — new edition, photographs
and comments

NELE ZIEGLER

Maurice Birot published the Mari Eponym Chronicles (MEC) in 1985. Since then, significant progress
in the ordering of Old Assyrian eponyms has been made, notably by specialists in Old Assyrian
archives. A revised publication of the Mari exemplars with better photographs is proposed here.

The editorial history of these lists is reexamined. Although all known exemplars of the MEC are from
Mari, there is no reason to believe that Mari was the only place in Samsi-Addu’s Upper Mesopotamian
Empire where such texts were produced.

K. Veenhof proposed naming the three main exemplars of the MEC ‘Editions I to III’. It is argued that
Edition II, which mentions Samsi-Addu’s year of birth, is older than Edition I and was perhaps created
just before Samsi-Addu’s sixtieth year of life.

Maurice Birot’s 1985 article ‘Les chroniques “assyriennes” de Mari’ is one of the most amazing works for all those who
are interested in 19th and early 18th century BC chronology. Today, we currently call the documents edited by M. Birot
Mari Eponym Chronicles (MEC). Nothing indicates that these texts were original creations by a scribe in Mari, but it is
clear that some if not all of the known exemplars of MEC were copied there.

Since 1985, much additional information — notably several eponym lists from Kiiltepe — supplements M. Birot’s
research. Nevertheless M. Birot’s edition has not been outdated. He did a very careful, long-lasting work. His hand copies
are as precise as possible. The quality of the photographs in MARI 4, published in 1985, was perhaps not the best possible
one,! but still they were extremely useful. In 2022, work on the French ANR funded project PCEHM? started, and we
collectively undertook to put in order the photographs of Mari texts. During this reorganisation work, I was able to put my
hands on more recent pictures of the Mari eponym chronicles and it seems useful to give access to these documents in
picture and transliteration once again. I hope my present contribution will allow scholars to use the Mari documents as
conveniently as possible.

It is not my aim to fill the gaps and to reconstruct the complete order of eponyms here, and I am unable to solve the
last remaining chronological questions. This is attempted by Klaas Veenhof, Michael Roaf and Denis Lacambre in this
book. Earlier reconstructions are in the book of Gojko Barjamovic, Thomas Hertel, and Mogens Larsen, which I will use
as reference for the numbering of eponyms (REL?), as well as in Guido Kryszat’s and Rafal Kolifiski’s studies.*

These photos were among the first taken with the ammonium chloride technique as part of the systematic program to photograph the Mari tablets
then preserved in Paris. The initiative of photographic coverage was launched by Jean-Marie Durand when he succeeded Maurice Birot in 1982 at
the head of the ER 193 of the CNRS. The photos published here were taken years later, when the photographic technique used for the Archives
Royales de Marihad been improved.

This contribution was prepared within the framework of project Pouvoir et culture écrite en Haute-Mésopotamie au 18° siécle av. J.-C. (aapg-2022-
PCEHM), which is financed for 2022-2026 by the French Agence Nationale de la Recherche. Francesca Nebiolo, postdoctoral researcher at PCEHM
and the College de France, prepared the photographs for publication. My thanks go to Dominique Charpin who read a first draft and to Michael
Roaf who carefully read and corrected my chapter.

Abbreviation for ‘Revised Eponym List” in BARITAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012. I use these references in order to avoid identification problems
between homonyms. If different, the names are rendered here by their Babylonian form. No lengths for vowels in Akkadian are given in personal
names (PN) and geographical names (GN).

4 KRYSZAT 2004 and 2008 and KOLINSKI 2015. See also BLOCH 2014 for the identification of the ‘conquest eponyms’ known by the Assyrian Kinglist
but not attested by Kiiltepe eponym lists.
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1. The MEC manuscripts

M. Birot edited the texts of the MEC fragments in a synoptic manner organised by eponym. This presentation was astute,
because it made the essential information obvious, enabling the reader to immediately appreciate the succession of the
eponyms and the events with which they were associated.’ Wars, victories and defeats are the main commemorated events,
biographical elements such as accessions to the throne, the death and even the birth of a king, and some exceptional natural
phenomena such as a flood and an eclipse are mentioned but astonishingly no focus is given to religious or cultic events.6

M. Birot chose to present these eponyms by sections that could be reconstructed thanks to the different manuscripts
and called these sections A1-24, B..., C..., D..., and E... Moreover, the breaks common to the different manuscripts were
in this way clearly visible. This presentation was also justified by the fact that the various manuscripts reproduce generally
the same text. It has, however, the disadvantage of obscuring the overall view of the individual manuscripts.

M. Birot correctly assumed that the published fragments came from five different manuscripts,’ two tablets originally
containing complete texts and three fragments containing excerpts.

K. Veenhof proposed calling the two main exemplars of the Mari Eponym Chronicles ‘Edition I” and ‘Edition II’. T will
follow this proposal here so that readers of the different contributions in this volume find the same terminology for the
eponym texts from Mari.

BIROT 1985: 219220 ordered the manuscripts in 5 sections:

1. A.1288 = Veenhof Edition II.

2. M.7481+M.11250 as well as the fragments S.24-1, S.24-2, S.24-3, and A.1614 which are probably from the
same exemplar = Veenhof Edition 1.

3. S.115-26 = Veenhof Edition I11.

4. M.5911

5. M.8566

It is clear that Edition II is some years older than Edition I. I will discuss the redaction date of the two editions below.
The smaller excerpt tablets all concentrate on the earlier periods and do not include the later years when Yasmah-Addu
was king of Mari.

We may assume that the eponym chronicles were learnt by heart and used as historical material by Samsi-Addu’s family
as well as by elite members in all centers of Samsi-Addu’s empire. This seems obvious for Mari in the time of king Yasmah-
Addu. Most astonishing is the fact that even during the reign of Zimri-Lim the MEC could be used for historical reference.?
The biggest exemplar of the MEC, Edition I, dates to Zimri-Lim’s reign.

2. Edition I

Edition I was, when intact, very large with a width of about 10 cm and a length of approximately 35 cm.® When complete,
it must have been impressive because of its beautiful script and careful layout. It recounted the events of perhaps 97 eponym
years in the laconic style of a chronicle. The narration of events is more complex in the later years than in the earlier ones,
according to a principle known for chronicles from other periods. Its incipit is inspired by the formula that we find at the
beginning of the eponym lists of Kiiltepe-Kanes KEL A , D and F.!° Thus Edition I of Mari begins with the words:

‘Since the beginning of the reign of Naram-Sin, vicar of our [lord (= AsSur)]. Since the eponym was established.’
and the document ends with the words:

‘Written by (lit. “the hand of”’) Habdu-malik, reader Limi-Dagan.’

For a general view see BIROT 1985: 222-227. According to him, the author of the chronicles wanted to draw a picture of the competition between

Samsi-Addu’s and E$nunna’s dynasties (BIROT 1985: 223).

This is very different from Old Babylonian year names which give at least as much importance to the commemoration of religious events as to

military successes. See for Old Babylonian year names HORSNELL 1999a, 1999b and 2004.

7 BIROT 1985: 219-220.

8 For the probable use of MEC as historical source, see ZIEGLER 2023. BIROT 1985: 223 hesitated, but rejected the idea of a redaction by scribes of
Zimri-Lim. See for this now below, the historical setting of Edition I. Edition II clearly dates to the time of Samsi-Addu.

®  The upper part of the tablet, M.7481+M.11250, is described precisely by BIROT 1985: 220: width 10.0-10.4 cm, preserved height 7.8 cm and 2 cm
thick at the edges, but close to 2.8 cm in the center. The average height of the lines is 0.35 cm.

10" GUNBATTI 2008a: 104. For this line see §3.1 below comment to Edition I M.7481+ Al line 1.
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Edition I is the most complete eponym chronicle albeit it is badly broken. It starts with the reign of Naram-Sin of Assur,

and ends during the first years of Zimri-Lim from Mari — this means, in a period when I§me-Dagan was ruler of AsSur. For

the overlap of the ‘Samsi-Addu calendar’!! (beginning in autumn) with the first years of Zimri-Lim, normally beginning

close to the spring equinox, but shifted with respect to the solar year at the beginning of his reign, see already our
commentary and the table in FM V (CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 174). The possible correlation of the eponym calendar and
the Mari calendar is presented in Fig. 3.1.

E Month in‘Samsi-Addu Historical event concerning Month in Mari | Year names of king Zimri-
onym
pony calendar’ (conjectural) Zimri-Lim (ZL) calendar Lim attested by archival texts
vi* Bannum conquers Mari. ZL 0 ix Throne
Latest eponymical text from Mari.
ZL enters Terqa. ZL enters Mari.
vii* Messengers from Aleppo and E$nunna in Mari. X Throne
viii* Messengers from Aleppo and ESnunna in Mari. xi Throne
Istar Deritum festival.
ix* Marriage between the king of Yaminite xii Throne
Amnaneans and princess Atrakatum.
x* ZL 1ix Throne
xi* il Throne/Annunitum
xii* Conquest of Kahat. il Annunitum
AsSur-emuqi i* v Annunitum
i* v Throne/Annunitum
iii* vi Annunitum/Kahat
iv* vii Annunitum
v* viii Annunitum/Kahat
vi* Death of Bannum. ix Annunitum/Kahat
vii* Female deportees from Kahat live inside ZL’s X Annunitum/Kahat
palace at Mari, among them Samsi-Addu’s
widow Akatiya.
viii* Simah-ilane coming from Babylon arrives in xi Annunitum/Kahat
Mari. Istar Deritum festival.
ix* Simah-ilane in Mari. Xii Annunitum/Kahat
x* xii-bis Kahat
xi* ZL2i Euphrates/Addu/Kahat-bis
xii* End of the first Yaminite revolt. ii Euphrates/Addu
Walls of Mislan and Samanum destroyed.
Abu-salim i*— .. il Addu
iv Euphrates/Addu
v Euphrates/Addu
Marriage of ZL with Sibtu. vi Euphrates/Addu

Fig. 3.1. The possible correlation of the Assyrian eponym calendar and the Mari calendar.
Year names attested by published texts (see CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 257-260): Throne = ‘Year when Zimri-Lim
entered the throne of the house of his father’; Annunitum = ‘Year when Zimri-Lim made a statue/an image of

Annunitum of Sehrum’; Kahat = *Year when Zimri-Lim conquered Kahat’; Euphrates = *Year when Zimri-Lim put
in order the Banks of the Euphrates’; Addu = ‘Year when Zimri-Lim vowed his statue to Addu of Aleppo’.

" Month names from the ‘Samsi-Addu calendar’ are marked with *. See ZIEGLER 2022 and see already CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 155-156.
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The most recent eponym mentioned in this manuscript is that of A§Sur-emuqi. Following a proposal by K. Veenhof, D.
Charpin and I had assumed that A§Sur-emuqi could correspond to the last months of Yasmah-Addu’s life, a year that is
always designated in the Mari archives as the eponym ‘that followed Tab-silli-AsSur’ (warki Tab-silli-Assur).'> This
identification can no longer be maintained because Kiiltepe Eponym List G gives the following succession of eponyms
from G 83 to G 86: 13

Tab-silli-Agsur (REL 197) / Ennam-A&Sur (REL 198) / A&§ur-emugi (REL 199) / Abu-8alim (REL 200).

The year ‘warki Tab-silli-Assur’ thus corresponds to eponym Ennam-AsSur. It is the moment of the collapse of Samsi-
Addu’s empire in the months following his death. It is the year of Yasmah-Addu’s end. It is also during this eponym year
that king Zimri-Lim acceded to the throne of Mari.

The question remains whether Edition I was written during AsSur-emuqi, or just after the completion of this eponym
year. The account of the events of year ASSur-emuqji, which is narrated in six lines, is not preserved. The colophon contains
the following information:

“In all: 70 [+24° years] until the victory at the gate of Saggaratum.’

From these last lines we understand that the huge and beautiful MEC Edition I, now broken into pieces and far from
complete, was written several months, perhaps even more than one year after Zimri-Lim’s accession to the throne. Was it
written for Zimri-Lim and was Zimri-Lim the winner at the gate of Saggaratum? This ‘victory at the gate of Saggaratum’
could perhaps be linked to a victory of Zimri-Lim over the first revolt of the Yaminites. This event was commemorated by
an unusual year name labeled thus:'#

“Year when Zimri-Lim defeated the Yaminites in Saggaratum and when he seized their kings.’

This victory of Zimri-Lim perhaps dated to the very end of the eponymate of AsSur-emuqi or to the very beginning of
the eponymate of Abu-$alim. But this remains to be confirmed. If this idea is true, the entry referring to the last eponym in
Edition I:

M.7481+: rev. 5' GL.T

perhaps mentioned the four Yaminite kings vanquished on this occasion. In this case, Edition I clearly was produced for
Zimri-Lim, the last king of Mari, and was linked to a celebration of one of his victories.

Nevertheless, it is not yet clearly established that Zimri-Lim had demanded the production of this text. J.-M. Durand
has made another interesting proposal: Edition I possibly was taken as booty to Mari. It could have been taken from Subat-
Enlil to Mari when Samiya left the former residence city of Samsi-Addu.!> Another hypothesis would be to link the
document’s redaction to the conquest of Kahat — one of Zimri-Lim’s major achievements at the beginning of his reign and
his final victory over the heirs of Samsi-Addu’s empire. Nevertheless, no victory at Saggaratum’s gate is known for this
military campaign. For the time being, these questions must remain open. An implicit reason for the supposed foreign
origin of Edition I is, that the reader who spelled the text to the scribe is not yet identified with any official in Mari.
According to the inscribed colophon at the end of the tablet, the document was written by Habdu-malik'® and dictated by
a man named Limi-Dagan, who cannot be identified with any high official or scribe from Mari.!”

12" CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 168.

13 GUNBATTI 2008a: 109.

14 DURAND 1983: 144-145 no. 128 (www.archibab.fr/T14567) (day 14 month ix): (10) MU zi-im-r[i]-li-im (11) da-ams-da-am 5a DUMU.MES ia-
mi-na (12) i-na sa-ga-ra-tim i-du-ku (13) it LUGAL MES-§u-nu ik-§u-d[u], see comment in CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 190-191. The year name is a
variant of ZL 3. Year names most often commemorated events from the former year. The victory over Yaminite kings probably dated to the beginning
of year ZL 2 but this is still a question of debate.

15 DURAND 1997: 43 n. 145. This proposal was quoted in CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 168 but is not genuinely ours. Samiya left Subat-Enlil with Egnun-

nean help in Zimri-Lim’s fourth year. This seems a little bit too late in Zimri-Lim’s reign.

Several homonyms exist, the most famous Habdu-malik was Zimri-Lim’s envoy and high official, see CHARPIN 1988: 207-213; a scribe also existed,

attested ibidem.

The name Limi-Dagan is barely attested in Mari.

The participle mustassiim is attested by the text edited by MAUL 1994: 48—50 no. 17 (www.archibab.fr/T6837): 1. 20. MAUL 1994: 50 commented

on this noun: ‘Da Sitassiim in den Mari-Texten auch absolut im Sinne von “lesen, (laut) vorlesen” verwendet werden kann (vgl. ARM 2 132: 5, 7),

diirfte das zugehorige Partizip mustassiim den “Leser” bezeichnen. mustassiim ist auch in der Tafelunterschrift M.7481: Rs. 8' belegt (vgl. M. Birot,

MARI 4, 1985, S. 232 unten; die Zeile ist wohl folgendermaflen zu verstehen: “Hand des Habdu-Malik; der der es gegengelesen hat (mustassit) ist
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2.1. M.7481+M.11250 obverse'® (see Figs. 3.3 and 3.4)

Al is-tu re-es **G[U.ZA na-ra-am-"EN.ZU UGULA be-li-nle is-tu li-mu-[um is-sa-ak-nu]
A2 REL104 b 1 r$ul-[“EN.ZU]
A3 REL105 I [¢a-Sur-ma-lik)
Ad REL106 4 I [da_gur.i-mi-ti]
AS REL107 1 [en-nam-*EN.ZU]
A6 REL108 6 i-na I[i-mi-im $a a-ku-tim PN GNT9 [(0 0) is-ba-alt
A7 R0 1 [ma-si-am-DINGIR]
A8 REL110 8 1 [i-din-a-hu-um]
Ag RELI i-na sa-[ma-nim a-mi-nu-um Sa-du-pé-em is-ba-at
Al0 REL 10 i-na i-l[i-en-nam “EN.ZU-a-bu-um ma-a-at si-1D-K1 is-ba-at]
App i-na en-n[a-ma-nu-umo 0000000000000 (...)]
Aqp REH 12 m [en-nam-*a-sur]
Alobs RELI15 i-na en-na[m-"EN.ZU i_p,’_iq-dléKUR a-na GU.ZA E a-bi-5u i-ru-ub]
Al3 KeLto 14 i-na ha-na-"na-ri-im a-mi-nu-um da-ams-da-a-am sa i—pi—iq—dISKUR i~du-uk)
Aqq 7 i-na da-di-i[a] X' [0 000000000000000000(...)]
Aps REE 16 i-na ka-pa-ti-ia "i'-[pi-ig-*ISKUR da-ams-da-a-am $a a-mi-nim i-du-uk]
s i-na is-me-Sa-sur i-pi**-ig**['ISKUR zi-qii-ra-tam is-ba-at)
ALy 13 i-na ‘a-Sur-mu-tab-bi-il** 1i**1-0 000000000000 00 (...)]
Arg i-na su-"MUS** Tx**1[0000000000 0]
AlgRE2 20 [i-na i-din]-Ta-bu'-um ‘EN.Z[U- 0000000000000 00 (...)]
A0 " [0 0 000 0) i-lli-dla-an (...)]
A1 [22] [ASur-imitti]
Ay RELZ [Busaya]
A23 [24] li-na da-di-ia ‘UTU-=$i<“ISKUR wa-li-id (...)]
A28 [Puzur-Tstar]
Apg RELIZS [26] [Isaya]
A REL [Abu-3alim]
A7 RELI [28] [Adur-re’i]
RELI31 [Tab-Assur]
REL 132 [30] [Su-Rama]
REL 133

[Sin-i§me'anni]

2.2. 8.24-1+ S.24-2+A.1614b (see Figs. 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7)

15 B [A$Sur-malik]

B2 RELLS [Daniya]

B3 REL1 [Ennam-Sin]
B4 [Assur-balati]

Bs [Ennam-A&Sur/Sin]

Limi-Dagan.”).” More probably mustassiim, ‘the one who speakes out loudly’ is not a ‘control-reader’ but the person who dictated the MEC to the
scribe.

I transliterate the initial DIS sign as . Eponyms marked by 'are without events, while years with events are introduced by ina followed by the
eponym’s name without ', For this reason, K. VEENHOF and M. ROAF (Chapters 4 and 5 in this volume) prefer to transliterate the initial DIS as |.
The space in the broken passages is estimated by [o] or [x]: x means that there are very scarce indications of an actual sign, o means that this space
could be filled with a sign or could be empty. (0 0) means that the space of two signs was most probably uninscribed. (...) means that there remains
space on the right edge.

Restitution of missing signs is marked by <...>, destroyed signs by >...<, and intentionally erased signs by {x}. ° is ‘sic’.



REL139

B6

REL140

B7

REL141

B8

REL142

B9

REL143

B10

Bll REL144

BI2 REL145

REL146

B13

REL147

B14

REL148

B15

REL149

Bl16

REL150

B17

REL151

B18

B19 REL152

B20 REL153

B21 REL154

B22 REL155

REL156

B23

REL157

B24

REL158

B25

REL159

B26

REL160

B27

B28 REL161

B29 REL162

REL163

B30

B31 REL164

B32 REL165
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6'

8’

10’

12'

14'

16'

18'

20

[Ttur-AsSur]

[Su-beli]

[Sarrum-Adad]

[Su-Laban]

[AsSur-imitti]

[Dadaya]

[Dadaya no. 2]

[Ahi-salim]

[Usur-sa-Istar]

M-[na ka-at-ta-a ...]

i-n[a $su-‘EN.ZU ...]

i-na "a\-[bu-Sa-lim sa-ba-at X ... Sa né-re-eb-tim"

i-na Su-dla-a ...]

i-na Su-da-d[i-im sa-ba-at ne-re-eb-tim*/]

i-na Sa-Sur-tu-kiil-t[i da-ams-da-a-am $a ii-ni-ne-im “UTU-5i-*ISKUR i-du-uk]
11000000000 0 i-du-uk]

i-na PUZUR4-iSs-tdr *UTU-5i-ISKUR [0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]

i-na a-ta-na-[ah) i-pi-ig-*ISKUR da-a[m7-da-a-am $a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i-du-uk]
it ma-la-at0 00000000 (...)]

i-na e-ri-Si-im ‘UTU-$i-*ISKUR da-am-[da-a-am §a 000000 (...)]
i-na BAD [0 0 0 0 0 0 i-du-uk)

! dg-Sur-en-nam Sa Si-[pt*-ra’-tim’]

i-na in-b[i-iss-td]r i-pi-Tig'-ISKUR [x 000000000 (...)]

! da-sur-be-el-ma-al-ki-[im]

i-na be-[la-nim X] ki ir banaa[0 00000 00]

i-na sii-ka-lim] “UTU-5i-“ISKUR [0 00 00 0 0 0]

i-n[a a-mur-Sa-sulr UTU-5i-“ISKUR [0 0 0000000 (...)]

[i-na ‘a-sur-n)i-su “UTU-5i-“IS[KUR ...]

[.]

[(...) mu-na-wi-ru-um (...)]

[Idnaya]

2.3. 8.24-3 (see Figs. 3.8 and 3.9)

REL 166
DO

REL167
D1

REL168

D2

REL169

D3

REL170

D4

REL171

D5

2’

4l

6'

" ] Tda'-[da’-a-ia]
! ] P[UZUR4.‘MUS.. ]
[i-na a-bil-Yia-ia" *UTU-§i-[ISKUR ...]
[i-na] "a'-ta-nim ‘UTU=5i-"I[SKUR 00000000000000000 ...]
12 LUGAL.MES i-[000000000000000000 ...]

Yia-ah-du-un-I[i-im 00000000000000000 ...]
LUGAL.MES §u-nu ut-te-[0 000 000000000000 ...]

[i-n]a Ya-Sur-tik-la-ku “UTU=5i-[ISKUR ...]
[i-na i-5i-im-EN.Z]U "U[TU-5i-ISKUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Break at the bottom of the tablet

No MEC fragment gives the names of eponyms preceding the conquest of Mari by Samsi-Addu. It seems now clear,
that the eponyms numbered REL 179—180 by BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012 did not exist. Their proposal was based
on a misinterpretation of fragment S.24-3. See commentary ad loc.
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In the broken space at the bottom of the obverse of Edition I, the edge and the beginning of the reverse probably 9
eponyms (REL 172—182) were quoted, as well as the remarkable events during this time-span. Unfortunately, KEL G is
broken until the eponym Awiliya (REL 194).

REL172 [Addu-bani]
REL173 [Abi-Sagis]
REL174 [Tab-silli-Agsur]
RELI75 [Iddin-Assur]
REL176 [Namiya]

REL177 [Ahu-3arri]
REL178 [Dadiya]

RELI8I [Assur-taklaku]
RELIS2

[Haya-malik]

2.4. 8.24-1+ 8.24-2+A.1614b reverse (see Figs. 3.10 and 3.11)

REL183

El li-na §a-[lim-4T a-sur' {x x} UTU-5i-ISKUR ma-[a-at 000000000 (...)]
g2 " 2 [i-na *E]N.ZU-mu-ba-al-li-it ‘UTU-5i-ISKUR ma-Ta'-[at 000000000 (...)]
3 LI [i-na rli-is-*UTU is-me-‘da-gan da-ams-da-a-a[m $a 0 00000 0 0 0 i-du-uk]

B4 4 [i-na i]b-ni-ISKUR ‘UTU-5i-“ISKUR ma-a-at [0 00000000000 (...)]
Es Y [i-na ‘a]-Sur-i-mi-ti ‘UTU-5i-ISKUR da-am--[da-a-am $a 00000000 (...)]
6 Sa-a-tu u-te-er ma-a-at [00000000000 (...)]
me-tu-ra-an® ma-a-at [x 00000000000 (...)]
8' "da-Tdu-5a a' [x XX 0000000000000 (...)]
E6 RELISS i-na i-"lI-ILLAT'-{i0000000000000000000000 (...)]
E7 RELTE 10' i-na ri-ig-m[a-nilm mu-t[a’-nu-um 0 00 0000000000000 0 (...)]
E8 KL i-na i-ku-u[n-pi-ila mu-na-{ 00000000000000000(...)]
12' da-ams-da-a-a[m 00000000000000000(...)]
2 *UTU-5i-4ISKUR [0 00 0000000000000 0 (...)]
14' me-tu-ra-an k[a’ 00000000000000000(...)]
a-na da-du-$a [0 000000 0]
g9 ! 16' i-na [ds-qui-di-ilm ‘UTU-5i-ISKUR [X 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 is-ba-at]
E10°" i-na [$a-Sur]-ma-lik is-me-Sda-gan da-ams-da-a-[am §a 0 00 00 0 0 0 0 i-du-uk]
18' i YUTU-5i-ISKUR nu-u[r-ru- 000000000000 (...)]
Yi-ip-ra-am LUGAL[0000000000000 (...)]
20' Yig-5u-ub-ISKUR LUGAL [a-ha-zi-im"'0 000000000 (...)]
Yia-su-ub-li-im LUGA[L0 000000000000 (...)]
22! 16"V LUGAL.MES an-nu-"tim" ik-s[u-ma 0 0000000000000 (...)]
[a-nla da-d[u-5a 0000000000000000000 (...)]
E1 T o li-na ...-ila tu-ru-ulk-...]

.
26' x[...]
2.5. A.1614a (see Fig. 03.16)

A.1614a most probably is a surface fragment of M.7481+. For a proposal of restorations see below, commentary.
Tal-kin. ]

[.
2! [...x] LA AN Tda'-ams-da-am tu-ru-ulk-...]
[...x] KI i-du-ku 'ia-ds-ma-ah-[“ISKUR. . .]
4' [...]-da-am sa DUMU.MES ia-mi-n[a ...]
[...A.EN]JGUR UD.KIB.NUN.NA u-ga-m[e...]
6' [...]1aKI [...]
[.

L] x4
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2.6. M.7481+1125 reverse (see Figs. 3.12 and 3.13)

G1=EI15

REL199

[i-na ‘a-sur]-e-mu-q[i ...]

2' x1[...]
T [...]

4 al...]
41...]

6' da-[...]

SU.NIGIN 70[+24? $a-na-tflum a-di da-ams-de-e-em $a [K]A sa-ag-ga-ra-[tim"]
(Blank)

8' SU ha-ab-du-ma-lik mu-us-ta-as-su-ii li-mi-*da-gan

3. Commentary Edition I

3.1. M.7481+M.11250 obverse commentary

Al 1
A2-6 2-6
A6 6
A9 9
Al10 10
All 11
Al2 12
A12Ys 13
Al3 14
Al4 15
Al5 16
17-19
Al17 18
Al8 19
Break after 21

Restoration according to a proposal from J.-M. Durand apud VEENHOF 2003: 20 : is-tu li-mu-u[m is-Sa-ak-nu]. This
formulation is parallel to the Kiiltepe eponym list KEL A (as well as KEL D) where it probably describes the
inauguration of eponym officials at the beginning of EriSum I’s reign. In MEC this formulation might seem less
appropriate since the dating system by eponyms existed before Naram-Sin’s reign.

These eponyms are known from Kiiltepe, notably thanks to KEL A and also to a lesser extent to KEL B, see
BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 94.

VEENHOF 2003: 35 comm. 107 noted concerning the eponym Akutum ‘He (scil. Akutum) must be recorded in MEC
A no. 5, where the damaged first sign could be [A]K.’

Photographs clearly exclude the reading A[K], but L[I] seems possible. For this restoration see also VEENHOF (in
this volume Ch. 4).

Restoration of the eponym as Samanum from the parallel in Edition IT A.1288: 13'. KEL G: i1 starts with this
eponymate, written 'sa-ma (REL 111). On KEL A: 62 only [...]-Ta' DUMU Su-be-lim is preserved.

Restoration from the parallel in Edition IT A.1288: i 4'-5' where the name is complete ("i'-/i-en-nam). According to
the eponym lists from Kiiltepe, the eponym’s name should be Ili-alum: KEL A: 62 (i-li-a-liim DUMU su-ka-li-a)
and KEL G: i 2 (i-li-a-lum).

In Edition I, there was a comment for this eponymate while Edition IT A.1288: 1 6' and M.5911: 2' just name the
eponym. The same is true for A11-12, 14, 17-19.

Line 12, almost completely restored, was transliterated erroneously by M. BIROT 1985: 227. He shared his confusion
with the ancient scribes of the different exemplars of MEC editions probably because of a succession of eponyms all
with names in Ennam-X. For this reason I use the indication A12 Ennam-As$ur (REL 114) and A12%* Ennam-Sin
(REL 115) for the two successive eponyms known from Kiiltepe eponym lists.

No event is commemorated in 1.12 = [A12 Ennam-AsSur], but according to M.5911: 3'4', the enthronement of Ipiq-
Addu II of E$nunna took place in this eponymate. Concerning this event see the comment to the next line.
Restoration of the commemorated event — Ipigq-Addu’s enthronement — from A.1288: i 8', but in this document, the
name of eponym Ennam-Sin (REL 115) is missing. In M.5911: 3'4' Ipig-Addu’s accession is recorded as an event
that happened during the eponymate of Ennam-ASSur (REL 114); the name of Ennam-Sin (REL 115) is missing
completely.

Restoration from A.1288:19'-10' and M.5911: 5'-6'".

M.7481+ is the only exemplar to commemorate an event which happened during this eponymate. Parallels in A.1288:
i 11'and M.5911: 7' only give the official’s name.

Restoration from A.1288:1 12'-14" and M.5911: 8'-9' which is less well preserved.

The signs marked ** were copied by BIROT 1985: 238 but are not visible on the photographs. Apparently, a small
fragment of the tablet’s surface has been lost in the meantime. M. Birot’s copy is doubtless correct.

Perhaps the king of ESnunna Ipiq-Addu is again mentioned in the gap.

See M. BIROT’s handcopy — no proposal can be made for x.

The names of the following eponyms are known from eponym lists from Kiiltepe, KEL A gives REL 125-130 and
KEL G continues until REL 141 (Bg).
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3.2. 8.24-1+ 8.24-2+A.1614b obverse commentary

Break before 0'

B15 0'
B17 2!
B18 3
B19 4
B20 5
6V
B24 12'
B25 13'
B27 15'

The names of eponyms REL 134—137, which BIROT 1985: 228-229 numbered B1-14, are attested by A.1288 ii,
M.8566, and S.115-26.

The line clearly started with Til-[na ...]. The parallels A.1288: ii 16' and M.8566: 6' only mentioned the name of
eponym (REL 148). The scribe of M.8566: 6' spelled the name ka-at-f[a...] — his interpretation was apparently
Kattaya.

The conquest of some topographical feature related to Nerebtum seems to be commemorated for this year, but the
parallels are not well preserved, see A.1288: ii 18'-19' and M.8566: §'-9'.

The line clearly started with ina and commemorated events from this year. The parallels A.1288: ii 20' and M.8566:
10" are limited to the eponym’s name.

Restoration from parallels, notably M.8566: 11" i-na su-da-"di'-im sa-ba-at né-r{e-eb-tim"i].

When collating the tablet in the past, I noted, ‘According to the curvature, we are here (approximately) in the middle
of the tablet.’

Restoration from the parallels A.1288: ii 22'-23", see ad loc. for the toponym Unine, and M.8566: 12'-13".

It is not sure if there is enough space to propose the same restoration as in the parallel A.1288: ii 24'-26' : da-am-
da-a-[am $a ...], 'mu-ut-ia-[x ... i-du-uk). In M.8566 this part of the description of events of B20 is not preserved.
The name of eponym AsSur-ennam (REL 157) is followed by the signs SASI[...]. Eponym lists from Kiiltepe show
now that the eponym’s name simply was AsSur-ennam. BIROT 1985: 230 n. 7 hesitated to read the name AsSur-
ennam-Salim but resigned himself to do so and commented ‘Le nom AsSur-ennam-salim est encore inconnu a ma
connaissance, et peu intelligible (...)’.

K. VEENHOF, in this volume Ch. 4, opts for emendation of the clearly written signs. This may be the best solution,
but perhaps Sa $i[...] was meant as a qualification of A§Sur-ennam, indicating the place of origin or his title? If the
latter was true, I would propose the title Sa Sipiratim ‘ambassador’ well attested in Mari, see for instance ARM 2 46
(collation cf. www.archibab.fr/T8496): 5; ARM 14 110: 11; FM 11 59: 7; FM XVI 41: ii 11. Nevertheless, this
proposal is not sure.

The reading i-ni-i[b-IS]DAR proposed by BIROT 1985: 230 has to be corrected, IN is sure, B[I] probable. See already
VEENHOF 2003: 48 n. 82, his proposal was confirmed by the publication of KEL G by GUNBATTI 2008a.

There are possible traces of two oblique wedges before KI. It seems not very probable that these are traces of the end
of the official’s name NIJM. Among the possibilities are N]A, B]I, T]A, S]A, but no solution is available for the time
being.

3.3. 8.24-3 obverse, note on the position of the fragment and commentary

Note

DO 1'
D1 2'
D3 4'-7"
D5 9'

M. BIROT (1985: 220 2) indicated that S.24-3 was a fragment from the same tablet as S.24-1+S.24-2+A.1614. The
photograph of this fragment has been mislabeled and I could find it only in March 2022. It provides — in my eyes —
a solution to a long-lasting chronological debate.

J.-M. Durand apud CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 72 n. 255 proposed the reading in 1. 9' UR = LIK and the restoration
[Haya-ma]lik. The suggestion was made before C. Giinbatt1’s publication of KEL G. The latter suggested that MEC
D 1-4 could overlap with KEL G 57-60.

BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 7 also discussed this issue but preferred Durand’s solution: they suggested that
MEC D 2 should be identified with KEL G 69 and that MEC D 5 should be restored [...]-/ik, = Haya-malik, the year
of the conquest of Mari by Samsi-Addu.

On the contrary, LACAMBRE 2019: 521, following a former proposal of G. KRYSZAT 2008: 214 preferred the solution
that MEC D 1-5 should be identified with KEL G 57-61. This is clearly the correct solution.

The reading "TDAT is the best possible interpretation for the fragmentary sign. The restoration of the eponym Dadaya
is based on KEL G: 56 da-da-a = REL 166.

KA is sure. Restoring KA.SA = PUZUR. seems obvious. KEL G: 57 is PUZUR2.“MUS = REL 167, Puzur-Nirah.
Atanum has to be identified with the eponym whose name is rendered in Old Assyrian documents as Edinum. The
events that happened during this year were described in a particularly long entry of 4 lines. Yahdun-Lim played a
major role as well as several other kings. All were probably subdued by Samsi-Addu.

The restoration of [§im-Sin’s name was proposed by LACAMBRE in 2019: 521. KEL G: 61 reads "i-si-im-su-in. The
former proposal to read this sign UR = LIK and to restore Haya-Malik’s name here (see note to S.24-3 above) has
to be abandoned.
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3.4. 8.24-1+ 8.24-2+A.1614b reverse commentary

E1 1
E7-8 10'-11'
10’
11’
E9 16'
E10 17'-23'
17
18'-19'
22'-23"
E11 24
E15=G1 1'

BIROT 1985: 231 restored the eponym name « [En-na]m’-[¢]4-sur » without indicating his reasons. No published text
from Mari was dated by this eponym, which corresponds to warki Tab-silli-Assur. KEL G is broken after REL 178
(Dadiya). BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 9 suggested placing Salim-AsSur here, combining attestations in Mari
documents of two homonymous eponyms with different fathers’ names: Salim-A3Sur son of Usranum and Salim-
Asgur son of Salimanum. Their proposal took into account an oral suggestion by D. Lacambre. I follow this proposal.
The two signs preceding Samsi-Addu’s name are not yet clear.

The two successive entries for the eponym Rigmanum (1. 10") and Ikun-piya (1. 11') start with words beginning with
the sign MU. In 1. 10", M. Birot read Mu-x[ and in l. 11 he transliterated the signs correctly as Mu-na-|.
CHARPIN/DURAND 1985: 311 proposed the restoration in these lines of the name Munawwirum and suggested this
could be the name of a general of Samsi-Addu’s Empire. Munawwirum is indeed statistically the most probable
solution — searching for words starting with ‘mu-na-> in www.archibab.fr returns 152 texts, most of them with an
attestations of men called Munawwirum. There are few attestations for the participles munaggirum and munnabtum.
Alas, no general Munawwirum has been known until now, nor any king of this name. In our study, CHARPIN/ZIEGLER
2003: 84 and fn. 64, we objected in a more basic way to the hypothetical general ‘Munawwirum’ because no other
high official is mentioned in the MEC.

We proposed ibid. for 1. 10" mu-t[a-nu-um ...] ‘disease’, perhaps an allusion to an epizootic disease. According to
collations of J.-M. Durand, this proposal was epigraphically possible. Unfortunately, the new pictures neither
confirm nor refute the reading mu-#[a-nu-um] in 1. 10" which, in my eyes is still possible.

Anyway, in L. 11', another restoration has to be proposed. Birot’s reading mu-na-[...] is beyond doubt. Since no high
ranking man called Munawwirum is attested in any text from Mari, another solution is necessary. As a very uncertain
hypothesis the word munnabtum ‘refugee’ could be chosen. We know that during this year the population of the
stronghold Rapiqum left their hometown and were brought to different places of Samsi-Addu’s empire. Usually,
these people are described in Mari documents as ‘deportees’ nasihum, but, if the hypothetical proposal munnabtum
is right, the MEC would have chosen to use a different word.

The restoration could be [ar-ra-ap-ha-(am)* is-ba-at). See for this restoration CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 90 n. 111. In
this same eponymate Nineveh, a cult center in the kingdom of Nurrugum, was conquered by ISme-Dagan.

For these events during the eponym year A§Sur-malik see CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 95—111.

In CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 97 n. 183 we suggested the restoration i-na [‘a-§ur]-ma-lik is-me-‘da-gan da-am+-da-a-
[am sa DUMU.YISKUR LU yas-i-la-nim i-du-uk] ‘In A$$ur-malik I$me-Dagan vanquished [Mar-Addu the chief of
Ya’ilanum]’.

For the conquest of Nurrugum, close to Nineveh, see CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 99. Kibram perhaps was king of
Nurrugum, see EIDEM/LAESS@E 2001: 22 n. 30.

In CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 97 n. 183 we suggested the restoration (1. 22') 16" LUGAL.MES an-nu-tim" ik-s[u-ma
te-né-se-et ma-at ga-ab-ra-a“'] (1. 23") [a-n]a da-du-$a is-ri-ik] ‘he bound these 6° kings [and offered the population
of the land of Qabra t]o Dadusa.” This proposal still remains possible. Dadusa mentioned deportees and precious
goods from Qabra in his stela (ISMAIL/CAVIGNEAUX 2003) : (col. viii 5) Sa-al-la-as-su ra-pa-das-tam (6) ma-ak-ku-
ur a-li-im Su-a-ti kab-tam (7) KU.ZI KU.BABBAR NA. wa-qar-tam (8) a-Si-la-le-e-em dam-qd-am (9) &t mi-im-ma
Sum-su (10) Sa ma-tum Si-i ir-Su-ii (11) a-na ESNUN.NAX (12) a-al Sar-ru-ti-ia (13) e-te-el-li-is ub-lam-ma 1
heroically brought its huge human booty, the heavy treasure of this city, gold, silver, precious stones, fine luxury
items and everything else that this land possessed to ESnunna my royal capital city.” The booty from Qabra, especially
the prisoners were the reward for the huge auxiliary troops Dadusa had offered to Samsi-Addu.

In our reconstruction (CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003) we supposed that the eponym following AsSur-malik was Awiliya
(REL 194), followed by Nimer-Sin (REL 195). BARTAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012 proposed inserting Ahiyaya
between Assur-malik and Awiliya. This view was not shared by all colleagues, including myself, but D. LACAMBRE
(Ch. 7 in this volume) continues to insist that it is the only possible way to interpret the Chagar Bazar archives.

The arguments are for the time being still not conclusive, but I am confident, that the answer will come soon.

The chronological setting of AsSur-emugqi thanks to KEL G 85 was one of the biggest surprises for specialists. This
eponymate is not the year of Yasmah-Addu’s death and the breakdown of the Upper Mesopotamian kingdom after
the death of its founder, Samsi-Addu, but it is the year after the capture of Mari.

For the correlation with Zimri-Lim’s chronology, see above.

3.5. A.1614a possible restoration (Fig. 3.16)

The problem is to know whether A.1614a is a surface fragment of S.24-1+. M. Birot copied it inside S.24-1+, and the
belonging of the piece to this tablet seems quite possible. In any case, the fact that this fragment A.1614a also mentions
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the Turukkeans makes one think that its text summarizes the events of eponym year Awiliya (REL 194) for which see
CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 112—-118. I suggest moving this piece a little higher in the layout proposed by BIROT 1985: 239
so that A.1614a 1' is the continuation of S.24-1+. See in this setting already CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 112 n. 299-300.°
The composite text S.24-1+(+)A.1614a could perhaps allow the following reading and restoration:

170 B 'L li-na ...-ila tu-ru-ulk-ku-tt ib-ba]-"al-ki'-[11 00000000000 ...]

To 0 0 0 0 0]-la AN da-ams-da-am tu-ru-ulk-0 0 0 0 ...]

26' [0 0000 o0 o] KI i-du-ku “ia-ds-ma-a[h-ISKUR (0 0 ...)]
[0 0 0 0 0 0 da-am7]-da-am sa DUMU.MES ia-mi-n[a i-du-uk]
28' [0 0 0 0 0 A.LEN]JGUR UD.KIB.NUN.NA #-ga-m[e-er oo ...]
[oooo00000]-d[x0000...]
30' [pooo000000]™xx'[0000000...]
(Break)

3.6. M.7481 reverse commentary

2! Cf. VEENHOF 2003: 17.

7' Compare with the unusual year name of king Zimri-Lim from Mari discussed above, and attested in ARM 21 128
(MU zi-im-Tri'-li-im | da-ams-da-am s5a DUMUMES ia-mi-na | i-na sa-ga-ra-tim i-du-ku / it LUGAL.MES-$u-nu
ik-Su-du). Mesopotamian year names generally commemorate an event of the previous year. The year
commemorating this victory of Zimri-Lim against the Yaminites is year ZL 3: the eponym year before ZL 3
corresponds to the last two months of the eponymate of ASSur-emuqi and the first ten months of the eponymate of
Abu-salim (REL 200). See above Fig. 3.1.

4. Edition II

While we have the beginning and end of MEC Edition I, the exemplar A.1288, which, following the proposal of K.
Veenhof, may be called Edition II, has retained neither. At first glance, this document is less carefully prepared, its writing
seems less elegant, but the layout is just as neat. In the broken upper edge, col. i must have started with the first year of
Naram-Sin of Assur. It tells in col. i the events in which the predecessors of Samsi-Addu, Aminum and Ila-Kabkabu as
well as Samsi-Addu himself were confronted by the kings of E§nunna, notably Ipiq-Addu II, the beginning of whose reign
is mentioned. The commemoration of the birth of Samsi-Addu, an eclipse of the sun and the death of Aminum are preserved
on this tablet. Col. ii commemorates the succession of Samsi-Addu after Ila-Kabkabu and the first years of his reign. On
the reverse side, all of col. iii is missing. The surface of the tablet has not preserved any mention of the conquests of either
Ekallatum or AsSur and of the twenty years of Samsi-Addu’s reign in these cities (col. iii). Only a small part of col. iv is
readable. It is this last preserved entry that will hold my attention here because in my eyes we can deduce from these lines
the date of and the reason for the redaction of tablet A.1288.

M. Birot proposed no translation of these badly broken lines, but suggested that the names of three eponyms were
mentioned here which he numbered C1-C3. In 1990 J.-M. DURAND republished in MARI 6 col. iv with many interesting
suggestions: 2’

col. iv 2' [i-na 0-0-0]-im ma-a-at [...]
[mar-da-mla-nim Se-er-wu-nim™1
4 it ha-bu-ra-tim LUGAL is-ba-a[t-ma)
BAD 9[ISKURK]
6' # BAD ‘UTU-i-9IS[KURM]
i-na da-ad-mi ib-[ta-ni)
8' da-amr-da-a-am §[a su-mu-e-pu-uh)
i-na ta-ri-S[u i-du-uk)
10' [rla-pi-qa-[am*i ...]
ul...]

19 But see D. LACAMBRE (Ch. 7 in this volume) who pleads for the insertion of Ahiyaya (REL 193), which was not the option chosen in our book
(CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003) and which still presents a problem for Mari chronology since only two dated texts from Mari attest this year. He suggests
the order AsSur-malik (REL 192) — Ahiyaya (REL 193) — Awiliya (REL 194). This question must remain open for the time being.

20 DURAND 1990: 274. I give his reconstruction and the quote below exactly as in J.-M. Durand’s proposal, but render sumerograms as elsewhere in
this study lugal = LUGAL,IM = YISKUR etc.
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J.-M. Durand translated this thus:?2!

‘Sous I’éponymat de ..., le roi s’empara du pays de ..., de Mardamén, de Serwinum et de Haburatum. Puis, ayant construit
Diir-Addu et Dir-Samsi-Addu dans le royaume d’Alep, il infligea une défaite a SGmii-Epuh sur le chemin du retour; Rapiqum

>

and commented on the shape and layout of A.1288 in a longer discussion (DURAND 1990: 274-275) before coming to the
following conclusion:??

‘Des lors, la conclusion qui découle des hypotheses précédentes est que cet éponyme en [...]-im doit se comprendre comme
celui d’Ibni-Addu. Je restaurerai donc le haut de Cs comme [i-na ib-ni-*JISKUR, ce qui convient d’ailleurs tout a fait pour la
place.’

K. VEENHOF (2003: 49) rejected this proposal but not for good reasons.?® In this volume (Ch. 4 §4.2) he proposes instead
a completely different interpretation. His major objection against J.-M. Durand’s proposal is the syntax. In his opinion
starting the description of events with

ina (eponym) X mat A, B u C Sarrum isbat

is strange and completely unusual. This is true. By the way, it is the only preserved passage where Samsi-Addu is mentioned
only by his title ‘king’,?* and according to K. Veenhof, this is only acceptable because the king’s name was mentioned just
before. K. Veenhof concludes that line 2' has to be restored

A.1288:iv2': [CUTU-5i-ISKUR ma-a-at

Thus, according to K. Veenhof, the eponym is not preserved in col. iv. K. Veenhof suggests the quoted events could be
dated to Haya-malik (REL 182), the year of Samsi-Addu’s conquest of Mari.

K. Veenhof’s objections are strong. Nevertheless, I prefer to stick for the time being to J.-M. Durand’s interpretation,?
and I continue to accept the idea that we have in iv 2' the name of an eponym.?® The only good restoration then is [ib-ni-
4ISKUR, Ibni-Addu (REL 186), but of course we must keep in mind that it is not absolutely certain.

According to J.-M. Durand’s interpretation, the last passage preserved on this large tablet contained the events of the
eponymate of [[bni-]Addu (E4 = REL 186), that is to say about four years after the capture of Mari and probably ten years
before the death of Samsi-Addu. Written in a slightly larger and more widely spaced script, the writer recounts with a
profusion of details several victories of Samsi-Addu during this year.

The first passage (A.1288: iv 1'-3") enumerates victories in Upper Mesopotamia’s north-eastern?’ Tigris region:

‘[In Ibni-Ad]du, the king took the countries (lit. country) of [Mardam]anum, Serwunum and Haburatum.’
The account continues (A.1288: iv 4-8") with successful deeds in the west?® of Upper Mesopotamia:
‘He began to build Dur-[Addu] and Dur-Samsi-Ad[du] in Dadmum. He won a victory over [Sumu-epuh] on his return.’

Before the break, Rapiqum, on the south-western edge of Upper Mesopotamia (A.1288 iv 10") is mentioned and we may
guess that the account continued with events in the south-east.

If these events took place in the eponymate of Ibni-Addu (REL 186), we can compare the extremely long entry in
Edition II with that in Edition I, which is much shorter:

2! DURAND 1990: 274.

22 DURAND 1990: 275.

23 VEENHOF 2003: 49 n. 85. He erroneously identified this eponymy with an eponymy « the immediate sequel of MEC B: *30 », but J.-M. Durand
clearly had in mind a much more recent Ibni-Addu (now REL 186), for which dated Mari texts were already available, see CHARPIN 1985: 257.

24 There could be another example in broken passages, see comment to B20 in A.1288: ii 23'. LUGAL alone also occurs in S.115.26: 15' — it is thus

not excluded during Samsi-Addu’s period.

25 See already the proposal for a reconstruction of events in CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 82-83.

26 In my eyes, the syntax of a reconstructed sentence [ina (eponym) X Samsi-|Addu mat A, B u C Sarrum isbat is impossible, while J.-M. Durand’s

proposal is perhaps unusual but nevertheless possible.

27 See ZIEGLER/LANGLOIS 2016: 339 s.v. Sirwun and ZIEGLER 2022: 45-47 s.v. Haburatum, 89-91 s.v. Mardaman. The latter is now identified with
Bassetki (PFALZNER/FAIST 2020).

28 Dadmum is the kingdom of Aleppo. For the localisation of the fortresses Dur-Addu and Dur-Samsi-Addu see ZIEGLER/LANGLOIS 2016: 84 and 86.
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S.24-1+: rev. 4' [i-na i]b-ni-‘ISKUR *UTU-5i-ISKUR ma-a-at [0 00000000000 (...)]
‘[In I]bni-Addu Samsi-Addu [conquered] the land of [...].

Unlike Edition I, Edition 11 (A.1288 col. iv) left behind the telegraphic style of chronicles. Col. iv looks more like a royal
commemorative inscription, demonstrating by the enumeration of victories in the four cardinal directions that Samsi-Addu
was indeed ‘king of the universe’, Sar kisSatim, as he claimed to be in several inscriptions.?

In my eyes, MEC Edition II ended with these events, and it seems likely to me that the text was written down after their
completion or in the following eponymate.3° If the date of the events enumerated in col. iv is indeed the eponym year Ibni-
Addu, and, if the document was written at this moment, the question remains, for what reason?

We know that the construction of a sanctuary for goddess Belet-Akkade was undertaken during this year in Mari.3! One
administrative document from the Smaller Palace ‘Chantier A’ in Mari documents bread distributions for Amaduga, the
female servants (wives) of the king®? and the children of the king at the moment of the urubatum ceremony of the temple
of Belet-Akkade. The document is dated to day 7 of month xii Ibni-Addu.3?

Was this a moment when Samsi-Addu personally came to Mari? Was Yasmah-Addu crowned to be king in Mari on this
occasion or had he already been installed on the throne? The only thing we know is that the last weeks of the eponym year
Ibni-Addu were full of events. When the following year started, the selection of a new eponym was apparently delayed.
One administrative document in Mari, recording the distribution of beer for the ‘meal of the king and his army’ dated to
day 21 of the first month in ‘the eponymy which was not yet named and which follows Ibni-Addu’.3*

The eponym year which followed Ibni-Addu, AsSur-imitti is less well attested by documents. Edition I devotes four
long lines to this eponymate, which are unfortunately broken. In these lines, several victories of Samsi-Addu, the city Me-
Turan and Dadusa are mentioned in a completely broken context. Perhaps Samsi-Addu was occupied in the eastern margins
of the Empire.

Interestingly, the eponymate of A$Sur-imitti is Samsi-Addu’s sixtieth year of life.* T would suggest, that Edition IT was
created at the very end of Ibni-Addu to celebrate this event. This fact could explain, why the MEC mentions an event
which is not known for any other king of Mesopotamia, namely Samsi-Addu’s birth:

A23 (REL 126) ‘During Dadiya the king, Samsi-Addu, was born.’

Dadiya (REL 126), Samsi-Addu’s first year of life; can be roughly dated to 1844 BC according to the Upper Middle
Chronology and AsSur-imitti (REL 187), his sixtieth, to 1785 BC. In our modern view, Samsi-Addu was 59 years old, but
I imagine, that the scribe counted inclusive years. According to my suggestion, the MEC Edition II could have been
composed at the end of Ibni-Addu and perhaps was read out during festivities in the Belet-Akkade-temple in the last weeks
of this year in presence of several high ranking ladies and children of Samsi-Addu among whom Yasmah-Addu was the
most famous and perhaps already at this date king of Mari.

4.1. A. 1288 (see Figs. 3.14 and 3.15)

The tablet A.1288 is flat and measures 13.5 cm x 10.8 cm, with a maximum thickness of less than 3 cm. It contains four
columns. For their layout, a string was apparently lightly impressed on the surface which is visible in col. i after 1. 8' = col.
ii 4'-5', between col. i 17" and col. ii 12' as well as at the end of col. 1 22' = the beginning of col. ii 17'-18'". Nevertheless,
the scribe did not respect this division well and col. i frequently overlaps it notably in its upper part (lines 4', 9', 10").

The upper and lower edges are missing. The original size cannot be reconstructed with certainty. Column iii is
completely lost, and col. iv is only preserved in its upper part.

The loss of the top of the tablet can be reconstructed from Edition I: at least 6 lines are missing.

2 FRAYNE 1990: 47-63: RIMA 0.39.1: 2, 0.39.2: top 4, 0.39.8: 2, 0.39.12: 2 and WAETZOLDT 2000: i 4.

30 KOLINSKI 2015 interpreted col. iv completely differently. He proposed that col. iii and col. iv covered the eponymates until Abi-Sagis (REL 173).

31 See for the importance of Akkade in Samsi-Addu’s family history CHARPIN 2004: 372-376.

32 GEME2.MES LUGAL probably means ‘wives’ of the king, since the following line enumerates children of the king. Female servants would have
figured after princes and princesses.

3 Text TH 82.236 quoted e.g. in CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 80 and n. 27. See for an edition www.archibab.fr/T22761.

3% TH 84.42, quoted in CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003: 83 n. 60. But who was this king leading armies: was he Yasmah-Addu or Samsi-Addu?

35 This event could explain why the Edition II text was so long and so detailed for ASSur-imitti.
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The script is straight, deep and generously spaced, its size rather large, with the lines ca. 0.5 cm high. This kind of
handwriting is more frequent for the time of Samsi-Addu than for Zimri-Lim’s scribes.

col. i
Al [is-tu re-es #5GU.ZA na-ra-am-*EN.ZU UGULA be-li-ni]
Ap REL104 [$u-“EN.ZU]
A3 REL105 [Ma-sur-ma-lik]
Ad REL106 [‘a-Sur-i-mi-ti]
A5 RO [‘en-nam-‘EN.ZU]
AG [i-na li-mi-im $a a-ku-tim PN GN¥ isbat|
A7 RO [ 'ma-si-a-am'-DI[NGIR ]
AS REL110 o M i-din-a-hu-um
Ag RELI! [i-na sa-m]a-nim a-mi-nu-um Sa-du-pé-em is-ba-at
Aq0 R 4 [i-na] "'-li-en-nam “EN.ZU-a-bu-um ma-a-at si-1D KI

is-ba-at

All RELI113 6' [I] en-nam-ma-nu-um
Al2 REL114 [i-na) en-nam-Sa-sur
A obis? REFIS? Q' [i-p)i-Tig-"ISKUR a-na E a-bi-su i-ru-ub
Al3 RELLS [i-na ha-nla-na-ri-im a-mi-nu-um da-am.-da-a-am

10" Sa i-pi-ig-ISKUR i-du-uk
A4 RET [\dla-di-ia
Al5 12 li-na kla-pa-ti-ia

[i-pi-ig-1'ISKUR da-ams-da-a-{AM}-am

14' Sa a-mi-nim i-du-uk
AlL6 REL119 li-na l.g_me]_d a-Sur i-pi-i q-dngUR

16' zi-qu-ra-tam is-ba-at
Al7 REL120 [ ] ¢a-$ur-mu-ta-bi-il
Apg ! 18’ [ §u-*MUS
AL9 REL122 [1 1Vi-din-a-bu-um
A20 REL123 20' [ 1i-[l{]-da-Tan
A21 [ Va-Tsur-i-mi-ti
A2 REL125 20 [ 1Tbul-sa-a-ia
A23" li-na da-d)i-ia' LUGAL ‘UTU-5i-“ISKUR

o wa-li-id
A24" [i-na PUZUR-iSs-tdi]r 'na-ah-du-ur *UTU
Apg LIS 26' li-na i-sa-a-ia mlu-"ut" a-mi-nim
A L2 [i-na a-bu-5a-lim o x 0] "$a”1-‘ISKUR
AD7#REL130 28! [ooooo0o00000S’
[, X]

(Break of probably 2 lines and the lower edge. Two or three of the eponyms enumerated below are to be restored at the end of col. i.)
RELI131 [Tab-As3ur]
REL132 [Su-Rama]
RELI33 [Sin-i$me’anni]
g1 [A$Sur-malik]
B2 REL135 [Daniya]
B3 REH10 [Ennam-Sin]

B4 [Assur-balati]
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REL138

B5 [Ennam-AsSur]
B6 [ltur-AsSur]
col. ii
(Break of ca. 8 lines. 6 or 7 of the eponyms enumerated above are to be restored at the beginning of col. ii.)
B7 REL140 i-na Su-bé-[1i’ i-la-kab-ka-bu-1i]
A su-up-rla-a-am is-ba-at]
Bg i-na LUGAL.[ISKUR da-am:-da-a-am)
Sa i-pi-ifg-U18 i i-du-u
4 Sa i-pi-i[g-“ISKUR LU.ELAM i-du-uk]
i LUGAL M[UTU-5i-“ISKUR]
6 [a-na E a-bi-5u i-ru-ub)
B9 ¥ ! Su-[la-ba-an)
B10 R 8' i-na Ya-§[ur-i-mi-ti]
Mul-ul-lu-ui da-ams-da-[a-am sa LUGAL]
10' i-na la-za-pa-tim i-du-[ku
Bl1 e i-na da-da-a-ia mu-ut-a[b-bi-ih 0 o (...)]
B12H® 12 i-na da-da-a-ia MiN i-p[i-ig-1SKUR]
ar-ra-ap-ha-am® is-ba-[at]
B13 KELo 14' i-na a-hi-Sa-lim sa-ba-at ga-[o o ...]
B4 I ti-sur-TSa-iss-1[r]
B15 16' I ka-ta-a [ o]
Bl " i-na 5u-["EN.ZU x x X X ...]
B17 KELEO 18' i-na "a-bu-sa'-lifm sa-ba-at ...]
Sa né-[re-eb-tim"i
B1g" ! 20" I Su-da-[a-ia]
B19RELIS2 i-na Su-da-di-im sa-ba-[at né-re-eb-tim"\]
B20 22! i-na ‘a-Sur-tu-"kul-[ti da-ams-da-a-am|
T$al v-ni-ne-a-[yi-im LUGAL’ i-du-uk]
24" [ ...]
da-amr-da-a-[am Sa ...]
26' "mu-ut-ia-[x ... i-du-uk]
B2 [i-na] P[UZUR-iss-tdr ‘UTU-5i<“ISKUR]

(Break of probably 2-3 lines. It may be supposed that the text continued on the lower edge.)

col. iii
(completely missing)

col. iv perhaps E4

4 REL1SS
2' [0 0 0 0]-IM ma-a-at
[ma’-ar’-da’-m)a’ -nim Se-er-wu-{x}-nim™
4' 1t ha-bu-ra-tim LUGAL Tis-ba-a[t]
BAD 0000 0]*
6' & BAD ‘UTU-si-9IS[KUR]*

i-na da-ad-mi ib-[0 0 0 0 0]
8' da-ams-da-a-am "sa' [0 0 0 0 0]
i-na ta-ri-S[u i-du-uk (0 0 0)]
10' ra-pi-qa-|
ulx...]
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5. Commentary Edition II

5.1. A. 1288 commentary

Upper edge lost The restorations or proposals are based on the beginning of Edition I, M.7481+: 1-6, but I assume that the first entry

A9
Al10

Al2
Alzbis

A22
A23

A24

A25*

A26*

A27*
B7
B8

B10

B11

B13

B18

B20

in A.1288 was shorter.

i3' See comment above to Edition I M.7481+A9 1. 9.

i4' This line presents several problems.
The eponym’s name is different in the Kiiltepe eponym lists. It is in KEL A: 62 %i-li-a-lim DUMU sii-ka-li-a and in
KEL G: i 2 'i-li-a-lim. For the interpretation of Old Assyrian personal names written -a-LIM, see DERCKSEN 1991
contradicted by DONBAZ 1993, who pleads for the interpretation Ili-alum.
SIID KI : BIROT 1985: 227 n. 1 and 236 n. 2 did discuss two interpretations. The reading of this unknown toponym
is uncertain. In SI ID KI, the final KI could be part of the country’s name or could be the determinative ki. M. Birot
wondered first if this toponym could be compared to Sidqan mentioned in the still unpublished text M.11509, but
later, in a final note to his article, thanks to remarks by J.-M. Durand, he observed that another unpublished text
M.8934 mentions a ‘land of Sit’ (ma-a-at si-it).
Sin-abum is generally identified with Sin-abusu (cf. KOPPEN 2009-2011). For chronological issues concerning his
long reign, see VEENHOF in this volume Ch. 4.

i7' I restored at the beginning of 1. 7' [i-na] but ['] is also possible.

i8' Restoration from the parallel in M.5911: 3. VEENHOF 2003: 11 first thought that M. Birot omitted by mistake the
enonym’s name Ennam-Sin, but there is no space for it in A.1288. Perhaps the ancient writer was disturbed by three
successive eponym names starting with Ennam-: KEL 112 Ennamanum — KEL 113 Ennam-Assur — KEL 114
Ennam-Sin (= REL 113-115) when Ipiq-Adad came to the throne. The scribe of A.1288 attributed this event
erroneously to the eponymate of Ennam-Assur, i 7°. This is clear from the parallel fragment M.5911: 3'-4' where the
same mistake was made.

122’ This collation had already been proposed by DURAND 1997: 43.

i23' Before the publication of the Kiiltepe eponym lists, DURAND 1997: 43 collated the tablet and proposed the reading:
[i-na] Ti"*-na*-ia* LUGAL ‘UTU-5i-YISKUR wa-li-id. This proposal cannot be maintained.

i 25'-29'BIROT 1985: 228 indicated ‘Lacune L:’, he was not sure about the existence of A22-24, and could not know the
following eponyms. I use A25*%-27* for these entries.

i26' DURAND 1997: 43 collated this passage and established the reading nahdur Samsim ‘solar eclipse’. For the
implications for Middle Bronze Age chronology, see M. ROAF’s contribution in this volume Ch. 5.

i27 DURAND 1997: 43 proposed, as a hypothesis, that these lines continued the description of events during the eponymy
in which an eclipse had taken place by restoring i 26" [ib’-ba’-§i"-ma m]u*-ut* a-mi-nim. It must be observed that a
line divider separates i 25' from 1 26'. It seems more probable to me that the two events were commemorated for two
different eponym years. See also in this sense K. VEENHOF’s and M. ROAF’s contributions (Chapters 4 and 5 in this

volume).
i28' The Kiiltepe eponym list KEL A ends with AsSur-re'um (REL 130) whose name perhaps figured here in i 20'.
i1’ Restoration according to S.115-26: 7'-8' (!Su-be-Ii). The writing of the official’s name, $u-BI-[LI] is unusual in Mari.

ii 3'-6' Restoration according to S.115-26: 9'-12' and see there for comments. For a parallel to the expression ana bit abisu
erébum (and not the more usual ana kussi bit abisu erébum) see above comment to A12%¢ col. i 8'.

ii 8'-10' See the more detailed comment below §6.4, S.115-26: B6 11. 9'-12". For these events, and a possible proof that the
Mari eponymy chronicles were known and used as historical material by administrators at the time of king Zimri-
Lim, see ZIEGLER 2023.

ii 11'  The name is restored from S.115-26 1. 17' but remains difficult, see the discussion below in the commentary to S.115-
26. Only one verb can be restored, perhaps ‘Mut-A[bbih died (imtut)]’?

ii 14'  Toponyms starting with GA are not legion. Gasur, the ancient name of Yorgan Tepe, later Nuzi, is not yet attested
in Old Babylonian documents, but would have been close to Arrapha conquered in the previous year.

ii 20'  The eponym’s name is attested by M.8566: 10" and by KEL G: 41 'Su-da-a. Nevertheless, the traces at the end of the
line would make D[I] possible. Su-Dadim is the following eponym (REL 152).

ii 23'  The restoration LUGAL is hypothetical, see below comm. to M.8566: 13'.
The defeated enemy seems to be ‘the (man) from Unine’. For this toponym which has to be localised in the Suhum
region close to Rapiqum (probably Tell Anbar), see ZIEGLER/LANGLOIS 2016: 380.

ii 24'  Restoration of [#] according to S.24-1 obv. 1".
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6. Smaller fragments and excerpts of MEC

Several smaller texts contain excerpts of the Mari eponymy chronicles. It is not clear for which purpose these texts were
written. K. VEENHOF (Ch. 4 in this volume), argues that these smaller documents were complete editions of the MEC but
written in several complementary tablets.

6.1. M.5911 (see Fig. 3.17)

The fragment M.5911 cannot be attributed to one of the two bigger exemplars of the chronicles published by Birot and
must be part of another edition. The layout is carefully done, but several mistakes were made by the scribe — the most
striking one is the omission of the eponym Ennam-Sin (REL 115). It could have been written by a less experienced scribe.

A10 REL 0' [i-na i-li-en-nam “EN.ZU-a-bu-um)
[(0 0 0) m]a-Ta-at si'-[ID Kl is-ba-at]
RELI13
All 2' m en-na-ma-[nu-um|
Al i-na en->NA-<nam-%a-s[ur i-pi-ig-ISKUR]
4 a-na GU.ZA "B [a-bi-Su i-ru-ub]
Al3 RELo i-na ha-na-na-ri-[im a-mi-nu-um) 5
6' da-{A}amr-da-a-am [$a i-pi-ig-1SKUR i-du-uk]
A14" Y [ da-da-[a-id)
RELIIS »
AlS 8' -na ka-pa-ti-ia "-[pi-ig-*ISKUR]

da-amr-da-"a'-[am Sa a-mi-nim i-du-uk]

6.2. M.5911 commentary

Note K. VEENHOF (Ch. 4 in this volume) wonders whether M.5911 is a fragment of M.8566.

Al10 1 Restoration from the parallel in A.1288: 1 10, see comment there. The eponym’s name is i-/i-en-nam in A.1288: i 10
from Mari, but the eponym lists from Kiiltepe indicate the name is Ili-alum.

Al12 3'—4'  The eponym’s name has to be corrected to Ennam-ASsSur.

Restoration by combination with A.1288: 1 7'—8'". The present fragment M.5911 uses the correct formulation PN ana
kussi bit abisu Trub while A.1288 gives a shorter variation Ipig-Addu ana bit abisu irub. This same shorter sentence
is used also for Samsi-Addu’s entering the house of his father (§6.3 B8 in S.115-26: 11'-12").
The accession of Ipig-Addu is probably recorded in a broken passage in Edition I (M.7481+: 13) as taking place the
following year, during the eponymate of Ennam-[Sin] (REL 115), whose name is missing in this document.

Al3 5'-6'  Restoration from the parallel in A.1288:19'-10".

Al6 8'-9'  Restoration from the parallel in A.1288:1 12'-14".

6.3. S.115-26, Veenhof's ‘Edition III’ (see Fig. 3.19)

The fragment S.115-26 is the lower part of a flat tablet with round corners. The fragment is a third or perhaps only a quarter
of the original text. It seems to be an excerpt tablet, but we can't say with which eponyms the tablet started and ended.

Obverse
Bl REL134 I da_rguﬂ_ma-]i[k]
B2 REL135 2 i-na da-ni-ia sa-ba-al hu-up-§i-imrki1
B3 REe i-na en-nam-"EN.ZU mi-lum $a ma-a-tim ru-uq-tifm|
g R 4 1 da-sur-ba-la-ti
B5 REL138 1 en-nam-a-sur
Bé REL139 6 I i-tur-Sa-sur
gy R i-na Su-be-li i-la-kab-ka-bu-1i
8' Su-up-ra-a-am iS-ba'at

Lower edge

REL141 S
B8 i-na LUGAL.YISKUR da-ams-da-a-{AM}-am

10 $a i-pi-ig-ISKUR LU.ELAM i-du-uk
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Reverse

REL142

B9

REL143

B10

REL144

B11

REL145

B12

rin LUGAL UTU-5i-“ISKUR a-na E a-bi-[5u]

12' i-ru-bu®

! Su-la-ba-an
14' i-na ‘a-Sur-i-mi-ti

lu-ul-lu-um da-ams-da-a-am sa LUGAL
16' i-na la-za-pa-tim i-du-uk

li-na' [da-d)a-a-ia mu-ut-ab®-bi-Tih™ [x X 0 0]
18' [i-na da-da-a-ia MiN] i-pi-ig-‘[ISKUR]
[ar-ral-Tap-ha-am'[ is-ba-at]

6.4. S.115-26 commentary

Note

B5 5

B7 7'

B8 9'-12'
12'

B10 14'-16'
16'

B11 17"

K. Veenhof identified this text as his Edition III. The script of S.115-26 is very different from A.1288. It seems clear
that this tablet contained an extract that did not start with the beginning of Naram-Sin’s reign (REL 104) — the
expected layout does not allow the restoration of 30 entries in the lost upper part of the tablet. If a historical event
was chosen, it could be the birth of Samsi-Addu ... but this seems too short since only 8 eponym entries would be
missing. Another possibility would be the beginning of Ipigq-Addu’s reign (REL 114 or 115).

KEL G: 28 records for this year the name 'e-na-si-in for which see BARIAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 98 comment
to REL 138. They doubt which of the readings is correct. According to VEENHOF 2003: 55-57, the end of karum
Kanes II should be situated close to this eponymy. BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012: 71-72 suggest REL 139.
The writing -be-li is less frequent in Mari, where scribes generally prefer -be-/i. Edition II (A.1288: ii 1' Su-bé-[li])
is even more exceptional.

The scribe recorded this series of events on the lower edge and the upper part of the reverse of the tablet.

Is it by chance that the eponymy name Sarrum-Adad written LUGAL-‘ISKUR is the year when ‘king Samsi-Addu’
written LUGAL “UTU-8i-ISKUR, acceded to the throne and became king? Or did the writer of the MEC underline
this eponym’s name as a kind of good omen? I would opt for the second solution. The eponym’s name is not complete
in KEL G: 31.

The place where Samsi-Addu became king at this time of history is unknown. From the little we know about Samsi-
Addu’s family, we would guess that it was Zaralulu or some other place in the neighborhood of E§nunna. But see
below, the comment to B10.

The subjunctive 7rubu is probably a scribal error. Or should we interpret it as what we call in French a ‘subjonctif
d'insistance’ (see critically KOUWENBERG 2010: 227 fn. 57), which could be translated as ‘and the king Samsi-Addu
really entered the house of his father!’

See the parallel in A.1288: ii 8-10". I commented on this historical event and its remembrance in ZIEGLER 2023.
According to Sammetar, the sender of the letter A.3006 to king Zimri-Lim of Mari published in ZIEGLER 2023, the
Lullu mountain people were known for their misdeeds. Sammetar starts his letter with this prediction (A.3006: 5—
12):

“The Lullu (mountain) people are sinners! A first time they sinned in Tuttul! A second time during Aminum’s (reign).
A third time during Samsi-Addu’s (reign). A fourth time they sinned during Yahdun-Lim’s (reign). Now these Lullu
(mountain people) won't fail to sin!’

In ZIEGLER 2023, I argued that Sammetar knew about the event from Samsi-Addu’s days thanks to the MEC.
Lazapatum is known from the Mari and Tell Leilan archives and probably was close to the latter, i.e. it lay in the
neighborhood of Subat-Enlil/Sehna. See for bibliography and attestations ZIEGLER/LANGLOIS 2016: 203 s.v. Lazapat.
If Samsi-Addu was defeated by Lullu mountain people at this place in the Habur triangle, do we have to understand
that he was already active in Upper Mesopotamia?

BIROT 1985: 229 transliterated Mu-ut-Ab'-bi-ih and commented on this in n. 3 ‘La lecture -4 B-bi-ih m’a été proposée
par J.-M. Durand, qui a retrouvé I’anthroponyme Mut-Abbih dans ARM XXI (corr. ARM XXII) 3 I 12. On pourrait
I’identifier avec Mutu-Abih, nom d’un ennemi de la famille de Yasmah-Addu (ARM V 2:12").” ARM 5 2 dates from
the last weeks of Yasmah-Addu’s reign. Among enemies who were killed, Yasmah-Addu enumerates 1. 12' Issur-
Dagan, brother of Mutu-Abih (['i-sJur-da-gan SES mu-tu-a-bi-i[h]): both are otherwise unknown.

Although the sign transliterated AB' is in its shape closer to UM or TUB than to AB, no interpretation comes to
mind. The interpretation could be miit PN ‘death of PN”.

Nevertheless, a PN seems more probable. For PNs beginning with Mut-, see DURAND 1991 and in the MEC for
instance A.1288: ii 26' (B20) for another PN 'mu-ut-ia-[x...]. Mut-Abih is the full name of a king of Tell Leilan,
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ancient Sehna, whose name generally was abbreviated Mutiya and who was a contemporary of Samsu-iluna. For
Mutiya’s full name see for instance his seal RIME 4.27.4.2 in FRAYNE 1990: 755-756. It would be interesting to
know if MEC B10 alluded to an ancestor of Mutiya from Sehna.

If the interpretation of PN Mut-Abbi[h] is correct, the sentence probably ended with one single verb e.g. im-tu-ut
‘Mut-Abbifh died]’.

B12 18'-19' Very little remains from the upper edge of . 19'. Restoration from A.1288: i1 12'-13".

6.5. M.8566 (see Fig. 3.18)

A small fragment of an excerpt tablet. According to M. BIROT, the remaining fragment probably stems from the lower left
edge of the obverse. But see K. VEENHOF’s contribution in this volume (Ch. 4 §2 and §5.2). He quotes the oral proposal
of W. Nahm suggesting that the fragment could be the upper left edge of a tablet of which only the reverse is readable. If

this proposal is right, the events from B20, which in A.1288: ii 22'-26' are much more detailed should have continued on

the left edge of the tablet. The transliteration below follows W. Nahm’s oral proposal.

Obverse’
Al [i5-tu rle-esis S[GU.ZA ...]
A2’ 2 [oooo0000][x...]
| [.]
Reverse’
B li-na da-da)-"a-ia" m[u-ut-...]
B12" 2 [i-na da}-"da’-a-ia MIN [i-pi-ig-1SKUR]
Tar-ra)-ap-h[a-am" is-ba-at]
B13 4 li-na a-hi=sa-lim sa-ba-alt ...]
Bl4 REL 147 I ti-sur-[Sa-iss-tdr]
BI5 REL148 6' I ka-at-t[a-a)
Bl6 " i-na Su<[E]N-"ZU x X1 [....]
B17 8 i-na a-bu-sa-lim sa-ba-at x[.. ...]
Sa né-re-eb-tim [\]
BIg RELI151 10" 58] s’u-da—a—[ia]
Lower edge’
B19 " i-na Su-da-"di'-im sa-ba-at né-re-eb-tim"]
B2( RELIS3 12' i-na Sa-Sur-tu-kiil-ti da-ams-[da-a-am)
[0] "$a" ti-ni-ne-Tim [LUGAL’ i-du-uk]
6.6. M.8566 commentary

Al obv.’ 1' Unfortunately, there is no photograph of this part of the document. The hand copy of M. Birot clearly shows IS. W.

B11 rev.’1'

B12 2'-3'
B17 8'
B20 13'

Nahm orally proposed to K. VEENHOF (in this volume Ch. 4) that this could be Al, the first line of the obverse, see
above.

See comment to B11 in S.115-26: 17' (§6.4).

Restorations from A.1288:1i 11"

The ‘taking of x[...] of Nerebtum’ is commemorated in this eponymate. B17 is attested by three texts but
unfortunately all exemplars are broken. The broken sign here could be EN or G[I]. I wonder if gisrum (CAD G 107
gisru A) ‘barricade’ could be restored here, less probable is EN.NUN ‘watch, guard’. Two years later (B19) the
capture of Nerebtum itself is recorded.

All three exemplars are broken, the best preserved is A.1288: ii 22'-26'. The subject is missing everywhere. Since
there is very little space for it, I propose LUGAL ‘the king’, i.e. Samsi-Addu. Another possibility is LU.ELAM, but
this is less probable.

For Unine see comment to A.1288:1i 23" (B20 §5.1).
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7. Synoptic view

35

Fig. 3.2. Synoptic table correlating the names of the eponyms, KEL G, REL, the sections and the various editions of the MEC,

the illustrations, and the years after Naram-Sin’s accession.

i ii. ii. iv. v. vi. vii. viii. ix.
Name KEL G | REL | MEC Ed. 1 Ed. 11 Other Ilustration Naram-Sin
A.1288 manuscripts Year+x
Su-Sin 104 | A2 M.7481+: 2 1
ASSur-malik 105 A3 7 3] 334 2
ASSur-imitti 106 A4 4] 3.3-4 3
Ennam-Sin 107 AS ” o [5] 3.3-4 4
Akutum 108 A6 o [6] 334 5
Masiam-ili 109 A7 ” 7] col.il' 3.3-4,14 6
Iddin-ahum 110 A8 1 [8] 2! 3.3-4,14 7
Samanum 1 111 A9 »o 191 r3n 3.3-4,14 8
Ili-ennam 2 112 Al0 »o L Ton 4'-5' M.5911: [0-1"] 3.3-4,14,17 9
Ennamanum 3 113 All > 6 R AL 3.3-4,14,17 10
Ennam-AsSur 4 114 Al2 i 12] 7 »o o r3gn 3.3-4,14,17 11
Ennam-Sin 5 115 A12bis »o T3 <8"> R 3.3-4,14 12
Hanna-Narim 6 116 Al3 »o 4 910" ” 56 3.3-4,14,17 13
Dadiya 7 117 Al4 RN Y 11 VAL 3.3-4,14,17 14
Kapatiya 8 118 Al5 ” 16 12'-14' ” o :8-9!' 3.3-4,14,17 15
ISme-Assur 9 119 Al6 ” 17 15'-16' 3.3-4,14 16
AsSur-mutabbil 10 120 Al7 ” 118 17 3.3-4,14 17
Su-Nirah 11 121 Al ” 119 18' 3.3-4,14 18
Iddin-abum 12 122 Al19 o 19' 3.3-4,14 19
Ili-dan 13 123 A20 »onn 20' 3.3-4,14 20
ASSur-imitti 14 124 A21 21 3.14 21
Busaya 15 125 A22 22! 3.14 22
Dadiya 16 126 A23 123'-24"1 3.14 23
Puzur-Istar 17 127 A24 rnsn 3.14 24
Isaya 18 128 A25% [26'] 3.14 25
Abu-salim 19 129 A26* [271 3.14 26
ASSur-re'i 20 130 A27* [281 3.14 27
Tab-Assur 21 131 28
Su-Rama 22 132 29
Sin-iSme-anni 23 133 30
AsSur-malik 24 134 B1 S.115-26: 1 3.19 31
Daniya 25 135 B2 »2! 3.19 32
Ennam-Sin 26 136 B3 ” 3 3.19 33
AsSur-balati 27 137 B4 74 3.19 34
Ennam-Assur 28 138 B5 7S 3.19 35
Ttur-AsSur 29 139 B6 ”6 3.19 36
Su-beli 30 140 B7 col.ii 1 ? 78 3.19 37
Sarrum-Adad 141 B8 n'-—6" ? 912! 3.19 38
Su-Laban 142 B9 r7n ” 13 3.19 39
ASSur-imitti 143 B10 rg'—10" ” 1416 3.19 40
Dadaya 144 Bl11 1 M.8566: r.1" 3.18-19 41
S.115-26: T171
Dadaya no. 2 145 B12 12 M.8566: r.2'-3' 3.18-19 4
S.115-26: [18']

Ahi-§alim 146 B13 13' M.8566: r.4' 3.18 43
Usur-sa-Istar 37 147 Bl14 14' M.8566: 1.5" 3.18 44
Kattaya 38 148 B15 S.24-1+: [0.0"] 16' M.8566: 1.6' 3.5-7,18 45
Su-Sin 39 149 B16 ” o117 r7n M.8566: 1.7' 3.5-7,18 46
Abu-salim 40 150 B17 ” i To2" 18-19' | M.8566: r. 8'-9' 3.5-7,18 47
Sudaya 41 151 B18 o To31 201 M.8566: 1.10' 3.5-7,18 48
Sudadum 42 152 B19 ” i To4n AN M.8566: r.11' 3.5-7,18 49
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i. ii. iii. iv. V. Vi. Vii. viii. iX.
Name KEL G | REL | MEC Ed. 1 Ed. I Other Ilustration Naram-Sin
A.1288 manuscripts Year+x
Assur-tukulti 43 153 B20 ” :To.5-6" 22'-26" | M.8566: r.12'-13' | 3.5-7,18 50
Puzur-Istar 44 154 B21 ” o7 27 3.5-7 51
Atanah 45 155 B22 ” 1 Tp.8-9N 3.5-7 52
EriSum 46 156 B23 ” o011 3.5-7 53
AsSur-ennam 47 157 B24 7 0.2 3.5-7 54
Inbi-Istar 48 158 B25 ” i To.13" 3.5-7 55
AsSur-bel-malkim 49 159 B26 ” :To.14M 3.5-7 56
Belanum 50 160 B27 7 To.15" 3.5-7 57
Sukkallum 51 161 B28 ” i To.16" 3.5-7 58
Amur-AsSur 52 162 B29 ” i To7" 3.5-7 59
ASSur-nisu 53 163 B30 ” 7018191 3.5-7 60
Munawwirum 54 164 B31 ” 1 [0.201 3.5-7 61
Idnaya 55 165 62
Dadaya 56 166 DO S.24-3:0.1' 3.8-9 63
Puzur-Nirah 57 167 D1 7 T2 3.8-9 64
Abiaya 58 168 D2 ” i To.3N 3.8-9 65
Atanum 59 169 D3 ” 04T 3.8-9 66
ASSur-taklaku 60 170 D4 7 0.8 3.8-9 67
Isim-Sin 61 171 D5 ” 109 3.8-9 68
Addu-bani 62 172 69
Abi-sagis 63 173 70
Tab-silli-Assur 64 174 71
Iddin-Assur 65 175 72
Namiya 66 176 73
Ahu-Sarri 67 177 74
Dadaya 68 178 75
ASSur-taklaku 69 181 80
Haya-malik 182 81
Salim-A§Sur 183 El MU AN 3.10-11 82
Sin-muballit 184 E2 ”or2! 3.10-11 83
Ri§-Samas 185 E3 S 3.10-11 84
Ibni-Addu 186 E4 ”ord col. iv? 3.10-11, 15 85
ASSur-imitti 187 E5 58 3.10-11 86
Tli-ellati 188 E6 o9 3.10-11 87
Rigmanum 189 E7 10" 3.10-11 88
Ikun-piya 190 E8 ? o l1-15" 3.10-11 89
Asqudum 191 E9 ” o T1en 3.10-11 90
AsSur-malik 791 192 El10 ” 17231 3.10-11 91
...iya (Awiliya’) 80 193/4 | El11 o Tr.24'-26M 3.10-11 92
[-.] El1l A.1614a: 124'-30" 3.16 92
(see LACAMBRE, in this volume Ch. 7, who proposes the sequence Ahiyaya — Awiliya)

Nimer-Sin 81 195 93
Addu-bani 82 196 94
Tab-silli-ASsur 83 197 95
Ennam-Assur 84 198 96
AsSur-emuqi 85 199 M.7481+: Tr.1-6" 3.12-13 97

Fig. 3.2 (cont.). Synoptic table correlating the names of the eponyms, KEL G, REL, the sections and the various
editions of the MEC, the illustrations, and the years after Naram-Sin’s accession.
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Abbreviations

ARM 2  JEAN 1950 KELD  GUNBATTI 2008b: 125ff

ARM S  DOSSIN 1952 KELF  GUNBATTI 2008a: 104

ARM 14 BIROT 1974 KELG  GUNBATTI 2008a

ARM 21 DURAND 1983 MEC Mari Eponym Chronicles see BIROT 1985

ARM 22 KUPPER 1983 NABU  Nouvelles Assyriologiques Breves et Utilitaires

CAD The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute PIHANS Publications de I’Institut historique et archéologique
at the University of Chicago néerlandais de Stamboul

FM I CHARPIN/DURAND 1994 REL Revised Eponym List see BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/

FMV CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003 LARSEN 2012

FM XVI RECULEAU 2018 TTKY Ttirk Tarih Kurumu Yalyinlari

KELA  VEENHOF 2003 and GUNBATTI 2008b: 127ff ZL Zimri-Lim
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Figs. 3.3 and 3.4. Edition I: M.7481+M.11250 obverse. For the reverse of this fragment see Figs. 3.12 and 3.13
below. Pictures prepared by F. Nebiolo (ANR project PCEHM). © Archives Royales de Mari.
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Fig. 3.10. Fig. 3.11.
Edition I: S.24-1+ S.24-2+A.1614b reverse. For obverse, see Figs. 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7.
Pictures prepared by F. Nebiolo (ANR project PCEHM). © Archives Royales de Mari.
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Figs. 3.12 and 3.13. Edition I: M.7481+M.11250 reverse. For obverse of this fragment see Figs. 3.3 and 3.4.
Picture prepared by F. Nebiolo (ANR project PCEHM). © Archives Royales de Mari.
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Fig. 3.14. Edition II: A.1288 obverse. Picture prepared by F. Nebiolo (ANR project PCEHM). © Archives Royales de Mari.
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Fig. 3.15. Edition II: A.1288 reverse. Picture prepared by F. Nebiolo (ANR project PCEHM). © Archives Royales de Mari.
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Fig. 3.16. Edition I. Fragment A.1614a.

Fig. 3.17. M.5911 Fig. 3.18. M.8566.
Pictures prepared by F. Nebiolo (ANR project PCEHM). © Archives Royales de Mari.
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Fig. 3.19. S.115-26. Veenhof’s ‘Edition III’. Picture prepared by F. Nebiolo (ANR project PCEHM).
© Archives Royales de Mari.



4. The reconstruction of the Mari Eponym Chronicle

KLAAS R. VEENHOF T

Three editions of the Mari Eponym Chronicle are identified and partially reconstructed and a composite
translation is provided. Historical implications of the chronicle are evaluated and open problems are
investigated. It is argued that fragment D from Edition I must be placed at the years 180—183 of the
eponym count starting with the accession of EriSum I and that fragment C from Edition II must be
placed with Eponymy year 183.

1. Introduction'

The ‘Mari Eponym Chronicle’, henceforth MEC,? is an important source for chronological and historical studies of the
period of roughly a century, ending in ca. 1775 BC (dates mentioned in this article are according to the Upper Middle
Chronology). It was identified in 1939 by G. Dossin and published in 1985 by M. Birot, with transliteration, translation,
cuneiform copies, photos (though not of all fragments), and comments. The text is rather fragmentary and Birot used capital
letters (A to G) to designate the (clusters of) fragments he presented in chronological order. Soon after his presentation of
the text during a colloquium in 1983, A propos d’un cinquantenaire: Mari, bilan et perspectives’3 (which resulted in BIROT
1985), he kindly supplied me with prints of the original photos he had published, which were helpful, although many
problems remain due to the fragmentary state of the originals. They have now been returned to Syria, so that collation is
difficult.

The texts have received due attention in studies on the history and chronology of the early second millennium BC and
Mari specialists have made various proposals for improved readings based on collations, the use of new textual sources
and new interpretations. As examples I mention J.-M. Durand’s identification of the solar eclipse in Eponymy year 24 and
his observations in MARI 6 on the reading and position of MEC C.* Many references to and proposals for restoring broken
passages of the ‘chroniques éponymales’ are found in FM V,> which on p. 9 calls it ‘le document le plus important’, and
on pp. 70—73 publishes an important record with early eponym dates. This implies that Birot's editio princeps can no longer
be used as an authoritative source.®

I discussed MEC in KEL A, Ch. 7.1, because the Old Assyrian eponym list overlaps with MEC, which allows the
restoration of the names of the eponyms until MEC 26 and because calculating the original size of MEC’s main manuscript
(called below ‘Edition I') would provide clues for the total number of eponyms listed in MEC, whose number is
unfortunately broken in the colophon. The increase of historical data from Mari and especially the publication (in 2008)
of KEL G, which overlaps (with a few gaps) the whole period covered by MEC, makes a new reconstruction desirable. A
first attempt was soon undertaken by G. Kryszat, who dealt with the reading and position of MEC text D.” An important
step was the publication in 2012 of U&D, whose ‘Revised Eponym List” (REL) was matched with the data preserved in

Klaas Veenhof died on 28 July 2023. He revised his manuscript in February 2022. The editors have added some notes marked [Editors] with more
recent references and information.

2 For easy reference the eponyms listed are numbered MEC 1 etc., on the basis of my reconstructed list in §5.1.

3 [Editors] Published as DURAND/MARGUERON 1985.

*  DURAND 1990: 274-275.

See the notes on the eponyms in the reconstructed text of MEC, below §4.2.

[Editors] Nele ZIEGLER Ch. 3 in this volume contains a new edition and photographs of the various fragments of the Mari Eponym Chronicles, as
well as comments on the texts. The photographs (Figs. 04.01-03) are details taken from Nele Ziegler’s chapter. Although Klaas Veenhof had access
to the photographs, he did not have access to Ziegler’s text and his transliterations and interpretations differ in places from hers.

7 KRYSZAT 2008: 214-215.
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MEC. U&D discussed in detail the many problems it raised and included collations of damaged lines of KEL G.? Its
publication coincided with a renewed interest in the chronology of the early second millennium BC and attempts to arrive
at an absolute one, to which also two sessions during the Rencontres Assyriologiques Internationales of 2012 and 2013
were devoted, where I also discussed MEC. The present attempt of course uses U&kD and other recent publications, some
of which react to U&D’s proposals.’ I could also make use of some observations made and data communicated during a
recent symposium on chronology in Lille, in Sept. 2015 (including the latest collations by G. Barjamovic of disputed
eponym names in KEL G), along with comments from some participants of this symposium on the preliminary edition of
MEC, which I had made available for discussion, since I could not attend the symposium. Later Michael Roaf kindly gave
me a copy of his manuscript of his contribution on the eponym lists and the solar eclipse in MEC,'? on which we exchanged
views, and Werner Nahm made an important and convincing suggestion on the nature and position of the fragment M 8566
and proposed some corrections to my manuscript.

Its overlap with KEL A shows that MEC started with Eponym 104, the one of the accession year of Naram-Sin of Assur.
It ended, surprisingly, with the eponym of A§ur-emiiqi, the second one after Sam3i-Adad's death,!! which occurred at the
very end of the eponymy year of Tab-silli-AsSur (missing in MEC due to a gap). According to sources from Mari his death
occurred in the 18th year of Hammurabi of Babylon or 1775 BC (Upper Middle Chronology) and knowing exactly how
many years separated Sam§i-Adad’s birth (mentioned in MEC 23) and accession (mentioned in MEC 38) from his death
is important for the chronology. It will also help us to date a variety of historical events mentioned in MEC, in which kings
Ipig-Adad IT and Dadusa of Eshnunna, Aminum, Ila-kabkabii, Sam3i-Adad I, his sons I§me-Dagan and Yasmah-Addu and
also Yahdun-Lim of Mari figure. Unfortunately, due to the gaps in MEC and KEL, the exact number of eponymy years
covered by MEC is not known and proposals range from 92 to 98 (the latter figure based on the Assyrian Distanzangabe,
discussed in KEL A, Ch. 7.2).

In the discussions on the chronology, the Old Assyrian eponym lists and the MEC figure as one set of data alongside
many others, notably astronomical ones (the Venus data and the solar eclipse mentioned in MEC) and those provided by
dendrochronology. These will not be discussed here, although the mention of a solar eclipse in MEC during Eponym 24,
that of Puzur-Istar (see Fig. 4.3 below) of course is of vital importance in the search for an absolute chronology,'? as are
the recent higher dendrochronological data for the building history of the palaces in Kiiltepe and Acemhdyuk.'?

Those who use MEC have to be certain about its text and realize the problems it poses, due to gaps and serious damage
and the existence of three different ‘editions’ of the text. These editions differ in lay-out (on tablets with one or two
columns) and in the presence and the amount of historical data added to the names of eponyms. MEC 10, 14, 17, 19 and
48 in Edition I are followed by historical data, which are lacking in Edition II, in M.5911 and in M.8566,'* and for other
years the amount of historical data varies. For the reconstruction one must try to find out how many lines the various
editions of the text contained, how many eponyms the preserved fragments may have listed, how damaged names have to
be read or restored, where fragments can or must be fitted into the text, how big the gaps are, and how many and which
eponyms might be inserted in them. This requires calculations of the possible size of the tablets and the possible position
of the fragments, as well as observations on the possible dates of the exploits of rulers mentioned in the historical notes.

REL numbers for the eponyms after no. 40 are one higher than in my edition in KEL A, because REL inserted Suli as no. 41, in which it followed
my suggestion in VEENHOF 2007.

Notably KOLINSKI 2013; NAHM 2013; BLOCH 2014; NAHM 2015 and a preliminary version of LACAMBRE Ch. 7 in this volume.

10" [Editors] Also ROAF Ch. 5 in this volume.

It has been suggested (see F'M V: 168 with note 658) that at least one of the tablets (obviously the one I call ‘Edition I’) was taken along as booty
from Subat-Enlil, which came into Zimri-Lim’s hands in his 4th year, but this is difficult to prove. See below in §3.3, the remarks on the colophon.
See for recent overviews of problems and solutions DE JONG 2012-2013 and ROAF 2012.

They are ca. 15 years higher than the previous ones: ca. 1848 BC for the building of Warshama’s place at Kiiltepe and ca. 1790 BC for the palaces
at Acemhdyiik. The impact of these new dates figure in VEENHOF 2017.

[Editors] More recent “C determinations differing from those available to Klaas Veenhof are discussed by Michael ROAF in Ch. 13 of this volume.
14" There are also some graphic differences in the data added to MEC 37 and 40. A.1288 writes Su-bi-[/i] and Lu-ul-lu-ii, and S.115-26 Su-be-li and Lu-
ul-lu-um. A.1288 gives the name of MEC 9 as Ili-ennam instead of Ili-alum. More serious is that two manuscripts, A.1288 and M.5911 by mistake
omit the eponymy of Enna(m)-Suen (MEC 12), who is listed in M.7481, but this is explainable as aberratio oculi, because MEC 10-12 are a
sequence of three eponyms whose names all begin with Ennam-. Note also that MEC 35 (in B:5) has En-nam-A-sur, for which KEL G 28 has E-
na-Si-in, the latter the correct reading, attested in two Old Assyrian contracts, see KEL A, 53, e, where Balkan’s reading /-di-Sui-in in Kt a/k 324,
on the basis of a collation by Giinbatti, must be corrected to /-na-Su-in; see VEENHOF 2010: 147, note on 1. 13, for another case of writing /-di-
instead of /-na- in a name.
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2. Three different editions, I-11I

We can distinguish three different ‘editions’ of the text, which I designate in what follows by bold capitals: I, IT and III.
Edition I, as reconstructed by BIROT 1985, 238-239, consists of M.7811+11250, part of a large tablet with one wide (ca.
10.4 cm) column, with lines that are between 3.5 and 4 mm high, to which also the fragments S.24-1,2 and 3 and A.1614a
and b belong, although not all of them can be joined and there are several gaps in the text. S.24-3 and A.1614a are large
flakes from the reverse of the tablet, with writing on one side only, whose text is not duplicated by the other editions. In
my reconstruction the former 'floats' in the upper part of the reverse, the latter must precede the rev. of M.7481+, because
of the historical data it mentions.

Edition I is represented by A.1288 (BIROT 1985, 237), a large tablet with two columns, each ca. 6 cm wide, whose top
and bottom are missing and of whose reverse only a small part of col. IV is preserved. It will be discussed in detail in §4.
Edition III is represented by S.115-26, the bottom of a one-column tablet, also ca. 6 cm wide and still ca. 3.5 cm. long,
with many indented second lines to accommodate historical data; it overlaps much of A.1288 col. 1. Its obverse starts with
eponym MEC 31 and ends with MEC 38, its reverse continues until Eponym 42. If it started with the same eponym as I,
its obverse must have contained at least 45 lines and have been ca. 16 cm long. While this is perhaps imaginable, its reverse
could never have accommodated the remaining 60 eponyms, to which also more frequently historical data are added and
for which at least some 90 lines would have been needed. Therefore S.115-26, unless it represents an edition that ended
with a much earlier year, may have been the first of a three-tablet edition. It cannot be joined with M.8566, as W. Nahm
pointed out to me, because they overlap in what are lines 43—44 in my edition. He also makes the convincing suggestion
that the reverse of M.8566 is its obverse, starting with [X x r]i-is X[ .....], which equals the beginning of the Chronicle as
preserved in M.7481:1 (is-tu re-es #8GU.ZA, etc.). Since tablet M.8566 ends with the upper edge (see the photo in MARI
4, 242), which lists the Eponyms 49 and 50 (first half; the second half perhaps on the left edge?), it must be the first one-
column tablet of a multi-tablet edition. Adding perhaps ca. 16 additional lines for the heading and for additional historical
data that did not fit on its short lines, we may postulate a tablet with ca. 32 lines on each side that must have measured ca.
13 by 6 cm. The remaining data on Eponyms 51-97 + colophon according to Edition I would have covered at least ca. 82
lines and certainly many more considering the lack of data on Eponyms 6177 and the short lines of a tablet like M.8566.
This implies that two more one-column tablets, similar to Edition III are required, represented by S.115-16. M.5911, which
covers Eponyms 9 to 15, might have been a fragment of the obverse of M.8566.

In all editions eponyms to which no historical information is added start with a vertical wedge (rendered by | in my list),
followed by a blank space before the name. Of the 61 eponyms listed on the obverse of I at least 19 are of that type.
Eponyms followed by historical data begin with ina, ‘during ..., which is preserved or can be restored for 36 eponyms.
When many data are recorded, a second (and in some cases a third etc.) indented line is added. Important for reconstructing
the size of the tablet of I is whether and how many historical notes were added to the missing eponyms, whose names we
can restore on the basis of KEL A and G, in MEC 26-30, the gap between MEC A and MEC B, and in MEC 61-76, on the
missing bottom, lower edge and the beginning of its reverse. Second lines for MEC 2630 are unlikely and only a few are
expected before the reverse, since there are only three such cases on the preserved obverse of L. Its long lines (10.4 cm
wide) normally are sufficient to record the historical data (including those for which II and III would need two lines),
which on the obverse of I that covers the earlier period are in general fairly short. But on the reverse, where we can check
it, the number of second lines increases considerably and here the lack of data on MEC 94-96 is particularly annoying.

3. Edition I
To determine the length and the composition of MEC a reconstruction of the large one-column tablet of I, with lines ca.

3.5 mm to 4 mm high, is essential. Birot reconstructed it as follows:

Obverse: M.7481 + M.11250 obv. (A), lines 1-21. Its contents overlap with A.1288 col. I (IT), which continues for 8 lines after
the end of M.7481. After a gap, partly filled by overlapping fragments of other editions (S.115-26 = I1I; A.1288 col. Il =11, and
M.8566) we have S.24-1+S.24-2 +A.1614b obv. = (B:16ft.), of which 19 lines are preserved. Its damaged lower end has room
for ca. 4 lines and there are some lines missing below it.

Lower edge: Missing, but probably 2 cm high (like the upper edge), with room for ca. 5 lines.

Reverse: S.24-3 (D), lines 1'-9', to be placed somewhere in its top part, followed after a small gap by S.24-2 + S.24-1 (rev.) +
A.1614b (rev.) (E), with together (the remains of) 25 lines. After a gap, in which Birot places A.1614a (F), whose line 7' he
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aligns with the first line of the reverse of M.7481 + M.11250 (G) (but there is no physical join), G offers 6 lines followed, after
a dividing line, by a colophon that occupies ca. 3.4 cm at the bottom (see Fig. 4.2).

Thanks to KEL A and G we know or can restore the names of nearly all eponyms, but there is uncertainty in the reading
and identification of some of them and in the place where the isolated fragments MEC D and F have to be inserted (see
below §3.2.1-2 and 3.4), all on the reverse. After studying the various proposals and recent collations, I follow a slightly
adapted reconstruction of the gap between KEL G cols. I and 11, in which REL 179-192 become 179, 179a, and 180*—
193*. The only place in I, where there is no overlap and where one (or perhaps even two) eponyms might be inserted, is
after MEC 76. This is important for the chronology. More difficult is to make out how many lines MEC comprised, which
also depends on the number of second etc. lines that have to be assumed. This is important for the question whether there
is room for inserting a missing eponym (MEC 77) and where to insert the historical data preserved on C =A.1288 1V (I1;
see §4.2). It is impossible be certain and we must be aware of the possible margins. If at the bottom of the obverse 1 cm
more is missing than I have tentatively assumed, 5 to 6 more lines are available on the reverse. The risk here is that
assumptions of this kind are influenced by the wish to reach certain goals, such as support for the Assyrian Distanzangabe
of 199 years between the accession of Erigum I and the death of Samsi-Adad I.

3.1. The obverse of Edition 1

Its first part (M.7481+), still ca. 7.8 cm high, restored with the help of A.1288 I, lists at least 25 eponyms, one (MEC 12)
more than Birot, who reduced three partially broken names beginning with Ennam- to two (see above footnote 14). At its
end KEL A and G allow us to restore MEC 22-26. It is doubtful whether A.1288 I: 28' lists a new eponym; no ruling is
visible under the end of line 27' and therefore the damaged sign preserved at its end is taken as the continuation of the
historical note of line 27' (see Fig. 4.3, below). There is no reason to insert an additional line here, since the two lines
A.1288 I: 27'-28' fit on a single line in I. The eponyms of the remainder of the obverse (until MEC 38) are known from
KEL G or can be restored with the help of duplicates. As mentioned above there is no need to asume second lines for MEC
27-30.

As pointed out in the next paragraph (§3.2), we may assume that the tablet was ca. 28 cm long and that there were ca.
28 lines at the bottom of the obverse after Eponym 48 = line 50. This means that there were ca. 12 lines after Eponym 60
= line 66 (which include the four damaged (script lost) + x (completely missing, perhaps 4 or 5) lines at the bottom of the
obverse, so that there remain ca. 3—4 lines to be filled, to which we must add ca. 4 lines on the lower edge. For these ca.
7-8 lines eponyms starting with KEL G 61 are available, but we do not know how many, since we can only guess at the
number of extra lines that were needed for historical information. The reverse of Edition I then would have started with
ca. line 83.

3.2. The reverse of Edition 1

W. Nahm has pointed out to me that if one joins S.24-1+ and S.24-2+ by a ‘sandwich join’ as obverse and reverse of the
same fragment, the distance between obv. 1. 50 (Su-d[a-a]) and the top of the tablet, in my reconstruction 50 lines, should
be the same as that between [As-qu-di-iJm, eponym 90 in my reconstruction, and the bottom of the reverse.

Subtracting 3.4 cm = 9 or 10 lines for the colophon and the empty space, there remain ca. 40 to 41 lines for the eight
eponyms from Asqiidum to AsSur-emiiqt, which is ca. 5 lines per eponym, more or less in agreement with the number of
lines attested for Eponyms 91-97. Between Sudaya and Asqiidum we have 41 eponyms, with 16 documented extra lines
(including 2 for MEC C). For Eponyms 6176 one can estimate ca. 8 extra lines (the 16 preceding lines have 4 extra lines,
the 12 succeeding ones 12 extra lines). This yields in all ca. 65 lines, about 30 on each side and 4 on the edge, which means
a tablet of about 28 cm.

Uncertainty about the exact number of lines has a bearing on the question whether there is room for an additional MEC
77 (see below §3.3). Other such problems, to be analysed below, are a possible gap between MEC D and B (no physical
join) and the join between F = A.1614a and A.1614b = the bottom of E. In addition, there is the question, addressed in
§3.2, where the text of C = A.1288 col. IV (I1I) must be inserted on the reverse of .
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3.2.1. MEC D
The first preserved piece of the reverse is MEC D = S.24-3, but it ‘floats’. It is a flake with writing on one side only, which

must be placed at some distance from the top of the reverse, after MEC 75/76 and before MEC E, which contains the ‘Mari
sequence’, beginning with Salim-Agsur.

MEC D can be read as follows:

[ ] x[
2" [i-nd’ x xx](x) K[A?

3" [i-na x]-Tiale’-ial MyTU¥-9[IM

4" [i-na) A-ta-nim dUTU[IM

5' 12 LUGAL.MES i-[

6' "Ya-ah-du-un-[*Lim

A LUGAL.MES-$u-nu ut-te-[

8" [i-n]a ‘A-sur-tdk-la-ku ‘UTU-4[IM
9" [i-na Ha-ia-mal-lik ~ ‘[UTU"-YIM

— e e e e e e e

For its interpretation the indentation of the lines is essential and
it is clear that lines 3', 4, 8', and 9' start with an eponym ([ina]
PN), followed by a historical datum, mostly on the same line, but
those following Atanum occupying four lines (4'-7'). While

previously we only had Birot’s copy of this fragment, in 2022

Fig. 4.1. S.24-3, MEC text D. Nele Ziegler made a photo of it available (Fig. 4.1), which allows

© Archives Royales de Mari. some corrections and precisions. The first and main is that in 1. 3'

Birot’s tentative reading Y4-s[ur] has to be corrected to what is

written in the transcription presented above, presumably x-ia/e’-ia. The photo also shows that the remains of the ruling

under 1. 1' start earlier than where lines 5'-7' are indented and confirms that the remains of the first sign in 1. 2' show that

there was no open space as in lines 5'-7', and suggest the presence either of the long name of an eponym or a historical

note. This shows that lines 1' and 2' belonged to two different eponyms. The first sign preserved in 1' cannot be identified;

it could be part (the end?) of the name of the eponym or beginning of the second, indented line of a historical note added

to the name of an eponym named in line 0'. Birot read the first legible sign of 1. 2' as KA, which might be the beginning of
Puzurs (cf. Puzurs in MEC 51 = MEC B:21 =S. 24-1).13

KRYSZAT 2008 proposed the following reconstruction for the sequence beginning with MEC 60:

KEL G 53 ASSur-nisu MEC B:30 [ASSur-nli-sSu
54 Munawwirum - in the gap between MEC B and D
55 Idnaya ”
56 Dadaya ”
57 Puzurs-*MUS D: 2" Pul[zurs-*MUS]
58 A-be-a-a D:3' [4-ble'-a-d’
59 E-di-num D: 4" A/E’-ta-num
60 dA-Sur-tdk-ld-ku D: 8" A-Sur-tdk-la-ku
61 I-si-im-Su-in D: 9" ... (no proposal)
62-67 gap between D and E
68 Da-da-[a] «“
69 A-NI-m[a-lik] ” (here Haya-malik)
70 [Sa-lim-A-Sur)i-mi-ti perhaps = E: 1'?

There are many problems with this equation. Restoring Pu[zurs~-DN] in D: 2' is a problem, because of the remains of a
damaged sign before it.!® This shows that it was not a line with an eponym without historical note, since then his name
should be written starting with a ‘Personenkeil’ (cf. MEC 44 and 45) followed by a blank space. Therefore, taking KA as
the beginning of the name of an eponym is impossible. Another problem is the very unlikely equation of A-ta-num (sic,
not E'-ta-num) with E-di-num. He is followed both in KEL G 60 and in MEC D: 8' by AsSur-taklaku, but these eponyms

15 [Editors] There are differences between the transliteration and restoration given by ZIEGLER Ch. 3 in this volume and that given by Veenhof, leading
Ziegler to equate S.24-3 1'-9' with KEL G 5661 instead of KEL G 76-81.
16 [Editors] ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) does not recognise the existence of a damaged sign before K[A"].
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are not necessarily identical, for we have another AsSur-taklaku in M.7841, who was indeed followed by suggested-malik
(whom Durand proposes for D: 9"). He was in turn followed, as we know from Mari, by Salim-As3ur, son of Us(u)ranum,
found in S 24-2: rev. 1' =REL 183 (a reading first suggested by D. Lacambre, see U&D: 9), who has now turned up in a
recently published Kiiltepe text.!” In Kryszat’s proposal he should be followed by I-si-im-St-in of KEL G 61, whose name
in MEC should have been spelled /-si-im-‘EN.ZU (MEC does not use the syllabic spelling Su-in). But neither reading
agrees with the traces of MEC D: 9', where there is too little room for [i-na I-$i-im-‘EN.ZU].'® That KEL G 69 should be
equated with the postulated Haya-malik known from Mari is unlikely, since it is now clear that the name is to be read 4-
ni-m[a-....]. Haya-malik, suggested by Durand and the data from Mari, is preferable and since MEC D and E do not join
there is room for one or two additional lines, where the conquest of Mari, a year later than the demise of Yahdun-Lim,
could have been mentioned.

This shows that equating KEL G 57-61 with MEC D: 2'-9'" is very unlikely. An additional problem is that this equation
reduces the number of eponyms by four compared with the reconstructions of REL and myself (see below). The latter are
based on the convincing material reconstruction of KEL G, presented in U&D: Appendix 4. They imply a temporal distance
between MEC 1 = Erisum I year 1 and the death of Samsi-Adad I, in the eponymy of Tab-silli-A&Sur or his successor
Ennam-AsSur, of 197 or 198 years, according to REL (see U&D: 27) and 198 or 199 years (103 + 95 or 96 years) in my
reconstruction. This figure (almost) exactly matches the distance recorded in two different Assyrian Distanzangaben. With
Kryszat’s proposal the difference is much bigger. A final problem is that in Kryszat’s reconstruction the eponyms KEL G
54-56 and 62—68 have to be fitted in the gaps between MEC B and D and between D and E. Assuming the presence of at
least some historical notes at least ca.15 lines would be needed for them and in particular (though this is not decisive) a
big gap between MEC D and E seems rather unlikely.

Another question is whether one may link MEC D: 1'-2' with KEL G (68-)69 = MEC (75-)76 by taking these lines as
the beginning of historical notes added to these two eponyms: MEC 75, [i-na Da-da-a] X [.............. 1, MEC 76, [i-na A-ni-
ma-x] K[A”....]. The first eponym is short enough to be fitted in the missing beginning of MEC D: 1', but the second
(reading based on the collation in U&D: 114) is too big. If one dissociates MEC (75-)76 from the beginning of MEC D:
1'-2" there could be room for one (perhaps even two) additional eponyms before the beginning of MEC D, and this is the
only place on the tablet where there is room for such an insertion, since it is covered neither by KEL G nor by MEC I. For
lack of textual sources, the choice also depends on the question how many lines are available on the rev. of I. In my
reconstruction, | have tentatively added one additional eponym: MEC 77.

In MEC D: 9' the conquest of Mari, assumed to have taken place during Haya-malik’s eponymy, can have been
mentioned in the ca. 6 cm available to the right of his name (where the trace of a sign might be the beginning of 4 UTU®-
dIM]), but it probably required a second line, lost in the break between MEC D and E (see above). Since there is no physical
join between MEC D and E more lines could be missing here and this offers the opportunity of inserting here the text
preserved in A.1288 1V, discussed below in §4.2. But again, what is theoretically possible must also be possible within the
total number of lines available on the reverse.

An important question is to which events the historical note added to the eponymy of Atanum (D: 4'-7") refers. With
FMV: 73, we may think of a victory of Samsi-Adad over Yahdun-Lim, but a letter from Mari (FM V: 47) states that he
was eliminated by his son Sumu-yamam. It could mention a defeat of vassal cities or states of Yahdun-Lim in the western
part of the Sinjar, known from Mari (FM V, 51ff.) and perhaps that ‘their kings’ now had to acknowledge him as their
overlord. One may compare the situation after the demise of Yasmah-Addu, when the rulers of the Sinjar, especially
Benjaminites, had to be forced to acknowledge Zimri-Lim as their new overlord, as documented in the letters edited by J.-
M. DURAND (2019). This could have happened after Yahdun-Lim had already disappeared, in which case the historical
note added to Eponym 78 might mention that fact.

17 In Kt 08/k 28:18-19 (with the mention of his father, DUMU U-sur-a-nim), a contract from level Ib of karum Kanesh, published by M. CAYIR 2015:
40—41. One wonders what other eponymies might be found in this archive, whose publication might throw light on the gap at the end of col. II of
KEL G.

18 [Editors] ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) nevertheless restores the line as [i-na i-$i-im-*EN]."ZU1 “U[TU-5i-“ISKUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0].
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3.2.2. The bottom of the reverse of 1

The last part of I contains the eponyms known from Mari and we can supply in MEC E their names beginning with Awiliya
(S.24-1-2 + A.1614b: 24"), but we do not know how many additional lines were needed for historical data which, as shown
where the text is preserved, can occupy several lines (4 for AsSur-imitti, 5 for Ikiin-piya, 7 for AsSur-malik).

F (A.1614a; Fig. 04.14), a fragment of 7 lines, as Birot suggests (accepted by FM V: 112, with notes 299-300) records
events from the eponymy of Awiliya. This means that it links up with the bottom of A.1614b, whereby A.1614a: 1' could
be part of the line A.1614b: 15'. Following FM V: 112, note 300, we can read:

A.1614b: 15" A.1614a: 1' [i-na A-wi-li-ila Tu-ru-u[k-ku(-ii) ib-ba-all-k[i-tu ..... ]
A.1614b: 16" A.1614a:2' ™M[......... u..]-la-an da-aw-da-am <sa> Tu-ru-ulk-ki-(7)]

A.1614a: 3" [i-AQ oo 14 i-du-ku "Ya-as-ma-ah-[‘IM]
A.l614a: 4" [ da-aw]-da-am sa DUMU.MES Ya-mi-n[a)
A.l614a: 5" [, a-ah®UD.KIB.NUN.NA #-ta-[............. ]
A1614a: 6" [ 1-aM X [eoereneeneceecnee ]
A1614a: 7" [P e @ -FA" Lo, ]

Assuming that the beginning of 1. 3' mentions the town where the victory was gained, the plural subject of idukkii must
be hidden at the end of 1. 1' and the beginning of 1. 2' (™ .....-la-an). The information that Yasmah-Addu defeated the
Benjaminites (who had been instigated by Yamhad) in the year of the Turukkii revolt and so gained control of the whole
‘Euphrates [Valley]’ fits the data from Mari (FM V: 114 and 118f.), but the identity of [......... ]lan remains unknown. The
last two lines, where the open space in . 6' is strange, could belong to the next eponymy, that of Nimer-Sin, or to him (one
line) and his successor Adad-bani. The drawing of BIROT (1985, 239) suggests that A.1614a: 7' is the end of the damaged
first preserved line of M. 11250 ([i-na A-Sur]-e-mu-[qi ..]), but this is impossible, even when (which is unlikely) Nimer-Sin
and Adad-bani occupied each only one single line. For this leaves no room for Tab-silli-A$Sur and his successor Ennam-
Assur (whom we know from KEL G). Should the damaged bottom of A.1614b indeed touch the equally damaged top of
A.7481 (as Birot’s drawing suggests), we would have only 8 lines available for 5 eponyms (Awiliya — Ennam-Assur),
while for Awiliya alone already 5 lines are used. We need several additional lines, also considering the political events of
these eventful years (see FM V: 148—150), such as the campaign in Zalmaqum, the death of Samsi-Adad, his succession
by ISme-Dagan, the demise of Yasmah-Addu and Zimri-Lim’s conquest of Mari. Assuming a minimum of two lines for
each of the successors of Awiliya the distance between MEC E: 24' (the first line of the eponymy of Awiliya) and MEC G:
1' (ASSur-emiiqi) becomes 13 lines.

3.3. The size of Edition I and the colophon

According to my reconstruction, the reconstructed tablet with Edition I, ca. 28 cm long, would have had in all (after
deducting the 3.4 cm occupied by the colophon and the empty space) ca. 150 lines available for 97 eponym entries. To find
out whether that figure is correct W. Nahm used the manuscript of KEL G as a check, because he believed there were ‘tally
marks’, added after 60, 120, etc. eponyms, but collation has shown that this is not the case.!® The figure in the colophon
of MEC I is damaged. It begins with a vertical, after which one sees part of the head of a lower ‘Winkelhaken’. This
excludes m[e-at], ‘100” (or m[e-at LA ...], 100 minus ...") and suggests 60+10[+10+10+x], where x depends on the total
number of eponyms listed and the room available. My reconstruction arrives at 97, which is one less than the Assyrian
Distanzangabe requires (see below §6.2).

1 NAHM 2013: 367. His proposal is not acceptable, because collation by G. BARJAMOVIC (Ch. 6 in this volume) shows that the supposed tally marks
after Eponyms 120 and 240 were part of an erasure or not on the tablet.
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Fig. 4.2. "l:he éummafy and theT:Z)lophon at tﬁe bottom of M.7811 + M.11250.

The text of the colophon reads as follows:

SU.NIGIN 60.1[0+ ..... Sa-na-tlum adi da-aw-de-e-em $a KA Sa-ag-ga-r{a-tim"
SU Ha-ab-du-ma-lik mu-us-ta-as-si-it Li-mi-*Da-gdn

The event the colophon mentions as the end of MEC is surprising in two ways: in the first place because one might have
expected here the end of the reign or the accession of a king, since the chronicle starts with the accession of a ruler. It also
does not mark the end of the last-mentioned eponymy year, in the OA system the winter solstice, which is not the time of
military activities. Also surprising is that it ends in the second year after Sam&i-Adad’s death, while the strong impression
is that the text focuses on the history of his ‘dynasty’. The ‘battle at the gate of Saggaratum’ evokes, as Jack Sasson reminds
me, the event mentioned in M. 6427+, quoted in FM V: 139 with note 521.2° There Yasmah-Addu tells his brother about
‘enemies before the gate of Saggaratum’, a group split off from a main army that, with their king (obviously Zimri-Lim),
besieges Terqa, events that most probably took place in the spring of the eponymy year of Ennam-Assur (MEC 96), after
Samsi-Adad’s death. But the battle our colophon refers to took place in the next year (MEC 97); had it dragged on or been
resumed later? It was anyhow long after the latest ‘texte éponymal’, from month VI of MEC 96, and the demise of Yasmah-
Addu, when Zimri-Lim had conquered Mari (see F'M V: 155). Was it a decisive moment, Zimri-Lim’s victory over the last
pocket of resistance of Yasmah-Addu's government?

Another question is who wrote the final part of the chronicle that covered the time immediately after Zimri-Lim's
conquest of Mari. Was it a scribe in Mari, who rounded the chronicle off, perhaps even at the instigation of the new king,
by recording in no less than six long lines, how the ‘kingdom of Upper Mesopotamia’ finally came to an end and the
victorious Zimri-Lim — the last line before the colophon may well start with dawdiim, ‘victory’ — became king? I cannot
answer this question, but a scribal activity in Mari seems more likely than the assumption that the tablets of the chronicle
were imported from elsewhere.

3.4. Three problematic eponyms

a) Id-na-*A-$ur, son of Abu-3alim, on a tablet found at Tell Taya. Kolifksi has disputed the identification with Iddin-Asur
of KEL G 65 =REL 175 = ca. 1797 BC, because the tablet is sealed by ‘Hasidanum, servant of Samsi-Adad’, attested as
a governor of a district south-east of the Jebel Sinjar since REL 190 (ca. 1783 BC), fifteen years later.?! This criticism
seems convincing, but there is no other place where we can insert him, since the eponyms of the last years of Samsi-Adad's
life are all known. Identification with MEC E: 24' (REL 194), where the last sign of the name of the eponym looks
somewhat like a damaged [§]ur, is excluded, because this must be [4-wi-li-i]a, successor of A§Sur-malik. While VILLARD
(2001: 95) could still suggest a date during the early years of ISme-Dagan, KEL G, with the complete list of more than 30
eponyms after Awiliya, makes this impossible. The only solution still seems to be equating him with REL 175 (1798 BC),

20 See also CHARPIN 2014: 208 with note 105.
21 KOLINSKI 2013: 738.
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which implies that Hasidanum entered the service of Samsi-Adad much earlier, in the very region where he is later attested
as governor. This is not impossible since our knowledge of the early years of reign of Samii-Adad is extremely limited.
The four eponyms that succeeded Iddin-AsSur are in fact only known from KEL G.

b) Ahiyaya. There are three eponyms of that name; the two others are Ahiyaya, son of Takiki, REL 203 = KEL G 89, and
A-hi-a-a*°, REL 244 = KEL G 132,?? but the issue here is the occurrence of Ahiyaya, son of Lageépum, in various texts
alongside well-known eponyms from the period of the domination by Samsi-Adad. While he occurs only once at Mari, he
is well documented in the texts discovered at Chagar Bazar (two dozen references) and Tell Bi’a (4x). He has been
discussed in FM V: 163-166, in U&D: 9—13, in LACAMBRE/MILLET-ALBA 2008, see esp. 160, table 8.3, by LACAMBRE in
NABU 2009/18, by BLOCH 2014: 202-207, and again by D. Lacambre in his paper at the chronology session during the
RAI 59 at Ghent, the provisional text of which he kindly made available to me.?* The main question is whether he is an
additional eponym, to be inserted in MEC and KEL G, or an eponym who was replaced by another (because he had died?).
U&D follow Lacambre’s suggestion to identify him with MEC 92 (E: 24") by restoring [4-hi-ia-i]la (= REL 193) and
inserting him as an additional eponym (followed by Awiliya in the break after MEC E) and they find him also in KEL G
79 (where Giinbatti restored A-s[ur-ma-lik]), even though — as they admit on p. 109 — repeated collation of the second sign
of the name does not support a reading H[I] (see their hand copy on p. 114).2* FM V: 165 assumes that Ahiyaya was
replaced later in the year by Ili-(t)illatt and Bloch also assumes replacement, because adding Ahiyaya as an additional
eponym for one of the last years of the Mari sequence is impossible. Year-names from Tell Harmal indicate that 5 years
elapsed between the conquest of Qabra, which took place during the eponymy of AsSur-malik (MEC 91; see FM V: 97
note 183) and the death of Samsi-Adad, during year 5 of Ibal-pi-El, and this would become 6 by inserting Ahiyaya as an
additional eponym.? Since Ahiyaya is attested at Chagar Bazar and Tell Bi’a until month X, he can only have been replaced
by a new eponym during the last months of the year and with some hesitation Bloch suggests that this was ASSur-imitti,
although we have only one attestation of him (in Mari, from 10-1X, in M.18006.2°

¢) Ennam-As§Sur. In U&D: 9 its reading in MEC E: 1' (which led to Giinbatti’s restoration of it as KEL G 70) was replaced
by Salim-As3ur, who appears there as REL 183 (see U&D: 100, 15). Two eponyms called Ennam-Ag§ur are well attested.
1) Ennam-Assur ‘the successor of Tab-silli-Assur’, identified as such by KEL G 84 = REL 198, five times attested at Tell
Leilan, in a group of texts discovered in 1985,%” in which also the eponym AsSur-emiqT occurs. Dating him immediately
after the death of Samsi-Adad I, as FM V: 166-168 suggested, is confirmed by KEL G, where he figures as no. 84.28 He
might be identical with his namesake who occurs in the text M.11465, from room 108 of the palace of Mari, which deals
with silver (see MARI 4: 257), but it is unpublished as far as I know. 2) Ennam-Assur of KEL G 99 = REL 213, probably
the son of AsSur-taklaku, attested during month IX in KBo 9, 40: 17-18 and in Kt n/k 33: 14,?° a text from the archive of
Eddin-Assur, son of Ahiyaya, with texts dated to the years between KEL 208 and 219 (see U&D: 37, with note 125).

22 KEL 132, A’-x-a-ri, turned into A-hi’-a-tal’ in REL 244, is A-hi-a-a', as suggested in NAHM 2013: 366f. and confirmed by collation by Barjamovic
in 2015 (written over erased Pu-ha-num = the next eponym).

23 [Editors] See now LACAMBRE Ch. 7 in this volume.

24 Their choice must be influenced by the fact that Ahiyaya occurs in two texts during month X.

> BLOCH 2014: 206-207.

%6 DURAND 2009: text 203.

27 WHITING 1990: esp. 185-186.

28 That he is not attested at Mari until 11/V (see MARI 4: 264f.) must be due to the turbulent political situation in the year after Sam3i-Adad’s death,
when the identity of the new eponym only became known at Mari after a couple of months.

2 Published by V. DONBAZ 2008: 54.
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Fig. 4.3. A.1288, bottom of obverse, MEC A = Edition II, Col. I: 21'-28" and Col. II: 20'-27".
4. Edition 11, A.1288

4.1. Size and structure of Edition 11
The text of the bottom of the obverse of A.1288, Col. I: 23'-28" and Col. II: 20'-27', reads as follows:

col. I REL col. I REL

23" [i-na Da-dil-ia' LUGAL ‘UTU"-YIM 126 200 ™ Su-da-[a-a) 151
24' wa-li-id 21" i-na Su-da-di-im sa-ba-[at ] 152
25" [i-na Puzurs-Istalr na-ah-du-ur “UTU 127 22" i-na % A-Sur-tu-ku[l-ti da-aw-da-a-am] 153
26' [i-na I-sa-(i)a mu-ult A-mi-nim 128 23" $a' U-ni-ne-a-[im]
27" [ x §a’ 9IM 24 X[ ]
28'  [ina A-bu-Sa-lim’ x klu® 129 25" da-aw-da-a-[am Sa ]

26' "™Mu-ut-Ya idiik)

27 [ Ix[ ]

J.-M. DURAND (1990: 274f.) observed on A.1288 that ‘la silhouette de la tablette est quasiment totalement conservée’
and that it would have had columns of ca. 35 lines. But new evidence shows that we have to assume columns of ca. 41
lines, plus 2 or 3 lines on the edge, which suggests a tablet ca. 17,5 cm long, with in all ca. 175 lines, on average 4.3 mm
high.

KEL A shows that at the top of col. I of A.1288 at least 7 lines (the introduction preserved in I, written on two lines in
11, plus 5 eponyms) are missing. The written text breaks off after 28 lines (with MEC 26, which covers 2 lines). Between
this line and the first preserved one of col. Il (MEC 37, equal to 1. 38 of I) 10 eponymies, MEC 27-36, must be inserted,
of which 27-30 are only known by name (from KEL). MEC 32 and 33 have a historical note added in I and this probably
also applies to some of MEC 27-30.3° In all this probably requires ca. 15 lines (10 eponymies + 5 second lines), of which
ca. 10 are missing at the top of col. II (II: 1' starts at the level of I: 3").

Col. II breaks off after (10+27=) 37 lines, after MEC 50 (on 5 lines!). The ca. 6—8 missing lines (of the bottom and the
lower edge) probably covered MEC 51-52 or 53 (3 or 5 lines in I), so that A.1288 III may have started with MEC 53 or
54. Since at the top of col. IV we lack ca. 5 lines, we have to establish how the ca. 4648 lines between MEC 52 or 53 and
the text on col. IV were filled to find out which eponym (his name is broken off) is presented in col. IV (= MEC C). We
must take into account that the lay-out of IT required more additional lines for registering historical data than I,°! but
occasionally also omitted some. II has them like I (as far as we can see, when its text is preserved) after MEC 9, 11, 13,
15, 16, 23, 37, 38, 40, 42, 47 and 50, each time on 2 lines, but omits those mentioned in I after MEC 10, 14, 17 and 19. I

30 T assume that these eponymies, as most in this part of I, covered only one line each; the first eponymy using two lines in I is MEC 38, which records
two facts, the second the birth of Samsi-Adad 1.

31 An additional complication is that in col. IT of A.1288 second and following lines needed for historical data are usually not indented, unless the last
line of such a note did not need a whole line (lines 6', 18' and 23").
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only needs second lines for Eponyms 38, 50 and 53 (not preserved in II); with other eponyms its long lines offered enough
room for a historical datum on a single line. We may compare S.115-26 (Edition I1I, Birot text B), with a lay-out similar
to II, with short lines, which uses 2 lines for MEC 37, 3 for MEC 40, and even 4 for eponym MEC 38. The pattern in the
missing columns of A.1288 must have been similar, but it is impossible to know exactly how many second lines per eponym
must be added when we cannot compare the corresponding passage in Edition 1.

4.2. MEC C=A.1288 col. IV
After a gap at the top of ca. 5 lines, I read, using most of the restorations proposed by DURAND in MARI 6 (1990: 274f.):

1" [xxxxx]XxXx[xxx(x)] 5' BAD-YIMK] 9" i-na ta-ri-s[u i-du-uk-ma]
2" [xx x x-]IM ma-a-at [ o ] 6' & BAD-YUTU"-[IM¥] 10" Ra-pi-qa-lamx XX x X ]
3" [Mar-da-mla-nim Se-er-wu-nim*0i 7' i-na da-ad-mi ib-[ta-ni) 1 af ]

4' 1 Ha-bu-ra-tim LUGAL is-ba-a[f] 8" da-aw-da-a-am s[a x X X X |

Durand restored in 1. 2' the eponymy of [/b-ni-4]IM (= MEC 85, ca. 1785 BC) and in 8' [Su-mu-e-pu-uh] as defeated
king of Yamhad. He was followed by FM V: 82f., which considers the exploits mentioned here as evidence for ‘des
avancées du royaume de Haute-Mésopotamie dans trois directions’. In the west, on the boundary with Yamhad, two
fortresses were built, in the east lands and cities between Khabur and the Upper Tigris were conquered and in the south
this may have happened (the verb is missing) with Rapiqum. The restoration [Mardam]anum in 1. 3" is no problem, for this
form of the name of the town, attested many times (also in OA) as Mardaman, occurs also in CHARPIN/JOANNES et al.
1988: 482 no. 512: 7', and its combination with Sirwun(um) and Haburatum?? fits the geographical and historical pattern.
Dating the events recorded in this text in the eponymy year of Ibni-Adad also seems to fit in the framework of the history
as analysed in FM 'V, although we must realize that its picture also depends on Durand’s reading of A.1288 IV. The use of
LUGAL in 1. 4' is remarkable,?® but perhaps understandable if the king’s name had been mentioned before. Durand’s
convincing readings of lines 2', 7' and 9' imply that the whole fragment deals with one single eponymy year and not with
three, as Birot assumed. Surprising, however, is a historical note that starts with mar [GN] as foregrounded object, for such
notes normally begin with the king’s name as subject of ishat (MEC 8 and 83), with as variant, when the conqueror is not
mentioned, sabat GN (MEC 32, 43, 47). I would therefore prefer to find in 1. 2' the royal subject, [{UTU*-4]IM, and this
need not be a problem, if we assume that the eponym dating (ina PN) had been given in the/a preceding line.

A basic problem, however, is that if Durand is right, this eponymy would have been covered in I by one single line and
in II by ca. 10 lines, which is difficult to accept. Another problem is that the appearance of MEC 85 at the top of A.1288
IV does not fit the size and lay-out of this tablet. In the previous paragraph I concluded that there are ca. 4648 lines
available between MEC 52 or 53, the calculated end of col. I, and the text of col. IV. If C deals with MEC [84+]85 these
lines (A.1288 III and the missing first lines of col. IV) must have treated MEC 53/54-83. In this space 30 or 31 lines are
needed as first lines with the names of the eponyms, so that ca. 16 additional lines are available for historical notes.
Comparison with I, to see whether this is possible, is difficult, since I has a gap for MEC 61-75, but only two of MEC 53—
60 in I have no historical notes (2 lines for MEC 53 and perhaps 60), which means that for them alone II needs probably
at least 8 additional lines. Of MEC 61-75 we only know the names from KEL G, but if we apply the ratio of MEC 53-60,
II may have needed ca. 8 to 10 additional lines. This brings the total number of lines used for MEC 53—75 to ca. 38—40,
so that for MEC 76-83 there remain only ca. 8—10 lines. This is too little, for all of them had historical notes in I (MEC
79 even one of 4 lines!), which together probably required at least 25 lines in I, which are not available. Even when we
raise or lower these figures by a few, the result remains the same: MEC C cannot have started with MEC [84+] 85; these
eponyms may at best have been treated at the bottom of col. IV.

These calculations allow the conclusion that A.1288 III + lower edge covered MEC 54—78 and that A.1288 IV started
with MEC 80, so that the preserved text of MEC C can be assigned to MEC 81, the eponymy of Haya-malik. This is
attractive, because there is a gap in I between the end of MEC D and the beginning of MEC B, which is the only place
where we can insert an eponym with a long historical note (ca. 3 lines in I), a solution that also solves the problem of a
startling difference between I and II in their treatment of the same eponymy. MEC 81 is usually assumed to mark the year

32 See DURAND 1988: 294, a) and for Sirwunum also CHARPIN/JOANNES e al. 1988: 268 No. 405:14' (‘the king of the land Sirwunum’). See for the
suggested location of Mardaman and Haburatum the map of N. Ziegler in FM VI (2002): 267.
[Editors] For the identification with the site of Bassetki and a detailed history of Mardaman see now PFALZNER/FAIST 2020.

3 We find it only in MEC 23 and 38, probably because they mention his birth and his accession.
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when Samsi-Adad I conquered Mari, having ousted Sumu-yamam, who had deposed his father two years earlier (see FM
V: 47f.) and this implies that the conquest of Mari is to be added to the exploits listed in MEC C. An alternative solution
would be to link C with one of the eponyms MEC 75-76, because the physical link between these eponyms and the
beginning of MEC D is uncertain (see above §3.2). But here historical considerations come into play. Dating the exploits
of Samsi-Adad mentioned in MEC C, especially his construction of fortifications on the Euphrates, in the time of MEC
75-76, before he had eliminated his rival Yahdun-Lim (in ca. 1794 BC and to which MEC 78 could have referred) is very
unlikely. An expedition to Rapiqum also would be difficult before the conquest of Mari. Both seem possible in MEC 81,
when Mari was captured and this may also have been the time when Sumu-epuh of Yamhad entered the picture as Samsi-
Adad’s western rival. I admit that there is no evidence for dating these exploits in that year, but this may be due to the
general lack of historical data before ca. 1790 BC and there does not seem to be an alternative place for MEC C.

In December 2015, after my manuscript had been finished, R. KOLINSKI, who shared my dissatisfaction with Durand’s
interpretation of MEC C, published a new analysis: ‘The Mari Eponym Chronicle. Reconstruction of the lay-out of the
text and the placement of Fragment C’. It calls for a reaction.’*

His solution is to restore in 1. 3' of C [i-na E-d|i-nim instead of Durand’s [ Mar-da-m]a-nim, i.e. eponym MEC 66 = KEL
G 59 = REL 169.%° This proposal faces the problem (mentioned above) that a historical note beginning with mat [....] is
not really acceptable. If my idea to restore therefore in 1. 2' [{UTU%-4]IM is accepted, the name of the eponym is missing
and Kolinski’s proposal rests on the reconstruction of the lay-out of A.1288 II and depends on the historical probability of
dating the exploits mentioned in MEC 66.

His solution moves MEC C 15 years up (from MEC 81 to 66), which equals ca. 23 lines in I and at least ca. twice as
many (short) lines in II. The ca. 46 lines available between the beginning of A.1288 col. III and I'V: 3' then would deal
with only 13 eponymies (MEC 53/4-65) which, to fill these lines, have to be accompanied by a lot of historical data.
Kolinski assumes that MEC 61-65 (not preserved in I) took up 26 lines, more than 5 per year, arguing (p. 73) that these
were eventful years, with many facts to record. But the general impression gained from the obverse of I is that the composer
of the chronicle was rather selective in what he mentioned, certainly for the period before Samsi-Adad’s great conquests.
Moreover, if Kolinski’s reconstruction is accepted, these eponymies in I too must have been accompanied by more
historical data, on average at least 2 lines per year. But there is not enough space in I, for I calculated that for the 16
eponymies from MEC 61 until MEC 76 (= the beginning of MEC D = S.24-3) only ca. 26 lines are available, which leaves
far too little room for the additional lines required by Kolinski’s solution, even when the tablet of I is 1 cm longer than I
have assumed.3¢

Are the exploits of ‘the king’ (apparently Samsi-Adad) mentioned in MEC C historically feasible in ca. 1807 BC, shortly
after his conquest of Assur? Our knowledge of this early period is extremely limited and we have no other information
about the building of the fortresses and the name of the defeated king is unfortunately also not preserved.?” But that Samsi-
Adad [conquered?] the strategic town of Rapiqum in the south, on the Middle Euphrates very soon after the conquest of
Assur, would be rather surprising. And while he may have extended his power to the north, into the Tigris valley (where
Serwunum and Haburatum are situated), the building of fortresses in the bend of the Euphrates, to keep Yamhad in check,
is not acceptable as long as Yahdun-Lim of Mari, his bitter rival, was still in control of the area in the western bend of the
river. I therefore have to conclude that Kolinski’s proposal is not acceptable.

3 KOLINSKI 2015: 61-86.

35 This is the only name of an eponym ending in —num that allows this reading; the other, Atanum (MEC 79), is followed by a different historical note.
3¢ On p. 79 KOLINSKI mentions that between the obverse and reverse of what is preserved of I ‘extra lines can be easily added’ and while he estimates
the length of the tablet on p. 72 as 26 to 27 cm, on p. 74 and 83 he mentions 28 to 29 cm, assuming columns of ca. 80 lines (each cm added on the
obverse. and the reverse gives room for ca. 6 extra lines). I realize that exact figures cannot be given, but it seems to me unlikely that at the bottom
of the obverse of I, underneath MEC B, ca. 15 lines (= 5 cm) would be missing. I agree with Kolinski’s rejection of the idea of U&D: 95 to restore
the three eponyms listed as REL 164—-166 = MEC 61-63 in MEC C, where they appear somewhat cryptically as ‘C L 2°. They must have figured
on the missing bottom and lower edge of I, where there is room for ca. 12 lines (see above §3.1).

Durand restored the name of Sumu-epuh, the king of Yamhad, who was Samsi-Adad’s rival, who in ca. 1779 BC conquered the two fortresses
mentioned in the text, see MV, 112. He died in 1778 BC, but was he already king 26 years earlier? His son and successor anyhow writes that he
died before he was old (FM V: 112 note 385, sibi[ssu] ul isib).

37
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4. THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE MARI EPONYM CHRONICLE

5.1. The reconstructed text of Edition I

Italics
[]
{}
O

/
/!
?

preserved text of I

restorations in I and in the text of II and/or I1I
text in II or III, not in both

restorations in the text of IT and TIT

separates lines in II and I1T

names from parallels with KEL A and G

before eponyms only known from KEL G: uncer-
tainty about the presence of a historical note

(i-na)
land 1
84*

damaged, restored and uncertain signs

line starts with a vertical wedge followed by a blank
space before the name indicating that there is no
historical note.

historical note of I absent in II and III

beginning and end of a fragment or gap

numbers in KEL G and U&D that differ from those
in their original editions
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Birot’s designations of the fragments of MEC are as follows:
A=M.7481+M.11250 obv., A.1288 I, M.5911; B = S.115-26, A.1288 II, M.8566, S.24-1+2 obv.; C = A.1288 IV; D = S.24-3; E = S.24-
1+2 rev +A.1614b; F=A.1614a; G = M.7481 rev. [A.1614a (F) almost joins A.1614b (E) in lines 31'-32")]
For the Eponyms 10-12, where A.1288 I, M 5911 and Birot’s transcription (on p. 227) have omitted a line, see below in §5.2 the note

on these lines.
Line numbers before MEC 61 are based on textual evidence; after that, due to gaps, a continuous numbering is impossible and I give
separate sequences (lines 1'ff., 1"ff. and 1"{f.). The numbering of the eponyms is continuous (thanks to KEL G), with uncertainty after
MEC 76, where I have tentatively inserted MEC 77.

line ep. no.

17
32/
4 3/
S 4/
6 5/
7 6/
8

9

Fig. 4.4. The reconstructed text of Edition I of the Mari Eponym Chronicle.

name historical events manuscript A-G KEL A/G REL
i$-tu re-es #*G[U.ZA $a “Na-ra-am-EN.ZU UGULA be-li-n]e is-tu li-m[u-um i-§i-ik-nu-ni] 1 M.7481+ obv. Al
| S[u-‘EN.ZU ] A 103 104
| [A-8ur-ma-lik] A 104 105
| [A-$ur-i-mi-ti] A 105 106
| [En-nam-‘EN.ZU] A 106 107
i-na  I[i-mi-im A-ku-tim] 1x[ 1-5u° A 107 108
| [(M)a-si-a-am-DINGIR] L A12881 A 108 109
| [I-di-a-hu-um] A 109 110
i-na Sa-[(m)a-nim A-mi-nu-um Sa-du-pé-em is-ba-at] A 110 111
i-na  I-l[i-en-nam 4EN.ZU-a-bu-um ma-a-at Si’-ID-KI / is-ba-at] I M.5911 Alll 112
(i-na)  En-n[a-ma-nim 1 Al12 113
| En-na[m-“A-3ur] All13 114
i-na  En-na[m-EN.ZU (*1-p)i-ig-“IM a-na {#GU.ZA} E a-bi-§u / i-ru-ub] A 114 115
i-na Ha-na-[Na-ri-im A-mi-nu-um {/} da-aw-da-am / $a I-pi-iq-‘IM i-du-uk] A 115 116
(i-na)  Da-di-i[a 1 Alle 117
i-na Ka-pa-ti-ia {/} I-[pi-iq-IM da-aw-da-a-am / $a A-mi-nim i-du-uk] T M.5911 A 117 118
i-na I5-me-?A-sur [-pi-i[q-“IM / zi-ql-ra-tam is-ba-at] A1l18 119
(i-na)  *A-Sur-mu-tap-pi-il I-[pi-iq- ] A 119 120
(i-na)  Su-"MUS ] A 120 121
[(i-na) 1-d)i-a-bu-um dEN.Z[U? ] A 121 122
(0] I-1]i-d[a-an] 1 M.7481+ obv. A 122 123
[ 4A-Sur-i-mi-ti] A 123 124
[(i-na  B)u-sa-a-ia 1 A 124 125
[(-na  Da-di-i)a LUGAL UTU*-YIM / wa-li-id ] A 125 126
[(i-na  Puzurs-IStar) na-ah-du-ur ‘UTU] A 126 127
[(-na I-sé-a-ia mu-u)t A-mi-nim] A 127 128
[i-na”  A-bu-3a-lim xxxx§Ja’ IM/[xxxx -ku’] 1 A.12881 A1 A128 129
[l dA-ur-SIPAD ] | gap A 129 130
[i-na  DUjo-A-Sur ] G21 131
[i-na  Su-Ra-ma ] G22 132
[l 4EN.ZU-i§-me-a-ni ] 1 gap G23 133
[l 4A-sur-ma-lik ] 1 S.115-26 B| G24 134
[l Da-ni-a sa-ba-at Hu-up-8i-im*® ] G25 135
[i-na  En-nam-‘EN.ZU mi-lum §a ma-a-tim ru-uq-ti(m)] G26 136
[i-na  9A-$ur-ba-la-ti] G27 137
[l En-nam-‘A-3ur] G 28 138
[l I-tar-YA-§ur] G29 139
[i-na  Su-Befi-li I-la-kab-ka-bu-ti / S-ub-ra-a-am is-ba-at] | A.1288 11 G30 140
[i-na  LUGAL-‘IM da-aw-da-a-*"*>-am / §a I-pi-ig-‘Adad LU.NIM i-du-u(k) / G31 141

it LUGAL “UTU-YIM a-na E a-bi-(3u) / i-ru-ub'(BU)]
Il Su-La-ba-an] G 32 142
[i-na  YA-Sur-i-mi-ti Lu-ul-lu-um/t da-aw-da-a-am $a LUGAL / i-na La-za-pa-tim i-du-uk] G33 143
[i-na  Da-da-a-ia mu-ut Ab-bi-x x [x X X] G34 144
[i-na Da-da-a-ia MJIN 1-pi-ig-{IM / Ar-ra-ap-ha-am*' is-ba-(at)] | M.8566 G35 145
[l A-hi-$a-lim sa-ba-at GA-x-[x x (x)] 1 S.115-26 G 36 146
[l U-sur-Sa-I3(tar) ] G37 147
i-[na  Ka-{at}-ta-a] 1 1 S.24-1+ G 38 148
i-nfa  Su-“EN.Z(U) ] G 39 149
(i-na)  A-[bu-3a-lim sa-ba-at x [ 1/ 8a Né-re-eb-ti(m)"] G40 150
i-na  Su-dla-a ] G4l 151
i-na Su-Da-d[i-im sa-ba-at Ne-r[e-eb-tim ¥/] G42 152
i-na  A-Sur-tu-kifl-ti da-aw-(da-a-am) / §a U-ni-ne-{a}-i(m UTUY-9IM / i-du-uk)] 1 M.8566 G43 153
i [ / da-aw-da-a-a(m $a x x x) 2] / "Mu-ut-Ya-x (x x i-du-uk)]

i-na  Puzurs-I$[tar] UTUIIM | ] 1 A128811 G 44 154
i-na A-ta-na-[alh [-pi-ig-'IM da-a[w-da-a-am $a 1 G45 155
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line ep. no.
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Q"
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10"
11"
12"
13"
14"
15"
16"
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23"
24"
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26"
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™
om
3
4m
o
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m
gm

53

90
91

92

93/

94 //
95/
96 //
97

[i-n]a

[i-na

[ina
[ina
[ina
[ina
[ina

i-na
i-na
i-na

i-na
i-nfa

[ina

name
E-ri-Si-im

A-Sur-en-nam
I-ni-i[b-I8]tar
94-$ur-be-el-ma-al-k[i]
Be-[la-nim

S[t-ka-lim]
[A-mur-¢A-§u]r
dA-gur-n)i-su

Mu-na-wi-ru-um
Id-na-a

Da-da-a
Puzur-‘Nirah
A-bis-a-a
E-di-num
dA-§ur-tak-1a-ku
I-si-im-Su-in
dAdad-ba-ni
A-bis-Sa-gi-i§
Tab-si-la-A-Sur
I-di-9A-§ur
Na-mi-i-[a]
A-hu'-3ar-1[i]
Da-da[-a]
A-ni-m[a’-x]

-e/id’-i[a
A-ta-nim

4A-sur-tak-la-ku
Ha-ia-ma]-/ik

Sla-[lim-44-5ur
9EIN.ZU-mu-ba-al-li-it
RJi-is-"UTU
1b-ni-“[IM
IA)-Sur-i-mi-ti

FI[-TLLAT!
Ri-ig-m[a-ni]m
I-ku-u[n-pil-ia

[As-qu-di-i]m
[‘A-3ur]-ma-lik

A-wi-li-i]a

Nimer-Suen

4Adad-bani
Tab-silli-*Assur
Ennam-‘Assur
dAZSur]-e-mu-[qi
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historical events

i ma-[a-at X X X i-du-uk
AUTU-YIM da-aw-[da-am $a

i-na BAD-[ i-du-uk
<<Sa-lim>>

[-pi-ig-“IM [

1 ki-ir-ba-na-a [
UTUIIM |
AUTUAIM |
uTriAnm

Ix[

x[
JK[A?
VT [IM
UTTIM
12 LUGAL.MES i-[
"Ya-ah-du-un-[Li-im
LUGAL. MES-§u-nu ut-t[e
AUTrImM
IUTU-IM

here the long text A.1288 IV: 1'-11'?
[x x (x)] “UTU -“IM ma-[a-at
AUTU-“IM ma-a-[at
I5-me-?Da-gan da-aw-da-a-a[m $a i-du-uk
IUTUS-IM ma-a-at |
UTU“IM da-aw-[da-a-am $a i-du-uk
Sa-a-tu u-te-er ma-a-a[t
Me-Tu-ra-an* ma-a-at x[
"Da-du-$[a
[
mu-t[a-nu’
mu-n[a-wi-ri-im
da-aw-da-a-a[m $a i-du-uk
w UTUS-[IM
Me-Tu-ra-an* x |
a-na Da-d[u]-5[a
UTUIIM |
I$-me-’Da-gan da-aw-da-a-[am 3a i-du-uk
i {UTU-“IM Nu-ur-[ru-ga-am" is-ba-at 1]
"Ki-ip-ra-am LUGAL [
"Ya-Su-ub-“IM LUGAL [A-ha-zi-im"
"Ya-Su-ub-Li-im LUGAL [
6[+x] LUGAL. MES an-nu-tim ik-s[
a-[n]a Da-d[u-3a .
Tu-ru-u[k-ku-u ib-ba-a]/-k[i-tu u
"[x-x]-la-an da-aw-da-am <$a> Tu-ru-u[(K-ki-1)]
[i-na x x x]¥ i-du-ku " Ya-ds-ma-ah-"[IM]
[da-aw]-da-am $§a DUMU.MES Ya-mi-na [i-du-uk]
[0 a-ah] VBURANUN ii-ga-m[e-er]

la .

L Ja-na [

x[
o’ [
x [
£
dla-aw-da-a-am’

B S S S S S S S S S S S S

[ —) S S S S R S S

S S T U S}

SU,NIGIN 60+10[+20+7" Sa-na-tlum a-di da-aw-de-e-em Sa KA Sa-ag-ga-r[a-tim"]
SU Ha-ab-du-ma-lik mu-us-ta-as-si-ii Li-mi-"Da-gan

manuscript

18.24-1+
| gap

(bottom obverse of 1?)
(bottom edge of I?)
(bottom edge of 1?)

(top of reverse of 1?)

1 gap
1S.24-3

18243

1 S.24-1+ rev.

1 S.24-1+ rev.

1 S.24-1+ rev.
| A.1614a

1 A.1614a
| gap

1 gap
1 M.7481

Fig. 4.4 (cont.). The reconstructed text of Edition I of the Mari Eponym Chronicle.

5.2. Comments on selected lines and references to literature

6
10

11-13

Reading proposed by W. Nahm, since the first preserved sign is neither A nor A[K].
The name of Eponym 9 in KEL A is Il1-alum, A.1288 has Ili-ennam, what I had is not known.
The sequence of names beginning with En-nam- has confused the scribes. The score is:

A-G KELA/G REL

G 46

Bt G47
G 48

D| G69
| gap

1 gap
G 84*

F| G&8s*

G 86*
F1

G 87*

G 88*

G 89*
G| G9o*
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184*
185*
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187*
188%*

189*
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191%*

192%*
193*

194

195

196
197

199



12
13
15
18
19

20
24-27
24
2627

28-31
38

3940
42
43
49
50-53
54
59
Ep. 66
Ep. 72
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M.7481: 11-14 M.5911: 2'-5' A.1288 1: 6'-9' KEL A: 112-115
i-na En-n[a-ma-nim) [™En-na-ma-[num] [MEn-nam-ma-nu-um [En-n]a-ma-nim
™[ e ] i-na En-na-nam-[*)4-§[ur]  [i-na) En-nam-44-sur TEnV-um-A-Sur
i-na En-na[m-“EN.ZU]  a-na ®GU.ZAE[ ...] [I-pli-ig-*IM a-na B a-bi-Su ...  [En-na-Sli-in
i-na Ha-na-*[Na-ri-im|  i-na Ha-na-na-ri-[im] [i-na Ha-nla-na-ri-im Ha-nla-n]a-ru-um

M.7481 has all three eponyms, with Ennam-ASSur certainly to be restored in 1. 11; this was a year without historical note.
The omission of Ennam-Sin in M.5911 and A.1288 apparently had the effect that their writers transferred the accession of
Ipig-Adad to the previous year. In my reconstruction it is therefore recorded under Ennam-Sin = MEC 12. The mistake in
M.5911: 3' (En-na-nam-...) may reflect the confusion of its scribe, as does the fact that in M.7481 Ennamanum is followed
by a historical note (ina E.), while M.5911 and A.1288 only list his name. BIROT, without knowledge of KEL A, could not
have known the truth and omitted Ennam-Sin on p. 233. Note a similar confusion in MEC 35, Ennam-AsSur in S.115-26:
5', for which KEL G 28 has E-na-Su-in, which I assume to be a mistake (it repeats no. 26).

The word between {...} only in M.5911.

This eponym is omitted in A.1288 and M.5911 and also in Birot’s edition.

In M.5911: 9' Da-da-|....].

In A.1288 spelled “A-sur-mu-ta-pi-il.

Remains of a vertical wedge, not at the very beginning of the line, suggest [i-n]a rather than the ‘Personenkeil” and the open
space before the name suggests a rather short historical note.

Sin-Abum is suggested by the note after Eponymy 9, but the reading of damaged ‘EN.ZU is uncertain.

See Fig. 4.3.

The first sign preserved in 1. 24 looks more like Sa then ia.

The text is only preserved in A.1288 I: 26'-28', where the beginnings of the lines are missing. My division of the remains of
the text over two eponymies is a guess, but based on the conviction that in 1. 26 miit Aminim is the complete historical note
and that the two lines ranged under Abu-8alim could have been written on one line in I.

Nowhere preserved, names from KEL G, historical data possible, but unknown.

FMV: 34 note 32 suggests to take Su-up-ra-a-am not as the city Suprum, but as a nisbe, «the man/ruler of Suprumy, but the
verb sabatum always refers to the conquest of a town.

The amount of historical data it too big to be accommodated on one line in 1.

A.1288 has Lu-ul-lu-u, S.115-26 Lu-ul-lu-um.

S.115-26: mu-ut Ab bi x x [ X], A.1288: mu-ut x [ x ].

M.8566 here writes NI-re-eb-ti[m], but in 1. 51 NE-r[e-eb-tim].

See Fig. 4.3.

Traces of the last line of A.1288 II support Istar.

<<Sa-lim>> is a mistake, not the beginning of a historical note; the line consists of the name only.

See above, §4.2, for Kolinski’s idea about this eponymy.

For Iddin-Assur as eponym, see above, §3.4.

Ep. 79-83 See FM V: 72-73 and notes 251-255.

Ep. 81

I place here A.1288 IV, see §4.2; see for the history of this year FM V: 78-79.

Ep. 83-89 See Fig. 4.1, with comments, and FM V: 80 for the sequence and distribution of records with these eponyms in the two

Ep. 85

palaces at Mari.
See for the history of this year MARI 6: 274 and FM V: 82-83.

Ep. 86-88 See for this period of ‘trois années mal connues’, MARI 6: 274f. and M V: 83-85, where the authors suggest to identify the

19'
20'

Ep. 89
23'

Ep. 90

Ep. 91

year of Ili-tillatT with that of Ahiyaya; see above §3.4. Since Eponym 87 was an Assyrian, his name should read Il1-ellit1.
FMV: 84 note 64 states that according to Durand’s collation the beginning of TA is very probable.

FMV: 86 note 77, reads mu-t[a-....] and considers a reading mu-t[a-nu-um], as in 1. 19', which would mean that the epidemic
of the previous year continued (see its note 64). But this eponym, with the added qualification munawwirum, occurs also in
TALON 1997: text 87: 71-72, see KOPPEN 1999-2000: 341. See F’M V: 88—89 for the events of this year, which ended with
a treaty between Samsi-Adad and Dadusa.

See FM V: 72 with note 255 and for the events of this year FM V: 73 and 78-79.

The mention of Mé-Turan (Tell Haddad), on the middle course of the Diyala, suggests a military confrontation with
Eshnunna under Dadusa, see FM V: 83.

The year of the conquest of Arrapha, related in Samsi-Adad's victory stele, see GRAYSON 1987 RIMA 1: 63—64 A.0.39.1001;
FMV: 90, note 111 suggests restoring this line as [Arrapham" isbat], and see its note 114 for the mention of M&-Turan.
See U&D: 9 and above §3.1.2, and for this eventful and well documented year, CHARPIN 2004a in OBO 160/4: 166—189,
FMV:97-111 and the observations by CHARPIN 2004a: 163—166, commenting on the stele of Dadusa. FM V: 97 note 183

17

suggests the following restoration: 7 i-na [Ya-sur]-ma-lik is-me-%da-gan da-ams-da-a-[am $a dumu-‘IM i yas-i-la-nim i-
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du-uk] *¥ 1 Yutu-$i-{IM nu-u[r-ru-ga-am* qa-ab-ra-a" it NG is-ba-at] ** ki-ib-ra-am lugal [NG, NP lugal NG] ' Yig-su-ub-
9IM lugal [ah-za-yi* NP lugal NG] " Yia-su-ub-li-im luga[l NG, NP lugal NG (etc.)] 2 6(+x)! lugal-me$ an-nu-tim" ik-s[u
te-né-se-et ma-at qa-ab-ra-a“] ¥ [a-nla da-du-sa is-ri-ik ... ]. This is convincing, although I believe there is not enough
room in 1. 18' to add a third city. I have taken over the verb in 1. 22', ik-s[u], «he put in fettersy», although the last verb is not
fully certain.

Ep. 92 U&D: 100 restores [4-hi-ya-y]a in S.24-2: 24" and inserts him as REL 193 before [4wiliy]a, which is difficult to accept, see
above §3.4b. See for the history of this year, with revolts of the Turukkl and the Benjaminites, above §3.2.2 with FM V:
112-124. From its notes 299 and 300 (on p. 112) I have taken over the reading [ibba]lk[iti] in 1. 32', which provides the link
between S.24-1 and A.1614a. See for this last fragment, above §3.2.2.

Ep. 96 See for eponyms with the name Ennam-AS3Sur, above §3.4.

7"-8" See above Fig. 4.2 and §3.3, with the comments on its restoration and historical explanation.

6. Historical observations

In what follows I refer to the eponymies as MEC + number on the basis of the reconstructed text presented above,
occasionally adding their REL number; those I have changed (REL 180*—193*) are provided with an asterisk. Dates given
are according the Upper Middle Chronology. AKL, the Assyrian King List, is quoted according to GRAYSON 1980-1983:
101-115.

The historical information provided by MEC for the period from MEC 9 to 60 and from 78 to 85, as far as preserved, is
in many respects unique and difficult to check. This applies not only to the political events but also to the mentions of the
birth of Samsi-Adad I in MEC 23, of his succession of his father in MEC 38 (when he was fifteen years old), and of a solar
eclipse in MEC 24. But there is no reason to doubt its data and, as mentioned above, its colophon inspires trust. In using
what is stated about various rulers we can now take — if my reconstruction is accepted — MEC 95 = REL 197 as the year
of Samsi-Adad's death, equal to Hammurabi year 17/18 = 1776/5 BC.

6.1. Dating Samsi-Adad’s conquests of Assur and Ekallatum

AKL mentions Samsi-Adad’s conquest of Ekallatum during the eponymy of Ibni-Adad, and that of Assur three years later,
during the eponymy of Atamar-Istar. MEC, as far as preserved, does not mention these victories and KEL G, which offers
no historical data but is complete for the period in question, does not register these eponyms. This creates a serious problem.
To identify the years of these conquests we can count back from the year of Samsi-Adad’s death, MEC 95. In Giinbatt1’s
reconstruction of KEL G, where this is no. 83, the conquest of Assur would have taken place in KEL G 51, during the
eponymy of Sukkallum, and that of Ekallatum during KEL G 48, that of Inbi-Istar. The reconstruction in U&D (see p. 25),
which adds a few more years in the gap after KEL G 69, dates these conquests to KEL G 55 = MEC 62 = REL 165 (Idnaya)
and KEL G 52 = MEC 59 =REL 162 (Amur-Assur). The former eponymy is not preserved in MEC and for the latter MEC
registers an activity of Samsi-Adad of which only his name is preserved, but there is room for mentioning a conquest.
Various explanations for the occurrence of two unattested year eponyms in AKL have been given. M. Liebig?® assumed
that the wars of Sam3i-Adad during these years would have disrupted communication between Assur and Kanesh, so that
the eponyms of the conquest years and also the two intervening ones would not have been known and registered. But this
is unlikely in a society preoccupied with timekeeping for financial reasons and, if it had happened, it is strange that a
carefully drafted Assyrian eponym list, written only 35 years later, would not have repaired this failure: ‘carefully drafted’,
as the colophon of KEL G (cf. DERCKSEN 2008: 71) states: ‘Nisaba be praised! (MI.ZA) AgSur-ba[....] is the lady (bélat,
‘owner’) of this tablet, Ennam-Sin, son of Sulmu-3a-A&Sur, wrote it (ifursu).” And this happened ‘in the presence of’
(IGl/mahar) seven Assyrians (among them the last eponym registered), who probably are mentioned because they ‘saw,
checked’ the text. This, of course, does not completely rule out an occasional mistake (see above footnote 14), but where
the list contains eponyms found in contemporary archival texts (from Kiiltepe, Tell Leilan, Bogazkoy, Tell Rimah, etc.) it
proves to be correct (cf. U&D: fig. 2, pp. 21-22). The colophon is similar to that appended to KEL A,*° where after the
scribe a ‘reader’ (mustassiim) is mentioned, who must have been the person who had access to records that served as

3% LIEBIG 2012.

39 Read istursu (as shown by the parallel in the colophon of KEL G), not istur followed by Su-H[a'-.....], as proposed in KEL A, where I took IR-s¢ =
Warassa as the name of the scribe. The possibility that the colophon started with the name of a woman, whose servant the scribe is said to be (cf.
the person designated as the ‘mistress / female owner of this tablet’, bélat fuppim annim), in the colophon of KEL G, referring to the person who
had commissioned the list, cannot be excluded.
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sources for the sequence of the eponyms and read (= dictated) them to the writer. This activity is similar to that of ‘the
reader’ Limi-Dagan, mentioned in the colophon of MEC (M.7481: rev: 8'), but the latter’s task was more difficult, because
he must have been responsible for correctly connecting eponymies with important events that took place during their term
of office. While there is evidence that during the reign of Yasmah-Addu, at least at Mari, alongside year eponyms
occasionally also year-names were used,*’ ‘native’ Assyrian rulers did not use year-names mentioning their exploits, while
eponym dating remained en vogue in Northern Mesopotamia, also after the disappearance of Samsi-Adad’s dynasty. The
‘reader’ of MEC therefore had to use other sources, hardly building inscriptions, since they do not mention dates, but
perhaps copies of triumphal inscriptions, such as the so-called Mardin Stele that reports Samsi-Adad’s conquest of Arrapha
and Qabra and mentions the month (the missing beginning might have mentioned the year) in which ‘the fortresses of the
land of Arbela were captured’ (GRAYSON 1987 RIMA 1: A.0.39.1001).4! Although we have no idea what sources he might
have had at his disposal, collecting all the historical information was no mean accomplishment, even if he worked in a
royal chancery or a library, for MEC covers a long period and mentions many different rulers.

Another explanation for the absence of the two conquest eponyms was proposed by BLOCH (2014). He assumed that
the scribe of AKL made mistakes, not simply graphic ones (by misreading or miswriting cuneiform signs), but due to
«dicté intérieurey, whereby he read his Vorlage and wrote while ‘rehearsing the text in his own head’. Bloch believed that
the ‘conquest eponyms’ were Inbi-IStar and Amur-AsSur, MEC 554> = KEL G 48 and MEC 59 = KEL G 52, and he tried
to explain how they became Ibni-Adad and Atamar-I§tar. Notwithstanding the interesting examples he offered for various
changes or mistakes in names, both in Old Assyrian and New Assyrian lists, his solution does not convince. There are no
parallels for such drastic changes of names, simultaneously altering the divine name and its predicate, and for that to
happen twice within the distance of a few years.** His proposal also forced him to make the distance between the two
conquests, which was three years according to AKL, four years (from KEL G 48 to 52). And because the eponymy year
MEC 55, which he preferred for the conquest of Ekallatum, was one marked by a military exploit of Ipig-Adad, he
suggested (in his footnote 30) that this king of Eshnunna may have forced Samsi-Adad to flee to Babylonia (see for this
possibility, below). On pp. 202ff. he treated the question whether taking Amur-AsSur as the eponym of the conquest of
Assur tallies with the information in AKL that this event took place 33 years before Sami-Adad’s death in MEC 95. This
depends on how one fills the gap between the obverse and reverse of KEL G, between Dadaya (68) and A$Sur-malik (79).
It is 10 years in Giinbatti’s edition of KEL G (69—78) but becomes 13 years in REL (179-191) (U&D: 95)—, which inserts
here the eponyms of MEC D (in my reconstruction even one year more, MEC 76-90). This yields for Samsi-Adad’s reign
36 (or 35 if, as Bloch proposed, one omits the eponym of the accession year). While this figure is of course not absolutely
certain (due to the uncertainty about the beginning of MEC D), it nevertheless shows that taking Amur-Assur as the eponym
of the conquest of Assur is not acceptable. This is not surprising, because this eponym seems to have been chosen not
primarily on the basis of chronological data, but because his name was the most likely candidate (as Bloch has tried to
prove) for having been transformed into Atamar-Istar.

4 See CHARPIN 1992, with older literature. He mentions his discovery that ‘the year in which Samsi-Adad captured Mar-Addu and built the temple
of Dagan’ can be equated with the eponymy of Assur-malik (MEC 91). In FM V: 93f. this victory is now dated to the end of the preceding eponymy
year, that of Asqidum (MEC 90 = REL 191). This year has only one line mentioning exploits of Samsi-Adad (and there is even a blank after his
name!), which is surprising, since this was also the year of the conquest of Arrapha and Ninet / Nineveh. This indicates that the author of MEC for
some years was rather selective in mentioning such events, but for others listed many exploits, e.g. for the next eponymy year (MEC 91) he even
filled seven lines with historical data. The reason for these differences, perhaps conditioned by the importance attached to the events recorded or by
the scribe's ‘Vorlage’, remains unclear.

41 To which extent such inscriptions provided dates is not clear. The copy of an inscription of Samsi-Adad, published in WAETZOLDT 2000 (see also

the interpretation and restorations proposed in FM V: 119), although damaged, does not seem to have mentioned a date (FM V: 119: ‘pas un fait

tardif”).

4 [Editors] Veenhof following BIROT 1985: 230 read the eponym name MEC 55 in S.24-1: 13' as [-ni-i[b-I§]tar: ZIEGLER Ch. 3 in this volume reads
the name as In-b[i-iSs-td]r. Ziegler writes ‘The reading i-ni-i[b-ISJDAR proposed by BIROT 1985: 230 has to be corrected, IN is sure, B[I] probable.
See already VEENHOF 2003: 48 n. 82, his proposal was confirmed by the publication of KEL G by GUNBATTI 2008a.’

4 See also the examples listed in my footnote 14, where always only one part of the name is changed or miswritten and where the most serious mistake

(the omission of an eponym) is explainable by aberratio oculi in a series of three very similar names.
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6.2. The reliability of AKL and MEC

The absence of the two ‘conquest eponyms’ from MEC and KEL G raises the question how reliable these texts are. In their
attempts to solve the problems of the chronology, several authors have suggested that the scribes and ‘the reader’ of MEC
may have made mistakes. But these are more or less contemporary records and the data they supply, as far as we can check
them, seem to be correct and can be matched with historical information gleaned from the texts from Mari. The question
therefore becomes whether AKL might be corrupt. It does contain some mistakes (notably in the filiation of some kings,
as shown by comparison with some actual building inscriptions), but two complete misreadings within a few lines is too
much to swallow. Moreover, names of the type Atamar-DN, well-known from Babylonia and the Middle Assyrian period,
do not occur among the thousands of Old Assyrian names we know. The question is also when the data of Samsi-Adad and
his exploits were inserted into the king list. If what AKL writes on Samsi-Adad is based on an eponym chronicle (as
suggested long ago by Landsberger) and his family history was presented by ‘at least some scribes working for him and
his son’ (see BLOCH 2014: 193f., with notes 10 and 21), it is difficult to see how contemporary scribes, using contemporary
sources, could come up with completely wrong names of eponyms. This suggests that the data on Samsi-Adad, as also the
use of the term Kardunia§ for Babylonia indicates, were inserted by a later scribe, who knew that such royal exploits in
Assyria had to be dated by year eponyms and, unable to trace them, simply picked two names.

Doubts about the correctness of AKL are also raised by what it writes about Amtum, who figures as ruler no. XXVI
(the first one after ‘the kings living in tents) and as son of Ila-kabkabi and brother of Samsi-Adad 1. While his insertion
there is explained by the curious way in which Samsi-Adad’s ancestors were incorporated into AKL,* his genealogy is
hard to accept, for MEC records 17 years of activity of him, from MEC 8 (when he conquered Sadupptim, not necessarily
at the very beginning of his career!) until MEC 25, which presumably mentions his death ([mu-ult A-mi-nim), two years
after the birth of Samsi-Adad I. Moreover, for eponymy year MEC 37, 12 years later, it reports the conquest of Suprum (a
town a little north of Mari on the Euphrates) by Ila-kabkabii,*> who according to the AKL would be Aminum’s father. Even
when Aminum’s military activity had started at an early age, his ‘brother’ Samsi-Adad would have been born ca. 35-40
years after him and his father would still wage war at least 45 years after his birth. In a recent note, Th. Janssen has dealt
with Aminum and suggested that he and Samsi-Adad were half-brothers, both sons of Ila-kabkabi, born some 35 years
apart and that Aminum was old enough to have been Samsi-Adad's father, which may be the reason why he features as
such in AKL.* Aminum, according to Janssen, may have ruled independently, under the aegis of his father, and therefore
his death (according to MEC 25 before his father died!) is simply mentioned, not by stating, as with other kings, who
succeeded him on the throne (unfortunately the remainder of the historical note which accompanies MEC 25 is damaged).
There may be truth in these observations, but it is difficult to prove them, and we must anyhow admit that the compiler of
AKL was either not aware of or disguised the fact that Aminum was not Samsi-Adad’s father.

In my historical reconstruction the reliability of the data mentioned in MEC, a contemporary source, is taken for granted,
but it has quite recently been questioned in an article of M. Guichard, where he edits the text of an early Old Babylonian
treaty.’ In it Ibal-pi-El of Eshnunna swears that he will not abandon Sin-iddinam of Larsa and Sin-kasid of Uruk by siding
with Sabim of Babylon and Iktin-pi-Sin of Nérebtum. This implies the contemporaneity of these kings and therefore, as
shown by Guichard, the treaty must date from ca. 1844-1843 BC (MEC 26/27=REL 129/130), the very short period during
which Sin-iddinam and Sablim were contemporaries (cf. CHARPIN 2004a in OBO 160/4: 385-390). But MEC suggests
that during these years Ipiq-Adad (II) ruled Eshnunna (he is mentioned in MEC 38, 42, 52 and 55) and not Ibal-p1-El. It
mentions, as far as preserved, no other ruler of Eshnunna until the eponymy of AsSur-imittt (REL 188*), when Dadusa, a
son of Ipig-Adad, appears.*® Guichard points to the fact that there is a gap in MEC, covering Eponyms nos. 27-31 in my
reconstruction, and that Ipiq-Adad is not mentioned between Eponyms 17 and 38, which leaves room for political
developments in Eshnunna. He suggests that the Ibal-pi-El of the treaty was either a temporary usurper or that Ipig-Adad
(IT) was succeeded by a son, Ibal-pi-El (II), who was in turn was succeeded by Ipig-Adad (III), a solution that is not
impossible considering the very long reign assumed for Ipiq-Adad (II). But Guichard also raises the question whether the

4 KRAUS 1965: esp. §§4-7.

4 See FM V: 33f. with notes 30-32. The use of the verb sabatum strongly suggests that Suprim means the city and not ‘the man of Suprum’. Ila-
kabkabt must have conquered it from Yaggid-Lim.

46 JANSSEN 2015.

47 GUICHARD 2014.

48 He was the younger brother of Nardm-Sin, but the latter does not figure in the remains of MEC.
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historical data dealing with various non-Assyrian kings from the Diyala area and Northern Mesopotamia, assembled by
MEC’s author (‘reader’), were always correctly arranged and linked with eponyms of the Assyrian dating system. Noting
that the text seems to compare and contrast Samsi-Adad I with Ipig-Adad, he asks whether ideological considerations
might not have induced the author of MEC to manipulate and twist the historical reality. Since thus far hard data for this
last, rather disturbing assumption are lacking and MEC leaves room for other solutions, the proposal of an additional Ibal-
p1-El (IT) and Ipig-Adad (III) is more attractive. The treaty published by Guichard makes us aware of our limited knowledge
of the early Old Babylonian period, also by introducing Ikiin-p1-Sin as ruler of Nérebtum, a man thus far only known from
a single year-name (from Tutub), which records his capture of Diniktum. The dates implied by the treaty allow Guichard
to make him the successor of the above mentioned Sin-abusu/abum, who in that case would have reigned 17+x years (x =
the years between his accession and his first mention in MEC 8), which is entirely possible (see above).

6.3. MEC and the history of Eshnunna

The historical data in MEC are interesting for the history of Eshnunna, mostly the enemy and rival of Samsi-Adad and his
ancestors, but occasionally (in the later years of king Dadusa) its ally. MEC covers the period between the accession of
Ipig-Adad II, in MEC 12 and the accession of Ibal-pi-El II, not mentioned, but known to have occurred during
Hammurabi’s 15th year, 1778 BC, corresponding to MEC 92/93. In the period between the death of Ipiq-Adad and this
year the reigns of kings Naram-Sin, Dannum-tahaz, Iqis-Tispak, Dadusa (brother of Naram-Sin and son of Ipiq-Adad II,
who first appears in MEC 86), and perhaps Ibbi-Sin (with one year) have to be placed. We have for them damaged or
partial king lists and at least 24 year-names, but the exact lengths of their reigns are not known.*’ In my reconstruction of
MEC the temporal distance between Ipig-Adad’s accession and the accession of Ibal-pi-El I is 81 years.

For van Koppen and Lacambre, who base themselves on Giinbatti’s edition of KEL G, the last mention of Ipig-Adad II
in MEC 55 would be contemporary with Sin-muballit year 2 and Naram-Sin would have succeeded his father in 1810 BC
= Sin-muballit year 3.>° For him and his successors there would be 33 or 32 years available until Ibal-pi-El II. This,
however, is not acceptable if the Naram-Sin, in whose time (ina tarsi), according to AKL §12, Samsi-Adad fled to
Babylonia, some years before his conquest of Ekallatum (in 1811 BC), is the ruler of Eshnunna, as I claimed in KEL A p.
61.5" However, as M. Liebig observed in a letter to me, the Naram-Sin, introduced in AKL without identifying him, only
dates Samsi-Adad’s flight and is not necessarily the one responsible for it. The flight might have happened under his
namesake, king of Assur, if we assume that the latter ruled [5]4 years, from REL 104 (MEC 1 = ca. 1869 BC) until REL
157 (MEC 54 = ca. 1816 BC). 3 This does not agree with AKL, since Samgi-Adad’s flight is mentioned after the accession
of Erisum II (AKL §11), but one might solve this by considering AKL §12 a flashback, to explain the sudden appearance
of the ruler who ousted EriSum II. Nevertheless, a 54-year reign for Naram-Sin of Assur is rather unlikely and if Naram-
Sin is after all the king of Eshnunna, it would be odd if he was only mentioned to date the event and not because he caused
it. Moreover, as observed by W. NAHM in NABU 2017/98, the last mention of Ipig-Adad II in MEC 55 is not the year of
his death and probably mentions an exploit of his. If he died in MEC 56 or 57 he could have been succeeded by Naram-
Sin at the earliest in 1814 or 1813 BC and the latter’s identification with the king mentioned in AKL would only be possible
if we assume that Samsi-Adad’s stay in Babylonia was very short indeed. But we have no information on it and there are
thus too many unknowns to solve this puzzle.

MEC suggests that the main opponent of Samsi-Adad’s ‘dynasty’ was Ipiq-Adad of Eshnunna. Confrontations between
Amtum and Ipig-Adad are already mentioned for MEC 13—15 and the latter may have proved to be the stronger one,
since MEC 16-17 only mention his successes. If [la-kabkabi already felt the pressure of Eshnunna, Ipiq-Adad’s defeat by
the king of Elam (MEC 38), in the very year when Samsi-Adad succeeded his father, may have brought some relief. Ipig-
Adad’s conquest of Arrapha, in MEC 42, must have posed a serious threat, if Sam3i-Adad by then reigned from Ekallatum
(Dadusa, in his stele, col. X: 9, still calls him ‘king of Ekallatum”). MEC 52 and 53 report victories first by Ipiq-Adad and

49 VAN KOPPEN/LACAMBRE 2008-2009: esp. 174-175; D. CHARPIN does not mention Ibbi-Sin in OBO 160/4: 389.

30 KOPPEN/LACAMBRE 2008-2009: 174f.

S Accepted by CHARPIN 2004a: 131, with note 568.

These dates are given in U&D, based on a distance of 197 years between the accession of Erisum I and the death of Samsi-Adad 1. If, as the Assyrian
Distanzangaben claim, this was 199 years, the dates become 2 years higher, which would create a little more room within an anyhow very tight
chronological scheme.
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next by Samsi-Adad, and MEC 55 again by Ipiq-Adad. Although the damaged text does not allow the identification of
their opponents and goals, it suggests a power struggle between the two a few years before Samii-Adad’s (re-)capture of
Ekallatum, in 1811 BC. It is therefore tempting to assume that the action of Ipiq-Adad recorded for MEC 55 (ca. 1815/14
BC in my reconstruction), as was suggested by Bloch,? led to Samsi-Adad’s flight to Babylonia.>* This could, as pointed
out above, have taken place at the very end of the reign of Naram-Sin of Assur, but it is of course also possible that he,
after a rule of 44 years, had been duly succeeded by Erisum I, in ca. 1825 BC (ca. MEC 44/45, years for which MEC does
not register a historical event). In that case AKL §12 must after all refer to Naram-Sin of Eshnunna, otherwise Sam3i-Adad
would have fled to Babylonia even before he had succeeded his father (in MEC 38). Whatever the solution, it does not
have a serious effect on our chronological reconstruction, because neither of the two Naram-Sins is mentioned in the
historical notes in MEC as far as they are preserved.

The long reign of Ipiq-Adad of Eshnunna, at least 45 years, starting in eponymy MEC 12, is surprising. That these dates
are acceptable is shown by what we know of Sin-abum/abusu, a ruler in the area of the lower Diyala,> the date of whose
accession is unknown. MEC 9 mentions a military success of his and what may be one of his year-names mentions the
death of Aminum, a fact most probably recorded in MEC 25, 17 years after Sin-abum’s first mention in MEC. This implies
a long reign, which is supported by the large number of his preserved year-names.>® Their disappearance from Nérebtum,
Saduppiim and Tutub suggests, as pointed out by De Boer, that he was later removed by his overlord Ipig-Adad.’ It is
doubtful whether the historical notes in MEC 47 and 49, mentioning the capture and recapture of Nérebtum, have to do
with it, for this is more than 20 years later.

6.4. The later years of Samsi-Adad I

After MEC 58-60, which mention various actions of Samsi-Adad, there follow 16 years for which we have only the names
of the eponyms (from KEL G). MEC resumes with fragment D (S.24-3), treated above in §3.2.1. If we accept the reading
and identification of MEC 81 as Haya-malik, who marks the year of Samsi-Adad's conquest of Mari, the mention of
military successes, two years earlier (MEC 79), against a coalition of kings headed by(?) Yahdun-Lim, can be seen as the
culmination of a long power struggle between him and Samsi-Adad.® After recording more exploits of Samsi-Adad (MEC
82-83), his son ISme-Dagan appears as a victor in MEC 84 (ca. 1789 BC), but damage to the text deprives us of information
about their opponents. There is no need to comment on the following years, which are well documented in the Mari archives
and whose historical data are found in FM V, where also several restorations in the broken text of MEC are proposed (see
above, §5.2, the comments on the reconstructed text, and §3.2.2, on the link between A.1614a and b, which affects MEC
92).

After MEC 92 the text breaks off and the scribe must have made a selection from the many historical facts to be recorded
in MEC 93-96, for there is only room for a limited number of second (and third) lines to record them. The surprising listing
of AsSur-emilqT as the last eponym and the mention of a military exploit in this year are discussed above, in §3.3.

53 See BLOCH 2014, as mentioned above in §6.1. W. NAHM has suggested in NABU 2017/98 that MEC 55 could have mentioned the conquest of
Rapiqum, which occurred late in Ipiq-Adad’s reign.

5% This would be even more understandable if Akkade was the seat of his ‘dynasty’, as claimed by CHARPIN 2004: §1.1.

55 See for him VAN KOPPEN 2011: 512f., CHARPIN 2004a: 99f., and the dissertation of R. DE BOER, Amorites in the Early Old Babylonian Period
(defended at Leiden in May 2014): 222-228.

56 One of his year-names mentions the death of king Ibal-pi-El (I) of ESnunna, which agrees with the fact that the latter’s son Ipig-Adad II succeeded
him four years after the first mention of Sin-abum.

57 DE BOER 2014.

58 See FM V: 38-47, where it is assumed that Yahdun-Lim's reign ended in 1794 BC.
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7. Translation of the Mari Eponym Chronicle

? before names only known from KEL indicates that the presence of a historical note is uncertain. I render the names of
these Assyrian eponyms according to their standard form in their own dialect (e.g. Suen-iSme’anni, Ili-illit1, Iddin-ahum,
but we know that Suen in the later phase of OA was pronounced Sin). See for the partially restored historical data also the

remarks on the eponyms in §5.2.

From the accession of Naram-Suen, the regent, our lord, 57  in Bélanum: a clod of earth [...... ]
after the year-the eponym had been installed: 58  in Sukkallum: Sam3i-Adad [...... ]
1 Su-Suen 59 in Amur-AsSur: Sam3i-Adad [...... ]
2 AsSur-malik 60  in ASSur-nisi: Samsi-Adad
3 ASSur-imittt 61 ? Munawwirum
4 Ennam-Suen 62  ?Idnaya
5 in Akkutum: . [......] 63  ? Dadaya
6  Masiam-ilT 64  ? Puzur-Nirah
7  Iddin-ahum 65 ? Abi’aya
8  in Samanum: Aminum conquered Saduppiim 66 ? Edinum
9  in lli-ennam: Sin-abum conquered the country of Sidki’ 67  ? AsSur-taklaku
10 Ennamanum 68  ? Isim-Suen
11 Ennam-ASSur 69 ? Adad-bani
12 in Ennam-Suen: Ipiq-Adad ascended the paternal throne 70  ? Abi-Sagi$
13 in Hanna-narum: Aminum defeated Ipig-Adad 71 ? Tab-silli-AsSur
14 in Dadiya: [...... ] 72 ? Iddin-AsSur
15 in Kapatiya: Ipig-Adad defeated Aminum 73 ? Namiya
16  in ISme-ASSur: Ipiq-Adad conquered the ziqqurrat 74 2 Ahu-Sarri
17 in AsSur-mutappil: Ipig-Adad [...... ] 75  ? Dadaya
18  Su-Nirah 76 in’ Ali-malik .....
19  inlddin-abum: Suen-[...... 1 77 [...... 1[-.... ]
20 Ili-dan 78 in|...... ]-Assur: Samsi-Adad [...... 1
21 ASSur-imittt 79  in Atanum: Sam§i-Adad [......] 12 kings [......]
22  Busaya Yahdun-Lim [...... ] their kings he [...... ]
23 in Dadiya: king Samsi-Adad was born 80 in ASSur-taklaku: Samsi-Adad [...... ]
24 in Puzur-I§tar: darkening of the sun 81 in Haya-malik: Samsi-Adad [...... ] the king conquered
25  inIsaya: death of Aminum the land of Mardamanum, Serwunum and Haburatum.
26 in’ Abu-salim: [...... ] of Adad’ He then built Dir-Addu and Diir-Samsi-Adad in the
27  ? ASSur-re’1 territory of Yamhad. On his return he defeated [...... ]
28  ? Tab-Assur and [conquered?] Rapiqum [...... ] (from A.1288 1IV)
29 2 Su-Rama 82 in Salim-A&3ur: .... of Samsi-Adad, the land [...... ]
30 ? Suen-iSme’anni 83 in Sin-muballit: Sam3i-Adad ... the land of [...... ]
31 2 AsSur-malik 84  in Ri§-Samas: [sme-Dagan defeated [...... ]
32 in Dan-Ea: conquest of HupSum 85 in Ibni-Adad: Samsi-Adad [...... ] the land of [...... ] father
33 in Ennam-Suen: flood from a far-away country 86  in ASSur-imitti: Samsi-Adad defeated [...] he brought back,
34 7 AsSur-balatt the land of [...... ] Mgé-Turan, the land of [...... ] Dadusa
35 7 Ennam-ASSur 87 inIlT-llite: [...... ]
36 7 Itar-AsSur 88  in Rigmanum: an epidemic [...... ]
37  in Su-B&li: Ila-kabkabii conquered Subrum 89  in Ikiin-piya munawwirum: [...... ] defeat of [...... ] and
38 in Sarrum-Adad: the man of Elam defeated Ipiq-Adad Sam3i-Adad [...... ] Mé-Turan [...... Jto Dadusa [...... ]
and Samsi-Adad succeeded his father 90 in Asqudum: Samsi-Adad [...... ]
39  Su-Laban 91  in AsSur-malik: Isme-Dagan defeated ...... and Samsi-Adad
40  in ASSur-imittt: Lullam defeated the king at Lazapatum [conquered] Nurrugum and .... Kipram, king of ....., Yastb-
41 in Dadaya: death of Abbi-[...... ] Addu, king of [Ahazum], Yasub-Lim, king of [...... 1,
42  in Dadaya II: Ipiq-Adad conquered Arrapha these 6[+x] kings he [...... ], these 6[+x] kings he bound,
43 in Ahi-salim: conquest of G/Qa-[...... 1 to Dadusa [he gave the people of Qabra].
44  Usur-Sa-Istar 92 in Awiliya: the Turukki revolted [and] .....1an defeated
45  Kat(t)aya the Turukkd [in ...... ]. Yasmah-Addu defeated the
46  in Su-Suen: [...... ] Benjaminates and gained control of the whole of the
47  in Abu-8alim: conquest of ...... of Nérebtum Euphrates Valley.
48  in Sudaya: [...... ] 93  in Nimer-Sin: [...... ] the town of [...... Jto[...... ]
49  in Su-Dadum: conquest of Nérebtum 94 in Adad-bani: [...... 1
50  in AsSur-tukultt: defeat of Unine’ayum [by ....] and 95  in Tab-silli-Assur: [...... ]
defeat of [...] Mut-Ya.... by [......] 96  in Ennam-Assur: [...... ]
51 in Puzur-Titar: Samsi-Adad ......... 97  in ASSur-emiqt: |[...... land[...... 141...... ] he
52 in Atanah: Ipig-Adad defeated [...] and the land of [...] de[feated ? ]
53 in Erisum: Samsi-Adad defeated [...... ]in Dar-[...... ]
54 ASSur-ennam In all 60+10+[20+7°] years until the defeat at the gate of
55  in Inib-Istar: Ipiq-Adad [...... ] Saggaratum.
56  Assur-bél-malki(m) Written by Habdu-malik, reader: Limi-Dagan.
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Abbreviations

AKL Assyrian King List, quoted after GRAYSON 1980—-1983

MV CHARPIN/ZIEGLER 2003

FM VI CHARPIN/DURAND 2002

KELA Kanesh Eponym List A, published in VEENHOF 2003, with some additions and corrections in VEENHOF 2007
KEL G Kanesh Eponym List G, published in GUNBATTI 2008

OBO 160/4  CHARPIN/EDZARD/STOL 2004

RIMA 1 GRAYSON 1987

U&D BARJAMOVIC/HERTEL/LARSEN 2012
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5. Assyrian eponym lists and the solar eclipse in the Mari Eponym
Chronicle

MICHAEL ROAF

The fragmentary Mari Eponym Chronicle contains a possible reference to a solar eclipse whose
identification could prove to be the key to solving the problem of the absolute chronology of the first
half of the second millennium BC in Mesopotamia. The chronological relationship between this event
and the death of Sam3i-Adad and thus with the chronology of Babylonia is provided by reconstructing
the sequence of eponyms in the Mari Eponym Chronicle using the information of Kiiltepe Eponym List
G. In this chapter two possible reconstructions (with variants) of the Mari Eponym Chronicle are
investigated and their implications for dating the eclipse according to the High, Middle and Low
Chronologies are assessed. It is unlikely that a partial eclipse at sunrise or at sunset would have been
thought worthy of inclusion in the Mari Eponym Chronicle and only the Lower Middle Chronology
gives a date for the eclipse that is close to the total solar eclipse of the 24th June 1833 BC, the most
impressive of eclipses visible in Mesopotamia in the first quarter of the second millennium BC. The
reconstructions of the Assyrian Eponym List are not exactly compatible with the 1833 eclipse and there
remain doubts that the mention of an eclipse can solve the outstanding chronological problem.

1. Introduction

In recent years, considerable advances have been made in reconstructing the Assyrian eponym sequence for some 250
years starting at the beginning of the reign of Erium I (U&D: 1-40 and 89-125).! The main sources are the Kiiltepe
Eponym Lists (KEL A to G) found in the lower town at Kiiltepe, ancient Kanes, in central Turkey, and fragments of various
versions of the Mari Eponym Chronicle (MEC) found in Tell Hariri, ancient Mari, in Syria, supplemented by texts from
Turkey, Syria and Iraq that record the names of eponyms. Some scholars think that the identification of the solar eclipse
mentioned in the eponymy of Puzur-I§tar in the Mari Eponym Chronicle could, if the association with that eponym is
accurate and if the Assyrian Eponym List can be correctly reconstructed, resolve the issue of the absolute chronology of
the first half of the second millennium BC.

2. The possible eclipse in the Mari Eponym Chronicle

The possible solar eclipse is described as a ‘darkening of the Sun’ (nahdur samsi) (MEC A.1288 123'-25").2 V MEC (§4.1,
§5) restored the passage as follows:

23' [i-na Da-dil-ia' LUGAL ‘UTU*-{IM [In Dad]iya: king Samsi-Adad

24 wa-li-id was born

25" [i-na PuzurIstalr na-ah-du-ur ‘UTU [In Puzur-Ista]r: darkening of the Sun
26' [i-na I-sa-(i)a mu-ujt A-mi-nim [In Isaya] death of Aminum.

' I am grateful to Gojko Barjamovic, Teije de Jong, Guido Kryszat, Werner Nahm, and Klaas Veenhof for commenting on earlier versions of this

chapter. Abbreviations used in this chapter are listed at the end before the Bibliography.

It is widely accepted that the ‘darkening of the Sun’ refers to a solar eclipse, and it is difficult to think of a phenomenon other than a solar eclipse
that could be intended in this entry of the MEC. The word na 'duru / nanduru (‘became dark’) is less common than antalliim as a term for an eclipse.
MICHEL/ROCHER (1997-2000: 113 n. 16) discussed these words and noted that according to ROCHBERG-HALTON (1988: 48) in Eniima Anu Enlil
there is a tendency for nanduru to be used to indicate the physical occurrence of an eclipse and antalliim its ominous character. The N-stem of adaru
can also be used for other forms of darkening of the Sun as for example when ‘the face of the Sun was darkened by the dust (of battle)’ (i-na tur-
bu-"-ti-Su-nu na-"-du-ru 1GI *UTU-$7) in an inscription of Nebuchadnezzar I (FRAME 1995: B.2.4.11 1 31).
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If this is correct, the solar eclipse (darkening of the Sun) is dated to the eponym year of Puzur-I$tar and is not associated
with any other event, neither the birth of Samii-Adad nor the death of Aminum.? This might suggest that the eclipse
recorded in that year was not considered an omen whether good or bad,* unless it referred in some way both to the
significant event in the previous year and to that in the following year.

When I looked at this question in my 2012 article (ROAF 2012: 160—168), I realised that by far the most impressive
eclipse of the first quarter of the second millennium BC in northern Mesopotamia took place on the 24th of June 1833 BC
(Gregorian 8 June 1833).° The only other mention of an eclipse in an Assyrian eponym list occurred at the same time of
the year in the third month of the Babylonian year (i.e. in the summer) of the eponymy of Bur-Sagalé.® The identification
of this eclipse with that of 15 June 763 BC (Gregorian 7 June 763) is not disputed. It took place in the middle of the
morning and was of magnitude 0.99 in Nineveh and total some 50 km to the north. The 1833 BC eclipse occurred in
summer when the Sun was high in the sky in the middle of the afternoon and was total from 10 km south of Assur to 95
km north of Babylon, and thus probably total in the region where the dynasty of Samsi-Adad came from and where the
events recorded in the early part of the Mari Eponym Chronicle took place (see below).

However, while acknowledging that the 1833 BC eclipse was the most spectacular eclipse of the first quarter of the
second millennium BC, many scholars, because they were constrained by their understanding of the Assyrian Eponym List
and of the Venus Tablets of Ammi-saduga or for other reasons’ decided that the 1833 BC eclipse was impossible; and
therefore resorted to identifying the eclipse in the MEC either with one that occurred close to sunrise or sunset or with one
of lesser magnitude that probably would not have been observed, since solar eclipses with a magnitude of less than 0.95
are unlikely to have been noticed.® In 2012 I did not consider in detail the possibility that the eclipse mentioned occurred
close to sunrise or sunset.” In my opinion it is very unlikely that the eclipse recorded in the MEC occurred close to sunrise
or to sunset (see below for detailed arguments), but it is possible that such an eclipse might have been observed: indeed
about 1200 years later, a professional Assyrian astrologer did observe a very partial solar eclipse at sunrise. '°

It has been suggested that a tablet with the text of the MEC was brought to Mari from Subat-Enlil after it was captured
by Zimri-Lim (FM V: 168 and n. 658) ‘but this is difficult to prove’ (V¥ MEC §1 n. 6) and it is more likely that the colophon
and the final entries were composed in Mari (V MEC §3.3).'! The events mentioned earlier in the MEC include not only
those involving Samsi-Adad and his predecessors but also those involving the rulers of E§nunna and other cities in the
Diyala region where the eponym dating system was not in use.!? Various suggestions have been made about the original
capital of Sam§i-Adad’s family including Terqa, Subat-Enlil, Ekallatum, the Diyala region (perhaps Zaralulu), and Agade

ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) gives an almost identical transliteration and restoration. Barjamovic, Hertel, and Larsen (U&D: 32 n. 104) suggested

that the ‘darkening of the Sun’ took place in the same eponym year as the death of Aminum, either in the eponym year of Dadiya or that of Puzur-

Istar. In Veenhof’s transliteration, however, there are horizontal rulings under wa-/i-id and -ur “UTU, and VEENHOF (2015: 11) explicitly noted ‘the

presence of (partially preserved) rulings between the eponyms’, suggesting that these indicate a change of eponyms. Furthermore, the indent before

wa-li-id also shows that a new eponym follows in line 25'.

This may also be indicated by it being described with the word na 'dur. See footnote 2.

At Mari and in the Diyala region this eclipse would have been total and would have lasted more than five minutes.

This eclipse, written AN.MI (= attallii) appears to have been recorded because it was a memorable occurrence and not because it occurred in a

particularly significant year, as the only other event included in the Assyrian Eponym Chronicle at this time was a revolt in Assur that was mentioned

both in the year before the eclipse and in the next year (MILLARD 1994: 41(B1), 58).

7 MICHEL/ROCHER (1997-2000) considered the possibility of the 1833 BC eclipse but rejected it because of the then current estimates of the
radiocarbon dating of the Sarikaya Palace in Acemhgyiik. A new (but still incorrect) revision of the radiocarbon dating allowed Cécile MICHEL
(2002) to reinstate the 1833 BC eclipse as the most probable.

8 Or even less than 0.98; for details and discussion see ROAF 2012: 160—168 with reference to MULLER/STEPHENSON 1975.

°  This deficiency was criticised by COLE (2014: n. 50 on p. 5).

‘A certain Akkullanu has written: “The sun made an eclipse of two fingers at the sunrise (‘UTU / ina na-pa-hi-su ma-a | i-ba-Gs-si a-ki 02 SU.SI

AN.MI i-sa-kan). There is no apotropaic ritual against it. It is not like a lunar eclipse. If you say, I’ll write down the relevant interpretation and send

it to you.”” (PARPOLA 1993: 113, SAA 10, 148: 3—14). Peter HUBER (2014: 73, 82) identified this eclipse with that of 27 May 669 BC and has

calculated that this may have been observed at a magnitude of less than 0.2.

Guido Kryszat has informed me that the spelling of the names of the eponyms in the MEC does not follow the typical orthography used in Old

Assyrian texts from Assur and Kiiltepe and therefore it is unlikely that the text was composed in Assur.

Klaas Veenhof has pointed out to me that rulers other than those of the dynasty of Samgi-Adad may only have been mentioned because of their

connection with Samsi-Adad and his dynasty (see ¥ MEC §6.3): the text is so fragmentary that such links might have been recorded in the missing

passages.
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(for details see CHARPIN 2004: 148-149). The most plausible of these is Agade.!* The observation of the eclipse could
therefore have taken place neither at Mari nor at Assur but somewhere further to the south.

3. Possible solar eclipses

Assur Mari Babylon
Julian date BC comment
magnitude | range | probability | magnitude | magnitude | range | probability
18 Feb. 1919 0.893 0.875 0.853 at sunrise
24 June 1917 0.915 35-40 0.14 0.957 0.964 | 41-46 0.16 annular
7 Dec. 1916 0.838 57-80 0.13 0.795 0.790 total
13 March 1902 0.852 0.857 0.945 45-52 0.21 at sunset
3 May 1896 0.84 0.835 0.78 at sunrise
9 Jan. 1861 0.848 06-34 0.22 0.858 0.775 6-28 0.089 total
15 May 1859 0.927 5-39 0.36 0.968 1.009 15-53 0.75 total
27 Oct. 1858 0.846 22-30 0.10 0.878 0.893 27-36 0.17 annular
5 Aug. 1845 no eclipse 0.735 no eclipse after sunset
24 March 1838 0.933 0.914 0.880 at sunrise
24 June 1833 0.997 28-57 0.76 1.028 0.972 18-69 0.96 total eclipse
14 June 1832 0.845 0.848 0.789 at sunrise
5 June 1823 0.510 0.509 0.578 at sunrise
16 Aug. 1808 0.904 0.884 0.969 37-61 0.64 annular eclipse
8 Sept. 1791 0.921 34-38 0.11 0.942 0.950 41-45 0.13 annular eclipse, at sunset
17 July 1778 0.977 41-57 0.44 no eclipse 1.002 44-51 0.22 before sunrise
7 July 1769 1.006 43-52 0.27 no eclipse | no eclipse before sunrise
20 Dec. 1768 | 0.954 |35-45 030 0.997 0992 [41-50| 029 | Suﬁ:re P, If;‘;%ylon
25April 1765 | 0975 [35-44| 027 0.940 0.894 Jfter Slf‘;;ﬂstegabylon
8 Oct. 1764 0.849 30-33 0.060 0.884 0.889 36-38| 0.056 annular
11 Dec. 1759 0.292 no eclipse 0.22 before sunrise
18 Sept. 1754 0.825 0.800 0.738 at Sui?i:re Silrllnl\r/}saiilgrﬁislzl:t’)ylon
5 March 1744 0.858 23-35 0.20 0.867 0.782 11-29 0.10 annual-total
22 Dec. 1741 | no eclipse |32-42 0.28 0.951 no eclipse |26-37 0.20 after sunset
10 Oct. 1737 0.935 0919 0.901 annular eclipse, at sunset

Fig. 5.1. Solar eclipses visible in Assur (Lat. 35.46°N Long. 43.26°E), Mari (Lat. 34.55°N Long. 40.89°E) and Babylon (Lat.
32.54°N Long. 44.42°E) between 1860 and 1730 BC (based on ROAF 2012, figs. 3 and 4). The columns give the Julian date,
the magnitudes at Assur, Mari, and Babylon assuming that the estimate of AT is correct, the longitudinal range in °E for which
the calculated magnitude of the eclipse is greater than 0.95 at the latitudes of Assur and Babylon, and the estimated probability
that the eclipse (with magnitude > 0.95) would have been visible at Assur and Babylon using an estimated standard error of
AT of 49 minutes, corresponding to 12.25°. No allowance has been made for possible variations in latitude. Information about
eclipses in this table is taken from the NASA Eclipse Web Site (ESPENAK/MEEUS 2009) and is courtesy of Fred Espenak,
NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center.

The solar eclipses that might have been visible at Assur, Mari, and Babylon between 1920 and 1730 BC are listed in Fig.
5.1. The magnitudes of the eclipses would have been different had the eclipse been viewed from a different site such as
Esnunna.'* Because of cloud cover not all of these eclipses would actually have been observed: those occurring in the
winter are less likely to have been seen than those occurring in summer. The eclipses that occurred near sunrise or sunset

13 ZIEGLER (2021: 123) supports the identification of Samsi-Adad’s home with Agade and notes the similarity of Samsi-Adad’s calendar to that of
ESnunna. WESTENHOLZ (1999: 31-34) and READE (2002: 262-269) have convincingly suggested that Agade was located near Samarra.

The paths of solar eclipses are very irregular and there are differences in the magnitudes of the eclipses between Babylon and ESnunna: the reader
should, however, check on a solar eclipse website such as ESPENAK/MEEUS 2009 for a particular eclipse before assuming that there is little
difference.
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would have been beneath the horizon over about half of the range, but at the same time they could have been observed at
a smaller magnitude.'> In most cases, the eclipse would have been observed for only part of the time of its theoretical
duration, being below the horizon for part of the time and being visible for about ten minutes before reaching an altitude
of ca. 2° above the horizon (4 solar diameters) and therefore being too bright to be observed.!® Given the uncertainty in
estimating clock time (AT) in the early second millennium, the maximum magnitude of some of those listed as being
before sunrise or after sunset might have occurred in the daytime and vice versa.

An example may clarify the situation. DE JONG (2012-2013: 156157, also Ch. 1 in this volume) suggested that the
MEUC solar eclipse was the annular eclipse of 24 March 1838 BC. According to the NASA solar eclipse website accepting
the estimated change in clock time, the eclipse started below the horizon both at Assur and at Esnunna (Fig. 5.2).!7 As the
Sun rose above the horizon, the magnitude of the eclipse was 0.56 at Assur and 0.48 at ESnunna; ten minutes later, when
the Sun reached 2° above the horizon and the eclipse could no longer be observed, the magnitudes were 0.69 and 0.63.

Assur ESnunna
Event Magnitude "(FSES Altitude Magnitude ;%r,rll,; Altitude
Start of partial eclipse 02:55 —08.3° 02:50 -07.6°
Sunrise 0.56 03.27 -0.1° 0.48 03:20 -0.1°
Maximum magnitude 0.93 04:02 05.6° 0.90 03:59 06.6°
End of partial eclipse 05:20 20.8° 05:18 22.3°

Fig. 5.2. Details of the eclipse of 24 March 1838 BC (Gregorian 8 March 1838) at Assur (35.46°N 43.26°E) and at
ESnunna (33.49°N 44.74°E). Negative values of the altitude indicate that the centre of the Sun was below the horizon.

Such an eclipse is likely to have passed unnoticed. Since the magnitude was less than 0.95, it would not have been
observed when the Sun had risen more than 2° above the horizon and the eclipse would only have been recognisable in the
ten minutes after sunrise when it was possible to look at the Sun without being dazzled. An observer would only have
noticed it, if he had got up before dawn, been outside looking in the direction of the rising Sun,'® and realised that there
was something peculiar about the Sun — something that was similar to what happens to the Moon during a lunar eclipse.'®
All of this would have had to have taken place within 10 minutes. Furthermore it would not have been enough for it to
have been observed by a single spectator. For it to have been considered worthy of inclusion in the MEC, it would have
had to have been a notable event and a considerable number of people would have had to have been impressed by it.?’ The
magnitude of the 1838 eclipse was more than 0.5 for about 80 minutes and, allowing for the possible error in clock time
of ca. 50 minutes, the probability that the magnitude was greater than 0.5 in the ten minutes after sunrise is about 60%.
Furthermore, in early March there is a 30% chance that clouds would have obscured the eclipse.?! Combined there is less
than a 50% chance of the eclipse having been visible.

In Fig. 5.1 in the column labelled comment, ‘at sunrise’ and “at sunset’ mean that the partial eclipse began before sunrise or lasted until after sunset,
‘before sunrise’ and ‘after sunset’ mean that its maximum occurred before sunrise or after sunset.

I am grateful to Teije de Jong for information about the conditions under which a partial eclipse could be observed close to the horizon. See also
HUBER 2014: 80-81 for illustrations of the appearance of the 1838 eclipse, which for clarity unrealistically represent the surrounding sky solid
black, even when the Sun is above the horizon.

17" Similar figures are given by DE JONG (2012-2013: Table 6 and Fig. 1.2 in this volume) and by HUBER (2014: 71-72).

Knowing that there might be a solar eclipse on a particular day, increases greatly the chance that a partial eclipse would be noticed at sunrise or
sunset, but there is no evidence that it was possible to predict possible solar eclipses in the Old Babylonian period, other than they took place at the
New Moon.

The Neo-Assyrian astrologer Akkullanu wrote that the partial solar eclipse that he saw at sunrise was ‘not like a lunar eclipse’, but he may have
been referring to its ominous consequences (PARPOLA 1993: 113, SAA 10, 148: 3—14). See above footnote 10.

20 SALLABERGER/SCHRAKAMP (2015: 9-10) offer similar arguments against a partial eclipse at sunrise or at sunset being worthy of inclusion in the
Mari Eponym Chronicle.

For average cloud cover see, for example, https://weatherspark.com/. In the 7th century BC an astrologer wrote to the Assyrian king as follows:
‘there are clouds everywhere; we do not know whether the eclipse took place or not. Let the lord of kings write to Assur and all the cities, to Babylon,
to Nippur, to Uruk and Borsippa; maybe they observed it in these cities’ (SAA 10, 114: 5-10 cited by FINCKE 2021: 109). This letter was probably
written in the first month of the year, thus at about the same time of year as the 1838 BC eclipse.

21
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On the other hand, there is only a 5% chance of cloud cover on a summer afternoon in early June when the 1833 eclipse
took place and the eclipse would have been very noticeable even if there were clouds, because the sky would have become
increasingly dark as the air temperature dropped, the birds stopped singing, the sky became black, and the stars came out
where they were not obscured by clouds. A partial eclipse at sunrise or sunset is a purely visual event and lacks the
associated phenomena which make a major solar eclipse such a memorable event. Combining the uncertainties of cloud
cover and of clock time, there is less than a two-thirds chance that the 1838 BC eclipse could have been noticed. Given
these uncertainties and the comparatively unimpressive nature of an eclipse at sunrise, it is most unlikely that the eclipse
of 24 March 1838 BC would have been mentioned in the MEC. The same arguments apply to other partial eclipses that
took place at sunset or sunrise.??

4. The Revised Eponym List and the Mari Eponym Chronicle

Barjamovic, Hertel, and Larsen (U&D: 91-97) published a list of more than 250 Assyrian /immu officials whose names
were given to individual years from the reign of Erigum I to the reign of Isme-Dagan, the son of Sam3i-Adad. In this list
the eponym year of Puzur-Itar was REL 127 (Revised Eponym List) and the death of Samsi-Adad took place in the autumn
or winter either at the end of REL 197 or at the beginning of REL 198 in Hammurabi’s 18th year.?* This year according to
the UMC was 1775 BC and according to the LMC was 1767 BC (Fig. 5.3).

Months Oct |Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb |Mar| Apr | May | June | July | Aug | Sept| Oct |NOV| Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr
REL earlier REL 196 | REL 197 REL 198

REL S-A REL 197 REL 198

Assyria S-A Tab-silli-AsSur Ennam-Assur
dB;‘t;yloman Hammurabi 17 Hammurabi 18 19
HC 1832 1831 1830

UMC 1776 1775 1774

LMC 1768 1767 1766

SC 1712 1711 1710

Death of S-A

Months Oct |Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb |Mar| Apr | May | June | July | Aug | Sept| Oct |NOV| Dec | Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr

Fig. 5.3. Correlation of the date of the death of Samsi-Adad (S-A) with dates in the Julian, Assyrian and Babylonian calendars
and with the HC, UMC, LMC, and SC. The Babylonian year began close to the spring equinox. Before the reign of Samsi-
Adad the Assyrian year (row REL earlier) began close to the winter solstice but in the reign of Samsi-Adad it began close to
the autumn equinox (rows REL S-A and Assyria S-A). Samgi-Adad was reported to have been extremely ill in the last month
of the eponym year Tab-silli-Assur (REL 197) and it is assumed that he died not long afterwards. The shaded area marks the
probable interval in which he died if the year began in the autumn. Because of uncertainties in the intercalary months, the
beginnings of both the Assyrian and the Babylonian years might have started a couple of months earlier or later. Whenever the
Assyrian eponym year began, the death of Samsi-Adad occurred in Hammurabi’s 18th year.

The solar eclipse occurred in REL 127. At that time the eponym year began close to the winter solstice. Thus according
to the REL the eclipse took place 70 eponym years before REL 197 or 69 eponym years if the eclipse took place in the
autumn. Having established to their satisfaction that the Upper Middle Chronology fitted the archaeological, historical,
and dendrochronological evidence,?* the authors of U&D (25) concluded that the eclipse took place in ca. 1847 BC,?* with
the closest eclipses being those of 5 August 1845 BC, 2 April 1847 BC (this is the eclipse selected in U&D: 33), 13 April

22 Itis more likely that a partial eclipse would be noticed at sunset, since groups of people are more likely to have been outside at sunset than at sunrise.

For the arguments in favour of this date see FM V (136—138). For discussions of Old Assyrian calendars see MICHEL 2021 and ZIEGLER 2021. The
winter solstice and the autumn equinox occur on or near the 21st December and September according to the Gregorian calendar. They occurred
about 16 days later in the 18th century BC according to the Julian calendar.

23

24 The date was based on the then current dendrochronological dating, which has been revised several times since then (e.g. MANNING/GRIGGS ef al.

2016, MANNING/BARJAMOVIC/LORENTZEN 2017, MANNING/KROMER ef al. 2020): there are still significant problems in the calibration of the
Anatolian tree-ring sequence, and the supposed accuracy is overoptimistic (ROAF Ch. 13 in this volume).
% Due to some confusion about the beginnings of the Assyrian and Babylonian years and the assumption that the eclipse took place in the eponymy

of Dadiya not Puzur-Istar, they calculated the year to be 1847 instead of 1845 BC.
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1848, and 17 Oct. 1849 BC, but, as discussed in my previous article, none of these have a high probability of being visible
with a magnitude of over 0.95 at Assur.?®

Although much of the Revised Eponym List is generally accepted, there are still some uncertainties (see also
BARJAMOVIC Ch. 6 in this volume). The part of the REL covering the years between the eclipse mentioned in the MEC
and the death of Samsi-Adad is based on the evidence of the Kiiltepe Eponym List G (KEL G) and the Mari Eponym
Chronicle. Some 117 names of eponyms are preserved on KEL G (GUNBATTI 2008, U&D: 94-102, 109—114). Most of the
sequence is not disputed, but there are three gaps, two of which can be partly filled from the information in the Mari
Eponym Chronicle (MEC). Unfortunately much of the MEC is missing.

Eleven numbered fragments of the MEC were found in Mari and published by Maurice BIROT (1985). After joins had
been made between M.7481+M.11250 and S.24-14S.24-2+A.1614b, the number of separate pieces was reduced to eight.
Birot considered that these belonged to several tablets but were parts of a single text. On the basis of their contents, Birot
assigned the surviving parts of the text to eight different groups of eponyms, which he labelled A to G (Fig. 5.4).?” There
are several different manuscripts with different arrangements of the text. Veenhof (V' MEC) recognised that the surviving
fragments of the MEC belonged to at least three ‘editions’, by which he means different layouts of the text on different
tablets: Edition I has a single column 10 cm wide, Edition II has two columns 6 cm wide on each side, and Edition III has
a single column 6 cm wide. Two further fragments, M.5911 and M.8566, could not be assigned with certainty to one of
these three editions. It is generally accepted that the four fragments (M.7481+M.11250, S.24-1+S.24-2+A.1614b, S.24-3,
and A.1614a) assigned to Edition I came from a single tablet (BIROT 1985: 220). Some of the fragments contain a single
text passage, others have several text passages with different groups of eponyms. There are twelve such Text Passages (TP
1-TP 12) (Fig. 5.4).%8

Dimensions ines i
Pal;:):[ge Fragments e W - Ij??ifezr Group | Section | Edition FE;ZLHI
TP1 |M.7481+M.11250 7.8 1104 | >2.8 21 A 1 1 1-21
TP2 |S.24-1 7.0 | 4.6 20 B 2 I 47-66
TP3 [S.24-3 35 |1 39 — 9 D ? 1 (82-83), 1'-7"
TP4 |S.24-1+S.24-2+A.1614b [rev.] | 11 5.6 4 22 E 3 1 10-31'
TPS |A.1614a 29 | 4.1 7 F 3 I 32'-38'
TP6 |M.7481+ M.11250 [rev.] 8 G 4 1 1"-8"
TP7 |A.1288 Col. 1 13.5 1 10.8 | c.2.5 27 A 1 1T 627
TP8 |A.1288 Col. 11 26 B 2 1T 37-53
TP9 | A.1288 Col. IV [rev.] 11 C ? 11 78'-9'
TP10 |[S.115-26 [obv. + rev.] 34 | 5.6 1.9 18 B 2 111 32-44
TP11 |[M.5911 4.5 | 4.0 — 9 A 1 ? 10-16
TP 12 |M.8566 >10.2| 4.8 — 14 B 2 ? 43-53

Fig. 5.4. Extant Text Passages on different tablet fragments of the Mari Eponym Chronicle arranged in the Editions proposed
in ¥ MEC with the numbers of lines extant, suggestions for the lines that they cover in Edition I, Birot’s assignments to Groups
of eponyms, and the Sections of the reconstructed text of Edition I. Also included are the dimensions of the joined fragments
in cm as given by BIROT (1985: 219-220). Dimensions in italics have been measured from the drawings of the fragments.

5. Reconstructing KEL G from Puzur-IStar to Tab-silli-ASSur

The text of KEL G between Puzur-Istar (G17) and Tab-silli-Assur (G83) is well preserved except for two gaps, one at the
end of column i on the obverse and the other at the end of column ii on the obverse, the lower edge, and the beginning of
column iii on the reverse. The gap at the end of column i starts after G30 and G31 read as [Su-Ble-lim and [Sarrum]-‘IM
and ends with the first entry of column ii U-sur-si-Itar. This gap can be filled with five eponyms from the MEC (Su-

26 Only the eclipse of 5 August 1845 BC had a magnitude greater than 0.6 and this probably occurred after sunset (see Fig. 5.1 and ROAF 2012: 162
fig. 3).

Birot’s groups are not identical with the fragments: a single fragment may contain passages from several groups and a single group may have text
from several fragments.

The corresponding text passages in the different editions are not identical. The surviving fragments suggest that the sequence of eponyms is the
same in all editions (except that Ennam-Sin was omitted in M.5911 and A.1288 Col. I) , but there are some differences in the presence and amount

27

28

of historical information added to the names of the eponyms (V' MEC §1).
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Laban, AsSur-imitt1, Dadaya, Dadaya MAN and Ah-Salim) on TP 8 and TP 12 (reconstructed as lines 39—45 in Edition I).
Assuming that this is correct, the subsequent entries on KEL G can be given consecutive numbers (Fig. 5.5).

The second gap at the end of column ii is more problematic. The last two partly legible lines of column ii are G69 and
G70, then follows the gap which GUNBATTI (2008: 104) estimated as 8 lines long assigning to these missing entries the
line numbers G71 to G78. This gap is followed by another partly legible two lines (G79 and G80).

GUNBATTI (2008: 108) read line G69 as 4-ni- x,-[...]. Nele Ziegler and Dominique Charpin at the 54th Rencontre
Assyriologique Internationale in 2008 proposed the reading A-ni-m[a-lik] and suggested that this was a writing of the
eponym Haya-malik since the sign NI can also be read ia (KRYSZAT 2008: 211). Barjamovic, Hertel, and Larsen (U&D:
114) did not agree and proposed a reading "E-nam1-T" [4-$ur], which could then be reconciled with traces in TP 3 (S.24-
3 line 3').% NAHM (2013) proposed E/HA-NI-m[a].>* VEENHOF (2015) read it as E’-ni’-x [y]. After collation BARJAMOVIC
(Ch. 6 in this volume) states that the first sign could be either A or E but is unlikely to be HA. And the following signs are
probably NI and MA. The sign NI can also be read // and in ¥ MEC the name is confidently restored as A-li-m[a-lik].*!

BARJAMOVIC (Ch. 6 in this volume), following a suggestion by Werner NAHM (2013: 368 fig. 1), agrees that the
fragmentary sign on the next line (G70) is compatible with the reading [Sa-/]i[m-A-5iw], but, since the only evidence for
this is the top of the vertical in the sign SI, there are many other possible reconstructions of this line.

U&D (109, 114) restored lines G79 and G80 as A-A[i-a-a] and A-wl[i]-I[i-a], but noted that the sign that they wanted to
read as HI in G79 actually looked more like NA, SUR or BE and considered reading the name as A-s[zr-ma-lik] but then
rejected that reading in favour of A-h[i-a-a).

GUNBATTI (2008) restored the missing names in this gap following G70 from MEC TP 4 (S.24-1+S.24-2+A.1614b
[rev.] Group E). The eleven names listed in this passage have been reconstructed by Veenhof as:

100 [Sla-{[im -4 A4-5u[r] 14 [Y4]-Sur-i-mi-ti 25" [As-qu-di-ilm
I [‘EIN.ZU-mu-ba-al-li-it 18" I-[i-ILL]JAT 26' [Y4-5ur]-ma-lik
12 [R]i-is-“UTU 19' Ri-ig-m[a-nilm 32' [A-wi-li-i]a

13' [1]b-ni-4[IM] 20 I-ku-u[n-pil-ia

The line numbers are those of Edition I as reconstructed in V" MEC §5.1. The restoration of the names is not contentious,
as these eponyms are well known from dated texts. Only the last presents an uncertainty, as the traces on the tablet are also
compatible with the name Ahiyaya. The most obvious solution is to insert MEC E into the gap in KEL G with the first
name [S]a-I[im-4]4-su[r] as G70 since the traces on KEL are compatible with the sign SI (see above), which can be read
as the syllable /im), and the last two with G79 and 80 read by Gunbatt1 as A-§[ur-ma-lik] and A-w[i]-1[i-a].

U&D (6-9), however, proposed reconstructing the missing names by inserting names taken not only from TP 4 but also
from TP 3 (S.24-3 Group D) of the Mari Eponym Chronicle, which they placed overlapping with G68 and G69 immediately
before Fragment E. Unfortunately, S.24-3 is not well preserved and some of the readings are uncertain. It has 9 fragmentary
lines. Veenhof (VV MEC §3.2.1) read the text as follows:

I ] x[ ]

8"  [i-n]a ‘A-Sur-tak-la-ku ‘UTU -4[IM
9" [i-na Ha-ia-ma-Nik ~ [UTU-IM
Lines 1' and 2' belonged to two different eponyms (¥ MEC 3.2.1). Birot read the sign in the second part of line 2' as KA
and Veenhof more cautiously as K[A?]. Guido KRYSZAT (2008: 214) suggested that it might be the beginning of the name

[

2" [ina x x (x)] K[A? ]

2" [i-na x)-Tia/e™-ia" rMUTUY-9[IM ]

4" [i-na]l A-ta-nim JUTU-9[IM ]

5' 12 LUGAL.MES i-[ ]

6' ™Ya-ah-du-un-[*Lim ]

7 LUGAL.MES-§u-nu ut-te-[ ]
]
]

2% KOLINSKI (2013: 738-739) gives reasons for not accepting this reading.

30 NAHM (2013: 368-369). Curiously Nahm (2015: 40) cited this article as being published in AfO 40 not AoF 40.

31 LACAMBRE (Ch. 7 n this volume) proposes reading KEL G 69 as: a-§ur'*-td[k*-ld-ku], and this is followed by ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) in
her synoptic view, but as discussed above a recent collation (BARJAMOVIC Ch. 6 in this volume) does not support this reading.



78 MICHAEL ROAF

of the eponym Puzur-“Nirah written with the sign PUZUR, instead of PUZUR; with which sign this eponym’s name was
written on KEL G (G57), since the first part of the sign PUZUR4 is the same as the first part of the sign KA.*?

Birot’s reading -“4-su[#]? in line 3" has been corrected. KRYSZAT (2008: 214) proposed reading A-b]e-a-a corresponding
to A-be-a-a on KEL G (G58). Veenhof, with the aid of a photograph of S.24-3 provided by Nele Ziegler, now reads the
name of the eponym as [x]-lia/e’-ia". ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) with slightly less hesitancy gives the reading of line
3" as [i-na a-bil-Tia-ia) “UTU-5i-9[ISKUR ...].

KRYSZAT (2008: 214) also suggested that the first preserved sign in line 4' might be E with the reading A/E’-ta-num,
and this is confirmed by NAHM (Ch. 11 in this volume).? This is not dissimilar to E-di-num who appears as G59 on KEL
G.

The name of the eponym in line 8' 44-5ur-tak-la-ku is uncontroversial. An AsSur-taklaku is found on KEL G (G60): if
the two are not identical then this eponym and the whole of S.24-3 must be placed in one of the gaps on KEL G.

The left hand sign in line 9' was read as UR/lik by Charpin and Ziegler (FM V: 97 and n. 183) and proposed that this
was the end of the name Ha-ia-ma-lik. The sign is, however, only partly preserved and other restorations are possible.
ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) now rejects the reading UR/lik and suggests that the sign could be ZU and that the line
could be restored as [i-na i-si-im-EN].TZU {U[TU-5i-YISKUR ...] containing the name of the eponym Isim-Sin (G61).

Fig. 5.5 is an attempt to reconstruct the sequence of eponyms on the basis of KEL A and KEL G and the fragments of
the MEC.3* Two possibilities are included based on the placement of the fragment S.24-3 (MEC D): Position 1 (in bold
outlined with a thicker line) assumes that there was only one eponym called AsSur-taklaku and that his mentions in KEL
G (G60) and in TP 3 &' refer to the same individual (KRYSZAT 2008, NAHM 2013, NAHM Ch. 11 in this volume, ZIEGLER
Ch. 3 in this volume), while Position 2 (in bold outlined with a double line) assumes that there were two different eponyms
called AsSur-taklaku and that S.24-3 1'-2' correspond to the poorly preserved eponyms G69 and G70 (U&D, V MEC).*
The eponym Ahiyaya, whose existence as a separate eponym is now generally accepted but whose placement is disputed,
is not included in Fig. 5.5 and in the reconstruction in ¥ MEC (§5),%° but like ¥ MEC it includes the dubious extra eponym
REL 179a.

6. Suggested reconstructions of parts of the Assyrian Eponym List and of the Mari Eponym Chronicle.

Undisputed parts of the list (G20 to G29, G38 to G46, and G62 to G67) are omitted. The REL count is that of V MEC,
which does not include Ahiyaya (REL 193 according to U&D) but does include the dubious extra eponym REL 179a. Two
possibilities are indicated for the placement of S.24-3: Position 1 (in bold outlined with a thicker solid line) and Position 2
(in bold outlined with a double line). The number of years after the eponym Puzur-Istar, in which the possible solar eclipse
took place, for the two alternatives are recorded in the two left-hand columns. KEL G eponym numbers are either those of
GUNBATTI (2008) or, when marked with an asterisk, the revised numbering of V MEC, not the revised numbering of U&D.
The MEC eponym counts are marked with superscript 1 for Position 1 and superscript 2 for Position 2. MEC line is either
that of a particular fragment of the MEC or that of the text of Edition I as reconstructed in " MEC.

32 Although the KA is indented and might be thought to be the beginning or continuation of a historical note, ‘eponyms to which no historical

information is added start with a vertical wedge ... followed by a blank space before the name’ and so the KA could be the beginning of the name
of a new eponym (V' MEC §2, §3.2.1). I am grateful to Klaas Veenhof for clarification about the readings. ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) accepts
the reading PJUZUR4.“MUS...].

V' MEC gives the reading 4-ta-nim (written with a dot under the A to indicate an uncertain reading). Similarly ZIEGLER (Ch. 3 in this volume) gives
[i-na) Ta'-ta-nim *UTU-5i-9I[SKUR ...]. NIM and NUM are the same cuneiform sign.

I am grateful to Werner Nahm for correcting an earlier draft of this figure.

33

34

35 There are objections to both reconstructions that are discussed by other scholars elsewhere. Here 1 do not want to go into the details, which are

debated by experts more competent than me, but merely to investigate the implications of the two most likely possible reconstructions.
3 Ahiyaya is attested as eponym only once in Mari in the period of Assyrian rule. Since it has been thought that there are no gaps in the list of eponyms
at Mari for the reign of Samsi-Adad, it was proposed that his name might have been an alternative name for one of these years or he might have
been limmu after Samsi-Adad’s death. For earlier discussions of Ahiyaya see (U&D: 9-13, NAHM 2013: 370, ¥ MEC §3.4b). For a more recent
detailed discussion of Ahiyaya see LACAMBRE (Ch. 7 in this volume), who notes that he is attested four times in Tell Bi’a and numerous times in

Chagar Bazar. Lacambre also gives cogent reasons for inserting Ahiyaya after AsSur-malik and before Awiliya.
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Years after P-1 | REL KEL G MEC
Pos. 1 | Pos.2 | count eponym eponym name eponym | line eponym name comment
127 G17 Puzur-Istar 24 25 | [Puzur,-Ista]r
01 01 128 G18 I-sa-i-a 25 26 | [I-sé-a-ia]
02 02 129 G19 A-bu-$a-lim 26 27 | [A-bu-§a-lim] 1 TP7 (4.12881) 1
03-12 | 03-12 G20-29 27-36 | 28-37 L TP 10 (S.115-26)
13 13 140 G30 [Su-Ble-lim 37 38 | Su-Be-li | TP 8 (4.1288 1)
14 14 141 G31 [LUGAL]-IM 38 3940 | LUGAL-IM accession of Samgi-Adad
15 15 142 [G32] 39 41 [Su-La-ba-an
16 16 143 [G33] 40 42 | 9A-Sur-i-mi-ti
17 17 144 [G34] 41 43 |Da-da-a-ia | TP 12 (M.8566)
18 18 145 [G35] 42 44 | Da-da-a-ia MIN 1 TP 10
19 19 146 [G36] 43 45 | A-hi-8a-lim
20 20 147 G37 U-sur-8i-I§tar 44 46 | U-sur-3a-I§[tar]
21 21 148 G38 Ka-ta-a 45 47 |Ka-at-ta-[a] | TP2 (S.24.1+)
22-29 | 22-29 G39-46 46-53 | 48-58 1 TP8 1 TP12
30 30 157 G47 A-Sur-e-na 54 59 | 9A-Sur-en-nam
31 31 158 G48 In-be-Istar 55 60 | I-ni-i[b-I§]-tar ? Ibni-Adad of AKL
32 32 159 G49 A-Sur-be-el-ma-al-ki 56 61 |9A-Sur-be-el-ma-al-k[i]
33 33 160 G50 Be-ld-num 57 62 | Be-[la-nim]
34 34 161 G51 St-ka-lam 58 63 | S[t-ka-lim]
35 35 162 G52 A-mur-A-sur 59 64 |TA-[mur-YA-3ur] ? Atamar-I§tar of AKL
36 36 163 G53 A-ur-ni-Su 60 65 |[‘A-Sur-ni-§Ju TTP2
37 37 164 G54 Mu-na-wi-ru-um
38 38 165 G55 Id-na-a Position 1 (S.24-3, MEC D)
39 39 166 G56 Da-da-a 1 | TP 3 (S.24-3)
40 40 167 G57 Ptzur-9Nirah 64 2' Pu[zurs-9Nirah]
41 41 168 G58 A-be-a-a 65 3' [A-be]-e/ia’-ia
42 42 169 G59 E-di-num 66 4'-7" | A/E-ta-num
43 43 170 G60 dA-sur-tak-1a-ku 67 8' dA-Sur-tak-la-ku
44 44 171 Gol I-si-im-Su-in 68 9' 1TTP3
45-50 | 45-50 G62-67
51 51 178 G68 Da-da-[a] Position 2 (S.24-3, MEC D)
52 52 179 G69 A-li-m[a-lik] 76 I | TP 3 (8.24-3)
53 179a* [G70%*] 772 2!
54 180* [G71%] 782 3 [x]-ia/e’-ia
55 181* [G72%*] 792 4'-7" || A-ta-nim
56 182* [G73*] 8072 8' dA-Sur-tak-la-ku
57 183* [G74%*] 812 9' [Ha-ia-ma-1]ik’ 1T TP3
53 58 184* [G70/75*] | [Sa-1]i[m-YA-§ur] 77'/822 10" | [S]a-1[im-]A-3u[r] | TP 4 (S.24-1+ rev.]
54 59 185%* [G71/76*] 781/832 11" |[‘EIN.ZU-mu-ba-al-li-it
55 60 186* [G72/77*] 791/842 12' | [R]i-i$-9UTU
56 61 187* [G73/78*] 801/852 13" | [I]b-ni-‘IM
57 62 188* [G74/79*] 81!/862 | 14'-17" | [YA]-Sur-i-mi-ti
58 63 189%* [G75/80*] 821/87> 18"  |I-I[i-ILLJAT
59 64 190%* [G76/81%] 831/882 19 | Ri-ig-m[a-niJm
60 65 191* [G77/82*] 841/89% | 20'-24' | I-ku-u[n-pi]-ia
61 66 192%* [G78/83*] 851/90% | 25' [As-qu-di-iJm
62 67 193%* G79/84* | A-§[ur-ma-lik] 86!/912 | 26'-32" | [A-Sur]-ma-lik 1 TP 4
63 68 194 G80/85* | A-wli]-l[i]-a 871/922 | 33'-37" | [A-wi-li-i]a 11 TP 5 (4.1614a)
64 69 195 G81/86* | Ni-mar-S[u-in]
65 70 196 G82/87* | YIM-ba-ni
66 71 197 G83/88* | DUio-si-la-A-sur

Fig. 5.5. Suggested reconstructions of parts of the Assyrian Eponym List and of the Mari Eponym Chronicle. Undisputed parts
of the list (G20 to G29, G38 to G46, and G62 to G67) are omitted. The REL count is that of V MEC. Two possibilities are
indicated for the placement of S.24-3: Position 1 (in bold outlined with a thicker solid line) and Position 2 (in bold outlined
with a double line). The number of years after the eponym Puzur-I$tar, in which the possible solar eclipse took place, for the
two alternatives are recorded in the two left-hand columns. KEL G eponym numbers are either those of GUNBATTI (2008) or,

when marked with an asterisk, the revised numbering of ¥ MEC, not the revised numbering of U&D. The MEC eponym counts

are marked with superscript 1 for Position 1 and superscript 2 for Position 2. MEC line is either that of a particular fragment
of the MEC or that of the text of Edition I as reconstructed in V" MEC.
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7. Reconstructing the text of the Mari Eponym Chronicle

The text of the Mari Eponym Chronicle has been thoroughly investigated by Klaas VEENHOF (2015, 2018, V MEC) and
he has proposed a reconstructed version (V' MEC §5.1) which must be the basis for any future research. The main problem
is that there are gaps of unknown length in Edition I: these can be partly but not completely resolved with information
from the other editions of the MEC and from the eponym lists KEL A and KEL G. A further problem is that, unlike KEL
G in which each eponym occupies a single line, in the MEC the presence of historical notes means that each eponym may
take up more than one line.3’

There are three gaps in the reconstructed text of Edition I of the MEC. I have labelled the resulting four sections of text
as Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 (Fig. 5.4). The first gap (between Sections 1 and 2) starts after /-/[i-dan] (TP 1 M.7481+M.11250
line 21). The beginning of the gap (i.e. the end of Section 1) can be filled by text from Edition II (TP 7) as far as 4-bu-sa-
lim (A.1288 Col. I 28") and the end of the gap (i.e. the beginning of Section 2) can be filled from passages belonging to
Editions II (TP 8 A.1288 Col. II) and III (TP 10 S.115-26) as well as from the passage TP 12 on fragment M.8566, so that
the second portion of the text begins with 4-sur-ma-lik (S.115-26 1' corresponding to the first line of Section 2. The
remaining gap between A4-bu-Sa-lim and *A-Sur-ma-lik is covered by KEL A and G which both assign four eponyms to it.

The first eponym entry with a historical note that would have taken up more than a single line is that of Sarrum-Adad
(TP 10 S.115-26 lines 9'-12', G38), which described the victory of the Elamite king over Ipiq-Adad of ESnunna and the
accession of Samsi-Adad. This note took up four lines in Edition III and would therefore have taken up two lines in Edition
I. Since for all the preceding entries of the MEC either there are no historical notes or the historical notes associated with
them are short and would not have taken up more space than that available in a single line of Edition I, V" MEC (§3.1)
proposes that each of the four missing eponyms restored from KEL A and KEL G as well as those entries restored from
Editions II and III would also have taken up a single line in Edition 1.3® He therefore reconstructed the total number of
lines in the reconstruction of Edition I to the end of Section 2 (TP 6 S.24-1 line 20') as 66.

The next gap starts after [44-5ur-n)i-su (TP 2 S.24-1 20") and before [S]a-lim-[*4-s5ur] (TP 4 S.24-1+S.24-2+A.1614b
rev. 1'). Since TP 2 and TP 4 are written on the obverse and reverse of S.24-1, the gap includes the bottom of the obverse
and the top of the reverse of Edition 1. The first part of this gap can be filled from KEL G (G54 to G69) but thereafter there
is a gap in both texts which might be filled by TP 3 on S.24-3 and TP 9 on A.1288 Col. IV rev. 1'-11' (¥ MEC §3.2.1 and
§4.2).

The end of this gap is the beginning of TP 4. The end of TP 4 overlaps with TP 5. The last two legible eponyms on TP
4 are [Y4-5ur]-ma-lik and [A-wi-li-ila which, as discussed above, can be identified with A-§[ir-ma-lik] (G79) and A-w[i]-
[[i-a] (G80) on KEL G. The following entries on KEL G are:

G81 Ni-mar-S[u-eng)
G82 YSKUR-ba-ni
GS83 DU ¢-si-la-A-sur
G84 E-nam-A-sur
G85 A-Sur-e-mu-qi

This last name is compatible with the first name [¢4-$ur]-e-mu-[qi] in TP 6, the final section of the text, which also includes
a two-line colophon. The gap between TP 5 and TP 6 can therefore be filled with four eponyms from KEL G, including
the eponym Tab-silli-AsSur (G83), as well as possible historical notes.

There are several problems with the reconstruction with S.24-3 in Position 1. First the eponym Haya-malik is missing.
There is no doubt that Haya-malik was an eponym but his eponymy is only attested in Mari where several tablets Mari
dated to the eponymy of Haya-malik and one tablet mentioning the eponymy of Haya-malik were found. So it is possible
that Haya-malik was a name used in Mari for an eponym year which had a different name elsewhere.?® This could be a
case similar to that has been proposed for Ahiyaya (see above and V MEC §3.4b).

37 This makes the reconstruction more difficult, but at the same time the corresponding uncertainty gives more flexibility in the reconstruction, because

a certain number of lines must not contain the same number of eponyms but could have fewer eponyms with the additional lines containing historical
notes.
3% Since the longer entry for Sarrum-Adad is only 8 years after the end of the gap and is followed after one year by another longer entry, there is a
definite possibility that the gap in the text of Edition I of MEC could have been longer than four lines.
LACAMBRE (Ch. 7 in this volume), however, argues that the tablet mentioning the name of Haya-malik (M.7841) was not written in Mari but was

brought there from Ekallatum and that the eponyms included in the tablet were those of Ekallatum and were not recognised in Mari. See below for

39

discussion of the contents of this tablet.
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Five tablets containing inventories of the resources of the Mari palace were dated to the 11th and 12th months of the
eponymy of Haya-malik (CHARPIN 1983, ZIEGLER 2021: 120). Charpin and Ziegler (F'M V: 79) proposed that this inventory
was carried out soon after Sam3i-Adad had entered Mari.*° This is a reasonable assumption, but Samsi-Adad could have
and probably did order inventories to be carried out several times in the course of his reign.

The second text mentioning the eponymy of Haya-malik is very fragmentary. It contains lists of deficits which are
summarized for different years in lines beginning with LA.U.HA followed by the name of an eponym (M.7841, FM V:
78-80) (Figs. 5.6 and 5.7).

Fig. 5.6. Left edge, obverse and reverse of FM V: 2 (M.7841, www.archibab.fr/T6499). © by Archives Royales de Mari.

numbers of lines eponyms in the text restorations

obverse | ca. 11 lines
line 2' la-u-ha [li-mu Y|A-Sur-tdk-[la-ku | | A$Sur-taklaku
6 lines
line 9' la-u-ha li-mu ha-ia-[ma-lik] Haya-malik
ca. 11 lines

reverse | ca. 10 lines
line 4' [14-u-h4 /i]-mu ‘su’en-mu-[ba-li-if] | Sin-muballit
ca. 16 lines

edge 1 line
line 2" [... li-mu ri-i§] UTUT Ri3-Samas

Fig. 5.7. The layout of tablet M.7841 with approximate numbers of lines
and suggested identifications of the eponyms. After FM V: 70-71.

40" <Sit6t Mari conquise, Samsi-Addu fit faire I’inventaire des richesses de son palais: les coffres scellés qui contenaient la vaisselle royale, les métaux
précieux, des instruments de musique, etc. furent ouverts un par un et leur contenu soigneusement inventori¢. Le changement politique n’entraina
pas dans I'immédiat de bouleversement dans le palais de Mari : les mémes administrateurs continuérent a remplir leur charge’ (FM V: 79).
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The names of three eponyms are partly preserved as is the name of the eponym in the date. These are identified in FM
V (78-80) with Assur-taklaku, Haya-malik, Sin-muballit, and Ris-Samas. The first two have been restored in ¥ MEC on
S.24-3:
8' dA-Sur-tak-la-ku
9 [Ha-ia-ma-1ik’
and the last two, Sin-muballit and Ri§-Samas, preceded by Salim-AgSur are found on adjacent lines of the reverse of MEC
S.24-2:

' [Sa-[im-31A-su[r]
2' [YEIN.ZU-mu-ba-al-li-it
3 [R]i-is-*UTU

It is therefore possible that the deficits in the eponymies of Salim-ASur and Sin-muballit were listed in the last 16 lines
on the obverse and the first 10 lines on the reverse and that the deficits in the eponymy of Ri§-Samas were recorded in the
16 lines after the line mentioning the eponymy Sin-muballit.*!

Since Ri§-Samas follows Sin-muballit on S.24-2, it is possible that the five eponyms (if the name of Salim-Agur is
correctly restored) were consecutive. This is not possible in the Position 1 scenario unless AsSur-taklaku and Haya-malik
were inserted immediately before Salim-AgSur in the MEC. This would, however, necessitate A§Sur-taklaku and Haya-
malik to be placed after Ali-malik (G69) in KEL G, thereby increasing the count of years from Puzur-IStar to Tab-silli-
Assur by at least two years and would not be significantly different from the sequence of Position 2.

If the eponyms in M.7841 were not consecutive and there was only one eponym called Assur-taklaku then Haya-malik
was identical with the eponym G69 whose name probably began with the signs A-NI-MA (as discussed above). KRYSZAT
(2008: 211) suggested reading this name as A-ia ma-lik since the sign NI can also be read as IA: this is the way that the
second syllable of the name of Haya-malik was written in M.7841 line 9'.4? Alternatively Haya-malik might have been the
local Mari or Ekallatum name for the eponymy that elsewhere was known as Ali-malik.

Even if one of these explanations were correct, there would still be the difficulty, as stressed in V MEC §3.2.1, that
AsSur-taklaku appears as G60 in KEL G some nine years before the other eponyms on M.7841.

KEL G Position 1.1 KEL G Position 1.2 MEC
count | number eponym count | number eponym number eponym
51 G68 | Da-da-[a] 51 G68 | Da-da-[a]
52 | G68a |<'A-§ur-tak-la-ku>
53 G609 | A-li-m[a-lik] 52 G609 | A-li-m[a-lik]

53 G70 | ASSur-taklaku
54 G70a | Haya-malik
54 G70 | [Sa-Ni[m-24-5ur] 55 G70b | [Sa-Ni[m-%4-sir]| 82 |[Sla-l[im-]4-5u[r]

55 | G71 | [Sin-muballit] 56 | G71 | [Sin-muballit] 83 | [*EIN.ZU-mu-ba-al-li-it
56 | G72 | [Ris-Samai] 57 | G72 | [Ri5-Samag] 84 |[R]i-is-'UTU
57-65|G73-81 5866 |G73-81 85-93

66 | G82 | ‘IM-ba-ni 67 | G82 | IM-ba-ni 94

67 G83 DU o-si-ld-A-Sir 68 G83 DU ¢-si-ld-A-Sur | 95

Fig. 5.8. Two restorations of KEL G with S.24-3 in Position 1 which maintain the sequence of eponyms
from A§ur-taklaku to Ri§-Samas deduced from M.7841. Additional eponyms are in bold.

There are two possible restorations of KEL G which would allow S.24-3 to be placed in Position 1in the MEC and
keeps the sequence of eponyms deduced from M.7841. The first possibility (Position 1.1) is that AsSur-taklaku was omitted
between G68 and G69 (left hand columns in Fig. 5.8).43 This would require the acceptance of the suggested restorations
of Haya-malik (instead of A-li-m[a-lik]) and [Sa-1]i[m-¢A-§ur] discussed above and would extend the time between Puzur-
Istar and Tab-silli-AsSur to 67 years. The second (Position 1.2) is to insert AsSur-taklaku, Haya-malik, and Salim-As3ur in

41" There is room for an additional eponym at the beginning of the text, but it could have listed only the deficits in the eponymy of AsSur-taklaku.

41 MEC reads this name as A-li-m[a-lik)].

4 Although one hesitates to propose that an eponym has been missed out of the list, VEENHOF (2007: 59) noted that the eponym Suli was omitted in
KEL A. LACAMBRE (Ch. 7 in this volume) instead suggests reading G69 as : a-Sur'*-ta[k*-ld-ku] followed by the eponym Haya-malik thus obviating
the need to suppose that the name of Assur-taklaku had been omitted. This would mean that the time between Puzur- I$tar and Tab-silli-AsSur was
67 years (or 68 years with the insertion of Ahiyaya between AsSur-malik and Awiliya) for both Position 1.1 and Position 1.2.
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the gap after G69 with other names from S.24-1+ until As§ur-malik (G79 =MEC 90) (middle columns in Fig. 5.8). This
would bring the time between Puzur- IStar and Tab-silli-AsSur to 68 years.

If M.7841 had not been discovered, the restoration with Position 1 as restored in Fig. 5.5 might be thought possible,
but the most straightforward interpretation of M.7841 makes this restoration impossible. This means that, if Position 1 is
correct, one of the two further possibilities adumbrated in Fig. 5.8 has to be accepted and, although neither of these can be
excluded, neither of them are particularly attractive. Nevertheless I will pursue the possible arrangements of the text
according to both Position 1 and Position 2 as these two possibilities for Position 1 are possible if not plausible.

8. Reconstructing the layout of Edition I of the Mari Eponym Chronicle

The gap between TP 1 and TP 2 can be filled with six eponyms from KEL A and G, and it has been established that TP 5
follows immediately after TP 4, and the gap between TP 5 and TP 6 has been filled with eponyms from KEL G. These
include six of Birot’s groups of eponyms but leave out Group D (TP 3, S.24-3) which belongs to Edition I and Group C
(TP 9) which belongs to Edition II. TP 9 is very fragmentary. V MEC (§4.2) discusses TP 9 in detail, refuting KOLINSKI’s
(2015) suggestion for its placement and concluding that it is part of a long historical note without mentioning the name of
an eponym. It also calculates that TP 9, which filled at least 10 lines in Edition II, would have needed 3 lines in Edition I.
According to V' MEC historical information in TP 9 suggests that it belonged to one of the eponyms before the beginning
of Section 4. The precise position is uncertain, though, if TP 3 could be precisely placed, the possibilities would be more
limited.

As shown in Fig. 5.5 two different suggestions have been made for the position of S.24-3. One (Position 1) corresponds
to G57 to G60 as suggested by GUNBATTI (2008) and KRYSZAT (2008) and the other (Position 2) at the end of the gap
between Sections 2 and 3 as proposed in V MEC (§3.2.1) and thus filling part of the gap between TP 2 and TP 4.

Veenhof (VV MEC §3.2.1) rejected the first possibility because there is insufficient space at the top of the reverse for
S.24-3 (or rather too much space for the three eponyms following the end of S.24-1+ and before the first eponym on S.24-
3), but, as we will see, it is possible that S.24-3 should be placed at the bottom of the obverse.* A detailed calculation of
the numbers of lines in the various sections are needed to establish whether this is possible (see below).

On the obverse, Sections 1 and 2 took up 66 lines, the last two lines being the continuation of the historical note attached
to ASSur-nisu.

The last section on the reverse (Section 4) consists of six lines containing the name of A§Sur-emuqi and the associated
historical notes. This is separated from the two line colophon by a ruled line. The distance from this line to the bottom
edge of the tablet (3.5 cm) is the equivalent of 9 lines if they were each the same height as those attached to ASSur-emugq;i.

Between the end of Section 3 and the beginning of Section 4, there were, as we have seen above, the entries associated
with four eponyms from KEL G, Nimer-9Sin, ‘Adad-bani, Tab-silli-*AsSur, and Ennam-¢Asgur. It is probable that there
were long historical notes attached to all these eponyms, as the previous two eponyms and the following eponym had long
historical notes. A summary of the frequency of historical notes extending over more than one line is presented in Fig. 5.9.

Number of lines with

Pasiage Fragments offines | names of eponyms | NEERS AT | TRCER | Section | (EReR D
TP 1 M.7481+M.11250 21 20 20 1 1 3.63
TP2 S.24-1 20 18 15 1.2 2 3.76
TP3 S.24-3 9 7 4 1.75 ? 3.67
TP 4 S.24-1+S.24-2+A.1614Db [rev.] 24 22 9 2.44 3 3.83
TPS A.1614a 6 5 1 5 3 3.80
TP6 M.7481+M.11250 [rev.] 6 6 1 6 4 3.83
Total 78 50 1.56

Fig. 5.9. Numbers of eponyms, the lengths of the entries associated with them, average numbers of lines per eponym, and average
line heights (see footnote 45) for different Text Passages of Edition I. TP 4 and 5 overlap making a combined total of 27 lines. It
is possible that TP 5 included more than one eponym since the left hand side is not preserved, but it is easy to interpret the
surviving text as belonging to a single historical note.

4 As implicitly admitted in ¥ MEC §3.2.1.
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The length of each entry increases throughout the text from an average of one line per eponym at the beginning to over
5 lines per entry at the end of the text. The average for TP 4+TP 5 is 2.7 lines per eponym. The gap between TP 5 and TP
6 with four eponyms is therefore likely to have taken up between 12 and 24 lines. The previous 7 eponyms took up 24
lines and the following eponym, the final one in the MEC, took up six lines. It would therefore not be unreasonable to

suggest that this gap took up between ten and twenty lines. The calculated length of the gap fits this well.

Sections and gaps Text Passages Number of lines Suggested po_ssible Number of Lines per eponym
number of lines eponyms

Section 1 TP 1 27 27 26 1
Gap ? 4 4 c.l
Section 2 TP2 35 35 30 1.17
Gap ? X
Bottom of obverse / Top of reverse
Gap ? y
Section 3 TP4+TP5 27 27 10 2.7
Gap ? 4-24 4 1-6
Section 4 TP 6 6 6 1 6

Fig. 5.10. Estimates of the numbers of lines in the different Sections of Edition I. It is possible that Section 3 included more than
10 eponyms (see caption to Fig. 5.9).

Assuming a gap of x lines at the end of the obverse and y lines at the beginning of the reverse, there were 67+x lines
on the obverse and a minimum of 47+y lines on the reverse. Clearly there is plenty of room for fitting the 9 lines of S.24-
3 (TP 3) at the top of the reverse by reducing the gap between Sections 3 and 4 even if there was no gap at the end of the
obverse.

The lengths of the four surviving reconstructable sections of the text of Edition I can be proposed as 27 lines for Section
1, as 35 lines for Section 2, as 27 lines for Section 3, and as 6 lines plus the colophon for Section 4. The corresponding gap
between Sections 1 and 2 can be estimated as 4 lines and that between Sections 3 and 4 as between 4 and 24 lines.

There then remains the question of the length of the gap between Sections 2 and 3 covering the end of the obverse and
the beginning of the reverse. A further uncertainty is the question of whether the lower edge of the tablet was inscribed.
This edge was about 2 cm in thickness and could have accommodated as many as 5 lines of text.

On average the height of the lines on the obverse is 0.369 cm while that on the reverse is 0.383.% So the 66 lines on
the obverse would have taken up ca. 24.4 cm. Because the lines are higher on the reverse, the same height on the reverse
would have taken 63.6 lines.

On S.24-3, six lines are 2.2 cm high giving an average line height of 0.367 cm: this suggests that it is more likely to
have been part of the obverse than of the reverse of the tablet. If S.24-3 was on the obverse, it would have to have been in
Position 1. There would then be two or three eponyms between the end of S.24-1 and the beginning of S.24-3. These
eponyms could have taken up as few as 2 lines but if there was historical information at the rate of Sections 3 and 4 they
might have taken 3 or 4 lines. It would be reasonable to assume that at least two lines are missing at the end of S.24-3. In
this case the total number of lines on the obverse would have been 66+4+9+2 = 81 lines giving a total height of about 29.9
cm (Fig. 5.11 left).

If S.24-3 (in Position 1) was placed at the top of the reverse (Fig. 5.11 right), there would have to have at least one line
above it and the two eponyms after the end of Section 2 and before the beginning of Section 3 (G54 Munawwirum and
G55 Idnaya) would have had to occupy the remaining space on the obverse as well as the bottom edge if that was inscribed.
The number of lines on the obverse would then probably not have been more than 71 giving a height of 26.2 cm. The
height of the reverse without the colophon (22.7 cm) would then have been the equivalent of 59 lines. 9 of these lines
would have been occupied by S.24-3, 27 by Section 3 and 6 by Section 4 making a total of 42 lines, leaving 17 lines for
the missing 17 eponyms (the 13 eponyms before the beginning of Section 3 and the 4 eponyms in the gap between Sections

45 On M.7481+M.11250 19 lines are 6.9 cm high, on S.24-1 17 lines are 6.4 cm high, on S.24-1+S.24-2+A.1614b [rev.] 23 lines are 8.8 cm high, on
A.1614a 5 lines are 1.9 cm high, and on M.7481+ M.11250 [rev.] 6 lines are 2.3 cm high. Measurements taken from Birot’s drawings. BIROT (1985:
220) estimated an average of 0.35 cm for the line height on M.7481+M.11250. VV MEC (§3) states lines of Edition I are ca. 3.5 mm to 4 mm high.
See Fig. 5.9.
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3 and 4).There would therefore be no space for additional historical information. But there are at least two lines of
additional historical information that need to be fitted in from A.1288 Col. IV [rev.]. Clearly this is not likely.
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Fig. 5.11. Reconstructions of the obverse (left) and reverse (right) of Edition I. The left hand column gives the count of lines
from the top on the obverse and from the bottom on the reverse. Shaded cells in the middle column indicate that the eponym
is present on KEL A or KEL G. The right hand column gives the line count of the fragments or Sections. Left: Obverse with
S.24-3 (TP 3) at the bottom of the obverse. Right: Reverse with S.24-3 (TP 3) at the top of the reverse. 21 lines have been
allotted for the four eponyms and the associated historical notes filling the gap between Sections 3 (TP 4+5) and 4 (TP 6). If
S.24-3 (TP 3) was on the reverse, there could have been less than 81 lines on the obverse. The height of the reverse could have
been reduced (or increased) by moving the position of S.24-3 or by changing the numbers of lines between A.1614a (TP 5)
and M.7481+M.11250 [rev.] (TP6).

If S.24-3 was placed on the reverse in Position 2, there would be 15 eponyms after the end of Section 2 and before
S.24-3 to be distributed over the bottom of the obverse and the top of the reverse. Given the numbers of lines per eponym
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in the previous and following sections one might suggest that these 15 eponyms took up about 23 lines. After the 9 lines
of S.24-3 there might have been two or more lines of historical information including that contained in TP 9 (Group C),
which would have been followed by the 27 lines of Section 3, the 4 eponyms in the gap, the 6 lines of Section 4, and the
colophon.

Assuming the obverse had 71 lines the height of the tablet would have been ca. 26.2 cm and there would have been 14
lines on the obverse after Section 2. As calculated above, the height of the reverse without the colophon would then have
been 22.7 cm, the equivalent of 59 lines. There would then have been some 9 lines before S.24-3, some of which might
have been written on the lower edge. S.24-3 and the additional lines from TP 9 would have contributed some 11 lines.
Adding in the 27 lines from Section 3 and the 6 lines from Section 4 would allow some 6 lines for the missing 4 eponyms
in the gap between Sections 3 and 4 or 12 lines if 6 lines were written on the bottom edge. As discussed above it is probable
that more than 13 lines would have been needed for the penultimate four eponyms, but this could easily have been
accommodated if the obverse had contained more than 71 lines (Fig. 5.11 right).

9. Chronological implications

The chronological implications of these reconstructions for the possible dates of the event that took place in the eponymy
of Puzur-Istar are summarised in Fig. 5.12.

Position 1: 1 AsSur-taklaku | Position 2: 2 ASSur-taklakus
;Illltg{}]:[l).bﬁltl\z i:;l}l’;lzur-lstar 66 years (or 67 or 68) 71 years (or 70)
HC date for Puzur-IStar 1897 1902
LHC date for Puzur-Istar 1889 1894
UMC date for Puzur-IStar 1841 1846
LMC date for Puzur-IStar 1833 1838
SC date for Puzur-I§tar 1777 1782
LSC date for Puzur-Istar 1769 1774

Fig. 5.12. Time intervals between the solar eclipse (in the eponymy of Puzur-Istar) and death of
Samsi-Adad (eponymy of Tab-silli-A§Sur or in the following year) according to the two
reconstructions of the Assyrian Eponym List (Fig. 5.5) with the corresponding dates BC for the
solar eclipse according to the High, Middle, and Short Chronologies.

For Position 1 to be compatible with the sequence of eponyms in M.7841 (Fig. 5.7) two restorations of possibilities for
the restoration of KEL G (Positions 1.1 and 1.2) were suggested above (Fig. 5.8). These would change the time interval to
67 and 68 years respectively. The omission of the dubious eponym MEC 77’ reduces the count for Position 2 to 70 years
(Position 2.1).

The count of years could be reduced by one, if the second Dadaya (Da-da-a-ia MIN G 35)* were omitted, and could
be increased by one, if an eponym such as Ahiyaya had been omitted in KEL G or MEC.#’ For Position 2 it would be easy
to increase the count by inserting Ahiyaya or other eponyms between G69 and S.24-3 3' or to reduce the count by omitting
the putative eponym MEC 77°. For Position 1 the identification of [Sa]-[[im-44-siw] (G 70) with the Salim-A&Sur attested
on the MEC and on other documents would have to be rejected for one or more additional eponyms to be inserted after
G69. For both positions it would be possible to insert Ahiyaya after G79 A-s[ur-ma-lik] as suggested in U&D (9—13, 100),
reading the corresponding entry in A.1644a as [A4-hi-a-i]a.

46 1t is unusual for successive years to have the same eponym name, the only other case in the 250 eponyms in REL is when AsSur-malik, son of
Agatum, was followed by AsSur-malik, son of Ennaniya (REL 56 and 57), and so in this case, when the fathers’ names are not given, it is possible
that this dittography referred to a single individual. The reading Da-da-a-ia MiN is clear, but the precise significance of the additional MIN (= MAN)
is not clear to me. When a scribe dated a document with the name of the eponym of the previous year, the name was qualified as Sa gate or warki
and not as MIN. It is possible that the historical information in the second line (G 35) referred to the same eponym year as the information in the
first line (G 34), but for some reason the scribe mistakenly repeated the name in the blank space before the second line of the historical note. For a
name that was written in the wrong place in KEL G then erased and written one line later, see BARJAMOVIC (Ch. 6 in this volume). The MIN might
have been added subsequently by a copyist who was puzzled by the repetition of the name. The fact that ‘intercalary months are usually expressed
by the sign “MIN” in Mari’ (ZIEGLER 2021: 123 n. 34) may be relevant.

47 MEC (§1 n. 4 and §5.2) notes the omissions of an eponym in KEL A (Suli) and another in M.5911 and A.1288 I (Ennam-Sin). BLOCH (2014: 197
n. 25) also discussed possible omissions in KEL and MEC.
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The above discussion has shown it is possible to reconstruct the layout of Edition I with TP 3 (S.24-3) either in Position
1 or Position 2. There is adequate space at the bottom of the obverse for Position 1 if there were 81 or more lines on the
obverse. This makes a taller tablet than Birot originally envisaged, but this is not impossible. Some scholars may find
difficulties in the particular reading of the signs in TP 3 in order to make them compatible with KEL G, but this may not
be an obstacle for others and some of them can be avoided if Position 1.2 is accepted (Fig. 5.8).

The historical information contained in TP 3 can also contribute to the correct placement of S.24-3. The relevant text
and partial translation based on V' MEC read as follows:

3" [i-na x]-Tia/e’-ia' "UTUM-IM ] [in  x]-ya: Sam]§i-[Adad ]
4" [i-na] A’-ta-nim *UTU-[IM ] [in] Atanum: Sam3i-[Adad ]
5" 12 LUGAL.MES i-x-[ ] 12 kings [ ]
6' ™Ya-ah-du-un-[*Li-im ] Yahdun-[Lim ]
7' LUGAL.MES-Su-nu ut-te-[ ] their kings he [ ]
8" [i-n]a ‘A-sur-tak-la-ku “UTUS-4[IM ] in AgSur-taklaku: Samsi-[Adad ]

If S.24-3 is placed in Position 1, the eponymy of Atanum, in which Samsi-Adad and Yahdun-[Lim] were mentioned,
would have taken place 24 years before the death of Samsi-Adad and thus is compatible with the dates suggested in FM V
for the deposition of Yahdun-Lim, 19 years before the death of Samgi-Adad and the capture of Mari by Samsi-Adad two
years later (Fig. 5.13).4

Historical event REL MEC UMC LMC

Position 1: Yahdun-Lim mentioned in MEC 169 66 1804 1796
Yahdun-Lim deposed 1794 1786
1793 1785

Samsi-Adad’s rule in Mari started 1792 1784
Position 2: Yahdun-Lim mentioned in MEC 181* 79 1792 1784
Death of Samsi-Adad 197 95 1775 1767

Fig. 5.13. Dates of mention of Yahdun-Lim with S.24-3 in Position 1 and Position 2 counting back
from the death of Sam3i-Adad which is assumed to have taken place at the end of REL 197. REL and
MEC numbers according to V MEC. Dates in bold are those suggested in FM V.

If on the other hand S.24-3 is placed in Position 2, Samsi-Adad’s rule in Mari started in MEC 78 (= REL 180*) and
Yahdun-Lim was deposed in MEC 76 (= REL 179a) or in MEC 75 (= REL 179) if the dubious eponym MEC 77’ (= REL
179a) is omitted. In this scheme Yahdun-[Lim] was mentioned two years after he had been deposed when Samsi-Adad had
seized power in Mari (Fig. 5.13).%

There could be explanations for this. The text of S.24-3 is very fragmentary and about 6 cm are missing to the right of
the extant text. Clearly there are many possibilities about how the text might be restored. For example, the reference might
indeed have been posthumous, referring perhaps to a descendant of Yahdun-Lim or to a past deed of Yahdun-Lim.
Alternatively it might refer to a Yahdun-Lim who had not been the king of Mari or to someone else whose name began
with Yahdun. It is also possible that Yahdun-Lim might not have been killed when Sumu-yamam seized his throne and
might have lived to fight another day.

Such explanations are, however, not necessary: the resolution of this potential difficulty lies in realising that the absolute
dates suggested in FM V are provisional proposals included to aid discussion and not intended as fixed points and that the
length of Samsi-Adad’s control of Mari is uncertain.’ The list in FM V (157 also 262) of eponyms attested in Mari
documents from AgSur-taklaku to Ri$-Samag shows that there are two more eponyms early in this list than are included in
V MEC and U&D.

4 According to FM 'V (47, 78, 136-137) and repeated by CHARPIN (2004: 145, 152, 188), the death of Samsi-Adad took place in ca. 1775 UMC, his
rule in Mari began in ca. 1792 UMC, and Yahdun-Lim was deposed by Sumu-yamam in ca. 1794 UMC. According to U&D (95) Haya-malik was
eponym and Samsi-Adad’s rule in Mari began in 1791 UMC, because they thought the death of Samsi-Adad took place in 1776 not 1775 UMC and
they inserted Ahiyaya between Assur-malik and Awiliya.

4 It makes no difference whether Samsi-Adad died in REL 197 or in REL 198 as this just adds an additional eponym to those in his reign.

This is explicitly stated on page 1: ‘On a parfois indiqué des dates absolues comme reperes pour aider le lecteur, utilisant par commodité la

chronologie dite «moyenne ». La précision des dates est d’autant plus grande qu’on se rapproche de la fin de Mari en 1761 ... on ignore toujours la

durée exacte de la période de domination par Samsi-Addu’ (FM V: 1).
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FMV V MEC REL U&D

a | AssSur-taklaku 80 | A-sur-tak-la-ku 181 | Assur-taklaku
1792 | b | Haya-malik 81 | [Ha-ia-ma-1]ik’ 182 | Haya-malik
1791 | ¢ | Salim-As8ur son of Salim-Anum
1790 | d | Salim-AgSur son of Usranum 82 | [S]a-I[im-414-5u[r] 183 | Salim-As3ur
1789 | e | Ennam-AsSSur
1788 | f | Sin-muballit 83 | [‘EIN.ZU-mu-ba-al-li-it | 184 | Sin-muballit
1787 | g Ri§-Samas 84 | [Ri-is-‘UTU 185 | R&s-Samas

Fig. 5.14. The sequence of eponyms from As3ur-taklaku to Ri3-Samas according to FM V, ¥ MEC, and
U&D with the dates suggested in FM 'V (262).

FMV ¢ and d (Salim-As3ur son of Salim-Anum and Salim-A§Sur son of Usranum), as already suggested in FM V
(145), are now considered to be a single individual with the difference in the names of the fathers being a simple scribal
mistake (U&D: 9) and FM 'V e (Ennam-Assur) is now equated with warki Tab-silli-AsSur the first eponym of the reign of
Samsi-Adad’s son Isme-Dagan (¥ MEC §3.4c). Four of these eponyms, A§$ur-taklaku, Haya-malik, Sin-muballit, and Ri3-
Samas, occur in the same order on M.7841 with a gap where an entry for the eponym year of Salim-Anum can be restored
(Fig. 5.7). Omitting Salim-As3ur son of Salim-Anum and Ennam-As3ur