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PREFACE

IN the first part of this volume the peoples discussed were
classified either according to the physical or cultural stage in
evolution which they had reached or according to the locality in
which their material remains had first been found by archaeo-
logists. Such terms as Neanderthal man, the Palaeolithic age,
Badarians and the Tell Halaf culture are definitions with a limited
application which are useful for scientific purposes, but they are
nevertheless a cloak for anonymity. It was the invention of
writing which enabled man to record his existence as an individual
and thus to provide later generations with a means of determining
his identity.

At the time when the events which are described in the
opening chapters of this second part were taking place, writing
had come into use in Mesopotamia and Egypt, and in Elam too,
but its early script has only recently been deciphered. Elsewhere,
with the possible exception of the Indus Valley, man seems to
have been illiterate. Very early records, however, offer the
historian but limited assistance; they generally refer to isolated
incidents without giving much indication of the background.
Chronicles compiled in later times supplement this sketchy
information to a significant degree, but. they are not always
reliable. Biographical texts in narrative form do not seem to have
been written before the middle of the Third Millennium B.C., the
earliest known being inscriptions in the tomb of an Egyptian
official named Metjen, who died in the reign of Sneferu (c.
2600 B.C). Fortunately, both in Egypt and in Mesopotamia the
value of the written document, for secular and for religious
purposes, was soon recognized and long before the end of the
period covered by this volume a varied, but unevenly distributed,
body of literature is available to provide a framework to which
the evidence of the monuments and of the very considerable
quantity of uninscribed material can be attached.

Meanwhile on the islands of the Aegean Sea and on the Greek
mainland Neolithic civilizations reached their maturity and
attained high levels of artistic achievement. They were largely
swept away by the waves of immigrants from the Near East which
inaugurated the beginning of the Bronze Age in Aegean lands.
As the Early Bronze Age drew towards its close, two develop-
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xxii PREFACE

ments began to which names may be given: on the northern
confines of the Greek peninsula the appearance of speakers of an
Indo-European language, which we label 'Greek', and in Crete
the beginning of a Palace-centred civilization, with which the
name of 'Minos' is associated.

Mention has already been made in the Preface to the first part
of this volume of the code employed in the footnotes for reference
to the bibliographies. It will be noticed that in some chapters
additions have been made to the bibliographies which were
printed in the separate fascicles. These additions, arranged in
alphabetical order, are appended to the relevant bibliographies
and the letter A is prefixed in the footnotes to the sequence
number of the book or article. The plates, to which reference is
made in the footnotes, will be published as a separate volume after
the completion of Volume n of the text.

The Editors are grateful to the. Syndics of the Cambridge
University Press for allowing authors to revise their chapters and
to include information which was not available when the chapters
were first published. In two instances (Chapters xvi and xxi)
line-drawings have been introduced as illustrations to the text.
Maps and synchronistic tables, which were not included in the
fascicles, have been added in accordance with the original plan
for the bound volumes.

It is a matter of deep regret to record the deaths of no fewer
than four of the contributors: Professor H. Frankfort, Dr W. S.
Smith, Dr W. C. Hayes and Professor Hildegard Lewy. The
revision of Professor Frankfort's chapter was undertaken by Mrs
Leri Davies before it was printed as a fascicle. Dr W. S. Smith
had already revised chapter xiv before his death. Dr H. Fischer,
Curator of the Department of Egyptian Art at the Metropolitan
Museum, greatly assisted the Editors by supplying a number of
additions to chapter xx which had been written nearly ten years
ago by Dr W. C. Hayes.

Acknowledgment of assistance from several sources has already
been recorded in the Preface to the first part of this volume. In
addition to those whose names are mentioned there the Editors
owe a particular debt of gratitude to Dr E. Sollberger, Deputy
Keeper of the Department of Western Asiatic Antiquities at the
British Museum, for much editorial help in the final stages of the
preparation of this part. Professor J. L. Caskey wishes to thank
the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, the Uni-
versity of Cincinnati and the Institute for Advanced Study at
Princeton for their support and assistance. Professor W. Hinz
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PREFACE xxiii
acknowledges his debt to Professor R. Borger of Gottingen for
his advice on Assyriological problems in connexion with his
chapter on Persia c. 2400—800 B.C. For the care and skill which
the staff of the Cambridge University Press have devoted to
the production of this book, and for their patience and helpful-
ness during its preparation, both the Editors and the contributors
are deeply grateful. I.E.S.E.

CJ!G.
N.G.L.H.

We must record, with sadness and a deep sense of personal loss,
the death of Professor C. J. Gadd on 2 December 1969. Not only
did he write the largest number of chapters by any single contri-
butor to this History, but, as the Editor principally responsible
for all the chapters relating to Western Asia, he also bore the
heaviest editorial burden. This is not the place to write of his
immense scholarship, but we must express our lasting feeling of
gratitude for the readiness with which he always placed his
wealth of knowledge and his wisdom at our disposal. At the time
of his death this volume was already with the printer. In the final
stages of its preparation for publication we received much
assistance from Dr E. Sollberger and we wish to thank him.

I.E.S.E.
N.G.L.H.
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CHAPTER XI

THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD
IN EGYPT

I. THE EARLY MONARCHY AND THE
UNIFICATION OF EGYPT

T R A D I T I O N and a substantial body of indirect evidence suggest
strongly that Egypt, in the period immediately preceding the
foundation of the First Dynasty, was divided into two indepen-
dent kingdoms:1 a northern kingdom, which included the Nile
Delta and extended southwards perhaps to the neighbourhood
of the modern village of Atfih (Lower Egypt) and a southern
kingdom comprising the territory between Atfih and Gebel es-
Silsila (Upper Egypt).2 The residences of the kings are believed
to have been situated at Pe,3 in the north-west Delta, and at
Nekhen (Hierakonpolis), on the west bank of the river near Edfu,
both of which, in historical times at least, possessed important
sanctuaries of the falcon-god Horus, the patron deity of the
rulers.4 In the vicinity of Pe lay Dep, the seat of a cobra-goddess
Uadjit (Edjo); the two places were together known in the New
Kingdom and later under one name Per-Uadjit (House of Edjo),
rendered as.Buto by the Greeks.5 Across the river from Nekhen
stood Nekheb (El-Kab), where a vulture-goddess Nekhbet had
her sanctuary. Both goddesses came to be regarded at a very early
date, perhaps while the separate kingdoms were in being, as royal
protectresses.

Even such information about this period as was recorded in
the king-lists is largely lost and what remains is difficult to inter-
pret. The first line of the fragmentary Palermo Stone8 consists of
a series of compartments, seven only being entirely preserved,
each of which contains a name and a figure of a king wearing the
crown of Lower Egypt, but no historical events are mentioned.
Manetho speaks of the predecessors of the kings of the First
Dynasty as the ' Spirits of the Dead, the Demigods' (ve'/cues ol
•f)ij.Cdeoi). In the Turin Canon,7 which dates from Ramesside

1 §i» 31,137-66. 2 §1, 17, 51-5; §vn, 27, 51, n. 14.
3 §vn, 29, i+88b. 4 §1, 7, 59; §1, 37, 236.
6 G, 5, text vol. 11, i87*-93*. « See Plate 25.
7 Turin Canon 11, 8, 9; §1, 8. See Plate 27.

[1]
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THE EARLY MONARCHY 3

times, the last predynastic rulers are called both the ' Spirits who
were Followers of Horus' (iihw smsw Hr) and the 'Followers of
Horus' (Jmsw Hr). With what appeared to be well-reasoned
arguments Kurt Sethe maintained1 that these epithets could be
applied to the kings of Pe and Nekhen, in virtue of being ad-
herents to the cult of Horus, and could also be explained as the
Egyptian equivalent of Manetho's ' Spirits of the Dead, the Demi-
gods'. As a general description of kings of the remote past the
term ' Followers of Horus' does occur sporadically in Egyptian
texts dating from the end of the Second Intermediate Period
until Ptolemaic times,2 and in a fragmentary papyrus of Roman
date, which may well preserve an ancient tradition, two successive
entries refer to the ' Souls of Pe, Followers of Horus as Kings of
Lower Egypt' and the 'Souls of Nekhen, Followers of Horus as
Kings of Upper Egypt'.3 This usage of the term seems however
to have been a relatively late development which resulted from a
misinterpretation of the early dynastic records.4

At most, only two predynastic kings, both of Upper Egypt,
are known from contemporary records, one bearing a name which
has generally been read as Ka and the other being indicated by the
hieroglyphic sign representing a scorpion. In some cases the name
of Ka is written anomalously beneath the panelled door of the
serekh—the rectangular frame surmounted by the falcon of Horus
within which the official names of kings were inscribed.5 It is,
however, far from certain that Ka is the correct reading of the
name; several authorities have preferred to regard the single sign
with which it is written as a cursive form of a scorpion,6 thereby
identifying this king with his supposed successor, and the sug-
gestion has also been made that the name should be read as Sekh-
en.7 Scorpion is the first king of whom any historical details are
known, owing to the discovery at Hierakonpolis of some frag-
ments of a limestone mace-head decorated with scenes in relief
commemorating symbolically episodes in his life.8 The scenes
are arranged in three registers: in the uppermost register there is
a series of standards, each surmounted by the emblem of a parti-
cular nome. Suspended by a rope from every standard is either a
bow or a lapwing (rkhyi), the rope being tied around the neck of

1 §i» 3°. 3-2i- 2 §1, 18, part 1 (i960), 132-6; §1, 30, 5-8.
3 G, 6, 421-2; G, 9, pi. 9, frag. 10. * See below, p. II.
6 G, 17, 16-17; §VIII» 33» Part 1, pis. 1-3.
6 G, 32, vol. 1, 287-9; §1, 13, 134, n. 74; §1, 32, 57, n. 3.
7 §iv, 22, 54-7.
8 G, 2, 250-1, figs. 188-9; G , 4» 42-3. fig- 3; G, 25, part 1, pis. xxv, XXVIC;§I,

28* 25, pi. +;§vm, 57, 113-15, fig. 3o;§vm, 59,600-2, fig. 393.
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1 Buto
2 Sakha (Xois)
3 Sebennytos
4 Sa el-Hagar (Sais)
5 Naucratis
6 Busiris
7 Tanis (Zoan, San

el-Hagar)
8 Nebesha
9 Qantlr

10 Khata'na
11 El-gantara
12 Tell Abu Seifa (Tjel)
13 Pelusium
14 Bubastis
15 Saft el-Hinna
16 Tell er-Rataba
17 Pithom
18 Athribis
19 Merimda Beni Salama
20 Tell el-Yahudlya
21 El-Qatta

Abglg 48
Abu Rawash 25
Abuslr 31
Abuslr el-Malaq 52
El-Agamlyln 44
Aphroditopolis (Atflh) 43
Atflh (Aphroditopolis) 43
Athribis 18
Biyahmu 45
Bubastis 14
Busiris 6
Buto 1
Crocodilopolis

(Klman Faris) 46
Dahshur 35
Edwa 49
Gebel el-Ahmar 24
Ghurab 53
El-Girza 41
Giza 26
El-Haraga 55
HawaTa 51
Heliopolis (El-Matarlya) 23
Helwan 34
Heracleopolis Magna

(IhnSsiya el-Medina) 58

N U M E R I C A L KEY

22 Letopolis
23 Heliopolis (El-

Matarlya)
24 Gebel el-Ahmar
25 Abu Rawash
26 Giza
27 El-Ma'adi
28 Zawiyet el-Aryan
29 Tura
30 El-Ma'sara
31 Abuslr
32 Memphis (Mrt

Rahlna)
33 Saqqara
34 Helwan
35 Dahshur
36 Mazghuna
37 El-Lisht
38 El-Maharraqa
39 Kafr Ammar
40 Tarkhan

A L P H A B E T I C A L KEY

Ihnasiya el-Medina
(Heracleopolis Magna) 58

Kafr Ammar 39
Khata'na 10
Klman Faris

(Crocodilopolis) 46
Kom el-Aqarib 59
El-Lshun 54
Letopolis 22
El-Lisht 37
El-Ma'adi 27
El-Maharraqa 38
Maidurn 42
El-Ma'sara 30
El-Matarlya

(Heliopolis) 23
Mazghuna 36
Medlnet el-Faiyum 47
Medlnet Ma'adi 57
Memphis (Mit Rahlna) 32
Merimda Beni Salama 19
Naucratis 5
Nebesha 8
Pelusium 13
Pithom 17

41 El-Girza
42 Maidum
43 Atflh (Aphroditopolis)
44 El-Agamlyln
45 Biyahmu
46 Klman Faris (Croco-

dilopolis)
47 Medlnet el-Faiyum
48 Abglg
49 Edwa
50 Seila
51 Hawara
52 Abuslr el-Malaq
53 Ghurab
54 El-Lahun
55 El-Haraga
56 Sidmant
57 Medlnet Ma'adi
58 Heracleopolis Magna

(Ihnasiya el-Medina)
59 Kom el-Aqarib

El-Qantara 11
Qantir 9
El-Qatta 21
Sa el-Hagar (Sais) 4
Saft el-Hinna . 15
Sais (Sa el-Hagar) 4
Sakha (Xois) 2
San el-Hagar (Tanis, Zoan)

7
Saqqara 33
Sebennytos 3
Seila 50
Sidmant 56
Tanis (Zoan, San el-Hagar)

7
Tarkhan 40
Tell Abu Seifa (Tjel) 12
Tell er-Rataba 16
Tell el-Yahudlya 20
Tjel (Tell Abu Seifa) 12
Tura 29
Zawiyet el-Aryan 28
Zoan (Tanis, San el-Hagar)

7
Xois (Sakha) 2
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6 THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT

each bird. When bows—always nine in number—occur on later
monuments, they symbolize the enemies of Egypt, and the lap-
wing, as a hieroglyph, represents the Egyptian populace. It has
therefore been surmised that the scene portrayed in this register
commemorates the victory of a group of Upper Egyptian nomes,
under the leadership of Scorpion, over foreigners, living in the
oases and neighbouring deserts, and some Egyptians, possibly of
the Lower Egyptian kingdom, dwelling either in the Delta or
somewhat further south.1 In the middle register Scorpion,
wearing the crown of Upper Egypt and holding a hoe in his
hands, initiates the digging of an irrigation canal; an attendant
stands before him holding a basket to receive the soil removed.
Possibly the artist's intention was to show the measures taken by
the king to develop the land after his victory. The surviving por-
tion of the lowest register shows the Nile, on the bank of which
the previous ceremony had taken place, and some men engaged
in agricultural work on two islands formed by its waters.

It seems evident that steps—perhaps not the first—towards
the subjugation of the northern kingdom were taken by Scorpion.
How far he was able to advance cannot be precisely determined.
A pot found at the protodynastic cemetery of Tura was once
thought to bear his name and to indicate that he had penetrated
to that region, but further study has shown that this reading was
incorrect.2 Nevertheless his conquest may have reached a point
as far north as the apex of the Delta. He may even have captured
the eastern part of the Delta, but it is improbable that he over-
came the entire northern kingdom, because the mace-head shows
him wearing only the white crown of Upper Egypt; there is no
parallel scene of the king with the red crown as ruler of Lower
Egypt, although the suggestion has been made that a king seated
under a canopy and wearing the crown of Lower Egypt who is
represented on a fragment of another mace-head from Hierakon-
polis is to be identified with Scorpion.3 The distinction of com-
pleting the conquest and of uniting the two kingdoms belongs, in
all probability, to Narmer, who is thought to have been Scorpion's
immediate successor. A remarkable record of this victory is
preserved on the famous slate palette from Hierakonpolis.4 On
the obverse Narmer, followed by his sandal-bearer, is shown

1 G, 5, text vol. i, ioo*-8*; §i, 2, part i, 45; §1, 10, part 1, 184-7.
2 §1, 16, 6-9, fig. 4; A, 5, 102-3, % 3-
8 G, 25, pi. XXVIA; G, 26, 39-40; §1, 1.
4 G, 24, 193-4; G, 25, pi. xxix; G, 26, 41-3; §1, 27, J25 andK26;§i, 28,

22-3, pi. 6; §vm, 59, figs. 391-2.
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smiting with a mace a captured Delta chieftain, possibly belonging
to the north-western nome which had a harpoon as its ensign.
Above the victim is a monogram composed of a falcon perched
on a papyrus plant and a human head attached to a body de-
liberately flattened in order to resemble the hieroglyph of foreign
land; tied to the nose is a cord, held by a hand projecting from
the falcon's breast. Since the falcon was the hieroglyphic sign for
the god Horus and the papyrus was the symbol of Lower Egypt,
it has been conjectured that the whole group means: 'Horus
brings (to the king) captives of Lower Egypt.' The sequel to this
scene appears in the uppermost of three registers on the reverse,
where the king is shown, accompanied by attendants, going out
to inspect the slain northerners who, with their severed heads
between their feet, are set out in two rows. It is unlikely that pure
chance is responsible for the fact that the king wears the crown of
Upper Egypt in the first scene and of Lower Egypt in the second;
far more probable is it that the sculptor intended to show that this
victory marked the final defeat of the northern kingdom and the
assumption of its crown by Narmer.1

Another palette, of which only the lower portion is preserved,
may well refer to a continuation of the same campaign by Narmer,
but since no name is given, the identification cannot be proved.2

One face of the palette depicts rows of cattle, asses and rams, and
some trees once thought to be olives.3 Among the trees is a
hieroglyphic group reading Tjehenu-land, which is believed to
have been situated in Libya, near the north-western limits of the
Delta.4 Narmer certainly conducted a campaign against this
region, as is attested by an ivory cylinder from Hierakonpolis,
bearing his name and that of Tjehenu-land, which shows prisoners
captured in the battle.5 On the other face of the palette there
are seven rectangular outlines with crenellated sides representing
walled towns. Within each rectangle is the name of a city, while
above it stood originally a bird or animal, only four of which (a
falcon, a lion, a scorpion and twin falcons on perches) have sur-
vived. Each of these creatures hacks with a mattock at the wall
of the town which it surmounts. The identification of the indivi-
dual towns presents serious difficulties, but it has been presumed
that all of them lay in Tjehenu-land and that their downfall

1 §1, 24,17-22.
2 G, 6, 393-4; G, 24, 105, no. 6; §1, 27, pi. G, 19-20; §i, 28, 19-21, pi. 3;

§VIII, 59, 590-2. s §1, 26, 97-100; §1, 20 contests this identification.
4 G, 5, text vol. 1, n6*- i9* ; §1, 32, 57-8.
8 G, 25, pi. xv, 7; §1, 23, 49-50, fig. 6.
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1 Dishasha

2 El-Hlba

3 Hipponus

4 Maghagha

5 Kom el-Ahmar

Sawaris

6 Oxyrhynchus

7 Cynopolis

8 Tihna

9 Nazlat esh-Shurafa

10 Zawiyet el-Maiyitln

11 Nefrusy (Balansura)

N U M E R I C A L KEY

12 Beni Hasan

13 Speos Artemidos

14 Antinoopolis

15 El-AshmQnein

(Hermopolis)

16 Deir el-Bersha

17 Sheikh Sa'ld

18 El-Amarna

19 Het-Nub

20 Meir

21 Cusae

22 Deir el-Gabrawi

23 Deir Rifa

24 El-Matmar

25 Khawalid

26 El-Mustagidda

27 Deir Tssa

28 El-Badari

29 El-Hammamlya

30 Qaw el-Keblr
(Antaeopolis)

31 Kom Ishqaw (Aphro-
ditopolis)

El-Amarna 18

Antaeopolis (Q3w el-Keblr)
30

Antinoopolis 14

Aphroditopolis (Kom
Ishqaw) 31

El-AshmQnein (Hermopolis)
15

El-Badari 28

Balansura (Nefrusy) 11

Beni Hasan 12

Cusae 21

Cynopolis 7

Deir el-Bersha 16

A L P H A B E T I C A L KEY

Deir el-GabrSwi 22

Deir Rifa 23

Deir Tasa 27

Dishasha 1

El-Hammamlya 29

Hermopolis (El-Ashmunein)

15

Het-Nub 19

El-Hlba 2

Hipponus 3

Khawalid 25

Kom el-Ahmar Sawaris 5

Kom Ishqaw (Aphrodito-
polis) 31

Maghagha 4

El-Matmar 24

Meir 20

El-Mustagidda 26

Nazlat-esh-Shurafa 9

Nefrusy (Balansura) 11

Oxyrhynchus 6 •

Qaw el-Keblr (Antaeopolis)
30

Sheikh Sa'ld 17

Speos Artemidos 13

Tihna 8

Zawiyet el-Maiyitln 10
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io THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT

led to the capture of the booty shown on the opposite side of the
palette.1 Equally difficult to determine is the exact significance
of the various creatures attacking the walls: they have been ex-
plained as royal titles—not, however, of Narmer but of Scor-
pion2—and as symbols of either the divine or the human allies of
the king whose victory the palette commemorates.3 If they re-
presented Scorpion himself, it might have been expected that his
name would be distinguished in some way and not merely in-
cluded among his titles; moreover, there is no other evidence to
suggest that Scorpion ever succeeded in reaching the north-west-
ern Delta. It seems rather more likely, therefore, that deities were
intended and that they symbolized the falcon-king of Hierakon-
polis—supposedly Narmer—and the leaders of those nomes
which assisted him in his campaign against the North.

Closely connected with the problems raised by this palette is
the question of the character of the relationship between the
Horus-king and the local rulers of other nomes at the time of the
conquest. The most important contemporary sources of informa-
tion are Scorpion's mace-head,4 a damaged mace-head of Nar-
mer,5 the two palettes already mentioned and two fragments of
palettes, one in the Louvre6 and the other in the Ashmolean
Museum.7 Both the mace-heads and the Narmer palette un-
doubtedly display nome-standards, so integrated into the general
design as to suggest that their respective nomes played an im-
portant part in the main events depicted. Even more graphically
portrayed are the scenes on the two fragments: five standards
which terminate in hands pulling together on a single rope are
shown on the Louvre fragment; on the Ashmolean Museum frag-
ment (which joins a larger fragment in the British Museum
depicting a battlefield) two standards with projecting arms are
represented leading two bound captives. In the absence of any
king's name, neither of these two fragments can be precisely
dated, but their style strongly suggests that they belong to the
period of Scorpion and Narmer. Prominent among the various

1 §i, 28, 21 suggests that the palette commemorates the capture of Buto by
Scorpion.

2 §1, 32, 56-7. 3 §1, 33, 122-4.
4 See above , p. 3, n. 8.
6 G, 24, 194; G, 25, pis. xxv, xxviB; §1,28, 23-4, pi. 7;§vm, 57, 115, fig. 31;

§vm, 59, 602-5.
6 G , 2 , 242, fig. 181 ;§ i , 27, pi. G, 17-18; §1, 33, 128-31; §vni, 59, 592-4,

figs. 389-90.
7 G, 2, 238, fig. 177; §1, 27, pis. D, 13 and E, 14; §1, 28, 18-19, P1- 25 §VIII»

59, 584-7, figs. 384-5.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE EARLY MONARCHY n
standards are those bearing the wolf-god Wepwawet of Asyut,
the ibis of the Fifteenth Lower Egyptian nome and the symbol of
Min of Akhmlm and Koptos, together with those of other nomes
which are less easily identified. The purport of all these scenes is
hard to comprehend unless it be supposed that the nomes repre-
sented contributed materially to the conquest of unification. It is
possible, moreover, that they also denote that the reigning king of
Hierakonpolis was not the omnipotent despot of later times, but
rather the leader of a confederation of nomes fighting as allies
against a common enemy. Some authorities who hold this view
consider that these allies of the falcon-king or their local gods—
and not the predynastic kings of Pe and Nekhen—were the real
Followers of Horus whose true identity must, in that case, have
been forgotten in later times.1 In favour of this explanation is
the undoubted fact that from the Old Kingdom onwards similar
standards in representations of the .SW-festival—itself a re-
enactment of the episodes in the conquest of unification—are
described in the accompanying texts as the 'Gods, Followers of
Horus'.2 From the same period there is also evidence that the
Followers of Horus could mean members of the king's retinue,3

while at an even earlier date a biennial tour of inspection by river
made by the king and his entourage was called the ' Following of
Horus'.4

According to the Turin and Abydos king-lists the first king of
Egypt was Meni, who is to be identified with Men (Mlv) of
Herodotus and Menes (Mr^s), the founder of Manetho's First
Dynasty. Not without reason, however, it has been doubted
whether the name occurs in any contemporary document and, in
consequence, whether a person so named ever existed.5 In order
to account for its appearance in later times, it has been suggested
that the name, which means 'He who endures', was coined as a
mere descriptive epithet denoting a semi-legendary hero who in
the remote past had unified the Two Lands under one crown and
whose true name had been lost. In that event 'Menes' might
conceal the personages of Ka, Scorpion and Narmer. But it is far
from proved that Menes is not mentioned in at least one inscription
dating from the beginning of the historical epoch. An ivory label
from Naqada, now in the Cairo Museum,6 bears the Horus name
of Aha side by side with the framework of a building, within

1 §i, 19, 196 ff.; §vn, 16,187-214. 2 §vn, 16,191, n, 1.
3 §i» 3> S;§'» 18, part 1 (i960), 131.
4 §i» 3» 5-7; §i» 18, part 1 (i960), 131-2. 6 G, 11, 104-6.
6 G, 6, 405-7, fig. 14; G, 24, 118; §1, 34, 208-34.
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NUMERICAL KEY

\ 2
3

^ 4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Sheikh Farag
Naga ed-Deir
This
Beit Khallsf
Girga
El-Mahasna
El-Am ra
El-Balablsh
Gebel el-Araq
Diospolis Parva (Hu)
Hamra Dom
Abadlya
Dendera
El-Ballas
Koptos
Tukh

17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Naqada (Ombos)
Dira Abu n-Naga
Deir el-Bahri
El-gurna (Sheikh Abd

el-Qurna)
Karnak
El-Madamud (Mada)
Medlnet Habu
Armant (Hermonthis)
Tod (Djeret)
Er-Rizeiqat
Gebelein
Ed-Dibablya
El-Mi'alla
Asfun el-Mata'na
Es-Siba'lya

32

33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Mohamerlya
(El-Ma'marlya)

Elkab (El-Kab)
Hierakonpolis
Er-Ridlslya
Shatt er-Rig5l
Gebel es-Silsila

(East and West)
Sebll
Kom Ombo
Daraw
El-Kubanlya
Elephantine
Siheil
Konosso
Esh-Shallal
Blga

Abadlya 12
El-Amra 7
Armant (Hermonthis) 24
Asfun el-Mata'na 30
El-Balablsh 8
El-Ballas 14
BeitKhallaf 4
Blga 46
Daraw 40
Deir el-Bahri 19
Dendera 13
Ed-Dibablya 28
Diospolis Parva (Hu) 10
Dira Abu n-Naga 18
Djeret (Tod) 25
Elephantine 42
Elkab (El-Kab) 33
Gebelein 27
Gebel el-Araq 9

A L P H A B E T I C A L KEY

Gebel es-Silsila (East and
West) 37

Girga 5
Hamra Dom 11
Hermonthis (Armant) 24
Hierakonpolis 34
Hu (Diospolis Parva) 10
El-Kab (Elkab) 33
Karnak 21
Kom Ombo 39
Konosso 44
Koptos 15
El-Kubanlya 41
Mada (El-MadamGd) 22
El-MadaTnud (Mada) 22
El-Mahasna 6
El-Ma'marlya

(Mohamerlya) 32
Medlnet Habu 23
El-Mi'alla 29

Mohamerlya
(El-Ma'marlya) 32

Naga ed-Deir 2
Naqada (Ombos) 17
Ombos (Naqada) 17
El-Qurna (Sheikh Abd

el-Qurna) 20
Er-Ridlslya 35
Er-Rizeiqat 26
Sebll 38
Esh-Shallal 45
Shatt er-Rigal 36
Sheikh Abd el-Qurna

(El-Qurna) 20
Sheikh Farag 1
Es-Siba'lya 31
Siheil 43
This 3
Tod (Djeret) 25
Tukh 16
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H THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT
which is the royal title 'Two Ladies' (nbty) and a single hieroglyph
(mn) which most authorities have taken to represent the name
Menes. At one time it was thought that these two names be-
longed to the same king, Menes being the »£/y-name of the
Horus Aha.1 A more plausible explanation is, however, that the
label records the construction by Aha of a funerary booth (wrmt)
for the deceased Menes, who would thus have been his immediate
predecessor,2 but it does not necessarily follow from this inter-
pretation that the king in question was the Horus Narmer.
Nevertheless there are other grounds for supposing that Aha was
Narmer's successor. Indeed no further demonstration that Nar-
mer and Menes were one and the same person would be required
if it were not also possible that the building is not a funerary
booth, but a shrine (sh) inscribed with its name ' The Two Ladies
Endure'.3 A clay seal-impression from Abydos which bears the
name of Narmer alternating with the sign ww4 has been con-
sidered to provide proof of the identity of Narmer and Menes,5

but it is hard to believe that the omission of the title 'Two Ladies'
before Men is not significant. Men, in this instance, may be the
name of an official or a prince, who was entitled to use the seal,6

or it may be the verb, the whole group having the meaning
'Narmer endures'.

Scribal mistakes certainly occurred in the lists of early dynastic
kings as they were recorded in later times, but in most instances
these mistakes can be explained, and it is apparent that they arose
through simple confusions or through the inability of copyists to
recognize correctly hieratic signs. Of the general soundness of
the tradition which the lists preserve there can be no doubt. No
suspicion of a misreading has been entertained by scholars in the
case of Menes. That it represents the nbty-name, and not the
Horus-name, may be deduced from the fact that the nbty-names
are given in the lists for subsequent kings of the First Dynasty.
The third king in the Abydos list, of whose name nothing except
the royal determinatives is preserved in the Turin Canon, is Iti,7

who is securely identified by the Cairo Annals with the Horus
Djer. Unless it be supposed, as one writer has suggested,8 that
the second king, also called Iti in the Turin Canon but Teti in the
Abydos list, is to be equated with an ephemeral king whose

1 G, 28,41; §1,4, 87-105; §iv, 35, 23.
a §1, 9, 279-82; §1, 23, 47-9, fig. 5. s G, 18, 65-6; §1, 28,113-14.
4 G, 6,404-5, fig. 13; §m, i i .p l . 13,93. 6 §1, 23,46-7, fig. 3a.
8 §1, I I ; § I V , 11, 2i-z;§iv, 35, 28 and n. 3.
7 See Plates 26 and 27. 8 §1, 14, 9-10.
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Horus-name is not known, the Horus Aha alone remains to oc-
cupy the second position, leaving the Horus Narmer to be identi-
fied with Menes. This conclusion accords well with the evidence
of his famous slate palette.1 As the founder of the First Dynasty
tradition may well have credited him with a greater share in the
achievement of the unification of the Two Lands than was his
due, and to that extent he may be regarded as a legendary figure.

II. THE FOUNDATION OF MEMPHIS

Herodotus states that Menes, besides establishing the Egyptian
monarchy, founded the city later called Memphis and its temple
dedicated to the god Ptah.2 In order to do so at the place chosen,
Menes was obliged to construct a dyke some hundred stades to
the south, which diverted the course of the river and protected
the city against flooding during the annual inundation. Since
Herodotus obtained this information from the priests of Ptah,
who might be suspected of a natural desire to glorify their temple
by associating its foundation with the illustrious Menes, it is
necessary to examine his account and to assess its inherent prob-
ability. There is certainly no reason to doubt that the construc-
tion of a dyke would have been required before the city could be
built. Until the introduction of modern methods of irrigation,
the whole of the Giza province owed its protection from inunda-
tion to a dyke in the neighbourhood of Wasta. Such a dyke prob-
ably existed in the time of Herodotus, but did not necessarily
date back to Menes. Diodorus, apparently quoting a Theban
tradition received from Hecataeus, ascribes the foundation of
Memphis to a Theban king Uchoreus (Ou^opeus),3 whose name
may well be a corruption of 'Oxvpevs, which would be a translation
of Menes. The two historians are therefore virtually in agreement.
Manetho does not mention the actual foundation of the city, but
says that a palace was built there by Athothis, the successor of
of Menes—a statement which need not however imply that Atho-
this was the first king to build a palace in Memphis. A king-list,
formerly on the wall of a Nineteenth Dynasty tomb in the Mem-
phite cemetery of Saqqara and now preserved in the Cairo
Museum,4 begins with the name of Anedjib, which may mean
that the priestly owner of the tomb wished to attribute the founda-
tion of Memphis to the sixth king of the First Dynasty, but no

1 See above, p. 7. 2 Book 11, 99. See below, pp. 52-3.
3 Book 1, 50. 4 G, 15, pi. 1; G, 27, pi. 1.
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16 THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT

other evidence supports this assumption. While tombs and funer-
ary equipment dating from the beginning of the First Dynasty
have been discovered in abundance at Saqqara, traces of an earlier
occupation are absent; it must therefore be admitted that at pre-
sent there is nothing to suggest that the tradition quoted by Hero-
dotus is in any important respect unsound.

Two further questions concerning Memphis which require
consideration are its original name and the motive which promp-
ted its foundation. The name Memphis belonged in the first
instance to the pyramid of the Sixth Dynasty king Phiops I
(Men-nefer[-PepiJ) at South Saqqara and was only later applied
to the city itself. Previously it was called the 'White Wall' or
'White Walls', sometimes abbreviated to the 'Wall' or 'Walls'.1

White was the national colour of the Upper Egyptian kingdom
and a city founded by the victorious king of the South on cap-
tured territory might have been named the ' White Wall' to em-
phasize the victory; equally it could be a purely descriptive name
referring to the white gesso with which its walls of mud-brick
were covered. The explanation offered by the early commentators
of Thucydides2 that the city was so named because it was built of
white stone, whereas other cities were built of brick, is fanciful,
for it is improbable that the skilled labour necessary for cutting so
much stone would have been available at the beginning of the
First Dynasty. With regard to the purpose of its foundation,
Menes may well have intended it to serve as a bastion for the
protection of Upper Egypt against possible attacks from the in-
habitants of the Delta. On the other hand, being situated at the
junction of the Two Lands, it stood at the most convenient point
for directing the affairs of the newly-unified kingdom and may
therefore have been designed from the beginning as the capital
and the site of the royal residence. Some support for this view is
to be found in the Palermo Stone and Cairo Annals, which show
that two of the most important elements in the coronation of the
early dynastic kings were the ceremonies of 'Uniting the Two
Lands' and 'The Procession around the Wall', both of which
undoubtedly took place at the White Wall and were intended to
commemorate the two outstanding deeds of Menes, namely the
unification of the monarchy and the foundation of the White
Wall. If the White Wall had merely been a fortress and not the
capital, it is unlikely that the commemoration of its foundation
would have figured so prominently in the coronation ceremonial
or that the coronation would have been performed within its

1 §n, 5,124-8. 2 Book 1,104.
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precincts. Manetho, however, associates the First and Second
Dynasties with This, in the neighbourhood of Abydos, but his
assertion may be interpreted as meaning that they were of Thinite
stock and not that This was their seat of government.

III . THE CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS
AND SAQQARA

The problem of the status of Memphis in the beginning of its
history is linked with the difficult question of where the early
dynastic kings were buried. Archaeological discovery has shown
that rulers were generally buried near their capitals, even if the
capital did not coincide with their place of birth. When Amdlineau,
and subsequently Petrie, uncovered at Abydos several 'tombs'
containing objects inscribed with the names of one queen and all
the kings of the First Dynasty, and of two kings belonging to the
Second Dynasty,1 it seemed highly probable, particularly in view
of the Manethonian tradition connecting these dynasties with
This, that the actual sepulchres of the kings had been found. The
absence of human remains in the ruined burial-chambers could
easily be explained as being due to the operations of robbers.
Nevertheless some misgivings concerning the purpose of these
'tombs' were expressed soon after their discovery,2 but their title
was not seriously challenged until 1938, when a large brick
mastaba containing sealings with the name of Aha was exca-
vated by W. B. Emery in the early dynastic cemetery of North
Saqqara.3 Further excavations brought to light additional mas-
tabas which, by their contents, could be dated to later kings (and
to two queens) of the First Dynasty, and, as a result, the conten-
tion of their excavator4 that among them lie the actual tombs of
six of the eight kings who comprised the First Dynasty has been
accepted by several authorities.5 Other writers have felt unwilling
to go further than to admit that the weight of evidence is in favour
of Saqqara6 or have preferred to remain neutral.7

In almost every respect the problems set by the two cemeteries
are different. At Abydos an unbroken series of 'tombs' could be

1 §inf 1; §111, 11; §m, 12. 2 §111, 9.
3 §111, 3. 4 §111, 2, Vol. II, 1-4.
5 §111, 8;§vm, 23, 150-1, 162-3; §vm, 24,41-52, 59-62 ;§vm, 48, vol. i, 56.
6 G, 6, 410-14; §vm, 17, vol. 1, 52-5.
7 §111, 6, 566-70; §111, 7; §vn, 26, 41, n. 73. For a reconsideration of this

problem see A, 9 and 10.
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18 THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT

ascribed each to a particular royal owner, not only by mud sealings
and other inscribed objects but, in the case of Narmer, Djer, Djet,
Den, Mer(it)neith, Semerkhet, Qaa and Peribsen, by stelae bear-
ing their names which stood in pairs, one pair outside each' tomb' -1

Although no stelae were recovered from the 'tombs' of Aha,
Anedjib and Khasekhemwy, there is no reason to doubt that they
were originally provided with them. More than eight hundred
subsidiary graves were constructed in trenches around the First
Dynasty 'tombs' from the 'tomb' of Djer onwards,2 and a further
five hundred, which were dated to Djer, Djet and Mer(it)neith,
were arranged in three hollow rectangles at a short distance to the
north-east of the main cemetery.3 The occupants of these graves,
apart from a few domestic animals, were members of the royal
harem and persons who had been in the service of the owner of the
principal 'tomb',4 but the discovery of an arm with four bead-
bracelets of gold and semi-precious stones, which had been hidden
by a robber in a hole in the north wall of the 'tomb' of Djer,5

left little room for doubt that the burials had also included some
women of high rank, perhaps queens. To sum up the problem of
the royal 'tombs' at Abydos, it can be said that neither their
ownership nor their sepulchral nature is open to question; what
is in doubt is whether they were ever occupied or intended to be
occupied by those whose names were inscribed on the stelae. If
they were mere cenotaphs a further difficulty arises, because some
reason must then be found to account for their construction. But
first it is necessary to summarize the evidence on which the claim
that the real tombs of the First Dynasty kings lie at Saqqara is
based.

Near the edge of the escarpment at the north-east corner of the
Saqqara necropolis excavations conducted intermittently between
1935 and 1956 revealed twelve large mud-brick mastabas of the
First Dynasty, some with subsidiary graves comparable with those
which surrounded the royal 'tombs' at Abydos but much less
numerous.6 Like the latter 'tombs' they had been subjected to
ruthless pilferage. Structurally, however, they were better pre-
served and some of the burial-chambers contained human re-
mains. There can be no doubt therefore that these mastabas were
actual tombs. The whole problem in this cemetery is the deter-
mination of ownership, for none of the mastabas yielded even a

1 G, 24, 78-88; §111, 16; §vm, 11, 53-4; §vm, 59, 724-31.
2 See below, pp. 58-9. s §111, 13; A, 9.
4 See below, p. 58. 5 §111, 11, 16-19, pi. 1.
6 G, 4; §m, 2; §111, 3; §111, 4.
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THE CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS AND SAQQARA 19

fragment of a royal stela and only one non-royal stela was found.1

Inscribed material included in the equipment enabled each mas-
taba to be dated to a particular reign, but did not provide clear
evidence of the identity of the person for whom it was built. That
the owners were persons of very high rank is attested both by the
quantity and the quality of their funerary equipment and by the
size of the mastabas, on average nearly twice as large as the royal
'tombs' at Abydos. Is it to be imagined that even the highest
officials would build larger and finer tombs than the kings under
whom they held office ? If the answer be in the negative it seems
necessary to suppose that some of the twelve mastabas at Saqqara
belonged to kings and the remainder perhaps to other royal per-
sons of importance. On the evidence of the inscribed objects
among their contents two mastabas can be ascribed to queens,
Mer(it)neith and Herneith, and one each to Aha, Djet and Anedj-
ib. Since no objects were found bearing the names of either
Narmer or Semerkhet, three only of the eight First Dynasty kings
remain as claimants for the seven outstanding tombs: Djer, Den
and Qaa. For these kings inscriptional evidence provided a choice
of three mastabas for Den and two each for Djer and Qaa, the only
criteria in the cases of the mastabas of Djer and Den being size
and, to some extent, the relative wealth of the funerary equip-
ment.2 Neither criterion can be regarded as a safe guide because
what has survived of the equipment is mainly the result of chance,
and determination by size would entail taking into account large
mastabas elsewhere, particularly at Naqada, Tarkhan, Giza and
Abu Rawash. It is indeed not impossible that the famous mastaba
at Naqada found by De Morgan in 18973 was the real tomb of
Narmer, although both Queen Neithhotpe and an official whose
name is written with three birds, probably ostriches, have un-
deniable claims to be considered as its owner. The larger of the
two mastabas dated to Qaa possessed two features of great interest
and perhaps suggestive of royal ownership. The first was an im-
posing mortuary temple reminiscent, both in its orientation on the
north side of the tomb and in its plan, of the mortuary temple of
the Step Pyramid of Djoser.4 Within this temple, in a chamber
partly paved with limestone, were found the lower portions of
two wooden statues, approximately two-thirds life-size, certainly
objects of great rarity at this period.5 The second, rather enig-

1 See below, p. 20. 2 §vm, 24, 42.
3 G, 24, 118-19; §vm, 24, 17-22; §vm, 59,634-7.
4 G, 4, 88-90, fig. 53; §111, 2, vol. in, 10, 13, pi. 2;§vm, 24, 38-41.
8 §111, 2, vol. in, pi. 27.
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20 THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT

matic, feature was the single subsidiary grave situated between
the mastaba and the eastern enclosure wall. This grave belonged
not to a humble member of the household but to a very high
official named Merka whose stela was found lying nearby.1 So
high an official, it may reasonably be supposed, would hardly have
been buried in such a relatively simple grave if the owner of the
principal tomb were not the king himself.

Excavations at Saqqara have not yet revealed tombs for Perib-
sen and Khasekhemwy, the two Second Dynasty kings repre-
sented in the Abydos cemetery. Nevertheless, a Fourth Dynasty
priest named Shery, who was buried at Saqqara,2 records in his
tomb inscriptions that he was the Overseer of the Priests of Perib-
sen. Since it is unlikely that he would have been buried far from
the scene of his official duties, it may be inferred that Shery super-
intended the mortuary cult of Peribsen at Saqqara and conse-
quently that Peribsen, at least, had built a tomb there. Shery
moreover mentions that he served the mortuary cult of Peribsen's
predecessor Sened in the same capacity, but Sened's tomb also has
not yet been found. A possible clue to the whereabouts of both
these tombs may be offered by the existence of two other large
tombs cut in the rock beneath the causeway and the mortuary
temple of King Unas which have been ascribed, on the evidence
of seal impressions, to two of the first three kings of the Second
Dynasty, Reneb3 and Nynetjer.4 Neither of these two kings nor
Sened possessed a ' tomb' at Abydos, so that even if conclusive
proof were forthcoming that they were buried at Saqqara they
would still fall into a different category from Peribsen. Such as
it is, however, the evidence from Saqqara seems to show that the
Manethonian tradition, according to which the Third Dynasty
was the first dynasty associated with Memphis, need not be in-
terpreted to imply that earlier kings were not buried in the Mem-
phite necropolis at Saqqara.

Later Egyptian history provides several instances of the
construction of more than one tomb for a king, the best known
perhaps being Djoser's Step Pyramid and South Mastaba at
Saqqara and Sneferu's two pyramids at Dahshur.5 Thus there is
no inherent improbability in the assumption that the kings whose
'tombs' were situated at Abydos were also the possessors of other
tombs elsewhere. Architecturally the Abydos 'tombs' display

1 G, 4, 90, pi. 30 {a); §m, 2 vol. in, 13,30-1, pis. 23,39.
2 G, 23, 101-2; §iv, 15, 21, n. 4.
3 §vm, 5, 183; §viu, 11, 45-56; §vm, 24, 56-9; §vm, 27, 187-90.
4 §vm, 16, 521. 6 See below, pp. 153 and 162-4
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THE CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS AND SAQQARA 21

features, including the round-topped stelae, which seem to be
Upper Egyptian in origin,1 whereas the Saqqara mastabas pre-
serve the house-tomb tradition of Lower Egypt ;2 since the dual
role of the king was emphasized in so many ways in life it would
not be strange if in death he were given two tombs, one as king of
Upper Egypt and the other as king of Lower Egypt. The sug-
gestion has, however, been made that the Abydos 'tombs' were
constructed for the mock burials of the kings at their .W-festi-
vals,3 a later parallel to which may exist in the Eleventh Dynasty
'tomb' of Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe situated within the precincts
of his funerary temple and rock-tomb at Deir el-Bahri. Whether
this suggestion be right or not it is remarkable how many in-
scribed objects referring directly or indirectly to Se^-festivals were
found at Abydos, whereas very few recognizable allusions occur
on objects discovered in the Saqqara mastabas ;4 a limestone re-
lief showing two figures of a king in Heb Sed dress, obtained from
the shaft of a Third Dynasty mastaba, is, however, believed to
date from the First Dynasty.5

Neither of the theories put forward to explain the purpose of
the 'tombs' at Abydos can easily be reconciled with the fact that
they included one ' tomb' of a queen, but the exceptional privi-
leges which she enjoyed in other respects render her position in
the state difficult to determine. A further problem left unresolved
is why Abydos should have been chosen as the location of the
second tomb, especially if it were intended for the Heb Sed, a
festival usually celebrated at Memphis.6 There is certainly evi-
dence that some of the last predynastic kings of Upper Egypt
were buried (or at least built cenotaphs) at Abydos, so that its
choice by the kings of the Early Dynastic Period may be ex-
plained as merely a continuance of a practice already established,
prompted perhaps by a desire to possess temporary residences
which they could inhabit when visiting their forbears.7 But why
were the tombs (or the cenotaphs) of these forbears at Abydos if
their seat of government lay at Hierakonpolis ? If the Mane-
thonian tradition associating the early dynastic kings with This is
sound the explanation may be that their immediate ancestors, who
were presumably also of Thinite stock, chose to be buried in their
place of origin. On the other hand it is possible that even at this

1 §vn, 25. 2 §vn, 27; §vm, 48, vol. 1, 40-2. 3 §111, 14, 4-11.
4 §m, 4, 35-9, pis. 17-8, 64, fig. 26; §111, 14, 13-15, nn. 9, 10, 25.
5 §111, 2, vol. in, 84, pis. 97-8. See Plate 28 (c).
6 §1,7, 28, n. 1, 6o;§vn, 4, 122.
7 §vui, 24, 50, n. 2; §VIII, 48, vol. 1, 56.
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22 THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT
early period Abydos was regarded with particular reverence. In
later times, when it had become the centre of the cult of Osiris,
Sesostris III, Amosis I and Sethos I built cenotaphs, and count-
less private persons erected stelae, on its sacred territory. It is
indeed not illogical to suppose that the early kings chose Abydos
as the site for the cenotaphs for the very reason which led to the
transference of the dead Osiris from his home in the Delta to
Abydos. What the precise reason may have been is problematical,
but perhaps it was related to the special attributes of the local god
Khentiamentiu, Chief-of-the-Westerners, as the guardian of the
dead.

IV. THE SUCCESSORS OF MENES

Manetho declares that, after a reign of sixty-two years, Menes was
killed by a hippopotamus. Diodorus, perhaps preserving a more
fanciful version of the same tradition, avers that he was attacked
by his own dogs when in the neighbourhood of Lake Moeris, but
was saved by a crocodile which carried him across the lake to
safety. Menes accordingly marked his gratitude by building on
the shore of the lake a city—Crocodilopolis—and by decreeing
that crocodiles should live and breed in the lake unmolested.1

The legend, which contains obvious anachronisms, is patently
devoid of historical value, an invention by priests of later times
who wished to connect their cult with Menes. A scribe's palette
in the Berlin Museum bears an inscription which shows that the
Greek tradition crediting Menes with the construction of a temple
for Ptah at Memphis dates back at least to the Nineteenth Dy-
nasty.2 If he is to be identified with the Horus Narmer, as seems
likely, the occurrence of his name on a rock in the Wadi el-Qash,
east of Thebes,3 indicates that Menes or one of his officers con-
ducted an expedition to the eastern desert, though for what
purpose is unknown.

The final year and a half of Aha's reign,4 which lasted accord-
ing to Africanus for fifty-seven years and according to Eusebius
for twenty-seven years, are probably recorded on the Palermo
Stone, but only the biennial royal tour of inspection {sins Hrf and
the creation of a figure of the god Anubis6 are mentioned. His

1 §11, 6, part n, 207 (Book 1, 89). 2 §11, 1.
8 G, 4, 47, fig. 6; §iv, 38, vol. 1, 25, pi. xi, 1.
* G, 3, 157.
6 SetCJ.Hi3, ch, vi, sect. 1; G, I, 32, n. 1; G, 8, 13 n. 1; §1, 3, 5-7; §1, 18,

part 1 (i960), 131-2; §1, 19, 206. See Plate 25.
6 G, 8, 13 n. 2; §iv, 23, part 11, 19, n. 2.
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name, which means the Fighter, was possibly indicative of his
character and of the requirements of the time: one of the few
extant records of his reign, a wooden label found at Abydos,1

commemorates a campaign against the Nubians, which may mean
that he conducted a war in the northern Sudan or that it was he
who extended the southern boundary of Egypt beyond Gebel es-1

Silsila,2 its probable limit in the time of Menes, to the Nubian
nome terminating at Elephantine. Some other plaques bear re-
presentations of Egyptian captives, and one scene is accompanied
by an inscription which reads: 'Receiving Upper and Lower
Egypt';3 his main preoccupation therefore appears to have been
to consolidate the work of his predecessor in unifying the country
and to establish the authority of the Double Crown over the whole
length of the Nile Valley from the First Cataract to the Mediter-
ranean coast. As an indication of his policy towards the inhabi-
tants of the Delta, it is significant that he placed on record the
foundation of a temple to Neith,4 the goddess of Sais, which sug-
gests that he was anxious to placate the conquered northerners.
According to Manetho, Menes' successor, whom he calls Atho-
this, was the author of some works on anatomy, a tradition which
seems to date back at least to the time of the New Kingdom, for
the compiler of the Ebers medical papyrus asserts that a prepara-
tion for strengthening the hair was invented for the mother of a king
named Teti,5 who may have been Aha, though it is also possible
that the founder of the Sixth Dynasty was the king in question.

In the Abydos king-list the third king of the dynasty is Iti,
better known by his Horus-name Djer6 which has sometimes
been incorrectly read as Khent. Seventeen of a total of approxi-
mately fifty years occupied by his reign are recorded on the
Palermo Stone and the Cairo Annals, but the events mentioned
are mainly of religious rather than historical interest. One year,
almost exactly in the middle of his reign, is however called 'The
Year of smiting the land of Setjet'—a name which, though ap-
plied in later times to the whole of western Asia, was probably
restricted in the Early Dynastic Period to Sinai ;7 it is tempting
to speculate whether the turquoise of the four bracelets found in
Djer's 'tomb' at Abydos8 was not secured as a result of this
campaign. Perhaps it also brought about the peaceful conditions

1 §m, 11, pis. in, 2, xi, 1.
2 §iv, 19, 24 dates this extension to the Third Dynasty.
3 §111, 11, pi. in, 4. 4 G, 19, 15; §111, 11, pi. in A, 5 and pi. x, 2.
6 §iv, 40, LXVI, 15—16. 6 §iv, 22, 58-64 prefers either Sekhty or Ibetj.
7 §iv, 5. 8 §111, 11, 16-19, pi. 1; §vm, 58, 27, pi. I I A .
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necessary for obtaining the ore for some hundreds of copper ob
jects discovered at Saqqara in the brick mastaba which contained 
Djer's seal-impressions,1 but copper in considerable quantities 
was available nearer home in the eastern desert and the early kings 
may have mined only turquoise in Sinai. His name is carved on a 
rock at Wadi Haifa2 accompanied by a battle scene which, in 
spite of its damaged condition, affords good evidence that his 
army reached the Second Cataract. It is possible that he also 
conducted a campaign against the Libyans.3 Queen Herneith, 
whose mud-brick mastaba at Saqqara is dated to his reign, is 
thought to have been his wife.4 At a later date which cannot be 
precisely fixed, his ' tomb' at Abydos was regarded as the grave 
of Osiris5 and, in consequence, underwent some structural altera
tions in the Eighteenth Dynasty; the vast numbers of pots 
deposited there by pilgrims led the Arabs to call its immediate 
neighbourhood Umm el-Qaab, 'The Mother of Pots ' , a name it 
has retained to the present day. 

Manetho omits from his list both Djer and his successor Djet6 

and substitutes for them the names Kenkenes and Uenephes. 
Uenephes can hardly be anything but a faulty transcription of the 
Egyptian wnn-nfr, normally rendered ' O W £ < £ / H S , a synonym for 
Osiris,7 particularly in view of the supposed connexion of Osiris with 
the ' tomb' of Djer; a different kind of confusion may have led to 
the introduction of Kenkenes.8 The fourth king in the Abydos list 
is called Ita,9 a name which is not far unlike Iterty, found on a 
label in cqnjunction with the Horus Djet 1 0 and is thought to be his 
w^/y-name.11 Historical details of his reign are exceedingly 
sparse, but nothing in the archaeological evidence now available 
suggests that any break of continuity occurred in the political and 
cultural development observable under his predecessors. One of 
his subjects, possibly the leader of an expedition, scratched the 
king's name on a rock in the Wadi Miah, some fifteen miles east 
of Edfu along a route known to have been used in Ptolemaic times 

1 §m, 2, vo l . i, 20—57, pis. 4-6, 8-IO. 
2 G , 4, 59-60, fig. 22; §iv, 3, 27-30, fig. 1, pi. 10; §vi, 1, 39-40, fig. 5; A , 15, 

75, fig. 6. 
3 G , 4, 60, fig. 23; §111, 2, vo l . 1, 60, fig. 31. 
4 G , 4, 60; §111, 2, vo l . in, 73, 94. 5 §iv, 1. 
6 O t h e r readings o f this n a m e are: W a d j i (§iv, 20, 282-4, b u t see §iv, 2 and §iv, 

23, part 11, 7 n . 1), E d j o ( G , 6, 405), D j a i t ( E d j o ) or Dja i t i ( [ E d j o t ] §iv, 13), 
W a d j (§iv, 22, 64-6). 

7 | i , 14, 1 1 ; §iv, 25, 65. 8 See b e l o w , p. 26. 
9 §1, 14, 9 gives I t iu . 1 0 §111, 2, vo l . 11, 102, fig. 105, pi. 35. 

1 1 §iv, 12. 
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by caravans proceeding from the Nile Valley to the port of Berenice
on the Red Sea coast.1 Meagre though this information is, it sug-
gests that Djet was able to despatch expeditions, of either a mili-
tary or a commercial character, outside the Nile Valley.

One of the most puzzling personages of the Early Dynastic
Period is Mer(it)neith. Theophorous names compounded with
Neith usually belonged to women, and consequently most authori-
ties have deduced that Mer(it)neith was female;2 the rule, how-
ever, is not invariable.3 None of the instances adduced for the
spelling of this name with the inclusion of the feminine termina-
tion / is free from doubt,4 but its omission in hieroglyphic writing
at this period would not necessarily have any grammatical sig-
nificance. It is at least clear that no king was intended, for the
royal titles are never prefixed. If Mer(it)neith was a woman she
must have attained a position seldom, if ever, equalled by a mem-
ber of her sex in early dynastic times. One inscription mentions
her treasury,5 which suggests that she possessed sovereign
status. Her 'tomb' at Abydos6 differed in no material respect
from the 'tombs' of the kings: like Djer and Djet she was pro-
vided with attendants, some of whom were interred within her
own complex and others in the neighbouring cemetery.7 One
peculiar feature, however, was the absence of any jar-sealings
bearing her name; when a name occurred it was in nearly every
instance that of Djet's successor Den, but the sealings were for the
most part different in design and content from those found in
Den's own 'tomb'. Some examples appear more primitive than
the sealings of Den and it may not be without significance that a
piece of ivory inscribed with the name of Mer(it)neith was found
in the tomb of Djer,8 while at least one of her jar-sealings bore
the name of Djet's vineyard.9 From this slender evidence it may
be conjectured that she was born in the time of Djer and that she
died early in Den's reign; the equipment and construction of the
mastaba at Saqqara,10 which contained objects and jar-sealings
inscribed with her name,11 would seem to support this dating—a
deduction which need not depend on whether Merfit)neith was
in reality the owner. As a mere hypothesis it may be suggested
that she served as regent, perhaps while Den was still a minor, and

1 §iv, 8.
2 G, 3, 140-1; G, 6, 412; §iv, 29, 154-5; §iv, 35, 29-30.
3 §iv, 20, 303. * §iv, 29, 148-55; §iv, 35, 29, n. 6.
5 §111, 12, pi. v, 2. 6 §111, 12, I O - I I , pis. LXI, LXIV and LXV.
7 §III , 13, pi. XVIII. 8 §m, 11, pi. v, 6. 9 §111, 12, pi. xx, 20.

10 G, 4, 66-8 fig. 30; §111, 2, vol. 11, 128-70, pis. 38-56.
11 G, 4, 65, fig. 28; §m, 2, vol. 11, 169, fig. 226.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008
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died before relinquishing the office. Such a position could only
have been occupied by a woman if she had been a queen, which
might imply that she was the wife of Djet and the mother of
Den.1

Two features, which subsequently became characteristic of
royalty, make their first appearance on objects dating from the
time of Den:2 one is the so-called double crown (shmty, 'the two
powerful ones') and the other a title (perhaps read in this period
as nlswt-blty, but later having the phonetic value ni-sw-blt, the
literal meaning of which is 'He who belongs to the sedge and the
bee'.3 In effect, the title means 'King of Upper and Lower
Egypt', though in origin it may have referred particularly to the
towns of Heracleopolis4 and Sais.5 As the King of Upper and
Lower Egypt, Den's name was written with a hieroglyphic de-
picting hill-country repeated twice; this group possesses two
values, Khasty (histy) and Semty (smty), and it is not clear which
reading should be adopted in this instance. The later Egyptians
themselves experienced some difficulty with the name, but for a
different reason: when written cursively in ink the hieroglyph for
hill-country resembled two other signs, which in duplicate would
read Septy and Qenqen respectively. Hence Khasty or Semty
appears on the Abydos list as Septy, and Manetho reproduces the
same reading, but with its later value Hesepty, and transcribes it
into Greek as Usaphais. The introduction of Kenkenes instead
of Djer into Manetho's First Dynasty may have originated with
some scribe who, when copying two possibly incomplete manu-
scripts, included both Qenqen of one document and Septy of the
other without realizing that they stood for the same king.6

Although the surviving archaeological material from the time
of Den is considerable, very few details of his personal history
are known. A recently discovered fragment naming Den has
proved that the fourteen years of a king, chronicled in the third
line of the Palermo Stone, refer to his reign7 and are not the annals
of his successor Anedjib, as was once supposed.8 That he was an
energetic and enterprising ruler who encouraged the arts and
crafts and developed the administrative machinery of the kingdom
is evident. Two of his officials, Hemaka and Ankhka, are men-

1 §vm, 46, 26 suggests that she was the daughter of Djet and the wife of Den.
2 Other readings of this name are Nidjeret (f 1, 28, 119, n. 1), Niudiu (§iv, 19,

21), Dwn (§iv, 22, 66-9), Udimu (§iv, 35, 39-41).
3 G, 7, 50, n. 1, 73-4; G, 17, 44-6, 49-50.
4 C.A.H. i1, 266, n. 1. 5 §1, 31, 66-70; §iv, 28, 68-75.
6 §1, 14, I O - I I ; § I V , 29, 148-55. Cf. §iv, 22,67-9.
7 \\, 18, part 11 (1961), 45; §iv, 29; A, 2. 8 §iv, 35, 47-8.
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tioned by name on many contemporary dockets and jar-sealings.1

In quantity, the objects recovered from the mastaba at Saqqara
attributed at the time of its discovery to Hemaka represent the
largest single collection of funerary equipment so far discovered
in any tomb of the Early Dynastic Period.2 An ivory docket from
Abydos shows the king smiting a kneeling Asiatic with a mace—
a scene which is described in the accompanying inscription as
'The First Time of smiting the East(erners)';3 whether this
docket is to be interpreted as a record of an historical event,
signifying a military campaign against the inhabitants of Sinai or
the nomads of the eastern desert, or merely as commemorating a
ceremonial episode is a matter for conjecture. Possibly the ' East-
erners' were the same people as the 'Nomads' (Iwntiw) mentioned
in the third line of the Palermo Stone as the victims of a similar
fate. Two other dockets from Abydos, which also agree with an
entry on the Palermo Stone, record incidents in the king's Sed-
festival,* which in later times often marked the conclusion of
thirty years' rule; its position on the stone certainly indicates
that the festival occurred early in the second half of a reign which
may have exceeded fifty-five years. In later times Den acquired a
legendary reputation as the king in whose time certain spells in
the Book of the Dead were found,5 and his name also figures in
connexion with medical prescriptions in the Ebers papyrus6 and
in the Berlin medical papyrus.7

Anedjib followed the example of Den in adopting the title
'King of Upper and Lower Egypt', but usually combined with
it a new title composed of two falcons on perches.8 This title
(nbwy—'The Two Lords') identified the king with Horus and
Seth, symbolizing Lower and Upper Egypt respectively. His
personal name was Merpe (or Merpebia), which appears as Mer-
bapen in the Saqqara list and Miebis9 in Manetho. Such arch-
aeological evidence as is now available seems to indicate that his
reign was short, which may explain why his 'tomb' at Abydos
was the poorest in construction and least productive in material
remains of any king of the First Dynasty.10 Again, the missing
portion of the royal annals between the Palermo and the Cairo
fragments is not believed to have contained more than fourteen

1 §III , 4; §111, 12, pis. xxi, xxn, xxv; §iv, 20, 304-6.
2 G, 4, 75-6; §m, 4.
3 §iv, 29, 150, fig. 3; §iv, 37; §VIII, 13, 283, fig. 154. See Plate 28 (6).
4 §111, 12, pis. xi, 5, 14, xiv, 12, xv, 16; §vm, 57, 119, fig. 34.
6 §iv, 6, chs. 64 and 130. 6 § i v , 9, 119. 7 §iv, 39, 33.
8 G, 17, 37-8; §vn, 17, part 1, 63-71. 9 §iv, 7.

10 G, 4, 80 -1 ; §111, 12, 12-13, pk- 65-6; §111, 1, pi. LVIII.
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year-frames; within the gap it is necessary to fit the whole of
Anedjib's reign and an unkown number of years of the reign of
Den.1 A claim sometimes advanced for Anedjib that he was the
first king to reside in Memphis is based solely on the unexpected
occurrence of his name at the head of the Saqqara king-list,
Menes and his four immediate successors being omitted.

According to the Cairo fragment of the royal annals, which
preserves his reign in its entirety,2 Semerkhet ruled for eight
years and some months. His personal name underwent in the
course of time vicissitudes of a kind closely analogous to those
already noted in the case of Den. A hieroglyphic sign, which
represented a man clothed in a long garment and holding a stick
and which seems to have had the consonantal value of Iry-ntr?
was mistaken for a very similar sign reading smsw or smstn; the
name thus appears in the Turin Canon as Semsem and in Mane-
tho as Semempses. In place of the #£«y-title adopted by Anedjib,
Semerkhet combined the nbty (Two Ladies) with the 'King of
Upper and Lower Egypt' title, for reasons which are now ob-
scure. Several of the fragments of stone vases found in his ' tomb'
at Abydos had originally borne the names of Mer(it)neith, Den
or Anedjib, but Mer(it)neith and Anedjib were invariably
erased.4 Examples of the inclusion of vessels inscribed with the
namesof preceding kings are notun common in tombs of this period,
and the erasures made in this instance suggest that Semerkhet
wished to disown two of his predecessors, perhaps regarding them
as usurpers; why Den should have been treated with greater re-
spect is not evident. It is strange that Semerkhet's iW-festival,
which, is shown on fragments of vases from Abydos,5 appears
not to be mentioned in the Cairo Annals, unless it was included
in one of the two year-frames of this reign which are now illegible.
Manetho's statement that a very serious calamity befell Egypt
under Semerkhet is not confirmed by contemporary records.

Inscriptions of Qaa, the eighth and last king of the First
Dynasty, show identical Horus and personal names; Sen, which
sometimes takes the place of Qaa after the #^ry-title, is probably
not a name but is the verb 'to embrace', the meaning of the whole
group being 'The Two Ladies embrace (the Horus Qaa)'.6 The
Abydos and Saqqara king-lists and also the Turin Canon give his
personal name as Qebeh(u), which apparently owes its origin to a

1 §i, 18, part n, 43, fig. I. 2 §iv, 17, pi. xxv.
3 §iv, 20, 284-8. Cf. §1, 14, 9, n. b. 4 §111, 12, 5, 19, pis. v, 5, vi, 9-11.
5 §m, 12, pi. VII, 5,6.
6 §111, 11, pi. vm, 2, 3; §111, 12, pi. XII, 2. See, however, G, 13, 1008, n. 1615.
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twofold error: in the first instance Qaa was misread as Qeb and
subsequently the latter was confused with Qebeh(u), a mistake
made possible by the fact that, in hieroglyphic writing, qb and
qbh shared a common determinative.1 Scarcely any information
regarding his reign, apart from the bare assertion that he lived to
celebrate his second .SW-festival,2 can be extracted either from the
numerous objects found in his 'tomb' at Abydos or from the
inscribed stone vessels of his time buried under Djoser's pyramid.
Some of his jar-sealings show the name of Semerkhet erased;3

Anedjib's name, on the other hand, was allowed to stand, which
suggests that Qaa regarded his predecessor with the same dis-
favour as Semerkhet, in his turn, had evinced towards Anedjib.
A relic of Semerkhet's unpopularity may perhaps be detected in
his omission from the Nineteenth Dynasty Saqqara list, which
includes both Anedjib and Qaa.

Nothing is known of the circumstances in which the First
Dynasty came to an end. Manetho concludes the dynasty with a
king named Bieneches or Ubienthes, both of which seem to repre-
sent Baunetjer of the Turin and Saqqara lists.4 Contemporary
inscriptions mention two problematical Horus-names in conjunc-
tion with sacred buildings known to have belonged to Qaa. One
of these names is written with a single hieroglyph representing a
bird, the true reading of which has not yet been determined;5 the
other name may be read Seneferka, Sekanefer or Neferseka.6 If
the owners of these names were independent rulers they were
probably ephemeral followers of Qaa. There is certainly no
clear evidence that Qaa's sovereignty was ever challenged by a
rival line of dynasts or that the end of his reign was marked by
untoward happenings affecting the normal course of succession.
The Turin Canon enumerates the kings of the First and Second
Dynasties in unbroken sequence, giving the first indication of a
break in continuity at the beginning of the Third Dynasty.7 Of
the length of time occupied by the First Dynasty, widely diver-
gent estimates have been given by modern historians using the
same data.8 Contemporary annals, mainly in the form of ivory and
wooden dockets, show that regnal years were not numbered, as
in later times, but were named after some important event, usually

1 §i, 14, i o - n ; § i v , 35, 25-7,41.
2 %\, 10, part 11, 159, pi. 1, 4; §iv, 23, part n, 24-5. Ibid, part 1, pi. 8, no. 41.
3 §111, 12, 26. 4 §1, 14, 15. See below, p. 30. 8 §iv, 23, part n, 54.
6 §111, 2, vol. in, 11, 31, pi. 38, 1; §iv, 23, part 1, 4, 15, pi. 17, no. 86. Ibid.

part 11, 40, n. i ;§vn, 14, 12-14, fig. I5;§v"» l5> 38°-
7 G, 15, 124-5. 8 See C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, sect. 1.
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of a religious character.1 So few dockets of this kind have how-
ever been preserved that they are useless for compiling even a
skeleton chronology of the period. The Fifth Dynasty Palermo
Stone and Cairo Annals, though invaluable, have proved to be
capable of more than one reconstruction. Manetho gives an
aggregate of 253 years for the dynasty, but the figures attributed
to the individual reigns total 262 years—a number which seems
too high to be reconciled with the annals, even after making the
maximum allowance for the lacunae.2

Little more than the names and order of succession of the kings
belonging to the first part of the Second Dynasty has yet been
established with any probability; of their deeds and the political
conditions of their time virtually nothing is known. An inscription
on the shoulder of a stone statuette, thought to date from the end of
the Second Dynasty,3 in the Cairo Museum gives the Horus-names
of the first three kings, Hetepsekhemwy, Reneb and Nynetjer,
probably in their right order.4 The apparent inversion of the names
of Hetepsekhemwy and Reneb on a stone vessel found in the pyra-
mid temple of Mycerinus,5 although disconcerting, has been
plausibly explained as the result of a usurpation by Reneb.6 Hetep-
sekhemwy (' The Two Powers are at peace') bore the personal name
Hetep which, when written in hieratic, was misread so that it appears
as Bedjau in the Abydos list, and the hieratic writing of Bedjau
was in turn misinterpreted to give Baunetjer of the Turin Canon
and the Saqqara list.7 Bedjau is however preserved in Manetho as
Boethos and Bochos. The name Bedjapu, which occurs before five
kings of the Fourth and Fifth Dynasties on a writing-board of the
Fifth Dynasty found at Giza, may also be derived from Bedjau.8

Reneb (Re is [my] Lord), whose tomb-stela is now in the
Metropolitan Museum,9 provides the earliest example of a royal
name compounded with the name of the sun-god of Heliopolis,
which suggests that the cult of this deity, although not destined
to attain full power until the Old Kingdom, was already tempor-
arily in the ascendant. Presumably Reneb is to be identified with
Kakau of the New Kingdom lists and Kaiechos of Manetho, but
the explanation remains to be discovered. Either he or Nynetjer
bore the personal name Nubnefer.10 Nynetjer in any case possessed a

1 §iv, 27. 2 §iv, 31. See C.A.H. Is, ch. vi, sect. 1.
8 §vm, 11, 45-6, fig. 1; §vm, 57, 15, pi. 2b.
4 Cf. §1, 14, 12; §iv, 23, part 1, 13, no. 58. Ibid, part 11, 31, n. 3.
6 See G. A. Reisner, Mycerinus, 102-3, P*- 7°c-
6 §vm, 11, 46-7. Cf. §vm, 55, 45, n. 2. 7 §1, 14, 12.
8 §iv, 32. 9 §vm, 11,48-53. See Plate 28(0).

10 §1, 14, 13-14; §iv, 23, part n, 49; §vm, 11, 45, n. 2.
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personal name which was identical with his Horus-name; it is this
name which the Abydos and Saqqara lists reproduce in the corrupt
forms Banetjeren and Banetjeru followed by Manetho who reads
Binothris. Although nearly half of Nynetjer's reign is recorded on
the Palermo Stone, the only historical fact which can be ascertained
is that he ruled for about thirty-eight years; the entries on the
stone, apart from enumerating the biennial censuses of the king's
property, refer exclusively to the construction of buildings and
the celebration of various festivals. His immediate successors,
Weneg1 and Sened, are even more obscure. Vases inscribed with
the name of Weneg, and certainly dating from his time, were
found under the Step Pyramid.2 Sened, although known from a
fragment of an inscribed vase discovered at Giza,3 is better
attested by inscriptions in the Fourth Dynasty tomb at Saqqara,
whose owner styles himself ' Overseer of the Priests of Sened in
the (Saqqara) necropolis, Shery'.4 The names of both kings
appear in the later lists, Sened (Sethenes in Manetho) without
undergoing any radical change of form, but Weneg, owing to a
scribal misunderstanding, becoming Wadjnes, literally 'Green-of-
Tongue', which in Coptic would be rendered Wet-las and which
Manetho gives as Tlas. In view of the professed association of the
second king of the dynasty with the solar cult, it is perhaps sig-
nificant that Weneg should have been chosen as a royal name,
because a god Weneg, who must have been venerated in early
times, is described in the Pyramid Texts of the Fifth and Sixth
Dynasties as the 'son of Re'.5

Shery, besides being a priest of Sened, served the mortuary cult
of the next king of the Second Dynasty, Peribsen, in the same
capacity.6 Peribsen's name, in contemporary inscriptions, is pre-
ceded not by the traditional Horus-title, but by the Seth-title and,
in one instance, by Seth-Re.7 An interesting commentary on this
new title is provided by one of his seal-impressions which reads:
'The Ombite (i.e. Seth) hath given the Two Lands to his son
Peribsen'.8 The discovery in his 'tomb' at Abydos of jar-sealings
inscribed variously with the Seth Peribsen and with the Horus
Sekhemib (nlswt-blty and nbty Sekhemib Perenmaat) led to the
deduction, which has, however, not gained universal acceptance,

1 %\v, 20, 288-92. 2 §iv, 23, part 11, 50, 53.
3 See U. Holscher, Das Grabdenkmal des Konigs Chefren, 106.
4 §iv, 15, 21, n. 4; §iv, 20, 294. See above, p. 20.
6 \\v, 20, 289; §vn, 31, vol. in, 126. Ibid. vol. iv, 238.
6 §iv, 20, 294. See above, p. 20.
7 G, 17, 25, fig. 41 ; §111, 11, pi. xxi, 176. 8 §I I I , 11, pi. XXII, 190.
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that the two names were borne by one king who discarded his
original Horus-name and title and adopted a new name with the
title of Seth.1 It is unfortunate that the evidence on this point is
equivocal, for the problem has a vital bearing both on the assess-
ment of Peribsen's claim to the throne and on the interpretation
of some records of historical importance belonging to the Horus
Khasekhem.2 If Peribsen was not originally a Horus-king, he
may not have been of Hierakonpolite stock, but may perhaps have
been a native of some place in the province of the god Seth, whose
centre was Ombos, the modern Naqada. In that event it is con-
ceivable that Peribsen and Khasekhem ruled concurrently, the
former over the territory north of Gebelein and the latter over the
region between Gebelein and the First Cataract; a state of affairs
implying that the unity of the kingdom was temporarily broken
would thus have existed.3 If, on the other hand, Peribsen as-
cended the throne as the Horus Sekhemib, no Ombite ancestry
or division of authority need be postulated, but it must be sup-
posed that the change of name and title was governed by religious or
political causes. There is, however, evidence that the early dynastic
kings were always closely associated with both Horus and Seth,4

and consequently the substitution of one deity for the other in the
royal titulary need not point to changes of a revolutionary nature.
Nevertheless, the innovation was certainly not without its signifi-
cance, and it is at least arguable from the title Seth-Re that Peribsen
was responsible for introducing the cult of Seth into Heliopolis.

The monuments of Khasekhem are chiefly characterized by
their emphasis on his military achievements. One of the most
graphic is a fragmentary relief which, when complete, showed the
king kneeling on a prostrate Nubian, whose body, like that of the
Northerner on the palette of Narmer, was depicted in the shape of
the hieroglyph for foreign land ;5 beneath the scene is an inscrip-
tion reading 'Excellent Sandal against foreign lands, the Horus
Khasekhem'—an epithet which appears to have been no idle boast.
Another reference to a campaign in the south may perhaps be
detected in a scene carved on a number of commemorative vases
which represent the vulture-goddess Nekhbet before the serekh of
the king binding the symbolical plants of Upper and Lower
Egypt with one claw and holding in the other a ring containing

1 §^,20295;§iv,35,36. Cf.G,30,119-24; §iv, 14,322-33;§iv,23,part 11,43.
2 See below, p. 33. 3 §111, 8, 162 ff.; §iv, 26, 41.
4 §iv, 14, 318-24. See below, p. 36.
5 G, 4, 100, fig. 64; G, 26, pi. LVII. See G. Godron, Chron. d'Eg. 43, no. 85

(1968), 34-5.
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two hieroglyphic signs spelling the word Besh.1 The interpretation
of Besh is, however, extremely problematical; at different times it
has been explained as the personal name of the king,2 as the name of
a Libyan people dwelling in the neighbourhood of El-Kab3 and as a
more northern Libyan tribe domiciled near the Faiyum.4 The title
of the scene,' The Year of fighting and smiting the Northerners',
favours the last interpretation, but no final proof is yet forth-
coming. Khasekhem's most important campaigns were certainly
conducted in the north, and it is to these wars that the relief's
and inscriptions on the bases of his two statuettes refer,5 although
the number of slain recorded—47,209 on one statuette and on the
other 48,205—is certainly hyperbolical. Such campaigns within
the confines of Egypt itself can only have been necessitated by a
breakdown in the authority of the crown; it is difficult to believe
that the circumstances which led to the adoption of the Seth-title
by Peribsen were not ultimately the cause of Khasekhem's mili-
tary exploits. An imaginative account of his struggle may perhaps
be contained in the so-called Myth of Horus,6 which is inscribed
on a wall in the Ptolemaic temple of Edfu. According to this text,
Horus, accompanied by his harpooners (msntiw), defeated the'
followers of Seth, who assumed the forms of crocodiles and
hippopotami, in a series of river battles between Edfu and the
sea-coast. Having completed the conquest, Horus returned
southwards to quell an insurrection at Shashert in Nubia and,
after accomplishing this task, he divided among his followers the
territory which had previously been controlled by the adherents
of Seth. While the general purport of the myth is not inconsistent
with the victories recorded on the monuments of Khasekhem, the
possibility that it reflects events of a later period, such as the ex-
pulsion of the Hyksos or the overthrow of the Persians, cannot be
excluded. It is at least unlikely that Khasekhem's northern cam-
paign occurred during the lifetime of Peribsen, for if Peribsen
had been defeated in battle it is hard to understand how he came
to have a 'tomb' at Abydos,7 unless the 'tomb' was built and
partly equipped while Peribsen was still alive and, for some reason
was not dismantled after his defeat. If, however, the monuments
of Khasekhem describe a struggle for the kingship which followed
the death of Peribsen, the existence of the 'tomb' would not be

. 1 G, 4, 99, fig. 63; G, 25, pis. xxxvi-xxxvm; §iv, 20, 299-300; §iv, 23, part i,
10, pi. 3, no. 18; §VHI, 40, 317, pi. 66.

2 G,6, 418; §iv, 35, 34-5. 3 G, 17, 25; §iv, 34,25-7-
4 §vi, 20, 21. See also G, 13, 1018, n. 1645. 6 G, 25, pis. XXXIX-XL.
8 §iv, 4; §iv, 10; §iv, 26, 42-4; §vi, 33, 7-8. ' §111, 11, 11-12.8
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surprising, because subsequent developments suggest that a
policy of appeasement towards the adherents of Seth was soon
introduced.

An even more perplexing question than Khasekhem's con-
nexion with Peribsen is whether the former is to be identified
with Khasekhemwy or was succeeded by him. Alone among the
kings of Egypt, Khasekhemwy adopted the dual title of Horus
and Seth. His serekh frequently contains his personal name,
Nebwy Hetepimef, added to his official name, and the group thus
written may be rendered 'The Horus and Seth Khasekhemwy,
the Two Lords (i.e. Horus and Seth) are at peace in him'.1 It
seems clear, therefore, that a reconciliation had been effected be-
tween the followers of the two deities; whether it occurred under
Khasekhem, whose name was altered to Khasekhemwy in order
to signalize the event, or under a different king called Khasekh-
emwy from the time of his coronation, cannot be deduced with
any certainty. The absence of a 'tomb' at Abydos which may be
ascribed to Khasekhem, whereas the 'tomb' of Khasekhemwy in
that cemetery has been found,2 and the similarity of the two names
support the conjecture that Khasekhem and Khasekhemwy re-
present only one person; on the other hand, it may be argued that
the conditions for bringing about the reconciliation would have
been more favourable under a new king.

As a consequence of the restoration of peace and order, a
marked advance in technical achievements occurred under
Khasekhemwy. According to the Palermo Stone, which pre-
serves the records of the last six of the seventeen years of his
reign, a copper statue of the king was made in his fifteenth regnal
year,3 showing that the figures of Phiops I and Merenre found at
Hierakonpolis were by no means the first to be produced in that
metal. It is also stated that two years previously he built a temple
of stone named 'The Goddess Endures'—an assertion which
finds support in the fact that the chamber of his Abydos 'tomb'
was composed of hewn limestone. Moreover, fragments of gra-
nite door-jambs carved with inscriptions and reliefs which were
found at Hierakonpolis and at El-Kab display a thorough mastery
over this stone.4 In these and in many other respects it is evident
that the reign of Khasekhemwy was culturally the forerunner of
the Old Kingdom. He was closely related to Djoser, the second
king of the Third Dynasty, whose mother was almost certainly the

1 G, 6,417. Cf. §iv, 14,325-6. 2 §111, n , 12-14.
3 §iv, 36. Cf. G, 8, 13, n. 2.
4 G, 25, pi. 11; §iv, 24, 44, fig. 11; §iv, 33.
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' Mother of the King's Children', Nymaathap. Jar-sealings bear-
ing her name were discovered in the Abydos 'tomb' of Khasekh-
emwy and consequently it has sometimes been supposed that she
was Khasekhemwy's queen. In the Turin Papyrus, however, the
accession of Djoser is marked as the beginning of a new dynasty,1

which, if he was the son of Khasekhemwy, would be surprising.
It seems possible, therefore, that Nymaathap was Khasekhemwy's
only child and that she married a prince who was not in the direct
line of succession.2

Contemporary records of the later kings in the Second Dynasty
differ widely from the names in the New Kingdom king-lists. The
Turin Canon and the Saqqara list give as the successors of Sened:
Aka3 (or Neferkare), Neferkasokar, Hudjefa and Bebty (or Beby).
The Abydos list mentions only Djadja. Both Bebty and Djadja
may be misreadings of a hieratic writing of Khasekhemwy,4 while
Hudjefa has been explained as being originally intended not as a
name but as a scribal note meaning 'lacuna'.5 Manetho's last
four kings in the dynasty bear the names Chaires, Nefercheres,
Sesochris and Cheneres. To these kings alone he ascribes reigns
which in aggregate amount to 120 years. His total of 302 years
for the whole dynasty, however, exceeds estimates based on other
sources of evidence by about a century.6

V. ROYALTY AND THE STATE

The whole structure of the Egyptian constitution was founded on
the general acceptance of the doctrine that its rulers were divine.7

Throughout the Early Dynastic Period, with the exception of the
reigns of Peribsen and Khasekhemwy, every king bore the title of
Horus and thus signalized his claim to be the earthly embodiment
of that deity; Peribsen and Khasekhemwy modified this practice
only to the extent of adopting a different divine identity. At
death, when a new incarnation of Horus had succeeded to the
throne, the deceased king surrendered the right to his Horus-
titles; for this reason the New Kingdom royal lists consistently
enumerate the kings under their personal names, to which the
nbty-tit\e had generally been prefixed in contemporary inscrip-
tions.8 Perhaps the fact of deification was considered as implicit

1 G, 15, 124-5. 2 §IV> 2I> H°- Cf- below, pp. 145-53.
3 Turin Canon n, 25; G, 6, 416; §1, 8, 15 * §1, 14, 13.
5 See below, p. 149;§1,14,I4-I5;§iv, 18. 6 See below, pp. 147-8.
7 §v, 1; §v, 2; §v, 9, 172-9; §v, 10. 8 §iv, 7, 348-9; §iv, 20, 282, n. 2.
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in the assumption of kingship and needed to be marked by no
special ceremony either at the coronation or at the jubilee festival
{Heb Sed), when the principal ceremonies of the coronation were
re-enacted. The royal annals describe the coronation as the ' Ris-
ing of the King of Upper Egypt, Rising of the King of Lower
Egypt, Union of the Two Lands and Procession around the Wall',
which suggests that the ritual was mainly intended to commemo-
rate the early division of the land into two kingdoms, the unifica-
tion of these kingdoms under one crown and the foundation of
Memphis by Menes. Being a deity, the king was doubtless en-
titled to the same degree of reverence from his subjects as other
gods and he, in turn, was expected to conform with the supposed
divine code of behaviour. Like the gods, he married and had
children. Several of the queens of the Early Dynastic Period are
known by name: Neithhotpe, Mer(it)neith, Herneith and
Nymaathap are the only queens who figure in contemporary
inscriptions, but the Cairo Annals record that Khenthap and
Betrest (?) were the mothers of Djer and Semerkhet respectively,
and it may therefore be assumed that they were the wives of Aha
and Anedjib. The fact that the mothers are mentioned in this
manner strongly suggests that the right of succession to the
throne was, already at the beginning of Egyptian history, trans-
mitted through the principal queen, who was variously called ' She
who unites the Two Lords' (smiwt nbwy),1 'She who sees Horus
and Seth' {mntHr Sth) and 'Mother of the King's Children' {mwt
msw niswt). Princes and princesses are seldom mentioned by
name at this period, but princesses seated on litters are occasion-
ally included in representations of ceremonies, sometimes accom-
panied by their tutor (wr hts)? Normally the royal family lived
together in the palace (rk), built mainly of mud brick; no early
example of such a building has yet been discovered, but it is not
unlikely that the facade is reproduced in the design of the serekh
(literally, proclaimer), within which the Horus-name of the king
was written. The interior of the palace was probably divided into
official and domestic quarters, the latter comprising the harem
(ipt), the 'Mansion of Life' or royal dining-room (hwt r»^),3

wine-cellar (hwt irp and hnty)? the slaughter-house (nmt), and
certainly many other sections which are not specified in extant
inscriptions. Courtiers, whose numbers must have been very
considerable, were graded according to their position, the most

1 A. Klasens (§m, 2, vol. in, 93) renders 'She who is united with the Two Lords'
2 §v, 5, 111-20. 3 §v, 3, 83-91.
4 §v, 7, vol. n, 64.
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exalted being the ' Controller of the Two Thrones' (hrp nsty),1' He
who is at the head of the King' (hry tp niswi), and possibly several
bearing the title 'One concerned with Royal Affairs' (iryht niswi).

In virtue of his supposedly divine nature, the king ruled as an
absolute monarch with complete authority over both secular and
religious affairs. He was, however, assisted by a body of officials
whose titles, found on seal-impressions, fragments of stone vases
and other 'documents', constitute the chief, though lamentably
inadequate, source of information for reconstructing, in broad
outline, the political and social organization developed by Menes
and his immediate successors.2 As in later times, the adminis-
tration was centred on the capital and had its branches in the
provinces. At the head of the central administration stood the
'King's House' (prniswi), which exercised jurisdiction not only
over such matters as were considered to be the sole prerogative of
the king, but also over all the other government departments.
Perhaps the records from which the archivists of the Fifth Dy-
nasty compiled the Palermo Stone and its congeners in the
museums of Cairo and University College were kept in the' King's
House'. Usually, as its name implies, the king presided in
person over this House, with the ' Master of the Secrets of the
(Royal) Decrees' (hry sst; n wdt mdw) as his principal lieutenant, a
' Companion' (smrpr niswi)z serving as a senior official and a body
of scribes to perform the clerical duties. The suggestion has been
made that a hieroglyphic group //, borne by a person who is repre-
sented in company with the king's sandal-bearer and other royal
attendants on the slate palette and mace-head of Narmer, is to be
explained as an early method of writing the title ttty* which, in the
Old Kingdom and later, signified 'Vizier'. It seems more likely,
however, that // is to be connected either with TO// 'beget', so that
it would signify'son', 'crown-prince'5 or with itt 'tutor'.6 Never-
theless the title tity is attested by vase-inscriptions dating from
before the time of Djoser,7 all with reference to a certain Menka,
but its bearer may not have occupied the same exalted position
as the viziers of the Old Kingdom. Menka's two other titles
'He of the Curtain' (tiyty) and 'Judge' (sjb), however, show that
the office was already one of great importance. Perhaps the

1 §1, 10, part 11, 164, 168.
2 §111, 2, vol. in, 30-6; §iv, 23, part 11, 57-72; §v, 6;§v, r i , 301-5.
3 §111, 12,45.
4 G, 5, text vol. 1, 19*; G, 16, vol. 1, sect. 208. Cf. §v, 6, 16 and §v, 9, 179,11. 3.
5 §vn, 31, vol. 1, 11. 6 §v, 8.
7 See below, p. 160; P. Lacau, Annuaire du College de France, 46° anne'e, 133;

§v 6, 56, n. 8; §VIII, 59, 947, fig. 623.
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38 THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT

highest administrative official was the 'Chancellor' (sdiwty), who
was in charge of the White House (j>r hd) and the Red House
(j>r dsr\ as the Treasuries of Upper and Lower Egypt were called,
after the national colours of the Two Lands.1 His staff consisted
of one or more 'assistants' {hry r) and 'scribes' (sf). Their func-
tions, in so far as they can be deduced, comprised not only the
supervision of national revenue, which included, by the end of the
Second Dynasty, the organization of the biennial 'census of gold
and of fields', but also the collection and distribution of various
stores, such as oils and certain other products which were levied
as taxes. In such capacities they probably played a leading part
in the biennial royal tour of inspection, the 'Following of Horus'
(smsw Hrf recorded on the Palermo Stone. Together with the
King's House, the two Treasuries received the wine from the royal
vineyards, apparently situated in the neighbourhood of Memphis3

and always supervised by a high state official. How prominently
the control of provisions figured in the economic and admini-
strative organization is shown by the many different departments
which dealt with commissariat: cereals were at all times the
particular care of the ' Granaries' (snwt), second in importance only
to the 'Treasuries'; perhaps the 'Office of the Miller' {prhryndf
was a sub-department of the 'Granaries', where the corn was
ground; the distribution of supplies to the temples and to
courtiers and other privileged persons was conducted from the
'House of the Master of Largess' (j>r hry wS), a department
closely linked with the ' Mansion of Life' in the palace ;5 the' Food
Office' (is dfiw) is often mentioned in the documents, but little
is known of its activities beyond what may be deduced from the
name and from the conjecture that the vineyards were under its
control ;6 fats were kept in a special storehouse called the ' House
of Cattle-fat' (j>r tnd ih).7 Military affairs probably required the
attention of a permanent branch in the administration; nothing
is known of the constitution of the army and its terms of service
are completely obscure. At the end of the Second Dynasty, under
Khasekhemwy, an ' Overseer of the Foreign Country' (Imy-rhisif
is found, but it is not clear whether the title was intended to desig-
nate an official charged with foreign affairs in general or referred
in a more restricted sense to some particular land beyond the
frontiers of Egypt.

Numerous problems confront any inquiry into the methods of
1
4

7

§«,
§111,
§111,

5,126-7.
n,54-
H.54-

2
6

8
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§v,
§vn

C.A.H. i3, ch.
3» 83-91-
1, 2, 40, pi. ix

vi, sect. 1.
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provincial administration adopted by the early dynastic kings. Is
it, for instance, to be assumed that the nomes of Upper Egypt and
of the Delta were administered in the same way ? Social conditions
in the Two Lands probably differed fundamentally: the pre-
dynastic Upper Egyptians were mainly a nomadic folk who had
settled in communities distributed at intervals along the banks
of the river, whereas the inhabitants of the Delta seem to have
congregated in groups at no great distance apart; a system of
government, perhaps feudal in character, suited to the needs of
Upper Egypt would have been impracticable in the North, where
a more urban regime would seem to have been more appropriate.1

After the unification, it is likely that a measure of uniformity in
governmental control was introduced, at least in the highest posts,
linking the provinces with the central administration, although
special privileges may have been accorded to some of the southern
nomes in recognition of their service to Menes (p. 11). How
many of his successors respected the claims of these nomes to
preferential treatment and in what way such events as the political
upheaval which culminated in the accession of Peribsen may have
affected the whole machinery of provincial government are ques-
tions which cannot at present be answered. Of titles borne
exclusively by provincial officials, contemporary documents pre-
serve only two or possibly three: 'Keeper of Nekhen' Qry[?] »hn),
a less specific epithet usually rendered 'Administrator of a Pro-
vince' (rndy) and 'Hereditary Prince' (Iry prt).2 The 'Keeper of
Nekhen' (literally, He who belongs to Nekhen [ ?]) was probably
a kind of viceroy of the southernmost nomes, whose seat at Ne-
khen owed its origin to the historical association of that city with
the founders of the First Dynasty. In later times the office car-
ried with it the title of' Count' {h}ty-<\ a rank ascribed to Ankhka3

in the reign of Den, who, however, is not known to have held the
post of 'Keeper of Nekhen'. The appointment of a similar dig-
nitary in Lower Egypt, the 'Keeper of Pe' (jry[J\ P), may not
have been initiated until the Third Dynasty. Several wine-jar
sealings of the First Dynasty are inscribed with the title, and
often the name, of the 'Administrator' of the nome in which the
vineyard was situated; there is no clear evidence that the special-
ized significance of 'Customs' Official', which perhaps prevailed
in the Fourth and Fifth Dynasties,4 was attached to this title in the
Early Dynastic Period. The few instances on record of an ' Heredi-

1 §v, 13, 127; §vm, 48, 24. 2 G, 5, text vol. 1, i 4 * - i 9 * , I O 8 * - I O » .
3 §111, 12, pi. xxn, 32; Cf. §iv, 20, 304-^6.
4 §v, 5, 107-11.
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tary Prince' connect the office with that of the High Priest of
Heliopolis. Future discoveries, not only in the Delta, but also in
Upper Egypt, may well show that many of the provincial offices
and institutions attested by monuments of the Third and Fourth
Dynasties, such as the Council of the 'Tens of Upper Egypt'
(tndw sm'w), originated in early dynastic times.

VI. FOREIGN RELATIONS

It is unlikely that any close or regular connexions were maintained
between Egypt and the neighbouring countries in the period
immediately preceding and following the institution of the united
monarchy. The evidence, admittedly sparse, points rather to
brief migratory movements towards the Nile Valley, intermittent
commercial dealings and isolated military expeditions by the
Egyptians either in defence of their frontiers or to obtain a com-
modity not readily available at home. Anthropological research.
may some day shed much-needed light on what was perhaps the
most important of the migrations by establishing the identity of
the so-called 'Armenoids' or 'Dynastic Race',1 whose presence in
Egypt at the beginning of the dynastic period, although dis-
counted by many authorities in the past, has been further attested
by recent excavations.2 Physically these people differed unmis-
takably from the predynastic Egyptians: whereas the latter were
unusually small in stature and possessed long and narrow skulls
(about 132 mm. in breadth), the newcomers were more massively
built and their skulls (about 139 mm. in width) were appreciably
broader than those of their predecessors.3 The quantity and distri-
bution of the skeletons hitherto found suggest that the ' Dynastic
Race' entered Egypt in considerable numbers from the north,
where the purest examples of their racial types have been dis-
covered; this fact alone would suggest that the immigrants came
from Asia, but it is doubtful whether the assertion sometimes made
that they were Armenoids is anatomically justifiable.4 Before the
end of the First Dynasty they had already penetrated southwards
as far as Abydos5 and were becoming merged into the general
population—a process which appears to have been intensified with
the passage of time. So long as the origin of this people remains
unexplained, it is difficult to determine what fresh knowledge they

1 §vi, 37, 92 ff. 2 §vi, 7; §vi, 9; §vm, 26, 68-9; §vm, 50, 249-51.
3 §vi, 7, 84; §vi, 38, 15-36; see C.A.H. i3, ch. v, sect. 11.
4 §vi, 37, 118 ff. 5 §vi, 31.
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may have brought with them to Egypt, but it is probable that a
generous share of the credit for the acceleration in cultural progress
observable at this time should be ascribed to their presence.
Perhaps the Semitic elements in the structure and vocabulary of
the Egyptian language were also introduced by them. Archaeo-
logical evidence suggests that they provided the ruling class and
that they adapted their way of life to conform with the customs
already prevailing in their new home; in this respect they set a
precedent which was to be followed by successive invaders of the
Nile Valley down to Roman times.

SOUTHERN MESOPOTAMIA

Foremost among the indications of early contacts between Egypt
and southern Mesopotamia must be counted the occurrence in
both countries of a small group of remarkably similar artistic
designs, mostly embodying animals.1 Fantastic monsters in the
shape of serpent-necked lions, such as are carved on the Narmer
and Ashmolean palettes,2 possess striking parallels on seals and
seal-impressions discovered at Uruk3 and on a cylinder seal in the
Louvre4 which, although its provenance cannot be proved, is
generally considered to be of Mesopotamian origin and to date
from the Uruk-Jamdat Nasr period. Both on the Narmer palette
and on the seals, the necks of the monsters are interlaced—a well-
attested motif in Mesopotamian art, to which the interlaced
serpents found on three protodynastic Egyptian knife-handles
may be an additional artistic parallel.5 Equally typical of Meso-
potamian products is the antithetical arrangementof these monsters
and serpents. As a variation of the same motif, a central feature
is sometimes introduced into the antithetical group: some slate
palettes6 and one very early First Dynasty engraved cylinder7 are
decorated with two giraffes8 separated by a palm-tree; occasionally

1 §vi, 16, 117-42; §vi, 35.
2 G, 24, 193-4; G, 25, pi. 29; G, 26, 41-3; §1, 27, J 25, K 26; §1, 28, 22-3,

pi. 6;§vm, 59, 595-9.
3 §vi, 12, 109, pi. x, fig. 16; §vi, 13, 27, pi. iv; §vi, 30, 2; §vi, 35, 98, fig. 2;

§vi, 36, 42 ff. 4 §vi, 16, pi. xi, 3.
5 G, 2, figs. 33, 37, 38; §vi, 12, fig. 41, pi. xxi; §vi, 13, 71; §vm, 59, 547,

fig. 366. 6 §vm, 53, vol. 11, 75. ' §vm, 50, 166, fig. 14.
8 R. Lydekker, British Museum {Natural History) Guide to the Great Game

Animals (1913), p. 39, identified the animals on the Battlefield Palette as gerenuks,
but Dr M. Burton, in a private communication, has expressed the opinion that the
animals are either giraffes or dibatags. A further possibility, which he mentions,
is that the animals are composite, the lower portion being a giraffe and the upper
portion either a dibatag or a gerenuk.
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the central figure is a human figure. Without doubt the best
Egyptian illustration of this latter class appears on the famous
ivory knife-handle from Gebel el-Araq1 which portrays in finely
carved relief a bearded man clothed in Sumerian costume and
holding apart two fierce lions; so closely does the composition of
this scene resemble the so-called Gilgamesh motif, frequently
represented on Mesopotamian seals, that the source of its inspira-
tion can hardly be questioned. Also Mesopotamian in character
are the ships with high and almost perpendicular prow and stern,
and the lion attacking the hindquarters of a bull, which decorate
other parts of the same knife-handle. Several objects, including
mud seal-impressions,2 ivory knife-handles and combs3 and a
fragment of a slate palette,4 display a regular Mesopotamian trait
in the arrangement of animals in file; a serpentine mace-head from
Hierakonpolis and a shell plaque of unknown provenance5 show
a continuous file of overlapping animals, but more usually the
animals are spaced in broken file and divided into registers. As
a class, ceremonial mace-heads with sculptured decoration, like
those of Scorpion and Narmer,6 are reminiscent of Mesopotamian
art.

In a somewhat different category from the decorative motifs
must be placed two productions, one of which was also shared by
certain neighbouring countries, while the other may have attained
a similar form in Egypt and Mesopotamia through a parallel, but
independent, process of development. These productions were
the engraved cylinder7 and a distinctive kind of brick architecture
exemplified in Egypt by mastabas of the Naqada type.8 Outside
Egypt and Mesopotamia, engraved cylinders were used at the
beginning of the historical era in Elam, Anatolia, north Syria and
elsewhere, but it can hardly be without significance that two of
the earliest specimens found in Egypt are indistinguishable in
style and decoration from some Mesopotamian cylinders of the
Jamdat Nasr period, and the most probable explanation seems to
be that they were imported from that country. These cylinders
were discovered in tombs of the second Naqada period;9 the
history of two other cylinders of the same kind10 is not ascertain-

1 §vi, 16, pi. XII;§VI, 23, 119-24.
2 §m, 11, pi. xiv, 101-4. Ibid. pi. xv, 113; §vi, 3, 485-6, 498-501.
3 §vi, 2. 4 G, 2, 236, fig. 175. See above, p. 7.
8 §vm, 57, 123, fig. 41. Cf. §vi, 15, 354, n. 55.
8 See above, p. 4, n. 8, and p. 10, n. 5.
7 §vi, 13, 292 ff. 8 §vi, 15. See below, pp. 60-1.
9 §1, 2, vol. 1, 47-8; §vi, 13, 293.

10 See note by A. F. Shore in the B.M. Quart, vol. xxiv, 3 5.
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able, but there can be little doubt that they also came from Egypt.
When, early in the First Dynasty, the Egyptians began to manu-
facture their own cylinders, they sometimes, as has already been
shown, imitated Mesopotamian styles of decoration, which alone
would suggest an association with Mesopotamia in the minds of
the makers; coupled with the evidence provided by the four
earlier cylinders, the indications pointing to a Mesopotamian
ancestry for the Egyptian cylinder are more telling than any argu-
ments which can be advanced in favour of other parentage. More
problematical is the architectural connexion which has been
claimed between the Naqada type of brick mastaba and Mesopo-
tamian brick temples with facades similarly composed of alter-
nating projections and recesses. It is true that excavation in
Mesopotamia has revealed the more primitive wooden construc-
tions from which this style of architecture was no doubt derived,1

and that the earliest Mesopotamian examples in brick are con-
siderably older than the first mastabas of the Naqada form found
in Egypt, where they appear quite suddenly at the beginning
of the First Dynasty, but it is possible to account both for the
absence of any known Egyptian archetype in wood and for the
discrepancy in time by assuming that brick tombs of the Naqada
pattern were a Lower Egyptian development of predynastic times,
only adopted by the Upper Egyptians after the conquest of uni-
fication ; if that be the case the putative antecedents of this kind
of mastaba must be sought in the regions, hitherto largely unex-
cavated, of the Delta. In these circumstances, it seems necessary
to suspend judgement, but not without recognizing that tangible
evidence in support of a Mesopotamian origin is already at hand,
whereas the arguments favouring independent evolution in the
two countries are still hypothetical.

Although unrelated morphologically, Sumerian and Egyptian
hieroglyphic scripts show certain affinities,2 which may not be
merely fortuitous, in the mechanical principles employed. Signs
were not used only to denote the objects depicted, but also other
words of like sound which were difficult or impossible to represent
pictorially: thus, in Egyptian hieroglyphs, the sledge and the
mace signified respectively both these actual objects and the verbs
'be complete' and 'be bright'. It is evident, therefore, that, at
least in their developed usage, the two hieroglyphs mentioned
had gained a phonographic value. By a further extension of the
same principle, signs acquired a syllabic value, which in Egyptian
writing specified only the consonantal composition of the syllable,

1 §vi, 15.332-9- 2 §vi, 10, 62 ff.
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in contrast with the Sumerian syllabic signs which defined also
the vocalic content. Finally, though examples are very rare in the
oldest Egyptian texts, both scripts added signs as determinatives
to words (in Egyptian invariably as suffixes, but in Sumerian more
often as prefixes) in order to indicate their general sense. Only
in one respect, the invention of the consonantal alphabetic
signs, did the Egyptians possess a graphic element unknown to
the Sumerians, although the latter employed single signs as
vowels. In spite, however, of the similarities, the divergences
in method, when considered in combination with the purely
native character of Egyptian hieroglyphs,1 are too significant to
be disregarded, and it is probably correct to assess the Sumerian
contribution to the Egyptian science of writing as mainly sug-
gestive and limited to imparting a knowledge of the underlying
principles. With this assistance the Egyptians proceeded to
develop one of the most characteristic and lasting features of
their civilization.

While the historical fact that contacts between southern
Mesopotamia and Egypt existed in protodynastic times can be
demonstrated, the nature of these contacts is far from clear. Com-
mercial intercourse, which might appear at first sight to furnish
the simplest explanation, must be regarded as unlikely because of
the absence of any trace of Egyptian influence on Mesopotamian
productions during the Jamdat Nasr and first Early Dynastic
Periods; the movement seems to have been in one direction only—
from East to West—and, unless future excavations bring to light
some evidence of a corresponding movement in the reverse
direction, it is necessary to conclude that the bearers of the Meso-
potamian influences were Sumerians who migrated to Egypt and
settled in the Nile Valley. By what route the immigrants travelled
and entered the country it is difficult to decide, but two approaches
were geographically possible: either by way of the Red Sea and
thence by land through one of the wadis (perhaps the Wadi
Hammamat) to the Nile Valley,2 or by way of Syria and the isth-
mus of Suez/ to the Delta. In favour of the Red Sea route it may
be argued that the foreign ships noted on the Gebel el-Araq
knife-handle suggest that the immigrants were seafarers; more-
over, some of the earliest traces of their presence in Egypt have
come to light in the neighbourhood of the western end of the
Wadi'Hammamat. It is, however, noticeable that the period
when Mesopotamian influence can most easily be detected co-
incides with the conquest leading to the unification of the Two

1 §vi, 34, 70-4. 2 §vi, 16,136-42.
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Lands, at the time when Upper Egypt might have been expected
to appropriate certain productions which had formerly been con-
fined to the North.1 Clearly, the problem cannot be solved with
any degree of finality while the early levels of the Delta remain
virtually unexplored and it is by no means inconceivable that the
immigrants reached Egypt by more than one route. There are
good grounds for believing that the number of immigrants was
not such as to constitute an. invasion and that the flow could not
have continued after the beginning of the First Dynasty; other-
wise they must surely have exercised a deeper and more prolonged
influence on Egyptian cultural and technical development. The
decorative motifs in which Mesopotamian inspiration can be dis-
cerned were either integrated into an Egyptian setting or entirely
adapted by the substitution of subjects familiar to the Egyptians
but foreign to the Sumerians, as in the case of the antithetical
group displaying so essentially African an animal as the giraffe or
the dibatag;2 furthermore the employment of these motifs, at no
time common, was discontinued soon after the foundation of the
united monarchy. Extant specimens of sculptured mace-heads
all belong to the age of Scorpion and Narmer. Cylinder-seals,
which seldom—and only at their first appearance—betray in
their ornamentation the origin ascribed to them, remained in
general use until the end of the Old Kingdom, when they were
superseded first by the button seal and then by the scarab, but
were sometimes used archaistically in later times. The Naqada
style of mastaba, if its architecture should ultimately be shown
beyond doubt to have been derived from Mesopotamia and thus
warrant its inclusion in this category, did not outlive the First
Dynasty before being succeeded by a mastaba of a simpler and
less distinctive external design. Hieroglyphic writing, alone
among the possible contributions of early Mesopotamia, gained
a permanent and unchallenged footing in Egypt, but the reason
for its retention lies in the singular position which it immediately
assumed in the religous concept of the Egyptians combined with
their extreme conservatism in such matters.

SYRIA,

Excavations at Byblos have yielded conclusive proof that Egyptian
products were reaching Syria from very early times. The first ob-
ject which can be precisely dated is a fragment of a polished
stone vase bearing the name of Khasekhemwy;3 a figure of a

1 §vi, 34, 64-70. 2 See above, p. 41, n. 8. 3 §vi, 8, vol. 1, 26-7.
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squatting ape, a gold bead and two gaming-pieces1 may, however,
be ascribed to the protodynastic period, while a slate palette in
the form of a bird2 is characteristic of predynastic workmanship.
The fact that these objects lay beneath the pavement of a temple
dating from the Middle Kingdom suggests that they had formed
part of the property of an earlier sanctuary which had been rebuilt ;3

without doubt they were brought as propitiatory offerings to the
local goddess, the 'Mistress of Byblos', by Egyptian traders.
In later times the main purpose of such missions was to obtain
timber from the Lebanon. Perhaps the commodity sought by the
first traders was cedar-oil which is mentioned in an inscription
dating from the time of Anedjib.4 Moreover, various pottery
vessels found in early dynastic tombs display Syrian features
either in their decoration or in their shape ;5 how many of these
vessels actually came from Syria, perhaps filled with oils and
resins, and how many may have been made in Egypt as deliberate
imitations cannot be determined, but, even if statistical analysis
could prove that the ratio of imports to local manufacturers was
small, the occurrence of a foreign class of ceramics in a country
already well provided with established wares implies some
familiarity with its place of origin, if not also with the special
products with which the vessels were particularly associated.

The discovery of Egyptian objects at Byblos, a port, suggests
that traffic between Egypt and Syria was conducted by sea.
Passage by land would have presented serious practical difficulties
in the conveyance of merchandise and would only have been
feasible if the intervening territory had been either under Egyptian
control or occupied by friendly peoples. Some slight evidence of
sporadic intercourse between Egypt and Palestine is admittedly
available,6 perhaps from the time of Narmer,7 but not enough to
indicate a close relationship. Sinai, as in later times, was in all
probability the abode of undisciplined bedawin whose presence
would have rendered transport through its sandy wastes an ex-
tremely hazardous operation: Djer (p. 23) and Den (p. 27) claim
to have engaged the local inhabitants in combat. The historical

1 §vi, 27, vol. i, 91 (fig. 38, no. 176), 98 (no. 256), 103 (nos. 333-4). Ibid.
Vol. II, p k . LV, LVI.

2 §vi, 27, vol. 1, 90 (fig. 37, no. 171). s §vi, 14, 83-4.
4 G, 13, 306; §vm, 33, vol. 1, pi, v.
5 §vi,4,35-40,pi. 27;§vi, 16, io6-ii;§vm,26,12-13,figs. H-^iSviiif 28,

vol. 8, 162; §vm, 58, pi. 10*.
6 §vi, 6, 72; §vi, 17, 68; §vi, 18, 72; §vi, 26, 333; §vi, 39, 198. See below,

PP- 356-7-
7 §vi, 42.
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inference to be drawn from these scraps of information seems
rather to be that the early dynastic kings periodically found it
necessary to assert themselves against the bedawin, either in
defence of the eastern Delta or for the purpose of obtaining tur-
quoise and possibly copper, than that Sinai was included within
the Egyptian realm and only became the scene of punitive action
in times of revolt.

LIBYA

Of the various Libyan peoples who figure on Egyptian monu-
ments, only the dwellers in the region called Tjehenu1 are attested
in texts of the Early Dynastic Period, unless the enigmatical Besh,
mentioned on the vases of Khasekhem, is to be regarded as refer-
ring to a Libyan folk (p. 33). Painted scenes on the walls of Old
Kingdom temples depict the people of Tjehenu with several
typically Egyptian features:2 their skins are dark red, a short
beard projects from the chin, on the brow they have a tuft of hair
suggestive of the royal uraeus, an animal's tail hangs from the
back of the girdle and in front, even when the figures are of
women, is suspended the phallus-sheath often worn by Egyptians
when represented on slate palettes and other objects of the proto-
dynastic and predynastic times. The people themselves are called
Hatiu-a, 'Princes', probably on account of their regal-looking
attire; for the same reason and also because they sometimes bear
Egyptian names it is likely that they were closely akin to the
Egyptians. Perhaps the separation of the two peoples resulted
from the incomplete subjection of the Hatiu-a by the Upper
Egyptians in the war of unification; two objects dating from that
time, one inscribed with the name of Narmer, record victories in
the land of Tjehenu (p. 7), but otherwise the documents of the
Early Dynastic Period, apart from labels of jars denoting that
their contents consisted of Tjehenu-oil (generally considered to
have been olive oil),3 contain no mention of Tjehenu-land or of
its inhabitants. There can be little doubt, however, that the tradi-
tional enmity between the Egyptians and both the Libyans and
the Asiatics of Sinai, which so often found expression in parallel
scenes carved on the walls of later temples, originated at this time.

1 G, 5, text vol. 1, 116*—19*; §vi, 20, 12 ff.
2 §vi, 5, vol. n, pi. 1; §vi, 21, vol. 11, 13-14, pi. 9.
3 G, 13, 316; §1, 26.
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1 Abisko

2 Beit el-Wali

3 Kalabsha

4 Gerf Husein

5 Ikkur

6 guban

7 Ed-Dakka

8 Sayala

9 Es-SebQa

10 Amada

11 Ed-Derr

12 Tomas

13 Qasr Ibrlm

14 Anlba

N U M E R I C A L KEY

15 BirNakhlai

16 Umm Qareiyat

17 Seiga

18 Deraheib

19 Toshka

20 Abu Simbel

21 Faras

22 Serra

23 Wadi Haifa

24 Buhen

25 Mirgissa

26 Gammai

27 Uronarti

28 Semna East and West

29 Kumma

30 Umm Nabardi

31 Amara West

32 Sai

33 Sedeinga

34 Sulb

35 Sesebi

36 Tumbos

37 Kerma

38 Argo

39 Kawa

40 Gebel Barkal (Napata)

ALPHABETICAL KEY

Abisko 1

Abu Simbel 20

Amada 10

Amara West 31

Anlba 14

Argo 38

Beit el-Wali 2

BirNakhlai 15
Buhen 24

Ed-Dakka 7

Deraheib 18

Ed-Derr 11

Faras 21

Gammai 26

Gebel Barkal (Napata) 40
Gerf Husein 4

Ikkur 5

Kalabsha 3

Kawa 39

Kerma 37

Kumma 29

Mirgissa 25
Napata (Gebel Barkal) 40

gasr Ibrlm 13

Quban 6

Sai 32

Sayala 8

Es-Sebua 9

Sedeinga 33
Seiga 17

Semna East and West 28

Serra 22

Sesebi 35

Sulb 34

Tomas 12

Toshka 19
Tumbos 36

Umm Nabardi 30

Umm Qareiyat 16

Uronarti 27

Wadi Haifa 23
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NUBIA

Ethnically the predynastic Egyptians and the main body of the
so-called A-group of dwellers in Lower Nubia probably belonged
to the same branch of Hamitic people ;x whether they spoke the
same language cannot be ascertained in the absence of written
documents. Culturally also the inhabitants of the two countries
in the Early Predynastic Period were identical; divergences are
first detectable in Nubian tombs of the Middle Predynastic
Period and become more marked with each succeeding age until
the final disappearance of the A-group at the end of the Third
Dynasty.2 Being far removed from the influence of those forces
which brought about so rapid an advancement in protodynastic
Egypt, the Nubians were unable to keep pace with their more
fortunate relatives in the North. Early dynastic tombs in Nubia
were not only more poorly furnished than contemporaneous tombs
in Egypt, but were still provided with pottery and other funerary
equipment of a kind not found in Egyptian tombs after late pre-
dynastic times.3 The frontier between the two countries, when
first established, probably lay somewhere in the vicinity of Gebel
es-Silsila, which may explain why the Egyptians called the region
southward to the First Cataract, comprising the first Upper
Egyptian nome of the historical lists, the 'Nubian Land' (t) sty)A
Perhaps the wooden docket of Aha, which mentions the smiting
of the 'Nubian Land' (p. 23), commemorates the annexation of
this territory rather than a military expedition into Lower Nubia.5

A mutilated battle scene carved on a rock at Wadi Haifa bears
the name of Djer,6 who may have been the actual conqueror.
The Palermo Stone records that an unnamed king of the First
Dynasty, who was undoubtedly Den, smote the' Nomads' (iwndw),
but this designation was applied by the Egyptians to all their
neighbours and it is more likely that the particular 'Nomads'
overcome by Den were the inhabitants of Sinai7 (p. 27). Kha-
sekhem, in his graphic inscription discovered at Hierakonpolis,8

leaves no room for doubt that the Nubians suffered the same
severe treatment at his hands as the rebellious northern Egyptians
(p. 32); the circumstances of the time were, however, exceptional
and the king may have found it necessary to obviate any risk of

1 §vi, 38,15-36. 2 §vi, 22, 2-6. 3 §vi, 11, vol. 1,5; §vi, 32, vol. 1, 319.
4 §1,31,125. 5 §vi, 33,7.
6 §iv, 3, 27-30; §vi, i , 39-40, fig. 5; A, 15, 74-8, fig. 6.
7 §vi, 40, 358-68. See below, p. 508.
8 G, 26, pi. Lviii. See above, p. 32, n 5.
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attack from the rear before advancing towards Middle Egypt and
the Delta. Normally relations between the two peoples were of a
pacific character limited, in the main, to an exchange of merchan-
dise. Ebony and ivory were probably among the regular commodi-
ties traded by the Nubians in return for articles such as pottery
and stone vessels manufactured in Egypt.

VII. RELIGION AND FUNERARY BELIEFS

Political and social changes of so fundamental a kind as those
which occurred in Egypt under the First and Second Dynasties
were almost certainly accompanied by religious developments
of far-reaching significance: some deities whose domain had
previously been confined to one locality probably gained wider
recognition, while others may have suffered a diminution in
status. Few of these vicissitudes are capable of demonstration,
not only because the religious history of the preceding period is
largely conjectural, but also because the early dynastic records
are extremely fragmentary and difficult to interpret; even in those
rare instances in which sufficient evidence exists for showing that
a particular deity was of importance in the First and Second
Dynasties, it is generally impossible to decide whether the dis-
tinction was newly acquired or already achieved in the predy-
nastic period. To this uncertain category it is necessary to relegate
Horus, about whose early geographical connexions opinion is at
present divided.1 One fact alone stands out as fairly evident,
namely that in virtue of his position as god of Nekhen, the seat of
the rulers of Upper Egypt before the unification of the Two
Lands, he became the patron deity of the conquerors of Lower
Egypt and of their immediate successors. Nekhen was, however,
only one of the centres in which Horus was worshipped in early
times and the problem, which on the information now available
seems to defy solution, is whether some of the other sanctuaries
of the Horian cult, notably those of Pe and Behdet, were founded
before or after the cult was established at Nekhen; in other words,
whether Horus was in the first instance a god of Lower or of
Upper Egypt. Relying mainly on later sources, some authorities
take the view that his original home lay in the Delta and that
the diffusion of the cult into Upper Egypt occurred in predynastic
times as the result of a conquest of the South—formerly the
province of Seth—by the inhabitants of the North.2 Advocates

1 §vn, 33, 24-30. 2 §1, 7; §1, 17, 56-7;§i, 31, 7O-I33-
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of the southern origin of Horus, on the other hand, deny the
theory of the predynastic invasion and maintain that the advance
of the cult northwards was a concomitant of the subjugation of
the North by Scorpion and Narmer. Since the weight of evidence
appears evenly balanced, judgement on this vital question and on
a wide range of ancillary issues must be reserved. Nevertheless,
the kindred problem of the position occupied by Seth in early
dynastic times cannot be passed over without comment. On the
mace-head of Scorpion1 two standards bearing the Seth-animal
are displayed in a setting which suggests that his worshippers,
comprising the inhabitants of a group or confederation of nomes
centred around his native town of Ombos (Naqada),2 were among
the chief allies of the Horus-king in his northern conquest. A
similar explanation may also account for the adoption of the titles
'Two Lords' (i.e. Horus and Seth) by Anedjib and 'She who
unites the Two Lords' and 'She who sees Horus and Seth' by
queens; if so, the titles designated the king as ruler of Upper
Egypt only and it must be assumed that Seth was singled out from
the other gods of Upper Egypt, who were also the king's allies,
as a mark of particular respect, though the reason for the choice
is not apparent. Later tradition in the main, however, ascribed to
the two gods, when they were not depicted as adversaries, the role
of representatives of Lower and Upper Egypt; the titles, if under-
stood in this sense, would conform, except in order of geographi-
cal precedence, with the nbty and niswt-bity titles of the king.
Whichever explanation is to be preferred and whatever view is
taken of the relationship between Horus and Seth in the preced-
ing period, it seems evident that, by early dynastic times, the
adherents of the two gods were living in a state of amity, probably
based on considerations of political expediency and subject to
temporary interruption, as is demonstrated by the monuments of
the Seth-king Peribsen and his Horian successor Khasekhem.

Among the relatively small number of deities who are actually
attested in early dynastic documents, Ptah,3 in virtue of being the
principal god of Memphis, must have occupied a privileged posi-
tion, and yet he is represented only twice on the extant monuments
of this period.4 Neither of the two etymologies put forward to

1 See above, pp. 3-6.
2 H. Stock (see § VII, 3 2) maintained that the early domain of Horus lay in Upper

Egypt. Seth, he believed, belonged originally to the cosmic group of gods whose
cults in predynastic times were confined to the eastern Delta. By the Second Dynasty,
however, Ash, the local god of Ombos, had become identified with Seth and had
surrendered to him both his peculiar animal form and his title 'the Ombite'.

3 §vn, 24. 4 §vm, 39, pis. in, 1, XXXVII, 81; A, 12, 18, fig. 28.
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explain his name, with the meanings 'Opener' and 'Sculptor' or
'Engraver' respectively, can be accepted without reserve on ac-
count of the late appearance of their Semitic roots in Egyptian
writings;1 nevertheless the title of his High Priest, 'Greatest of
Artificers' (wr hrpw hmt), although not frequent in the Early
Dynastic Period,2 and the designation of another craftsman who
may have been attached to this priesthood, the' Carpenter, Sculptor
and Maker (?) of Stone Vases' {mdh gnivty mdsty sszv),3 denote
that Ptah was early regarded as the patron of arts and crafts. How
many of the extravagant claims attributed to Ptah in the text of
King Shabako date from the Early Dynastic Period cannot be
assessed, for the original text, as a whole, seems to have been a
product of the ensuing age when the priests of Memphis were
endeavouring to assert the supremacy of their god over the more
favoured sun-god of Heliopolis.4 Two other Memphite deities,
the bull Apis and the mummified falcon Sokar, are better docu-
mented, their festivals being recorded both on inscriptions of the
First Dynasty5 and on the Palermo Stone and Cairo Annals. By
the Old Kingdom, at latest, Neith also possessed a sanctuary at
Memphis 'North of the Wall', so named in contrast with the
sanctuary of Ptah 'South of his Wall' which tradition ascribed to
Menes.6 Primarily, however, Neith was at all times associated
with the town of Sais in the western Delta, where her temple,
called the ' House of the Bee' {hwt bit), was situated; the adoption
of her crown by the kings to symbolize their sovereignty over
Lower Egypt, the royal title 'He who belongs to the Bee' and
the frequent occurrence of her name in theophorous compounds,
of which Neithhotpe and Mer(it)neith are only two of the many
known or suspected instances,7 prove that the kings of the First
Dynasty regarded this goddess with particular esteem and suggest
that her cult held a predominant position in Lower Egypt at the
end of the predynastic period. Among the deities who figure with
Seth on the protodynastic mace-heads and palettes are Min of
Akhmim and Koptos, Wepwawet, the wolf-god of Asyut, the ibis of
Thoth, whose cult was associated in early times with the Fifteenth
Lower Egyptian nome, and the jackal-god Anubis, all of whom
seem to have been admitted as allies by Scorpion and Narmer.

1 §vn, 24, 8-11. 2 A, 12, 65, fig. 108.
3 %\, 10, part in, 165—6; §iv, 23, part n, 65—6 (where the reading tritbty is

suggested in preference to mdh. Cf. §v, 7, vol. 1, 149—50.
4 §1, I7 ;§vn, 3; §vu, 8; §vn, 30.
6 §vn, 1; §vn, 18. See W. K. Simpson, An. Or. 26 (1957), 139-42.
6 §" , 5- ' §iv, 29, 154-5.
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The vulture Nekhbet of El-Kab and the serpent Uadjit of Buto
appear as protecting goddesses in connexion with the personal
names of kings, first on the ivory tablet of Menes and regularly
from the accession of Semerkhet. Deities whose significance at
this time is more obscure include Bastet, the cat-headed goddess
of Bubastis, Sopd of Saft el-Hinna in the eastern Delta, Sobk, the
crocodile-god of the Faiyum, Seshat, the goddess of writing,
Khnum, the ram-god of Antinoopolis and such lesser members of
the pantheon as Mafdet, a feline goddess, Kherty, a ram-god of
Letopolis, Neser, a fish-god, and Ash, an anthropomorphic god
with the head of the animal of Seth. No trace can be found in the
early dynastic records of Osiris, whose cult was early associated
with that of Andjety at' Busiris.1 Of the undoubted existence of
the sun-cult at this time, the name of the king Reneb, the com-
posite god Seth-Re2 and the title of the Heliopolitan high-priest
' Greatest of the Seers' (wr miw)z constitute the sum of the written
evidence hitherto recovered. Incomplete and partly fortuitous
though the catalogue of deities preserved from this period must
be considered, it is noteworthy both that divine iconography had,
to a great extent, been finally established and that the proportion
of Lower Egyptian deities is higher than might have been expected
at a time when Upper Egypt was politically predominant. A legi-
timate inference from this latter fact seems to be that the new
rulers freely recognized the deities of the conquered peoples as a
means of securing their acquiescence and friendly co-operation.

Excavations carried out on early dynastic sites have so far failed
to bring to light any religious texts. That such works were compiled
appears likely from numerous passages in the Pyramid Texts of
the Fifth and Sixth Dynasties referring to practices and conditions
which were out of date at that period, and from the priestly title
'Scribe of the God's Book' (ss mdit ntff found on early dynastic
vases. In the absence of written evidence it is necessary to turn for
information to material remains, which consist of little more than
tombs and their contents; the scope of possible investigation is con-
sequently limited in the main to beliefs regarding the Next Life.

Tombs of the Early Dynastic Period were of two types: pits of
varying size and interior construction surmounted by circular,
oval or rectangular mounds of stones and gravel, which differed
in no essential respect from the predynastic graves,5 and secondly

1
 §VH, 26. 2 §in, 11, pi. xxi, 176.

3 G, 5, text vol. 11, 267*; §iv, 23, part 11, 60-2.
* §iv, 23, part 11, 57; §vm, 35, 4, pi. 11, 16, pi. VII, 37.
6 §VHI, 26; §vm, 46 passim.
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mastabas built of mud brick.1 The objects buried in the pit tombs
suggest that the needs of the after-life were thought to be similar
to those of this life, but nothing definite is revealed about its
nature or its surroundings. Nor can any clear inference be drawn
from the orientation of the body. In the majority of cemeteries
it was laid, tightly or loosely contracted and wrapped in woven
reed matting or in linen, on the left side facing eastwards, but the
earlier custom of placing the body on the left side facing west-
wards was very often maintained.2 Only the most elaborate pit-
tombs give the impression of having been designed as houses.3

Mastabas however were probably regarded from the first as
houses in which the dead would reside and enjoy their protection
and amenities. This character, perhaps a legacy of Lower Egyptian
practices in predynastic times,4 is plainly illustrated in the sub-
Structures of some of the Second Dynasty mastabas at Saqqara,
which included not only apartments believed to represent quarters
for the domestic staff and possibly even stalls for cattle, but also
a bathroom and a lavatory.5 Easily distinguishable in this com-
plex of rooms is the bedchamber where the deceased was placed,
sometimes in a wooden coffin, itself in the form of a house, and
sometimes lying on a bed.6 Near the body, on pottery dishes
ready for consumption, might be set a complete meal consisting
of cereals, fish, meat, sweets and fruit, and a jar of wine.7 Large
quantities of similar provisions were stored elsewhere in the
tomb, while further supplies of fresh food were probably brought
by relatives and laid in the larger of the two niches on the east
side of the superstructure. A curious custom, which seems to
have been connected with alimentation, was the attaching of bulls'
heads, modelled in clay and provided with real horns, to a brick
bench at the base of the palace fagades of some of the First
Dynasty mastabas at Saqqara.8 When, perhaps before the end of
the First Dynasty, the funerary stela was introduced into the
equipment of the mastaba in order to supplement by magical
means the supply of provisions,9 the bull's head was included as
an item in the list of offerings, together with the heads of birds
and antelopes, to serve as an abbreviation for the hieroglyph
showing the entire animal, a graphic device which was retained

1 See below, pp. 60 ff.
2 §vn, 19, 21-4; §vm, 20, vol. XXXVIII, 68; §vm, 46, 11-12.
3 §vn, 27, 53, n. 36. 4 §vn, 19, 14; §vn, 27, 20; §vm, 48, part 1, 40-1.
5 G, 4, 129; §vn, 27, 18-9; §vm, 42, 11-13, Pl3- 3°~l-
8 §vm, 39, 23. 7 G, 4, 158, pis. 28-9; §vn, 7, 6-7.
8 G, 4, 71, pis. 8-9; §111, 2, vol. n, 8-9, pis. 1, vi, VII; §vm, 9, 40, pl. i*.
9 G, 4, 169, pl. 32'; §vil, 25; §vm, 59, 733-40; G, 13, 229-34.
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in the offering-lists of later times. On the basis of somewhat
slender evidence it has been suggested that some funerary stelae
of the Second Dynasty found at Saqqara were placed near the
top of the larger offering niche outside the superstructure,1 and
thus in the same position as their successors in false-doors of the
Old Kingdom mastabas. Several stelae of a similar kind dis-
covered in the Second Dynasty tombs at Helwan were, however,
placed face downwards at the lower ends of shafts in the ceilings
of the burial chambers,2 apparently with the intention of enabling
the deceased without moving to enjoy the benefits which they
conferred by magic. Somewhat paradoxically the shafts them-
selves seem to have been designed to allow the spirit of the deceased
more easily to leave and re-enter the tomb. How far they may
have wished to travel is not revealed, but the provision of a
wooden boat buried in a brick- or mud-lined pit outside some of
the mastabas at Saqqara,3 Helwan4 and Abu Rawash5 suggests
that journeys of some distance, perhaps to attend festivals, were
envisaged. If the royal' tombs' at Abydos were indeed cenotaphs
it must be supposed that the spirits of their owners possessed the
power to transport themselves thither from Saqqara, a distance
of about three hundred miles.

There is no reason to suppose that the beliefs which led to the
development of mummification in the Old Kingdom were not
also held in earlier times.6 Continuity of existence depended, it
was thought, on the preservation of the body or at least on the
provision of a stone or wooden figure which the spirit could occupy
through the powers of magic if the body were destroyed. While
graves were merely shallow pits and bodies were separated from
the sand by nothing more than a layer of linen or matting, physical
decay was prevented by the desiccating properties of the warm,
dry sand. Deeper tombs cut in the substratum of rock and covered
by a superstructure of mud-brick, although giving greater pro-
tection against interference, deprived the body of the natural
benefits afforded by close proximity to the sand. That the
Egyptians of the Early Dynastic Period soon became aware of
this consequence may be inferred from the fact that already in the
Second Dynasty they had devised a method of preserving the

1 §vn, 25, 351-3; §vm, 42, 22, 35, pis. 26-8.
2 §vn, 23; §vm, 50, 163-4, pis. LXXIX-LXXXII; §vm, 59, 733~5» fig3- 490-1-
3 G,4,13i,i33,fig. 78;§in,2,vol.i,75,pl. 195 vol. 11, i38,fig. 2O3,pls.44-5;

vol. in, 42, pis. 44, 66-8; §111, 3, 8, 18, fig. 9.
4 §vm, 50, i n , pi. 59; §vm, 59, 678-9 (fig. 443), 817.
5 §vm, 20, vol. 42, I I O - I I , pi. XXII.

 6
 §VII, 6; §vn, 19, 20; §vni, 9, 49.
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outward form of the body by placing under the bandages, in which
the various limbs and members were individually wrapped, linen
pads soaked in a resinous substance and moulded to the appro-
priate shapes.1 There is, however, no trace either of the removal
of the most quickly decomposable organs or of the impregnation
of the body with salt or natron, both of which were regular opera-
tions in the process of mummification. In general, it must be
concluded that various kinds of magic, and particularly the spoken
word, were invoked in order to ensure continuity of existence and,
by implication, the preservation of the body. Some relics at least
of the spells uttered by the mortuary priests in earlier times are to
be found among the Pyramid Texts,2 the most obvious being the
spells with allusions to conditions which no longer prevailed in
the pyramid tombs of the Old Kingdom, for example, ' Cast the
sand from thy face' and 'The bricks are removed for thee from
thy great tomb'.3 Considerable reliance must also have been placed
in the power of imitative magic. Apart from the confidence placed
in it as a means of supplying the material needs of the dead, faith
in its efficacy may be detected in the inclusion of wooden figures
of nearly life size, no doubt to serve as substitutes for the body, in
the funerary equipment. Hitherto only a very few fragments of
these figures have been found4 and the rarity of their occurrence
strongly suggests that in the Early Dynastic Period their posses-
sion was a privilege confined to royalty. Even the humblest of
mortals, however, might entertain the hope of physical preserva-
tion through the agency of the mound of sand and rock piled
above the grave, which in origin was probably intended merely
to mark the position of the grave in order to prevent accidental
disturbance and to enable relatives, to locate it when bringing
their offerings. How early in its long history a magical signifi-
cance was attached to it is unknown, but the discovery that some
of the mud-brick mastabas of the early First Dynasty at Saqqara
embodied within the superstructure a mound of sand overlaid
with brick,5 which had no structural purpose, shows that by that
time it had become an important feature. It is not difficult to
imagine that the reason for this development was the supposed
resemblance of the mound to the Primeval Hill which had emerged
from the waters of chaos—the so-called High Sand—and on

1 G, 4, 162-4, pi- 25"; G, 14, 270; §vm, 42, 11,19, 28,32.
2 §vn, 2, 85-6; §vn, 19, 85-6.
3 §vn, 21, vol. 1, 280 (Spell 662). Ibid. 118 (Spell 355).
4 G, 4, 170-2; §111, 2, vol. in, 13, pi. 27; §111, 11, 28, pi. 12, 2.
6 See below, p. 61.
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which the creator-god had manifested himself at the creation of the
world.1 By the action of imitative or symbolic magic the mound
above the grave, notwithstanding its purely practical origin,
would, it was believed, acquire the same vital pbwer as the Pri-
meval Hill and thus be able to impart life to the corpse lying
beneath it.

Situated in close proximity to several of the large tombs of the
First Dynasty were rows of subsidiary graves in which members
of the deceased's household and certain other dependants were
buried. At Abydos2 and Abu Rawash3 the graves were provided
with roughly carved stelae bearing the names of the occupants,
some of whom were undoubtedly women, a few apparently cap-
tives of war.4 Among the twenty subsidiary graves surrounding
the mastaba dated to the time of Mer(it)neith at Saqqara5 were a
number which belonged to artisans whose trades were indicated
by the tools and other objects buried with them: model boats with
perhaps a boat-builder, knives with a butcher, copper and flint
tools with a stone vase carver, pots of pigment with a painter and
pottery vessels with a potter.6 Similarly at Giza, in association
with the mastaba dated to Djer, one of the graves contained two
palettes which suggested that the deceased was a scribe or an
artist.7 While it is evident that the occupants of subsidiary graves
were intended to serve the owner of the principal tomb in the
Next Life, it is very difficult to judge to what extent they were
buried at the time of the funeral of their patron, either alive8 or
after receiving a lethal dose of poison.9 In the Abydos 'tombs'
of Semerkhet and Qaa only is it certain that the superstructure of
the principal 'tomb* covered the subsidiary graves, and conse-
quently there can be little doubt that all the burials in each 'tomb'
were made at one and the same time. Elsewhere the subsidiary
graves lay outside the principal tomb, either at intervals apart or
in long trenches with brick partition walls between the graves.
Both these arrangements, and particularly the detached pattern,
allow of the possibility that the persons concerned were buried
individually when they died a natural death, unless it can be shown
that the graves in any one trench were all roofed by a single
superstructure. That separate superstructures were, at least some-

1 §v, i, 151-4; §vn, 4, 42-4; §vn, 22; §vm, 48, part 1, 25.
2 §111, 12, pis. 31-6; §111, 11, pis. 26-30*; G, 13, 222-6.
3 §vm, 28, vol. VII, 22-3. * G, 6, 410.
5 G, 4, 67, fig. 30; §111, 2, vol. 11, 133-8, 142-58, pis. 38-9, 48-51.
6 G, 4, 66-8, 137-9. 7 §vm, 36, 5, pi. m.
8 §111, 12, 14; §111, 13, 8; § v m , 46, 117—21. 9 §111, 2, vol. 11, 142.
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times, built has been proved by the discovery at Saqqara of a
series of sixty-two trench-graves, each with its own mastaba-form
superstructure.1 Reisner, after a re-examination of the evidence
at Abydos, maintained that the number of burials which were
undoubtedly made in the mass was but a fraction of the many
hundreds found in the subsidiary graves surrounding the royal
'tombs'.2 In spite of the insufficiency of the evidence to show the
extent of the practice of human sacrifice during the Early Dy-
nastic Period, the fact of its existence cannot be questioned. If the
number of subsidiary graves bears any relation, as is probable, to
the number of persons sacrificed, the custom reached its peak
under Djer, whose two 'tomb' complexes at Abydos contained
more than 590 subsidiary graves, and thereafter declined, twenty-
six graves only being found in the 'tomb' of Qaa.3 If it was
continued throughout the Second Dynasty the scale was probably
further reduced, but the only evidence available comes from the
'tomb' of Khasekhemwy at Abydos which Reisner estimated
contained not more than ten or fifteen subsidiary burials.4

VIII. ARCHITECTURE, SCULPTURE
AND THE SMALL ARTS

Apart from the massive brick 'fortress' enclosures with panelled
faces at Abydos5 and Hierakonpolis,6 standing examples of early
dynastic buildings are almost entirely confined to tombs. Two
groups of model buildings in mud-brick associated with the
mastaba dated to Aha at Saqqara provide an exception, but their
purpose is uncertain; they have been compared, on the one hand,
with the dummy chapels in the Heb Sed court of Djoser, and, on
the other, with rows of objects figured at the top of the blue-tiled
panels of the Step Pyramid and thought to represent granaries.7

Traces of temples have been found both at Abydos8 and at
Hierakonpolis,9 and a mortuary temple showing affinities with
the mortuary temple of Djoser has been excavated in the enclo-

1 §in, 2, vol. 11, 7, pi. 1. 2 §vm, 46,117-21.
3 §111, 13, 3; §vm, 46, 105. 4 §vm, 46, 128.
8 G,4, 116; G, 24, 52-4;§vm, 2, 1-5, pis. v-vm;§VIII, 56,40, pi. vi, 4, 5,7.
6 G, 4, 116-18; G, 24, 196-7; G, 26, 19-20, pi. 74; §vm, 19; §vm, 59,

526-7, figs. 354-5.
7 G, 4, 179, fig. 101; §111, 2, vol. 11, 171, pis. LVH-LXVI; §VIII, 24, 24, n. 6.
8 G, 24, 39-40; §vm, 33, part 11, pi. 50; §vm, 56, pi. xn, 6; §vm, 58,22, fig. 6.
9 G, 24, 191-6; G, 26, pi. LXXII; §vm, 56, pi. xn, 4; §VIII, 59, 520-1, fig.

352-
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sure of a mastaba at Saqqara dating from the time of Qaa.1 Early
dynastic sacred edifices and dwellings were certainly built of soft
and perishable materials, including matting of woven reeds at-
tached to frameworks of wood, and they were probably dismantled
when their purpose had been fulfilled or when replacement was
considered necessary.2 Nevertheless, it should not be supposed
that because they were so constructed they were invariably simple
in design and devoid of artistic character. Contemporary repre-
sentations of shrines and temples on ivory and wooden tablets and
cylinder seals show that these buildings embodied many distinc-
tive architectural features, some of which were reproduced in the
stone monuments of later times, notably in the Step Pyramid
enclosure.

Cemeteries of the Early Dynastic Period have been found at
more than forty places in Egypt between Gebel es-Silsila in the
south and El-Qatta on the west side of the Delta near its apex.3

The greater number of these cemeteries contain, however, only
the graves of simple people or minor officials, which have little
architectural interest except in so far as they demonstrate that the
open corbel vault built of brick was employed as early as the
Second Dynasty.4 Far more instructive are the monumental
tombs, and especially the group of mud-brick mastabas at Saq-
qara.5 When newly built these mastabas must have presented a
most colourful appearance in contrast with the monotony of
their desert surroundings. A well preserved example, dated to
the reign of Qaa, showed that the mud-brick walls of the super-
structure were overlaid with a coat of mud-plaster covered with
white lime stucco. On this surface were painted, in imitation of
woven reed hangings, geometrical patterns of many kinds exe-
cuted in red, white, black, blue, green and yellow.6 Some evi-
dence has been found to suggest that trees were planted around
the superstructures, but their botanical species has not been
identified.7

At the beginning of the First Dynasty the substructure of a
mastaba usually consisted of a shallow trench cut in the rock-bed
of the desert. This trench was divided by cross-walls into a series
of compartments, the middle and largest compartment becoming

1 G, 4, 88-90, fig. 53; §in, 2, vol. in, 10, pis. 2, 24, 25; §vm, 24, 38-40,
fig. 12.

2 §vm, 22, i—16; §vm, 48, part 1, 21-38.
3 §VIII, 20, vol. XXXVIII, 59-63, fig. 17.
4 §vin, 25, 8-9; §vm, 46, 128-34; §vm, 47, 12-14; §vm> 59> 653—7.
6 See above, pp. 17-22. 6 G, 4, 189-90; §111, 2, vol. m, pis. 6-8, 16"—17".
7 G, 4, 129; §111, 2, vol. 1, 73.
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the burial-chamber1 while the other compartments served as store-
chambers for provisions and other funerary equipment. All were
roofed with wooden beams supporting a ceiling of planks, and the
rock walls, coated with mud-plaster, were faced with woven reed
mats. Above this trench, and extending far beyond its limits on
ground level, a rectangular superstructure was built of mud-brick,
its main axis running, like that of the trench, approximately north-
south. The outer faces of the walls, which on the longer sides
inclined inwards from the base to the top, were constructed in the
form of alternating panelled recesses and projections, an archi-
tectural design known as the palace facade; the inner faces were
perpendicular and plain. Within the hollow superstructure, at
least in some early mastabas and possibly in all at Saqqara, a low
rectangular mound of sand and rubble cased with brick was
erected on ground-level directly over the burial-chamber but
covering a larger area.2 Intersecting walls were built at somewhat
irregular intervals from all four inner sides of the superstructure
dividing the whole of the lower part of the interior into a large
number of rectangular compartments. Inside these compart-
ments, the floors of which were raised by means of sand to the
level of the top of the mound, were stored pots, stone vessels and
objects of a less personal kind than those placed in the substruc-
ture. Sand and rubble were put in the space between their timber
roofs and the brick roof of the mastaba. Since no large mastaba
with its upper portion intact has survived, the shape of the roof
is not known with certainty, but there can be little doubt that it
was curved. In every probability it was bounded at each end by a
flat parapet, a feature reproduced in the wooden coffins of the
Second Dynasty,3 but it is also possible that the four walls of the
superstructure formed a continuous parapet of such a height that
the roof was concealed from view.4 Surrounding the building was
an enclosure wall, on the north side of which lay, at least in some
instances, a brick-lined boat-pit.5 The subsidiary tombs, simple
pits surmounted by plain mastabas with rounded top and one
niche at the southern end of the east wall, were also constructed
outside the enclosure wall in single rows set parallel to the sides
of the main mastaba.6

1 G, 4, 54-5; §m, 3, 17-18; §VIII, 9, 39-41; §vm, 59, 637-40.
2 §111, 2, vol. in, 73-7, pis. 86, 92-3; §vm, 9, 43, fig. 3. See above, pp. 57-8.
8 G, 4, 131, figs. 77, 79, pis. 24, 25.
« §vm, 23, 154-5, pi. 19, 4; §vm, 24, 48-51, pi. 3b. See Plate 29 (a).
5 See above, p. 57.
6 G, 4, figs. 30, 34; §111, 2, vol. 11, 12-13, fig. 5>Pls-'> »• lbid- i33~8>Pls- 38»

39. See above, pp. 58-9.
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Until the latter part of the First Dynasty no significant change,
apart from a progressive increase in size, occurred in the outward
form of the monumental mastabas. Internally a gradual process
of development continued throughout the period. Substructures
were cut to a greater depth in the rock and were in consequence
less easy of access both to the tomb-robber and to those charged
with performing the burial. The large mastaba dated to Den, and
once thought to be the tomb of Hemaka,1 furnishes the earliest
example of a new method of approach to the substructure by a
wooden-roofed passage which sloped downwards to the burial-
chamber from the floor of the open corridor outside the east wall
of the superstructure.2 Three massive slabs of limestone, set in
grooves cut in the rock-walls of the passage, were lowered by
means of ropes, after the fashion of portcullises, in order to block
the way to the burial chamber when the body, enclosed in a wooden
coflin, had been laid to rest. No doubt the mouth of the passage
was filled with rubble and covered, like the rest of the open corri-
dor, with a brick paving. Besides the portcullises and the sloping
passage, part of the floor of which was cut in steps, this mastaba
included as a new feature three small storerooms entirely hollowed
out of the rock and connected with the burial chamber by doors.
An elaboration found in a mastaba dated to the reign of Anedjib
was the development of the simple brick-cased mound within the
superstructure into a long mound with steps at the sides, a feature
which time may show to have been the architectural ancestor of
the Third Dynasty step pyramids.3 One of the two monumental
mastabas in the Saqqara group dated to the reign of Qaa provides
evidence not only of the discontinuance of the practice of incor-
porating store rooms in the superstructure, but also of the approach-
ing end of the palace facade, the west side of this tomb being
merely panelled with a series of evenly spaced pilasters.4 The same
mastaba has preserved the latest known example of the brick
bench on which were mounted model bulls' heads.5 A most im-
portant innovation was a mud-brick temple, built on the north
side of the mastaba within the inner enclosure wall,6 one of the

1 See above, pp. 26-7.
2 G, 4,75-6, fig. 38; §111,4,4-6, pi. 2; §vm, 24, pi. 4; §vm, 46,64-5, fig. 46;

§vm, 59, 657-9, figs. 424-5.
3 G, 4, 144-6, fig. 85; §111, 2, vol. 1, 82-92, pis. 21-6, 35; §vm, 9, 43 (fig. 4),

286-7; §VI"» 24, pi. HI.
4 G, 4, 88-90, fig. 53; §111, 2, vol. HI, 5-IO, pi. 2.
6 G, 4, 71, pis. 8-9; §111, 2, vol. 11, 8-9, pis. 1, 6b-7b; §vm, 9, 40, pi. i \ See

above, p. 55.
6 §111, 2, vol. in, 10, pis. 2-3, 24—5; §vm, 23, pi. 17, 2;§vm, 24,40-1, fig. 12.
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rooms of which was paved with slabs of limestone.1 Its smaller
coeval, situated a short distance to the north, possessed few of the
characteristics of the First Dynasty: apart from a single niche at
the southern end of the east side, the exterior walls were plain
and the interior of the superstructure, although divided by cross-
walls into large compartments, was entirely filled with sand.2

An unexpected discovery in the enclosure was a row of four sub-
sidiary tombs, the burial-chamber of one of which was roofed
with a leaning barrel-vault of brick which supported a sand-filled
brick superstructure with curved roof.3

The subsequent architectural history of the early mastaba may
be summarized as a continuation of the process of deepening and
enlarging the substructure and the general adoption of the plain
superstructure without interior storerooms. Sporadic examples
of the palace facade, usually only partial, are known from the
Second Dynasty and even later,4 but they are not typical. As a
rule the niches were reduced to two of unequal size, one at each
end of the east face, the larger being at the southern end. No
longer was the substructure excavated from above as a pit; it was
entirely tunnelled in the rock from the lower end of the entrance
stairway. In the early part of the Second Dynasty the stairway
led to a large apartment which was divided by walls of brick into
an entrance hall and a number of chambers, the burial-chamber
being hollowed out on the west side of the entrance hall.5 Later
in the dynasty all the chambers were hewn separately on each side
of a passage leading from the bottom of the stairway.6 At the same
time the mouth of the stairway, instead of lying outside the mastaba,
was located under the superstructure, the rubble filling of which
could therefore not have been put in place until after the funeral.

It is not difficult to deduce that the motive underlying both
the deepening and the elaboration of the substructure was the
hope of gaining greater security for the body and the funerary
equipment; less clear is the reason for the change in the external
design of the superstructure. It is however possible that the
niches in the palace facade, whatever its origin,' had come to be
regarded in the main as false-doors to the compartments in the
superstructure which were used as storerooms. When the super-

1 G, 4, pi. 14. a §111, 2, vol. in, 98-104, pis. 114,117.
3 G,4,152,fig. 90,185;§111, 2, vol. in, 102,104,pis. 116, i20d;§vm,9,pi. ib.
4 G, 4, 148, fig. 86; §vm, 36, pi. 7; §vm, 43, pi. 1; §VIII, 46, 155-7 (fig. 73),

306; §vm, 59, 709 ff., fig. 467. 5 G, 4, 153-7, fig. 93.
6 G, 4, 158-61, fig. 96; §vm, 42, 29-30, pis. 30-1.
7 See above, p. 43.
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structure was no longer used for the storage of objects, false-
doors in such numbers lost their purpose and, in consequence,
were reduced to two, one, the main dummy entrance to the tomb,
being the place where offerings were laid and the other perhaps
being considered as a subsidiary entrance.

Comparison between the monumental mastabas of Saqqara and
the royal ' tombs' at Abydos is made difficult by the almost com-
plete destruction of the superstructures in the Abydos group.
Nevertheless it is clear that the substructures of the First Dynasty
at Abydos, though smaller,1 resembled both in their method of
construction and in their course of development the substructures
at Saqqara.2 The initial operation in each cemetery was the ex-
cavation from above of a rectangular open pit. In the earliest
'tombs' at Abydos the entire area of the pit, apart from a lining
of mud-brick around the walls, was occupied by a single chamber
built of wood.3 The three succeeding 'tombs', belonging to Djer,
Djet and Mer(it)neith, were larger, and the wooden chamber,
which may have been partitioned by interior walls of wood, was
supported at the sides by buttresses of mud-brick,4 the spaces
between the buttresses in the ' tombs' of Djer and Djet being used
for the storage of funerary equipment. Den's 'tomb' was chiefly
notable for the granite floor of its burial-chamber,5 but it also
marked, as did the contemporaneous mastabas at Saqqara, the
introduction of an entrance stairway, a feature which thenceforth
became regular.6 Until the time of Semerkhet, all the subsidiary
burials were placed outside the main 'tomb'. Semerkhet and Qaa
however used for their subsidiary graves the space between the
sides of the pit and the burial-chamber, which in the 'tombs' of
Den and Anedjib had been filled with thick linings of mud-brick.7

Since the superstructures covered the entire pit and the stairways
led only to the burial-chamber and some storerooms, the bodies
must have been placed in the subsidiary graves before the super-
structures were built. What form these superstructures, and those

1 See above, p. 19.
2 G, 4, 47-104; §111, 11, 7-15; §111, 12, 8-17; §vm, 46,9-16, 2i-6, 57-63;

§vm, 59, 620-34, 644-7.
3 G, 4, 53-4, fig. 14; §111, 11, 7-8, pis. 58-9; §vm, 46, 13-16, fig. 13; §vm,

59, 620-2, fig. 396.
* G, 4, 61-71, figs. 24, 31, 33; §111, 11, 8-9, pi. 60; §111, 12, 8-11, pi. 61;

§vm, 46, 22-6, figs. 18-20; §vm, 59, 622-6, figs. 397-8.
5 See below, p. 66.
6 G, 4, 79-80, fig. 40; §vm, 59, 626-7, fig- 399-
7 G, 4, figs. 40,42,47,51; §III, 11, pi. 62; §111,12, pis. 60-1; §vm, 46, 58-64,

figs. 41-4; §vm, 59, 626-31, figs. 398-401.
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of the preceding 'tombs', were given is very uncertain. That their
sides were plain, and not decorated with the palace facade, is
clear from the traces of the retaining wall found above the 'tomb'
of Djet,1 and Reisner's suggestion that the earliest 'tombs' were
covered with simple mud-brick mastabas2 has not been disputed.
However his theory that the superstructures of the 'tombs' of
Djer and Djet rose by two and three steps respectively to a flat
summit, about eight and twelve metres in height,3 has not found
favour with more recent writers, who prefer to regard their super-
structures either as low flat-topped mounds of sand held together
by rectangular retaining walls of brick4 or as higher structures of
the same character but with curved or slightly domed roofs.5

Peribsen and Khasekhemwy alone among the ten kings of the
Second Dynasty built 'tombs' at Abydos. Unlike the mastabas
of their period at Saqqara, these 'tombs' were constructed of
mud-brick in open pits, the 'tomb' of Peribsen consisting of a
burial-chamber surrounded by about a dozen storerooms and an.
outer corridor running between the brick lining of the pit and the
back-walls of the storerooms.6 Khasekhemwy's 'tomb', which
covered a much larger area, had more than fifty compartments,
chiefly storerooms but the eight nearest to the burial-chamber
appear to have been reserved for subsidiary burials.7 The most
interesting feature of the 'tomb', however, was the burial-chamber
itself (about 5-25 m. by 3-0 m.); the floor and walls of which were
constructed of dressed limestone blocks laid in regular courses.
Very different in character were two cavernous tombs at Saqqara
tunnelled seven metres below ground-level and later partly covered
by the Pyramid temple of King Unas.8 On the evidence of mud-
sealings found therein these tombs have been ascribed respectively
to Nynetjer and to either Hetepsekhemwy or Reneb.9

Manetho quotes a tradition, which appears to date back at
least to Ramesside times,10 that it was Imhotep, Djoser's architect,
who invented the technique of building with hewn stone. Pos-
sibly there is some truth in the tradition, for, although the Palermo

1 §111, 12, pi. 62. 2 §vm, 46, 307-22.
3 §vm, 24, 44-6, fig. 13; §vm, 46, 322-5, figs. 172-3.
4 §vm, 48, part 11, 14-19.
5 §vm, 23, 156-7, pi. 20, 2, 3; §VIII, 24, 44-9, figs. 16-17.
6 G, 4, 95-6, fig. 60; §111, 11, 11-12, pi. 61; §vm, 46, 124-6, fig. 54; §vm,

59, 631-2, fig. 402.
7 G, 4, 101-2, fig. 66; §111, 11, 12-14, Pls- 57 (4~6)» 6 3 ; §VI"> 46» 126-8,

do. 55; §vm, 59, 632-4, fig. 403.
§vm, 9, 46-7; §vm, 11, 46-8, figs. 8-9; §viu, 16; §vni, 24, 62, pi. 6*.
§VIII, 11, 46-8. See above, p. 20. 10 §vm, 18, 13-15.
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Stone records that an unnamed king at the end of the Second
Dynasty erected a stone temple (p. 34), the earliest known
buildings composed entirely of stone are those in the Step Pyramid
enclosure at Saqqara. Stone had, however, been employed for
parts of buildings before the days of Djoser and Imhotep, the
granite pavement of Den and Khasekhemwy's chamber of lime-
stone blocks, in their 'tombs' at Abydos, being perhaps the two
most notable examples.1 In the mastaba of Herneith at Saqqara2

and also in a mastaba of the early First Dynasty at Tarkhan,3

slabs of limestone were laid above the wooden ceilings of cham-
bers, while the same material was used to pave part of the temple
attached to the largest of the three mastabas at Saqqara which
date from the time of Qaa.4 Large limestone slabs were also em-
ployed for lining the inner walls of the First Dynasty brick mastabas
at Helwan, perhaps in order to provide support for stone roofs which
have disappeared.5 Linings of a similar kind were undoubtedly
used for this purpose in a brick tomb of the Early Dynastic Period
at Hierakonpolis, part of the stone roof of which was preserved.6

It is clear, from the occurrences at Tarkhan and Helwan that con-
struction in stone was not confined to the tombs of royal persons;
perhaps the proximity of the Tura limestone quarries was a
contributory factor in the choice of material at Helwan where the
pits were cut in gravel, but a similar reason cannot be given for
Den's pavement, which must have been brought from the neigh-
bourhood of Aswan. The skill necessary both for the cutting and
for the transport of stone having once been acquired, it might have
been expected that an immediate and progressive increase in its
employment would have followed; that such a development did
not occur may be attributed to a belief that mud-brick, which
could easily be produced and handled in quantity, was sufficiently
durable and also to the fact that the most essential parts of the
tomb, which housed the body and funerary equipment, were in
many instances already hewn out of solid rock and needed no
further protection.

In'sculpture and the small arts, to no less a degree than in
architecture, the protodynastic and early dynastic periods were
an age of progress and development;7 artists and craftsmen were

1 §111, 11, 9-10, pi. 56A; ibid. 13-14, pi. 57.
2 §111, 2, Vol. Ill, 77. 3 §VIII, 39, 15, pi. l6.
4 G, 4, pi. 14; §111, 2, vol. m, 10, pi. 25*.
5 §vm, 24,4-5, fig. 1 j §vm, 50,163-5, pis. 61,62,67,69,70; §vin, 51,9-11,

pi. 6. 6 G, 26, 51, pi. 68.
7 G, 2; §vm, 57, 1-13, 110-32; §vm, 58, 20-9.
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experimenting with new technical methods and applying the
materials at their disposal to fresh uses, sometimes with remark-
able success and sometimes with results which betrayed their
inexperience. Complete mastery was, for instance, attained in the
production of stone vessels; profiting no doubt from the know-
ledge inherited from their ancestors, the vase-makers of the First
Dynasty manufactured enormous quantities of vessels in alabaster,
slate, diorite, breccia, basalt, rock crystal, granite and a variety of
other stones, which were never surpassed in quality of form and
workmanship. Many notable feats were also achieved by sculp-
tors, especially when carving in relief, although their art was still
in its infancy. No class of objects demonstrates the different
stages of progress more impressively than the decorated slate
palettes of the protodynastic period to the beginning of the First
Dynasty.1 In the examples which are considered to be the earliest,
the human and animal figures are usually represented as separate
units, without any overlapping, and are evenly distributed in
close array over the whole surface of the palette; this method of
arrangement is not displeasing to the eye, but the purport of the
scene is obscured by the mass of representations, the absence of
logical grouping and the uniform size of the figures. Intermediate
examples display both overlapping figures and well-spaced groups.
The final stage is illustrated by the palette of Narmer—a master-
piece judged by any standards—in which the scenes are divided
into registers, emphasis is given to the importance of the king by
magnifying his stature and some hieroglyphic captions are added.
A very similar technique is to be observed on the limestone mace-
heads of Scorpion and Narmer,2 which, by reason of their rounded
surface, must have presented more formidable problems in carving
and arrangement than the flat or almost flat slate palettes. Of sub-
sequent works, the limestone stelae of Djet3 and Mer(it)neith,4

a limestone lintel with figures of recumbent lions in the mastaba
of Herneith,5 the fragmentary slate stela of Khasekhem6 and the
granite door-jamb of Khasekhemwy7 show that the art of carving in
relief was well maintained throughout the Early Dynastic Period.

Few large sculptures in the round have been discovered in a
state of preservation which allows their artistic qualities to be

1 G, 2,226-48; §1,21; §1,27; §vm, 21, pis. 2-5;§vm, 30; §vin, 45; §vm, 52,
pis. 2-4; §vm, 58, 15-18, fig. 3, pis. 6 and 7.

2 G, 2, 247-52; G, 25, pi. xxvi b, c; §vm, 58, 16-17, fig- 4-
8 G, 24, 82-3. * G, 24, 82; §m, 12, Frontispiece.
s §111, 2, vol. HI, 77, pi. 96; §111, 6. e See above, p. 32, n. 5.
7 See above, p. 34, n. 4.
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fairly assessed, but it is difficult to believe that the earliest human
figures, as exemplified by the specimens found at Hierakonpolis,1

were not invariably heavy in appearance; nevertheless an alabaster
baboon inscribed with the name of Narmer and a granite lion,
both in the Berlin Museum,2 prove that realistic likenesses of
animals were sometimes achieved. Before the end of the Second
Dynasty a distinct improvement in rendering the features of the
human face is perceptible; the granite kneeling figure of an official,
now in the Cairo Museum,3 which bears the names of the first
three kings of the dynasty and the slate and limestone statuettes
of Khasekhem4 show a striking liveliness and subtlety of facial
expression. Among the small figures in stone, two in the Ash-
molean Museum are perhaps the most notable, a basalt standing
man5 and a lapis lazuli standing woman,6 the first as a vivid piece
of sculpture and the second mainly on account of its material, the
precise origin of which has not yet been ascertained, although
both Abyssinia and Afghanistan have been suggested.7

Small objects composed of ivory must be reckoned among the
principal works of art of this period. The knife-handles from
Gebel el-Araq and elsewhere have already been mentioned (p. 42);
of the many other articles, including cylinders, wands and mace-
heads decorated with scenes in relief,8 perhaps the most impressive
is a figure of a bound Asiatic captive carved on a gaming-piece
which was found in the' tomb' of Qaa at Abydos.9 The incised ivory
and wooden dockets are more sketchy in execution, seemingly
because they were intended not for display, but merely for re-
cording the year when the article to which they were attached was
made. By reason of its softness, ivory lent itself more readily than
stone to delicate modelling and to the delineation of detail; these
features are especially conspicuous in the small figures carved in
the round, an outstanding example being the statuette of a king
clad in a woven robe which was found in the temple-deposit at
Abydos and is now in the British Museum.10 Scarcely inferior in
artistic quality, but less well preserved, are a number of figurines

1 G, 25, pi. n; G, 26, pi. 1; §vm, 31; §vm, 57, 8, pi. i, d-e.
2 §vm, 14, figs. 53, 54; §vm, 21, pi. 1; §VIII, 53, part 11, pi. 18; §vm, 54,

pi. 11, 2.
8 See above, p. 30, n. 2. 4 G, 25, pis. xxxix, xn; §vm, 57, pi. 2d.
5 §vm, 1, 27, pi. i;§vm, 57 pi. ib.
6 G, 25, pl.xvin; G, 26, 38; §vm, 49, 84, 3.
7 G, 14, 398-400; §vm, 15, 124-9, I34-S-
8 G, 25, pis. XII-XVII.
9 G, 4, 250, fig. 148; §111, 12, pis. xn, XVII; A, 15, 72, fig. 4.

10 §vm, 12; §vm, 33, part 11, 24, pis. 11, xm; §vm, 57, pi. i \
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from Hierakonpolis,1 while many gaming-pieces in the form of
dogs and lions portray these animals in a very lifelike manner.2

Despite the fact that their productions were generally among
the main objectives of the tomb-robber, some notable examples of
clever workmanship by jewellers, metalsmiths and craftsmen of
different kinds have survived. The four ornate bracelets, which
were still attached to the arm of their female owner when they
were discovered in the ' tomb' of Djer at Abydos,3 consist of beads
and plaques of gold, turquoise and lapis lazuli fashioned with
great skill and arranged with excellent taste. No less pleasing are
some necklaces of gold beads engraved with geometric patterns
or shaped like snail-shells, two gold amuletic figures of a bull and
an oryx, and a gold capsule in the form of a cockroach inlaid with
the emblem of Neith in blue paste, all of which were buried in a
middle-class grave at Naga ed-Deir.4 Such a degree of proficiency
in the fabrication of gold as is denoted by these isolated objects
could have been achieved only by long practice, which presup-
poses that a considerable supply of this metal, obtained partly from
the eastern desert, was available. The coppersmiths of the period
were also most accomplished craftsmen: one First Dynasty
mastaba at Saqqara alone yielded a vast quantity of well-made
copper tools and instruments,5 while smaller deposits of the same
kind have been found elsewhere.6 In the light of these discoveries
the statement on the Palermo Stone that a copper statue of
Khasekhemwy was made at the end of the Second Dynasty7 does
not seem incredible, although the figures of Phiops I and his son,
dating from the Sixth Dynasty, are the earliest examples in copper
which have hitherto been recovered. Of other types of crafts-
men whose works have been preserved, the makers of inlay de-
serve mention, in particular, the makers of five ornamental stone
disks found in the tomb formerly attributed to Hemaka, Den's
chancellor.8 The finest of these disks, which were perhaps spin-
ning tops, is composed of black steatite inlaid with slightly raised
figures in coloured stones of hounds and gazelles, one hound
pursuing a fleeing gazelle and the other seizing a prostrate
gazelle by the throat; both technically and artistically it is a
work of consummate skill.9

1 G, 2, 169-73, figs. 132-3; G, 25, pis. v-xi; §vm, 57, 4-7, figs. 6-7.
2 G, 2, 178-84; §111, 11, pi. vi;§viii, 17, vol. 1, 45, fig. 35; §vm, 28, vol. VIH,

pis. vii, VIII; §VIII, 29, vol. 11, 192, figs. 698-9; §VIH, 54, 11-18.
3 See above, p. 23, n. 8. * §vm, 47, pis. 5-9; §vm, 58, 27, pi. n b .
5 See above, p. 24, n. 1. 6 §111, 11, pi. ix"; §vm, 38, passim. 7 §iv, 36.
8 §111, 4, pi. 12. 9 See Plate 29 (^).
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70 THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN EGYPT

Considered as a whole, undoubtedly the most outstanding
feature of early dynastic art is its contribution to the succeeding
ages: forms and motifs invented during the period remained in use
for generations and even, in some cases, until Roman times. The
mastaba, which persisted until the end of the Middle Kingdom,
is only one instance of such a survival in the field of architecture;
the fluted columns of Djoser and the lotus-cluster columns of the
Fifth Dynasty may have been translated into stone for archi-
tectural purposes in the Old Kingdom, but they were certainly
not artistic creations of that time, for the same shapes occur in
miniature on early dynastic ivories.1 Again, the blue glazed
faience tiles lining the subterranean chambers of Djoser's pyramid
and mastaba at Saqqara can be paralleled by earlier specimens
found at Hierakonpolis2 and Abydos.3 Many conventions
adopted by Egyptian sculptors of all periods, such as the repre-
sentation of the king as a towering figure, the placing of the left
foot in advance of the right in striding statues,4 statuettes and reliefs
and the classic scene of the king smiting his kneeling enemies with
a mace5 can all be traced to the First Dynasty. It was indeed the
age in which the traditional attitudes and attributes received
their stereotyped forms.6

1 §vm, io. 2 G, 25, pi. xvin. 8 §vm, 33, part 11, pi. vm.
4 §111, 2, vol. m, 13, pi. 27.
6 G, 4, 60, fig. 23; G, 24, 84; §vm, 13, 283, fig. 154.
« G,8, 13, n. 2.
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CHAPTER XII

THE LAST PREDYNASTIC PERIOD
IN BABYLONIA

I. SOURCES AND GENERAL CHARACTER
OF THE PERIOD

TOWARDS the middle of the fourth millennium B.C, civilization
in the plain of the Euphrates and the Tigris was not dissimilar to
that of" western Asia in general, as described in the foregoing
chapters. Everywhere we find farmers and stock-breeders, in
possession of all the requisite crafts, obtaining a few commodities
from abroad, and little given to change. Similar peasant cultures
—settled, stagnant and uncentralized—existed in Neolithic times
throughout Europe and Asia, and continued to exist there for
centuries after the ancient Near East had evolved a more complex
mode of life, and had, through the diffusion of metallurgy, brought
about an improvement in the equipment of the populations of
Asia and Europe. If we judge by their remains, these people do
not appear inferior to the early inhabitants of the ancient Near
East and of Egypt described in chapters vn—ix above. We cannot
explain why the latter set out on a course which led to achieve-
ments surpassing all that had gone before. In prehistoric times
the future centres of high civilization showed no signs of being
exceptional. On the contrary, each of them formed part of a
larger cultural province: Egypt shared its early pre-dynastic civi-
lization with Libya, Nubia and perhaps the Sudan; northern
Mesopotamia was at first indistinguishable from north Syria;
southern Mesopotamia was intimately linked with Persia. It was
the unprecedented development described in this and the pre-
ceding chapter which differentiated Egypt and Mesopotamia
from their surroundings, as it also established their unique his-
torical significance.

Egyptian tradition did justice to the momentous nature of the
change by acknowledging a first king of a first dynasty as its
central figure. The peculiar conditions of Mesopotamia—a country
without natural boundaries and not, at first, ruled by kings—
precluded the clear demarcation of a new beginning in its recorded
history; instead of a single monarchy we find autonomous city
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72 LAST PREDYNASTIC PERIOD IN BABYLONIA

states, each linking its present to a legendary past. But the actual
remains discovered in Iraq leave no doubt as to the sweeping
character of the transition from prehistory to history.

In western Asia it is the southernmost part of the Mesopotamian
alluvium which is constantly indicated as the focus of the innova-
tions. They took place in Sumer, the southern part of the country
subsequently called Sumer and Akkad, the latter being, in general,
the north. It is true that the social and linguistic relationship
between peoples called Sumerians and Akkadians (that is, speakers
of a non-Semitic and a Semitic tongue respectively) is very un-
certain in the earliest times of their appearance in history, and
there is increasing reason to believe that from the earliest dis-
cernible beginning they were already inextricably mixed.1 Yet all
Babylonian tradition looked back, at least, to the Sumerian lan-
guage as 'original' and of superior dignity, the writing which was
invented for it (or which it was the first to assume) was the
ancestor of the cuneiform script, and the language of the first
inscriptions which can be surely interpreted2 is Sumerian, soon to
be in possession of a literary as well as a scribal tradition.3

The framework for a relative chronology of the period derives
from a deep sounding in the E-anna precinct at Uruk (Warka),
and from the superimposed remains of successive temples found
there.4

At Uruk, likewise, the most important known works of art of the
period have been found and, furthermore, the earliest texts. But
other sites, too, have contributed to our knowledge. At Ur, layers
parallel in time to those at Warka have been investigated.5 How-
ever, since they consist of rubbish and graveyards, they do not
present such clear-cut divisions as a succession of building levels.
The same qualification attaches to the discoveries made at Kish6

and at Tello.7 In addition to these sites where stratified remains
of our period were found, we must name those where such remains
occurred either as survivals in later layers or as more or less
isolated finds: Al-'Ubaid,8Farah,9 Tell Asmar, Tell Agrab.10 At
some other sites important and coherent remains have been found :
a well-preserved temple at Tell 'Uqair,11 temples at Eridu,12 and
an insufficiently known but probably secular building at Jamdat

1 See below, pp. 96 ff.; §1, 14, Descr. Cat. 1, no. 2; §1, 1, 77 f. See also
R. D. Biggs, 'Semitic Names in the Fara Period', in Or. n.s. 36 (1967), 55 ff.

2 §1, 4- 3 *i, 1.
4 CAM. i3, ch. vm, sect. 1 (Uruk-Warka).
6 Ibid. (Ur-Al-'Ubaid and neighbourhood). 6 §1, 8; §1, 11; \\, 15.
7 §1, 2; §1, 12. 8 §1, 35 §x> 6- 9 § '»7 ;§ I » i3-

10 §i,5- u § » , 8 . » $11,6; $11,7.
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Nasr,1 the first belonging to the early, the second to the later, part
of our period. Finally, we know at Khafaji a succession of temple
ruins which illustrate the development of sacred architecture in
our period as well as its relation (which is very close) with the
succeeding Early Dynastic age.2

The individual character of these several remains will occupy
us in the next sections; here it must be said that it is no longer
sufficient, as it was at first when the discoveries were made, to
describe our period in terms of the sequence at Warka, nor is a
distinction of two periods named after sites—Warka and Jamdat
Nasr—wholly adequate.3 In fact, the very significance of our
period is now blurred by the terminology according to which the
period is represented by two out of three prehistoric 'periods'
which precede the Early Dynastic age. This terminology served
its purpose when it was introduced with a view to co-ordinating,
in the early thirties, a number of excavations undertaken speci-
fically to establish a sequence of prehistoric phases in Mesopo-
tamia. The material remains fitted well into the series of Al-'Ubaid,
Uruk, Jamdat Nasr, and Early Dynastic periods, and the reader
will find these terms to be widely used. But for the historian they
are awkward, since it is towards the end of the ' Uruk period' that
the momentous change we have described takes place. The early
part of this period is purely prehistoric in character and resembles
the preceding Al-'Ubaid period, in that it is not confined to the
Euphrates—Tigris valley; it extends farther towards the north. The
later part of what has been called the 'Uruk period' (i.e. Uruk 5—4)
is known only in southern Mesopotamia and comprises all the
innovations which constitute the birth of Mesopotamian civiliza-
tion. These layers, however, resemble in many respects the suc-
ceeding phasehitherto called the Jamdat Nasrperiod (i.e. Uruk 3):
the continuity is, in fact, so strong that these successive phases are
now often comprised in the term 'Proto-1 iterate',4 which will some-
times be employed in this chapter.

It is difficult to determine what are the precise layers contempora-
neous with the beginning of this formative phase of Mesopotamian
culture. In the stratification at E-anna, the site of thelshtar-Inanna
temple at Uruk, eighteen archaic layers are distinguished. These are

1 §1, 10; see also C.A.H. i3, ch. vm, sect. 1.
2 §11, 2; see also C.A.H. I3, ch. vm, sect. 1.
3 For a discussion of the names to be given to the prehistoric periods in Babylonia,

see C.A.H. i3, ch. vin, sect. 1.
4 For a critique of this term see C.A.H. i3, ch. vm, sect. 1, where ' Uruk Period' is

used to cover the entire cultural development succeeding the 'Al-'Ubaid' period and
the 'Jamdat Nasr' phase is merely the end of 'Uruk' .
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numbered from the top downwards and the 'Proto-literate' period
ends with layer 2; layers 3, 4 and 5 certainly belong to it but it is
probable that 6, and even 7, belong to it also; the latter is free of
'Ubaid ware (which survives into the prehistoric Uruk period)
and contains mosaic cones, which we shall recognize as a dis-
tinctive feature of the architecture of 'Proto-literate' times. But
the question precisely where, in any given sequence of remains,
this period starts, will have to be decided in each case when suffi-
cient material becomes available.1

The later half of this concluding period, though possessing a
recognizable character, continues in almost all respects the tradi-
tions of the earlier phase. It is often difficult to decide whether an
artifact should be assigned to Uruk 4 or Uruk 3 (Jamdat Nasr
phase). The polychrome pottery which counts as the most dis-
tinctive feature of the Jamdat Nasr phase existed already in the
preceding Uruk 4 phase. The indecisiveness of the situation is
illustrated, for example, by the Riemchengebaude at Uruk. The
excavators assign the structure to the Uruk 4 phase but describe
the pottery found therein as typical of the Jamdat Nasr phase.
Indeed, at Warka, it is often difficult, if not impossible, to discern
whether certain buildings are to be assigned to Uruk 4 or 3; the
opinions of the excavators themselves seem often to reflect this
uncertainty. Nevertheless, there is a difference between the earlier
and later remains. In the beginning, notably in layers 5 and 4 at
Uruk, we are confronted with the unheralded emergence of im-
portant inventions: Mesopotamian culture seems suddenly to
crystallize. In the later layers, at Uruk, and at Jamdat Nasr,
Khafajl and other sites where similar remains are found, we
observe a decreased creativity and therefore, in the field of art, a
loss of quality. But we also note a consolidation of the earlier
discoveries and their practical application on a wider scale than
before. This phase represents a period of expansion which carried
Mesopotamian influence through the length and breadth of the
ancient Near East. Thus we distinguish two phases in this final
period, the remains of which, respectively, we shall now describe.

II. THE EARLIER PHASE (URUK 4)

While in Egypt the monuments of Early Dynastic times celebrate
the divine king, those of Mesopotamia in the like period concern

1 See also C.A.H. i3, ch. vm, sect. 1 (Uruk-Warka), where there is a discussion of
the limitations of the evidence obtained from this sounding.
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the relations between man and the gods; the earliest monumental
buildings known are, in the one case, royal tombs; in the other,
temples.

At Eridu,1 a series of eighteen temples was discovered beneath
the later zikkurrat of Amar-Sin. The earliest of these (18-6)
belong to the 'Ubaid period:2 the next series, temples 1—5, maybe
attributed to the Uruk period. Here we have an excellent illus-
tration of the prehistoric antecedents of the monumental archi-
tecture found in the Uruk 4 phase, the 'golden age' of Sumerian
architecture. Temples 5—1, which represent the typical tripartite
Sumerian plan, are said to have stood on a raised platform. The
latest temple (i)3 was raised upon a 'massive terrace' with but-
tresses and stepped offsets.

It was at Uruk itself, however, that the most impressive monu-
mental layout known to us in this period was revealed. Unfor-
tunately, the various stages of rebuilding at this complex site are
often difficult to disentangle; the architectural remains sometimes
appear unintelligible owing to later alterations or destruction, and
it is at times impossible to attribute buildings with any degree of
certainty to the Uruk 4 or Uruk 3 (Jamdat Nasr) phase.

In the Uruk \b phase, at least three temple complexes existed
concurrently. Temples A (on the north-south terrace) and B
would appear to be typical Sumerian tripartite temples,4 though
they were only partially excavated.

Adjoining the north-south terrace was a large courtyard whose
walls were decorated in places with cone-mosaic in red, white
and black. At the north end of this court were two flights of
steps leading up to a small platform which projected from a
raised terrace. Set upon this terrace was the 'Pillar Hall', a
portico consisting of a double row of four free-standing and two
engaged columns, each 2-62 m. in diameter.5 An entrance was
apparently found at one end, in the axis of the portico. Part of the
courtyard wall nearest to the portico on the north-east side was
ornamented with a row of small, contiguous engaged columns.

The facade of the stair platform, the columns of the portico and
the north-east wall of the court with its engaged columns were all
decorated with cone-mosaic.6 The portico may have led to a temple
beyond but this remains a mystery as it is incompletely excavated.

1 §11, 6; §11, 7. 2 For a discussion of these, see C.A.H. i3, ch. vm, sect. 1.
3 §11, 7, 106 f. For a reconstruction of this temple, see §11, 10, pi. 30 on p. 41.
« $ H , S.Taf. i ;G,7,fig. 16.
6 §11, 5, Taf. 1 (Pfeilerhalle); G, 7, fig. 16 (Pillar Temple).
• §n, 3, iv, Taf. 7-9.
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There is no doubt, however, that the Pillar Hall must have been
one of the most imposing monuments of this period.

Level \a at Uruk is represented by temple C,1 a very large
(54*20 x 22-20 m.) building which would appear to be a combina-
tion of two tripartite temples set at right angles, and by temple D,
of which enough remains to suggest another tripartite Sumerian
plan.

The one remaining temple known to us at Uruk is the ' Stone-
Cone Temple'.2 In both its phases this temple stood in a large
courtyard whose walls were decorated with stepped recesses on
both sides. The inner walls of the court and the outer walls of the
temple must have been covered with red, white and blue cone-
mosaics, the remains of which were strewn over the site in large
quantities. Again we are confronted by a tripartite plan, but this
time with deviations, the most striking of which is an L-shaped
room occupying the north-east side of the building. The ex-
cavator attributed this temple to the end of Uruk 4, though he
admitted the possibility of an Uruk 3 date.

At Tell 'Uqair was found a series of temples, the earliest of
which may have been founded in the 'Ubaid period. The most
important of these was the 'Painted Temple' ;3 its exact date re-
mains uncertain but it may be described here, as there is some
reason to suppose that it may be placed within the Uruk 4 phase.
This temple, built of Riemchen bricks, was set on a platform about
5 m. high, arranged in two steps, with a buttressed facade and
approached by three separate staircases.yAbove the niches of the
facade was a horizontal band of five rows of black cone-mosaic.
The temple itself also had a buttressed facade. Its plan represented
the classic Sumerian tripartite temple, comparable with those at
Warka and Eridu: a central cella with flanking rooms. The cella
was approached through doors at the side; there may also have
been an entrance at the end opposite the podium, but this was not
preserved.

At the north-west end of the cella was a stepped podium 3 ft.
high which projected for 11 ft. over a width of 8 ft., to which a
flight of six steps gave access. Towards the other end of the cella
was a smaller pedestal.

The most remarkable feature of this building was its painted
decoration, traces of which survived on every square foot of the
inner walls and podium. This was executed in a great variety of
colours (except green and blue) on a white ground. The most

1 G, 7, fig. 16. 2 §n, 3, no. xv, Taf. 36.
3 §11, 8; see also C.A.H. i3, ch. vm, sect. 1 (Tell 'Uqair).
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usual arrangement consisted of a red wash forming a dado about
1 m. high; above, a band of geometric ornament about 30 cm.
high; above this again, a band of animal and human figures. These
included quadrupeds (probably bulls) and bare-footed human
figures clad in knee-length kilts. Unfortunately these were pre-
served only to waist height, but it may reasonably be supposed
that they represent men bringing cattle as offerings to the deity.

The best-preserved paintings were on the front and sides of the
podium: the front bore an imitation of a buttressed facade with
patterns in the recess, probably representing cone-mosaics, com-
parable with that found on the facade of the stair platform in the
Pillar Hall at Uruk. To the side were two spotted leopards, one
couchant, the other seated on its haunches.

Paintings have not been preserved at other sites but the geo-
metric patterns found at 'Uqair recur at Uruk in E-anna, the area
sacred to the goddess Inanna. As we have seen above, some of
those early shrines had walls decorated on the outside with
many thousands of thin cones of baked clay. These are generally
3—4 in. long and resemble headless nails; their tops are about \ in.
or less in diameter and are often dipped in red or black paint.
These cones were inserted, closely packed, into a thick mud
plaster, thus covering the mud-brick walls with a weatherproof
skin of baked clay cones, the coloured heads of which formed
lozenges, zigzags and other geometric patterns in black and red
on a buff ground.

This method of covering the walls was laborious in the extreme,
and it was later restricted to the recessed panels of the brickwork.
In this later form it survived at Uruk into Early Dynastic times,
but elsewhere it may well have been confined to the predynastic
period. The cone-mosaics must have been used in the beginning
throughout southern Mesopotamia, for at many sites where traces
of early settlement are found—Ur and Eridu among them—clay
cones occur in greater or lesser quantity, although not in properly
preserved mosaics. Mosaics were also executed in cones cut from
stone and ground into shape.1 At Eridu, gypsum cones with ends
sheathed in copper were found in association with temples attri-
buted to the Uruk period.2

Mosaics probably included representational as well as geometric
designs, notably animal friezes such as were rendered in paint
at 'Uqair. We cannot prove that these were originally produced
by the use of painted cones, but that is suggested by a simplified

1 In the Steinstiftmosaik temple at Warka, see §11, 3, no. xv.
2 §n, 7, 107-
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type of animal mosaic which was known at Uruk during the later
part of the predynastic period: here the animals were modelled
in one piece in clay, and the flat plaques so produced were
surrounded by cones which covered the rest of the walls.
These friezes and the paintings at 'Uqair thus form the proto-
types of similar designs executed in inlay work or by means of
applied copper figures at Al-'Ubaid in Early Dynastic times.1 We
observe, then, a change of technique, but continuity of usage, in
the decoration of early Mesopotamian temples.

Cones of larger and coarser types were used too. Some of
about a foot in length served as a border near the upper edge of
the artificial temple mounds at Uruk and 'Uqair. But the most
accomplished use of cone-mosaic occurs in Archaic Layer 4 at
Uruk; here, as we have seen, huge columns, 9 ft. in diameter, are
completely covered with small cones forming geometric designs.
The same ornamentation adorns the front of the platform sup-
porting the colonnade, and the walls with semi-engaged columns
which flank the stairs leading up to the platform. The combina-
tion of colouring and texture gives to these wall surfaces an
extraordinary richness and beauty.

One of the most important monuments of the 'Proto-literate'
period is an alabaster vase 3 ft. high, now in the Iraq Museum at
Baghdad.2 It was found at Uruk in a Jamdat Nasr stratum but
the style in which it is executed suggests that it belongs to the
earlier Uruk 4 phase. Its outer face is covered with reliefs
that, in all probability, depict a ritual which took place in the
shrine where the vessel was found. The goddess Inanna appears
in front of two reed posts with streamers which form her symbol.
A naked figure (in Early Dynastic times priests were often naked
when officiating) offers the deity a basket with fruit. Behind him
are traces of a figure well known from contemporary monuments.
He wears a long skirt, a beard, and long hair plaited and wound
round the head to form a chignon at the back. This coiffure is
worn by rulers in Early Dynastic and Akkadian times. On the
vase this personage seems to offer the goddess an elaborate girdle,
the tassels of which are held by a servant who follows him. Other
gifts offered to the goddess are placed behind her: among them,
two tall vases shaped exactly like the one we are describing; two
more vases in the shape of animals—a goat, a lion—with rimmed
openings on the back (and such vases have actually been found in
temples of the Jamdat Nasr phase at Khafajl),3two flat dishes with

1 See below, pp. 287 f. 2 G, 6, figs. 87-90; G, 8, pis. 19-22.
3 §11, 1, 43 and notes 64-6.
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fruit; two tall baskets with vegetables and fruit; and a curious
object, no doubt a piece of temple furniture, which consists of the
figure of a powerful ram supporting on its back a two-staged
temple tower upon which stand a male and a female figure and the
symbols of the goddess.

The ritual scene we have described occupies the uppermost
register of the design. A lower register shows a series of naked
men carrying baskets of fruit, dishes and jars. The third and
the lowest bands of design show rams and sheep, date palms and
ears of barley in alternation.

The vase from Uruk is not the only monument of this period
which celebrates Inanna as a fertility goddess—a trough in the
British Museum1 shows rams, sheep and lambs beside a reed
structure capped by the symbols of the goddess. This building is
probably either an archaic type of shrine or the fold of the flock of
Inanna. The design also includes an eight-petalled rosette, a
stylized flower which often symbolizes the vegetable kingdom
which the goddess rules. The same combination of herbivores and
plants is common on contemporary seals, be it that cattle are com-
bined with the curving ears of barley, or that the temple animals
are shown being ritually fed with barley; or there are also the
symbolic rosettes which we have just described.

Engravings on cylinder seals give us a more complete impres-
sion of the artistic achievements of the age than the sadly damaged
wall-paintings and the rare vases with reliefs. The quality of the
seal engravings is often of the highest, and the variety of their
repertoire is very great. It would be pointless to enumerate their
subjects here,2 but it is important to observe (since it shows the
extraordinary inventiveness of the age) that every type of design
which we meet in later times was known already in the 'Proto-
literate' period—with the possible exception of myths, which are
commonly depicted in Akkadian times alone. We find in these
earlier ages ritual scenes, and even a secular one (the 'king' on the
battlefield), in other words, subjects in which the narrative is all-
important. But likewise we find heraldic animals, antithetical
groups, and similar subjects in which the content matters little
and the decorative values count most. We find designs which are
symbolical, such as ibexes flanking a pair of snakes and a rosette: in
other words, a group of manifestations or attributes of the nature-
deities we have discussed. But there are also seal designs con-
sisting of files of animals, as superbly modelled as the symbolic
groups, but of uncertain significance. The seals are larger than

1 G, 8, pi. 23. 2 General discussions will be found in §1, 1; §1, 4; §11, 4.
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those of any other period; some are as much as 2 in. in diameter
and more in height. Together with the stone vases they give an
impression of perfection in the work of this time.

Among the secular monuments found at Uruk is a black granite
stela,1 retaining in large part the original shape of the boulder but
showing on one smoothed face a bearded leader in the act of
hunting lions. He uses a spear in one example, bow and arrow in
the other, for he is represented twice. There is no inscription; no
setting is indicated and there are no followers. The occasion of the
hunt remains a mystery, and thus an innovation of great import-
ance in the history of the stela, the free-standing stone set up
merely to serve as vehicle for an inscription or design, remains
problematical.

A much finer work discovered at Uruk is a female head,2 8 in.
high, fitted originally, perhaps, to a statue of different material. It
is made of gypsum and eyes and eyebrows were inlaid, as was
usual in the Early Dynastic period. There is a curious contrast of
treatment within the work: the face is exquisitely modelled but the
hair, parted in the middle, is rendered by a succession of broad flat
planes. If, as has recently been assumed, these geometric surfaces
were covered with gold-foil engraved to render the hair, the con-
trast with the treatment of the face would disappear. In any case,
the head is a work of rare beauty more in keeping with that of the
earlier phase of the ' Proto-literate' period than with that of the
later layers in which it was found. It is probably a survival from
the earlier phase.

Beyond question the most remarkable invention (if such it was)
of the earlier predynastic period was writing, not only for its own
importance, but because the beginning of 'history', in however
rudimentary a form, was dependent upon this resource. It is now
unnecessary to describe at length3 the form of writing which first
appeared, so far as we know at present, in the period called ' Uruk
4*. This script is, however, by no means primitive in all respects,
and it shows signs of development and formalizing before this

first appearance. Only a minority of the signs can be recognized
as pictures, and their linear descendants in the cuneiform script,
where a good many of them were preserved, came to have mean-
ings which often seem arbitrary, although they must in some way
be derived from the original concepts. It is at least probable that

1 G, 6, pi. 92; G, 8, pi. 18; see also below, p. 124. For similar scenes depicted
on cylinder seals, see § 11, 9 and references therein.

2 G, 6, fig. 105; G, 8, pis. 30 f.
3 A full description and discussion will be found in §1, 4.
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the future will reveal earlier and more elementary writings than
the tablets of Uruk, but it is hardly to be expected that such will
be found elsewhere than in Lower Iraq, which at present claims
the glory of being the earliest nurse of man's best achievement.
This geographical setting is independent of the question what
language it was that the first writing preserves.1 That in the
subsequent stage (tablets of the Jamdat Nasr period) the language
is Sumerian has been sufficiently demonstrated, but if it be true
that an ethnic substratum existed in the land before a (hypothetical)
immigration of the Sumerians, the Uruk 4 tablets could be
imagined as expressing that earlier language. At present such
questions are quite beyond determination, and although future
discoveries may be hopefully awaited it is hardly probable that,
upon this first verge of written record, they will be decisive.

III . THE LATER PHASE (JAMDAT NASR)

The later phase of the ' Proto-literate' period was one of consolida-
tion, elaboration and expansion. Its innovations were few. Its fine
polychrome pottery shows black and red geometric designs on a
light-coloured band round the shoulder while the rest of the vessel
is covered with deep red or plum-coloured paint.2 But the pottery
was known already in the earlier phase of the period, and if it
seems more characteristic for the later phase, that may be due to
the fact that the remains of the latter are so much more numerous.

The building material used throughout the period consisted of
small, oblong, sun-dried bricks square in section, called Riemchen.

Temple architecture of this phase is best represented at Uruk
by the 'White Temple',3 the latest preserved of a series of shrines
whose remains are incorporated in the so-called Anu Zikkurrat—
an irregular mound 40 ft. high, with an area of 420,000 sq. ft.
Access to the White Temple was by three ramps. The Sanctuary
itself measured 60 x 70 ft. (as at 'Uqair) and was surrounded by
an open area. It was an elaborate structure, built of sun-dried
bricks and whitewashed. The outer walls, and part of the inside
walls, showed buttresses alternating with vertical chases or stepped
recesses. In the lower part of each recess, horizontal timbers
strengthened the brickwork at regular intervals and formed a
visible pattern at the same time. Higher up in the recesses were

1 See below, pp. 93 ff.; but the idea of an earlier substrate language is contested
in C.A.H. i3, ch. iv, sect. iv. See also ch. vm, sect. 1 (Eridu).

2 E.g. §n, 1, pis. 1, 5, 6; G, 8, pi. VII.
 3 G, 7, fig. 14; G, 8, pi. 14.
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small windows, triangular, if we may judge by a stone model of
which fragments were recovered.

One entered the building through a door in one of the long
sides; then, passing through a vestibule, one reached the cella,
which occupied the centre of the temple over its whole length and
was flanked by two symmetrical rows of smaller rooms; one of
these served as vestibule, the others as vestries, stair-wells and
storerooms. An altar stood against one of the short walls of the
cella, and some distance in front of it a base of masonry may
have supported a hearth; this, at least, is the rule in the temples of
Early Dynastic and Akkadian times and their evidence would seem
relevant since they agree with the 'Proto-literate' temples in the
layout of the cella.

An important feature of the Uruk-Jamdat Nasr period at Uruk
is the Riemchengebdude,1 an isolated structure measuring about
18 x 20 m., built within a pit dug into the north corner of the
Stone-Cone Mosaic temple. The excavators assigned the building
of the Riemchengebdude to the Uruk 4 phase, but many of the
objects it contained were typical of the Jamdat Nasr period.

The building consists of a series of chambers and corridors, but
has no doorway in the outer walls through which it might have
been entered. The innermost chamber (4.x 6*50 m.) was com-
pletely surrounded by a corridor. A blazing fire burnt here but
only one wall bore traces of burning. This suggests that the flame
was blown in that direction by the wind, which in turn implies
that there was no roof.

A rich deposit of objects was found within the building. The
plaster of the walls must have been still damp when these were
placed there, as impressions of vases were found on the walls in
some cases. Among the objects found were hundreds of pottery
and stone vases, alabaster bowls, copper vessels, clay cones, gold
leaf, and nails with heads covered in gold leaf, weapons (arrow-
heads, maceheads, knives, spearheads), and animal bones. In the
north-east corridor were found the remains of wooden posts,
pieces of black and white stone mosaic and tubular copper sheaths
once nailed to posts i-8 m. long. The excavator considered these to
be components of furniture, perhaps settles.2 Some had been
carefully set down, others were so mutilated that they must have
been thrown in from above.

The evidence points to the purpose of the Riemchengebdude as
being for the ritual dedication and burial of the furniture from a
temple which was to be abandoned or superseded by a new shrine.

1 $11, 3 no. xxi, Taf. 31 (4). 2 §11, 3, no. xv, pis. 15 and 42.
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It appears to have been built expressly for the purpose, filled with
objects before the plaster was dry, and dedicated in a ritual fire-
ceremony and buried while the flames still burned in the inner-
most chamber. It must be stressed that no traces whatever of
human remains were found in the Riemchengebaude. It might
perhaps be regarded as simply an elaborate form of Opferstatte,
many of which were found at Uruk and assigned to the Jamdat
Nasr phase by the excavators.1 Some were found in the E-anna
precinct, but with no trace of the buildings which might have
contained them. They took the form of trenches dug at a slant
and plastered on the inside. Offerings of fish, birds, animals and
vegetable matter were placed in the deep end and burnt. The
ashes were then swept out and the trough was replastered in
preparation for the next sacrifice. In an area known as the South-
east Court, a series of small rooms each contained troughs sunk
into the floor. These were sometimes in the form of a shallow dish
with a channel projecting at one side. Opferstdtten seem to have
been found at other sites in the Jamdat Nasr period, though they
are often described by the excavators as kilns or hearths.2

The civilization which had apparently evolved in a restricted
area in the extreme south now flourished in a number of settle-
ments further north, for instance in the region to the east of the
Diyala in the latitude of Baghdad. In that region, at Khafaji, we
can follow a development in temple architecture which was signi-
ficant :3 unfortunately we cannot corroborate it with evidence from
Uruk since the Inanna temple stood at this time upon a platform
which is preserved while the actual shrine is lost. At Khafaji a
temple dedicated, in all probability, to the moon-god Sin was
founded in this phase (Jamdat Nasr). Its plan resembles the
earlier temples at Uruk: an oblong cella occupies the centre of the
building, with an altar against one of the short walls. A new trend
is announced, however, by an element of asymmetry: the small
rooms no longer flank the cella. On the side of the entrance there
are, as of old, three rooms, one of which serves as vestibule. On
the opposite side there is one continuous stairway leading to the
roof, with a storeroom arranged underneath the steps. This slight
change in plan is the first indication of an impending development
which was to change the character of the temple considerably.
Hitherto, the shrine had stood unattached to other structures,
a self-contained symmetrical unit. Various subsidiary buildings

1 For a convenient summary of the evidence concerning Opferstatten, see §111, 23.
See also C.A.H. i3, ch. vm, sect. 1 (Uruk-Warka).

2 E.g. in the second courtyard of Sin temple 4 at Khafaji. 8 §11, 2.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



84 LAST PREDYNASTIC PERIOD IN BABYLONIA

such as storerooms and ovens were placed more or less haphazardly
near its entrance. We notice, at Khafajl, a change from this initial
situation to one in which these subsidiary structures were grouped
in and around the courtyard and joined to the temple; the stairs
leading to the temple roof were shifted to this courtyard and the
oblong space on the far side of the cella thus became superfluous
and was suppressed. This change was completed towards the end
of the 'Proto-literate' period (Sin temple 4) and it changed the
cella from a central room, through which one passed necessarily
on many occasions, to a secluded chamber placed at the very back
of an extensive building. The cella retained this character through-
out later times. The temple as a whole obtained, as a result of this
development, a much more complex but also a more flexible plan
than the isolated symmetrical design used in the earlier phase of
the 'Proto-literate' period. We do not know whether the change
was correlated with one in function or significance.

At Grai Resh1 (Jebel Sinjar), excavations yielded a building
of the Uruk-Jamdat Nasr period. It consisted of a long central
room with smaller rooms opening off it and may have been a
private house or a temple.

It is important to note the variations to which the early temple
architecture is subject. We have already noticed that the designs
executed in cone-mosaic at Uruk recur in paint at 'Uqair.
Another difference consists of the variation in height of the plat-
forms upon which the temples stand: they range from the low
socles found in the E-anna precinct at Uruk or at Khafaj! to the
15 ft. platform at 'Uqair, while the platform of the' White Temple'
itself rests upon a mound of accumulated ddbris. Yet the plans of
all these temples resemble each other closely. If the opportunity
offered by unlimited space is exploited, they merely show a repe-
tition, on a larger scale, of the basic plan consisting of a long
central room with suites of rooms on either side. This plan is
retained for the main structure and is repeated at right angles and
in such dimensions that the area corresponding with the central
room becomes a long open court. This was done, for instance, in
' Temple C' at Uruk as we have seen above.

It should be mentioned here that temples built upon platforms
have been considered the origin of the stepped tower or zikkurrat,2

so characteristic a feature of later Babylonian architecture, the
recollection of which is enshrined in the 'Tower of Babel'. The
earliest true zikkurrats of which remains have been found are not

1 §111, 15; see also C.A.H. i3, ch. vin, sect. 11 and fig. 12.
2 §111, 14; §III , 19.
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earlier than the Third Dynasty of Ur (2113-2006 B.C.), the best
preserved being the great pile at Ur itself. The excavator of this
has stated, however, that it incorporated brickwork of the Early
Dynastic period,1 which may indicate that a similar, if smaller,
structure occupied the site previously. Recently it has been sug-
gested that two Early Dynastic zikkurrats existed at Kish, but the
evidence is not conclusive.2 In the absence of ascertained remains
of the buildings themselves, pictorial representations of stepped
constructions are by some interpreted as showing the building of
zikkurrats.3 It does not seem likely that such a structure was part of
the temple E-ninnu at Lagash, which was restored, as described by
them in detail, in the reigns of Ur-Baba and Gudea.4 The elabora-
tion which such a construction acquired in the Middle Babylonian
period has been demonstrated by the detailed examination of the
zikkurrat at Diir-Untash (Choga-Zanbil), near Susa.5

Outside the field of architecture too, a combination of continu-
ity and change strikes one when one compares the two phases of
the period. We have stated already that at Khafaji were found
animal-shaped vases of the type depicted on thetall vase from Uruk
which probably belongs to the earlier phase.6 The low relief of
that vase finds a few somewhat coarsened descendants in the vases
of the later phase. Most of these, however, are decorated in a
different manner. The animals' bodies are rendered in profile in
relief, but the head is turned outward, and emerges from the body
of the vase in the round. The parts worked in relief are not only
heavier than was usual, but certain mechanical tricks replace the
uniformly sensitive modelling of the earlier phase. For instance, a
group of a lion sinking its claws and teeth in the hindquarters of
a bull occurs on a number of vases.7 The front paws of the lion
show regularly two parallel grooves, the haunches of the bull a
scalloped line; in both cases these abbreviations must serve in the
place of a plastic rendering of the muscles. Yet these vases are not
without merit. The more substantial relief creates a vigorous con-
trast between shades and highlights well in keeping with the
violent struggles which form the subject of the decoration. The
same tendencies are noticeable in another class of vases used in the
temples. Their basic form is a cup on an ornamental base but the
cup, in many cases, disappears within the elaborately carved open-
work of the support.8 The subject is, again, one of struggle,

1 §111, 26, 7 and 99. 2 §1, 11.
3 G, 1, i8r—6; §111, 8; §111, 14. * §111,4, I 3 I f-
6 §111, 7; also C.A.H. n3, ch. xxix, sect. 11. 6 See above, pp. 78 f..
7 E.g. G, 8, pis. 26 f. 8 G, 3, pi. 6; G, 8, pis. 24-5.
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mostly between a male figure and two or four animals, either lions
or bulls. The man—if it is a man—is of heroic appearance, broad-
shouldered, long-haired, bearded, dressed only in a girdle. In one
instance he wears the shoes with upturned toes which are used even
today by the northern mountaineers. It is extraordinary that we
know absolutely nothing about this figure from any text, for he
plays a major part in the repertoire of the Early Dynastic seal-
cutters, and is frequently found, in reliefs and on seals, down to
neo-Babylonian times. There is no justification for the identifica-
tion with the hero of the Gilgamesh epic which is sometimes made.

The two groups of stone vases which we discussed as typical of
the later phase of the ' Proto-literate' period were made in light-
coloured stones, mostly limestone or gypsum. A third class used
dark stone, bituminous limestone in most cases. In this material
bands and other patterns were gouged out and these were filled
with inlaid geometric designs such as triangles, lozenges, con-
centric circles and rosettes. The materials of the inlays are coloured
limestones, shell and mother-of-pearl, and the pieces were set in
bitumen. The effect is, again, vigorous and rich.1

Other works of stone were found in the temples. It seems that
the custom of placing figures of devotees before the gods—well
testified for Early Dynastic times—was known already in the
'Proto-literate' period. At Khafaji a gypsum statuette of a woman
was found, a muscular little person carrying her head rather
forward in a strikingly natural pose.2

Animals too were modelled in the round; a wild boar from
Ur, carved in soapstone,3 formed part of an implement (it has a
cup-like hollow in the back and was attached below); black stone
figures of rams, of different sizes, were meant to be attached to a
wall.4 This is indicated by perforations for copper wire in the
backs of the figures. We have met the animal frieze, not only on
the alabaster vase from Uruk but also in the cone-mosaics, and we
have discussed its appropriateness in a Sumerian temple. The
attitude of the rams tallies with that of the animals on the first
group of vases we described in this section: their bodies extended
along the wall while their heads are turned outward and face the
spectator. This attitude survives in the copper bulls which decor-
ated, in a similar frieze, the Early Dynastic temple at Al-'Ubaid.5

Other fragments of animal sculpture are more difficult to explain.
Some are standing figures with stone bodies and legs of silver or

1 G, 8, pi. vi. 2 G, 3, pi. 9B; §m, 6, Pl. 1.
3 §111, 25, 31 and pl. 37. * Ibid. 42 and pl. 38.
6 §i, 6, pis. xxix f.
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copper; of others, rams, only the heads are known and we do not
know whether they formed part of temple furniture or architectural
decoration. Some of these heads are, again, modelled with great
mastery. A complete figure of a ram with a copper rod fixed in
the back1 recalls the copper rushlight of Early Dynastic times
from Kish where the supporting figure is a frog.2 Such com-
parisons do not merely allow us to interpret with some degree of
probability the monuments of the 'Proto-literate' age; they also
emphasize the continuity of Mesopotamian culture.

A last characteristic category of objects consists of small figures
of animals carved in stone. They are pierced and are called amulets,
but we do not really know their significance. It is clear that they
are in harmony with the religious preoccupation with natural
forces; rams, cattle of various kinds, wild herbivores and lions are
common among them, and a figure of a lioness from Tell Agrab
bears the symbol of Inanna in relief on its shoulder. In quality
they range from obvious mass products to splendidly finished
little carvings. Sometimes they are covered with small inlays of
lapis lazuli, appropriate in the case of leopards but also used in
other instances. Some of these animal figures show engraved or
drilled designs on the base: whether these are stamp seals remains
doubtful. The religious significance of this category of charming
small-scale stonework is further demonstrated by the occurrence
among them of the lion-headed eagle, the embodiment of the
dark clouds of the spring storms and their welcome rain. The
creature is not shown with spread wings, as in Early Dynastic
times, but like a crouching bird of prey. We do not/know whether
some of these figures belong to the early phase^f the period or
whether their occurrence in Early Dynastic layers marks a con-
tinuity of manufacture or merely the continued use of extant
figures.

The same uncertainty attaches to some classes of cylinder seals.3

Some of them (like some of the stone vases) merely continue older
motives on a lower level of excellence. There is, on the other hand,
a numerous class of cylinders which are found only in the later
phase of the 'Proto-literate' period. They are tall and narrow—
their height is sometimes three or four times the diameter—and
they show striking combinations of various geometric designs.
Even this geometric decoration disintegrates towards the end of
the period, as do all the other seal designs. For instance, when the
drill, a rapid tool, had been used in the early phase its traces were
carefully obliterated by the subsequent engraving; in the later

1 G, 3, pi. 4A. 2 Ibid. pi. 29C. 3 §111, 1, 3 ff.
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phase the drill-marks are noticeable, and sometimes even form
patterns by themselves. The general impression of late 'Proto-
literate' glyptic is that of a mass product; the seals of the earlier
phase are, on the other hand, individual works, all of high quality.
We know, as a matter of fact, that the number of seals produced
in the later phase of this period was enormous, not only because
they are found in hundreds in our excavations but also because
they are fairly common in Early Dynastic layers and they even turn
up in deposits of much later ages, for instance in a temple of the
Hammurabi period in Ishchali. It is not certain that all engraved
cylinders of the late 'Pro to-literate' period served as seals; of some
classes impressions are not known. But in any case the call for
seals must have been great during a phase which was, above all, a
period of expansion, especially of trade.

The stone of the seals themselves points to trade; it had to be
imported—if only from the Persian foothills. But stone was any-
way remarkably abundant in this period. We have mentioned its
manifold uses in the equipment of the temples. Both at Ur and
Khafajl private people were buried with a greater proportion of
stone vases among their grave goods than at any other age.

With the graves, we have entered on a description of secular re-
mains. They were dug under the floors of the houses and the body
was wrapped in matting and buried in a contracted position. No
cylinder seals and no tools or weapons were found in these graves,
in contrast with those of later times. But lead tumblers were found,
as were large copper dishes, sometimes 1-2 ft. in diameter.

The houses in which the graves were found resemble those of
later times and are undistinguished; they consist of a number of
oblong rooms grouped within the available plot of land without
any noticeable order. A building at Grai Resh may have been a
private house (see p. 84).

At Jamdat Nasr a large building was labelled ' palace'*• but its
plan has not been sufficiently elucidated for guesses regarding its
function to be profitable.

Some figurative objects which may be secular are known. The
so-called' Blau Monuments' in the British Museum2 are two tablets
of green schist bearing signs and figures which show that they
were made during the later phase of the 'Proto-1 iterate' period. It
has been suggested that they are the records of some transactions;
they show stoneworkers drilling out vases and the bearded long-
haired figure in the long skirt (who is the main actor in most

1 §1,10, 226; S.Langdon in Alte Or. xxvi (1927), Abb. 12, 70 f.; G, 7, 130-1;
P. R. S. Moorey in Iraq, 26 (1964), 93. 2 G, 8, pi. 15; §1, 4.
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scenes of this period) holding on one monument a kid, on the
other an object which might well be the tasselled girdle which is
offered to the goddess on the alabaster vase from Uruk and also
on a seal cylinder.1

Summarizing our survey, we see the later phase of the 'Proto-
literate' period as a consolidation of the achievements of the
earlier phase. These were now spread throughout Sumer and
Akkad. Moreover, Mesopotamian influence spread throughout
the Near East. The most substantial traces of this influence were
found in south-west Persia. In Elam alone the Sumerian script
of 'Proto-literate' times was imitated. A number of clay tablets
bearing 'Proto-Elamite' inscriptions and seal impressions re-
semble those from the Euphrates-Tigris plain, but the signs are
actually different, as is no doubt the language they render, and
the seals show in both style and motives peculiarities not found in
Sumer. But imported Mesopotamian seals, too, were found at Susa
and spread beyond it. At Sialk, near Kashan, in north-west Persia,
Proto-Elamite tablets were found and cylinder seals which might
have come from Sumer as well as from Elam, for the simplified
designs of late 'Proto-literate' times were common to both. It is
even possible that Mesopotamian influence reached Tepe Hisar,
near the south-east corner of the Caspian Sea, to judge by the
design of a cylinder seal excavated there.2

Another line of expansion led northwards along the Euphrates.
We have not yet direct evidence of Mesopotamian expansion
along the Middle Euphrates comparable with the situation pre-
vailing in Early Dynastic times, and again under the First Dynasty
of Babylon, when this valley fell entirely within the orbit of the
southern centre of culture. Yet we must assume close contact to
have existed in late 'Proto-literate' times in order to account for
the fact that at Tell Brak,3 on a tributary of the Khabur (which
joins the Euphrates) a temple was discovered which agrees in
many details of its arrangement and equipment with those of Uruk
and 'Uqair. At Chagar Bazar, a bulla with Sumerian inscription
was found.4 Evidence from prehistoric Nineveh shows that a
parallel development took place there, and some of the plain
ceramic as well as cylinder seal impressions are similar to objects
found in Babylonia.5

Influence from Mesopotamia reached even farther at this time.
1 G, 4, pi. HI ; G, 8, pi. 17 (second from the top).
2 §111, 22, 198 f. 3 CAM. i3, ch. viii, sect. m.
4 §111, 18, 151 (A 391).
5 C.A.H. is, ch. vm, sect. 11, and below, p. 301.
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In the plain of Antioch, at Tell Judaidah, and at Qatal Htiytik in
Anatolia, several cylinders were found which must be either im-
ports from Mesopotamia or local imitations of 'Proto-literate'
seals. Others were bought in north Syria at a time when travel
was less easy and antiquities less valuable than today, so that it
is a fair presumption that they too reached north Syria soon after
their manufacture in the south. Yet farther to the north, at Ali§ar
in eastern Anatolia, and at Hisarhk, the mound of Troy, fragments
of the tall seals, with geometric designs which we have described
above, were found. Mention should also be made of the possibility
that the idea of writing, and even some of the forms of cuneiform
script in the Jamdat Nasr period penetrated as far as modern
Romania, where some remarkable discoveries have been made.1

The south Mesopotamian influence is noticeable in seal im-
pressions on pottery at Byblos and in Palestine, although these
may belong to a slightly later date. Only twice afterwards—
under Hammurabi and under the New Assyrian empire—did
Mesopotamian influence pervade the Near East in this manner.
In these two periods it also reached Egypt, and the same is true
for the late 'Proto-literate' period. We are not concerned here
with the effects of this contact upon Egyptian civilization, then, too,
in a formative phase; we want merely to recall that cylinder seals
of a Mesopotamian type belonging to the Jamdat Nasr phase have
been found in Egypt, two actually in excavated graves of the Naqada
II period at Naqada.2 It is uncertain whether they are of Meso-
potamian manufacture or Egyptian imitations of Mesopotamian
prototypes. Whether contact was established on the Mediterranean
coast or on that of the Red Sea also remains uncertain.3

It is, however, necessary to consider the significance of the
period we have described within the early history of Mesopo-
tamia. If we recall its prehistoric antecedents, the changes which
it brought about gain the proper relief.

The most important single innovation is the introduction of
writing. In the opinion of many scholars the whole history of
writing in the West derives from this discovery since they hold
(as does the present writer) that the invention of hieroglyphic
writing in Egypt was stimulated by a knowledge of the principles
of Sumerian writing as it existed in the last part of the 'Proto-
literate' period. It has been shown above that Egypt was at that
time in contact with Sumer.

1 §111, 24; §111, 5; and see below, p. 94. 2 CAM. Is, ch. ix (a), sect. 11, end.
s For a full discussion, see above, pp. 42 f., and references therein; also CAM.

i3, ch. ix (a), sect. 11.
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The signs of the early script teach us something about the
early Sumerian communities. They show the preponderant im-
portance of sheep and goats in their economy. We may assume
that the wool trade, which in historical times made it possible to
obtain metals and other raw materials which the alluvial plain
lacked, existed already in 'Proto-literate' times, although we
cannot determine its scope. The sign for 'merchant' exists already
in the earliest script.1 Cattle and donkeys were kept. We also
find the sign group for 'ass of the mountains', which denotes the
horse in later times, though not necessarily in the early tablets ;2

in fact there would appear to be no evidence for the use of the
horse before the last quarter of the third millennium.3 Earlier
monuments do not depict it and the equidae which are shown
drawing the Early Dynastic war chariots are probably onagers ;4

this is confirmed by actual bones found at Tell Asmar.5

Fishing and the chase were also of some economic importance:
ibex, stag and hunting dogs occur among the signs. Most im-
portant, however, was agriculture. Barley was the commonest
crop but wheat was well known. The sign for plough lacks the
seed-funnel which is shown on Akkadian seal impressions, but
this does not prove that it was unknown.

The four-wheeled chariot also occurs as a sign, and it is prob-
able that the wheel was a Mesopotamian invention6 since the
sledge is known in 'Proto-literate' as well as in Early Dynastic
times and the chariot appears as a sledge placed on wheels. We
know that these consisted, not of rings with spokes, but of solid
circular discs of planks clamped together and provided with a
'tyre' of broad-headed nails driven into the outer edge. The
wheels were attached to the axle which, therefore, revolved with
them through bearings fixed to the bottom of the chariot. An
almost similar type of primitive cart survives in India to this day.7

The wheel, once invented, was soon put to another use: wheel-
made pottery was known earlier in Sumer than anywhere else: its
traces seem to be recognizable in Archaic Level 8 at Uruk. As
to other inventions, the signs include a shaft-hole axe which is
common among the finds of the Early Dynastic period but very
rare before that date. It indicates an advance in metallurgical
technique, for it required a closed mould for its casting. Gold and
silver were worked as well as copper; this we know from the texts.

1 §1,4; §m, 13. 2 §1,4, 53.
3 §111, 21, 11 ff; §111, 12; §111, 27.
4 §111, 3, an exception. 5 §111, 9, 2 ff.
6 §111, 2; §111, 20. ' §111, 16, pi. xxix, 2.
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There are animal figures carved in stone, the legs of which were
probably made of precious metal and added to the stone body.1

We may end by drawing a conclusion from the texts regarding
the political organization of the early communities. The word for
' king' (lugal) is not found before Early Dynastic times. The words
for 'elder' and 'assembly' do occur, however, on 'Proto-literate'
tablets, and it seems, therefore, likely that local autonomy found
expression in a system of which feeble traces are found far into
historical times and which assigned ultimate authority to the
assembly of all free males presided over by the elders.2

The development of cities is a significant feature of 'ProtO-
literate' times, for it suggests a form of political organization
which was not only characteristic of Mesopotamia during the
early phases of its history, but which reasserted itself whenever
the central government collapsed. We refer to the city state,
consisting of one or more cities with the land which sustained
their citizens. The fact that the full development of cities like
Uruk, Kish and Eshnunna seems to go back to 'Proto-literate'
times elucidates the general character of that period, which con-
sists precisely in this, that many usages and institutions which were
to remain typical for Mesopotamia then made their first appear-
ance. It is for this reason that we have described this period as
the transition from prehistory to history; it saw the emergence of
Mesopotamian civilization from a substratum which was neither
peculiar to the Euphrates—Tigris plain nor similar to the area's
civilization in historical times. The innovations of the 'Proto-
literate' period established the identity which Mesopotamian
civilization retained throughout its long history and the traditions
of the Sumerians—like Egyptian traditions—did not reach back
beyond the formative phase of their culture. Beyond this phase
they saw, not the prehistoric past which excavations have re-
vealed to us, but the superhuman origin of their society. Legend
merged into myth, 'kingship descended from heaven' and was
'in Eridu' and other cities.

But neither the development of cities nor anyof theother innova-
tions of this period—the invention of writing, the introduction of
metallurgy, the efflorescence of art—can by itself explain the great
change from prehistory to history. It is their aggregate which
creates the effect we have described and which bespeaks a prodi-
gious quickening of the spiritual life of the times. In this sense
Mesopotamian history may be said to begin in the 'Proto-literate'
period even though 'historical' texts do not reach back so far.

1 G, 2, vol. iv, 1992, fig. 1080. 2 §m, 10; §111, 11; §m, 17.
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CHAPTER XIII

THE CITIES OF BABYLONIA

I. THE SECOND AND THIRD EARLY
DYNASTIC PERIODS*

MATERIALLY, the changes between the first Early Dynastic
period and the succeeding generations which made up the
second and third were not great. The most marked was a develop-
ment in the style of the cylinder-seals, which turned from patterns
to a more representational set of designs and began to bear
inscriptions;1 these last are the leading characteristic of the age.
For with it we enter the realm of history, of record set down by
men with the conscious aim of perpetuating their acts to posterity,
and very soon is added the thought of imposing upon the present
by reference to the past. Writing, invented in an earlier epoch,
and employed since then constantly (even if appearing sporadi-
cally) for the purpose of memorandum concerning material
things, was now adopted by kings and applied to religious and
political ends. Here therefore begins in Babylonia a process which
was under way at about the same time in Egypt.

The earliest appearance of writing in the alluvial plain of
southern Iraq belongs to a period considerably earlier than the
subject of this chapter, though the distance can hardly be mea-
sured in years.2 Owing to the scattered nature of the evidence,
its development can be watched only in separate groups, and the
first two of these, the tablets found at Uruk3 and at the site
called Jamdat Nasr,4 belong to the subject-matter of the pre-
ceding chapter. These are followed in chronological order by
the archaic tablets of Ur,5 which lay in two strata already existing
when the celebrated 'royal tombs' were sunk in the ground, and
since these visibly belonged to the full maturity of the Early
Dynastic civilization the archaic tablets have been assigned to the
beginning of this period. Somewhat later again than the tablets
of Ur may be placed those of Farah (Shuruppak) which can be
proved later than the earliest reigns which have left monuments

• For the First Early Dynastic period see below, ch. xvi.
1 G, 8; 17 :23 ; §1, 1; 10; 17; 19; see below, p. 239.
2 §1, 5, 125 fF. s §1,6; A, 39. * §1, 15. 6 §1, 2.
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94 THE CITIES OF BABYLONIA

of their own.1 The arrangement of the foregoing series depends
upon a variety of arguments, mainly from epigraphy and archaeo-
logy, only once upon relative positions at any one site,2 but al-
though future discovery is sure to amplify the evidence it will
hardly change the order of what is already known.

With one exception, these tablets are lists of commodities,
quantities, and persons, the exception being lists which were
drawn up not for administrative use but for learning; these are
without numbers, and contain things of the same class, such as
writing signs (or rather the pictographs out of which these
developed), animals, or fish. Such non-utilitarian texts appear
even in the earliest tablets from Uruk, and thenceforth continued
through all the ages of Babylonian writing, being a standard
method of instruction for scribes who wrote the names of things
belonging to defined classes, according to their kind or material.
Moreover, recent evidence has now been discovered that tablets
of the Farah period contain early examples of known Sumerian
literary and lexical texts,3 and this confirms, what is already plain
for' other reasons, that the Farah tablets are the latest in the
archaic series. The most important question affecting all of these
earliest written records is that of the language which they attempted
to reproduce. The Uruk tablets lack any visible indications of this,
but those from Jamdat Nasr have slight but sufficient clues that
their language was Sumerian, and this is beyond doubt in the two
later groups. An extraordinary discovery of recent years has been
that of inscribed tablets at a place in Romania.4 A leading
authority upon early Sumerian writing5 had no difficulty in
recognizing the majority of these signs as closely similar to
Mesopotamian signs of the Jamdat Nasr period, and the discus-
sion has continued.6 The principal difficulty still seems to be that
the deposits among which these tablets were found are generally
held to be of much earlier date.

Whether the Sumerians were in fact, as they appear, the first
inhabitants of the Babylonian territory and the inventors of its
characteristic culture is a question which has been actively dis-
cussed, with arguments both archaeological and linguistic; it has
come to be known as 'the Sumerian problem', though certainly

1 Lugalbanda and Gilgamesh are found as divine names in the Farah tablets; see
§i, 4, Schultexte, no. i , vii, 14 and rev. iii, 25. These rulers were, in various tradi-
tions, more or less contemporary with Enmebaragisi, for whose inscription see §111, 3.
On the archaic tablets see further §1, 24, and A, 38.

2 At Uruk; see§i, 6, 14 f.
3 See A, 3 and 4. 4 A, 40.
5 A, 9. 6 A, 14, 16, 17, 29, 31.
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not the problem most hopeful of solution connected with that
people and their language.1 While the general debate does not
belong to the present chapter, being concerned with the pre-
historic period, it cannot be wholly passed over, because it implies
a challenge2 to the Sumerians' right to claim (although they never
did explicitly claim3) this all-important achievement of writing.
The linguistic side of the argument against Sumerian priority in
the land has been the ingenious, and indeed effective, attempt to
demonstrate that many ancient place-names and basic words for
materials and professions are in fact non-Sumerian, and must be
regarded as legacies of an earlier population,4 admittedly undefin-
able. Whether such there was or not, it can hardly affect the
invention of writing as a supreme honour of the Sumerians, for
there is no reason to believe that any such elder language as may
have been spoken in the land was ever reduced to writing before
it was superseded by Sumerian. The tablets of Uruk belong to the
archaeological period introduced by the arrival of the Sumerians
(according to upholders of the immigration theory), and in them-
selves have at least nothing to contradict the belief that their
writers were men of Sumerian speech: and this becomes demon-
strable in the subsequent groups of archaic tablets. It need not be
denied that there were others at about the same time capable of the
same invention, for, even if Egypt is left out of account, another
script is known to have been used almost in the same land as that
which produced the parent of cuneiform, for numerous tablets
were found at Susa inscribed with signs of an entirely different
repertoire of picture-words. This system, which has been called
Proto-Elamite5 and belongs to the Jamdat Nasr period, seems to
exhibit a more developed stage of representing the pictures than
the contemporary signs of what was to become cuneiform, and it
would be possible to conjecture that its beginnings were even more
remote. Nevertheless, it was doomed to no more than a short
provincial existence, and yielded place before it had time to leave
monuments which could become intelligible to a later age, thus
remaining, as it is likely to continue, indecipherable. Yet its area
might, at one time, have vied with its competitor's, for specimens

1 §1,23 and G, 27, 261 ff., but also §1,18,44 ff. See A, 24, and C.A.H. i3, ch. iv,
pp. 147 ff. and 343 f. 2 §i, 3, and §1, 20, 29.

3 A later epical text affirms that a message sent by Enmerkar was the first time
that 'a word was set on day' (see §iv, 27, line 505). This king had evidently some
traditional fame in early letters, for in another place (A.St. v, 198 f.) he is blamed
for not having written a record of his victories.

4 See above, C.A.H. i3, ch. iv, pp. 148 ff.; A, 39, 162.
5 §1, 16, introduction p. 2; §1, 6, 42 f.
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have been found far to the north-east of Susa, near the border of
the great Persian desert.1 Still farther away to the east there
flourished a third completely independent writing, found in the
ruins of two great cities in the valley of the Indus.2 The objects
upon which this is inscribed belong, it is true, to a considerably
later time than the pre-historic age in Babylonia, but future
discovery may well supply an earlier history which it now lacks.
While, therefore, it can remain for the present a subject of possible
discussion whether the script which was to conquer the whole of
Western Asia was invented by the Sumerians, it is certain that the
whole of its development was the work of this people, and it was
they who were now to put it into the service of history.

II. EXTENT AND CONSTITUENTS OF THE
EARLY DYNASTIC CIVILIZATION

Before proceeding to relate the history thus preserved it will be
necessary to survey the scene in which it was to be enacted, and to
observe wherein consisted the unity which gave limits and indivi-
duality to a land for which geography has set no very definite
natural boundaries. Babylonian civilization grew up on alluvial
soil deposited by the Tigris and Euphrates in their lower courses.
It was formerly assumed that, as Egypt was a 'gift of the Nile',
so was Babylonia a creation of the Two Rivers, filling with silt the
head of the Persian Gulf, which was supposed to have extended
much farther to the north-west in remote antiquity. Very recent
geological, and even archaeological, studies have cast much doubt
upon this conception; it is now suggested that sedimentation was
generally counterbalanced by subsidence, so that the southern
limits of the land were perhaps not greatly different, even in pre-
historic times, from what they are now. This interesting problem,3

which still awaits conclusive evidence, is of importance here only
so far as we need to know whether the whole scene of Babylonian
history is open to our investigation, or whether some of it was
enacted upon a stage inaccessible or unexplored; there is nothing
at present to suggest this.

In Sumerian times Eridu (Abu Shahrain) was the southern
limit, and was 'on the shore of the sea'. Within an arc of some
250 miles radius towards the north-west of that point stood the

1 §1, 12, vol. 1, 65 and pis. xcii f.
2 See, in general, §1, 25.
3 §11, 6; 8; 9. See C.A.H. i 3 ,ch.n,pp. 57 ff.andC.^.tf. i^pp. 357E
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great centres of Sumerian culture and power. The geographical
and climatic conditions of this territory had their inevitable
influence in shaping the manner of life to be followed there,1 but
it is no exaggeration to say that a common stock of ideas and
material equipment gave a definition to geography rather than the
reverse. Whereas the early pre-historic cultures, which Babylonia
only shared, have various but always wide extensions, the first age
of history, the Early Dynastic, passes within limits which are
almost narrow. Its centre was unmistakably among the great
cities in the southern part of the alluvium. The names of these
have been supposed to be mostly non-Sumerian,2 and they were
possibly ancient before receiving the distinctive Sumerian stamp,
but if they had any importance or history before that time it is
likely to remain unknown. Sumerian tradition claimed their
foundation and was able to give an exact account of the means and
the system of government by which they attained greatness and
prosperity,3 and Sumerian records have endowed them with a
history; it is hardly conceivable that anything significant can
ever be known about them which is not of Sumerian origin, or
resting upon Sumerian foundations.

The leading members of this serried group are indicated by
their figuring in the list of cities which were the seats of sover-
eignty before and after the Deluge, according to the Sumerian
dynastic list which is to be described below—Eridu, Kish, Uruk,
Ur, Adab, Larak, Sippar, Shuruppak, with several others of less
note and sometimes uncertain location. Such famous places as
Nippur and Babylon are not, for special reasons, included in this
number. Certain others, of great note, have been added by-
modern discovery, the most remarkable being Lagash4 and
Eshnunna.5 One more has yet to be named, Mari, because of its
ancient fame and special position. In recent years, after a period
of uncertainty, it has been excavated6 and fully established as a
principal centre of the Early Dynastic civilization, in accordance
with the aforesaid dynastic list, which makes it the seat of a
kingdom said to have once held supremacy over the whole
country. This city, unlike all the rest, lies quite outside the south-
Babylonian circle, being situated far away to the north-west upon
the middle course of the Euphrates. Mari is to be regarded as one

1 G, 9, 130 f.
2 See, most recently, G, 27, 263, but otherwise CAM. 13, ch. iv, pp. 150 f.
3 G, 15, 92ff. 4 G, 19.
6 G, 18, 369 fF.
6 G, 18, 495 ff., 521 fF.; see below, pp. 291 ff.; and A, 8.
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of the outposts of the old Sumerian culture, although the Sumerian
language may never have been used there.

A similar limit, even more distant, is found upon the Tigris, at
the city of Ashur where, in one of the lowest levels to which the
excavation was carried, there was a building devoted to the cult
of a goddess with all the apparatus of Sumerian life, and figures of
the worshippers little different in any particular from what might
occur in the south.1 Despite one or two possibly intrusive
elements, the 'archaic Ishtar temple' of Ashur was Sumerian, and
its users were, if not Sumerians themselves, at least a people, or
possibly only a class, entirely permeated with Sumerian customs
and ideas. Ashur was, it may be, a colony or a conquest, for it
seems to have stood isolated not only from the Sumerian home-
land but also from its own neighbours, since no traces of such
exotic inhabitants were found in the deeply searched ruins of
equally ancient settlements at Nineveh or the site now called
Tepe Gawra. With these exceptions, however, the Early Dynastic
horizon stood at the region where the great rivers now approach
to each other, in the neighbourhood of Baghdad and Fallujah.
It is perhaps reserved for future discovery to find links between
this boundary and the outliers of Mari and Ashur. Up to the
present the only connexion upon the Tigris side is the chance
occurrence of a Sumerian figure2 at a place near Samarra. Between
Sippar and Mari the Euphrates has shown nothing to fill the gap
of some two hundred miles. One other famous city, outside the
Babylonian circle, occupied a unique place in its affairs. Susa,
separated by no natural obstacle from the plain, was not a
Sumerian city, but rather Elamite, and it finds no place in the
dynastic list. Nevertheless it was in all ages3 so intimately con-
nected with the fortunes of Babylonia, either as a dependency, a
trading-partner, or a rival, that the buildings and antiquities
found there are as much inspired by the ideas of Babylonia as of
the native Elamites; even the language of the inscriptions is
frequently Sumerian or afterwards Akkadian. Susa therefore was
not a stranger, and despite intermittent broils was never far out of
the company of the great Babylonian cities whose civilization it
had so deeply absorbed. A still wider extension of 'Sumerian'
statuary has now been found at Tell Khuaira in north-east Syria.4

It is again reported that Sumerian literary texts are among the
tablets found at Gasur (Nuzi).5

1 §n, I, 53 ff.; see below, pp. 298 ff. 2 §n, 4, 149 ff.
3 Even from the earliest; see §11, 5, and C.A.H. I3, ch. vin, pp. 427 ff.
4 A, 25 and the publications quoted there. See also below, p. 312.
6 A, 3, 82, n. 72.
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The unifying ideas and the material equipment of this civiliza-
tion are called Sumerian, and for this there is full justification but
it is none the less difficult to define who the Sumerians were.
Apart from the question of their ultimate origin and racial
affinity, about which little or nothing can be ascertained,1 the
difficulty is to distinguish them from the other people whose
influence is plainly marked from the very beginning of recorded
history in the country delimited above, those who are now called
Semites. It is most necessary to understand at the outset that both
appellations refer exclusively to language; the basis of the state-
ment that Semites were influential from the beginning is the
occurrence of Semitic names in the earliest dynasty2 which claimed
rule over the whole land. These kings are recorded as mingled
with others having Sumerian names, and this mixture characterizes
the whole relation of the two. A fairly large quantity of skeletal
material found in excavations has been studied with the view of
establishing a racial distinction of these two peoples. While this
has been generally discussed in chapter v of this volume, it may
not be too bold to aver that such examination has not only failed
to provide any reliable criterion of Sumerian and Semite, but it has
actually raised other problems concerning the Early Dynastic
representation of the human form.3 So far as concerns the physical
type there is no visible cleavage in the population and no founda-
tion for a facile doctrine that Sumerians had short heads and
Semites long.

The desired distinction has again been sought in costume and
manners of treating the hair on heads and faces of figures por-
trayed upon the monuments; fifty years ago this seemed an acute
observation. But it is now quite clear that such differences were
only fashions, or more precisely styles of habiliment worn upon
various occasions by the same people, due partly to lapse of time
but still more to the character and occupation of the individual
represented. The gods, in particular, were depicted as wearing
an attire which, in most respects, had once been that of men, and
was retained for these awesome shapes after it had become
obsolete for their worshippers.4 Neither, again, is the distinction
of Sumerian and Semite to be found in clear traces of racial con-

1 §n, 2,53 ff.
2 G, 26; G, 27, 245, 259, and 265; A, 4.
3 G, 4, vol. iv, 1764, 1780, and 2326; see also Sumer, iv, 125 ff.
4 §n, 7.
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sciousness at this early period. It is true that an heroic poem,
written down at a later date,1 has the very ancient king Lugal-
banda praying for the expulsion of the ' Amorite who knows not
grain' (that is, the barbarous nomad), and this term is doubtless
a near approximation in Babylonian ideas to the modern ' Semite'.
But the phrase is probably anachronistic for the earliest historical
period, although it reflects an abiding sentiment; enmity towards
the 'Westerners' was felt through many centuries, not because
they were of a different race, but because they were foreigners,
intruders who neither understood nor respected the Babylonian
ways of thought and life. Of war or hatred against the Semites
dwelling in the land there is never any trace.2 The most that can
be adduced by way of distinction is that the northern part of the
country, which in later times (and perhaps earlier than can now be
traced) bore the name of Akkad was the home of those who spoke
a Semitic language. The first of all Semitic names are found in the
traditional dynasties of Kish, where they predominate. Yet
Sumerian names too are found at Kish, and conversely Semitic
names are probably not absent, although concealed, in the
southern dynasties of Ur3 and Uruk.4 As concerns the population
of Mari, already mentioned as a distant outpost deep in ' foreign'
territory, there is never any doubt, for all the early inscriptions of
its rulers and officials are unmistakably in the Semitic language.

III. IDEAS AND INSTITUTIONS

The early and later Babylonians alike possessed an unusually
clear conception of the order of the world. Their mythology, very
imperfectly as it is known to us, implies a fairly comprehensive
and consistent set of notions concerning the genesis of things and
the system by which the world and its multifarious workings are
governed. The beginning was a watery waste which they called
Apsu; this had no trace of anything which to the later generations
stood for order and intelligibility in the world. In the midst of
this a pair of gods came into being, shadow beings who did but
increase in stature as the ages rolled on, and perhaps did not even

1 §i, 20, 16; A, 18, 273. 2 §11, 3; A, 3, 77 f.
3 G, 10, 2 ff., and especially G, 11, 12 and 210 for the possibility that even the

celebrated 'Shub-ad' of the Royal Graves at Ur bore in fact a Semitic name. The
wife of another early king of Ur, upon a fragment of a dedication, calls herself
T>MA-su(d), and the pronoun may reveal her own speech as Semitic; now A, 37,
no. 2. Some of the high-sounding styles of southern rulers seem titles rather than
true names. * For Uruk see G, 27, 265, note 17.
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give birth to their successors 'All that is Above' and 'All that is
Below'. The generations then became more distinct, and individual
gods were born, most significantly the god Enki (Ea), endued
with supreme wisdom and thereby minded to put an end to the
reign of formlessness and chaos.1 From this point proceeds, in
most of the Babylonian creation-myths, the building-up of a
world as a mould for, and yet itself moulded by, the habits of life
and thought congenial to its inhabitants, that is, the universe as
it was conceived by the ancient people of Lower Iraq. It is not the
concern of a history to describe in more detail the Babylonian
cosmologies, but only to note how they form an intelligible pre-
lude to the rise of civilization itself in that land. Out of the
primordial water a creator had either split off the heavens and
then constructed the earth,2 or he had made a separation of
heaven and earth,3 below which was the Deep; these three
divisions were the realms respectively of the gods Anu, Enlil, and
Enki (Ea). Various acts of creation then followed—the land, the
rivers, the beasts of the field, but as yet there were no temples, and
consequently no places for the gods to inhabit and enjoy the life
of ease which their realms should afford them.

Their answer to this need was the creation of man, whom all
the Babylonian myths regard as a mere tool for the service of his
makers.4 Most significantly, this creature must have special
powers; he was formed from the blood of slain gods, sometimes
noted as craftsmen-gods,5 and Ea, the divine artificer, added to the
creation other gods6 as masters of special skills. There was a
time before cities existed, but with the creation of man and his
concentration these came into existence, the first to appear being

named in a Sumerian poem7 as Eridu, Bad-tibira, Larak, Sippar,
and Shuruppak, to which a later text8 adds Nippur, Uruk, and
Babylon itself. All of these (and others omitted) were assigned by
the supreme god to one of his divine offspring or followers,9 who
were then faced with the necessity of improving their domains.
How one, at least, solved this problem and obtained the benefits
of civilization is the subject of a curious Sumerian myth,10 accord-
ing to which Inanna, the divine owner of Uruk, obtained by a
ruse from the jealous custody of her father Enki all the concepts

1 According to the Epic of Creation; see G, 24, 61 ff.
2 §111, 8, and §111, 5, 61 ff. 3 G, 15, 77.
4 §111, 4, 5 f. 6 §111, 5, 69. « Ibid. 65.
7 G, 15, 177 ff. The same five cities in the ante-diluvian section of the king-list;

see G, 13, 58 ff. But see now A, 11. 8 §111, 5, 62.
9 G, 15, 177, 179. For a Human parallel see Z.A. 49, 223, and for a Jewish

Arch. Orient. 18, 357. w G, 15, 92 ff.
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and powers which subsequently appear as ubiquitous in Sumerian
ways of thinking. But this story is perhaps out of the line of
logical development.

It was essential to the plan of using men for providing a life of
plenty and ease to the gods that these creatures should be discip-
lined and directed. There must be a manager or foreman, since
the gods dwelt apart, and could not condescend to be their own
taskmasters. Consequently, before civilization could even begin,
there must be the institution of kingship and hierarchy. All was
ready for this; Anu himself was king of the gods, and a myth1

relates that 'sceptre, crown, tiara, and (shepherd's) crook lay
deposited before Anu in heaven. There being no counselling for
(the earth's) people kingship descended from heaven.' It rested
first at Eridu, then at the other ante-diluvian cities. With this the
stage was fully set: the gods had their dominions, their slaves to
toil upon them, and their representatives on earth, who were to
direct the work, to secure its fruits to the divine proprietors, and
protect the estates against attack.

Although they have only now been found in their native dress,2

the well-known stories related by Berossus may take their situation
here as conveying the Babylonian idea of civilization finally
bestowed and grown to its maturity in the preconditions so
carefully prepared—'in Babylon there was a vast multitude of
men, of every tribe, those dwelling in Chaldaea. But they lived
without order, like the beasts.' There follows the story of Oannes
and his brethren, fabulous monsters which came up every day
from the sea and 'instructed mankind in writing and various
processes of the arts, the formation of cities and the founding of
temples. He also taught them the use of laws, of bounds and of
divisions, also the harvesting of grains and fruits, and in short all
that pertains to the mollifying of life he delivered to men; and
since that time nothing more has been invented by anybody.'
At the time when this happened men were already in possession
of the first necessity for progress, according to Sumerian ideas,
for Oannes was said to have appeared under the reign of the
fourth king3 before the Deluge, he who was called Ammenon by
Berossus and is now known by his native name of Enmengalanna;
this at least according to one of the traditions of what Berossus
wrote, but a more likely account has it that the bringer of all
civilization came at the very beginning4 of this pre-diluvian era,
when men still had everything to learn. This legend in any case

1 G, 24, 114, also §111, 12, 51. 2 A, 6, 44 ff.
8 §111, 10, 261. 4 Ibid. 91, 173.
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locates the first civil organization at Eridu, where the kingdom
began, until the founding of which it was impossible for any
progress to be made.

What the amphibians taught may perhaps be inferred from the
curious Sumerian myth already mentioned,1 which gives a
detailed list of the cultural elements carried off from Eridu by a
goddess who needed them to make her own city flourish. More than
a hundred institutions (me, the word is many-sided2) are enumera-
ted ; they seem a strange medley, but may be described shortly as
containing various notions which are abundantly found in the
literature as expressive of Sumerian ways of thinking, and in that
thinking assumed as the mental equipment of the civilized man.
Most prominent among those which can be understood are orders
of government (kingship and hierarchy), and technological terms
(arts and crafts), with a strong admixture of miscellaneous social
and moral conceptions. Such a list, even were it fully intelligible,
cannot of course give more than a glimpse of a people's life, but
if the course of man's development appeared to Sumerian minds
as it has been outlined in these pages the gifts bestowed by the
sea-monsters or purloined by the goddess were truly characteristic
of this ancient civilization.

So far, therefore, the strictly parallel course of Sumerian ideas
and institutions has been traced to the ownership of cities by
individual gods, the appointment of a king to order the mass, and
the dispensing of skills to make the human subjects fit to minister
to the needs of the divine masters. But there could be only one
king with supremacy, just as there was only one god with the
' power of Anu (or, of Enlil)', whereas there were many cities, each
belonging to a god, each of whom, in turn, must have a steward
to manage and make profitable his estate. The idea of overlord-
ship is basic to the king-list, at least from the beginning of the
post-diluvian period, if not before,3 and is doubtless present,
although not clearly expressed, in the narrow limits of the first
surviving inscriptions. Earliest of all, Enmebaragisi4 is already
'great man' (Jugal), that is 'king', and despite some variations in
titles borne by southern rulers5 lugal remained the general
designation of a 'king', and always was liable to carry the implica-
tion of an overlord. In logical subordination to the /uga/were the
governors of cities, with the title ofensi, which figures prominently
in the early inscriptions. These two titles have a complicated
history of relationship, but usage suggests that the ensi was so

1 G, 15,92 ff. « A.7. • G, 13,61 ff.
* §111, 3, 9 ff. « G, 12, 3ff., 10 ff., 34 ff.
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called with reference mainly to his stewardship in the service of
the god, and might as such be either an overlord himself or sub-
ordinate to a lugal in another city, while retaining his sacred charge
locally.

In the earliest period it is not clear what consequences ensued
from the supremacy of a lugal over a subject city; he is known, at
least, to have had the duty of delimiting the boundaries of
neighbour-gods' estates, that is, in secular terms, of settling
frontier-disputes between cities.1 This raises a question how, when
one city was ousted by another, the relations of their respective
gods were explained. In the last sentence of a patriot's protest
over the desecration of his town by a rival governor2 he prays that
the goddess of the desecrator may cast this act upon his neck as a
burden, thus implying that no god must be held responsible for
the sins of his agent, which he is expected to punish, and thus
preserve the harmony of the gods. But the gods were well
acquainted with strife among themselves, and such a notion was
probably not so offensive to the Sumerians as it seems now.
Despite their formal humility of station under the gods and the
king, the local governors ienst) were in fact rulers, and the degree
of their ascendancy was no doubt determined by the ordinary
factors of opportunity and personal character. Their position was
hereditary at least in practice, as both the king-list and the history
of Lagash and its neighbours demonstrate; normally son succeeds
father with the usual interruptions of failure and usurpation.
Thus situated, the governors were moved by the normal ambi-
tions of leaders, and aspired to extend their rule, first over their
neighbours and then, as successes came, over a wider circle until
the supremacy itself seemed within their grasp. The last great
figure of this epoch gives a typical instance; Lugalzaggisi,
beginning as governor of Umma, conquered the kingdom of
Uruk, became lugal of the land by a successful challenge to Kish,
and was finally able to undertake a career of conquest or at least
a demonstration abroad, before he in his turn succumbed to a
stronger.

Two questions concerning the situation of Sumerian rulers in
their own domains are difficult to answer for want of evidence.
First, what was the relation of the kingship with the priesthood ?
Some early inscriptions belong to potentates who call themselves

1 This was exercised by Mesilim and by Eannatum (see G, 28, 36 (n.) ff.), and
later by Ur-Nammu (see §iv, 30, 64 ff.).

2 G, 28, 56 ff. (k). For battles of the gods depicted in art see E. D. Van Buren
in Or. 1955, 24 ff.
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en (that is, in a broad sense 'lord') of cities, but at the same time
en is attested as meaning 'high-priest' of certain gods. The tem-
poral and the priestly titles are not found united in one person,1

and thus the usage of the title itself suggests a parity which might
prove dangerous to one party or the other. That such a rivalry,
always latent, did come into existence appears in the latter days
of Sumerian history at Lagash, the only city from which we have
records in that period. Under the reign of Entemena (about
2450 B.C.) a certain Dudu, high-priest of the city-god, not only
dedicated objects bearing his own inscriptions,2 but caused his
name to be inserted in texts of the ruler himself; and again, in the
descriptions left by Urukagina concerning his social and eco-
nomic reforms (to be described in §VIII of this chapter) a cleavage of
interests between the prince and the priesthood3 is clearly marked.

Secondly, it is agreed that the ruler seems to exercise (under his
god alone) absolute power in the early Sumerian cities, and that,
according to Sumerian ideas, kingship was the primeval gift of
civilization. But modern interest in problems of government and
society has prompted diverse suggestions that the Sumerian king-
ship was not primitive but evolutionary, and that its action was,
at least sometimes, controlled by an assembly of elders and
community-heads, and even by the mass of free men.4 From
scarcity of direct information these beliefs are mainly propped
upon inference, either from religious myths and epic stories, or
from variously interpreted conditions of land-tenure and causes
underlying the reforms of Urukagina, at the one moment when
social tensions are plainly to be seen operative in a Sumerian city.
The issues barely stated here have been discussed with much
elaboration and ingenuity, but only a notable increase of contem-
porary evidence could raise the conclusions to a possibility of
much affecting our conception of Sumerian government.

IV. HISTORY IN CONTEMPORARY RECORD AND
LATER TRADITION

For the earliest information upon the history of the Sumerian
cities we do not depend wholly or even mainly upon the sparse,
brief, and formal inscriptions of contemporaries. As in Egypt the

1 G,7,795f.; G, 12, 9; A, 38,102. 2 G, 28, 34 (i), and cf. p. 224; §111, 9.
3 G, 7, 800; §111, 7, 122 ff.; see also R.A. 49, 215.
4 Some of the most important literature concerning these questions is named under

\\n, 1; 2; 6; 7; 11; 12. See also G, 15, 228 and A, 22.
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order of the dynasties and the names of their members are pre-
served in native lists and by the fragments of a lost Hellenistic
historian, so it is also in Babylonia. Here the native evidence is
more compact, being conveyed by several copies of a single
compilation, already mentioned under the name of the 'king-
list' called by the scribes 'Kingship', from its first word. This
was given its final form, as proved by express dating, as well as
the point where it stops, at the end of the Dynasty of Isin,
1794 B.C., its authors working with a tradition preserved more or
less carefully by some half-dozen of the oldest and greatest cities.
The information supplied is regular and uniform—a city is named,
the kingship resided there, A reigned x years, B reigned y years,
if B was the son of A it is added, and so to the end of the dynasty,
followed by a summary; so many kings reigned so many years.
Occasionally a short note records some incident or detail for which
a king was celebrated, but this is the only digression. That dynasty
being concluded the formula continues '(this city) was smitten
with arms, the kingship was taken to (its successor)'. In this
fashion are enumerated twenty dynasties 'after the Flood',
counting nearly a hundred and forty kings, occupying a total of
many thousands of years.

This important document, the value of which is beyond detrac-
tion, was not composed for the benefit of modern scholars, and
from the modern standpoint it has manifest defects. It is con-
structed throughout upon two assumptions, that the land was an
entity made up of a number of principal cities, and that one only
of these, at one time, was supreme over the others. The two are
embodied in the statement that the kingship remained in one city
until by force of arms it was removed to its earlier seat, perhaps,
or to another. Both of these propositions have their degree of
truth. That the land was a unity is true, fully in the geographical
and in the cultural sense, but partially too in the ideal. Although
the cities fought fiercely among themselves both for the supre-
macy and also in territorial disputes, there was a distinct senti-
ment of the solidarity of 'the land', which as usual tended to
become marked at times of 'national' emergency, just as the
irreconcilable citizens of Hellas recollected, in varying shades of
consciousness, that they were all Hellenes. The second assump-
tion, of the single rule by various cities but only one at a time, is
much more emphasized, and indeed is the principle upon which
the list is constructed, but it is so much farther from the truth
that it has vitiated the whole document as history, regarded with
the eyes of modern criticism. It has been easy to demonstrate
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that the scheme of successive kingdoms falsifies1 the perspective
by concealing the fact, revealed beyond mistake from other
sources, that many of these kings were reigning in their different
cities at the same time, not caring or daring to challenge each
other for the sovereignty. This has had the additional evil of
greatly exaggerating the length of time over which this history
extended, even after dismissing the legendary thousands of years
ascribed to the earliest reigns. In this respect the king-list
includes too much, but in another too little, for there is evidence
concerning cities and rulers of the highest importance in early
Sumer who yet find no mention at all in the list. Grave as these
defects must be reckoned, they weigh light in comparison with the
wealth of information afforded by this digest of the earliest
history of their country, as it was within the knowledge of the
most learned scribes of a later, but still not very remote,
posterity.2 Without entering upon the many questions to which the
list gives rise we may regard it here simply as the outstanding
authority for the oldest history of Babylonia, extending as it does
behind even the earliest of the surviving royal monuments, for the
first king who is attested both in the list and by his own inscrip-
tions is Enmebaragisi3 of Kish, who stands in the list as last but
one in the first dynasty 'after the Flood* having before him
twenty-one predecessors of fabulous reigns, the Flood itself, and
beyond that the millennia of the pre-diluvian kings.

Of this legendary period, whence hoary patriarchs transmitted
their names, strangely garbled, into modern texts of the late
transcribers of Berossus, there remains no material trace now
identifiable. Internal evidence as well as probability suggests
that the list of pre-diluvian kings originated from Eridu,4 but
any attempt to place them in the archaeological context of southern
Babylonia must at present be guesswork. Recent observations
upon the sites of several cities, Ur, Kish, and Shuruppak, have
discovered barren strata between periods of occupation, with the
appearance of having been laid by water action. The most im-
pressive was found at Ur,5 and this is placed stratigraphically
in the Al-'Ubaid period by the excavator, who has given reasons,

1 It has even been suggested that past history was deliberately distorted for a
political purpose by the scribes who compiled the list under the Dynasty of Isin;
§iv, 29, 46.

a For the date of its formation see the arguments of T . Jacobsen in G, 13,128 ff.,
and the, partly divergent, criticisms of F. R. Kraus in §iv, 29, 49 ff., and of M. B.
Rowton in §iv, 43, 156 ff.

3 §111, 3. 4 G, 13,60.
6 §iv, 62, 15 ff.; see A, 24 and C.A.H. I3, ch. vm, pp. 353 f.
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by no means negligible, in support of his belief that the massive
layer of silt was left by the Deluge famous in Sumerian tradition.
If this could be accepted with confidence, not only would it be
proved that the Sumerians possessed the land from the earliest
antiquity (see §i above), but the succession of post-diluvian
kingdoms could begin from that point.

Yet, although it is hazardous to speak even of historical prob-
ability in this context, it may still be affirmed that the identifica-
tion is hardly acceptable, in the light of the tradition itself and of
the first inscriptional evidence. One fragment bearing the name
of (En)mebaragisi, the earliest ruler as yet represented by a
material remain, was found in a level1 of the second Early Dynastic
period. At Ur itself the first inscriptions, those of Mesannipada2

(who is now known as no more than a generation removed3

from Enmebaragisi), were found in the strata immediately
overlying the Royal Tombs, and those, again, belong unmis-
takably to the third Early Dynastic period. Within the gap
between these levels and the 'Flood-deposit' lie four whole
'periods' of Mesopotamian pre-history, undefined in duration.
If the 'Flood-deposit' is the relict of the Sumerian Deluge then
the whole time between the Al-'Ubaid and the third Early
Dynastic periods is represented in tradition by the First Dynasty
of Kish, up to its last two members. It is true indeed that the
king-list itself provides more than ample accommodation for all
this in the 22,985 years which it allows to that dynasty, subtract-
ing the two last reigns, but this hardly does more than increase
bewilderment. A more factual evaluation of the age which might
have intervened between the Al-'Ubaid period and the earliest
royal inscriptions has been sought by two modern methods.
First, a careful calculation of the rate of deposit over a site
continually in use at Khafajl has resulted in an estimate between
the forty-first and thirty-eighth centuries for the beginning of
writing,4 which is itself considerably later than the end of the
Al-'Ubaid period. Secondly, a test by the radiological method
called carbon 14 of ashes found in the early Al-'Ubaid stratum at
the northern site of Tepe Gawra has given no more than the
average of 3400 years B.C. for the Al-'Ubaid period itself,5

which is lower than has been variously conjectured. It must

1 §m, 3, 10 and 26; see C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, p. 225.
2 §iv, 5 L 7 I ff-
3 \lV, 15, 60 ff.
4 § i , 5 . '35-
5 §iv, 37, 82.
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remain a matter of dubious opinion whether any of these gulfs of
time could reasonably be filled by a single dynasty of Kish.

If it is not possible to distinguish which age (if any) in the
pre-history of Babylonia should be appropriated to the 'kings
before the Flood', it is hardly more possible to relate anything of
their history (again, if any). Nothing remained of it but the
information given in the king-list, and a few reports of ante-
diluvian founders which were current in the schools of divination
and magic. The only event recorded is the Flood itself, which
'swept over' the land after 241,200 years of royal rule in five
cities. The king-list places this event after the reign of Ubar-Tutu
in the city of Shuruppak, but the main tradition omits Ziusudra,
his son,1 who nevertheless reappears in Berossus and is famous,
through the Epic of Gilgamesh, as the man who, by the favour of
one god, survived the Flood, preserved the seed of living things,
and was gifted with immortality. From what reality this famous
story derives it is vain to enquire; floods, endemic in Mesopo-
tamia, are attested for early times, as already observed, by ' flood-
deposits' at Kish and most significantly at Shuruppak itself.
Similarly, in the reign of Ibbi-Sin, a later Sumerian king of Ur,
one of his years was named2 after a deluge 'which obliterated
the bounds of heaven and earth', but the city survived it, and the
disaster was not otherwise remembered.

When the kingship was restored to earth after the Deluge—
which, in Sumerian ideas, was requisite to the possibility of
civilized life continuing—it resided first at the city of Kish, and
the prestige of this original seat may have influenced the practice
of later kings in assuming the title 'king of Kish' to express an
all-embracing dominion.3 This first dynasty, counting twenty-
three kings and lasting for '24,510 years, 3 months, 3 days and
half a day', besides now possessing original attestation,4 is
recorded with too many significant details to be dismissed. One
of these is the presence within the dynasty of a group bearing
animal names, Dog, Lamb, Scorpion, Buck son of Gazelle, these
names being in Semitic, whereas others are Sumerian. The first
appearance of Semites in written history is that of a royal family
which succeeded and passed without disturbing the course of the
dynasty, or at least of the record, if they were intruders. No detail
concerning these alien kinsmen is recorded by the list—they did
no more than reign their hundreds of years. Only of one king in

1 A, 11. For another tradition concerning him see G, 15, 290; see also below,
p. 244.

2 §iv, 36, 278, no. 21. 3 G, 12, 25 f.; G, 27, 248 f; A, 34. 4 §111, 3.
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the earlier course of the dynasty is anything preserved. This was
the celebrated Etana 'a shepherd who went up to heaven, who
made fast all lands', and reigned for one and a half millennia. His
ascent to heaven upon the back of an eagle was one of the myths1

depicted upon cylinder seals,2 and was probably reflected by the
story of Ganymede in classical literature3 and art. Of his vaguely
described foreign conquests we know nothing.

More substantial are the figures of Enmebaragisi, who 'de-
spoiled the weapons of the land of Elam' during the '900 years'
of his reign, and of his son Agga, who ruled '62$ years' and is
passed over by the list with only that modest achievement to his
credit. But the father's inscription was found at the somewhat
remote city of Tutub (Khafajl), and in another tradition both
father and son were known as the first builders of certain sanc-
tuaries in Nippur, especially that called the Tummal,4 and this
brings them into a chronological relation with other early
dynasties which has been discussed at large in a preceding
chapter.5 More interesting is the Sumerian epical story of a war
between Agga and the famous Gilgamesh8 of Uruk; the former
asserting his right as king of Kish, required Gilgamesh to submit
and surrender his city. But he, disregarding the opposition of a
'peace party' in the senate, and relying upon popular support,
decided to fight. The enemy began a siege, to the dismay of the
inhabitants, but after some uncertain passages between the rivals
it appears that Gilgamesh has made an accommodation with Agga
and friendship is restored. The story, apart from its political
significance, has great interest as our first glimpse of the actual
struggle for supremacy among the cities, which is the leading
motive of the king-list. Its end is perhaps to be understood as
submission by Agga,7 for ultimate victory remained with Gilga-
mesh, to whose city the leadership now passed.

The four predecessors of this giant upon the throne of Uruk,
which now assumed the sovereignty, were figures no less porten-
tous. All were partly divine and all heroes of legend; but while it
is unlikely that any of them was purely imaginary, they are too
dim to be treated as historical persons. Of the first nothing more
is known than a brief note in the list averring that' he went into
the sea and went up to the mountain', phrases which could bear
any interpretation. His son Enmerkar, said in the list to have been

1 G, 24, U4if.;§iv, 47. 2 G, 8, 138; §iv, 6.
8 For example the curiously faithful description in Statius, Thebah 1, 548-51.
« A, 35. s See C.A.H. i3, ch. vi.
• §iv, 26; §m, 6; G, 15, 28 ff. 7 %\v, 32, 57.
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the builder of Uruk, was the central character of stories1 com-
posed, or at least written down, much later and still only in part
recovered. These were never translated into Akkadian and there-
fore never attained the fame of the Gilgamesh epic. The best
preserved of them does not seem, so far as intelligible, to possess
much variety or profundity, for it relates in prolix style the course
of a negotiation with the city of Aratta, separated from Uruk by
seven mountains, over which messengers pass and repass with
obscure, perhaps riddling, exchanges between the kings, appar-
ently concerned in sober fact with trade of the respective local
products.2 Enmerkar makes but a slight appearance in later
generations, and yet his name survived to be written in Greek as
(S)euechoros, the grandfather of Gilgamos.

Next to sit upon the throne of Uruk were two gods, Lugal-
banda and Dumuzi. The first was celebrated in stories3 of
adventure, partly involved with those of his father; the latter is
apparently called a 'fisherman' and resisted an attack of the
Elamites.4 Whether he was believed to be the same as the god
Dumuzi (Tammuz) there is nothing to show, for another
'Dumuzi the shepherd' is found among the kings before the
Flood. Of Gilgamesh, the next ruler of Uruk, more stories were
told than of any other name in Babylonian history. It is now clear
that the twelve tablets of his exploits which were known to the
Assyrians are not more than excerpts, mostly welded into an
effective whole, from a much larger body of legend in Sumerian,5

apparently diffuse and ill-connected, but so imperfectly recovered
at present that there is no following the thread of his career as it
was related in compositions written down about the eighteenth
century B.C. That Gilgamesh was a real character in very early
history was, as aforesaid, not doubted by the later native tradition
and need not be doubted now, however much may have to be sub-
tracted from his legend. Yet the episode of his war against Agga
of Kish, which has a good claim to be considered historical, might
suggest that even the legend is not everywhere devoid of a
foundation in more sober reality.

Traditions concerning Gilgamesh are not exhausted with his
more romantic adventures, for, like all important Babylonian
kings, his name is associated with buildings. Attested by written
report only is the 'second ruin' of a sanctuary called the Tummal
in Nippur, which Gilgamesh repaired.6 The place is still undis-
covered, so no local confirmation can be had, and for the present

1 G, 15,15 ff., 232 ff. 2 §iv, 27; 23; 33. 3 G, 15, 235 ff.
4 G, 13,88. 6 § i v , i 5 , 83 ff. « Ibid. 61 ff.; A, 35.
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the chief interest of this report is chronological; this has been
discussed in a preceding chapter.1 But it was also the boast and
remaining consolation of the hero in the Epic that he had built
the city wall of Uruk, and herein memory agreed with him.2

To some extent material facts agree with him also, for this city
wall of Uruk has been partly explored by the German excavators,3

and has been found composed mainly of 'plano-convex* bricks,
which are confined to the period in which Gilgamesh is presumed,
on all other probabilities, to have lived.

Several kings reigned after Gilgamesh at Uruk. His son also
was associated with the rebuilding of the Tummal,4 but otherwise
the successors did no more than add to the conventional thou-
sands of years which passed under each kingdom in this distant
age. With the shift of supremacy to Ur a great change comes over
the record of the king-list, for both individual reigns and the total
of the dynasty are suddenly reduced to human proportions. Still
more reassuring is the much firmer contact which can now be
made with outside and contemporary evidence, for original
inscriptions of the First Dynasty of Ur5 avouch the substantial
truth of the king-list at this point, and even allow a clerical error
in the list to be suspected, for the '80 years' attributed to
Mesannipada probably include those of his like-named son
A'annipada6—a typical pair of royal names taken by father and
son in the fashion of this and of the Sargonic periods.7 But in
contrast with the satisfactory agreement between the list and
contemporary monuments at this juncture, it must be confessed
that the excavations have unearthed a serious difficulty in the
splendid occupants of the 'royal cemetery', who indubitably
flourished about this time and have claims to be regarded as kings,
though they find no mention in the king-list. Their interest lies
in the realms of art, possibly of religion,8 rather than of history,
for nothing at all is known about their acts, and their names occur
nowhere in any tradition. Very little more is recorded about the
two 'authentic' kings who began the First Dynasty of Ur. Their
own short inscriptions relate nothing of their acts but the building
of the small temple of Ninkhursag at Al-'Ubaid9 by A'annipada,
and later traditions add similar building-operations, especially at

1 See CAM. i8, ch. vi, pp. 201 ff. 2 G, 28, 222 (Sin-gamil, b.).
3 §iv, 24, no. VII, 41 ff. and no. vin, 5 ff. See also §iv, 12 and G, 7, 807.
4 §iv, 15, 61 and C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, pp. 235 f.
5 l iv , 51, 71 ff. « G, 13, 93;§iv, 18, 29.
7 § I V , 6 I , 318; G, 11,97.
8 §iv, 45 and 4; §11, 2; and in general below, pp. 282 ff.
9 §iv, 20, 126 ff.; §iv, 61, 312 ff.; §iv, 11, 1 ff.
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the Tummal, of which the 'first ruin' was repaired by Meskiag-
nunna,1 third (?) king of this dynasty. One more inscription, of
Elulu the fourth king,2 ends this interval of attested history, while
the king-list relapses for a while into exaggeration, and rehearses
many dynasties which are either quite unknown or doubtfully
illuminated in their courses only by uncertain and momentary
glimpses of such realities as the accident of discovery has vouch-
safed.

An inscription found at Mari3 mentions Mesannipada of Ur as
the contemporary of another name(?), which the editor thinks is
that of the founder of the Dynasty of Mari, the tenth after the
Deluge, whereas the First Dynasty of Ur was the third. If this
were so, the king-list, already known to be faulty in its assump-
tion of successive dynasties, would have sustained another very
serious assault upon its reliability. But this interpretation has not
been generally accepted.4

Between the First Dynasty of Ur and the accession of Sargon
the king-list reckons no less than eleven kingdoms and nearly
5000 years. Even subtracting a characteristically wild 3000
years for eight kings who reigned at Kish, some 1500 still remain
for this interval, a length which certainly has very little relation
to the truth. That these eleven dynasties, apart from possible or
certain exaggerations of length, were mostly contemporary is set
almost beyond question by the factual evidence which now exists,5

and might be formally proved if the text of the king-list were not
so faulty at this point. Two or three synchronisms of rulers in
different dynasties have been found during this period, and others
suggested; these too are plausible though the required names
cannot be found in the list without a degree of speculation.The
most important of these synchronisms is that of Rimush, the
successor of Sargon, with 'Kaku the king of Ur' who led a revolt
against Rimush and was subdued by him, as his inscriptions
assert explicitly.6 If the title of king is to be taken literally, then
Kaku must have been one of a dynasty of Ur, which could only be
the second,7 though this has almost disappeared from the present
copies of the list. If then it be true that Rimush fought with the
Second Dynasty of Ur and doubtless brought it to an end, the
six dynasties which stand in the list as between Second Ur and
Agade may be dismissed chronologically as of no effect. Again,

1 §iv, 15,63. 2 §iv, 46, 306; see also G, 13, 184.
3 A, 8. * See below, p. 297. 6 See C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, pp. 200 and 220 ff.
6 §iv, 42, 189 and 193.
7 §iv, 61, 212, 333, 356; §iv, 5; but, to the contrary, §iv, 8, 135.
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there is an inscription of Enshakushanna, king of Uruk, claiming
a victory over Enbi-Ishtar of Kish,1 and although these names
cannot be placed in the list without hazardous interpretations, it
is quite likely that they belonged, one to the Second Uruk and
the other to the Second Kish Dynasty, thus cancelling, for the pur-
pose of time-reckoning, a dynasty of Khamazi which is inserted
between them. It is even possible that the same Enshakushanna
was a son of Elili, a member of the First Ur kingdom, which would
reduce three allegedly intervening dynasties to one generation.

The only reliable guide to the history, apart from the chrono-
logy, of this period is found in the affairs of a city which makes no
appearance at all in the king-list, but is better known to us, by
inscriptions and works of art, than any other of its compeers. The
names, order, and approximate years of the rulers of Lagash are
established by their own records, and they have at least one
connecting link with the Second Dynasty of Uruk in the treaty
made between Entemena of Lagash and Lugalkinishedudu of
Uruk.2 This epoch in the history of both cities ends with Lugal-
zaggisi (the 'Third Dynasty of Uruk') who was deposed by
Sargon, for the list consciously begins a new era with the great
conqueror, and Lagash had lost its independence to Lugal-
zaggisi while he yet flourished as king of Uruk. For various
reasons based upon writing and archaeology the beginning of a
ruling line at Lagash must be dated at about the same time as the
First Dynasty of Ur, and this line was extinguished by the aggres-
sion of Lugalzaggisi. Between these points there were nine
occupants of the throne at Lagash; the lengths of their reigns are
mostly uncertain, but the whole probably did not much exceed a
century and a half, and within this modest space there must be
found room for the eleven 'dynasties' of the king-list, with their
vast tale of years. If such drastic amputation seems a thankless
flouting of the evidence which antiquity has preserved for us it
must be answered that the evidence is of two kinds, irreconcilable
between themselves, and the plain indication of contemporary
facts must be given the credence over a tradition, however old,
which merely attempted to register them.

A very interesting document, recently published,3 reveals that
Lagash had a king-list of its own, including some but not all of
the rulers known from their own inscriptions. It must be supposed
that Lagash, always an individualist, had refused its record to the
scribes of Isin, who drew up the king-list which we have.

1 §iv, 42, 151 ff.; G, 13, 175 f. 2 See CAM. i3, ch. vi, p. 221 f.
8 E. Sollberger, j.C.S. 21 (1967), 279 ff.
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Among the multitude of unknown names which filled these
eleven dynasties occur a few of whom history or material survivals
have something to say. A dynasty at Adab had one king only,
named Lugalannimundu, who is credited with a reign of ninety
years. A long inscription has been preserved in an early copy,1

bearing his name with an account of his victories and building.
After rehearsing the king's titles it describes a revolt against him,
led by thirteen princes of neighbouring lands, not the cities of
Sumer. Overcoming these, he proceeded with the building of
E-nam-zu, a temple of the goddess Nintu, doubtless in Adab, and
the rest of the inscription is devoted to describing this work and
the festival which marked the goddess's reinstatement in her
house, to which eight deputy-governors of the subdued provinces
brought a fitting contribution. The style of this narration is
unmistakably similar to that of the Agade period, but instead of
this raising a suspicion of later forgery it might be better used to
demonstrate how close in time were two dynasties which the
king-list separates by 450 years. At this period, and perhaps in
the same line, reigned a certain Lugal-da-lu, of whom a fine
statuette,2 with the usual Sumerian dress and bearing, was found
in excavating at the site of his city. A mysterious personage of
this time was a queen of Kish named Ku-Baba, said to have been
by origin a 'woman of wine' (such is the literal meaning of the
phrase), a woman-taverner, who became the master of Kish and
'established its foundation' either before or in the course of a
reign of 100 years. It is also related in a chronicle3 that she
supplanted Puzur-Nirakh, king of Akshak, in the sovereignty.
Her fame, but no more of her history, survived into the tablets of
divination which preserved the messages given to her by the
entrails,4 and it is possible that she was the true original of
Kombabos, the eunuch-priest of Hierapolis in Syria, as well as the
Anatolian goddess Kubaba, who was also worshipped in northern
Mesopotamia.5

Finally, the dynasty of Mari, though its names have nearly
disappeared from the list, has left a better memorial of itself in
many statuettes of men and women portraying these rulers and
their courtiers. A broken figure has long been known in the
British Museum, and the recent excavations upon the site have
brought to light many others of the greatest interest.6 Chief

1 §iv, 19, 40 ff. * G, 4, vol. ii, 554 f. 8 §iv, 19, 51 and 54.
4 §iv, 59, 229 f.; §iv, 17, 264. 5 §iv, 38, 94; §iv, 1, 230; §iv, 7, 39.
6 §iv, 39, ph. vi ff. and xx ff., figs. 145 ff.; §iv, 40, pis. xxi ff.; §iv, 41, vol. 1,

pis. xxv ff.; G, 22,116 ff. See Plate 30 (a) and below, pp. 294 f.; also A, 38, 35 f.
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among these are Lamgi-Mari and Iku-Shamagan, kings, then
Ebikh-il who calls himself an overseer, Idi-Narum the' miller', and
the curiously formed and attired Ur-Nanshe 'the great singer'.
The style as well as the context of all these places them unmis-
takably in the period when the king-list gives a brief authority to
their city over the whole of Sumer. Their costume, hairdressing
(or shaven heads), and their whole mien are in the full style of the
Early Dynastic age when it had reached its complete development.
They look ' typical' Sumerians, but they bear mostly un-Sumerian
names, and thereby afford another proof, if that were necessary,
how totally irrelevant is dress and appearance to the ethnic origin
of its Babylonian wearers at this time.

It has been observed above that the relations of the dynasties,
and especially the years allotted to them in the king-list, have to
be studied in comparison with the history of a single city about
which, by the chance of discovery, far more is known than about
any of its possibly more important rivals. This is owing to the
records left by a local dynasty in the city of Lagash, explored since
the 1870s at a site known as Tello,1 lying between the Tigris and
the Euphrates, not far east of the present bed of a channel called
Shatt el-Hayy (or el-Gharraf) which was the medieval course of
the lower Tigris.2 At about a like distance on the west side of
this stood the Sumerian city of Umma, the hostile neighbour
which bulks so large in the history preserved by the monuments of
Lagash. It now seems likely that the mound called Tello was
only one part of a larger complex bearing the name of Lagash, the
centre of which may have been at the neighbouring site of El-
Hibbeh, while Tello itself was the ancient Girsu.3 But as nearly all
the monuments and records which contain the history of Lagash
in Sumerian times were discovered at Tello, there is, for general
narration, no need to distinguish between the two.

The oldest known king of Lagash was Enkhegal, who has left
an archaic record4 of lands bought by himself and others, but his
connexion with his successors is unknown. Another ruler of the
city, Lugalshagengur, is named by Mesilim,5 who was himself
a king of Kish before the local dynasty of Lagash began. The true
line was instituted by Ur-Nanshe, who names his father and
grandfather, but these were apparently not kings, for a tradition
distinguishes Ur-Nanshe himself as the elect of a goddess.
Buildings, works of art, and inscriptions attest his power and

1 G, 19, 9 & 2 G, 16, 26 f.
3 See §iv, 21, 127 ff.; §iv, 22, 175 ff. with pi. xxviii; §VIII, i, 12; A, 10, 17 ff.
4 §iv, 2, no. 2; §iv, 10, 282 f.; §vi, 5, 22 ff. B G, 28, 160 f.
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state. These last are not, in themselves, very informative, since
they deal mostly with his building of temples and shrines (but also
the wall of his city), carving of statues, and digging of canals, the
classic pieties of Babylonian sovereigns, destined to be reiterated
by a hundred successors. In one phrase only, several times
repeated, does he open a glimpse of a wider scene, when 'ships of
Tilmun brought cargoes of wood from the mountains' up the
Persian Gulf. For the rest he certainly reigned, or exercised
authority, at Ur, where a faintly traced figure and inscription
upon a stele of granite1 are just legible enough to reveal his name,
which seems to have been defaced afterwards. The most interest-
ing monuments of his reign are small stone reliefs2 which show
the king surrounded by his family and upper servants, each with
his name inscribed beside him. These and other sculptures are
executed in a style which seems to evince much archaic crudeness,
and this is curiously paralleled by his inscriptions which, in their
arrangement of the signs and their uninflected phraseology, give
the impression of inexperience in the use of writing.

Ur-Nanshe was succeeded by his son Akurgal who is seen in
the family groups attending his father, but is little known3 except
in his turn as father to Eannatum the next king. With him Lagash
rose to what must have been, despite the loss of its fame in later
tradition, a position in the land which would have justly entitled
it to claim the nam-lugal or supremacy over the cities of Sumer.4

Instead of recognizing this the king-list is occupied at this point
by dynasties of Kish and Akshak, whereas Eannatum boasts that
he fought a victorious battle with Zuzu, a king of Akshak other-
wise unknown, and pursued him with slaughter up to the walls
of his own city. As for Kish, ' the goddess Inanna gave him, out
of the governorship of Lagash, the kingdom of Kish'. Still
wider triumphs waited upon him, for his power was extended to
the limit of the Sumerian horizon by a defeat, on the one side of
Mari, and upon the other of Subar, the later Subartu, a land which
he couples with Elam and Urua.5 Uncertain as the position of
Subar at this time may be,6 it came ultimately to include Assyria,
and it would not be very surprising if the Sumerian inhabitants
or fashions discovered in the archaic Ishtar temple at Ashur7 were
introduced there by the Lagashites.

1 %iv, 60, vol. XII, 387; §iv, 62,46 and pi. 39^; §iv, 49, URN. 40; cf. §iv, 3.
2 G, 25, pi. 2 bis, 1, 2; pi. 2 ter, I; G, 19, pi. v; §iv, 49, URN. 20-3.
3 §iv, 49, 8;§iv, 32, 70 f. * G, 12, 20.
5 §iv, 42, 167. 6 §iv, 56, 38; §iv, 16, 34; A, 32.
7 §" , 1, 53 ff-
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It may appear strange that the inscriptions of Eannatum
dwell little upon these major triumphs and reserve all their detail
for his broils with the neighbouring city of Umma, a subject to
which, indeed, all the historical records of Lagash are mainly
devoted. The reason for this seeming disproportion is that the
inscriptions were designed for local monuments, buildings, stelae,
or dedications, most of them immediately connected with the
struggle for territory disputed with this neighbour, and are
therefore concerned chiefly with facts and claims involved in the
contest. This was occasioned by boundary quarrels of long stand-
ing concerning fields asserted by the Lagashites to be the pro-
perty of their god Ningirsu, but constantly usurped by their
antagonists, the men of Umma, a place about thirty miles to the
west now marked by the mound called Jukha. There had been,
in days past, a famous arbitration by one Mesilim,1 a king 'of
Kish' (which possibly means no more than an acknowledged
sovereign, for he is unknown among the kings of that city), who
had set up a stele marking the frontier between the two litigants.
This award2 had certainly favoured Lagash, for it always happened
that when the men of Umma imagined an opportunity they over-
threw the boundary-marks and occupied the disputed lands. In
the style of the time, this was an intolerable affront to the god
Ningirsu, which the king, as the god's agent, was charged (in a
dream) to avenge. Eannatum performed this task with complete
success and savage fury; he utterly defeated the people of Umma
in the field, slaying thousands, and pursuing the survivors into
Umma itself, which he sacked. This victory was commemorated
by a new stele which he erected beside the restored monument of
Mesilim, and large portions of this still exist under the modern
name of 'Stele of the Vultures',3 so called from the birds of prey
which are shown devouring the dead bodies. On one side it bears
sculptures in relief with remarkable pictures of the king in his
war-accoutrements, once on foot and once standing in his chariot,
leading out his ranks of soldiers in phalanx or in marching-order
before the battle. On the other side is a symbolical scene of the
god Ningirsu (or perhaps the king himself) whose 'great over-
whelming net' has caught the warriors of Umma in multitudes,
and in these toils the conqueror smites them upon their protruding

1 G, 13, 181 n. 29; G, 12, 25 f.; G, 27, 248.
2 Cf. §iv, 30, 64 f.; the inscription of an unknown king, giving information

about the boundaries of Umma (§iv, 50) is perhaps connected with a similar
award.

8 Description and bibliography in G, 19, 95 ff.; text in §iv, 49, 9 ff. A, 28.
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heads. Below are the fragments of another chariot-scene which
apparently showed the victory of Eannatum over Kish.

The events which led up to this crisis and its consequences are
more fully described by Entemena,1 nephew of the conqueror,
who became his second successor. Going back to the beginning,
he says that Ningirsu and Shara, the respective gods of the two
cities, had in the first place agreed upon a boundary between their
estates. But if the gods were satisfied their subjects did not long
so remain, and Mesilim, as aforesaid, interposed to settle the
frontier. Aggression continued and Ush (or Gish),2 governor of
Umma, is named as the first culprit. He removed the stele of
Mesilim and invaded the lands of Lagash. The god Ningirsu
himself commanded resistance, and as his general Eannatum
fought with Ush, defeated and apparently slew him, for the terms
imposed were accepted by a new leader Enakalli. Under this
treaty a canal was dug up to the disputed territory from the
'princely river' (Euphrates) and the monuments were re-
erected, one of Mesilim and the new one of Eannatum. Sanctua-
ries of the Lagashite gods were put up on the newly secured lands,
and the men of Umma were compelled to pay an indemnity of
grain.3 These conditions lasted no longer than the victor's life,
for when his brother Enannatum I came to the office of city-
governor there was another sudden incursion under a new ruler of
Umma named Urlumma, son of Enakalli,4 who again overthrew
the hated monuments and cast them in a fire, demolished the
sanctuaries, crossed the canal, and invaded Lagash once more.
Enannatum 'fought with Urlumma', but evidently without
success, for the inscription adds hastily that his son Entemena
was victorious, though it must have been in a later battle.5 At
this, Urlumma in his turn disappeared, being replaced by a
certain II, one of the same ruling family,6 who had hitherto held a
priesthood in his city. Entemena's treaty with him, confirming
the supremacy of Lagash, enjoined him to restore the boundaries
and the canals which marked them. These seem to have been a
link in the water-communication which Entemena constructed
joining the Tigris to the Euphrates, evidently a great and
beneficent work, which may have coincided generally with the

1 §iv, 49,37 ff-; G, 28,36 ff.; §iv, 35,141 ff. 2 §iv, 54,179.
3 §iv, 48, 161 f. * §iv, 54, 177 ff.; A, 20.
8 Another account of this war is in Urukagina, Oval Plaque, col. iv: see §iv, 49,

54; G, 28, 56ff.;§iv, 48, 151, 156, 167; A, 20.
6 §iv, 54, 177; §iv, 55, 90. But there seems to be a generation missing from the

descent of Bara-irnun, the 'daughter' of Urlumma. See also Sumer, xv, 22.
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present Shatt el-Hayy. Entemena was doubtless the greatest of
his line, and his memory lived long, though it was not he whose
statue was enshrined and commemorated in a year-formula, by
the later Babylonian king Abieshu'.1 But images of this ancient
ruler were sometimes to be viewed in later ages, such as the
fine life-sized figure at Ur2 which, despite its inscription alluding
only to the local lands of Lagash, may have been placed there by
himself, for the rulers of Lagash, beginning with Ur-Nanshe,
clearly held sway over Ur where, besides those already mentioned,
an inscription of Enannatum3 was also found. If it is true that the
stele of Ur-Nanshe was defaced this might indicate a revolt of Ur,
for its defeat was one of the triumphs of Eannatum.

There is but little more information of events in Lagash
and in the whole of Sumer during the remainder of the Early
Dynastic period, now drawing to its close. Entemena was
succeeded by his son, and he by two brief rulers, Enentarzi and
Lugalanda, both known as belonging, before their accession, to
the priestly and official classes. A report from the martial priest
of a provincial temple informed Enentarzi of the interception and
slaughter of 600 Elamites returning with spoil from a sudden
raid upon Lagash,4 apart from which incident nothing is known of
external events until the end of the dynasty. But a sudden
increase of economic documents yields a wealth of detail con-
cerning the internal conditions (which will be described below),
and the polity, which was marked by the peculiar ascendancy of
Lugalanda's wife Barnamtarra, though her prominence may be
due to the origin of the economic records, which are those of the
temple over which the governor's wife presided, as the counter-
part of the goddess.5 The same position was occupied by Shasha,
wife to the last governor Urukagina, who violently removed his
predecessor, reigned for at least eight years, accomplished the
building of many temples and two canals, took the title of king,
and ruled over all the territory from Lagash to the sea. His name
is most honourably connected with a reform of corrupt social
usages, which he carried through perhaps in the face of opposition;
but this, with the end of the reformer and of his period, will be
better postponed to the conclusion of this chapter.

1 §iv, 57. 186, no. 198; but see J.C.S. v, 102.
2 §iv, 60, vol. in, pi. xxxi; §iv, 62, 47 and pi. 40; §iv, 14, no. 1.
8 §iv, 14, no. 2. * §iv, 53.
8 §iv, 31, 26 f.; A, 38, 33 f.
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V. ARMIES AND WARFARE

The inscriptions of the third Early Dynastic period and the
king-list which is the main authority for its history are all greatly
preoccupied with war, and when it is added that the outstanding
pictorial monuments are devoted to the same subject there can be
no surprise that the age has gained an ill repute for militarism.1

While it is probable that the inhabitants were not less pugnacious
in earlier times, of which little is known, there seems to be no
denying that the great increase of wealth, and particularly of
technical skills, as well as the ideas which prevailed concerning
the governance of the cities and their hierarchy among themselves
led to the indulgence of this instinct with perhaps greater fre-
quency, and certainly with more destructive results. The written
records testify abundantly to the occasions and causes of war, but
its methods also are more amply illustrated than at any other time
until the Assyrian sculptures displayed the operation of an even
more highly organized military instrument. The two principal
monuments are the Stele of the Vultures2 and the so-called
Standard of Ur,3 and fragments of scenes from other places, such
as Kish4 and Mari,5 tend to prove that all the cities possessed a
similar armament. These depict the Sumerian host as a well-
equipped and well-ordered fighting-machine; if it lacked some of
the elements introduced later into the battles of Western Asia it
was far removed from the primitive and tumultuary. The numbers
of men put into the field can hardly be estimated, but Entemena
writes of his election by the god 'from among 3600 men' (a
number which Urukagina multiplies by ten and Gudea, still later,
by sixty), which figures are possibly meant to represent the
population; with equal vagueness Eannatum boasts of having
slain 3600 men from the host of Umma. More factually it has
been reckoned6 that one temple alone in the city of Lagash
furnished 500 to 600 men from its tenants for the military levy;
and Lagash was probably not one of the largest centres.

Two arms only are depicted by the monuments, the chariotry
and foot. Upon the Stele of the Vultures only the ensi himself
rides in a chariot, unaccompanied, but this impression is altered

1 §v, 11, 413.
2 G, 19, 95 ff. gives a description and bibliography of this; A, 36.
3 §iv, 61, pis. 91-3. 4 §v, 7, pis. vi and xxxvi ff.
5 §v, 9, 7 ff. and pi. 1; G, 20, nos. 63-70. See Plate 30 (c).
6 G, 5, 113.
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by the Standard, which seems to give a more correct version as to
both of these details. The royal car is shown at rest, and its
master dismounted, but in the lowest register are four more
chariots going into battle with a momentum which visibly in-
creases from the left to the right of the picture, in spite of which
artistic device1 it is not likely that only one chariot was intended,
nor does this seem to be the king's. These vehicles are not single-
handed, for while one occupant drives the principal warrior is
free to wield his weapons, which are the spear and a curved sword,
also a leaf-shaped sword is seen in the hands of the king. Beside
the high protective front of the chariot was a quiver or 'bucket'
filled with additional spears, probably designed for throwing by
means of a sling, for spears of this kind were found in the
' Royal Tombs' at Ur fitted with a metal notch at the butt.2 These
missiles took the place of the bow and arrow, so prominent in the
scenes of later chariot warfare, but apparently not used by either
arm of the Sumerian service, as will be noticed below. The
animals which drew these cars have predominantly the appearance
of asses, with a few inconsistent features; the species has been
debated by naturalists, but there is said to be enough evidence
from skeletal remains3 to identify them as onagers, or wild asses,
which are now almost extinct, but were still not uncommon in
the last century, when they had the reputation of being untamable.
In the Sumerian chariots they ran four abreast,4 guided by reins
which passed over a cleft in the high front of the chariot, through
a double rein-ring fixed to the chariot-pole, and were tied to bits
in the jaws of the animals. The chariots themselves were of a very
peculiar model which soon passed out of use. Their bodies were
wooden frames covered with hide, having low sides emphasized
by an abnormally high front with a depression for the reins and
often a pair of holes under the rail, no doubt spy-holes for the
riders when they were taking cover behind the shielding front.
Most curious of all were the wheels, four in number, and fixed to
the axles, constructed of two wooden semicircles fastened together
by clamps inside and out, with a special housing for the axles and
even sometimes with metal studs round the tyres, which reduced
wear—these can be seen used in the same way upon the much
later Assyrian chariots. Description of these primitive vehicles5

1 §v, c, 159,198 flF.i §v, 10,56 f. 2 §iv, 61, pi. 149.
3 §v, 6, 2 -21; §v, 13, 44 ff. But some of the 'onagers' found at Ur prove to be

oxen, see §v, 2. 4 §vi, 9, pis. 58 ff.
6 G, 4, vol. 1, 482; §v, 12, 117 and 156 f.; §1, 20, 59 ff.; A, 28, figs. 5, 6, 10.

For some survivals see §v, 8, vol. in, pi. CLIV, nos. 10 and 11; §v, 1; §v, 4, 70 ff.
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would not be complete without special notice of the rein-rings1

mentioned above, several of which have survived to furnish, in
the little model animals which surmount them, some of the most
pleasing examples of minor art. So essential was this decorative
feature that it was even pointed out in the constellation which
Sumerian fancy had named the Wagon. The practical efficacy in
battle of these lumbering and inflexible carts might be reckoned very
dubious, especially against the serried infantry now to be described.

Upon both of the principal monuments the main body of the
foot-soldiers moves in a phalanx,2 with levelled spears. The men
are heavily armed, being protected in the one case by massive
rectangular shields, upon which can be seen bosses of metal, and
in the other by long capes garnished with similar studs. Some
detached figures from a like scene of combat found at Mari seem
to have exchanged this cape for a lighter shoulder-guard with
broad bands hanging down the front and back of the body.8 In
advance of the phalanx the Standard shows several light-armed
soldiers engaging individual enemies, whom they overcome and
immediately strip of their clothes before slaying or leading them
away captive. Apart from this distinction, which consists in the
wearing or absence of the cape, the armament of all foot-soldiers
was a protective helmet and, for attack, either the spear or the
socketed and shafted axe. The helmets were of copper or bronze,
flattish, and slightly ridged, with ear-protectors and chinstraps,
the insides being padded with woollen material to fit the head.
Such sumptuous examples as the golden helmet in form of a wig
which belonged to one of the occupants of graves in the Royal
Cemetery at Ur, and such as is worn by Eannatum upon the Stele
of the Vultures were only rich modifications of the head-covering
worn by all the troops. Spears and axes alike were used only
hand-to-hand, for there is no indication that the former were
thrown, except possibly from the chariots. The Sumerian armies
thus seem to be almost unprovided with missile weapons and to
have depended wholly upon weight, which is emphasized by the
slow, unswerving chariots as much as by the phalanx. In particu-
lar, there has been found nothing to contradict the early observa-
tion that bows and arrows were not used in Sumerian warfare.
That they were familiar to the people is proved both by represen-
tations upon painted pottery and seals, and by the discovery of
arrow-heads in excavation, but wherever they are shown in use

1 §iv, 61, pis. 166 f.; G, 4, vol. iv, 2096, 2210 ff.
2 As described in the rally of the Achaeans, / / /Wxii i , 130-1.
3 G, 20, nos. 63-70. See Plate 30 (c).
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it is for hunting, as best exemplified by the fine 'Stele of Warka',
belonging to the Jamdat-Nasr period,1 upon which a man is
shooting lions with a cunningly-fashioned bow and an arrow with
a cutting point of triangular shape and no doubt made of flint,
such as were found in the grave of Meskalamdug at Ur.2

While there is no extant scene of siege operations it is certain
both that cities were defended with massive walls3 and that they
were captured, perhaps most often by rush at the heels of a
defeated army, as when Eannatum overpowered and sacked
Umma, though he more often speaks of beating his enemies and
pursuing them up to the walls of their cities. Again, in its turn,
Lagash was captured and looted by Lugalzaggisi and various
fragments of Early Dynastic inscriptions are found upon trophies
dedicated in temples from the spoil of captured cities. It may be
assumed, then, that siegecraft was not unknown to the Sumerians,
and that its principal resource was the piling up of a great ramp
of earth at one point of the perimeter, an operation for which the
military engineers of a later period were prepared with statistical
calculations of the time and labour required; these may be re-
garded as good evidence that the device had long been studied, and
it was, of course, still in full practice under the Assyrian war-
lords and throughout classical antiquity.4 The effect of this
operation, perhaps the only means by which an attack could be
launched upon a defence of enormously thick earthwork, was to
transfer the battle of shock to the height of the wall, the besiegers
having the handicap that they were obliged to attack uphill, the
besieged too being hampered by the want of depth in their
defence. There is no evidence for the use of siege-engines so early
as this, although they were certainly employed in a succeeding age.5

VI. F O U N D A T I O N S OF POWER;

HUSBANDRY, T R A D E S , ARTS

This military power was sustained in the Sumerian cities by a
wealth which manifested itself also in many splendid products of
material civilization. The foundation ofthis wealth was the fertility

1 §iv, 24, no. v, pis. 12 f. A cylinder-seal of the 'Uruk' period in the British
Museum presents a similar but more extensive scene in miniature, with remarkable
detail. See M.E .L . Mallowan in BaghdaderMitteilungen 3 (1964), 65 ff.

2 %\y, 61, 160 and 381; see now A, 23.
3 §iv, 24, no. VII, 41 ff. and no. vni, 5 ff. See also §iv, 12 and G, 7, 807.
4 See Z.D.P.V. 56, 167 ff. and Tafel 13; §v, 3, note 45—a Roman siege-ramp

still existing at Masada in Palestine. 3 §v, 14, 31 f.
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of the land and that fertility depended in its turn upon irrigation.
The control of the regular spring floods by an elaborate system
of dams and canals must have been a slow achievement, but it was
clearly recognized by the Sumerians as a supreme necessity and
the resulting prosperity was so marvellous in their eyes that they
were constrained to regard the completed irrigation system as the
work of none less than a god. One of the most elaborate myths,
not indeed written down until a later period, but doubtless formed
much earlier, related1 how the god Ninurta had fought against a
demon in the mountains, named Asag, and his final victory over
this monster caused the waters to rise up out of the earth and
destroy by overflowing all the works of gods and men. In many
vivid lines are described the baleful effects of this inundation,
which was not checked until Ninurta heaped up a mighty barrier
of earth and stones to control the floods and to drain the excess
waters into the Tigris. In this mythological form was dramatized a
human achievement which no doubt spread over several generations.

When history begins to be recorded the canals are found occupy-
ing a place of high importance in the economy of the land, and it
is plain that their control and the possession of water rights were
among the fruitful causes of strife between neighbours. The
boundary between Lagash and Umma was marked by an impor-
tant canal, which it was aggression to cross or to divert. After his
defeat of the men of Umma Eannatum laid it upon them as a con-
dition that they should not presume to cross this canal again, and
he himself excavated a tank containing 3600 gur of water, perhaps
to maintain the level of the channel.2 Entemena in his time again
had to enforce this prohibition, renew the tank, and command his
nominee in Umma that he should restore and respect the
boundary canal, which Entemena subsequently enlarged into a
main stream uniting the Tigris probably with the Euphrates.3

Urukagina once more excavated or renewed a great reservoir for
maintenance of the level of these waterways.4 Thereafter the
digging of canals becomes a commonplace of royal self-gratula-
tion, and ranks with building of temples, the provision of main-
tenance for the gods, and the waging of their wars as the chief
function of the king.

1 G, 15, 198 ff., 290 f., cf. J.N.E.S. 5, 146 f.
2 G, 28, 22 f.; §iv, 48, 92 (148). This tank, renewed to the same capacity by

Entemena, was hardly great enough to form the basin of a canal; its content has been
reckoned as 218 cubic metres, §iv, 32, 77. See also A, 2, 113 f.

:i G, 28, 36 f.;§iv, 48, 90 (130). The inscription is on a brick from this structure.
4 G, 28, 46 f, cones B and c.
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Upon the system of agriculture which these watercourses
fostered we are amply, though perhaps one-sidedly, informed by
the numerous tablets inscribed with the accountancy of a temple
in the city of Lagash. The mere fact that most of the evidence is
contributed by only one, and that by no means the greatest of the
Sumerian cities, should warn that these tablets cannot tell the
whole story, and to this must be added the further limitation that
they all refer to the affairs of one temple only, that of the goddess
Baba, which, as belonging to the consort of the god, was under
the direction of the wife of the ensi—he being the manager of the
god, she occupied the same place in respect to the goddess.1

Accepting these limitations, the evidence is still impressive, and
allows the suggestion that a considerable part of the city's whole
territory was the property of the temples,2 for that of Baba at
Lagash was only one among several, and must have been inferior,
at least, to the principal fane of the god himself. While there are
no reliable means of estimating what was the extent of the whole
Lagashite territory, it has been calculated that the lands of Baba
amounted to more than one square mile,3 and this estate was
worked exclusively by tenants and dependants of the temple.
Most of these were not slaves but feudatories, either receiving
daily allowances or owing, in return for the portion of their crops
which remained in their hands, not only a fixed proportion of the
produce, but the duty of military service in the cause of the deity
whose lands they cultivated; their different ranks regulated the
extent of land which was assigned to them and the amount of
maintenance which they had the right to draw from their divine
employer.

In return for their service, the temple was liable for their keep
all the year round, at seasons when field work was not possible,
and in addition supplied them with seed-corn and the implements
required for cultivation, including the plough-cattle. The prin-
cipal crop was certainly barley, and this was delivered to the temple
in very large quantities, part of which was used for cattle-fodder,
some for brewing into beer, but most was ground in a great mill
and used first as food of the god, and then for issue to the workers
as rations, or wages in kind. Two other kinds of grain were
raised (perhaps emmer and wheat), but in minor quantities. Nor

1 §iv, 31,12 f.
2 Some discussion of the debated question of land-ownership will be found later

in this section.
3 G, 5,79; G, 7,791. The following account is taken mainly from these two works.

See also A, 10, 41.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



FOUNDATIONS OF POWER 127

was grain the only crop obtained, for the tablets contain accounts
of root-crops and a considerable acreage was devoted to trees
producing both fruit and, what was very valuable in the bare
country, timber for building and furniture. All of these kinds of
produce were dependent upon irrigation, and some of the labour
required for this duty of maintaining the waterways was furnished
by slaves, either with their own hands or as drivers of oxen.

Still another form of industry which was pursued by the staff of
the temple was cattle raising. Oxen were bred and kept not only
for the plough but for their necessary products, milk and meat;
sheep, goats and pigs yielded meat, fat, and especially wool and
hair, which employed many hands, especially women, in its
preparation, spinning and weaving. A more surprising branch of
industry about which the temple-accounts contain much informa-
tion is fishing;1 there appear to have been about 100 fishermen
who regularly delivered fish to the temple authorities, and these
are called 'sea-fishermen' as well as 'fresh-water fishermen'.
This 'state' fishery service was an institution which maintained
its centralized character when much else in the economic system
had altered, for under the dynasty of Larsa 'the palace' still con-
trolled the catching and marketing of fish, employing Amorite
labourers for the one operation and wholesalers for the other.2

There is also an evident reminiscence of the sacred fisheries in a
late chronicle,3 which curiously associates the destinies of early
kings with their piety as touching the supply of fish to the
supreme god.

Great as were these revenues of the Sumerian temples, they
were almost counterbalanced by the large expenditures necessary
to maintain not only the god and his house, but to support the
whole economy of the temple and the numerous persons who
lived entirely for and by this institution, to whom the service of
the god was not an incidental of life, as in less intensely theocratic
societies, but was life itself. The needs of the god were the
primary necessities of housing, feeding, and clothing. Whether
the complete repair of temples was exclusively an object of royal
munificence, as might be inferred from the inscriptions, or whether
it was normally effected from the temples' own resources, it is
beyond doubt that current maintenance of the buildings and their
appurtenances was a large item of costs, and the same considera-
tion appl ies to the upkeep of canals upon which revenues depended,
a function also assumed with ostentation by the kings, but per-

1 See R.A. 49, 210 n. 5; §vi, 2; §vi, 20, 390 f.; G, 6, m, 68 f.
2 §vi, 12; §vi, 10, 62. 3 § iv , 19, 54ff.
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haps more regularly discharged by the temple economies them-
selves, to which, in any case, the king was indebted for a large
part of his resources. More direct expenses of the temple were
consumed in the daily or periodic necessities of the god's personal
service. Every day an ample provision had to be served to his
table, morning and evening, and not only to the principal divinity
but to a more or less numerous family and household of divine
relations and servants. All kinds of victuals appear in this pro-
vision, the flesh of sheep and goats, fish, bread and flour, butter,
fruits, honey, and beer for drink. Clothing for the divine owner
and family was another constant item of expenditure, and upon
festival days rich ornaments as well as fine robes had to be pro-
vided. That any part of these supplies of food and clothing was
taken by individuals who enjoyed the rights of priesthood is not
attested by the tablets of the temple of Baba, though it was the
practice of later ages in Babylonia, when the selling and buying of
such perquisites was one of the objects of private mercantile
transaction. Possibly the custom of Sumerian times at Lagash was
in fact different, for we shall see that the reforms of Urukagina
were directed in part to the fees which priests had been in the
habit of exacting from private persons.

Still heavier than the expenses of the god himself, his family,
and his servants of divine rank, was the cost of the multitude of
the temple staff, which embraced a whole section of the city's
population. In such a system as that traced by these temple
records the distinction between the divine and human tends to
disappear; the god is paralleled by the king or ensi, his family by
the ensi's wife and her children, and the needs of both are supplied
by the temple organization, which is composed of managers and
workers whose services to the gods are scarcely distinguishable as
being upon the divine or the human plane. Each discharges his
function, and each receives his due return and maintenance.
There were gods, as appears by later evidence—which may
however be unhesitatingly projected back to the Early Dynastic
and doubtless to still more remote generations—who were con-
sidered to supply quite menial offices such as coachmen and goat-
herds to the lord of the city and its temple; again, the distinction
of city and temple becomes dim, for one was only an agglomeration
of the other. Thus, the temple was in fact responsible for the live-
lihood of many citizens, who in turn lived for and by the
temple. On the debit side, this arrangement naturally involved the
temple in great liabilities. What may be called the household
expenses were large and standing charges; first of these (or, at
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least, first mentioned) was, rather unexpectedly, the upkeep of
teams of asses, which, to judge again by what we know of the
time of Gudea, were splendidly maintained animals kept to
provide the carriage of the god, who proceeded on the journeys
dictated by his annual occasions in such a chariot as we find upon
the monuments and in the models of this time, drawn by a span
of four asses. Nor is it surprising to find that such equipages were
also at the service of the ensi, his wife and his family, and the
highest officers of the temple management; again, it tends to be
uncertain whether the need is upon the divine or the human
plane. Next, the temple operated catering and even manufacture
upon a large scale for the supply of its own needs and those of its
staff, so that ample supplies were necessary every month for the
kitchens, the bakery, and the brewery. With these fell to be reckon-
ed special but regular provisions for divine and mortal heads of
the administration, and the very large issues of fodder for the
herds of swine, sheep and cattle.

The roll of allowances from the temple for its ordinary person-
nel was long and impressive, for the number of its servants and
dependants has been reckoned, on the basis of the accounts, as
about 1200.1 Wages were paid exclusively in kind,2 and the staple
commodity dispensed was barley, the ordinary food of the people.
In addition to this there were on special occasions distributions
of bread, wheat, wool, beer, milk and fruit, apparently at festivals.
Ordinary wages were drawn by male workers, both those who
held fiefs from the temple with liability to military service,
and those who may be reckoned as slaves. In addition to these
was the large number of women employed in the temple indus-
tries connected with the main needs of food and clothing, that is,
in the stores and kitchens, in the flour-mills, and spinners and
weavers in the clothing factory, most of whom appear to have been
slaves. Those who had children received also a small allowance
for these helpers or dependants. Their employments were the
preparation of the wool, its spinning and weaving; others, as said
above, worked in the kitchens and flour-mills and brewhouses, a
superior order of attendants waited upon the wife and children of
the ensi as personal maids, hairdressers, nurses, or cooks, but the
basic reward seems to have been alike for all, rising only according
to the position and skill of the workers. Among the male workers
some appear to have been slaves; they are called by a word which
may mean 'blind' or a longer phrase which seems to mean
'blind and deaf, or 'witless'. How, subject to this disability,

1 A different estimate is quoted in §111, 1, 59. 2 A, 13.
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they could do useful service is not easy to understand, but they
are found employed as gardeners and in workshops.1 The actual
raising of the large grain crops was in the hands of the temple's
tenants, who farmed holdings of various extent, and were obliged
by the terms of their tenure to surrender a fixed quota of their
produce, and were liable, in addition, to military service. These
men too are found among the recipients of wages on the temple
books, and perhaps earned these additions to their emoluments
by working upon the parts of the estate which were not let out but
kept by the temple for its own needs. None of the wages given to
any class of these workers were high, for the utmost received by
any hand was about 60 litres (72 si/a) a month, the lowest workers
got no more than infants, 10 litres (12 si/a). Consumers of this
modest fare,2 even at the highest scale, were the men who were to
furnish the defenders of the god's cause in battle, and out of the
whole host which the city of Lagash could put into the field, it is
reckoned that the temple of Baba could supply about 500 to 600 men.

The foregoing account of society and land-holding in the
early Sumerian age at Lagash is drawn, as aforesaid, from the
detailed records of one temple over a rather short period. It has
been widely accepted as a complete picture of the Sumerian
economy, revealing almost the whole of the land as belonging to
temples, and almost the whole population in various dependence
upon these. But the basis for such a generalization is precariously
narrow. The area of land concerned in these records is no more
than about one square mile. Yet while there can be made no
reliable estimate of the total extent of the city's territories, it is
known (1) that they extended to 'the sea',3 and (2) that the
mound now named Zerghul, some eighteen miles south-east of
Tello, was within the city-area,4 being the place called Nina, with
the seat of a goddess Nanshe, who was an oracle to the Lagashite
rulers. Within these wide if undefined limits it is reasonable to
assume the presence of other temple-estates, at least one of which,
belonging to the principal god himself, may be supposed even
greater and richer than the domains of his consort. Making
whatever deduction for these, and adding desert tracts, it still
seems probable that very much land remained with owners other

1 §vi, 20, 56 n. 1; §vm, 3, 174 n; R.A. 52, 96 f.
a Interesting estimates have been made concerning the dietetic sufficiency of

these allowances and the standard of living among the workers: see R.A. 18, 129
n. 6; §vi, 16, 7; §vi, 10, 62.

3 According to Urukagina; see §vm, 3, 174, 180.
4 §iv, 21, 128; A, 10, 17 ff.
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than temples. Nor is there wanting evidence of this, not only in
the clause of Urukagina's reforms which forbade priests to gather
fruits in a ' poor man's garden', but in documents of private sale,
mostly of commodities such as metals, grains, animals, hides, fish,
and slaves, but also land as well, comprising fields great and small.
These acquisitions, at Lagash, were made by rulers or members
of their family, and their possible encroachment upon the estates
of temples is one subject of the impending reforms. The earliest
attested purchase of land was made by Enkhegal, a predecessor of
the Lagash 'dynasty', and there are later transactions by Eanna-
tum and by Lummatur, a son of the ruling house.1 Some of these
acquisitions were large, and all were obtained by the payment not
only of a main price to the principal vendors, but of sundry gifts,
occasionally in silver but more often in kind, to a number of
persons having collateral claims to ownership. The deal was
always ratified by the ceremony of driving a peg into a wall2 and
pouring oil. From these observations it has been deduced that
much land in the confines of Lagash (and hence, by analogy, in
Sumer everywhere) may have belonged to family communities,3

and could be alienated by these through the agency of the
family heads, with proportionate payments to relatives sharing the
property. If this is true, not only does a different picture emerge
of the early Sumerian state, but certain of the decrees of Uruka-
gina appear more intelligible, as will be seen later.

Although agriculture was, and ever must have been, the prin-
cipal source of wealth in Babylonia, there is, at this period
especially, abounding evidence of another form of wealth, that
derived from foreign trade. A few references in the inscriptions
show the official dependence upon this for building material and
choice products; the most interesting are those of Ur-Nanshe,
mentioned before,4 concerning the cargoes of timber brought to
him by ships of Tilmun, and the carved stone plaque dedicated by
the priest Dudu, which was brought from the eastern district of
Urua.6 The semi-mythical king Enmerkar of Uruk had trading
relations (as it seems) with the city of Aratta, which, however
arduous the journey, was not beyond the range of a single mes-
senger.6 From this place he sought stone and metals in exchange
for the grains of his own country. Some indications of trade

1 §vi, 5; §vi, 15; §vi, 17; § I I I , 1. 2 §vi, 13, 88 f.; §vi, 19.
3 And, at Shuruppak, to small private owners, see §vi, 5, 24 f.; §vi, 17,

4 4 m . 4; A, 19.
4 G, 28, 2 f. (Tafel A), and in other inscriptions.
6 G, 28, 34 f. (»). 8 See above, p. 111.
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beyond the boundaries of Lagash are found in the documents
of private commerce, but these again are limited to a fairly close
horizon. Places mentioned include the Sumerian cities of Nippur,
Uruk, Umma, Adab, and Der, but there is also a farther cast to
Elam (for silver in exchange for barley), to the unidentified Uru-
az for slaves, and, farthest of all, to the familiar (but still not
surely located) Tilmun for its staple of copper.1 But the fact
hardly needs written testimony, for the wealth of the early tombs
at Ur was displayed in a lavish employment of materials, metal
and stone, scarcely one of which is indigenous to the country,
though worked there with a mastery which evinces a long use of
handling these exotic commodities.

The origins of metals, both precious and base, used so lavishly
at Ur and in other deposits of the third Early Dynastic period,
have been investigated with much care. Most probable source of
the copper, which betrays a slight mixture of the rare and then
unisolated metal nickel, is thought for this reason to have been
Oman or possibly Sinai. The gold was alluvial and therefore
naturally alloyed with silver and other metals; the sources of this
may be sought where Gudea found it, one place probably in
Armenia, the other Meluhha, a country which, despite its
frequent appearance in the cuneiform texts, is still uncertain of
location. But at least one possibility is Nubia, which was the
general gold-mine of the ancient world and the main source of its
riches, both according to ancient testimony and in modern
surveys.2 Stones, especially lapis-lazuli and carnelian, provide
an even more interesting pointer to a widespread commerce.
Lapis-lazuli,3 the most prized of all, which the literature never
tires of naming as the most splendid comparison of things con-
sidered beautiful and precious, is not to be obtained nearer than
the distant Badakhshan. Carnelian is said to be found in the
lands bordering the Persian Gulf, and some of the Sumerian
supplies may have come from there. But it is still more common
in the north-west of India, especially in the form of beads with
etched or bleached patterns ;4 the most notable examples of these
were found at the celebrated site of Harappa, contemporary with
the Agade period in Babylonia, when these beads, never very
common, became better known there. There is a distinct possi-

1 §vi, 15, parti.
2 See generally upon this subject §vi, 6 and 7; also §vi, 1. But it is, in fact, very

unlikely that Meluhha, in this age, denoted Nubia or anywhere in Africa at all;
the question will be considered in chapter xix. See also A, 21.

3 §vi, 11; G, 16, 436; A, 5. 4 §1,25, 59, 73 f., and 87.
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bility that those found in Babylonia were of Indian manufacture
and directly imported.

The indications of foreign trade in the third Early Dynastic
period are therefore impressive; it followed the lines marked out
by nature, to Syria and Asia Minor, down the Gulf, and over the
hills and steppes of Persia and Baluchistan, but these riches were
accessible only when there was strength to hold open the ap-
proaches and wealth to acquire the merchandise. The brilliant
display of the tombs at Ur bespeaks a command and mastery of
these foreign resources which was never again to be matched
throughout the history of the land. But this phenomenon is not
isolated, for about the middle of the third millennium B.C. the
whole ancient world seems to have reached together the zenith of
its prosperity. While in Sumer were unrolled the glories of an
heroic age, the beginnings of a literature, and the rise of warlike
and decorative arts, in Egypt was flourishing the Old Kingdom,
age of the great pyramid-builders and of its supreme artists. It is
now likely also that even Anatolia, so apt to appear a remote and
'backwoods' sector outside the great civilizations, had its full
share in the wonders of this period. The treasures of Troy (II)
have long been before the modern world, and a recent discovery
has emphasized their significance. At Dorak,1 south of the
Propontis, were 'royal graves' replete with rich deposits not
inferior to, and not unrelated with, those of Ur. The name of
Sahure, second king of the Fifth Dynasty in Egypt, discloses their
date, and a weapon decorated with a line of little sea-going ships
tells of the overseas commerce from which all this wealth must
have been derived. It is as though a sap were rising at its strongest
in those years through the branches of all the ancient Near East—
ver illud erat, ver magnus agebat orbis—nourished from what
common soil we have at present no means of detecting, for in
none of these places had men yet reached the capacity of ex-
pressing themselves clearly in writing. For which reason it may
seem doubtful whether the future can ever explain the mystery of
so manifest and simultaneous an achievement by peoples which
can scarcely have heard intelligibly the report one of another. It
must now be added that doubts have been expressed about the
homogeneity and origin of the Dorak collection, which was seen
apparently only on one occasion by one qualified observer
(K. Pearson and P. Connor, The Dorak Affair^ London, 1967).

It is for this very reason of wealth and accomplishment that
1 See ///. Ldn News 28 Nov. 1959, 754 ff.; §vi, 18, 168 f., 188; and below,

pp. 390 ff.
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no adequate sketch can be given of the arts which flowered so
lavishly in this heyday of the early Sumerian civilization. They
were not new inventions, for their origin is plainly to be dis-
cerned in the pre-historic epochs described with their products in
the preceding chapter. Some of them, indeed, had already passed
therein an apogee and a comparative decline. Building had
attained many of the characteristic features of design and
execution which it was to carry on not only into the Early
Dynastic III but even into later times, and the plan of the temple
was already settled in its broad lines. In materials there was now
what seems a retrogression, for the odd and unexplained ' plano-
convex' brick1 had, apparently in defiance of all reason, replaced
the practical rectangular brick everywhere except the outlying
cities of Mari and Ashur.2 Pottery too enters with this period an
age of decline; the 'scarlet ware'3 is found no more, and all is
plain buff undecorated or at the most relieved with encrusted or
incised patterns. For this there is an obvious reason and one which
seems always to be operative in like conditions—the immense
increase in the supply and mastery in the working of metals
turned the skill of the craftsmen towards this more obviously
rewarding medium, and pottery sank into an article of mere
utility instead of the vehicle of high artistic achievement which
it had been in ages already long past, at Susa or Arpachiyah. In
turn, of course, this neglect leads to a revival, for the expensive
vessels of fine metal become an inspiration to the potter, who
contrives to imitate them in his own common clay, but this
reaction was not witnessed during the Early Dynastic period.

In the art of engraving designs upon cylinder-seals,4 a falling-
off had occurred at the outset of this period or even earlier, and
fresh progress was now noticeable. The first age is marked by
long and slender cylinders with designs of continuous patterns
recurring like those of modern textiles or wall-papers, which have
been given the name of 'Brocade-style'. The second period is less
distinctive, for its subject is almost exclusively the frieze of
animals in combat interspersed with small human figures, and for
the first time an inscription in a disordered arrangement appears
upon a few of the seals. With the third period, although the
animal frieze continues to be the favourite theme it is rendered in
a more natural manner, human figures are more prominent, and
the inscriptions when present begin to be organized into a formal
place in the design. But there is a great increase both in the

1 §VI> 3; §IV> 62, 34 f.; see below, pp. 246 f.
2 §vi, 22, 198. 3 §vi, 4, 60 ff. 4 See generally G, 1; 8; 17; 21 ; 23.
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representational quality of the pictures and in the number of
scenes depicted; the gods appear in mythological and ritual scenes,
and a favourite device is that of a banquet at which the principal
actors sometimes drink from a vessel between them through long
bent tubes, of which some highly decorated specimens have been
found in the excavations. Thus the third period uses a manner and
a repertoire which is intended to be fully pictorial, but it may be
said to fall short in this attempt as compared with the fine archaic
cylinders of Uruk. In this particular the third Early Dynastic is
an age of progress rather than of attainment, for its cylinders
lead on to the wealth in subject and beauty in execution which
was not perfected until the succeeding dynasty of Agade.

Stone sculpture both in the round and in relief is amply
represented in the Early Dynastic period. Until recently the
examples were mostly confined to the last generations and to
works executed for the rulers of Lagash, who appeared as dis-
proportionately in the field of art as they figured in a history
where they seemed not to deserve such prominence. The dis-
coveries of deposits of small human statues, attaining sometimes
nearly half natural size, in the excavations at Eshnunna and the
place now called Khafajl have not only carried back the examples
into the second Early Dynastic period but have introduced a fresh
local school of sculpture1 with a tradition and technique rather
different from those of Lagash. No more than the figures for-
merly known can these be said to attain a very impressive degree
of mastery; the heads and faces are coarse and unsightly by
reason of the staring inlaid eyes and the black hair and beards, the
bodies are clumsy, and the legs exaggerated in thickness by the
necessity of their supporting the full weight of the figure, for this
fraternity of sculptors did not use the convention of showing the
legs only in high relief against a solid back, which in other con-
temporary figures has the function of taking the weight. Sculpture
in relief has also been newly illustrated by examples from the
same site. These too belong partly to the middle period of the
Early Dynastic, so that it is the more surprising that they are
decidedly superior to most of the Lagashite works in design and
execution. They are thick, roughly square, stone plaques with a
raised edge to protect the sculpture and with a wide hole in the
middle, as if to accommodate a stout peg of wood or clay fixing the
object to a wall.2 The surface is divided into three or four registers
of figures in low relief generally depicting a banquet scene in
which a male and female person sit opposite each other drinking

1 §YI, 8 and 9; see below, pp. 254 f. 2 A, 15.
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and attended by servants and musicians; the lower registers are
usually occupied by others bringing in the materials of the feast.
A significant variation in the lowest row shows a two-wheeled
chariot drawn by the usual ass-like beasts, the car itself being
covered with a leopard-skin. There are three men in attendance,
one the owner of the equipage but standing dismounted behind it,
the other two servants, one at the head of the team, one behind the
driver.1 The style of these plaques cannot be called accomplished,
and the human figures especially are of archaic crudeness, but less
so than the long-known 'family-reliefs' of Ur-Nanshe, which
nevertheless seem to be later and for that reason are more informa-
tive since they bear inscriptions. If the significance or even the
exact placing of these plaques were better known they might
help to explain certain ideas which the Sumerians seem to have
held about the dead, and perhaps about the effect of ceremonies
performed on special occasions of burial.

Most attractive, at least to modern eyes, of the art products
of this people and time are their works in metal and inlay. The
representative pieces, discovered especially at Ur and Mari, are
now well known, having been often illustrated and described.
They have a strange mixture of accomplishment, as in the
attractive little donkey on the rein-ring, and of crudity, this being
sporadically displayed both in the subjects and in the workman-
ship, occasionally both together, as in the copper-sheeted animal
figures from Al-'Ubaid. Interesting beyond all are the scenes
depicted by small figures in shell or limestone inlaid upon a darker
background of plain bitumen or of costly lapis-lazuli. Their
purport is usually clear enough in itself, but only a part of their
significance is revealed, for very seldom is it known what was the
setting or the intention of such representations—the leaping
goats, the animal musicians, and above all the celebrated 'stan-
dard' of Ur, are notable examples of this deficiency of context.
The gold cups and vessels owe perhaps most of their fame to their
ever-prized material, for it can hardly be said that their designs
are remarkable; the weak and un-matching wire suspenders of
the golden bowls seem especially faulty, and the elliptical fluted
long-spouted pourer, with its absurd little foot, cannot be called
elegant, while the golden helm of Meskalamdug is surpassing
rather in craftsmanship than in taste. Among the best metal
products of these early Sumerians are the ordinary bronze
weapons and tools (with de-luxe versions in gold), at once well-
designed, practical, strong, and of pleasing effect.

1 §vi, 8, 43 ff.; G, 4, vol. iv, 2016 ff. See Plate 30 (t>).
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VII. R E L I G I O N AND C U L T - P R A C T I C E S

It has already been observed as peculiar to this period that it had
evolved a form of human government which seemed to reproduce
upon earth exactly the hierarchy of heaven, so that it was some-
times hardly clear whether gods or men were the acting parties.
In such a society the city-governors, as deputies, should have sole
access to, and authority from, the city-god, but there is evidence
that priests obtained an ever-growing power in the Sumerian
cities. The earlier city-governors never give themselves the style
of priests,1 and seldom mention others of that calling; the most
significant personality is one who seems to be a diviner in a very
obscure inscription of Ur-Nanshe.2 From the time of Entemena
priests become prominent, and Dudu the priest of the city-god
Ningirsu was so important a functionary that not only was an
event dated by his accession to office, but he also dedicated
monuments of his own, like a ruler. Enentarzi a later governor of
the city rose to his place from the priesthood and the same
succession was observed in the neighbouring city of Umma,
where II, already a member of the ruling family, was at first a
priest in charge of one of the sanctuaries, and was promoted to the
governorship by Entemena of Lagash after deposing his uncle
Urlumma. From all this and from later analogy it may be inferred
that originally the ensi himself was the priest and that, even when
the functions began to be distinguished, perhaps through delega-
tion of religious duties, the priest was still the relative and
sometimes the destined successor of the ensi. This privilege of
the ruler to a close intercourse with his god derives from the
ancient tradition of an age when gods were not very remote from
men, when Gilgamesh or Enmerkar took counsel of gods, and
divine figures still walked the earth and conversed with its
denizens.

Beyond doubt the most important evidence of religious
observances among the early Sumerians consists in the sensa-
tional discoveries of the ' Royal Tombs' at Ur, and some other
more isolated finds which may be connected with them. The
manifest fact is that upon certain occasions, and in attendance
upon certain exalted persons, many followers of both sexes, as
well as numerous animals, with all the equipment of their
services, were buried in the same tombs as their masters, visibly

1 That is sanga; for the priestly (as well as royal) title en see G, 12, 9.
2 See R.A. 45, 108 f.; A, 38, 23 and fig. 10.
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as companions whose destiny it was to continue their ministra-
tions in another life. These are matters of observation, but how
they should be interpreted has long been in dispute, and is still
unsettled.1 Contemporary written evidence is very scanty and
bears only upon a single point, the identity of the personages
concerned. There is no reliable information, even in later texts,
concerning human sacrifice, only a possible allusion in one of the
Gilgamesh stories2 to a hero being accompanied in death by some
of his retainers. As to the personages for whom the tombs were
made, the names of Meskalamdug and Akalamdug occur several
times, and the latter bears, upon a seal, the specific title 'king of
Ur ' . There were also two or three ladies bearing the title of nin:
one of them was the most richly attended of all, while another was
the wife of Mesannipada, first king of the First Dynasty of Ur.3

Thus it is reasonably well established that the tombs have a good
right to the style of 'royal', although their named occupants are
mostly unknown to the king-list; and consequently the human
sacrifice may be regarded as another striking example of a well-
known primitive but long-enduring custom,4 although nothing is
known of such a custom in the later history of Babylonia.

Of the reasons for this seemingly isolated rite in Sumer and the
ideas which underlay it there are but few and perhaps deceptive
hints. Among the rich and varied deposits in these tombs the
only object with any purport of telling a story is the so-called
'standard', which has some pronounced similarities to the relief
plaques in stone, with a hole in the middle, found principally at
Tell Asmar,5 and exemplified also in the 'family reliefs' of Ur-
Nanshe and certain other similar sculptures at Lagash—a
revealing fragment6 occurred in the Royal Tombs themselves.
On most of these is depicted a scene of feasting, and sometimes
appended in the lowest register is a quadrigal chariot with sump-
tuous furnishings and attended by servants, but without occu-
pants. Chariots, fully manned, appear also upon the 'standard'
as the principal arm in a victorious battle, and a scene of feasting,
on the other side, is naturally viewed as a celebration of this. Yet
it is doubtful whether there is any real connexion between these
subjects on the plaques and on the 'standard', for the mere
appearance of a two-wheeled riding chariot in the former has no
necessary relation with the picture of charging four-wheeled

1 See §iv above, and discussions in §iv, 45 and 4; §iv, 61, 38 ff.; §vi, 8, 43 ff.;
§vn, 1, 12; G, 4, vol. iv, 1850; G, 19, 93 f.

2 G, 24, 5of.;§iv, 15, 67 f. 3 G, 12, 3off.;§iv, 51,71 f.
4 §11, 2. s §vi, 8, 43 ff. 6 §iv, 61, pi. 181; A, 15.
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war-waggons in the latter; and the banqueting-scene is too much of
a commonplace to bear a special interpretation here. Two of the
plaques of Ur-Nanshe have a different motive1—the king bears
on his head the first symbolic basket of earth, to inaugurate the
building of a temple. Another bears the statement that it was
dedicated as the support of a sacred mace.2 Again, several of
those found at Lagash have only religious emblems, and lack
the drinking-scene. With all this, it is quite uncertain where the
plaques were placed and what was their intention. As much
doubt attaches to the 'standard'; it was found in one of the
greatest tombs at Ur and it seems to have been carried by an
attendant who wore a peculiar headdress of beads. If rightly
restored in its present form it has no visible use, and if it really
was carried before a king could be nothing more than a pictorial
vaunt of the royal success and prosperity, yet for this purpose it
seems altogether too diminutive. No deeper significance need
attach to the stone plaques, which are mostly devoted to the
conventional topics of royal piety and ostentation. It is dis-
appointing that the religious and social conceptions, unique in
Sumerian history, which the 'Royal Tombs' enshrine, should
remain for the present uncomprehended.

VIII. SOCIETY AND SOCIAL PROBLEMS

Disposal of the dead served to mark, in the ancient Sumerian
cities as it has so constantly in all later history, the distinction of
class and wealth. In one line of a story about the fabulous
Gilgamesh that hero is represented3 as drawing the most mor-
tifying conclusion to himself from looking over the wall of
Uruk, which he had just built, and beholding corpses which
floated upon the river; such may indeed have been the end of the
poorest citizens. A better sort could claim entombment, with
grave-goods of varying richness. Burial entailed charges for the
funeral, and the gradual abuse of these by the clergy as a means of
extortion has helped to disclose that by the end of the Early
Dynastic period public opinion had developed to the point of
demanding changes in political and social conditions. The unjust
exactions of religious officiants were however only one of the
evils which had become burdensome enough for a prince (seeking
perhaps to buttress an usurped power) to denounce and remedy.

1 For publication and references see G, 19, 90 ff. reliefs a and d.
2 Ibid. 87 f.; A, 15. 3 G, 24, 48,11. 25-7.
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The celebrated social reforms of Urukagina, and the recording of
them in his inscriptions, are striking testimony to the advanced
state of civilization and political development reached at this still
very early stage of recorded history. That a ruler should abrogate
customs which concerned his interest or even affronted his sense
of justice might not be surprising in any moderately developed
society; that he should draw up a 'manifesto' exposing the
abuses and instituting a new regime proves that the early Sumer-
ians had reached a political maturity which subsequent generations,
even in a world far outside the bounds of ancient Babylonia, have
outgrown but little.1

In his second year Urukagina assumed the title of lugal or
king, apparently in disregard of some formal supremacy of Kish,
and his reforms may have been prompted at least in part by the
desire to strengthen his own position and secure the support of
the most effective classes among his subjects, those liable to
render military service. Like most changes of this kind and, as it
were, setting the tone for many a later purge, these reforms were
stated to be reversions to the 'good old ways' which the city-god
Ningirsu had ordained in the beginning, although some of the
practices condemned were themselves of long standing. When the
changes were complete Urukagina felt able to say that he had
justified himself in his situation as the god's agent. So literal were
the ideas of this direct relation that the new-established king
proclaims in a striking phrase that he 'joined this covenant with
Ningirsu that he would not deliver up the weak and the widow to
the powerful man'.2 Characteristically, too, these unique docu-
ments of social history are embedded in building-inscriptions.

A deity who appears from the inscriptions of Urukagina to
have stood high in his favour may now be regarded as prompting
him to his new enactments. One of his public works was the
clearing of a canal which led from Lagash to a place called Nina
(now Zerghul), where stood the temple of a goddess Nanshe,
consulted as an oracle by the rulers who journeyed to her shrine
in boats to seek enlightenment upon the will of the gods, as
described by the later governor Gudea. A hymn to this goddess3

1 The measures of Urukagina have been much discussed recently, in the light of a
better understanding of the texts, and a heightened interest in social questions and
theories of government; the best general summary is still that of G, 5, 75. A new
translation is given by §vm, 3 and by §vn, 3: the former has been criticized in
§vm, i,seealso§vi, 21 and G, 15.cn. vi. In all of these places some different views
are taken of the reformer's motives, and references are supplied to other literature.

2 §111, 6, 160 n. 4; §vm, 3, 182.
3 §vni, 2, 12 nos. 20, 21; §111, 4, 83 n. 3.
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which acclaims her choice of Gudea probably dates from his
reign in its present form, but it names also the ancient Ur-
Nanshe as having been similarly chosen, and his devotion is
witnessed by his own name. Ur-Nanshe was, even if not by direct
family descent, the first in a line of Lagashite kings which ended
with Urukagina. The goddess was able to interpret for Gudea
the desires of the city-god Ningirsu, and could have imparted to
any ruler the reasons why she had chosen Ur-Nanshe. Those
reasons were moral; Nanshe is praised in the hymn as the
upholder of mercy, justice, and wisdom. She protects widows and
orphans, punishes oppressors, judges malefactors, maintains
correct measures, and takes a special care of the temple-revenues.
Urukagina does not, in the texts now extant, invoke her authority,
but he listened to her counsels, and it may be that the hymn
which celebrates her benign qualities and alludes so plainly to the
king's expressed purposes was first composed in his reign.

The changes introduced by Urukagina, those at least which
are best comprehensible, seem a genuine attempt to lighten the
burdens imposed upon the general population by governors and
also by priests; the latter, however, were not to be alienated by the
new arrangements for, if they were deprived of certain unjust
perquisites, other due enjoyments were restored to them. The
classes specifically mentioned as freed from burdens and vexatious
controls were boatmen, fishers, farmers and herdsmen; they were
relieved of supervision and of the requirement to pay their dues
in silver. These classes, together with the priests and the general
population, suffered from the interference and exaction of a
swollen officialdom—'in the boundaries of the god Ningirsu,
right down to the sea, there were inspectors'; these were totally
abolished, as the king proclaims, no doubt with some of the usual
exaggeration of statecraft. The priestly class was doubly affected
by the new order; on the one hand they were forbidden to oppress
the subjects by illegal invasions of property and appropriation of
crops, and especially were limited to less than one half of the
unconscionable fees which they had extorted at funerals; making
no distinction, as it seems, between two kinds of burial, richer
and poorer, which the custom of the time recognized. On the
other hand the priests benefited not only by the suppression of
fiscal inspectors but by a more positive restitution. For many
years past the city-governor had been in the habit of appropriating
the gods' oxen to plough his own kitchen-gardens, and so far had
his usurpation reached that he and his family had taken outright
possession of the houses belonging to the god and to the divine
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family. But now Urukagina ' in the house of the governor and the
fields of the governor (reinstalled Ningirsu as their owner'.
Likewise he brought back the goddess Baba into her house which
had come to be called the 'house of the Woman', that is, of the
governor's wife, and the divine son into the house called hitherto
'house of the Children'. By these measures the reformer, with
whatever motive, showed himself unafraid to attack unjust gains,
even when they were his own.

The ordinary population of the city was given real and positive
relief by the directions of Urukagina. They too shared in the
benefit of losing the interference and oppression of the excisemen,
but had more than this to cheer them. Priests were not to invade
their property, and they were also secured from oppression by the
more influential classes, who had been guilty of forcing dis-
advantageous sales upon their inferiors. In future it was decreed
that if a great man desired to purchase the ass or the house of a
humble neighbour, the latter could require him to pay a just price
in sound money, nor must the rich man spite him for his refusal—
the importance of this provision in estimating the extent of private
property in Lagash during this period, which seems otherwise so
engrossed with the temples, has been observed above. Other
measures of public benefit were the suppression of crime, and
certain remissions of fees formerly exacted on the occasion of
divorces, thus curbing unlawful connexions of women, who in
consequence of these fines became wives of another without
ceasing to be married to the former husband. Some of these pro-
visions were no doubt aimed at the abolition of mere abuses, and
seem to have been inspired by a genuine interest in social justice,
which does honour to this earliest of all reformers whose name
history preserves. What may have been the underlying tendency
of these changes has been variously judged1 and cannot be said to
emerge clearly. But at least the principal loser, under this 'self-
denying ordinance', seems to have been the governor himself, who
restored estates to the temples and remitted taxes to the people
from his own and from the priests' revenues. The clerics, to-
gether with the officials, did indeed suffer some curtailment of
their illicit profits, but may nevertheless be considered the chief
gainers, for the main trend of Urukagina's changes was clearly in
the direction of reinstating the 'original' theocracy, which could
be only to their advantage.

1 See most recently §vm, i , 12 f.; §vn, 3.
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IX. T H E T R A N S I T I O N T O E M P I R E

Urukagina reigned for only eight years; his accession was by
violence, his fall was effected by outside attack. Lagash was
suddenly overwhelmed by the onset of a more powerful or more
fortunate adversary than any of the former bad neighbours who
had ruled at Umma. This was Lugalzaggisi, who afterwards
became king of Uruk and figures by himself as the ' third dynasty'
of that city in virtue of his defeat, not of the unrecognized king
of Lagash, but of the contemporary 'sovereign' of Kish. At the
time of his victory over Lagash, which thus put an end to the
long and bitter struggles of these two cities, Lugalzaggisi was
still ensi of Umma. Of the preliminaries nothing is heard, and
perhaps the attack was sudden, aided by internal feuds, which
there is some reason to suspect in Lagash at this time. The
assault was instantly successful, the town and temples of Lagash
were invaded and laid waste, blood streamed in the sanctuaries,
fire and plunder raged everywhere. Of all this we are informed by
an indignant protest written upon a clay tablet,1 found in the
ruins thousands of years after the catastrophe. Rehearsing the
shrines desecrated by the enemy, the slaughter, arson, and pillage,
it ends with a defiant challenge to the conqueror: 'the men of
Umma, after Lagash had been destroyed, committed sin against
Ningirsu. The hand which was laid upon him he shall cut off.
Offence there was none in Urukagina, king of Girsu, but as for
Lugalzaggisi, governor of Umma, may his goddess Nisaba make
him carry his sin upon his neck.' How came this bold denuncia-
tion to be written under the victor's sway? It has an almost
prophetic ring, and was dramatically fulfilled.

Lugalzaggisi had other hours of triumph, and has left an
inscription2 which claims for him not only the traditional sover-
eignty over 'the land' (which the king-list allows), but a career of
conquest or at least ascendancy abroad. When the god Enlil had
made him lawful king over Sumer, he then 'from the Lower Sea
(by) the Tigris and Euphrates unto the Upper Sea made straight
its road, from the rising sun unto the setting he made him to have
no opposer'. The inscription goes on to celebrate the peace and
glory which he bestowed upon each and all of the ancient cities of
Sumer, and ends with a prayer to Enlil for his own military power

1 G, 28, 56 (I).
2 G, 28, 152 ff.; §iv, 10, 132 f.; another translation in §111, 7, 136. See also

G, 10, 1 f.
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and his realm's prosperity. The king-list credits him with a reign
of twenty-five years, so he was able to enjoy for a space the confi-
dence of heaven-decreed fortune. But the curse of his forgotten
victim in that Lagash which he did not condescend to include in
his tale of subjects overtook him at last. A new and portentous
figure had arisen from a humble state of servitude under the king
of Kish, and the great Sargon of Agade, passing rapidly from
demands and hostile messages to the older king, launched an
attack upon Uruk, defeated and captured Lugalzaggisi, and
'brought him in a yoke to the gate of Enlil' at Nippur.

The fall of Lugalzaggisi and of his Third Dynasty of Uruk
makes no more than one ordinary transition in the king-list,
but the break was wider and far more significant than before. It
marks a complete change of interest, and with the utmost
distinctness it ends an age. The Early Dynastic period is over, and
after it the face of Babylonian history changes. The cleavage is
apparent in almost every aspect of civilization. For the first time
another element assumed the power and imposed its language
upon the official and private records. An epoch of small local
states was succeeded by the creation of a wide dominion, hence-
forth to remain, with intermittent lapses, the pattern of political
history in Western Asia until the end of the Persian empire. The
style of art and even of writing underwent a marked transforma-
tion. All of this may be more obvious to us, with our heightened
historical consciousness and better perspective, than it could be
to any later age of native tradition, even with fuller documentation
than ours. Nevertheless that tradition was in no doubt about the
significance of the new kings who were to rule from the new city
of Agade. If Gilgamesh was, in a sense, the typical figure of one
age, Sargon and Naram-Sin were to stand for the next, and though
the elder hero had retired farther into the mist of legend, his later
compeers also dwelt under its shadow. To follow them in
their real career and to pass with their magnified shapes into
the dimmer world of national recollection will be the task of
chapter xix.
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CHAPTER XIV

THE OLD KINGDOM IN EGYPT AND
THE BEGINNING OF THE

FIRST INTERMEDIATE PERIOD

I. THE THIRD DYNASTY

EARLY in the Third Dynasty, King Djoser employed the genius
of his architect Imhotep to erect the first great building of stone,
the Step Pyramid at Saqqara. The name Djoser, written in a
cartouche, has not been found in an inscription of the Old King-
dom. On his own monuments the king writes his Horus-name,
Netjerykhet. There is no doubt that these two names refer to the
same man. The wall scribblings of the Eighteenth Dynasty
visitors to the Step Pyramid refer to the temple of Djoser and
both names occur, together with the name of Imhotep, in the
Ptolemaic inscription, on the Island of Siheil near the First
Cataract.1 The legendary character of Imhotep, who was revered
centuries after his death as a demi-god, the builder of the temple
of Edfu, the wise chancellor, architect and physician of Djoser,2

has now acquired reality through the discovery of his name on
a statue-base of Netjerykhet in the excavations of the Step
Pyramid.3 It is curious that modern research should, within a
short space of time, have established the identity of both the wise
men of whom centuries later the harper of King Inyotef sings:
41 have heard the sayings of Imhotep and Hordedef with whose
words men speak so often. What are their habitations now ? Their
walls are destroyed, their habitations are no more, as if they had
never been.'4 The tomb of Hordedef, with the inscriptions in its
chapel maliciously erased but still partly readable was found at
Giza, east of the pyramid of his father Cheops, at a time when the
excavation of the elaborate series of structures erected at Saqqara
by Imhotep was still in progress.5

Netjerykhet Djoser remains the dominant figure in this period,
but it can no longer be maintained confidently that he was the

1 §vi, 18, 31; §i, 2,passim; 30, 19; 31, 11. 2 §1, 31,passim.
3 §i, 8, pi. $8. * §vi, 6, 132; 18, 467; §1, 20, 192.
6 G, 36, vol. HI, 49.
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founder of the dynasty. He is connected with Khasekhemwy, the
last king of the Second Dynasty, through Queen Nymaathap who
has generally been accepted as the wife of Khasekhemwy and the
mother of Djoser. It must be admitted that here and in other
cases later in the Old Kingdom we do not understand clearly the
factors governing a change of dynasty, although we follow the
division into groups of kings which is indicated in the dynastic
lists of the Ptolemaic writer Manetho. It now seems likely that
Netjerykhet Djoser was preceded by Sanakhte as the first king of
the Third Dynasty. It has been suggested1 that Sanakhte may
have been an elder brother of Netjerykhet and that he began the
flat-topped structure which was later developed into the Step
Pyramid. It is also thought that Djoser may have buried Sanakhte
in the most important of the galleries entered by eleven shafts
which were cut in the rock on the east side of that building
during an early stage of its construction. Six of these galleries
were intended for the storage of equipment and two of them were
completely filled with stone vessels, many of which bore inscrip-
tions of kings of the First and Second Dynasties. None of these
vessels, nor any of the stone vessel-fragments from the main part
of the pyramid substructure, bore the names of Netjerykhet or
Sanakhte. A mud sealing of Netjerykhet and one of Khasekhemwy
were found in one of the eastern galleries, and a stone bowl with
the name of Khasekhemwy came from the apartments under the
southern enclosure wall. A handsome porphyry jar bore an
inscription of the latter's predecessor, Khasekhem, which re-
sembled the inscription on one of the jars which he had dedicated
in the temple at Hierakonpolis.2

The impression of a seal of an official of Netjerykhet, possibly
Imhotep, was rolled out along the plaster between the blocks of
masonry lining gallery III, the proposed burial-place of Sanakhte.
This evidence establishes that work was executed in these galleries
by Djoser. Later tunnelling by thieves makes it impossible to be
certain, however, whether gallery III could have been reached
from gallery I which was the only one accessible by a supple-
mentary sloping tunnel from outside the completed structure.
All eleven shafts were blocked by the later stages of work on the
pyramid. It should be remembered, also, that the only burial
which has survived in the tombs I to V was that of a young boy
and that the two well-preserved stone coffins and fragments of
others from these galleries seem to have been intended for small

1 §i, 18, 376; 19,17.
* §1, 8, pis. 88-9; 17, vol. in, 6, 15, 20-2, 74, pi. xix, vol. iv, pi. 3, 19.
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persons, either women or children.1 It is therefore questionable
whether Sanakhte was buried here.

Sanakhte has been equated with Nebka whose name precedes
that of Djoser in two of the three lists of kings (the Turin Canon
and the list in the Abydos Temple of Sethos I) compiled in the
Nineteenth Dynasty. The third list, inscribed on the wall of a
tomb at Saqqara and now in the Cairo Museum, omits the name.
Unhappily little is preserved of the Third Dynasty section of
royal annals inscribed on the Palermo Stone and its related
fragments. Since this list was prepared in the Fifth Dynasty, it
might have provided valuable evidence from records set down at
a time nearer to the period in question.2 A recent reconstruction
of the Annals attributes to Nebka the partly preserved portion of
a reign in Register 5, hitherto assumed to be that of Khasekhemwy
because of the mention of a copper statue of that king.3 However,
the year after the eighth biennial count, which was the last
complete year of the reign, is not easy to adjust to the nineteen
years4 given to Nebka in the Turin Canon. One hesitates to
accept without doubt such a long lapse of time between the death
of Khasekhemwy and the accession of Djoser in view of the
apparently close association between these two kings. Certainly
the Turin Canon figure of twenty-seven years for Khasekhemwy
cannot be made to agree with this portion of the Annals. It seems
wiser in these circumstances to question this figure, as well as the
nineteen years given to Nebka, and to accept the earlier theory
that the Palermo Stone contains a record of the last years of
Khasekhemwy and five years of a following reign which should
be that of Nebka. The Cairo Stone no. 1 of the Annals, which
continues (after a break) the records of the Palermo Stone, is
almost entirely effaced in Register 5. No indication remains of
the names of the kings or the lengths of their reigns. It is also
far from certain that the reign of Sneferu occupied the whole of
Register 6; nor does much survive of the records of Cheops and
Redjedef which appear below this register on Cairo Stones nos. 1
and 3. The important fragments, Cairo nos. 2 and 4, deal also

1 §1, 17, vol. 1, 46 ff. 2 G, 3; 5; 9; 15; 39, passim.
3 G, 17, 80. See Plate 25.
* On a fragment assigned to this reign at University College, London, the first and

second count are recorded in successive years. This would appear to make the year
after the eighth count fifteen but the final incomplete year must be added and
allowance made for the fact that under Djer and Semerkhet no census was taken in
the accession year. Thus the reign may have lasted seventeen years or even eighteen
if, as in the reign which follows in Register 5, no count was made until the third
regnal year. It is clear that much uncertainty is involved in making such restorations.
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with the reigns of Sneferu and Cheops but they come from a
slightly different version of the Annals inscribed on a thicker slab
of stone. Some measure of the difficulties involved in attempting
to evaluate this tantalizing evidence can be understood if it is
realized that a former reconstruction1 gave 544 years for the
First and Second Dynasties, assigning the whole of Register 5 to
the Second Dynasty, while the most recent study of the Annals
suggests a length of only 369 years for the first three dynasties,
including 295 years2 for the First and Second Dynasties and
74 years for the Third Dynasty. The last figure, however, is
derived from the Turin Canon with little substantiation from the
Annals. As stated above, the part of Register 5 generally attri-
buted to the last king of the Second Dynasty is in this case
assigned to the Third Dynasty.3

As will be shown later, Nebka is mentioned in the second half
of the Third Dynasty in the chapel of Akhetaa. An estate is
named after him in the Fifth Dynasty funerary temple of King
Nyuserre. However, his most important appearance is in the
Westcar Papyrus where he follows Djoser. In view of various
disagreements between the later King Lists it is tempting to
accept the evidence of this papyrus and to place Nebka between
Djoser and Sneferu.4 Written in the form of a popular tale which
dates from the Hyksos Period, this entertaining series of anecdotes
is peopled with characters who are known to have lived in the
Old Kingdom. It contains much which can be accepted as
historical fact and it will be necessary to draw upon it repeatedly
in dealing with the otherwise scantily known events of the Fourth
Dynasty. Nevertheless, the recent discovery at Saqqara of a new
Step Pyramid belonging to an unsuspected successor of Djoser
named Sekhemkhet makes it imperative to consider again the
whole problem of the succession of the kings of the Third
Dynasty.

It cannot be too strongly emphasized that the Egyptians of the
Old Kingdom were extremely laconic in recording historical
events in their monumental inscriptions. The disappearance of the
greater part of the daily records and correspondence written on
papyrus leaves us largely dependent upon statements of family

1 G, 3, pis. i -m. 2 G, 17, 78-83.
3 CA.H. 13, ch. vi, sect. 1, gives 415 years for the first two dynasties and again makes

the length of the Third Dynasty seventy-four years, this being the total length of the
five individual reigns in the Turin Canon. The question arises whether this estimate
allows a sufficient span of time for such an important formative period in Egyptian
history. At least one Third Dynasty king, Nebkare, is omitted from this list.

* §1, 32, 518; §vi, 24, 31, note 3; §vi, 5,passim; 6, 36; §111, 6, 79.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE THIRD DYNASTY 149

relationships and the names and titles of officials and members of
the royal household. Biographical material and royal inscriptions
became more frequent as the Old Kingdom advanced. In the
Fourth Dynasty the evidence available allows of little more than
the possibility of reconstructing the intricate framework of rela-
tionships between the descendants of Sneferu. At a later stage in
the present account it will be necessary to attempt this reconstruc-
tion, as briefly as possible, in order to lend some further semblance
of life to the people whose buildings and extraordinary portraits
have survived so miraculously. Something of their daily life can
be understood from their personal belongings and from the
pictures on the walls of their tomb-chapels. In very few cases,
however, is any information given about the political events of the
time.

In the Third Dynasty there is an even greater paucity of in-
scriptional material. Most of the names of members of the court
are lacking; some uncertainty remains whether all the names of the
kings have been recovered and whether those known have been
correctly attached to their monuments. There is far from complete
agreement concerning the length of the dynasty. In spite of the
fact already mentioned that the lengths of the reigns preserved for
the five kings listed in the Turin Canon add up to seventy-four
years,1 it is difficult not to believe that at least a hundred years
should be allowed for a period so important for the political and
cultural experimentation which reached its culmination in the
Fourth Dynasty. Moreover, it would seem likely that one king at
least should be added to account for the Nebkare whose name
appears, with another less easy to decipher, on the quarry-marks
in the great rock cutting for the unfinished pyramid of Zawiyet
el-Aryan.2 A fact which must also be borne in mind is that the
outlines of two large enclosures, which may have belonged to
kings of the Third Dynasty, can be seen under the sand and
debris to the west of Djoser's Step Pyramid at Saqqara.3 At the
point where Nebkare's name would be expected to occur in the
Turin Canon (and where it does appear before the last king of the
Dynasty, Huni, in the Saqqara List) is a 'name' Hudjefa. It has
been argued that this 'name' and another, Sedjes, in the Abydos
list were derived from a word for 'lacuna' in an old papyrus which
was misunderstood by the compiler of the Turin Canon.4 One
might well wonder whether a break in an early record might not
have included the name of more than one king.

1 G, 9, 23-5. 2 §1,3 (1912), 61, 62; cf. also 3 (1906), 266-80.
3 §1, 13, pis. 1, 11; §vi, 24, 32, note 5. 4 G, 17, 14; §1, 12, 50.
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If Sanakhte is really the Horus-name of Nebka, and if he was
also the king who began the construction of the building later
incorporated into the Step Pyramid of his younger brother Djoser,
it is difficult not to doubt the figure of nineteen years given to each
in the Turin Canon. The remarkable architectural achievement
of Djoser and Imhotep, as well as the lasting memory which they
left in the minds of later Egyptians, would seem to imply a longer
reign for Djoser than for Sanakhte, at least in the present state of
our knowledge of the latter's monuments which seem very scanty.
Similarly, the impression is gained that Djoser's successors were
not able to carry to completion the great building schemes which
they began in imitation of his imposing tomb. The last king,
Huni, as we shall see, is a shadowy figure, even the reading of
whose name is disputed.1 The investigation of the monuments of
the other kings has either been left incomplete or else not carried
out under ideal conditions. Nevertheless, until further excavation
can be done, we might perhaps accept as a working hypothesis the
succession of kings: Sanakhte (Nebka), Netjerykhet (Djoser),
Sekhemkhet, Khaba (Layer Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan),
Nebkare2 (Unfinished Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan) and Huni.

One of these kings, or another with a Horus-name still un-
known, must have had the personal name Teti. He is named after
Bedjau (the first king of the Second Dynasty in the Abydos List)3

in a list of kings which continues with Redjedef, Chephren,
Sahure and Neferirkare on a writing board found in the burial
chamber of a Fifth Dynasty tomb at Giza.4 A relief from a Rames-
side chapel at Saqqara shows seated figures of three kings:
Djosernub, Teti and Userkaf,5 whereas a statue of the Persian
Period6 belonged to a man who held priesthoods of the kings
Netjerykhet Djoser, Djoser Teti and Teti, as well as Imhotep.
The implication is that Teti should be the king following
Sekhemkhet but this is far from certain.

The inscriptions on jar-sealings of the kings who bore the
Horus-names Sanakhte, Netjerykhet, Sekhemkhet and Khaba
resemble each other in style. Those of Sanakhte and Netjerykhet
Djoser were found in Upper Egypt at Beit Khallaf, a short
distance north of Abydos, in neighbouring tombs (K i, K 2) which
must belong closely together in time. Sealings of Sanakhte were

1 §1, 11, 18. 2 See above, p. 148, n. 3 (Ed.).
* See Plate 26. Helck questioned the existence of this king, arguing that his

name was derived from a scribal error. G, 17, 12.
4 See Plate 31 (a). G, 38, 113; §vi, 23, 358.
6 §i, 10,41. 6 §i, 7, 114.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE THIRD DYNASTY 151

also found in a pottery deposit north of the funerary temple of
Djoser at the Step Pyramid.1 The three kings Sanakhte, Net-
jerykhet, and Sekhemkhet carved similar monuments on the face
of the rocks at the Wadi Maghara in the Sinai Peninsula.2 Each
king is shown raising his mace above a prostrate bedawin chieftain.
The cutting is rather roughly done, as in all these rock carvings,
but in the case of a second figure of Sanakhte standing before
a shrine (which has been removed to the Cairo Museum) better
workmanship is displayed. The face presents a strong family
likeness to the heads of Djoser on the carved panels of the blue-
tiled galleries in the Step Pyramid complex.3

The relief of Sekhemkhet was until a few years ago thought
to be the work of the First Dynasty king Semerkhet, due to
a similarity between the hieroglyphic signs in their names. It was
only with the discovery of the name on jar-sealings in his tomb
at Saqqara that the work of the hitherto unrecognized Sekhemkhet
could be dated correctly. The elimination of Semerkhet's name
in Sinai leaves no evidence for the working of the turquoise mines
in the First Dynasty. The copper which would seem more impor-
tant to us today was apparently not obtained from this particular
region, nor in the neighbourhood of the nearby temple-site of
Serablt el-Khadim. Ancient copper workings are known in the
Sinai Peninsula but it is not certain at what date this mining
was initiated, nor whether it was undertaken under Egyptian
supervision.4 However, it would now appear that Egypt began
to be particularly interested in this area at the beginning of the
Third Dynasty.

As we have seen, the association of the names of Netjerykhet
and Khasekhemwy with that of Queen Nymaathap suggests that
this queen was the mother of the first king and the wife of
the second. If Sanakhte was also a son of Nymaathap we can
understand that his younger brother might appear to follow
closely after Khasekhemwy, although this theory hardly helps to
clarify the reason for a change of dynasty. Nymaathap is called
'Mother of the King of Upper and Lower Egypt' on a mud
jar-sealing found with others bearing the name of Netjerykhet in
the large brick tomb of an official of this reign at Beit Khallaf
(K1). This tomb and its neighbour (K2) which contained sealings

1 For these Third Dynasty sealings, including those of Queen Nymaathap, see §1,
i3» H;33»73-92» H°;9» 11, pis. IX,X,XIX; 8,141; 17, vol. 1, 5; 24, pi. 24; 27,
vol. 11, pi. LXX.

2 G, 12, vol. 1, pis. 1, iv; 35, pis. 45-9.
3 §vi, 23, 132. * G, 12, vol. 11, 5-7.
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of Sanakhte were once mistakenly thought to have been built for
these kings. Two smaller tombs (K3, K4), subsidiaries to the
mastaba K 1, also had jar-sealings of Netjerykhet, as did another
tomb (K 5) some distance away. In K 5 there was also ajar-sealing
of a man named Nedjemankh who was probably its owner as well
as being represented by two fine seated statues of hard stone in
Paris and Leiden.1 The jar-sealing of Queen Nymaathap which
was found in the burial apartment of King Khasekhemwy at
Abydos names her as 'Mother of the king's children'. Some
generations later at Saqqara, in the reign of Sneferu, it is stipulated
in the chapel of Metjen that he is to receive 100 loaves daily from
the Ka-house of the 'Mother of the king's children' Queen
Nymaathap.2 The food would presumably have been transferred
to Metjen's tomb after it had served its purpose in the queen's
offering rites. This explanation implies that the chapel of Ny-
maathap was nearby and that she had been buried at Saqqara.
If so, her burial near Djoser would strengthen the impression that
she was his mother and possibly the mother of Sanakhte.

Queen Nymaathap may have been one of the three ladies of
Djoser's family who appear on one of the precious fragments of
relief from a small shrine at Heliopolis which are now preserved
in the Turin Museum.3 Her name is lost, but she appears to be
called wrt hts, a title held only by very great ladies of the Old
Kingdom. On another fragment this title is given to Hetepher-
nebty.4 It is not clear if the object above the hieroglyphs of the
title is the bulbous end of a wand carried by the king who
probably stood in front of a smaller figure of the lady. It is cer-
tainly not the piece of meat shown on an earlier copy which
omitted part of the title below and led to an interpretation of the
whole as 'Great Heiress'.5 On the little relief with the three
ladies, Hetephernebty sits with the Princess Intkaes beside
Djoser's feet and the nameless woman clasps his ankle from her
position behind it. Hetephernebty is here called 'Beholder of
Horus ' , a title evidently related to the more familiar one 'Be-
holder of Horus and Seth' which was known already in the First
Dynasty in the reign of Djer and Den6 and was later given to
queens in the Fourth Dynasty. Intkaes and Hetephernebty are
named again on some forty conical stones shaped like offering
stands, the pieces of which were re-used in the walls around the

1 §1, 33, 180; §vi, 23, 16; 24, 37. a G, 41, 4 (line 9); 3, 77.
3 §vi, 23, 132 ff., fig. 48; cf. also §vi, 24, 35; §1, 34, 9-26.
« §vi, 23, 136, fig. 52.
5 §1, 34, 11 (fragment 11); 17, vol. n, 188. 6 §1, 24, pi. xxvn.
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great court of the Djoser pyramid, as well as on about sixty
fragments of round-topped stelae which were found in the court
of Djoser's serdab.1 They are thought to have been used originally
as markers to delimit the area of the temple when it was being
planned and would indicate that these two ladies were particularly
important at the beginning of the reign. The Heliopolis shrine
should also, then, have been built shortly after Djoser's accession
to the throne. It has been suggested2 that the two ladies were
either daughters of Khasekhemwy or of Djoser's predecessor
Sanakhte. One might speculate that the chief queen of Khase-
khemwy had borne only daughters and the sons of a secondary
queen Nymaathap consequently came to the throne. This might
explain the kind of dynastic change which seems to occur at the
end of the Third Dynasty. It would account for the titles of
Nymaathap, as well as the importance of Intkaes and Hetepher-
nebty. The latter would appear to be a queen, probably of Djoser,
while the third nameless lady on the Heliopolis shrine might
be either Nymaathap or the widow of Sanakhte.

The monuments of the reign of Djoser present an extra-
ordinarily clear picture of a civilization approaching maturity
which displays a freshness and vigour that is still slightly barbaric.
The Step Pyramid complex, the contemporaneous tomb of
Hesyre and the rare statues and reliefs which can be assigned to
the period or a little later, all show boldness of conception
accompanied by experimentation with materials. The contem-
porary visitor must have been pleasantly awe-struck by the
shining white-cased surfaces of the Step Pyramid towering above
the panelled limestone enclosure wall with its great dummy gates.
Entering through the tall, narrow colonnade, he must have
marvelled at the clever imitation in stone of structures which had
hitherto been familiar to him built of wood and light materials.
All the details were here even to the fences, the log roofs, the
light fluted columns, the simulation of papyrus, reed and other
plant forms, and wooden doors carved as though swung open on
their sockets. Had he been able to penetrate into the underground
galleries he would have found wall-surfaces covered with blue-
green faience tiles to imitate mat-hangings or screens which
framed panels of fine, low-relief carving.

The funerary priest entering the chapel of Hesyre's3 tomb met
a blaze of colour where variegated mat patterns painted on the
panelled mud-brick wall replaced the blue tiles of the king's
tomb but similarly framed the low carving of the wooden panels

1 §1, 17, vol. n, 187. 2 §1, 18, 376; 19, 17. 3 §1, 25, passim.
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that stood in the back of each offering niche. On the opposite
wall of the long corridor, Hesyre's funerary furniture was depicted
in painting with the same realistic intention which is reflected in
the stone imitation of architectural details at the Step Pyramid.
Weathering of the outer corridor had left only the carefully
painted legs of men and cattle, with a crocodile waiting at a ford,
to show that here was also one of the earliest scenes from life,
such as are found again at the beginning of the Fourth Dynasty
in the Maidum chapels. It might be well to remember in looking
at the wooden panels of Hesyre, as they now stand in the Cairo
Museum, that their delicate low reliefs must have been somewhat
obscured by the gay but garish setting in which they originally
stood. In the work of the Third Dynasty one senses that the
consciousness of his new-found technical facility spurred the
craftsman toward attempting things which would have been more
soberly discarded at a later time. One is reminded of the exuber-
ance with which the early dynastic vase-maker played with his
material as though it were clay and not stone.

The fact that the stone funerary architecture of the Fourth
Dynasty did not imitate construction which had been developed
in lighter materials need not mean that domestic and public
buildings did not continue to employ the style of building common
in the Third Dynasty and which is reflected in the Step Pyramid
complex. The contrast which is usually drawn between the
Chephren temple beside the Sphinx at Giza and the Djoser
temple suggests a prevailing heavy monumentality in the Fourth
Dynasty and stresses a lightness of spirit in the Third Dynasty.
While this evaluation is generally true such a comparison ex-
aggerates the impression that the Fourth Dynasty building
presented only simple granite forms with unrelieved surfaces.
It also neglects the fact that the forms of the Djoser temple are
not a new development in themselves but a facsimile in stone, so
to speak, of an existing architecture. It should be remembered
that, with the exception of the small and perhaps incomplete
temple at Maidum and the temples of the Bent Pyramid at
Dahshur, evidence is still lacking as to the character of other
buildings of the Third Dynasty and the early Fourth Dynasty.
There are certain indications that the material was richer and more
varied than is generally admitted. At the end of the Second
Dynasty, we know that Khasekhemwy1 had employed a large
granite door-jamb sculptured with reliefs in the temple at
Hierakonpolis. In the Pyramid-Temple of Cheops, at least the

1 §vi, 2 3 , 1 3 1 .
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walls of the colonnade around the court were decorated with
limestone reliefs and such reliefs were probably also used in the
temple of Chephren.1 We know now, moreover, that such decora-
tion had appeared earlier in the Valley Temple of the Bent
Pyramid of Sneferu at Dahshur.2 Polygonal columns did not
disappear with the reign of Djoser but were found in at least one
Fourth Dynasty prince's chapel at Giza.3 Unfortunately we do
not know whether any of the buildings had been completed inside
the large area of the enclosing wall around the newly discovered
pyramid of Sekhemkhet at Saqqara. The pyramid had certainly
not been finished but the excavations had to be discontinued
when only a small part of the site had been explored.4 It is not
clear what state of construction had been reached in building
a temple at the Layer Pyramid of Zawiyet el-Aryan; nor was any
clearance made at what appeared to be the site of its valley temple.5

Further investigation in the area of the unfinished pyramid some
distance away at this same site, as well as the exploration of the
enclosures out to the west of the pyramids of Djoser and Sekhem-
khet at Saqqara, may yet give us further information about the
architecture of the Third Dynasty.

In the Fourth Dynasty we find a facility in the handling of
stone masonry which is based on the experience gained in the
preceding period. Imhotep's achievement lay both in evolving
a new architectural form in the Step Pyramid and in the develop-
ment of the technique of building in stone. He did not invent
stone, architecture which we now know had advanced considerably
even in the First Dynasty. The decision to build a high structure
around the original flat-topped mastaba (an Arabic term applied
to tombs which resemble a mud-brick bench) inspired new
methods of construction. Instead of the horizontal courses in the
first building, the layers of masonry added to form the successive
steps were laid in leaning courses so that the pressure was exerted
inwards. Evidently this was intended to ensure stability in a
structure that was rising to a height hitherto unknown and which
must have seemed a daring attempt to reach up into the sky.
Towards the end of the project there was a tendency to replace the
small blocks with rather larger ones. Sekhemkhet clearly em-
ployed larger masonry construction in the fine stretch of panelled
wall which so much resembles that of Djoser's enclosure.6 This
masonry and the fact that Sekhemkhet had to be content with
a less advantageous site for his unfinished step pyramid are two

1 §vi, 24, 54-6. 2 §11, it, passim. 3 §vi, 24, 53.
* %\,i I, passim. 5 §1, 28, 56. 6 §1, 13.
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of the reasons for believing that it was built after Djoser's monu-
ment. The underground galleries of Sekhemkhet resemble in
plan those of the Layer Pyramid assigned to Khaba at Zawiyet el-
Aryan. The superstructure of the latter, like the work which had
been completed above ground for Sekhemkhet, follows the
method of construction used in Djoser's Step Pyramid.1 The
same system of layers of tilted courses of masonry is found again
in the Maidum Pyramid which was probably built by Huni, the
last king of the Dynasty, and in the Bent Pyramid at Dahshur.

The name of Khaba was found on eight stone bowls in a Third
Dynasty tomb beside the Layer Pyramid at Zawiyet el-Aryan.
The name occurs also on a seal impression from Hierakonpolis
and upon two stone bowls, one found in the provincial cemetery
of Naga ed-Deir and the other in the excavation of the Fifth
Dynasty pyramid of King Sahure.2 Khaba is otherwise unknown,
unless he is the Teti of the Royal Lists and the Giza writing
board. His inscriptions appear to be the only royal examples of
the Third Dynasty which have survived on stone vessels. A few
with the name of Sneferu are known but inscribed stone vessels
are rare in the Old Kingdom. They increase in frequency with the
reign of Unas and in the Sixth Dynasty. We shall see that a
considerable proportion of these vessels were found abroad at
Byblos on the Syrian coast and in the Sudan at Kerma. With the
invention of the potter's wheel, the production of fine pottery
from the Second Dynasty onwards reduced the output of the
makers of stone vessels. This development is clearly to be seen in
the rougher workmanship of the examples from the magazines
of the temple of Mycerinus towards the end of the Fourth Dynasty,
and the small number of pieces found in the private tombs at
Giza.3 The handsome vessels of the first two dynasties had
evidently been stored as part of the royal treasure and were drawn
upon by Djoser for his funerary equipment. These heirlooms
continued to be prized in the later Old Kingdom. It seems
curious, however, that no stone vessels from a Third or Fourth
Dynasty pyramid have been found inscribed with the name of
the royal owner of the tomb.

The huge limestone and granite blocks at the bottom of the
rock-cut pit of the second, unfinished pyramid at Zawiyet el-
Aryan bore a number of rough, semi-cursive inscriptions. One
of these reads 'Lord of the Two Lands, Nebkare'.4 Some of the

1 §vi, 24 ,31 , pi. 21 (A).
2 §1,1,116; 28, 54; 33, 92; §m, 8, vol. 1, 114. 3 §11,39, 90 ff.
4 §i, 3 (1912), 61 ,62 .
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limestone blocks from the filling of the pit were also marked with
a royal name in a cartouche which ends in ka but begins with a
sign which has proved difficult to decipher. Neither Neferka nor
Nebka is entirely convincing for the reading of the name in this
cartouche.1 The owner, nevertheless, would seem to be the
Nebkare who precedes Huni in the Saqqara List. We can hardly
accept the reading of the name as Nebka if we follow present
opinion, which identifies this king with Sanakhte, the first king
of the Third Dynasty. If however the name on the blocks is to be
read Neferka it might possibly suggest that Neferkare replaced
Nebkare in the Abydos List through some confusion in the mind
of the scribe. It should be noted that King Nebkare is omitted in
the Turin Canon.2

In our previous discussion of Sanakhte it was not mentioned
that Sethe had recognized the name Nebka in a cartouche com-
bined with the Horus-name Sanakhte on a mud jar-sealing from
Beit Khallaf.3 This identification has been questioned in recent
years, largely because of doubt whether the cartouche was in use
before the Fourth Dynasty. Huni, however, employed the car-
touche at the end of the Third Dynasty, and on the blocks at
Zawiyet el-Aryan the name which it surrounds is unlike that
known for any king who followed Sneferu. On this ground, at
least, the possibility should not be dismissed that the Beit Khallaf
sealing supports the suggestion that Nebka is to be identified
with Sanakhte and is unrelated to Nebkare. It certainly seems
unsafe to assume that the occurrence of the cartouche at Zawiyet
el-Aryan provides evidence for a later dating of the unfinished
pyramid of Nebkare. The fact that Nebkare employed very
large stone blocks and that the plan of his great excavation with
its open sloping passage from the north resembles the cutting for
the substructure on Redjedef's pyramid at Abu Rawash, has been
taken to mean that the work at Zawiyet el-Aryan was executed
in the Fourth Dynasty.4 On the other hand the oval coffin pit
sunk in the granite floor, with a heavy lid of the same shape, is of
a type otherwise unknown and suggests a transitional form that
might occur towards the end of the Third Dynasty before the
rectangular, monolithic hard stone coffin had been adopted for
kings.

We have seen that the tendency of the time was towards the
1 §1, 3 (1906), 257 ff.; see however, Cerny, Mitt, deutsch. last. Kairo, 16

(1958), 25.
2 The name is also omitted from the list of kings in this book (Ed.).
3 §i, 9, 25, pi. xix. 4 §1, 18, 368, 378.
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use of larger stones. There is nothing to indicate the kind of
masonry or the type of construction that was planned for the
superstructure of the Zawiyet el-Aryan tomb. Large blocks
of granite had already been used for Djoser's burial chamber,
which was also of an unusual type, like a sarcophagus constructed
from many pieces of stone. The similar chamber under the south-
ern enclosure wall seems to have been intended for the vital
organs which were removed from the body and buried separately.
Later in the Old Kingdom these organs were wrapped in packages
and stored in the four compartments of a canopic chest which
was placed in the same chamber with the coffin. The alabaster
chest of Queen Hetepheres, the mother of Cheops, contained
such packages. They were much shrivelled, but still lay in a small
quantity of the preservative liquid which had suprisingly survived,
no doubt owing to the exclusion of air from the sealed rock niche of
a chamber a hundred feet below the surface of the Giza plateau.1

The great open excavation at Zawiyet el-Aryan is extra-
ordinarily impressive but baffling, like the chamber of Sekhem-
khet with its empty alabaster coffin, the apparently unused
galleries of Khaba, or the complex interior of the Bent Pyramid
at Dahshur. Nebkare's pit had been partially filled with lime-
stone blocks thrown in haphazardly above the granite pavement.
This fact seems to indicate that a burial had been made and
measures taken to protect it, but the oval sarcophagus, even
though its lid was still in place, proved to be empty. If the site
was visited later in connexion with the funerary cult it might
possibly account for a schist plaque with the cartouche of the
Fourth Dynasty king Redjedef which was found in what were
taken to be workmen's huts nearby.2

If we dissociate Nebka from the unfinished pyramid at Zawiyet
el-Aryan, which in the past has been attributed to him, and accept
him as the first king of the Third Dynasty with the Horus-name
Sanakhte, then the temple bearing his name which was served by
his priest Akhetaa in the second half of the Dynasty must have
been founded some fifty years earlier than the pyramid. Akhetaa
built a tomb in the northern cemetery at Saqqara, the site of
which has never been identified. The chapel was at least partially
lined with stone. The door jambs and part of the offering niche
have survived, as well as a seated statue of the owner.3 Like the
chapels in the brick mastaba of Khabausokar and his wife Hathor-
neferhetepes, it seems to form a transitional step between the
painted brick corridor of Djoser's official Hesyre and the stone-

1 § H , 39, 21, pi. 44. 2 §1,3 (1906), 259, 261. 3 §1,32,518.
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lined cruciform chapels of the end of the reign of Huni and the
time of Sneferu.1

One monument contemporaneous with King Huni has. sur-
vived. This is a peculiarly shaped conical piece of red granite
with an inscription on the rectangular end.2 It was found at
Elephantine and thought by Borchardt to have formed part of
the early fortification of that island on the old border between
Egypt and Nubia.3 The inscription records the founding of
a building, possibly this fortress, and twice gives a cartouche
with the king's name, the reading of which has been much
discussed.4 The same writing of the name appears again in the
designation of a piece of property in the chapel which Metjen
built at Saqqara early in the Fourth Dynasty, as well as on the
Palermo Stone in an endowment established for Huni by Neferir-
kare in the Fifth Dynasty.5 Metjen's administration of a property
of King Huni finds a parallel in his contemporary, Pehernefer,
who was in charge of an estate of Queen Meresankh. This lady
must be the queen whose name has been read by Cerny on the
Cairo Fragment no. 1 of the Palermo Stone Annals.6 She appears
there as the mother of Sneferu and therefore probably the wife of
Huni, the last king of the Third Dynasty named in the Turin
Canon and the Saqqara List. The Middle Kingdom Papyrus
Prisse in the admonitions to an unknown vizier, Kagemni, ends
with the statement that Huni died and was succeeded by Sneferu.7

Now that it is known that the South Stone (Bent) Pyramid at
Dahshur was built by Sneferu, it seems likely that the Maidum
Pyramid was largely the work of his predecessor. We shall have
to consider this question further in connexion with the problem of
Sneferu's two pyramids at Dahshur.

Chances of preservation have deprived us of the names of the
princes of the Third Dynasty. Nevertheless there are certain
indications that the process of centralization which resulted in
a court such as that of Cheops was not yet completed. The absolute
power of the king at Memphis in the Fourth Dynasty was
maintained by the distribution of high offices among the members
of the monarch's immediate family and the concentration of the
highest administrative duties in the person of a vizier who was
closely related by blood ties to the king. However, the greatest

1 §vi, 24,36.
2 Cairo 41556. Knowledge of its present location is due to Labib Habachi.
8 §1, 5,41, n. 4. « §1,6, 12; n , 18.
5 G, 41, 2, 248; §1, 6, 12. 6 §n, 16, 118; 22, 63; 39, 6.
7 §vi, 6, 66; 8, 71.
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man of the reign of Djoser, Imhotep, was neither the son of a king
nor a vizier, although he is called 'King's Sealer', or Chancellor,
which was one of the titles later associated with that of the vizier.
He was also called 'Hereditary Prince' which, like the titles of
'Count' and 'Guardian of Nekhen' borne by Nedjemankh in the
same reign, later came to be a kind of honorary epithet of the
princes of the Fourth Dynasty. These titles, as well as others, are
thought to be vestiges of a hereditary nobility which had existed
in early times. The impression gained is that this old nobility still
retained a more prominent place at court in the time of Djoser
than it did in later times.

Although the position of the vizier assumed a new and vital
importance at the beginning of the Fourth Dynasty we have
evidently been mistaken in thinking that the office was first
established in the reign of Sneferu. A man named Menka has
the titles 'He-of-the-Curtain', 'Judge' and 'Vizier' on several
fragments of stone vessels from the great store placed in the
galleries under Djoser's Step Pyramid.1 This official would seem
to have lived at least as early as the Second Dynasty.

It is obvious that much has yet to be learned about the admini-
stration of the country in the Third Dynasty. It does not seem
to be entirely by chance, however, that the few people whom we
know, such as Imhotep, Hesyre, Nedjemankh, Khabausokar,
Akhetaa, and the ship-builder Bedjmes, were all active, practical
men who laid particular emphasis upon their connexion with
public works and the crafts.2 The Old Kingdom does not appear
to have known a rigid caste-system based on birth. Innate ability
and the favour of the king were the determining factors in a man's
career. Perhaps the need for able men, for example for the great
projects of the Third Dynasty, made advancement easier than in
the Fourth Dynasty when the highest favours of the king were
reserved for the members of his own family.

II. THE FOURTH DYNASTY

According to the Prisse Papyrus, Sneferu ascended to the throne
after the death of Huni. The Turin Canon assigns a length of
twenty-four years to his reign. A quarry mark on the casing of the

1 The most complete examples of this inscription are published in A, i, 1-3 (figs.
1-4 and pi. 1). See also Ann. Sew. 34 (1934), pi. m (repeated in G, 43, vol. 1, 947,
fig. 623).

2 §'» 33» fassim; §vi, 24, 35-8.
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North Stone Pyramid at Dahshur is dated to the sixteenth
occasion (of the count), while the Maidum Pyramid had
several marks of the seventeenth.1 It now seems fairly clear that
there prevailed throughout the Old Kingdom a method of
reckoning by a cattle-count taken every second year and that the
figures in these dates refer to the occasion of this count.2 The
annals mentioned in the preceding section show that the record
of a biennial royal tour of inspection by river called a 'Following
of Horus' (Jmsw Hr) was kept in the First Dynasty, although
omitted for at least twelve years in the reign of Anedjib. Towards
the end of the Second Dynasty a biennial count was added. This
was subject to some irregularity, since the first two counts were
made in successive years in the reign attributed generally to Kha-
sekhemwy. A more troublesome example of irregularity appears in
the reign of Sneferu, when cattle are first mentioned as the subject
of the census. The year after a count of cattle is mentioned fairly
frequently in the Fifth and Sixth Dynasties, as well as twice in the
reign of Shepseskaf towards the end of the Fourth Dynasty.3

Only statements of the year of the count have survived from the
reigns of Sneferu, Cheops and Redjedefand it has been questioned
whether we can depend upon a regular count having been taken
every alternate year before the Fifth Dynasty, or indeed whether
it was ever regularly maintained on a biennial basis.4 However,
a year after the fourth count and one after the fifth are found on
three limestone ostraca which were placed in two of three adjoining
graves which had been added intrusively in the old First Dynasty
cemetery at Helwan. No king's name is mentioned, but another
ostracon from what seemed to be the earliest grave in the group is
dated to the first count of Chephren. A fourth grave, unrelated to the
others, contained an ostracon with the fifth count of an unnamed
king written in a very similar semi-cursive script.5 This evidence
suggests that a biennial count was kept in the reign of Chephren.

In fact the usual expression hit sp 'occasion' implies the ex-
istence of the ordinary cattle census in the Fourth Dynasty. In
spite of some possible inconsistencies we shall certainly come
nearer to the correct regnal year by doubling the figure stated
than by taking it at its face value as has sometimes been done in
the past. Since we cannot be certain that the first count was never

1 §n, 28, 89. For the Maidum and Dahshur Pyramids, see G, 43, vol. 11, 3.
2 G, 11, 11. 3 §11, 36, 278; G, 41, 160; §11, 43, 116, fig. 4.
4 G, 17, 53.
5 §11, 43, 123, n. 11; cf. Zaki Saad, Suppl. Ann. Sew., Cahier 3 (1947), 105-7,

pi. XLII, XLIII.
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made in the accession year, one year will be subtracted from the
number when mentioned in the following pages to allow for this
possibility, always with the consciousness that we may be a few
years in error. In the case of Sneferu the Annals indicate that no
census was taken in the year after the sixth count, but the seventh
and eighth came in successive years. This may mean that the
biennial count was maintained until year 13 (year after sixth
occasion) and that an annual count was then taken until the end
of the reign. The seventeenth occasion would thus be the twenty-
third year of the reign. This explanation agrees well with the
twenty-four year reign given in the Turin Canon. A maximum date
of year 32 would be reached if the count reverted to the biennial
system after the eighth year. Similarly, the sixteenth occasion
could be either the twenty-second or the thirtieth year, prefer-
ably the twenty-second. These two dates are the highest recovered
for Sneferu, the seventeenth cattle count presumably recording the
work done late in his reign in completing Huni's pyramid at
Maidum. It may be supposed that a biennial count was made
under Huni and that if the seventeenth occasion were to refer to
his reign our estimate of its length would have to be doubled to
thirty-four (or thirty-three) years. This does not agree with the
Turin Canon which credits Huni, like Sneferu, with twenty-four
years.

The name of Sneferu, in a cartouche, has been found inside the
so-called Bent Pyramid (or South Stone Pyramid) at Dahshur
and with his Horus-name Nebmaat amongst the marks of builders
or quarrymen on the stones of the exterior. The same Horus-name
has also been discovered with a new date of the fifteenth occasion
(of the count) on the masonry of the North Stone Pyramid at
Dahshur.1 Sneferu's name also appears on the walls of the valley
temple of the Bent Pyramid and on the round-topped stelae set
up in the chapel at the base of his pyramid and in front of the
subsidiary pyramid. Another pair of round-topped stelae stood
at the foot of the causeway by the valley temple.2 No trace seems
to exist now of the valley temple of the northern of the two
pyramids, but some fifty years ago its ruins were said to be
visible and in them was found a decree of Phiops I concerned
with the two pyramids called 'Kha Sneferu'.3 It has long been
known that in the Fifth Dynasty a certain Ankhmare prepared
a tomb for his father Duare east of the Bent Pyramid. The father

1 §11, 39, 1. By error §11, 43, 124 omits to mention that the king's name was at
the north-east corner, the date at the south-west corner of the pyramid.

2 §11, 11, 515, 566, 573, pi. in. 3 §11, 3, 1; G, 41, 209.
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was overseer of the two pyramids, but his son was only overseer of
the 'Southern Pyramid'. By this description he would seem to
mean the Bent Pyramid, which is certainly in that geographical
relationship to the North Stone Pyramid at Dahshur. Two
statues of Duare have now been found in Sneferu's valley temple.1

The pyramid is named again on a fine round-topped stela of the
time of Sneferu found in the entrance corridor of the valley
temple of the Bent Pyramid. Here the pyramid is called ' Kha
Sneferu khenty' instead of 'Kha Sneferu resy' as on the stela of
Ankhmare. It is tempting to see in 'khenty' a parallel word for
'southern', and also to interpret the triangular sign which deter-
mines the whole as an early hieroglyph for pyramid devised at a
time when the shape of the pyramid itself was in the process of
development.2

The round-topped stela bearing the name 'Kha Sneferu khenty'
imitates the form of the royal stelae at Dahshur and the two
uninscribed stones long known in the courtyard of the small
temple at the base of the Maidum Pyramid. It belonged to an
important person, Prince Netjeraperef who, in addition to being
priest of Sneferu's pyramid, was also 'Overseer of Inspectors'
in the Fifth, Sixth and Seventh Nomes of Upper Egypt, a title
also held by Metjen in this reign in connexion with the Sixth
and Seventeenth Nomes of Upper Egypt.3 The relief is cut in the
same heavy bold style as that of the figures personifying Sneferu's
landed properties which line the walls of this corridor. Each group
is headed by the emblem of the province in which the property
was situated, the whole forming an important early list of the
Egyptian nomes which is unfortunately incomplete.4 The style
of these reliefs was already known from the private chapels of the
period but had not previously been found in a royal monument.
It is to be seen again in the fine portrait of Sneferu on the surviving
stela of the pair which originally stood in front of the subsidiary
pyramid. It prevails in the other representations of the king in
association with various gods which adorned the square columns
of the portico at the back of the court of the valley temple. Simi-
larly carved inscriptions framed the six niches sheltered by this
portico. The niches were intended for statues attached to the
back wall representing Sneferu. Parts of two of these statues
were recovered to complete our impression of this remarkable
monument.6

1 §11, 26, 189; I I , 589, pi. XXIIA. 2 §11, I I , 59I, pi. XXI.
8 G, 41, 2, 3; G, 4, 77, 78; G, 18, 81, 82; §v, 3.
4 §11, II, 577-583, pis. VIII-X. 5 Ibid. 583-8, 61O-23, pis. XI-XIX;
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It seems very unlikely that Sneferu could have built three
pyramids, but that at Maidum, nearly thirty miles south of
Dahshur, was undoubtedly thought to belong to him by later
visitors who left graffiti on the walls of its temple. The stepped
structure at Maidum, which in its final stage was cased like a true
pyramid, is earlier in type than either of the two Dahshur
pyramids. If Sneferu completed a pyramid which had nearly
been finished by his predecessor Huni it might provide an ex-
planation for the association of his name with Maidum. The
quarry marks hit sp 15 and 17, which were found on casing
stones in the debris of the outer facing of the pyramid, may well
belong to work which was carried out under Sneferu towards the
end of his reign altering Huni's building into the shape of a true
pyramid. This shape had been achieved for the first time in the
North Stone Pyramid at Dahshur. The southern pyramid there
appears to have been planned as a true pyramid, but the angle
was changed when the structure had reached a considerable
height. This change may have been intended to lessen the
superincumbent weight when an ominous fault appeared in the
corbelling of the upper chamber. Certainly the interior of the
northern pyramid was designed on simpler lines with no attempt
at imitating the breath-taking effect of the square corbel vault of
the lower apartment in the Bent Pyramid. Both the nature of the
provisions made for burial in these two structures and the question
which pyramid served as the tomb of Sneferu remain in doubt.

It is now evident that it is the name of the mother and not the
wife of Sneferu, Queen Meresankh, which occurs with that of
her son in one of the Eighteenth Dynasty graffiti in the temple.1

A statue placed there long after the temple was built mentions
the gods which are in Djed Sneferu.2 This is the place to which
Prince Hordedef was sent to fetch the magician Djedi in the
tale of the Westcar Papyrus. It was probably in the neighbour-
hood of Maidum and could have contributed to the association
of Sneferu's name with that site. It may also be deduced that the
princes buried at Maidum belonged to the family of his prede-
cessor since, as was long ago noted, Sneferu's family and funerary
priests were buried at Dahshur.

Sneferu married a princess named Hetepheres who bore the
title of 'Daughter of the God', and it is evident that she repre-
sented the direct inheritance of the line of the blood royal.
Sneferu's mother, Queen Meresankh, whose name has been
found on Fragment no. 1 of the Cairo inscriptions related to the

1 §11,33, 40. 2 Ibid.
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Palermo Stone, would appear to have been a minor queen of
Huni, but one who was in a position of such favour that she
could place her son on the throne. As Mother of the King of
Upper and Lower Egypt she was certainly one of the great
ladies of the time, as is attested by the number of women who
continued to be named after her. If we accept the length of
reigns given by the Turin Canon, it would appear that Sneferu's
marriage to Hetepheres did not occur at the time of his accession
to the throne but earlier, during the reign of his predecessor.
This inference is to be drawn from the fact that their son Cheops
must have been a man beyond his early twenties when he suc-
ceeded to the throne in order to have two middle-aged sons at
the end of his twenty-three year reign. Prince Khufukhaf appears
in the chapel of a tomb finished in the last year of his father's
reign, both as a young man with his mother and again as a fat
older man.1 The Crown Prince Kawab, who must have died at
about the same time as his father, is pictured similarly as a portly
man of middle age, in the tomb of his daughter Queen Mere-
sankh III.2 If it. be assumed that Sneferu was about eighteen
years of age when his eldest son was born he could have married
Hetepheres in the middle of the reign of Huni in order to
establish his claim to the succession. Perhaps the occasion for
this marriage was the death of the fully grown man whose body
was found in the great mastaba no. 17 at Maidum; obviously
this mastaba was the first concern of the builders after the con-
struction of the pyramid was well advanced.3 His name is lost—
only the preliminary drawings could dimly be perceived when
the chapel was first excavated4 but there is every indication that
he could have been a crown prince.

Since both Huni and Sneferu appear to have occupied the
throne for twenty-four years, Cheops would have been eighteen
in the first decade of his father's reign. At this time he seems to
have taken as wives the ladies who later became his queens and
were buried at Giza. Meritites bore to him his eldest son
Kawab. It may be that her position as Crown Princess during
a considerable part of the reign accounts for the unusual use of
a queen's title connected with Sneferu which appears on her
Giza stela. Khufukhaf was the son of a minor wife, Henutsen.
Both sons would have been at least forty when Cheops died at the
end of his reign of twenty-three years. Cheops may have been
about thirty-five at his accession and nearing sixty when he died.

1 §vi, 23, pis. 43, 44. 2 §vi, 24, pi. 46.
3 §"» 34» 4. pl- xi. * §", 27, 72.
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Meritites, who survived him into the reign of Chephren, need not
have been much more than sixty-five at her death.

The legitimate heir to the throne appears to have been the
eldest son of the chief queen who was of the direct line of the
blood royal. We know of several 'eldest sons' of a king who were
evidently children of minor queens and these men seem to have
been specially favoured for their loyalty to relatives who came to
the throne. Sneferu's son Kanefer became vizier, lived well into
the reign of Cheops (if not longer) and was buried at Dahshur by
a son who seems to have been named after Cheops' eldest son
Kawab.1 The Vizier and Eldest Son of the King, Nefermaat, had
a son, Hemiunu, who was a grown man of perhaps eighteen with
important titles when his father completed the decoration of
his own tomb at Maidum. Hemiunu became vizier and was
given the courtesy title of 'Prince'. Like Kawab and Khufukhaf
he is represented as a fat man of advanced years in a statue of
exceptional realism which must have been made when his tomb
at Giza was nearing completion in the year 19 (hit sp id) of
Cheops.2 If he were forty at the time, it is more likely that his
father, Nefermaat, was a son of Huni rather than of Sneferu.
Nefermaat was granted a funerary property with a name com-
pounded with that of Sneferu but this need mean no more than
that he received it from the king he was serving as vizier.

Nefermaat would appear to have been somewhat older than
Kanefer and he probably preceded him in the office of vizier,
which under Sneferu formed an important new force in the central-
ization of the government. Kanefer could then have followed
Nefermaat in the office during the latter half of the reign of
Sneferu, handing it on to Nefermaat's son, Hemiunu, who served
as vizier during the early part of the reign of Cheops. We know
of another 'Eldest Son of the King', Ankhhaf, a vizier who
probably served under Chephren but who seems to have been
another child of a minor queen of Sneferu. H e was the owner of
the second largest mastaba at Giza and his features are portrayed
in the remarkable red bust now in the Boston Museum of Fine
Arts.3 There are thus indications that Sneferu's policy, which
was followed by his successors, was not only to administer the
country directly through the members of his immediate family, but
to maintain the loyalty of able princes, whose birth might make
them aspire to the throne, by rewarding them with the vizierate.

1 §11,30, vol. 11, 23; G, 36, vol. HI, 237.
2 G, 19, vol. 1, 148-161; §1, 32, 520. See Plate 31 (b).
8 §n, 39, 11; §vi, 24, 62, pi. 44A.
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The Annals of Sneferu on the Palermo Stone and Cairo
Fragment no. 4 record expeditions against the Nubians and
Libyans with a resulting booty of prisoners and cattle. They also
mention the building of great ships of cedar and some other
coniferous wood, and the bringing of forty ship-loads of cedar,
some of which was used for the doors of a palace.1 Logs of this
wood were built into the upper chamber of the Bent Pyramid at
Dahshur.2 Sea trade with Byblos, the port on the Syrian coast
from which this timber was obtained, had been established early.
A fragment of a stone bowl with the name of Khasekhemwy, the
last king of the Second Dynasty, was found there.3 It is not clear
how far Sneferu's raid went towards subduing Nubia, but his son
Cheops made use of the diorite quarries which lie in the desert
to the north-west of Abu Simbel. Cheops' successor Redjedef left
his name there, as did the Fifth Dynasty kings Sahure and Isesi.4

It is from these quarries that the stone came for the well-known
statues of the fourth king of the Fourth Dynasty, Chephren. The
land south of Aswan must have been well controlled to enable
such expeditions to be carried out across the waterless tract,
a distance of some fifty miles from the river. In Wadi Maghara on
the Peninsula of Sinai, a rock-carving shows Sneferu striking
down a local chieftain. Sanakhte, Djoser and Sekhemkhet in the
Third Dynasty, as well as Sneferu's successor Cheops, undertook
similar raids5 to establish Egypt's authority over the turquoise
mines, but it does not seem to have been necessary to repeat this
show of force until the time of Sahure in the Fifth Dynasty.

There was no regular army or navy in the Old Kingdom. Men
were levied and vessels commandeered as the need arose. A title
which may be rendered approximately by 'General' or 'Com-
mander' was borne by men who undertook other duties which we
should term civilian. The war-like raids in the Old Kingdom were
partly to protect the frontiers but were more often connected
with mining operations or with exploration in connexion with
foreign trade. The personnel involved was that trained in quarry-
ing and construction operations and in the transport of stone
which had developed skilled boat-crews and well-organized
labour gangs. The leaders of these operations were 'charged with
the king's commissions' and dealt with foreigners as 'interpreters'.
The highest title in this category seems to have been the ' Chan-
cellor of the God',6 that is of the king. All these enterprises were

1 G, 4, 66; 39,30541, 236-7. 2 §11, 11, 511.
3 G, 7, vol. 1, 26. 4 §iv, 17, 9; §11, 9, 65; 10, 369.
6 G, 12, pis. I-IV.

 6 G, 18, 92 ff.; 21, 120.
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probably grouped under the 'Overseer of all the King's Works' ,
an important title held usually by the vizier himself together with
his other administrative and judicial functions.

The Westcar Papyrus recounts an attractive story in which
Sneferu plays a part.1 The bored king is pictured as wandering
through the palace until the magician Djadjaemankh suggests
that he should seek diversion in a boat on the lake in the gardens.
One of the beautiful girls, who have been dressed in nets to row
the boat, loses her hair-ornament and, before the boat can con-
tinue, the magician is required to turn back the waters to reveal
the ornament, a malachite fish-pendant lying on a potsherd at the
bottom of the lake.

We can imagine this palace of Sneferu fitted out with furniture
like the gold-cased pieces bearing his name which were placed in
the tomb of his wife Hetepheres.2 Cheops completed the burial
equipment of his mother, who outlived her husband, and buried
her in a tomb which was probably at Dahshur. About the fifteenth
year of his reign, Cheops learned that thieves had entered the
tomb of Hetepheres. He ordered the burial to be transferred to
a new secret tomb at Giza, without apparently realizing that his
mother's body had been removed from the alabaster sarcophagus
and destroyed. The coffin, which had been chipped by the thieves
in prizing off the lid but was otherwise unharmed, was let down
a hundred-foot shaft east of the Great Pyramid. With it were
placed the queen's carrying-chair, her gold-cased bed and canopy,
an arm-chair, gold toilet implements, pottery, linen and other
objects. Only the silver bracelets, inlaid with butterflies in gaily
coloured stones, survived from her plundered jewellery, and of her
mortal remains nothing but the contents of the alabaster canopic
chest, which was carefully sealed up in a niche in the wall. The
costly materials and refinement of design of these beautiful
objects give us a startling glimpse of the wealth and good taste of
the time. There is the same sense of form and clean line which is
embodied in the reliefs, the portrait sculpture and the funerary
architecture of the period.

The literature of the Middle Kingdom sheds a most favourable
light on Sneferu and the good old days of his reign. Again, the
Westcar Papyrus, as Posener has pointed out,3 displays deft
touches by which the genial character of Sneferu is contrasted
with the autocratic nature of Cheops. Whether this bears any
relation to actual fact or not, it represents a tradition voiced by
Herodotus in the fifth century B.C., who records that the Egyptians

1 §vi, 6, 38. 2 §11, w, passim. 8 §vi, 17, 10-13, 29-36.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE FOURTH DYNASTY 169

detested Cheops and Chephren in his time. No doubt the con-
temporaries of Herodotus were influenced in their ideas by the
magnitude of the task of building the Giza Pyramids. However,
there may have survived some recollection of the lamentations of
the time after the collapse of the Old Kingdom when men be-
wailed the uselessness of great tombs which could not protect the
bodies of the kings buried in them.

The Horus Medjedu, Khufu, is generally known by the Greek
name used by Manetho, Cheops, as also are his successors
Chephren (Khafre) and Mycerinus (Menkaure). Several in-
scriptions refer to him only by his golden Horus-name which is
written with two Horus falcons above a gold collar. This famous
builder of the Great Pyramid at Giza had absolute control over
a unified country with a perfected administration which made full
use of the productivity of the land. Egypt's wealth has always
been mainly agricultural. The condition of crops, flocks and herds
depended upon irrigation which required wise planning and
vigilant control to produce the best results. Even then, the tradi-
tional seven years' famine of the time of Djoser,1 and the starving
men and women depicted at the end of the Fifth Dynasty in the
reliefs of King Unas,2 indicate what could happen as a result of
a series of bad Niles. Egypt suffered no outside interference
which could not have been easily dealt with by an occasional
military raid to keep order among the nomad tribes along the
border. As in the case of Cheops' predecessors we have no clear
picture of how he employed his power and wealth in public works
throughout the country. A ruined dam near Cairo3 and a temple
on the edge of the Faiyum4 are in fact the only constructions of
a non-funerary character which can be attributed with any prob-
ability to the Fourth Dynasty. However, Cheops' enterprises
in the valley are reflected in the way in which the resources of the
country were brought to bear upon his grandiose plan for a city
of the dead for his family and court around the Great Pyramid.
West of the pyramid are three early family cemeteries laid out in
regular rows of tombs, at least some of which seem to have been
constructed for the older members of the Cheops family. East
of the pyramid were prepared the burial places of the king's
favourite children, in close proximity to their respective mothers
who occupied the three small queens' pyramids.5

1 §1,31, i i . 2 §m, 12, 45; 30, 29; §vi, 24, 75, pi. 48B.
3 §"» 31,33. 4 §n, 13 ,31; 29, 1.
5 §11, 38, passim and plans of cemeterj; §vi, 24, 53-59; G, 43, vol. 11, 28. See

Plate 32 (a).
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The titles of the men and women buried in this necropolis shed
some light on the administration of the country, the temple
services and the etiquette of the court. The biography of Metjen
and the very full titles of Pehernefer at Saqqara1 provide a
picture of the administration of town and farm lands in the time
of Sneferu, particularly in the Delta where many of the vast
properties of the crown lay. At Giza not only can we see how the
high administrative offices were centred in the hands of the
vizier supported by other princes close to the king's person,
but we can also form an idea of the duties of the less exalted
officials, like a certain Nefer who served the treasury which
provided storehouses for arms, grain, cloth and like products of
the country.2 These men held some ancient titles which had by
then acquired an honorary significance and they performed
personal service to the king, undertaking various household duties
in the palace. Chief among the religious titles connected with
the various gods were the High Priesthoods of Re at Heliopolis
and of Ptah of Memphis. The control of funerary endowments,
with the lands attached to them, looms up large in contrast with
other administrative duties of a purely secular nature. The care of
the great cemeteries around the pyramids presented judicial,
supply and related problems similar to the government of the
towns in the cultivated land.

The chief queen of Cheops appears to have been the Meritites
whose name was found on a fragment of relief in the chapel of the
Crown Prince Kawab. She should have been buried in the northern-
most, and first constructed, of the three queens' pyramids, but no
name was recovered from the destroyed chapel. The mastaba
east of this pyramid belonged to Kawab; it was the earliest of the
tombs of the children of Cheops to be built in the Eastern
Cemetery. Unfortunately we do not know where at Giza
Mariette found the now-vanished stela of a Queen Meritites
who had the title wrt hts in connexion with both Sneferu and
Cheops and was honoured before Chephren. There are indica-
tions, however, that the stela may have come from the mastaba of
Kawab and his wife Hetepheres II, both of whom were probably
children of Meritites. It seems that Meritites was the chief
queen of Cheops, whatever relationship she may have borne to
the other two kings.3 She was evidently not the mother of
Chephren since she did not have the title of ' Mother of the King
of Upper and Lower Egypt', although Chephren is named on the
Mariette stela, and she must have lived into his reign. The

1 G, 4, 76:41, i ; §n, 22, 63. 2 §11, 38, 422. 8 § n , 39, 6.
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popularity of the names Meresankh, Hetepheres and Meritites
among the ladies of the Fourth Dynasty is most easily explained
by supposing that they were borne by three great queens, the
wives respectively of Huni, Sneferu and Cheops.

Reisner concluded that the middle queen's pyramid at Giza
belonged to the mother of a secondary branch of the family
headed by King Redjedef. The queen's name is not preserved
although her titles have survived on fragments of the reliefs in
her chapel. We must give up the idea that she was of Libyan
origin, an attractive theory which was based on the supposed
blond hair of Hetepheres II, who was then thought to be her
daughter. It is now evident that the yellow wig is part of a
costume worn by other great ladies and it is probable that
Hetepheres II, like her husband Kawab, was a child of the chief
queen Meritites.1

The southernmost pyramid, like the other two, is not identified
by a contemporary inscription. However, its chapel was enlarged
in the Twenty-First Dynasty into a temple of Isis, Mistress of
the Pyramid, somehow associated with its original owner, Queen
Henutsen.2 This lady was thought by that time to be a daughter
of Cheops but was most probably his third queen and the mother
of Prince Khufukhaf, in whose chapel nearby a queen is repre-
sented.3 It is conceivable that Chephren was her son and a
younger brother of Khufukhaf. Still a third son may have been
Prince Minkhaf who seems to have served Chephren as vizier
after Ankhhaf and before Nefermaat.4 The last named vizier was
the son of a lady named Nefertkau who was probably buried in
a mastaba south of the third queen's pyramid adjoining the tombs
of Nefermaat and her grandson Sneferukhaf who refer to her as
the eldest daughter of Sneferu. Her mother was probably a
minor queen and it is unlikely that she was herself a wife of Cheops.

In the tomb east of that of Prince Kawab was buried Prince
Hordedef, the wise man of later tradition who has already been
mentioned in connexion with Imhotep and Djoser. He was
supposed to have discovered in the temple of Thoth at Hermopolis
certain spells of the Book of the Dead written in letters of lapis
lazuli. A fragment of his precepts has survived. It is characteris-
tic that, in the practical way of the Old Kingdom, he should have
advised his son to build well for the future and to provide his
house in the cemetery, whereas later scribes, in praising Hordedef

1 Ibid. 4, 7, figs. 4, 9. See Plate 32 (6).
2 §11, 6, 1 ;G , 4, 83. 8 §vi, 23, pi. 44/J.
4 §11, 39, 7, 8, 11; cf. Reisner, Z.A.S. 64 (1929), 97.
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and Imhotep, say that writing endures and that a book is more
useful than strong buildings, a funerary chapel or a monument.1

In the Westcar Papyrus, Hordedef appears as the sponsor for
the magician Djedi. After Djedi had exhibited his magical tricks
and prophesied to Cheops that there would be no change of
dynasty until his son and his son's son had succeeded him upon
the throne, the king commanded that the magician be taken to
the household of Hordedef.2

It is to be noted that this prophecy of the Westcar Papyrus
takes into account only the main line of kings: Cheops, Chephren
and Mycerinus. It disregards Redjedef, Shepseskaf and two
unknown names in the breaks of the list in the Turin Canon.
Manetho seems to supply names to fill these gaps: Bicheris and
Thamphthis. However, a rock inscription in the Wadi Ham-
mamat, plausibly assigned to a Middle Kingdom date, now adds
to our perplexity. In a row of cartouches appear the names of
Cheops, Redjedef, Chephren, Hordedef and Baufre.3 The last is
certainly the Baufre, a son of Cheops and brother of Hordedef,
mentioned in the Westcar Papyrus. It has seemed reasonable to
assign to him the mastaba (7320) of a prince whose name is lost
which adjoins that of Hordedef on the east at Giza. Neither of
these men is known as a king and such a royal status for Hordedef
seems impossible. He is mentioned twice at Giza towards the
end of the Old Kingdom without the titles of a king, although
a cult was established for him as in the case of the Vizier Kagemni
at Saqqara. A man in the Western Cemetery calls himself
'Honoured before Hordedef and another who built his small
tomb in the street beside the wise man's mastaba is represented
on his stela with his hands raised in prayer and with the phrase
above: 'Adoring Hordedef. '4

The inscriptions of Cheops' grand-daughter, Queen Meres-
ankh III,5 suggest that dissension split the royal family when
the builder of the Great Pyramid died. Work ceased on the masta-
bas of several of the princes at Giza and someone maliciously
erased the decorations of Hordedef's chapel, although his name
and titles can still be read with difficulty. Meresankh's father,
the Crown Prince Kawab, died and her mother, Hetepheres II,
became the wife of Redjedef who ascended the throne. Redjedef
has long been viewed as a usurper. It would indeed seem that
Hordedef, or one of the other princes in the northern line of great

1 %vi, 3, 8. 2 §vi, 6, 40. » §n, 8, 41.
4 §11, 14, 35; G, 19, vol. in, 26; §11, 39, 8.
5 §11, 37, 64.
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twin-mastabas, had, as probable sons of the chief queen Meritites,
a better right to succeed to the throne. However, the evidence is
so scanty that we can only speculate as to the course of events at the
end of the reign of Cheops. We do know now that Redjedef must
have carried out the funeral ceremonies of Cheops as would have
been expected of a son and successor. His name appears on one
of the roofing blocks of the rock-cut excavation for the wooden
funerary barque recently discovered south of the Great Pyramid.
The date of the eleventh occasion (year 21) on one of these great
stones would presumably mean that it had either been quarried
or prepared for its place a year or two before the death of Cheops
since the year would be improbably high for Redjedef.

The Turin Canon records a reign of eight years for Redjedef
whose Horus-name was Kheper. He turned to Abu Rawash,
a few miles north of Giza, and there began to build a pyramid on
a high promontory of the desert edge.1 Little is left of this con-
struction except a huge excavation for the burial apartments
within an outcrop of stone left by the quarrymen as a beginning
of the superstructure. There are indications that the pyramid was
to have been encased with granite. Traces of a brick temple were
found on the east face and a fragment of a granite column
inscribed with the king's name. Other granite columns seem to
have been carried off and used in the Coptic convent of Nahiya to
the north of Abu Rawash. It would appear from the description
that these round granite shafts imply that something like the
palm columns used in the temples of the Fifth Dynasty was
anticipated at Abu Rawash. An excavation for a sun-boat was made
south of the temple and the establishment of a royal funerary
cult is indicated by the smashed fragments of royal statues found
scattered everywhere in this area. The name of the chief queen of
Redjedefj Khentetenka, was recovered from these fragments.

Parts of the statues of three princes and two princesses were
found in one of the mud-brick rooms. From the fact that the
three princes are all called 'eldest son of the King' it would appear
that Redjedef had other wives besides Khentetenka and Hete-
pheres II. One prince was named Baka and it has been suggested
that he might have become the Bakare whose brief reign has been
tentatively inserted between Chephren and Mycerinus, but this
name is known only in the form of Bicheris as given by Manetho.
The princess Neferhetepes has been plausibly identified with
a queen mentioned early in the Fifth Dynasty and the suggestion
made that she became the mother of King Userkaf.2

1 §»> 5. 53-7; G, 43, vol. 11, 86. 2 §11, 15, 53, 64.
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The condition of the pyramid at Abu Rawash and the wanton
damage inflicted upon Redjedef's statues would accord with the
conclusion that the reign was short and came to an abrupt end.
The opposing party, which was supported by the two surviving
princes Ankhhaf and Minkhaf, as well as Nefermaat, the son of
Sneferu's daughter, the princess Nefertkau, brought Chephren to
the throne. Other members of the family of Cheops outlived the
reign of Redjedef. Queen Meritites, the chief queen of Cheops,
may have been in disgrace. She omits the name of Redjedef from
her stela. Hetepheres II, now the widow of both the Crown
Prince Kawab and King Redjedef, made her peace with Chephren,
to whom she married her daughter Meresankh III . The direct
descent of the blood royal would have come down to Meresankh
through her grandmother Meritites and her mother Hetepheres II
whom Redjedef probably married for this reason. Perhaps no
son was born of this union and the sons of Khentetenka or other
wives of Redjedef seem to have fared badly if they survived his
reign. Hetepheres II lived on into the last reign of the dynasty.

The Horus Userib, Khafre (Chephren), constructed a funerary
monument only a little smaller than the pyramid of Cheops.1

The mortuary temple at its eastern base was connected by a
covered causeway with a valley temple at the edge of the cultiva-
tion. The granite hall of the valley temple with its great simple
square columns is wonderfully impressive, as is the severe granite
facade marked by deep entrance embrasures flanked by inscrip-
tions. The diorite statues from this temple and those from the
Third Pyramid at Giza built by his successor Mycerinus form
the basis of our knowledge of the royal sculpture of the Old King-
dom. The most spectacular achievement of Chephren's craftsmen
was, however, the Great Sphinx which is carved from an outcrop
of rock beside the causeway leading up to the pyramid temple.

The length of Chephren's reign cannot be exactly determined,
but it appears to have been about twenty-five years. Two mastabas,
which seem certainly to be of this reign in the cemetery east of
the Cheops Pyramid, give the years 25 (hit sp 13), 23 (hit sp 12)
and 13 (hit sp y).2 It is not certain whether his son Nekaure
made his will, which is dated year 23 (hit sp 12), in the reign of
his father or his brother Mycerinus.3

Chephren made no attempt to lay out such a family cemetery
as that of Cheops. His queens and their children were buried in
rock-cut tombs in the sloping ground to the east of his pyramid,

1 G, 43, vol. 11,45. a §11,43,127,128.
3 G, 4, 89; 41,16.
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to the south of its causeway. Some members of the court utilized
the unfinished cores of mastabas in the Western Cemetery of
Cheops, and others, like Hetepheres II and a certain Akhethotep,
constructed new tombs in the Eastern Cemetery which continued
the lines of tombs laid out in the reign of Cheops. Meresankh III
was buried early in the reign of Shepseskaf in a beautifully
sculptured and painted rock-cut tomb which her mother,
Hetepheres II, had prepared under her own unused mastaba.1

Chephren's chief queen, Khamerernebty 1, excavated a large
tomb for herself in the quarry east of her husband's pyramid.
Inscriptions in this tomb mention her daughter, Khamerernebty II,
who became the chief wife of Mycerinus.2 Two other queens of
Chephren, Hedjhekenu and Per(sentiP) are represented in the
rock-cut tombs of their sons Prince Sekhemkare and Prince
Nekaure. Near them were buried Nebemakhet, the son of
Meresankh III, Chephren's daughter Queen Rekhetre, a Princess
Hemetre and a number of other princes.3

The present arrangement of the fragments of the Turin Canon
allows space for two kings of the Fourth Dynasty whose names
do not appear upon the monuments. They may have been
Manetho's kings Bicheris and Thamphthis, who, Reisner
suggested, might represent otherwise unrecorded Egyptian royal
names: Bakare and Dedefptah. If it is accepted that by Ratoisis
Manetho meant Redjedef and that Sebekheres stands for
Shepseskaf, this suggestion would give an agreement between
Manetho and the Turin Canon for eight kings of the Fourth
Dynasty. The Saqqara List appears to have had nine kings. The
Turin, Saqqara and Abydos Lists accept Redjedef as a king of
the main family line but the Abydos table omits the other two
kings named by Manetho while Saqqara evidently placed them
with another nameless king at the end of the list. The Turin
Canon apparently lists Bicheris as no. 5 and Thamphthis as no. 8,
as Reisner observed when he placed Bakare after Chephren
because he was unwilling to believe that Shepseskaf could have
ruled eighteen years, which he would prefer to assign to My-
cerinus.4 It now appears that twenty-eight is a more probable
figure in the Turin Canon for Mycerinus. It can be reconciled
with the lives of various people which overlap several reigns in
the Fourth Dynasty and early Fifth Dynasty. It would however

1 See Plate 32 (6).
2 §11,7,41; 36, 247 ff.; 38, 152, 236; §vi, 23, 41.
3 G, 16, vol. iv (1932-3), 103, 125; vol. vi (1934-5). i» 43! vol. vii (1935-6)

passim. * §11, 36, 246.
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be necessary to extend the life span of Meresankh III to sixty-one
years, beyond the fifty to fifty-five years that Douglas Derry
suggested after examining her skeleton.

If we accept the interpolation of a king, represented by
Manetho's Bicheris, between Chephren and Mycerinus, we need
not allow much intervening time for this reign, perhaps only a
few months. No evidence from the monuments suggests a break
in the line of the dynasty: Mycerinus appears to succeed Cheph-
ren. Chephren's eldest daughter, Khamerernebty II, became
the chief queen of Mycerinus and is represented with him in the
beautiful Boston slate pair-statue from his valley temple.1 She is
also shown in the tomb of their son Prince Khunere, who stands
beside her, pictured as a small, naked boy holding a bird.
Khunere also appears as a grown man on an adjoining wall, and
in a yellow limestone statuette in Boston which shows him as
a seated scribe.2 He seems however to have died before the end
of his father's reign, since, as the eldest son of the chief queen, he
ought otherwise to have succeeded to the throne.

Chephren's son, Sekhemkare, records that he was honoured
by Chephren, Mycerinus, Shepseskaf, Userkaf and Sahure,
omitting the possible usurpers Bicheris and Thamphthis.3

Meresankh III continued at court into the reign of Shepseskaf.
An official named Netjerpunesut remained in favour under
Redjedef, Chephren, Mycerinus, Shepseskaf, Userkaf and
Sahure.4 Another official named Ptahshepses, who lived into
the reign of Nyuserre and became High Priest of Ptah, was
brought up in the households of Mycerinus and Shepseskaf and
married Maatkha, the eldest daughter of the latter king.5 Noth-
ing in his biographical inscription suggests a period of protracted
strife resulting from the usurpation of Thamphthis or that the
land was disturbed by the change of dynasty which must have
occurred between the end of the reign of Shepseskaf and the
accession of Userkaf. Nor is there any indication of the part that
Queen Khentkaues played in this change of dynasty, although
she seems to have formed the connexion between the royal house
of the Fourth Dynasty and the succeeding dynasty.

Mycerinus (Menkaure, with the Horus-name Kaykhet) built a
pyramid which was much smaller than the two great monuments
of his predecessors,6 but he had begun to case it in costly granite

1 §vi, 24, pi. 44 b.
2 §vi, 23, pi. ior , 300, fig. 253 (cf. Bull.M.T.A. 32 (1934), 11, fig. 10).
3 G, 16, vol. iv (1932-3), 119. 4 §n, 12, 178.
5 G, 4, 115541, 51. 6 G, 43, vol. 11, 62.
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from Aswan. The work of casing the walls of the mortuary
temple with hard stone was not finished when the king died. His
successor, Shepseskaf, who was probably his son although he
does not appear to have been a child of the chief queen Kha-
merernebty II, added finishing details in mud-brick and con-
structed a valley temple completely in this material. In the year
after the first cattle count, that is the second or third year of his
reign, Shepseskaf set up a decree in the portico of the pyramid
temple dedicating the building as a monument which he had
made for Mycerinus.1

King Shepseskaf had the Horus-name Shepsesykhet. The
Turin Canon allows him four years. In this time he would have
had to complete his father's funerary temples and construct
for himself the so-called Mastabat Fara'un, half-way between
Saqqara and Dahshur.2 The form of this tomb differs from the
pyramids of the other kings of the Fourth Dynasty. It was
a rectangular mastaba construction with a rounded top and verti-
cal end-pieces which gave it the form of the usual stone sarco-
phagus. Inside, the burial apartments were lined with granite.
The heavy masonry and sound workmanship betoken work in
the best Fourth Dynasty traditions. Nearly all the masonry of
the temple has been plundered. The niched outer court and vaulted
causeway were hastily finished in brick, probably after the death
of the king. The monument was identified by a statue fragment
bearing a broken cartouche. A stela dating from later in the Old
Kingdom, which was found in the neighbourhood, indicated that
a funerary cult of Shepseskaf existed there. Very few people are
known who were connected with this funerary cult but an occa-
sional private name is compounded with that of Shepseskaf.

One important person who undertook the funerary service of
Shepseskaf was the Queen Bunefer buried in a rock-cut tomb at
Giza beside the much discussed monument of Queen Khentkaues,
which lies to the north of the causeway of Mycerinus, not far
from his valley temple. Although it is more usual for a princess
to serve the funerary cult of her father than it is for a queen to
assume similar responsibilities towards her dead husband, the
inscriptions in Bunefer's tomb seem to imply that she was the
wife of Shepseskaf.3 There is no better indication that the family
of the Fourth Dynasty had come to the end of its power than that
the son of Bunefer, an unimportant judge, did not bear the title
of 'Prince'.

1 §11, 36, 278. 2 G, 43, vol. 11; 89; §vi, 2, 142.
3 G, 16, vol. in (1931-2), 176.
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The evidence for the relationships of the various royal person-
ages at the end of the dynasty and at the beginning of the Fifth
Dynasty is obscure, but it is possible that Userkaf, the first king
of the Fifth Dynasty, was the son of Neferhetepes, the daughter
of King Redjedef whose statue was found in his temple at Abu
Rawash.1 She would then be the same person as Queen Nefer-
hetepes mentioned in the tomb of a certain Persen who was buried
a short distance to the south of the Pyramid of Userkaf at Saqqara.
It was confirmed in the time of Userkaf's successor, Sahure, that
certain offerings endowed by Neferhetepes in the temple of Ptah
at Memphis should be brought to supply the funerary needs of
Persen. It has been argued that these offerings would probably be
brought first to the tomb of the queen herself and then transferred
for the needs of a secondary beneficiary to a tomb which should lie
nearby. The suggestion, then, seems plausible that Neferhetepes
was the mother of Userkaf and buried in the small pyramid south
of that king's tomb. The identification with the daughter of Red-
jedef is strengthened by the fact that Persen possessed an estate
of Redjedef which he might well have received from the queen.

Userkaf, then, can have been a descendant of the secondary
branch of the Cheops family. It seems possible that, in founding
a new dynasty, he strengthened his position by marrying Khent-
kaues who was descended from the main branch of the old family
and was probably a daughter of Mycerinus. Ever since the so-
called 'Unfinished Pyramid' at Giza was identified as the tomb
of this lady it has been evident that she formed a connecting link
between the Fourth and Fifth Dynasties. The building is now
recognized to be not a pyramid but a sarcophagus-shaped con-
struction, something like that of Shepseskaf, set upon a base of
natural rock which was smoothed down and faced with limestone.
The queen's chief title was interpreted to mean that she was
called 'King of Upper and Lower Egypt' as well as 'Mother of
the King of Upper and Lower Egypt'. However, the other
proposed reading: 'Mother of two Kings of Upper and Lower
Egypt' would appear the more probable one.2 In addition, her
other titles resemble those borne by Queen Nymaathap and
Hetepheres I, indicating that she, like those other two great
ladies, played an important role in the change of dynasty.

The name of Queen Khentkaues was found at Abuslr in con-
nexion with the pyramid of Neferirkare. That she was his mother
is indicated by a fragment of one of the Abuslr Papyri which
contain accounts of the temple evidently prepared later in the

1 §"» 15. 53. 64- 2 G» l 6 » v o L IV 0932-3) . 1; §n, 4» 2°95 23» i39-
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Fifth Dynasty.1 It has however been suspected rightly that there
were two queens named Khentkaues connected with Neferirkare.
An unpublished block at Saqqara, which seems to have been
brought anciently from his Abuslr funerary temple, confirms this
deduction. It shows the titles of a queen 'Beholder of Horus
[and Seth], wrt hts, Great of favour, King's Wife'. These were
evidently over a figure of the lady who, like the 'eldest [king's
son] Renefer' standing above her, followed the partly preserved
figure of King Neferirkare. The wife of the king, then, had the
same name as his mother. The two followers of Userkaf appear
to have been brothers both from the manner in which Neferirkare
is shown in Sahure's temple reliefs and from the fact that Sahure's
chief queen was named Neferthanebty and therefore could not
have been the mother of Neferirkare.2

It would seem that the elder Khentkaues was the wife of
Userkaf and the mother of the two kings Sahure and Neferirkare.
Her funerary monument could have been completed at Giza in
the reign of Neferirkare (although it might have been commenced
much earlier), at a time when the inscriptions would name her as
the mother of two kings. No explanation of the position of
Khentkaues can be made to fit exactly with the tale in the Westcar
Papyrus, which makes the wife of a simple priest of Re the
mother of the first three kings of the Fifth Dynasty: Userkaf,
Sahure and Neferirkare.3 Nevertheless the story evidently re-
flects elements of the true facts. The tomb of Khentkaues at Giza
may have stimulated the growth of another legend which made
a beautiful woman, Nitocris according to Manetho and Rhodopis
in the version of Herodotus, the builder of the Third Pyramid.
The tradition, imperfectly handed down, of a queen's tomb of
unusual form could easily have been associated in Greek times
with one of the three famous pyramids at Giza.

III . THE FIFTH DYNASTY

The Westcar Papyrus legend, which makes the first three kings
of the Fifth Dynasty the offspring of the god Re, evidently clothes
in the magical embellishments of a folk story the actual fact of the
predominance of a state cult of the Heliopolitan sun god in the
Fifth Dynasty. Chephren in the preceding dynasty had already
adopted the title 'Son of Re' but the epithet becomes a regular

1 §11,16,116; §m, 10, 43; A, 2, pi. 46.
1 §ui, 8, vol. 11, 90, pi. 17, 116, pi. 48. 8 §vi, 6,43-5.
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part of the titulary of kings only in the Fifth Dynasty. The
records of temple building and endowments on the Palermo
Stone show a special preference for the cults of Re and Hathor.
Above all, Userkaf introduced a special sun-temple in the western
necropolis with a masonry obelisk on a platform, evidently in
imitation of the Benben stone which was the central element of
the structure of the temple of Re at Heliopolis. Although the
names of such sun-temples are known for at least six kings of the
Fifth Dynasty, only two have actually been discovered. That of
Userkaf was identified by a preliminary survey which has been
followed recently by more thorough investigation. The sun
temple of Nyuserre was completely excavated.1

Userkaf had the Horus-name Irmaat. His pyramid lies close
to the north-east corner of the Step Pyramid at Saqqara. On
the east side of the pyramid stood only a small chapel for the food
offerings supplied to the dead king, while to the south of the
pyramid was a large building which seems to correspond with
the portion of the funerary temple which ordinarily lay outside
the enclosure wall and which contained the king's statues and
served for the worship of the deified king. The plan is closer to
that of Cheops and Mycerinus than it is to the Pyramid Temple
of Chephren.2 The court was surrounded by square granite
columns, which also stood in the portico of the central sanctuary
on the south, now walled off from the court and separated from
the pyramid. Reliefs covered the walls of the court behind the
colonnade. Like the magnificent head of a colossal statue found
in the temple and a smaller head wearing the red crown recovered
from the sun temple,3 they belong to the finest tradition of Fourth
Dynasty sculpture.

Little is known about Userkaf's reign, which lasted for seven
years according to the Turin Canon. One of the rare signs of
royal activity in the Theban district in the Old Kingdom is
evinced by a square granite column bearing his name which was
laid in the floor of the later temple at Tod, a short distance south
of Luxor.4 A marble cup inscribed with the name of the sun
temple of Userkaf was found on the island of Cythera off the tip
of the Peloponnesus.5 How this small object could have travelled
so far poses a problem. Vercoutter has shown that it is unlikely
that the Aegean or its inhabitants were meant by the term

1 §III , 20, 104; 8, vol. 1, 149; 2; 3; 4, passim; G, 43, vol. 11, 582.
2 G, 43, vol. 11, 94; §vi, 24, 67. 3 §vi, 14, 87, pi. VII.
4 §"i. 5. 61.
6 §111, 13, 349; 27, 55. Athens National Museum, No. 4578.
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'Haunebut' in the Pyramid Texts or in inscriptions of the time
of Cheops and Sahure. He also questions contacts with Crete
which have been claimed for the Old Kingdom.1 On the other
hand, the expansion of royal trade by land and sea which we begin
to see more clearly in the Fifth Dynasty would suggest that the
period from Sneferu to Phiops II would have been a more propi-
tious time for Egypt to become aware of the Aegean world than
the impoverished days of political discontent in the First Inter-
mediate Period which Vercoutter suggests. We should, at any
rate, take into account this small piece of evidence from the reign
of Userkaf in considering the growing number of instances of
Egypt's contacts abroad. Userkaf's name has not been found at
the Syrian port of Byblos. It is probably due purely to accidents
of survival that after Khasekhemwy only the names of Cheops and
Mycerinus are attested from the insriptions on broken stone
vessels. However, the name of Chephren is found on a cylinder
seal. Khufu (Cheops) was not usually written like his Horus-
name, Medjedu, in a frame, but it certainly exists on a stone
vessel fragment at Byblos. This would seem to make less doubtful
the peculiar use of Kakai (partially preserved on another) as the
Horus-name of Neferirkare. In the Fifth Dynasty it is not until
the reigns of Nyuserre and Isesi that we can be certain of the
occurrence of royal names which continue with Unas, Teti,
Phiops I and Phiops II, omitting Merenre. Since Cheops had the
same Golden Horus-name as Sahure we are again doubtful of the
ownership of an axe-blade found at the mouth of the river Adonis.2

A Nykaankh, who appears as a court official on one of the
unpublished reliefs of the temple of Userkaf, may be the same
person as Nykaankh whose tomb is known at Tihna in Middle
Rgypt, near the modern town of El-Minya. Whether or not
this identification is correct, the Tihna inscription shows that
Userkaf continued to favour those who had served faithfully
under the preceding dynasty. He confirmed for the family of
Nykaankh both a service in the priesthood of Hathor of Tihna
and the related endowment which had been granted to a certain
Khenuka by Mycerinus.3 Khenuka appears to have been the
father of Nykaankh. His own rock-cut tomb, which bears a

1 G, 45; 46; passim. See, however, the titulary of Sahure on gold sheet panels
reported from Dorak near the Sea of Marmora (///. Ldn News, 28 November
1959' P- 754)-

2 G, 7, vol. 1, 162, 169, 343, 200, 322, 329, 280; G, 33, 20; §vi, 25, 25; cf
A. Rowe, A Catalogue of Egyptian Scarabs (Cairo, 1936), 283.

3 §111, 16, 67; G, 41, 24; G, 4, 99.
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striking resemblance to the tombs of Chephren's family at Giza,
is larger and better decorated than any of the other tombs at
Tihna. This family's fortunes appear to have dwindled as the
Fifth Dynasty advanced; the cemetery at Zawiyet el-Maiyitln
contains the tombs of the later notables of the Sixteenth Nome.1

However, at Tihna, as well as at Sheikh Sa'ld and El-Hammamlya,
we begin to see the growing importance of the provincial families
which was to increase greatly in the Sixth Dynasty.2

Sahure succeeded Userkaf on the throne and is stated by the
Turin Canon to have reigned twelve years. However, since the
Palermo Stone gives a year after his seventh cattle-count it would
appear that he reigned at least fourteen years. His Horus-name
was Nebkhau.

Sahure began the royal cemetery at Abuslr, a short distance to
the north of Saqqara, where his successors Neferirkare, Neferefre
and Nyuserre followed him in building their pyramids.3 Although
the pyramids from this reign onwards did not embody the same
solid construction with heavy materials as had been employed, to
some extent, even to the time of Userkaf, the temple had reached
a developed form which was to be continued with little variation
until the end of the Old Kingdom. The inner temple, with its
offering chamber and false-door at the base of the pyramid, served
for the cult of the food-offerings for the dead king. It, together
with a small ritual pyramid, lay within the enclosure wall of the
pyramid, while the great court and outer corridors of the temple
formed the more public portion of the complex. A covered
causeway connected the mortuary temple with a small valley
temple which formed an entrance portico and was provided with
a landing stage. The great court was surrounded with a row of
granite columns with palm (Sahure) or papyrus-bud (Nyuserre)
capitals. Although badly smashed, the wall decorations of these
temples have preserved a wide range of scenes which show the
public life of the king and his association with various gods.

On the south wall of Sahure's court was pictured Seshat, the
Goddess of Writing, recording the numbers of sheep, goats and
cattle captured in a raid on the Libyan tribes of the Western
Desert. The wife and children of the enemy ruler were shown
with their names written above them. Originally there was also
a large figure of the king in the act of brandishing his mace above
the kneeling Libyan whom he grasped by the hair.4 A new
variation with the king dominating a group of foreign enemies

1 §vi, 23, 215, 218. 2 §m, 11; 23, passim.
3 G, 8, 178 ff.; G, 43, vol. 11, 101. 4 §111, 8, vol. n, pi. 1.
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(not as in the Sinai rock-carvings which employ only a single
bedawin chieftain) appeared also in a parallel scene on the north
wall with reference to Egypt's Asiatic neighbours in the north-
east. A fragment of relief with several tethered bears from the
Syrian mountains and tall-necked jars each with one handle,1 such
as were found in the tomb of Queen Hetepheres and other Fourth
Dynasty tombs at Giza, suggests that the booty in this case was the
result of state-manipulated foreign trade rather than actual con-
quest. That this scene is a characteristic piece of Egyptian ex-
aggeration is supported by the sea-going vessels shown manned by
Egyptians on the east wall of the corridor behind the court.2

They contain bearded foreigners who are in this case not bound
prisoners but visitors who raise their arms in praise of the king.
Evidently we have here the return of one of the trading expeditions
which, as we know, were continually being made to Byblos for the
much-prized cedar wood. The Palermo Stone mentions in this
reign produce brought from the 'Turquoise Land' in Sinai and
from Punt on the Somali Coast.3 At the Wadi Maghara in
Sinai, Sahure has left the memorial of an expedition to pacify the
local nomads.* A stela with his name was also found at the old
Fourth Dynasty diorite quarries5 in the desert west of Abu Simbel.

We have already anticipated the fact that Sahure was succeeded
by his brother Kakai (Neferirkare)6 who bore the Horus-name
Userkhau. This king did not live to complete his pyramid temples
which were finished by his successors Neferefre and Nyuserre.
The latter appropriated whatever had been completed of the
valley temple and built it into his own structure.7 The length of
the reign of Neferirkare is missing in the Turin Canon, but we
have the year after his fifth cattle-count on the Palermo Stone,
which would indicate that he remained on the throne at least
ten years.

Little evidence has survived concerning the political events of
this reign but, just as the wall-reliefs of the funerary temples of
Userkaf and Sahure have shown an expansion of pictorial record

1 See Plate 33 (6).
a Ibid. pis. 2, 3, 11-13; §11, 39, 64, fig. 61, 95, pi. ifid, 52/5, c, 53c, / .
3 G, 3,70. * G, 12, pi. v.
5 §iv, 17. 9-
6 The kings of the Fifth Dynasty from Neferirkare to Isesi and most of the kings

of the Sixth Dynasty bear, in addition to the personal name, a second throne name
in a cartouche which will be given in parenthesis. This is in addition to the Horus-
name. G, 26, 202-3; §111, 8, vol. 11, 90 contra G, 13, 114; cf. 2..A.S. 50 (1912),
1-6.

7 §i",7» 5» 4 9 - 5 8 ; 6 . 34-5°-
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which is reflected in the chapels of the people of the court, as the
Fifth Dynasty advanced there is a considerable increase in written
documentation. The Royal Annals of the Palermo Stone and its
related fragments were inscribed in this reign, or at least soon
afterwards. Important fragmentary papyri, although prepared
towards the end of the dynasty, deal with accounts connected with
the administration of the funerary temple of Neferirkare.1

Symptomatic of this tendency towards fuller record are the almost
encyclopaedic lists of the names of animals, birds and plants in
the remarkable representation of the activities of the different
seasons of the year which appear a few years after Neferirkare's
death in the sun temple of Nyuserre.2 These lists may themselves
derive from an earlier version.

In the funerary chapels of the period, small biographical details
light up the daily life of the court with an occasional revealing
flash. Rewer in his Giza tomb tells us how he was accompanying
Neferirkare in his capacity as Sem-priest in the course of a cere-
mony, when the king struck him accidentally upon the leg with
his staff. The king hastened to assure him that he must not
regard this action as a blow but as an honour.3

In another case it is not exactly clear what kind of mishap occurred
to the Vizier Washptah, who seems to have been conducting
Neferirkare through a new building. The court physician was
called and writings consulted but in the end the vizier died.4

The tactful apology of the king and his concern for the stricken
vizier lighten the impression of stiff court ceremonial produced by
the lines of bowing courtiers in the temple-reliefs or by a statement
of the High Priest of Memphis, Ptahshepses. This official, who was
the son-in-law of Shepseskaf, records that as a special favour he
was allowed to kiss the king's foot rather than prostrate himself
upon the ground.5

The two immediate successors of Neferirkare have made little
impression upon history. The name of Shepseskare is known
from the Saqqara List, but he appears to have left no monuments.
However, it has been fairly well established that he also used the
cartouche name Isi which occurs in the names of a number of
persons and funerary estates, and that his Horus-name was
Sekhemkhau.6 The Turin Canon apparently credits him with
a reign of seven years. He was followed by Neferefre (Nefer-

1 §n, 4, 210; §m, 9, 8; io, 43; A, 2.
2 §ni, 4,319; 15, 129; 21, 33; §vi, 24, 69, 73.
3 G, 16, vol. 1 (1929-30), 18. 4 G, 4, i l l ; 41, 40.
6 G, 4, 118:41,51. 8 G, 14, 181.
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khare) who had the Horus-name Neferkhau. This king built
a sun-temple and may have begun the pyramid which lies un-
finished beside that of Neferirkare at Abuslr.1 A break in the
Turin Canon has deprived us of both his name and the length of
his reign. He was succeeded by the important ruler Nyuserre
who built the third pyramid at Abuslr which has preserved in-
teresting, but damaged, vestiges of its temples and reliefs. The
name of the chief queen of Nyuserre was Reputneb.2 Three
daughters and a son-in-law are buried near his pyramid.3 As in
the case of Sahure, a large number of the names of this king's
courtiers are preserved in the temple-reliefs.4 The best known of
these is a man named Ti whose fine tomb has long been familiar to
every visitor to Saqqara.

It has generally been assumed that the Horus Isetibtowy, Ini
(Nyuserre)5 had a long reign of over thirty years. No dated
monument approaches this figure and the damaged Turin Canon
indicates only that the number of years was higher than ten. In
the absence of contrary evidence a long reign can be accepted,
but reliance should not be placed upon the celebration of the
»SW-festival which Nyuserre has extensively represented in his
sun-temple.6 This feast has been interpreted as occurring at thirty
year intervals to mark the jubilee of the king's accession to the
throne, but there are indications that kings with reigns shorter
than thirty years celebrated »W-festivals in the Old Kingdom.
It is clear that we still lack evidence for the factors which governed
the recurrence of the Heb Sed.

Scenes of the ceremonial sacrifices of foreign chieftains now
become a regular part of the decoration of the king's funerary
temple. Nyuserre, like Sahure, is represented sometimes as
a griffon, sometimes as a sphinx, trampling upon his enemies.7

A statue of a bound prisoner, resembling those in the later temples
of Isesi and Phiops II, was found in his mortuary temple.8 The
king left a rock-carving recording his visit to the Wadi Maghara
in Sinai which, as in the case of Sahure and earlier kings, shows
him triumphantly striking down a local chieftain.9

Menkauhor (Akauhor), who succeeded Nyuserre, has left
little record except for a rock-inscription at Sinai.10 His Horus-

1 G, 13, 120-2; §111, 20, 105-6; 8, vol. 1, 145.
2 §111, 6, iog, fig. 88. 3 §111, 6, 126; G, 36, vol. m, 79.
4 G, 37, 393. 394- 5 G, 13, 129.
6 §111, 2, 3, passim. 7 §111, 6, 46 ff.; 8, vol. 11, pi. 8.
8 Ibid. 42, fig. 24; §iv, 9, vol. in, pis. 47, 48.
9 G, 12, pi. vi. 10 Ibid. pi. VII; G, 41, 54; 14, 182.
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name was Menkhau. The Turin Canon assigns him an eight-year
reign. The names of his pyramid and sun-temple are known,
although neither has been discovered. Since there is a reference
to his pyramid in the Dahshur decree of Phiops I,1 it has been
thought that it was in the neighbourhood of the pyramids of
Sneferu. A small alabaster seated figure of the king in Cairo was
found at Memphis and shows him wearing the cloak usually
associated with the <SV*/-festival.2

Menkauhor was succeeded by Isesi (Djedkare) who seems to
have had an even longer reign than the twenty-eight years
allotted to him in the Turin Canon. His Horus-name was
Djedkhau. It has been established that the account books of
the temple of Neferirkare (that is, the Abuslr papyri) belong to
this reign,3 although their entries may continue into the early
years of his successor. These papyrus fragments, which have
recently been published, give the fourteenth, fifteenth, sixteenth
and twenty-first cattle-counts of Isesi, which would indicate a
reign of at least forty years for this king. An alabaster vase in the
Louvre records the celebration of his first Heb Sed.* There are
records of expeditions in Isesi's reign at the Wadi Maghara, one
dated in the year after his third cattle-count and a second in the
ninth (year 17).5 A letter to Isesi's Vizier Senedjemib Inti is
dated probably in the year 31 (hit sp 16?).6

Inti was thus serving as vizier towards the end of the reign of
Isesi. His son, Mehy, completed his father's tomb, very probably
in the reign of Unas the next king. He served as vizier to Unas
and carried on his father's duties as Overseer of all the King's
Works, acting probably with his brother, Khnumenty, who con-
tinued under Teti, the first king of the Sixth Dynasty. Nekhebu,
who was probably the son of Mehy, mentions in his biographical
inscription7 that he served a considerable apprenticeship under
his brother whose name has not been preserved. These two men,
therefore, succeeded their father Mehy in the Office of Public
Works, although not in the vizierate.8 Nekhebu, under his
second name Meryremerptahankh, appears as leader of an ex-
pedition to the Wadi Hammamat stone quarries in the thirty-
sixth year of Phiops I.9 He is accompanied by a grown-up son of

1 §11, 3,1 ff.; G, 1, 212. 2 G, 43, vol. in, 31, pi. vi, 3.
3 §11, 4, 210; §111, 9, 8; 10, 43; A, 2. * G, 41, 57.
5 G, 4, 120; 41, 55, 56; 12, pis. VII, VIII. « G, 41, 63.
7 G, 41, 215, 219 (cf. Dunham, J.E.A. 24 (1938), 1 ff.).
8 §111, 28, 56.
9 G, 4, 137; 41, 93. See below, p. 191.
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the same name whose intact burial chamber was found at Giza.
The son's other name was Impy and he is evidently the Overseer
of all the King's Works, Impy, who appears in the temple reliefs
of Phiops II.1 We can thus follow the careers of several genera-
tions of master builders in the inscriptions of their family tomb
at Giza. The grandfather, Inti, mentions various structures
which he planned for the court and reproduces two letters in
which King Isesi expressed his pleasure in the work. Nekhebu
undertook the construction of canals and devoted six years to
a monument at Heliopolis for Phiops I. Mehy describes and
pictures the bringing of a limestone sarcophagus for his father
from the Tura quarries. This scene provides a parallel to the
reliefs in the causeway of Unas' pyramid which show the trans-
port of granite from Aswan for that king's temple. Similarly, the
offering lists painted for the first time on the walls of Inti's burial
chamber probably reflect the use of the much more elaborate and
exclusively royal texts on the walls of the burial apartments of
Unas. Pyramid Texts were not yet employed by that king's
predecessor Isesi.

Several viziers, in addition to Inti, are known from the reign
of Isesi. One, Shepsesre, records a letter from the king in his
tomb.2 He has been singled out as perhaps the earliest holder of
the ofBce of Governor of Upper Egypt which was created for the
better control of the southern provinces and seems to have been
the step in an official's career before attaining the vizierate. It
has been noted that none of the viziers of the Fifth Dynasty was
a prince and that this fact, coupled with the growing concern to
strengthen the government's position in the south, indicates a
certain weakening of centralized control which in the Fourth
Dynasty had been tightly in the hands of the king's immediate
family.

Isesi made use of the diorite quarries in the desert west of
Lower Nubia and his name has been found, probably in connexion
with one of these expeditions, on the rocks at Tomas in the river
valley more than half-way between Aswan and Wadi Haifa.3 His
Chancellor Baurdjeded brought back a dancing dwarf from Punt,4

and at Byblos part of an alabaster vase inscribed with the king's
name (Djedkare) was found.5

A number of people connected with the reign of Isesi built their
tombs along the north side of the enclosure wall of the Step
Pyramid at Saqqara. These people include the Vizier Shepsesre,

1 §iv, 9, vol. 11, pi. 48. 2 G, 41,179. 8 §iv, 17, 9-10.
* G, 4,161. 5 §iv, 14, 20.
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two princes, Isesiankh and Kaemtjenent, and a Queen Meresankh
who was probably the mother of these two princes and the wife of
Isesi.1 The king's pyramid has been identified as the first monu-
ment of a group, a short distance south of Saqqara, which later
included the pyramids of Phiops I and Merenre of the Sixth
Dynasty. The excavated material has not yet been published.
Although the temple was badly destroyed, it seems to have
resembled those of Unas and the kings of the Sixth Dynasty.
There were excellent but very fragmentary reliefs and some very
remarkable pieces of sculpture in white limestone including
figures of bound prisoners, a sphinx, recumbent calves and a lion
which formed some sort of a support. Although only the name

Djedkare was found in this temple, the name of the pyramid is
compounded with that of Djedkare and Isesi interchangeably, and
there need be no doubt that they both apply to this king.2

Isesi was succeeded by the Horus Wadjtowy, Unas, the last
king of the Fifth Dynasty, who had a long reign of thirty years
according to the Turin Canon. The chambers and passages inside
his pyramid at Saqqara are covered for the first time with long
columns of blue incised inscriptions intended to aid the king in
the other world. These are known as the Pyramid Texts and they
became a regular feature of the tombs of the Sixth Dynasty kings.
The complex, with its covered causeway and terraced valley en-
trance-portico, resembles the temples of the Fifth Dynasty,
although the mortuary temple has assumed a more symmetrical
and compact plan which was to be followed in the Sixth Dynasty.3

The chief queen of Unas was named Nebet. She was buried
in a mastaba to the east of the pyramid, adjoining that of another
queen called Khenut. Nebet's son, Unasankh, was buried nearby,
as was the Vizier Iynefert. A second vizier, Seshatseshemnefer,
represented in an, as yet, unpublished relief from the pyramid
causeway, is probably the official whose tomb Mariette found
long ago in the northern cemetery at Saqqara (no. E i r).4

Unas carved a monument on the Island of Elephantine which
seems to imply that he visited the southern border, perhaps to
receive the Nubian chieftains as was later done by Merenre.5 In
his reliefs, the king pictures ships coming from the quarries at
Aswan loaded with the granite columns for his temple.6 A rare
southern animal, the giraffe,7 is shown on a block which is pos-

1 G, 37, 407. 2 G, 13, 133. 3 G, 43, vol. 11, 121.
4 §m, 25,675; G, 37, 411; §vi, 23, 205; G, 25,405 (En ) .
6 G, 41, 69. 6 §111, 17, 519; 18, 182.
7 §111, 19; PI. XIII.
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sibly part of a precious series of scenes appearing on other
fragments which represent the seasons of the year, like those in
Berlin from the sun temple of Nyuserre.

Bearded Asiatics are shown in large ships,1 perhaps returning
from a trading expedition as in the Sahure reliefs. This scene
reminds us that stone vase-fragments with the name of Unas were
found at Byblos.2 For the first time a battle scene appears.
Egyptians armed with bows and daggers attack bearded foreigners
in hand to hand combat.3 Later, in the Sixth Dynasty, a rock-cut
tomb at Dishasha, south of the entrance to the Faiyum, shows
the confusion around a bearded chief who sits within his fortified
enclosure awaiting its fall to the attacking Egyptians. This event
seems to have occurred on the north-east of Egypt's frontier.
Another Sixth Dynasty scene in a Saqqara tomb represents a
similar attack with a scaling ladder upon a stronghold into which
the inhabitants have herded their cattle.4

The Unas reliefs contrast an emaciated group of men and
women in a time of famine5 with men bartering produce in the
market place, craftsmen at work on rich metal objects6 and the
long lines of people bearing food offerings who personify the estates
endowed for the king's eternal nourishment. The variety of subject
matter displayed in these reliefs typifies the prodigality with which
the craftsmen of the Fifth Dynasty have portrayed the life of their
time. Although the simple chapels of princes even at the beginning
of the Fourth Dynasty give delightful glimpses of daily life, as in
the scenes of children playing with animals, and bird-trappers
with the famous geese at Maidum,7 these informal touches were
enormously increased as the Old Kingdom advanced. Just as the
inscriptions become more communicative by the insertion of brief
biographical texts among the lists of titles, so the wall decorations
of the private tombs show men at work in the shops and fields,
the life of the river and the swamps, and the pastimes of the upper
classes.

IV. THE SIXTH DYNASTY

As in the case of preceding dynastic changes we cannot under-
stand clearly what were the events which brought King Teti to
the throne. His Horus-name is Seheteptowy and no second

1 §m, 19, 139; 18, 182. 2 G, 7, vol. 1, 267, 278, 280; 28, 69.
3 §111, 17, 520, pi. xcv. 4 §vi, 23, 182, 207, figs. 85, 86.
8 §111, 12, 45; 30, 29; §vi, 24, 175, pi. 48B.
6 §111, 17, 520, pi. xcvi; 19, pi. xm. 7 §vi, 24, 45.
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throne name in a cartouche is known for him. The titles of his
wife, Queen Iput, who was also the mother of Phiops I indicate
that, like certain other great ladies, she carried the blood royal
over into the new dynasty.1 Whether she was the daughter of
Unas is not certain, although it would seem probable. The tran-
sition to a new reign does not seem to have left any particular
mark. Two of the men who appear in unpublished portions of the
Causeway leading to the Unas Pyramid seem to be the same as
two persons whom we find associated with Teti. Isesikha appears
on a fragment of relief from Teti's temple as High Priest of
Heliopolis,2 while Neferseshemptah built a fine tomb to the north
of Teti's pyramid and adopted a second name which incorporated
that of the new king.3 The Vizier Kagemni, a child in the reign of
Isesi, became an official under Unas and came into high favour
at court in Teti's reign.4

The new king built his pyramid some distance to the north-
east of that of Userkaf on the edge of the desert plateau at
Saqqara.5 Nearby he constructed pyramids for his chief queen,
Iput, and a second queen Khuit. A third queen, Seshseshet,
appears on a small piece of the king's very fragmentary temple
reliefs.6 She seems to have belonged to an older generation since
the wives of a number of court officials were named after her.
Unfortunately it is not possible to identify the person represented
by the plaster death-mask found in the Teti temple.7

Teti's name occurs on stone vase fragments found at Byblos.8

An alabaster jar of this king shows a female personification of
Punt. It comes from Reisner's excavation of a provincial tomb
at Naga ed-Deir and is in the collection of the University of
California at Berkeley; the lid is inscribed with the titulary of
Unas.9 A record of one of Teti's missions to the south seems to
appear among the names of the officials at Tomas in Nubia.10

Teti set up a decree in the temple of Abydos establishing certain
exemptions in regard to the temple lands.11

The year after the sixth cattle-count of Teti, recorded in a rock-
inscription at the Het-nub alabaster quarries, would suggest that
he reigned for at least twelve years.12 He was followed, according
to the Abydos List, by a king named Userkare whose identi-

1 G, 41 , 214; 36, vol. in, 84. * §iv, 15,19, pi. LIV; G, 37, 395.
3 G, 36, vol. in, 133. 4 G, 41, 194. s G, 43, vol. 11, 128.
6 §iv, 15, 19, pi. LIV; §VI, 25, 202, pi. 54<7.
7 §iv, 15, pi. LV.

 8 G, 7, 258; 33, 20.
9 Mitt, deutsch. Inst. Kairo, 20 (1965), 35, fig. 86.

10 §iv, 17, 10. u G, 41, 207. ia G, 2, pi. 9.
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fication with the king Iti who left an inscription in the Wadi
Hammamat rests on too slender grounds to be acceptable.1 The
monuments indicate that the real successor of Teti was Phiops I,
the son of queen Iput, whom Phiops mentions in a decree con-
cerning her ka-cha.pe\ in the temple of Koptos.2 Userkare seems
to have had an ephemeral reign. If Phiops were a child when his
father died, it may have been that Userkare briefly occupied the
throne while Iput was acting as regent for her son.

At the beginning of his reign Phiops I called himself Nefersa-
hor, but later changed this to Meryre. His Horus-name was
Merytowy. He had a long reign which is documented by a
number of records from his later years. An inscription in the
Het-nub quarries was cut in the time of his twenty-fifth cattle-
count (year 49)' and he may have dated his reign from the death
of his father, Teti, ignoring Userkare. One of his early expedi-
tions left three inscriptions with his name Nefersahor on the
rocks at Tomas in Nubia4 and at the Wadi Maghara Phiops is
shown vanquishing the Asiatics of Sinai in the year after the
eighteenth cattle-count (year 36). In the same year a descendant
of the Giza Senedjemib family who has already been mentioned
(p. 18 6), Meryremerptahankh, left a record at the Hammamat
quarries5 in which he is represented with a grown son of the same
name. Both inscriptions mention the king's first »SW-festival.
We have already mentioned the Dahshur decree in the year 41
{hit sp 21) in which Phiops I was concerned with protecting the
endowments of the two pyramids of Sneferu.6 In the Delta, at
Bubastis, a badly damaged temple of the king has been cleared.7

Phiops I constructed his pyramid near that of Isesi, a short
distance south of Saqqara.8 The temple has not been excavated,
as in the case of his successor Merenre whose tomb is close by,
although both pyramids have been opened and their texts copied.

A stela found at Abydos represents two queens of Phiops I
who, most confusingly, bear the same name: Meryreankhnes.9

The inscription tells us that one of these women was the mother
of Phiops' successor, Merenre, and the other the mother of
Phiops II. They are shown with their brother Djau who became
vizier. The ladies are mentioned again with Djau in a decree
concerning their statues which was set up in the temple of Abydos
by Phiops II. Here they are called the mothers of Merenre and
Phiops II again and with the names of the two kings' pyramids

1 G, 41, 148. 2 Ibid. 214. 3 Ibid. 95.
4 Ibid. 208. 5 Ibid. 91, 93. 6 Ibid. 209. ' §iv, 8.
8 G, 43, vol. n, 132. 9 §iv, 7, 95; 3, pi. 24; G, 41, 117.
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combined with their cartouches.1 The titles of the father and
mother of Djau and his sisters indicate that they were not of
royal birth but belonged to the provincial nobility of the Thinite
Nome. Merenre appointed one of the family, a certain Ibi who
was perhaps the son of Djau, as Governor of the Province of the
Cerastes Mountain (the Twelfth Nome of Upper Egypt). There
in the cliffs of Deir el-Gabrawi the family cut their tombs during
the following reigns.2 Evidently Phiops I made a political mar-
riage which secured the allegiance of a powerful provincial family.

Uni, on his monument at Abydos,3 recounts that as a youth he
served in minor offices under Teti. He became a judge under
Phiops I and was firmly established at court. He was particularly
proud of having been summoned by the king to conduct alone
an inquiry against a queen who is not named but is referred to by
her title wrt hts. Naturally one suspects that this putting aside of
the chief queen was immediately connected with the marriage
to the mother of Merenre. In view of the extreme youth of
Phiops II at his accession, Phiops I probably married the second
sister very late in his reign. The name Meryreankhnes was
presumably given to each wife at the time of her marriage.

Uni also organized an expedition against the nomads of the
north-east. He recruited an army from all parts of Egypt and
from the Nubian tribes in the south. It is evidently Nubian
mercenaries of this kind who are the subject of clauses in the
Dahshur decree of Phiops I which restrict their privileges. In
spite of Uni's hymn of victory upon the return of the army, an
uprising necessitated a second raid on the 'sand dwellers'. This
was followed by a campaign into southern Palestine which in-
volved the transport of troops by ship to a place called Antelope
Nose which is thought to be the promontory of Mount Carmel.4

There are two indications that towards the end of his reign
Phiops I may have associated with himself as co-regent his son
Merenre (who was also called Antyemsaf, with the Horus-name
Ankhkhau). One is a gold skirt-pendant in Cairo which bears the
names and titles of the two kings.5 The other is the Hieraconpolis
copper statue-group which shows Phiops I with a smaller figure
beside him that probably represents Merenre.6 There are two
dated inscriptions known from the reign of Merenre, one at the
Het-nub alabaster quarries, which is damaged but appears to be
dated in the year after his fifth cattle-count (year io),7 and the

1 G, 41, 278. 2 §iv, 5 ; G , 4 , 169.
3 G, 4, 134, 140, 146; 41, 98. 4 §vi, 18, 227-8.
5 §iv, 6, 55. 6 §vi, 24, 80. 7 G , 4 i , 256.
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other at the First Cataract in the year of his fifth count (year 9).
The latter inscription of the year 9 records the occasion when the
king received the Nubian chieftains on the southern border.1 If
Merenre had been serving as co-regent with his father it is un-
likely that he would have dated such a monument until after his
accession to the throne, although he might well have begun
counting the years of his reign from the time when he became
co-regent. A state visit to inspect the southern border soon after
his father's death would seem a reasonable action to take upon
becoming sole ruler. Merenre may thus have become co-regent
in the fortieth year of his father's reign and the fourteen years
usually restored in the Turin Canon for his own reign would
include this co-regency and the five years that he reigned alone.
It seems absurd to suggest a co-regency with the infant Phiops II
at the end of the reign of his brother Merenre but a cylinder
seal of an official with both their names enclosed in a double
Horus-frame is difficult to explain in any other way.2

It has been stated that Merenre was only a youth when he died.
The sarcophagus in his pyramid contained a well-preserved body
of a young man of medium height still wearing the adolescent
side-lock of hair. Elliot Smith was convinced that this mummy
was prepared in the fashion of the Eighteenth Dynasty and could
not be earlier, concluding that it was an intrusive burial.3 The
wrappings had been torn from the body. Since pieces of the linen
bandages and parts of the bodies of Unas, Teti and Phiops I still
survived when their pyramids were opened4 perhaps the evidence
with regard to the body from Merenre's pyramid should be re-
examined.

The government's interest in the south, symbolized by the
occasion when the Nubian chiefs assembled to kiss the ground
before Merenre, is evidenced in other ways. Uni continued in
service under Merenre and made two expeditions to the First
Cataract to fetch a sarcophagus and bring stone for the king's
pyramid. During the first of these trips he spent a year cutting
five canals and building transport ships while the granite was
being quarried. We also find Harkhuf established as Governor
of Elephantine5 and commencing the trading expeditions in the
south which he describes in his rock-cut tomb in the cliffs opposite
Aswan. These long trips were made partly by river and partly
by donkey caravan to bring back incense, ivory, ebony, oil and

1 G, 4, 145; 41, n o . 2§iv, 4, 40. 3 §iv, 18, 204.
4 See references to these early reports G, 36, vol. 111, 84, 89, 90.
6 G, 4, 150, 159:41, 120.
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panther skins, all products much prized in Egypt. It has been
noted that gold is not yet mentioned and it is probable that it could
still be mined in sufficient quantity in the desert east of Koptos.
Although it has been questioned whether these expeditions could
have reached so far into the south,1 broken alabaster vases with
the names of Phiops I, Merenre and Phiops II have been found
at Kerma in the Sudan, and Reisner believed that an Egyptian
trading post was already established there in the Sixth Dynasty.2

Merenre's name does not occur in Sinai or at Byblos, although
numerous broken stone vessels with the names of Phiops I and
Phiops II have been found at the Syrian port.3 One of the ex-
pedition leaders at Aswan, whose tomb cannot be dated pre-
cisely to a reign in the Sixth Dynasty, refers in such a way to
voyages to Byblos and Punt4 as to suggest that they occurred
regularly in the Sixth Dynasty.

Uni, the trusted official of Phiops I, Djau, the brother of his
two queens, and Harkhuf, the Nomarch of Elephantine, seem to
have been the chief supporters of the throne during the reign of
Merenre. Uni, as Governor of Upper Egypt, was given special
powers over all twenty-two Upper Egyptian nomes. This title
was held by nomarchs whose jurisdiction does not seem to have
extended beyond their provinces. Uni's unusual position was
repeated in the case of Shemay in the Eighth Dynasty who,
before becoming vizier, is mentioned as controlling the twenty-
two Upper Egyptian nomes when he was Governor of Upper
Egypt.5 An additional curb seems to have been placed on certain
local families who had come to consider the position of nomarch
as an hereditary right. Qar was sent to Edfu under Merenre as
nomarch and Governor of Upper Egypt,6 while the control of
the Seventh (Thinite) Nome was extended to the Twelfth when
Ibi, a relative and probably the son of the Vizier Djau, was made
governor of both provinces. Ibi and his son and grandson held
the title of Governor of Upper Egypt, as did Harkhuf at Aswan.7

In spite of the signs of growing wealth and power at such provin-
cial centres as Cusae (Meir), it was upon the men who conducted
its foreign trade, the nomarchs of Elephantine, that the govern-
ment chiefly relied until the end of the Sixth Dynasty.

Phiops II (Neferkare; Horus-name Netjerkhau) seems to have
been the child of his father's old age. Manetho tells us that he

1 §iv, 17, 36,106. 2 §iv, 16.
3 G, 7, vol. 1, pis. XXXVI-XXXIX; 28, 68-75, P^- XXXIX-XLI; 33, 20-1.

* G, 41, 140. 6 §v, 4, 3.
6 G, 41, 252. 7 Ibid. 120, 142, 145.
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came to the throne at the age of six and lived to be one hundred.
The king's well-known letter to Harkhuf shows the delighted
pleasure of a child in the gift of a dancing dwarf which was being
brought to him by the caravan leader,1 a marvel which had not
been seen since the time of his ancestor Isesi. Manetho's reign
of ninety-four years for Phiops II has been generally accepted
and we know of another centenarian of the time in Pepiankh of
Meir.2 The fiftieth cattle-count (year 99) was formerly believed
to be inscribed on a badly weathered decree set up by Phiops in
the temple of Mycerinus but upon re-examination it would
appear that the thirty-first count is the more probable reading
(year 61).3 The highest dates are the somewhat doubtful year 6$
{hit sp 23 ?) of a decree in the chapel of Queen Udjebten,4 and
the year after the thirty-first count (year 62) at the Het-nub
quarries.5 The king certainly had a very long reign and celebrated
a second iSW-festival. The Turin Canon gives a broken figure of
at least ninety years to support Manetho's statement.

The magnificent funerary monument of Phiops II, which is
comparable in size, quality of decoration, and display of the power
of the royal house with that of the Fifth Dynasty king, Sahure,
gives no indication of the collapse which was to come.6 Never-
theless the long reign spelled the end of the Old Kingdom. The
growth of the provincial nobility in Upper Egypt coincided with
a gradual equalization of wealth. What had once been crown-lands
were broken into smaller and smaller units through a widening circle
of inheritance. The immense constructions undertaken at royal
expense and the innumerable funerary endowments exempt from
taxation had exhausted the king's resources. The diminished power
of the royal family makes itsel f sharply felt at the close of the reign.

Phiops II continued the foreign trade of his predecessors, the
expeditions to the Sinai mines and the quarrying operations.
There are perhaps some indications of increased restlessness
abroad. Hekayeb7 had to be sent out from Aswan to put down the
Nubians in the south where an inter-tribal disturbance had nearly
interfered with Harkhuf's third expedition. Sabni8 tells us in his
tomb at Aswan that he hurried forth to recover the body of his
father who had been killed on a caravan trip. Hekayeb made
a similar trip to the Red Sea to bring back the body of an officer

1 G, 4, 161. 2 §iv, 2, vol. iv, 24.
3 Further study makes this reading virtually certain as against the thirty-fifth

count §11, 43, 113, fig. 1; see Plate 33 (a).
4 G, 41, 274. s G, 2, pi. XII.

« §iv, 9. 7 G, 4,162. 8 Ibid. 166.
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whose party had been attacked by nomads while building ships
for an expedition to Punt.

A long succession of some eight or ten men followed Djau in
the vizierate, two of whom,1 at about the middle of the reign, are
shown leading processions of courtiers in a room of the funerary
temple. Three queens, Neith, Iput and Udjebten, were buried in
pyramids beside that of the king. From a decree set up in the
chapel of Queen Neith2 in the accession year of an unknown
successor of Phiops II, and from the other inscriptions in her
chapel, we learn that Neith was the eldest daughter of Phiops I
and Meryreankhnes, the mother of Merenre. A fourth queen of
Phiops II was named Pepiankhnes. Her coffin, which had
originally been prepared for some other purpose in the reign of
Phiops I, has been found together with fragments of a false door
which indicate that she was the mother of a king Neferkare3 who
is now thought to have been the first king of the Seventh Dynasty.
The name of his pyramid differs from that of Phiops II who, as
we have seen, was also called Neferkare. Phiops II is followed in
the Abydos List by a Merenre who was also called Antyemsaf
and must not be confused with the earlier and more important
Merenre. The name is broken off in the Turin Canon, where the
length of reign is given as one year. This Merenre is evidently
the eldest surviving son of Phiops II , Antyemsaf, who is men-
tioned on a stela found near the chapel of Queen Neith.4 His name
can now be read on the badly worn decree of Phiops II in Boston
which is concerned with the pyramid town of Mycerinus at Giza.5

With Merenre Antyemsaf II we have evidently reached the
troubled time known as the First Intermediate Period but two
kings who follow in the Abydos List have also been assigned to
Dynasty VI.6 The name of Netjerykare may have occupied the
next broken space in the Turin Canon which continues with a
Nitocris who is thought to be the Menkare of the Abydos
List. The suggestion that this identity can be supported by
a royal cartouche7 in an inscription in Queen Neith's chapel is
not borne out by close examination on the spot. The hieroglyphs
were damaged but probably formed the name of Neferkare
(Phiops II). A vertical sign not apparent in the published
photographs seems to be nfr and precludes reading Menkare.
There is thus not sufficient evidence to associate Neith with that
Nitocris to whom we have seen later legend ascribed the building

1 §iv, 9, vol. 11, pis. 48 ,57; 12,39. 2 §iv, 10,5. 3 Ibid. 50.
4 Ibid. 55. 5 See Plate 33(4).
6 See C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, sect. 1. 7 §v, 9, 51; §iv, 10, pis. iv, v.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



T H E S I X T H DYNASTY 197

of the Third Pyramid at Giza.1 It is a pity, for it seemed a
happy idea to bring the name Nitocris of the Turin Canon and
Manetho's account of an Old Kingdom queen into conjunction
with the wife of the last great king of the time. Around her
chapel have survived the few vestiges of contemporaneous record
that exist at present for the end of the Sixth Dynasty.

V. T H E SEVENTH AND E I G H T H DYNASTIES

Manetho's statement that the Seventh Dynasty consisted of
seventy kings who ruled for seventy days has usually been in-
terpreted as representing a brief period of strife which left no
record for later times. The Turin Canon has only preserved the
length of reign and no name for any king of the Sixth Dynasty,
except the last ruler Nitocris. A new placing of the fragment
containing the names of Nitocris and three followers, the last of
which is Ibi of the Eighth Dynasty, now allows for two blank spaces
between Ibi and the summary of kings who ruled after Menes at the
beginning of the First Dynasty. W. C. Hayes has equated these
kings with five of the Abydos List (nos. 51—5). With the addition
of Abydos no. 56, he suggests that they formed six rulers of the
Eighth Dynasty. The Turin Canon omits no. $6 and nine kings
of the Abydos List (nos. 42—50) which Hayes would assign to the
Seventh Dynasty. His chronological table allows twenty-one years
for the time between the end of the Sixth Dynasty and the begin-
ning of the Ninth Dynasty, eight years for the Seventh Dynasty
and thirteen years for the Eighth Dynasty. In the past, some forty
or fifty years have been assigned to the Eighth Dynasty and the
Seventh Dynasty has been disregarded as ephemeral. It must be
remembered that most of these kings are known only from the
Abydos List; it is one of the darkest periods of Egyptian history,
when contemporaneous records are at an absolute minimum.

We have seen that the name of the first king of the Seventh
Dynasty (according to this new arrangement), Neferkare II, was
recovered from the fragments of a stela found in one of the rooms
of the chapel of Queen Iput, which adjoined the pyramid of
Queen Neith beside the tomb of their husband Phiops II.2

King Kakare Ibi of the Eighth Dynasty is also known from a
monument in the Memphite region. He built a small pyramid
not far from that of Phiops II. This pyramid contained the usual
Pyramid Texts in the burial chamber, thus continuing the tradi-

1 See above, p. 179. 2 §iv, 10, 53.
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tion established at the end of the Fifth Dynasty. However, the
pyramid had not been cased with stone and was not provided with
a mortuary chapel. The unfinished character of the structure,
which is the only building known at present from this period,
again testifies to the unstable character of the royal house.1

In Upper Egypt a series of decrees found in the Temple of
Koptos were long thought to provide evidence for a local dynasty
at that place. It now seems clear that these decrees were issued
by the last kings of the Eighth Dynasty at Memphis2 to two
powerful men at Koptos, Shemay and his son Idi, who in turn
held successively the offices of Nomarch of Koptos, Governor of
Upper Egypt and Vizier. Shemay married the eldest daughter of
Neferkauhor, the fifth and penultimate king of the Eighth
Dynasty. This family at Koptos would thus have formed the
chief support of the weak kings at Memphis, and it was under
the last of these, the Horus Demedjibtowy, that Heracleopolis
revolted successfully and brought the Old Kingdom to an end.
As in the case of a dynasty of Koptos there is insufficient evidence
to support the proposal that an Upper Egyptian dynasty centred
at Abydos is indicated by the names of kings given only in the
Abydos List.3 In connexion with the cemetery of Abydos,where
the monuments of the family of the Vizier Djau and his two
sisters were set up in the Sixth Dynasty and where the temple of
Khentiamentiu—Osiris had contained the decrees of the Mem-
phite rulers of the later Old Kingdom, we must remember that
there was another important cemetery in the Thinite nome.
This was at Naga ed-Deir downstream from Abydos and Beit
Khallaf and on the east bank of the Nile across the river from
Girga, near which was probably the site of the old city of This,
the capital of the province. In the Sixth Dynasty, from the time
of Merenre into the first part of the reign of Phiops II, this
province had been governed from Deir el-Gabrawi in the Twelfth
Nome by Ibi and his two sons whom Merenre had put in control
of both the Seventh and Twelfth Nomes. It has been pointed out
that this was made easier by the fact that Uni was controlling the
south as Governor of Upper Egypt from This which served as
his base. In the Fifth Dynasty and again in the Sixth Dynasty,
after the regime of Ibi's successors, officials are now known who
were nomarchs of This but who lived at court and were buried
in the Memphite cemeteries.4

In contrast to this earlier situation two governors of the Thinite
1 §v, 5. 2 §v, 4, 3. 3 §v, 15, passim; G, 6, 235-7.
4 See Fischer, J.A.O.S. 74 (1954), 26-34.
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nome, Tjamerery and Hagy,1 are known at the end of the Old
Kingdom, probably in the Seventh or the Eighth Dynasty, who
were buried in the old Thinite Cemetery at Naga ed-Deir. This
cemetery had been in use since predynastic times and a rich set
of gold jewellery was found in a tomb of the First Dynasty there.2

Other officials of the end of the Old Kingdom, who are known
from the paintings and inscriptions in their rock-cut tombs at
Naga ed-Deir and the characteristic rectangular stelae set up in
simpler chapels, were priests of Onuris whose cult had been es-
tablished from early times in his temple at This.3 It has been
observed that the titles of several of these men, including the two
nomarchs, show them to have been loyal supporters of the crown,
although rather vaguely connected with affairs at court. This is
a situation that would be understandable in the Seventh and
Eighth Dynasties with the king at Memphis, whereas the whole
relationship of Naga ed-Deir with Abydos would seem impossible
if we postulated a local dynasty ruling at This. In this connexion
the interesting speculation has been put forward that it may
well have been the cemetery of This at Naga ed-Deir and not
that at Abydos which was pillaged during the struggles between
Heradeopolis and Thebes that occurred soon afterwards.4

The Thinite nome, its cemetery at Abydos long revered for
its association with the kings of the First Dynasty and now at the
end of the Old Kingdom a place of pilgrimage to the shrine of
Osiris who had been assimilated with the ancient local god of the
dead Khentiamentiu, was undoubtedly of more importance
politically than some of the other sites in Upper Egypt where
cemeteries of the local notables are known from the First Inter-
mediate Period. This is true even of Dendera where, as at Naga
ed-Deir, enough material has been excavated to suggest a sequence
of known persons extending from the Sixth Dynasty through
the difficult period of the collapse of central authority at Memphis
and the setting up of petty local government in the different
provinces.5 Thebes, which was soon to assume such importance,
was still a backward village in the later Old Kingdom. The few
monuments of its important men may be briefly noted. The
earliest is a fragment of relief from the tomb of a Governor of
Upper Egypt named Unasankh.6 A small painted rock-cut
chapel of Ihy and his wife7 is now known to adjoin a somewhat

1 §vi, 23, 89, 222, 226. Tomb nos. 248, 89. 2 §vi, 24, 27.
3 §v, 2, passim. * §v, 10, 133 and passim. 5 §v, 3, passim. 6 §v, 18, 1.
7 §v, 8, 97; G, 36, vol. 1, 152 (no. 186; no. 185, Seniiker is only listed in

A. Weigall, A Topographical Catalogue of Private Tombs at Thebes (1913), 32).
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larger tomb belonging to an official named Khenti.1 Ihy and
Khenti were both Overlords of Thebes but do not mention the
name of the province in their inscriptions. A tomb nearby (no. 185)
had an inscribed pillar with the figure of a ' Chancellor of the
God' or expedition leader called Seniiker.

More interesting information can be derived from three tombs
in the region between Thebes and Aswan. The only one of these
which seems to belong properly to this period is that of Setka
discovered in recent years at Aswan in a fine position high up in
the western promontory overlooking the island of Elephantine
where the important people of the Sixth Dynasty had hewn their
rock tombs. Setka was a priest of the Pyramid of Phiops II and
must at least have begun his career in the Eighth Dynasty.2

Another of these tombs was made for Iti at Gebelein south of
Thebes3 and Armant on the west bank of the Nile, while the third
belonged to Ankhtify at El-Mi'alla, across the river and a little
further south. The paintings in these three chapels bear remark-
ably close stylistic similarities to one another. This has suggested
that no great length of time separated Setka from the other two
men. However, with Iti and Ankhtify we have reached a time at
the end of the Ninth Dynasty just before the rise of Thebes under
the Inyotef family when the royal house of Heracleopolis was
established in the north. Setka is our last connexion in the
south with the old Memphite Royal House. It is fitting that the
paintings in his tomb should anticipate a new style to be developed
in the Ninth Dynasty while at the same time forming a link with
the end of the Old Kingdom.

VI. LITERATURE AND ART

The collapse of the Old Kingdom is mirrored in a pessimistic
literature which would have been foreign to the spirit and thought
of the times that had gone before. Nothing could be further from
the earlier idea of material success gained by the shrewd employ-
ment of a man's abilities in a well-ordered society than the lamen-
tations and prophecies of Ipuwer.4 This work seems to be nearer
to the troubled times which it describes than similar compositions
which belong more properly to the literature of the Middle
Kingdom. Ipuwer bewails the break-down of law and order and
represents a people who were the prey of violence, even the dead

1 Information communicated by H. G. Fischer who discovered this tomb.
2§vi, 24,84. 3 Mi. Mvi,6, 92; 18, 441.
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in their tombs being subject to vicious pillage. High-born ladies
are clothed in rags, the official is insulted and the peasant tills
his field with a shield to defend himself from the marauder.
Foreigners have strayed into the Delta. Servant girls and slaves
flaunt the possession of valuables of which they cannot compre-
hend the use. Ships no longer sail to Byblos and, in the absence
of foreign trade, one is delighted even to see people from the
Oases with paltry things to barter.

The precepts of the society which we see here in ruins are
embodied in two compositions which, although in their present
form of a later date, seem to have their origin in the Old Kingdom.
These are the 'Admonitions to the Vizier Kagemni'1 which were
ascribed to the time of King Huni at the end of the Third
Dynasty, and the 'Instruction of Ptahhotpe'2 who is called a
vizier of King Isesi of the Fifth Dynasty. Both consist of practical
advice on how to get on in the world, and particularly on how to
behave in the presence of equals or those who are superiors or
inferiors. They lay emphasis upon good manners and upon truth
and justice. The 'Instruction of Ptahhotpe' points out the ad-
vantage that the gift of eloquence can bring to a man. Nowhere
is there a suspicion of doubt as to the permanence of the stable
world in which these precepts are to be applied.

Literary documents which are actually contemporaneous with
the Old Kingdom are limited in number and are restricted almost
entirely to brief biographical inscriptions, and the great body of
religious literature known as the Pyramid Texts.3 Of actual
writing upon papyrus there is little more than the accounts of the
temple of Neferirkare which were probably largely prepared in
the reign of Isesi,4 and some fragmentary papyri which consist of
family archives of the Sixth Dynasty nomarchs of Elephantine.
One of the letters from these Elephantine archives has been trans-
lated.5 There is also a letter, probably of the reign of Phiops II,
which was written by an indignant officer in charge of gangs of
workmen in the Tura quarries objecting to the waste of time
involved in bringing his men to Memphis for an issue of new
clothing.6 In the preceding pages have been mentioned several
letters from a king which the owner of a tomb has proudly caused
to be copied on the stone wall of his chapel. Similarly, certain
royal decrees have survived which were inscribed on stelae set up
in temples. These inscriptions have also been listed under the
reigns to which they belong.

1 §vi, 6, 66; 8, 71 ; I I . 2 §vi, 6, 54; I I ; 18, 412. 3 §vi, 20.
* §11, 4, 209; §III , 9, 8; 10, 43; A, 2. 6 §vi, 28, 16. 8 § v i , 7, 75.
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The great series of utterances which were inscribed for the
first time on the walls of the burial apartments of Unas, the last
king of the Fifth Dynasty, continued to be so used throughout the
rest of the Old Kingdom1 and formed the basis for the Coffin
Texts of the Middle Kingdom and the later Book of the Dead.
They incorporate elements of ancient kingly ritual as well as the
early religious beliefs from both Upper Egypt and the Delta
which had been assembled to form the doctrine of the Heliopolitan
priesthood of the creator sun-god Atum-Re. Juxtaposed with
these are the beliefs which eventually were to promise even the
ordinary man resurrection through Osiris. This god, as one of the
forces of nature, personified the growth of plant life through the
stimulus of the life-giving water of the Nile. He was also identified
with Andjeti the local royal hero of Busiris in the Delta and there-
fore embodied kingship. Finally he was assimilated with the
protecting deity of the necropolis of Abydos, Khentiamentiu, who
in his jackal form was related to the old god of the dead, Anubis.

The chief purpose of the magical spells of the Pyramid Texts
was to make it possible for the dead king to take his place among
the gods and to become one with Re, their leader. Primarily this
was imagined as coming to pass in the sky but glimpses may also
be caught of a different view of the afterlife due to that aspect of
Osiris which was to make him the ruler of a gloomy underworld
in which the dead must dwell. To this would be transferred the
pleasant fields and thickets of reeds which at first were thought of
as being in the heavens. Although the texts are difficult to under-
stand one cannot fail to be stirred by the breadth and sweep of
the early conception of a bright celestial afterworld in which the
dead become the indestructible stars. The spells exhaust every
possible means by which can be assured the king's ascent to the
sky. Through an earlier imagery this was formed by the out-
stretched wings and bright plumed body of the falcon Horus
whose eyes were the sun and the moon. Various winged forms of
ascent are evoked as well as steps and ramps. To this conception,
one would think, is related the daring creation of soaring struc-
tures in pyramidal form for the royal tombs of the Old Kingdom.
The king's reception by the gods is pictured, as well as the mo-
ment when he takes his place in the sun-barque of Re. Nothing
must be allowed to stand in his way and the savage ruthlessness
of purpose reaches its ultimate conclusion in a famous cannibalis-
tic text in which the king is portrayed as devouring the gods that
he may become possessed of their most potent powers.

1 §vi, 20; cf. R.O.Faulkner, The Ancient Egyptian Pyramid Texts, Oxford, 1969.
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The literary form of this extraordinary assemblage of material
betrays the Egyptian's partiality for expressing himself by re-
petitive and balanced statement.1 The reiteration may have been
thought to add potency to the spell and need not always have been
a literary device. This parallelism receives varied treatment but
presents most frequently a second line repeating the same idea
with slightly altered wording. A form in which the same phrase
is repeated in every alternate line is frequently found and is used
in the hymn of victory which appears in the Sixth Dynasty
biography of Uni.2 The Pyramid Texts exhibit another dominant
Egyptian trait, the tendency to assemble an accumulated mass of
material without synthesis. Contradictions are not resolved but
presented side by side. A deeply ingrained sense of tradition
prevented the Egyptian from discarding material which to us may
appear discordant. Old beliefs that went back to the earliest
religious impulses of the country were incorporated into the
Heliopolitan solar doctrine and these again were overlaid with the
newer Osirian beliefs. The language employed is archaic. Sethe
placed the compilation of the texts in prehistoric times, but
present opinion supports Kees who argues in favour of a time
between the Third and Fifth Dynasties.3 The private tombs about
the middle of the Fifth Dynasty begin to reflect the popular
effect of the Osirian beliefs, while the Heliopolitan doctrine of
Re reached its ascendancy as a state cult somewhat earlier. Thus
both were in evidence before the first known copies of the Pyra-
mid Texts begin to appear.

The compilation of religious lore in the Pyramid Texts is a
characteristic Egyptian expression of what was perhaps the great-
est achievement of the Old Kingdom. This was the establishment
of a system of very detailed and enduring records which, as a
result of the close relationship between writing and representation,
are as much pictorial as they are literary. The beautifully drawn
and attractively conceived hieroglyphs, which represent the sound
values of the speech of the time and determine the sense of the
words, are minor masterpieces in themselves. We tend to over-
look this in our interest in the ideas expressed and in our frequent
irritation at the laconic nature of such expression which is in
some part due to our ignorance of the subtleties of meaning as
well as to the fragmentary nature of the material as it has come
down to us. It is fairly easy to grasp the significance of the huge
architectural monuments and the remarkable portrayal of the
people of the period in sculptural representation, or to be charmed

1 §vi> 9 . 5 2 §vi, 18, 228. * G, 22, 214-70.
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by the glimpses of daily life that appear in the multitude of wall-
reliefs in the funerary chapels. We have been slower in sensing the
ingenuity of the development which lies behind the great cycles
of scenes which covered the walls of the funerary temples of
Userkaf and Sahure, largely owing to the lamentable state of
preservation of these first surviving examples. But we must
realize that the same mental vigour and sense of organization as
the ancient Egyptians applied to the construction of the Great
Pyramid entered into this presentation of the vital aspects of the
king's worldly life and his association with the gods.

In discussing the reign of Neferirkare attention was called to
the apparent increase in the production of detailed records in the
Fifth Dynasty. The royal annals, the account books of the Temple
of Neferirkare and the more specific nature of the information
supplied by biographical texts were cited, together with the
elaborate picturing of the renewal of kingship in the Heb Sed
scenes and the activities of the seasons of the year in the sun-
temple of Nyuserre. The seasons of the year were portrayed in the
so-called 'Weltkammer', a long narrow room which formed the
last section of the corridor which bounded the court of this
sun-temple and led to the ramp inside the base of the obelisk,
the focal point of the monument. The recent publication1 of
several key pieces of this fragmentary composition, which has
intrigued scholars for half a century, makes it possible to suggest
something more specific concerning its general arrangement.
Evidently the whole scheme was repeated in more or less exact
duplicate on the long east and west walls. It consisted of large
figures in human form personifying two of the three periods into
which the year was divided, Akhet and Shemu, each preceded by
registers of figures representing the provinces of Upper and
Lower Egypt.2 At the top of the wall, above the nomes of Upper
Egypt, appeared processions of similar personifications of such
entities as the Nile, the Sea, Grain and Nourishment. All brought
their offerings to Re. Behind each figure of the season, a larger
space, divided into horizontal sections of varying height by strips
of water, was devoted to portraying the activities of the appro-

1 §" i . 4 . 319 ; 2I> 33-
2 §111, 15,129. Hermann Kees kindly allowed H. G. Fischer and myself to study

a number of small, but important pieces, which still remain unpublished. Steffen
Wenig's new work on the original stones in Berlin suggests that only two of the
three seasons, Akhet and Shemu, were shown. See also E. Edel's studies, Nachr.
Gottingen, No. 8 (1961), 209-55; Nos. 4-5, (1963), 89-217; tentative recon-
struction in W. S. Smith, Interconnections in the Ancient Near East, New Haven,
1965, pp. 141 ff., figs. 176-83.
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priate time of year. Akhet was shown as a woman, corresponding
with the feminine ending of the name. Shemu was a male
figure bearing on his head a sheaf of the ripened grain of his
harvest time. Akhet is distinguished by a pool of lotus signifying
the inundation. The three seasons, without their attributes, are
shown as seated figures on a board which Mereruka is painting
on a kind of easel in a relief in his chapel at Saqqara.1

In the sections devoted to the activities of the seasons much
space is allotted to animals, occasionally interspersed with small
figures of huntsmen, in a habitat which is treated naturalistically
like the fishing and other swamp pursuits. Such representations
and the peculiar, formally arranged, groups of birds and plants
with their names attached are of too general a nature to assign to
a particular time of year. The capture of song birds in an orchard
appeared again in the court of the temple of Userkaf, in the
temple of Sahure, in several private tomb chapels, and in the
picturing of the Seasons in the causeway of Unas and in the
Valley Temple of Nyuserre.2 This subject could probably be
attributed to a specific time of year, as could the propagation of
animals, nesting birds, bee-keeping and agricultural activities.
However, connecting these various fragmentary parts with others
which actually join with a portion of one of the personifications
of a season may prove a puzzle that defies satisfactory solution,
in view of the duplication of so many of the elements. Neverthe-
less it is clear, as it has been since these reliefs were first discovered,
that we have here one of man's most interesting early attempts
to put into orderly sequence the various elements of his environ-
ment. In its peculiar combination of the specific and the general,
the naturalistic and the formal, this production is characteristic
of Egyptian method in the Old Kingdom. Like the Giza writing
board3 with its lists of kings, gods, place-names (more correctly,
estates) and hieroglyphs of birds and fish,4 the 'seasons' are in
a sense related to the Onomastica of the later Egyptian scribes.

Frequent mention has been made in the preceding pages of the
architecture, sculpture, painting and minor arts of the Old King-
dom because the relation which art bore to the funerary beliefs
of the ancient Egyptian makes his tomb-monuments the basis of
much of our historical evidence. Although the Third Dynasty

1 §vi, 23, 355, fig. 231.
2 §vi, 24, 46, 68; 23, 178; §111, 6, 38, fig. 17; 8, vol. 11, pi. 15.
3 §G, 38, 113; §vi, 23, 358; a less elaborate example giving only place-names

exists in the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, no. 13-4-301.
4 See Plate 31 (a).
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was still a period of experimentation it is clear from the architec-
ture, reliefs and statue-fragments of Djoser and the carved wooden
panels and wall paintings of Hesyre, that a great measure of
technical proficiency had been attained.1 The sculptor in the
Fourth Dynasty reached the goal towards which he was striving.
The statues of Redjedef, Chephren and Mycerinus present an
ideal of kingly majesty which still retains human individuality.
Everything superficial has been eliminated. The modelling is
superb but simplified. The sculptor is completely master of his
material. The same simplification of natural forms is consummately
expressed in the Cairo statues of Rehotpe and Nefert, the Boston
Ankhhaf bust, the Hildesheim seated statue of Hemiunu and the
portrait heads of white limestone from the Giza burial chambers.2

We need expect no more from the painter's skill than is to be
found in the Maidum wall-paintings of the reign of Sneferu.3

Although the fragility of the medium makes it difficult to follow
out a series of examples from the few traces that remain, the same
excellence was maintained in the best work as late as the painted
reliefs of Phiops II. The large-scale simplicity of the Maidum
paintings is reflected in the bold stone reliefs of the reign of
Sneferu,4 a style which, with some modifications, continues into
the Fourth Dynasty and recurs again in the Sixth Dynasty as best
exemplified by the reliefs of the chapel of Mereruka and the
temple of Phiops II.5 A delicate low relief of superlative quality,
which seems to have its origin in the time of Djoser, is found side
by side with the higher relief style in a few Giza chapels of the
reign of Cheops and Chephren and in the royal reliefs of the
Fourth Dynasty and early Fifth Dynasty.6

After the early part of the Fifth Dynasty, the large scale of the
preceding period diminished, both in the making of statues and in
architecture. On the other hand, every branch of the crafts felt
the effects of the large body of skilled workmen trained in the
great projects of the Fourth Dynasty pyramid builders. Just as
high administrative posts were then opened to a wider group of
persons than the members of the king's immediate family, so a
vastly increased number of people were able to command the
services of a good craftsman to construct a well-built tomb and to
provide it with statues and reliefs.

Accidents of preservation have undoubtedly blurred the picture.
The large copper statue-group of Phiops I7 and his son from

1 §vi, 24, 30-8. 2 Ibid. 47, 60-3. See Plate 31 (&). 3 Ibid. 44-7.
« Ibid. 41. 6 Ibid. 76, 78. « Ibid. 54, 61, 68-76.
7 §vi, 24, 80.
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Hierakonpolis warns us, as do the limestone calves recently found
in the temple of Djedkare Isesi, the fragments of a basalt ram
with the name of Cheops in Berlin,1 the small sphinx with yellow
painted skin from Redjedef's temple at Abu Rawash,2 and the
squatting naked alabaster statuette of Phiops II,3 that there was
a wider range of form and material than we are accustomed to
think. The gold hawk's head from Hierakonpolis reminds us of
the figures of precious metals which were undoubtedly placed in
temple shrines, such as the statue of Ihi,4 the son of the goddess
Hathor, which the Palermo Stone tells us Neferirkare ordered
for a sanctuary of Sneferu. Attention has been called to the
appearance of polygonal limestone columns at Giza and the possi-
bility that there were round granite columns in Redjedef's pyra-
mid temple at Abu Rawash. We should therefore be careful not to
draw too sharp a contrast between the light forms of the Third
Dynasty temple of Djoser, the plant forms of the granite columns
at Abuslr and Saqqara in the Fifth Dynasty and the severe forms
of the Fourth Dynasty as exemplified in the Valley Temple of
Chephren.

1 Ibid. 66. 2 §11, 21, vol. 1, pi. 9.
8 §iv, 9, vol. in, pi. 49; G, 43, vol. in, 39. « G, 39, 39-40.
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CHAPTER XV

PALESTINE IN THE EARLY
BRONZE AGE

I. CLASSIFICATION OF THE MATERIAL

ALTHOUGH the first scientific excavations in Palestine had
yielded traces of the Early Bronze Age, its chronological limits
remained vague and its internal development was completely
obscure. A much more exact knowledge has been acquired since
1930 by the excavation of several large well-stratified sites and by
the application of the comparative method to better classified
material, particularly pottery.

In 1932 seven archaic stages were distinguished on the slopes
of the tell at Megiddo, the most recent of which, stages I—IV,
belonged to the Early Bronze Age.1 On the tell itself levels
XVIII—XVI, which were explored in 1937—8, represent almost
the same period,2 but the stratigraphy is confused.3 The only
two tombs of the Early Bronze Age which were found belong
to the very beginning of this period.4

In 1933, at Beth-shan, a wide sondage was made down to
virgin soil which revealed, above the Chalcolithic levels, several
levels (XV-XI) of the Early Bronze Age.5

Excavations at Jericho reached Early Bronze Age deposits
(tombs A and 24) in the seasons 1930—2 and more especially in
1935—6 when work was concentrated on the deepest sections of
the tell: above the Neolithic and Chalcolithic were found five
levels, III—VII (with tomb 351) belonging to the Early Bronze
Age.6 Other excavations on the site in 1952-8 clarified the
history of the successive ramparts; in the later seasons habitations
were also explored7 and nine tombs of the true Early Bronze Age
were brought to light.8

The site of Et-Tell ('Ai) which was excavated in 1933-5
revealed a rampart, a palace, some houses and a sanctuary which
had been rebuilt three times; some tombs yielded a large quantity
of pottery.9 A check excavation was carried out in 1964-6.10

M L 6. M i , 18; 27. 3 § i , 16.
4 §1, 12, tombs 52 and 1128. 5 §1, 7; 8. 6 §1, 9 ff.
' Si, 15. 8 %i, 17, 5 ff- 9 Su 23- 10 A, 4.
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At Ras el-'Ain, at the source of the Jaffa river, public utility works
made it possible for an Early Bronze Age settlement to be explored.1

Five seasons of excavation, between 1926 and 1935, at Tell
en-Nasbeh did not reveal any Early Bronze Age levels, but some
tombs and deposits of that period were brought to light.2

The large-scale operations at Tell ed-Duweir (Lachish) from
1932 to 1938 succeeded only in reaching the deepest strata with
a trench, but outside the tell caves were found which had been
inhabited at the beginning of the Early Bronze Age and used as
tombs shortly afterwards.3

In 1944-6 Khirbet Karak (Beth Yerah) was excavated, at the
southern tip of Lake Tiberias, and three Early Bronze Age levels
(II—IV) were found superimposed above a settlement dating
from the end of the Chalcolithic period ;4 the cemetery belonging
to it was situated nearby, at Kinnereth, where a tomb was dis-
covered in 1940.5

At Tell el-Far'ah, near Nablus, excavators cleared certain
portions of the rampart and a fortified gate belonging to the
Early Bronze Age, as well as a part of the town which had six
levels of the same period.6

Rosh Hanniqra (Tell et-Taba'iq), near the Lebanese frontier,
was excavated in 1951-2 and two Early Bronze Age levels were
discovered above the virgin soil and bed-rock.7

The excavations in progress (1963-) at Tell 'Arad in the Negev
have revealed a walled city which lasted for two centuries only at
the beginning of the Early Bronze Age.8

These recent excavations have made it possible to classify the
material systematically and to bring into line with it the findings of
such earlier excavations as those of Tell el-Hesi (18 90-3),9 Jericho
(1907-9)10 and especially Gezer, where the excavations of 1903-5
and 1907-911 were completed by a small excavation in 1934.12

Information regarding only the end of the period was provided
by another series of excavations, particularly at Tell Beit Mirsim,
where there was evidence of it at the lowest stratum, level J.13

Further slight traces were found in the original settlements of
Bethel, Beth Shemesh and, in Transjordan, at Bab ed-Dra'.14

All this material is useful only if it can be classified and inter-
related chronologically, for which abundant and continuous evi-
dence can be provided only by the evolution of pottery forms.

1
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Although the very distinct characteristics of Early Bronze Age
pottery soon made it possible to set apart material belonging to the
period in general, the fundamental unity of the culture long made it
difficult to formulate subdivisions. As a result of more detailed
knowledge of pottery and of studies in comparison, the period has
now been divided into four phases,1 an arrangement which may be
retained for the sake of convenience, subject to a certain flexibility.
A process of development can be detected between the different
phases when regarded as a whole, but there is no abrupt transition
from one to another and the boundaries separating them must
be kept fluid.

PHASE I<7

This lack of precision is apparent at the very beginning of the
period. In spite of the conventional names which are used to
denote the two epochs, the passing of the Chalcolithic period is
characterized much less by the widespread use of metal, only
sparsely attested by excavation, than by other technical develop-
ments, particularly in building and pot-making. The division
between the two cultures is demonstrated clearly enough in the
individual evolution of each site: the Early Bronze Age begins
with level XV at Beth-shan, with level II at Khirbet Karak, with
level VII at Jericho, with the first Early Bronze Age level at
Tell el-Far'ah; the position is less clear at Megiddo, where the
transition from the Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age appears
to have occurred at stages V—IV and level XVIII. If the succes-
sions at the different sites are compared, however, there are
obvious inconsistencies: stage IV at Megiddo is later than
Jericho VII, which is itself contemporary with the first settle-
ments at Ophel (tomb 3) and with the cemetery of 'Ai. It thus
seems likely that the Chalcolithic civilization in North Palestine
(Tell el-Far'ah, Beth-shan, Khirbet Karak, Megiddo) continued
to exist over the period when, in the centre, the Early Bronze
Age civilization was coming into being on the ancient sites
(Jericho, Gezer) or on new sites ('Ai, Jerusalem, Tell en-
Nasbeh). The overlapping in time of the two cultures, already
suggested by their blending in the tombs of 'Ai, Tell en-Nasbeh,
Tell el-Far'ah,2 was confirmed by the discoveries at Jericho,3

where, moreover, the two levels of tomb A 13 seem to indicate
that the Early Bronze Age la did not begin until the Later
Chalcolithic period was already well advanced.4 But this Chalco-

1 S». 33- 2 §«> 3i» 55 (548). 56 (137-8).
•Si. 17.4^ « S»» 17. * *"-. 49 *•
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lithic civilization of the north itself coincided with the end of the
Ghassul-Beersheba civilization, and the three civilizations re-
presented one and the same stage of human progress: that of
village settlements of 'farmers, potters and metal-workers'; for
this reason they have been grouped together under that heading
in an earlier chapter.1 However, the designation of Early Bronze
Age la for the new culture which was appearing in the central
region is justified by the fact that it was the forerunner of
the Early Bronze Age civilization which was about to be estab-
lished over the whole country and was to continue for nearly a
millennium.

PHASE ib

It remains true that the Early Bronze Age did not assume a
definite form until phase Ib. Apart from some survivals from
Chalcolithic tradition, new techniques and new forms were
established everywhere. The following sites belong to phase Ib:
Megiddo stage IV and level XVIII; Beth-shan XV (partly) and
XIV; Khirbet Karak II; Tell el-Far'ah level AB I; Rosh Han-
niqra II; Jericho V and tombs 24 (perhaps a little later) and
A 108 ; part of the archaic deposits of Gezer; probably the original
sanctuary and the town buildings of 'Ai. Typical of this phase
are the large jars either without a neck (hole-mouth) or squat-
necked, horizontal indented handles, dishes or bowls with in-
curving rims. Smaller pieces have usually a red burnish. In the
central areas pottery-painting flourished with parallel red lines on
the natural clay-coloured background, red bands or streaks on a
white slip; this treatment made only a modest appearance in
the north, which, for the painting of large jars, continued to use the
'band slip' or 'grain wash' introduced towards the end of the
Chalcolithic period.

PHASE II

Whatever may have been asserted,2 the beginning of phase II was
not marked by any sudden change, and its pottery continued to
preserve the same traditions, with only slight modifications in
shape and some improvements in the firing and finishing of
larger pieces. Certain conventions, however, like the 'band slip'
in the north, were soon to disappear. On the other hand, there
were innovations—in technique, such as the wares which were
highly fired and resonant to a stroke, the so-called 'metallic
ware'; in decoration, such as irregular or chequered combing;

1 CAM. i3, ch. ix. sect. vn. 2 §1, 33, 69.
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in shape, such as large, flat-bottomed dishes, slender-necked
amphoras, juglets with stump-bases, or with flat or (occasionally)
pointed bases, graceful jugs with a flat loop-handle attached to
the lip, in addition to which there were sometimes two small
vertical handles on the belly. This phase is illustrated, more or
less precisely, by Megiddo stages III—II and levels XVIII-
XVII(?), Beth-shan XIII, Khirbet Karak III and the tomb at
Kinnereth, Tell el-Far'ah AB II, Rosh Hanniqra I, Jericho IV
and tombs A 127, D 12 (partly), F 5, the intermediate sanctuary
and the corresponding level at 'Ai, the whole of the lowest
stratum at Ras el-'Ain, and most of the archaic strata at Tell
'Arad.

PHASE III

This is characterized by a class of pottery named ' Khirbet Karak
ware' after the site where it was first found. This type of pottery
was rather lightly fired, and is consequently fragile, but very
attractive.1 There are wide-mouthed vessels with a single loop
handle, bowls, keeled or otherwise, large basins, pitchers, stands
for vessels, and lids. These were shaped by hand and have a
burnished slip, either red all over or red on the inside and black on
at least a part of the outside. The black hue was produced by
exposing the vessels to a smoky flame, and differences of tone
probably resulted not so much from accidents in firing or from
subsequent use over the fire2 as from the deliberate intention to
achieve an artistic effect. As well as burnish, some vessels have a
fluted or incised geometric design. This beautiful pottery would be
of greater value for purposes of classification if it were not for its
comparative scarcity. It has been discovered in any quantity only
at Beth-shan, where it comes to light in the course of level XII
and continues as far as the beginning of level XI, at Khirbet
Karak, where it demarcates level IV, and in the tombs of 'Affuleh;
but there are traces of it on almost all the sites of the plain of
Esdraelon and further north. South of the plain of Esdraelon it
is rare: sherds have been found at Ras el-'Ain and at Gezer and
as far as Tell el-Hesi and Tell ed-Duweir,3 sherds and complete
vessels at Jericho (level III and tombs A, D 12, F2 and 4).
The remaining material from the same tombs at Jericho suggests
that a number of other forms may have belonged to this phase:
jugs with thick stump-bases, small pear-shaped jugs pointed at
the bottom and with a flat handle, bowls with disc bases, squat jars
with vertical handles or horizontal handles with pushed-up

1 §1, 28;§vn, 1, 90 ff. 2 §1, 28. 3 §1, 30, 44; §vn, 1, 95.
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notches. Some of these types were found atBeth-shan XII-XI and
Megiddo XVII-XVI and they are also characteristic of tombs
A 114 and F 2 at Jericho, and of the final stage of the sanctuary and
the palace at 'Ai.

PHASE IV (?)

The lower limit of phase III cannot be precisely determined, and
what follows is still more uncertain, for no site has yielded a
clear and continuous stratification. At 'Ai there was a break in
settled occupation at the end of phase III and for a long time
afterwards; at Tell el-Far'ah, Ras el-'Ain and Rosh Hanniqra it
had ceased even earlier. The two final stages at Megiddo, 11—I,
can scarcely be distinguished from the preceding stage; the upper
part of level XI at Beth-shan contains belated survivals inter-
mingled with other types providing evidence of a settlement
distinctly later; level II at Jericho is poorly represented and
level I does not belong to the Early Bronze Age.

In order to distinguish a phase IV of the Early Bronze Age,1

it is necessary to examine other sites which were beginning to be
settled at that time, but without having anywhere buildings
which can be related to these deposits: level J at Beit Mirsim,
level VI at Beth Shemesh, the lowest level at Bethel and, in
Transjordan, Bab ed-Dra' and Ader. Other non-stratified groups
can be added: tomb 351 at Jericho, which in fact appears to be a
little later than tomb A of the same site, tomb 6 and the lower
tombs IIOI—1102 at Megiddo, which however foreshadow the
Middle Bronze Age. This phase IV is therefore only a transition
stage; nevertheless, and precisely on account of its poverty, it
provides historical evidence which will be turned to account later.

It follows therefore that these distinctions which have been
established within the Early Bronze Age are only approximate.
In any case they are of secondary importance to the basic unity
shown by this civilization. In order to define its main features,
it is necessary to take a general view of the period as a whole.

II . THE FORTIFIED CITIES

It must be emphasized that there is one particular feature which
is predominantly characteristic of this period. The Chalcolithic
period was still the age of villages :2 there were villages of huts or
pit-dwellings, there were also villages of properly constructed

1 §1, 33» 78 ff- 2 C.A.H. 13, ch. ix, sects, v-vn.
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houses, but neither type was surrounded by an enclosure-wall;
they might cover quite a large area, but the dwellings were scat-
tered; they were established in the valleys and plains without
looking for natural defences. In striking contrast the settlements
of the Early Bronze Age were cities: on sites where occupation
was continuous the dwellings were concentrated and built closer
together (Jericho, Tell el-Far'ah) and for new settlements rocky
citadels were chosen ('Ai, Ophel). In both cases the houses were
soon to be grouped compactly within a rampart.

Parts of these ramparts have been recovered by various ex-
cavations. They are all of impressive bulk, but of varying con-
struction. From phase \b onwards Tell el-Far'ah had a rampart
of crude brick blocking the west front, 2-60-2- 80 m. wide and
mounted on a base of three courses of stone; its defences were
strengthened by towers or projecting bastions and supplemented
a little later by an outer wall. In phase II a wall of stones was
added, 3 m. wide and likewise set behind an outer wall; a glacis,
up to 10 m. wide, was finally heaped up against the rampart.1

Also in phase II, the northern line of fortifications was slightly
moved back towards the south and a new rampart was con-
structed, this time in stone, 8-50 m. thick and earthed up with a
glacis.2 There is evidence of a similar rampart in crude brick and
with bastions and a glacis at Tell esh-Sheikh el-'Areini (Tel Gat)
belonging to phase I b? Tell 'Arad has recently provided another
example of a rampart (phases I—II) with semi-circular towers, in
this case constructed of stone. Fortifications of this type can be
found in representations of Palestinian cities: the Narmer palette4

for phase Ib, the Dishasha relief5 for phase III.
The rampart of Khirbet Karak belonging to phase \b or II

was constructed of crude brick with three components: a vertical
wall which was buttressed by two walls sloping on the outside,
in all 8 m. wide.6 The first rampart at Megiddo, at level XVIII,
may have been a wall of ashlars 4*50 m. wide, subsequently en-
larged to 8 m.7 However, since contemporary houses were built
against the outside of this 'rampart' it was most probably a wall
designed to support the great embankment on which level XVII
was established.8

The fortifications of' Ai were cleared over a considerable length:
the line followed the rocky edge of the hill and assumed the same

1 §1, 31, 69 (212-21). 2 §1, 31,55 (553 f.), 62 (573 f.).
3 §VIII, 9, 201. 4 §vm, 6, pi. xxix; cf. §1, 31, 69 (215).
6 §vm, 5, pi. iv. 8 §1, 21, 172 and pi. 9.
7 §i, 18, 66ff. 8 §1. 16, 52 £
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shape by means of a series of angles. Both the structure and the
history of this rampart are complicated, especially on the south
face and at the south-west corner, and what is stated here may
perhaps have to be modified as a result of excavations which are
at present in progress. It appears that there was, from phase \b
onwards, a wall 6-50 m. wide, doubled by a second wall 2-50 m.
wide which was separated from the first by a passage of 2-50 m.,
heaped with earth and rubble. In phase III the whole lay-out
was further protected, or even over some of its length superseded,
by an outer wall earthed up with a glacis.1 A little earlier the
foundations of a citadel 40 x 10 m. had been constructed on
either side of the rampart, which had been partially destroyed at
the south-west corner.2

At Jericho the Early Bronze Age rampart was reached by
several trenches, which provide evidence of an eventful history:
on the west it had been repaired or reconstructed seventeen times,
sometimes on a slightly different line. It was built of brick on a
foundation of stone. The first construction belonged to phase Ib,
and the destruction of the final rampart marked the end of
phase III. Between these two limits it is difficult to determine
exactly the dates of the various operations. Two projecting
towers were attached to the first rampart, one semi-circular and
the other rectangular, and as the trenches were narrow it may be
these towers were not the only ones; the plan would thus have
been similar to that of Tell el-Far'ah. In phase III, at least, the
wall stood behind a ramp and a ditch;3 an oblong tower on the
east face probably belonged to the same phase.

Only one city-gate is known with certainty, that of Tell el-
Far'ah, which belongs to the same period as the first construction
of the rampart, phase Ib. Between two rectangular projecting
towers there was a passage 4 m. wide, contracting to 2 m. where
it went through the rampart. This opening constituted the gate
properly called, which was roofed, whereas the passage between
the towers was not. The gate was closed by means of two wooden
leaves pivoting on sockets and it appears to have been bolted by
two beams which were set crosswise against the leaves on the
inside. In phase II the sill of the gate was raised to bring it up to
the level of occupation which had risen inside the city and an
earth staircase with steps supported by wooden beams descended
across the passage towards the outside. The gate was later
blocked, then subsequently put back into use towards the end of

1 §1,23, 9 f., 21 f., 31 f. 2 §i, 23,16 f.
3 §1, i 5 , 84 (64-70); 85 (88-90); 86 (55 f.); 92 (103 f.).
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phase II, after which time Tell el-Far'ah was abandoned until
the Middle Bronze Age.1

Other sites have yielded only scant evidence. A gate belonging
to phase II with its entrance staggered, the foundations of which
were discovered at Rosh Hanniqra, remains hypothetical, since
it has not been possible to determine how it was joined to the
rampart.2 At 'Ai, in phase li>, a narrow postern went through
the rampart by the side of a projecting semi-circular tower; in
phase 11 this postern may have been replaced by a wide gate, but
it is difficult to understand the lay-out.3 At Jericho there was
probably one gate close to the rectangular tower4 and another
near the oblong tower.6

Dwellings were huddled together within the shelter of the
ramparts, but excavations have generally been too limited in
scope for it to be possible to make a study of the urban life of this
period. The best example still remains Tell el-Far'ah. From
phase \b onwards, and more precisely in phase II, groups of
houses were separated by straight streets, 2 m. wide, leading to a
way left clear at the foot of the rampart.6 At Jericho7 and at
'Ai,8 however, houses were built against the rampart. Khirbet
Karak, in phase II, had paved highways, 2*50 m. wide.9 At Tell
el-Far'ah a system of drainage was effected by means of a channel
running down the middle of some of the streets and by a sewer
passing under the rampart.10 Level XIV at Beth-shan contains a
drain constructed and roofed with slabs;11 a similar drain was
found in level XVII at Megiddo.12

These Early Bronze Age cities are distributed unevenly over
the country. They are to be found, for the most part, in the north
and in the centre. In the south the site of Tell 'Arad, at the southern
limit of the Judaean hills, provides the only exception up to date:
excavations at present in progress (1963- ) have revealed the
remains of a settlement belonging to phases I and II, with a
rampart fortified with semi-circular towers, which appears to have
followed a settlement of pit-dwellings; the course of development
here appears to have been contemporary with that of the important
sites of the north.13 Apart from this advance-post, the southern-
most site representing phase I is Tell esh-Sheikh el-'Areini

1 §1,31, 69 (221-35). S e e P l a t e 34-0O-
2 §1, 29, 73 ff. 3 §1, 23, 32.
4 §i, 15, 92 (104). 5 §1, 9, 15 and pi. ix.
6 §'» 3 1 ' 5 5> p'- IX; 68, pis. XXXIII-XXXIV. See Plate 34(<£).
7 §i, 10, pi. xxin. 8 %\, 23, pi. c.
9 §1, 21, 226 and fig. 3. l0 §i, 31, 68, pis. xxxiv, XLV; 69 (252).

11 §1, 7. 128. 12 §1, 18, fig. 392. w A, 1 and 2.
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(Tel Gat), near Beit Jibrln. Further south, near Hebron, Tell
ed-Duweir and Tell el-Hesi were not settled until the beginning
of phase II. South of Hebron, Tell Beit Mirsim did not begin to
be occupied until the very end of the period (phase 'IV').
Finally, south of Gaza, Tell el-'Ajjul is not found settled before
the Intermediate Early Bronze-Middle Bronze period, Tell
el-Far'ah only after the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age. In
the Negeb surface explorations have produced no evidence of the
Early Bronze Age, a fact which has to be borne in mind in
determining the character and the origin of this civilization.

III . ARCHITECTURE: DWELLINGS

The building material employed most generally—in fact almost
exclusively at the beginning of the period—was brick. It con-
tinued to be very widely used for a long time afterwards, despite
the fact that good stone is plentiful in Palestine, apart from the
Jordan valley, where indeed the use of brick was the most per-
sistent. This apparent paradox can be partly explained by the
greater ease with which the local clay could be worked in an age
when metal tools were still primitive. Such an explanation seems
inadequate, however, for the beginning of the Early Bronze
Age, when this method of construction appears to have been im-
ported into Palestine (at least into the mountainous regions) by
a people more accustomed to working in brick than in stone.1

Brick remained unbaked, but, in contrast with the preceding
periods, was now moulded in various dimensions; bricks were
bonded with a mortar of fresh clay. Stout walls, such as ramparts,
were sometimes reinforced by a framework of longitudinal and
transverse tie-beams (Jericho).2 In order to counter the danger
of these structures being affected by damp, they were raised from
the ground by a footing of stones; this was sometimes only a bed
of pebbles, but often it was a pedestal of two or more courses of
rough-hewn blocks. Rapid progress was made in working with
stone: the pedestal became thicker and more expertly dressed
and its height was increased until it formed an actual wall (Palace
of 'Ai, phase III).3 It is significant that at Tell el-Far'ah stone
was used to replace brick for the doubling of the western rampart
and for the construction of the new northern rampart of phase II.4

Walls have nowhere been preserved at a sufficient height for it
1 §". 2- 2 §i, 15, 87 (114).
3 §1, 23,14 f. * §1,31,68 (592), 69 (215 ff.).
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to be possible to determine whether there were windows and, if so,
of what kind; they must in any case have been set quite high,
at the top of the walls near the ceiling. Traces of doorways are
often visible. Those doors which opened on to the outside had a
sill of flat stones or square brick tiles; where the socket has been
preserved, it is not hollowed out of one of the paving-slabs of the
sill, but consists of a stone added to the sill. In the inside pas-
sages, which had no means of closing, the earth-floor of the
adjacent rooms was simply continued. This floor was normally of
beaten earth, and paving was rare or confined to the hearth-place.
Ovens were installed in the courtyards.1 There were also silos, which
were hollowed out of the ground and which had walls of brick at
Jericho2 and at Beth-shan,3 of limestone slabs at 'Ai4 and at Tell
el-Far'ah.5 Corn supplies were also stored, as were water and oil,
in large jars which could be buried up to the neck in the ground.

There is no instance of the roofing of houses having been
preserved; most probably it consisted of a flat terrace and was no
longer the ridged roof which sometimes occurred in the Chalco-
lithic period.6 Long timbers are rare in Palestine and, as soon as
the rooms began to be made wider, supports were added to reduce
the length of the beams. These supports were wooden posts,
which could be simply driven into the ground: a room at Beth-
shan, belonging to phase II, had six of these posts set in two
rows.7 Greater stability was secured by mounting the posts on
a paving slab or on a small pile of stones. At Tell el-Far'ah8

and at 'Ai,9 which provide numerous examples of such supports,
the foot of the wooden posts was found still in position on the
paving-slab. In square rooms a central paving-slab was often
sufficient, but if the room were long or wide the supports were
more numerous. They were arranged along the axis of the room in
a line of two, three or four paving-slabs, sometimes in two rows,
but they were also set along the walls or in the corners. At Byblos,
where these various arrangements occur, it has been supposed that
they correspond with differing superstructures and are typical of
successive periods.10 The evidence is less conclusive in Palestine;
at Tell el-Far'ah the same levels belonging to the beginning of
the Early Bronze Age have yielded evidence of supports both in
the axis of the room and against the walls or in the corners.11

Since the superstructures have been destroyed, it is not possible

M i , 21,227- 2 §i, 15, 88 (77). 3 §1, 7.129-
* §1, 23, pi. xxxiv. 5 §i, 31, 62 (564). 8 C.A.H. Is, ch. ix, sect. vn.
'§1,7,129. M i , 3J> 55C551)- 9 §1. 23, H-

10 §m, 1. u §1,31, 62, figs. 6-8.
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to determine the height of buildings; however, the thickness of
some of the walls (2-10 m. in the palace at 'Ai)1 or the height at
which they have remained standing (as at Jericho)2 makes it
possible to infer the use of an upper storey: huddled inside its
ramparts, the city grew upwards. On the other hand some idea
of their ground-plan is given by the ruined walls of dwelling-
houses which have survived. There is no certain evidence of
round houses, such as existed in the Neolithic period, and those
constructions at the lowest level of the Early Bronze Age at
Jericho which have been called 'round houses'3 were more
probably large silos. There are, however, either at the beginning
of the period or later, curved walls or rounded corners, and these
forms can be explained by the necessity for adaptation to the
available space, or even by greater ease in construction. In some
cases they occur in accordance with a definite plan, that of the
apsed house: one or two rectangular rooms extended by a semi-
circular recess. This type, which appeared sporadically during
the Chalcolithic period,4 is found at the beginning of the Early
Bronze Age, at Megiddo stage IV5 and at the lowest level of
'Ai.6 Very soon, however, there was a return to the rectangular
plan, to the exclusion of others.

Often the whole dwelling consisted of a single room. It is
sometimes hard to distinguish between these individual cells,
built close together in city blocks, and dwellings which contained
several rooms, just as it is difficult, when only the ground-plan
has been preserved, to determine which are open courtyards and
which the roofed-in areas. Moreover, very few plans have been
published which are sufficiently detailed to be intelligible. The
most complete are those of 'Ai7 and of Tell el-Far'ah8 and it
appears that there the lay-out of buildings rapidly became more
compact; rooms were added in accordance with the needs of the
inhabitants, thus taking up the space which had been left clear
between the houses within the ramparts.

Some more elaborate plans are those of the houses of rich
persons or of public buildings, though it is not usually possible to
distinguish between them. The finest construction, at Beth-shan
phase II, consisted of three rooms which may perhaps have
formed part of a larger whole.9 At Tell el-Far'ah10 a building

1 §i, 23, !<{.• 2 §i» 10, 152.
3 §1, ic , 153 and pi. LI. 4 C.A.H. i3, ch. ix, sect. vn.
5 §1, 6, fig. 2. G §1, 23, 21.
7 %\, 23, pi. C. 8 §1, 31, 68, pis. XXXIII-XXXIV.
9 § i , 7 » 129- 10 ^>Zl> 55 ( 5 5 ° £)•
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which had been rebuilt three times was composed, in its most
complete state, at the end of phase I, of five rooms arranged in
two parallel lines between two streets; some of the rooms were
quite large and one of them was connected with a vestibule by a
double bay. The finest example, however, is the 'palace' at
'Ai.1 It was probably built in phase III and consisted of a hall,
20 x 6*50 m., divided by a row of four columns. The door, which
was in the middle of one of the longer sides, opened on to a
courtyard facing east. On the three remaining sides this great
hall was surrounded by a corridor which led into it and also gave
access to the courtyard. The building must have had an upper
storey.

IV. SANCTUARIES

An ancient city must necessarily have had one or more temples,
and if excavation has not revealed them in all the Early Bronze
Age cities of Palestine it is because only limited areas have been
cleared. In fact, few sanctuaries of this period are known. The
palace at 'Ai has sometimes been called a 'temple', but the argu-
ments adduced seem inconclusive. On the other hand, there is a
building quite close to the palace which was certainly a sanctuary.
It was constructed against the rampart and rebuilt at least twice;2

excavations now in progress suggest that a further stage should
be added to the three previously described. The first stage was
contemporaneous with the primitive rampart (phase I) and in-
cluded, at the far end of the cult chamber, a table made of flat
stones and bricks which was probably an altar. The second stage
belonged to the same period as the bastion-citadel erected on the
spot, which provided its rear wall (phase II or III); it then con-
sisted only of a large room with a floor of beaten earth on which
lay the remains of ritual vessels. The third stage (phase III) is the
best known. The sanctuary was composed of three chambers:
first, a hall 8-50 x 6 m. with a bench set along two sides; this was
reached by a ramp of rammed earth. On this bench the offering-
vessels were laid, great jars were sunk into the ground and two
rectangular incense-burners were placed in the middle of the
chamber. Near to these last lay a tree-trunk, very roughly squared,
which, it has been suggested, may have been the remains of a
sacred pole, an 'asherah, but it was more probably a roof-timber
or a prop supporting the roof. A recess set in a corner was used
for the ritual preparation of offerings. A door, preceded by a step,

1 §1, 23, 14 ff. See Plate 35 (a). 2 §1, 23, 16 ff., 29 ff. See Plate 35 (i).
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led from this large room into a second chamber, containing a
dais, on which cups had been set, and several irregular recesses
into which the refuse from offerings and sacrifices was thrown.
In a corner of this room a little raised chamber had been con-
structed containing an altar 1-70 m. long, 0-70 m. high, so placed
that it could not be seen from the next room: it was the most
sacred place of all, the cella. Above the altar was a niche of flat
stones painted red; no divine symbol was discovered, but fine
pottery vases, alabaster cups, a pink granite dish of Egyptian
workmanship, and half of a small votive bed of terra cotta were
laid on the altar or near to it. Up to the height at which they had
been preserved, the walls were entirely of stone and were covered
with plaster. Nothing is known of the superstructure, or even
whether all the rooms were roofed.

Another undoubted example is a little sanctuary at Tell el-
Far'ah.1 Originally, in phase I, it was composed of two parts: a
cult-chamber, open on the east side and containing an altar and
perhaps an offering-table, and a cella on the west side, entered
through a narrow door and having a bench along three of its
sides. The bench and the floor of the cella had been carefully
plastered. This sanctuary was completely destroyed and replaced by
a building of different plan and of a less obviously sacred character.

A building at Jericho, level VII (phase la),2 may also be
regarded as a sanctuary. It is a room measuring about 5-25 x
2-50 m. on the inside. The walls are flanked by a bench which, at
the north-western end, broadens into a dais about 1*50 m. deep;
the door is at the opposite end on the long north side. Walls and
floor had been carefully plastered and unusually strong walls
separated this room from the neighbouring houses. The care
applied to the building and its singular plan suggest that it was
probably a chapel: useful analogies of the 'Breithaus' type
could be found in Mesopotamia and in north Syria. Unfortu-
nately, this view of its sacred function has not been supported
by any discovery; there is no certainty that it was the provenance
of a stone oval in section o-6o m. long with a polished surface
which was found nearby and which has been regarded as a cult
symbol, a massebah.

At Megiddo, level XVII, or perhaps only at level XVI (phase
III),3 a pile of stones was found forming a rough ellipse (10 x
8*70 x 1*40 m. high), which could be ascended by a staircase.
It was narrowly enclosed in a rectangular precinct.4 Numerous

1 §1,31,68(577,579,584). 2 §1,11,73 f.
3 Si, 18, 73.76; cf. §1,16, 54*. * See Plate 36(4).
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bones of animals and broken vases in its vicinity showed that it
was a place for offerings and sacrifices, an altar. It constituted,
with its enclosure wall, a sanctuary, the first example of the
bamah, the 'high place', which was to have a long history in the
land of Canaan and was to be mentioned frequently in the Bible.

V. BURIALS

Cities also had to provide for the disposal of the dead. Through-
out the whole of the Early Bronze Age burials normally took
place outside the ramparts, in caves which might or might not
have been artificially enlarged and in chambers dug out of the
rock on the hillside. The opening was approximately on the same
level as the floor of the tomb, in contrast with the shaft tombs,
reached by a vertical drop, which were to appear in the Inter-
mediate period between the Early and Middle Bronze Ages.

Only a very limited number of tombs has been discovered in
relation to the importance of the cities and the long duration of
the period. Over a hundred tombs before the Israelite epoch have
been excavated on the slopes of Megiddo,1 but not one belongs
to the main phases of the Early Bronze Age: tombs 52 and 1128
belong to the very beginning of the period, tombs 1101-1102
{lower) belong to the very end of the period. At Jericho tomb
A 13 {upper) belongs to phase la and the true Early Bronze Age
is represented on this site by only twelve tombs, as opposed to
346 for the Intermediate Early Bronze-Middle Bronze period,
which covers a much shorter time.2 In fact these tombs at Jericho
constitute the most important group and are, moreover, distri-
buted over the whole of the Karly Bronze Age: tombs 24 and
A 108 belong to phase \b\ tombs A 122 and A 127 belong to
phases I—II; tomb F 5 and the first occupation of tomb D 12
belong to phase II ; the whole of the large tomb D 12 belongs
to phase III, which is also well represented by another large
tomb, A, by tombs A 114, F 2, 3, 4 and, somewhat later, by
tomb 351.

The small number of tombs belonging to the Early Bronze
Age may be explained in several ways: they were scattered, some-
times quite far from the town, and have consequently not been
located, or indeed, at certain sites, all trace of them has been
eroded away.3 But it can be explained first and foremost by the
character of these tombs: burial-chambers were occupied by a

1 Ji , 12. 2 §1,17, 2,52 ff. 3 Uid.
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family or by a whole group over what might be quite a long period,
a fact which is particularly evident during phase III: at Jericho
there were at least 89 skeletons in tomb F 4; there were 54 in
tomb F 2 and 50 in tomb F 3; according to probable estimates
tomb A had housed about 300 bodies, tomb D 12 several hundred.
This practice is in complete contrast with the individual tombs
of the Intermediate Early Bronze-Middle Bronze period and
explains the discrepancy in the numbers.

Bones and funerary deposits were displaced in order to make
room for new corpses. The upheavals resulting from the repeated
use of the same tombs over a long period, the re-use of the same
caves at a later time, whether as tombs or for a different purpose,
the frequent collapse of ceilings as well as destruction by erosion—
all such vicissitudes combined to leave little chance of observing
the position in which the body had been laid. It seems at least
probable that bodies were buried intact and there is no evidence
of a secondary burial except in one tomb at Gezer where, according
to the excavator, bones already bare had been collected together
in the sections of large jars halved lengthwise.1 In two tombs at
Lachish the last bodies to be buried were found laid on their sides,
the knees bent and the hands in front of the face.2 These same
tombs, however, contained odd skulls and scattered bones which,
when assembled, did not correspond with the number of skulls.
A similar disparity has been generally found in the tombs of
Jericho, where erosion and ceiling-collapse have obliterated the
upper strata. It thus seems likely that when a space was being
cleared for new burials, some of the bones were thrown out, but
the skulls and funerary offerings were preserved.

There is evidence of partial cremation in the tomb at Kinnereth
(the cemetery of Khirbet Karak) belonging to phase II.3 The
bones were either entirely or partially burnt, from which it could
be inferred that fires had been lit near the bodies, as in certain
burials, probably of foreigners, at Ur under the First Dynasty.4

It may also have been a means of disposing of bones which had
become a nuisance, as in similar instances of the Chalcolithic
period.5

Excavations begun in 1965 at Bab ed-Dra' at the edge of the
Lisan of the Dead Sea6 have discovered the largest Early Bronze
cemetery in the Near East. The cemetery was intensely used for
a millennium beginning towards the end of the fourth millennium

1 §1,19, 1, 77 f. 2 §i, 30, 297. 3 §1, 22 ,3 .
4 §v, 1, 142 f. 5 CAM. i3, ch. ix, sect. vn.
6 A, 5, 6 and 7.
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B.C. and its use before and after the town occupation (phases II
and III) suggests a traditional cultic burial ground. Shaft-tombs
were the rule in phase la but they continued through phase III.
In phase la a heap of disarticulated bones was placed on a mat in
the centre of the chamber, adjacent to a line of several skulls and
surrounded by heaps of newly-fired pots. A round funerary
building of phase Ib was a precursor of the most common burial
type during phases II and III, the charnel house.1 These were
rectangular mud-brick buildings having an entrance on one of the
broad sides and usually two storeys. Upper and lower floors were
filled with heaps of disarticulated bones mixed with ordinary and
miniature pots. A single building contained bones representing
over 200 individuals and 800 pots, and the cemetery contained
several hundred of these buildings. Phase IV burials were of
articulated individuals under cairns—presumably of the destroyers
of Early Bronze town life at Bab ed-Dra'.

Funerary equipment consisted of the same vessels which were
in use among the living: small jars, jugs, bowls or dishes either
contained or symbolized the meal which was being offered to the
dead, and juglets the oil or perfume which would be required, but
neither large storage jars nor cooking utensils were included: the
deceased did no cooking. There are a few instances of offerings
other than pottery: ornaments such as beads, pendants or
amulets left on the body of the dead, and occasionally copper
weapons.

VI. MATERIAL CONDITIONS:
INDUSTRY AND COMMERCE

The development of urban life and increased building activity
are indicative of a growth in population and a higher standard of
living. Archaeological documentation gives only a very incomplete
picture of the material conditions prevailing at the time. The
majority of the population were occupied with agriculture and
stock-raising. The donkey was the only beast of burden and the
only mount. Wheat, barley and lentils were the main crops, but
beans and peas (Tell ed-Duweir,2 Jericho)3 were also grown. It
is significant that the Canaanite word for 'flour' was borrowed by
the Old Kingdom Egyptians to designate a kind of bread, qmhw.
Almond-trees may perhaps have already been cultivated (Jericho)4

and olives certainly were, grafted on to the wild olive stock of
1 See Plate 36(b). 2 %\, 30, 309 ff.
3 §1, 10, 161 f. i §i, 10, 162.
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Palestine: olive-stones are numerous on all the sites and were
found at Ghassul, even in the preceding period. Vines, on the
other hand, were not indigenous, but were first introduced at
this period; grapes were eaten fresh and also dried,1 and wine
was produced in the same way as in Mesopotamia and in Egypt.
The inscription of Uni mentions fig-trees and vine-stock which
were cut down in the course of the campaigns by him in Palestine
for Phiops I.2 A kind of beer was also drunk: the bottoms of
some jars found at Jericho were encrusted with remains of
barley-grains.

Some fragments of material (? goat hair) were preserved at
Jericho,3 comprising eleven threads of warp and twelve threads of
woof to the square centimetre. A bowl was found at Tell ed-
Duweir which retained the imprint of a fine textile.4 There is
documentary evidence from Egypt illustrating the types of
clothing worn: a carved ivory baton from the tomb of king Qaa,
at the end of the First Dynasty, shows a captive Asiatic, probably
a nomad from Sinai, clothed in a fringed loin-cloth, tied at the
waist with a belt and reaching down almost to the knees.5 A
scene from the tomb of Inti, dating from the Fifth Dynasty,
shows the capture of a Canaanite town: the combatants wear
loin cloths and have their hair tied with bands; the women are
dressed in long tunics.6

Almost all the sites have yielded items of adornment, such
as shell-ornaments, amulets or pendants of bone or hard stone,
beads carved out of semi-precious stone or made of blue faience.
The goldsmith's art is represented by a bicone gold bead from
Tell ed-Duweir (phase not certain),7 and by two gold beads
and a gold disc worked in repousse from the tomb at Kinnereth
(phase II).8

There is little evidence of glyptic. The bone cylinders with
linear decoration found at Gezer (phase la),9 at Jericho (phase
li>)10 and at Megiddo (phase III)11 must be regarded as cylinder
seals rather than beads. More interesting are the cylinder impres-
sions appearing on fragments of jars found at Megiddo,12 at
Jericho13 and elsewhere.14 They can be dated to phase I and are
analogous to impressions belonging to the beginning of the Early

1 §i, io, 161; §i, 30, 310. 2 §vm, 1, sect. 313,11. 24 f.
3 §1, 10, 161. 4 §1, 30, 72.
5 §vi, 7, 23, pi. XII, 13; pi. XVII, 30. 6 §vm, 5, pi. iv.
7 §i» 3°» 73- 8 §'» 22> P1- "•
9 §1, 19, pi. xxvin, 21. l 0 §1, 17, fig. 27, 4.

11 §1, 18, pi. 160, 1. 12 §1, 6, 31 ff.; §vi, 4.
13 §1, 26, 97, fig- 66. » §vi, 8, 9.
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Bronze Age at Byblos; they are comparable in style with the
cylinders of Jamdat Nasr and of the Early Dynasties in Meso-
potamia. At Byblos flat seals were used in the Chalcolithic period ;x

in Palestine they appear only in the Early Bronze Age on two
fragments at 'Ai2 and, more important, on a jar at Tell el-Far'ah
(phase II) which bears the impression, several times repeated, of
two square seals, one representing a serpent and the other a wild
goat and a scorpion (?).3

Among the industries the best known is pottery, and it has
been noted how far its products have assisted the chronological
classification of the period. The principal types of domestic
utensils have already been mentioned in this connexion. In addi-
tion to the introduction of new forms, a great advance in the
potter's art is apparent at the outset of the Early Bronze Age:
the clay was better prepared and was mixed with a bonding of
lime or crushed quartz; supplies of these materials mark the
potters' workshops at Tell el-Far'ah.4 The use of the potter's
wheel became general for small objects and for the necks of jars
and spouts of jugs; stone turntables were found at Megiddo
(stage IV and levels XVIII-XVII),5 at Khirbet Karak6 and at
Tell el-Far'ah (phase \F)J These technical improvements made
it possible to turn the pottery more symmetrically. Moreover,
the closed kiln came into use at this time and produced higher
temperatures and more even firing. The earliest closed kiln in
Palestine was found at Tell el-Far'ah (end of phase I); it was com-
posed of two chambers, set one above the other and separated by
a sleeper pierced with flues.8 There is evidence of this type of
kiln in the fourth millennium in Iran, first at Sialk and then at
Susa, and it was to reappear later in Greece and, in Roman
Palestine, at Khirbet Qumran. These 'industrial' processes, how-
ever, tended to diminish the imaginative and aesthetic qualities
which had distinguished the best products of the Chalcolithic
period. Nevertheless, there were some remarkably successful
pieces among the 'metallic ware' of phase II and the beautiful
Khirbet Karak ware of phase III.

Although the use of the metal which gave its name to this
period was well established, few examples of finished work have
been recovered because the precious material was carefully

1 §vi, 3, 25-8. 2 §1, 23, 39, no. 63.
8 §•> 3i , 55 (55i f.)s cf- §VI> 8- 4 §'» 3 i . 55 (550 . 68 (582).
5 §1, 6, 40; §1, 18, pi. 268. 6 §1, 21, 170.
7 §i»3i» 54(4°5)-
8 §1,31, 62 (558 ff.). See Plate 37(«).
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retrieved and re-used. A chance find at Kfar Monash, between
Tel Aviv and Haifa,1 produced the most important hoard: it
consisted of thirty-five pieces, including tools (axes, adzes,
chisels, knives, a saw) and weapons (daggers, lance-heads, a
mace); together with these objects some fragments of silver
leaves and some small copper plates were found, which could
have been the components of a scaled breast-plate. Analysis has
shown the metal to be copper, but its composition varies from
piece to piece; since the objects are homogeneous in type, it
must be concluded that they were made by local metalworkers
from ingots of diverse origin; some of the metal probably came
from Anatolia. With regard to the forms, the axes follow a model
prevalent at that time in Syria and Palestine, the adzes are of a
type known in Egypt at the end of the predynastic period and in
the first two dynasties, the chisels are similar to those of the great
find in the cave at Nahal Mishmar, attributed to the Chalcolithic
period,2 The hoard of Kfar Monash would appear to be a little later
in date and could be ascribed to phases I—II of the Early Bronze'
Age. Another important group is that of Tell el-Hesi,3 consisting
of half a dozen flat axes, two spearheads and a crescent-shaped
axe, similar to the one found in a Jericho tomb belonging to
phase III4 and thus providing a date for the whole collection.
Apart from these objects, only a few others are worthy of mention:
from phase III, a triangular javelin-head at Tell el-Far'ah;5 from
phase II, chisels at Gezer,6 at Tell ed-Duweir7 and at Megiddo,8

an axe at Gezer9 and, at the very end of the period, a dagger at
Tell ed-Duweir.10 Some at least of these objects had been manu-
factured on the spot; variations in the metal of the Kfar Monash
hoard have already been discussed above and the conclusion
reached there is confirmed by the discovery at Megiddo of a
pottery mould for casting an axe with a broad blade and narrow
shoulder and of a limestone mould for casting two axes of a dif-
ferent type.11 The designation 'bronze' given to these objects is
conventional; analysis of the pieces from Megiddo,12 Tell ed-
Duweir13 and Jericho14 shows them, like those from Kfar Monash,
to be made of copper, more or less pure.

A large proportion of tools still had to be made of stone, but
1 §vi, 5. 2 C.A.H. i3, ch. ix, sect. vn.
3 §1, 5, figs. 69-78. * §vi, 6.
6 §>> 3 1 . 55 (555)- 6 §'• :9> P1- cxcm, 16.
' §i, 30, pi. 22, 8. 8 §1, 18, pi. 184, 1.
9 §1, 19, pi. cxcm, 1. 10 %\, 30, pi. 22, 6.

11 %\, 6, fig. 13; §1, 18, pi. 269, 1. 12 §1, 6, 40.
13 %\, 30, 328. 14 \\, 10, 162.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



INDUSTRY AND COMMERCE 229

the working of flint was much simplified.1 Certain types belong-
ing to earlier periods continued to be produced; there were some
axes in the Tahunian tradition and some fan-shaped scrapers,
heavier than those of the Ghassul and late Chalcolithic periods,
but with a sharper edge; such tools disappeared otherwise after
phase I. Graving-tools and arrows were both rare. The most
numerous and also the most characteristic pieces were blades with
the central ridge removed, trapezoidal in section; they were
particularly fine in phase II and were often as much as 15 cm.
long. Fragments of these blades, with a finely serrated edge,
were used for making sickles. Bone tools were still plentiful and
included needles, awls and stout piercers, and blades sharpened
to a point.

Progress in agriculture and in industry led to an increase in
prosperity, as was demonstrated by the development of urban life.
Economic relations were necessarily established between the
cities and with foreign countries, but it is possible only to guess
at the nature of this domestic and foreign trade. Production of
olive oil, for example, was in excess of local needs and oil was
probably exported to Egypt as it was from Syria at the beginning
of the Fifth Dynasty.2 The choice of certain sites for settlement
and their ensuing prosperity can be explained only by the proxi-
mity of a trade route. The position of Khirbet Karak at least is
clear: it was then a great city which had been founded at the tip
of Lake Tiberias in an area poorly developed but at the inter-
section of two important routes—one coming from Syria and
going down into the Jordan valley and the other, from the direc-
tion of Damascus and Hauran, proceeding towards the Medi-
terranean coast. The view that it was then a trading centre, a
market, has perhaps been confirmed by the discovery of an enigma-
tic building, probably dating from phase III.3 It was a rectangular
compound, 40 x 30 m., composed of a platform 10 m. wide
which surrounded a courtyard entered by a broad passage and
preceded by a small covered hall. On the platform were nine
paved circles slightly lower; they were from 7 to 8 m. in diameter
and each contained four low projections which did not reach the
centre and which must have been the bases of partitions. For
lack of a better explanation it may be regarded as a storehouse for
grain; each circle marked the position of a brick cupola, whose
stability was secured by interior partitions; these storehouses were

1 §1, 6, 78 ff.; §1, 10, 174 f.; §1, 30, 325 f.; §vi, 2.
2 §vi, 1, pi. 3.
8 §1, 21, 223 ff. See Plate
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filled from the top and emptied through an opening contrived
near ground level. In exactly the same way the huge granaries of
ancient Egypt were built.1

VII. FOREIGN RELATIONS: CHRONOLOGY

The development of Palestine during this long period can be
linked up with general history through its archaeological con-
nexions with neighbouring countries.

There is no doubt that Palestine and southern Syria shared the
same culture at that time and developed along the same lines.
This unity was dictated by their geographical situation, but it is
not possible to draw very close comparisons while the material
recovered from Phoenician soil remains so sparse. The site of
Byblos, which is exceptional, is somewhat distant; nevertheless,
it appears to have followed a similar course of development to the
Palestinian sites from its first urban settlement, which was con-
temporary with the foundation of the fortified cities of Canaan,
down to the destruction of Byblos at the end of the Egyptian
Sixth Dynasty, when the cities of 'Ai and Khirbet Karak were
also destroyed. In pottery the same techniques and methods of
decoration are apparent and, even though the shapes show that
originality which always distinguishes Byblite products, some
of them are comparable with the Palestinian types.2 The publica-
tion of further material is expected to multiply these analogies.
Objects from tomb 6 at Lebe'a, near Sidon, which is geographi-
cally nearer, are also closer in kind; it is a miscellaneous collection,
but many of the vases might have been found in Palestine, where
most of them would have been attributed to phase II and some to
phase III.3

With north Syria connexions were fewer, but it is noteworthy
that they extended as far as the Plain of Antioch and involved
types of pottery which had evidently been introduced into
Palestine from Syria. Jugs with a flat loop-handle, some bur-
nished and some painted, which were an innovation of phase II,
were found among pottery of the phase called 'Amuq G (Tell
Judaidah XII).4 Khirbet Karak ware was also typical of'Amuq H

1 But see A, 3 .
2 §VH, 4 , pi. CLXVI, 4975 , 4 9 7 6 ; pi. CLXVII, 5 IOI ; pi. CLXVIII, 5246, 53O2; pl.

CLXIX, 5306: to be compared with Palestinian types, especially of phase II.
3 §vn, 9, 42 ff., figs. 8-12.
4 §vn, 3.
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(Tell Judaidah XI)1 and was plentiful at Tabara el-Akrad.2 The
corresponding Palestinian pieces are sufficiently numerous and
have come from a sufficient number of sites not to be regarded as
importations: they were manufactured on the spot, but provide
evidence of relations with the north and probably of a new
population wave. Intermediate stages are signalled at Qal'at er-
Rus and at Tell Sukas in Alawite country by the presence of
'metallic ware' and by certain shapes belonging to phases II
and 111 ;3 at Hama, level K, by sherds of Khirbet Karak ware and
of burnished bowls;4 at Ras Shamra by Khirbet Karak ware.5

These forms probably appeared somewhat earlier in Syria, since
they originated there. Further afield than north Syria, pottery and
other objects show that there was contact with Anatolia,6 which
was the source of some of the copper work in Palestine.

Palestinian contact with Mesopotamia, on the other hand, was
very limited throughout the whole of the Early Bronze Age. Im-
pressions of cylinder seals on jars from the beginning of the period
have been compared with Mesopotamian cylinder seals from
Jamdat Nasr and from the Early Dynastic period, but they
reflect only indirect influence. It is possible to point only to a
single imported object: at Jericho in a phase II level, an ivory
bull's head was found which had probably adorned the elbow-rest
of a throne; cavities were provided for the insertion of horns, the
ears and the eyes, and for a triangular medallion on the forehead.
The style is irrefutably Mesopotamian and the same points of
detail occur on a bull's head from the Square Temple at Tell
Asmar which was designed to serve the same purpose.7

Evidence of relations with Egypt is more plentiful. In the
first place there are the objects which were imported into Palestine
from Egypt. From phase I, a black stone palette bordered by
incised lines, found at Jericho, belongs to a class manufactured
in Egypt towards the end of the predynastic period and up to the
First Dynasty.8 A First-Dynasty cylinder belonging to the Clark
Collection in Jerusalem, the provenance of which (Plain of Sharon)
cannot be verified, must be treated with reserve.9 The contents
of the final sanctuary at 'Ai, belonging to phase III, include
alabaster cups and a pink granite dish of Egyptian origin which

1 §vn, 2, 7;§vn, 3. 2 §vn, 10.
3 §vn, 5. 4 §vn, 11, pi. v.
5 §vn, 18, 33 f.
c §vn, 1; §vn, 12; and even with Transcaucasia, A, 2.
7 Cf. §1, 9, pi. xx<7 with §vn, 6, 24, fig. 26 and §vn, 7, 11, pi. 52, 302.
8 Cf. §1, 11, pi. xxxvi, 26 with §vn, 15, pi. 58, types 96-7.
9 §vn, 17, 233, pi. xxvi, 1.
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cannot have beeen imported later than the Third Dynasty; an
alabaster goblet with a flaring rim and several imitations of it in
pottery belong to the Third or Fourth Dynasty.1 Probably a
proportion at least of these rare offerings had been preserved from
the preceding stage of the sanctuary. Other Egyptian forms were
copied by Palestinian potters: in the later Chalcolithic period and
continuing into the Early Bronze Age there are vases with
horizontally flattened lip, small horizontal flat or tubular handles
and curved spout from Megiddo and from Ras el-'Ain which
betray Egyptian influence.2 Adzes from Kfar Monash are based
on Egyptian models.3

Palestinian pottery has, on the other hand, been found in
Egypt. The relations which prevailed in the Chalcolithic period
were continued for part of phase I; it was during this latter period
that the horizontal handle began its distinct development in both
countries. In addition, a small globular amphora decorated with
red lines should be noted, which was found at Abuslr el-Malaq4

and belongs to a known type of phase la. It appears that after
this time relations between the two countries became more remote.
Although objects imported or copied from Palestine at the end of
the Chalcolithic period and beginning of the Early Bronze Age
are scattered about in the cemeteries of ordinary people, vessels
belonging to phase II have been found only in the tombs of kings
or of important personages in Egypt, as though they had been
offered as tribute or had contained some costly product. They are
predominantly jugs, sometimes stump-based, either without
handles or with a flat loop-handle at the neck and possibly two
vertical handles on the belly. They are red-burnished or may be
decorated with dotted triangles, in parallel rows or zig-zags, in
red or black on a cream ground, and have been found in rich tombs
of the First and, occasionally, the Second Dynasties.5 Pitchers
of the same shape and with the same lustre are typical of phase II
at all the Palestinian sites where this phase is well represented;
the pattern of dotted triangles is more uncommon, but it occurs
in the tomb at Kinnereth6 and at Dothan.7 It is true that these
types are found in Syria and therefore that the Egyptian vessels

1 Cf. Syria, 16 (1935), 312, fig. 2; 333, fig. 3 and pi. LV with §vn, 16, 159 f.,
type 2-X; 178 f., type 3-X; 175 f., type I.

2 Cf. §1, 6, type 23a; §i, 13, 121, no. 65 with Egyptian stone vases having
tubular handles; for the spout cf. §vn, 15, pi. xvni, F. 58.

3 §vi, 5. 4 §vn, 19, pi. xni, 59.
5 Particularly §vn, 13, pi. nv ; §vn, 14, pi. vin; §vn, 20, pi. vmg (Abuslr el-

Malaq, about the Second Dynasty).
6 §1, 22. 7 §vn, 8, 17; see above, pp. 45 ff.
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could have come from there, but it must be allowed that they could
also have come from Palestine, which is nearer. At all events
these contacts establish that the beginning of phase II is almost
contemporaneous with the First Dynasty in Egypt. With regard
to phase III, no shape which is typical of the Palestinian series
has yet been observed in Egypt, but ' Syrian' vessels are depicted
in a relief of Sahure.1

These foreign contacts make it possible to formulate a relative
chronology for the Early Bronze Age in Palestine. The beginning
of the period is clearly earlier than the First Egyptian Dynasty.
Phase II is certainly concurrent with the First and Second
Egyptian Dynasties and its continuance during the Third Dynasty
seems very probable. In consequence phase III must correspond
with the Pyramid age. The end of the Early Bronze Age in
Palestine coincides approximately with the beginning of the First
Intermediate period in Egypt. Exact dating depends on the system
of chronology which is adopted for Egypt and brought into line
with that of Mesopotamia. It can only be said here that Palesti-
nian archaeology is in favour of a short chronology keeping the
evolution of the Early Bronze Age within the limits of a millen-
nium, say between 3200 and 2200 B.C., if figures, which must
necessarily be only approximate, are required.

VIII. OUTLINE OF HISTORY

The history of Palestine during this period cannot be written;
but it is possible, through archaeological finds and from references
in certain Egyptian texts, to trace the outlines of a sketch which
is provisional and incomplete.

The Early Bronze Age civilization was not evolved either
from the culture of Ghassul-Beersheba in the south of Palestine
which disappeared without leaving heirs, or from the culture of
the red and grey burnished ware of the north, with which at the
outset it lived in close proximity. It can be explained only by the
influx of a new population, the first elements of which settled in
the central regions of the country, which were less densely popu-
lated than the north and where the most important evidence of
phase la is to be found. These immigrants did not come from
the south, which was reached only in slow stages by Early Bronze
Age culture. The unity of culture apparent at that time with
Byblos and South Syria (impressions on jars, pottery) shows that

1 M.D.O.G. 37, fig. 6.
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they came from the north, perhaps by way of the Jordan valley
as far as Jericho, whence they penetrated into the interior of the
country. Some groups intermingled with the makers of red and
grey burnished ware in the large villages of the north. Their
settlement was effected by peaceful infiltration and not by way
of conquest. Nevertheless, these newcomers were destined to
transform the country, for they brought with them new crafts,
especially an established tradition of architecture and urban life.
The sudden efflorescence of fortified cities in phase \b cannot
be explained in any other way. The intensive use of brick, even
in the mountainous regions, suggests that their place of origin
or of previous settlement is to be sought in an area where this
material is the most readily available, in valleys or alluvial plains.
Upper Syria and Mesopotamia seem too far away and provide
no archaeological points of contact; excavations in the Syrian-
Lebanese Biqa' might perhaps disclose the elements of a solution
to the problem.

If a historical name were desired for this new population of
Palestine, the only one which could be suggested would be
' Canaanite'. It is true that the name appears only in the middle of
the second millennium and that it denotes strictly a geographical
entity which, apart from Phoenicia, extends over only a small part
of Palestine. But in the Bible the name of Canaan is extended to
cover the whole of Palestine, and the Canaanites are specified as
the original Semitic population, distinct from the Amorites who,
according to certain Biblical texts, appear to have arrived later.
It is possible to place the Amorites in history: they were to appear
towards the end of the third millennium. The name 'Canaanite'
may therefore be retained, at least as the conventional name, for
the earlier population whose Semitic origin is indicated, in the
absence of native texts, by words and place-names preserved in
Egyptian documents. Since there was no change of race or of
culture in the course of the third millennium, the 'Canaanites'
may be regarded as the founders of the Early Bronze Age; their
settlement is represented archaeologically by the first phase
(phase \a and b) between 3200 and 2900 approximately.

The second phase marks the apogee of the whole period:
some splendid constructions date from this epoch, the working
of flint was perfected and the beautiful pottery which then appeared
revealed a new influence, at least in cultural matters, coming from
the north. The number of occupied sites and the density of the
settlements point to a numerous population, and the great forti-
fied cities suggest that the territory was divided into small states,
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often at war with one another. The political situation remains
obscure, however, and especially the part played by Egypt.
Apart from Byblos, where Egyptian influence established itself
very early, since it could be reached by sea, the Asiatic expedi-
tions of the pharaohs of the early dynasties seem to have had as
their principal objective the securing of free access to the turquoise
mines against the nomads of Sinai. Vessels of Syro-Palestinian
type found in First- and Second-Dynasty tombs may doubtless
have been sent as tribute; they may also have been brought for
trading purposes and thus, even if they originated in Palestine,
provide no proof of Egyptian domination or political influence
over the country. There is another fact which may lend even more
weight to the argument: Egyptian Third-Dynasty vases found in
the sanctuary at 'Ai could have been sent by a ruler who, while
honouring the local divinity, was affirming his own power over
the devotees of the cult; it would be easy to quote parallel instances.
While there is nothing here to confirm the royal character of these
anonymous ofFerings, they nevertheless show that some kind of
relationship existed between the countries, and it is not impossible
that, at this time, certain pharaohs were attempting to double their
maritime trade with Byblos by means of a land route, which
would presuppose control over part of Palestine. The Narmer
palette could be adduced as evidence: the first pharaoh of the
First Dynasty is there represented overthrowing two groups of
enemies, some of whom are designated by the symbol of a city
surrounded by a turreted rampart similar to some of the Pales-
tinian ramparts of the time, while others are signalled by what
seems to be a representation of enclosures for flocks and herds of a
kind observed in Transjordan. It is possible that this palette com-
memorates a campaign against the cities of Palestine and against
the nomads on the other side of the Jordan.1 As further evidence,
a potsherd from Tell esh-Sheikh el-'Areini bears a graffito which
is interpreted as the name of Narmer; it may signify a period of
domination over South Palestine at the time of the First Dynasty.2

In the following epoch the arrival of Khirbet Karak ware is
evidence of the entry of new groups, again coming from the north.
As regards Egypt, the facts are at first uncertain. Under the
Fifth Dynasty, a scene in the tomb of Inti at Dishasha represents
the capture of a Canaanite city.3 The mutilated inscription pre-
serves two names of cities of which the first, Nd\ cannot be

1 §1, 31, 69 (215); §vm, 6, pi. xxix; §vm, 8—the writer there explains as a
zikkurrat what I suppose to be a fortified city.

2 §vm, 9, 10; see, however, above, p. 46. 3 §vm, 5, pi. iv.
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identified and the second, which begins ' Ain-, merely confirms
that the expedition spread out over the land of Canaan, without
revealing whether it refers to Palestine or to Phoenicia. Under
the Sixth Dynasty, the evidence is at last a little more explicit.
In the reign of Phiops I a powerful army was led by Uni against
the Asiatic 'dwellers of the sands' and five campaigns were
necessary in order to break them; the same officer was then in
charge of an expedition by sea against the land of the Antelope
Nose, beyond a mountainous barrier to the north of the country
of the 'dwellers of the sands'.1 Wherever the 'Antelope Nose'
may have been, whether it signifies Carmel or a more northern
promontory, it is certain that the earlier campaigns, which were
conducted by land and were distinguished by the destruction of
fortresses and the cutting-down of fig-trees and vines, were
directed against a civilized country with a settled population,
which could only be Palestine. It is possible to discern an attempt
to establish—or re-establish—Egyptian domination over this
country, but it may also be interpreted as a simple defensive
action against pressure coming from the north and threatening
Egypt.

Such pressure did not come directly from the other great
oriental power, Mesopotamia: even at the time of its greatest
expansion, under Sargon of Agade, the eastern empire never
reached Palestine. A movement was beginning, however, which
was to disturb the whole of the Fertile Crescent. Archaeology
shows that Palestine was then entering upon a troubled period.
After the end of phase II, sites such as Tell el-Far'ah near Nablus
and Ras el-'Ain were deserted. Megiddo was abandoned during
phase III. At the end of this phase the movement gathered
Force and, at dates which were nearly contemporaneous, occupa-
tion ceased at Beth-shan, Khirbet Karak, 'Ai and probably
Jericho. It was not resumed until a more or less advanced stage
of the Middle Bronze age at Tell el-Far'ah, Ras el-'Ain, Megiddo,
Beth-shan; until Iron Age I at 'Ai, and until the Hellenistic
Period at Khirbet Karak. Almost at the same time, however, as
these urban centres were being extinguished, others were begin-
ning to be established, such as at Tell Beit Mirsim, Beth Shemesh,
Bethel. There appears to have been at first only a decadent off-
shoot of the Early Bronze Age civilization, which was falling to
pieces. It was at this period also that the settled occupation began
of a part of Transjordan and, for a while, in the Negev.

It would indeed be rash to attribute the disappearance of so
1 §vm, 1, sect. 311 ff.
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many cities and the upheaval of an entire civilization to the ex-
peditions of Uni mentioned above. The disturbance was on an
entirely different scale and it is more probable that Uni's cam-
paigns were themselves provoked by the beginning of these
troubles which, in unsettling Palestine, threatened Egypt itself.
The course of Egyptian history throws light on events in Pales-
tine: under Phiops II Byblos was destroyed by fire and, perhaps
in the same reign, Ipuwer complained that there were no further
expeditions by sea to Byblos.1 According to the same sage,
social disorders, which marked the beginning of the first Inter-
mediate period in Egypt, were aggravated by the infiltration of
Asiatic foreigners.2 There even came a time when these Asiatics
seized power in the Delta, whence they were expelled by the
penultimate king of the Tenth Dynasty, Achthoes III. This
pharaoh, in the course of instructions given to his son Merykare,
gave him urgent charge of the eastern frontier of Egypt, which
had to be defended against the unruly barbarians who had been
expelled by him, but who remained dangerous; they were re-
presented as nomads, warriors and plunderers.3 In similar terms
a contemporary Sumerian text describes the Amorites who were
threatening Mesopotamia4 and who are first mentioned un-
ambiguously as far back as the middle of the Agade dynasty.5

All these facts must be considered in relation to one another: the
great thrust from the desert, which struck Mesopotamia and
Egypt at the same time, necessarily had its effect upon Palestine.
The Amorites were responsible for the decadence which charac-
terized the end of the Early Bronze Age; they brought about the
eclipse of urban life which was typical of the Intermediate Early
Bronze-Middle Bronze period.6 But it has been argued that in
Palestine the Amorites entered a country already devastated by
invaders of a different race and origin.7 The problem should
remain open.

1 §vm, 3, sect. 3, 7.
2 Ibid. sect. 3, 1; 4, 7-8. But the dating of Ipuwer is in dispute, J. van Seters in

7 . ^ . 5 0 ( 1 9 6 4 ) , 13 fF.
3 §vm, 4, sects. 20-4. 4 §vm, 2, 20.
5 §vm, 7, 11, 133*. 6 See below, pp. 568 fF.
7 P. Lapp, The Dhahr Mirzbaneh Tombs, New Haven, 1966.
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CHAPTER XVI

THE EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD
IN MESOPOTAMIA

I. BABYLONIA: ARCHAEOLOGICAL
DEVELOPMENT

A N earlier chapter (xm) has described the historical develop-
ment of the cities in Babylonia and their cultural background.
Here we must concentrate on the archaeological evidence, for this
is by far the richest source for the study of man's development in
the Early Dynastic period. Indeed, when we come to discuss
developments in Assyria and Mesopotamia proper, historical
records are so scarce that the archaeological evidence becomes
our primary source of reference.

The Early Dynastic period of Babylonia has been divided into
three parts and the archaeological development has been traced
through an exhaustive analysis of stratified objects. At present
the most satisfactory ground for this study is the Diyala valley,
where extensive excavations have provided a detailed and con-
tinuous relationship between buildings and the small finds asso-
ciated with them. The principal objects were cylinder seals, pottery,
sculpture and metal. Each category was subjected to stylistic
examination and compared with similar material from sites outside
the Diyala valley. In the Diyala district itself no mound proved
more rewarding than Khafajl, where the long sequence of 'Sin
Temples' could be related to many other less complete sequences of
religious and domestic buildings discovered there and elsewhere.

The analysis of style is, however, complicated by the fact that
development did not proceed fan passu everywhere. Thus solid-
footed clay goblets which were used in the Uruk-Jamdat Nasr
period at Warka, Ur and Nippur did not appear before Early
Dynastic I on the Diyala; the same observation applies to reserved
slip ware. Archaic seals frequently occur in contexts much later
than those to which they originally belonged. Moreover, when
we attempt to estimate the chronology of architectural develop-
ment, we are hampered by the fact that we have no precise yard-
stick for measuring the time span of a building. Architectural
forms can survive longer at one site than at another, so that a
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tendency to archaism may complicate our chronological calcula-
tions. Bearing in mind these reservations, we can, however, accept
certain criteria.

The cylinder-seal displays marked changes in style. The
'brocade' pattern of design, a natural development from the
Jamdat Nasr period, is particularly characteristic of Early
Dynastic (E.D.) I. It has to be remembered, however, that these
seals are chiefly representative of the Diyala valley sites but com-
paratively rare elsewhere, and that excavation of E.D. I levels in
many places outside this valley is required to complete our picture
of the glyptic styles of this period.

Combat scenes between men and animals, apparently a first
attempt to illustrate current mythology,1 appear in E.D. II; the
subjects include banquet scenes, boating scenes, and the Sacred
Marriage (?). Subsequently, in E.D. Ill , similar subjects are repre-
sented, but whereas in E.D. II the style tended to be linear, it
was now in decorative relief;2 the figures became more compact
and massive and were evolving toward the heraldic arrangement
that may be discerned in the Agade period. Another development
of E.D. Il l seal-cutting is the more orderly arrangement of the
inscriptions, which were neatly compartmented.

The ceramic development is too complicated to follow in detail
without extensive illustration, and there are no hard and fast lines
of demarcation, but some types may be noted as especially
characteristic. 'Scarlet ware' pottery is perhaps commonest in
E.D. I, continues, but perhaps declines, in E.D. II, and is
probably almost obsolete by E.D. III. A plastic ridge on the
shoulder of a vase is perhaps the best criterion of E.D. II; pot-
stands, beakers or goblets, flasks of 'pilgrim' type, big jars with
nicked shoulders, vases with tab handles and tall, elegant fruit-
stands were common. In E.D. Ill new types were rare; the
pottery as a whole declined in quality and thus formed a striking
contrast with metal work, which then reached its apogee. Jars
with upright handles, carrying incised and plastic decoration,
often depicting a 'goddess', are characteristic of E.D. Ill both
in the Diyala valley and at Kish.3 Vases decorated with studs
correspond with types found in the Indus Valley.4

Metal was still comparatively rare in E.D. I, but there was a
notable development in E.D. II when the lost-wax process for
the making of human and animal figures and pot-stands appears
to have been much exploited. The development of metal work,

1 §1, 2. * §., 5.
8 §nf 5, 89 f. and pi. 84.^. * Ibid. 144.
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however, reached a climax in E.D. Ill when armourers made
heavy and efficient weapons of war, axes, spears and adzes. These
instruments were frequently copied in gold and in silver, either
as votive deposits for the dead, or for the gods. There was a
prodigious output of jewellery and sumptuary work which was
often elegant in design and restrained in decoration.

The working of lapis lazuli is also an important criterion for
estimating the development both of trade and of craftsmanship.
The only known source is Badakhshan in Afghanistan and the use
of this stone in Babylonia implies that the distant trade routes
from this point of origin were open. No lapis lazuli is known to
have been worked in E.D. I; it was still relatively rare in E.D. II
but became abundant in E.D. III. As this stone had been worked
much earlier in prehistoric Assyria, we must assume that by E.D.
Ill Babylonia had diverted the lapis trade route to itself, a hypo-
thesis which tallies with the cuneiform texts: it will be re-
membered that Enmerkar (E.D. II) was apparently engaged in a
successful struggle with Aratta, a city in southern Iran, in order
to obtain this and other semi-precious stones.1

The style of stone vessels remained more or less static through-
out the period, but characteristic of E.D. I and extinct thereafter
is a bowl with an exceptionally wide-ledge rim, a carry-over from
the Jamdat Nasr period.2 These vessels appear to have remained
in the Diyala district after they had disappeared in Babylonia. In
E.D. Il l there is a decorated stone vessel type which found its way
to the Indus Valley and provides the earliest evidence of trade with
India.3 At the end of the period stone vases were being abundantly
produced and must have been a valuable article of trade.

The development of stone statuary is discussed below and we
may anticipate the more detailed references to it by remarking
that E.D. II was the period at which representations of gods and
men became common. These carvings, for the most part in soft
stone, were clumsy, both in the round and in relief, and the sculp-
tor was unskilled in the rendering of the human limbs. In the
latter part of E.D. Ill, however, some striking advances were
made towards a greater realism; details of the body such as the
nipples attracted attention and human dress became pleasingly
decorative. The Sumerian sculptor displayed a greater assurance
in the rendering of animals, especially in the cutting of amulets,
and these, in metal as well as in stone, are a perpetual delight; the
standard forms were already well established in E.D. II.

The progress of architecture will also be discussed in detail
1 §i, io. 2 §n, 5, pi. 48; § in, 36, pi. 34. 3 References on p. 254 below.
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below. The standard form of temple persisted throughout the
period and had long been established,1 but the layout became
more spacious with the advance of time and reflected both the
addition of divinities to the cult and a growth in the population,
which required more elaborate administrative quarters. In E.D.
Ill we find the first palaces2—at Eridu, Kish and Mari; it would
seem that previously the king must have resided in the temple.
Finally it should be noted that the plano-convex brick became the
standard component for the building of walls, but this was pri-
marily confined to Babylonia, and the Diyala, and was used
neither in Assyria nor in Syria, except at Tell Brak, which enjoyed
an exceptionally close relationship with cities on the southern
Euphrates.

CHRONOLOGY AND STRATIFICATION

The most instructive series of stratified buildings is that dis-
covered at the site of Khafaji in the Diyala valley. The ten ' Sin
Temples' situated there began with Sin I in the late Uruk-
Jamdat Nasr period, and ended with Sin X shortly before
2400 B.C. There was an unbroken tradition of architectural
planning, for the kernel of the original layout may still be dis-
cerned in the latest of the series. The Early Dynastic stage began
with Sin VI, where plano-convex bricks appeared for the first
time, and ended with Sin X.

Delougaz has made an interesting attempt3 to estimate the span
of time which elapsed during the occupation of each successive
temple and strikes a mean between several possible solutions. The
basis of calculation was the measurement of the depth of de'bris
outside the entrance to Sin Temple VII. There he was able to
relate the rise in ground level to sixteen successive coats of mud
plaster on the walls. Since in Mesopotamia the replastering of an
old wall is normally done once a year, it is probable that the
observed rise in floor levels corresponded with a lapse of sixteen
years. By measuring the total height of the rubbish that had
accumulated in various places from the first occupation of the
temple to the last, the total lifetime of Temple VII in its two
phases was reckoned at 116 years. There are many complications
in making an assessment for the whole series, because the vertical
depth of de'bris varied at different points within the building—

1 C.A.H. i3, ch. vin, sect. 1.
2 Some authorities believe that the palaces at Eridu and Kish should be ascribed

to E.D. II; see E. Porada in §111, 13, 161, and Z.A. 58, 262.
3 §",7, 135-
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for example, accumulation in the courtyard was more rapid than
in the sanctuary, which was kept cleaner. Nevertheless, there is a
good case for awarding a span of about ioo years to Sin VII, and
using the same principle of calculation we may reckon that E.D. I
(Sin VI, VII) lasted for about 200 years; E.D. II (Sin VIII and
the earliest phase of Sin IX) about 100 years; E.D. Il l (most of
Sin IX, and Sin X) about 250 years—say 550 years in all. To this
we must add something for the lapse of time between the abandon-
ment or destruction of one building and the foundation of its
successor—an unknown factor, for which a total of 50 years in all
may not be exaggerated. Since Sin X probably ended shortly
before the Agade period, c. 2300 B.C., we thus arrive at a date of
c. 3000 B.C. for the beginning of E.D. I. A case could be made for
the higher, or for a lower, chronology, as Delougaz has demon-
strated, but this one seems to be a solution which at present
accords best with the historical probabilities, and it has a strong
recommendation in that archaeologically E.D. I seems likely to
follow directly after the predynastic period in Egypt, perhaps a
little later than Menes, for whom a mean date oic. 3100 B.C.1 may
be assigned on the basis of Egyptian chronology.

Unfortunately, this apparently satisfactory estimate for the
length of the E.D. period does not agree with recent carbon-14
findings, particularly for material from Nippur lately tested, which
may require a reduction of third millennium dates by as much as
six or seven centuries.2 We have to face the possibility that if the
newly emerging carbon-14 pattern for the third millennium is the
right one, we must jettison the whole of the previously accepted
basis of Egyptian chronology upon which the Mesopotamian in
large part depends. But we should be reluctant to do this without
much stronger contrary evidence, for Egyptian calculations based
on written evidence can be checked on astronomical grounds
with but a comparatively small margin of error and, if we accept
a low carbon-14 chronology for the E.D. period, we are faced
with a big and unexplained hiatus between this and the neolithic,
for which the same method has given unexpectedly high dates.
Some authorities are therefore for the present inclined to believe

1 C.A.H. i8, ch. vi, sect. 1; and above, ch. xi, sect. 1.
2 Recent determinations for samples from the Inanna temple at Nippur average

2253 B.C. ±23 forE.D. 1,2184 B.C. ±41 for E.D. II, and 2124 B.C. ±64 for the transi-
tion from E.D. II to III. Other examples of unexpectedly late carbon-14 dates,
together with references, are quoted in §111, 28, 40, with footnotes 201-4. See also
carbon-14 determinations for Saqqara, Egypt, especially B.M. 230, 231, 235, where
third millennium dates are consistently low by at least four or five centuries, B.M.
234 by at least seven centuries.
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that at this end of the third millennium there was some physical
disturbance in the solar magnetic field, which may have affected
the level of the carbon-14 activity in the carbon exchange reservoir.
This level may well have been higher than normal during the
third millennium B.C., and this would make all the dates appear
later than in fact they were. But the problem is unreal, for very recent
study has made it clear that carbon-14 determinations for the third
millennium in the Near East and elsewhere are erroneous, and
that published dates are more than five hundred years too low.1

However that may be, there is a case for making an approxi-
mate accord between the 500 years or so which, on grounds of
stratigraphy, we can allocate to E.D. I—III and the Early Dynastic
succession in the Sumerian king-list, although we should incline
to some reduction in dating since many of the monarchs written
down as successive in the lists are known to have been con-
temporary.2 Nevertheless, the reduction in dating need not be
anything like as drastic as that of carbon-14. On balance the great
depth of accumulation, the long series of formidably constructed
temples, and a much greater depth of house debris must incline
us to opt for a relatively long rather than a short chronology. We
have, however, no method at all of judging the length of the
hypothetical dynasty or dynasties that correspond with the
archaeological series denned as E.D. I. Historically these monarchs
would be the ones who preceded an event which left an indelible
impression on Mesopotamian folk memory, namely, the Flood.

THE FLOOD AND THE END OF EARLY DYNASTIC I

Although the Flood was not the universal phenomenon that it has
often been claimed to be, there is no doubt that it was exceptional
among the long series of recorded Mesopotamian floods and that
it overwhelmed parts of various cities in southern Babylonia. But
in spite of its volume much that was on high ground or remote
from the main stream escaped and, as with many other floods,
most traces of it have long been swept away. Nevertheless, there
are good reasons for claiming that alluvial mud deposits which
have been observed at Ur and at Kish in houses, and at Farah
(Shuruppak), corresponded with the one described in the Gil-
gamesh epic and transmitted, perhaps through Canaanite mytho-

1 H. E. Suess in Journal of Geophysical Research, 70 (1965), no. 23; and see now
Minze Stuiver and H. E. Suess in Radiocarbon, 8 (1966), pp. 534 f., where it is
shewn that carbon-14 determinations for the third millennium in the Near East and
elsewhere are incorrect. 2 See above, pp. 106 f.
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logy, to the Old Testament record. This important landmark in
the dawn of history was associated with the person of a Sumerian
king named Ziusudra who was reigning at Shuruppak, precisely
where a clean flood stratum has been found. He may conveniently
be taken to mark the end of E.D. I, for he was succeeded by a
new dynasty at Kish which is accepted as beginning E.D. II.
Unfortunately, we know nothing about the predecessors of
Ziusudra, but as we have already demonstrated above, there is
much archaeological material, and some buildings, particularly
in the Diyala valley, which we may assign to the Early Dynastic
period I, which he terminated. For this reason we shall below
attempt some description of the contemporary temples in the
Diyala valley where the evidence is at present fuller than elsewhere.

EARLY DYNASTIC II —III AND THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL
RECORD

Most of the kings of Kish and Uruk that can be assigned to
E.D. II are shadowy figures, but a few of them may be correlated
with the archaeological sequences. Thus Enmebaragisi, the pen-
ultimate king of E.D. II in Kish, must have reigned when Sin
Temple VIII at Khafaj! (Tutub) was flourishing, and indeed the
record of his name was discovered on this site.1 A hero of Uruk
named Enmerkar has already been mentioned as the conqueror
of the Iranian city of Aratta and the records name him as the
builder of Uruk; some of the early dynastic buildings on that
site must therefore have been founded by him.2 A more famous
successor, Gilgamesh, once a mythical character, now joins the
realm of history as repairer of the Tummal at Nippur; this build-
ing has not yet been identified, but on the other hand we may relate
him to the town walls of Uruk, composed of plano-convex bricks
and reputedly built by him.The reign of Gilgamesh marks the begin-
ning of E.D. Ill, and his successors have been discussed above.3

For E.D. Ill the archaeological record at Ur is particularly
informative. The monarchs of the 'Kalam' Dynasty, Meskalam-
dug and Akalamdug, are associated with two royal tombs both
luxuriously equipped with gold weapons and other treasure.
Akalamdug, together with 'Shub-ad* (now proposed to be read
as a Semitic name, Pu-Abi4), belongs to the earlier part of the
sequence, E.D. Ilia, and must be approximately contemporary
with Sin Temple IX, in which associated objects are closely

1 §i, 4, 9 ff.; C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, sect. n. 2 See above, pp. nof.
8 See above, pp. in f . 4 I. J. Gelb, Glossary of Old Akkadian, 12 and 210.
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comparable with those accompanying these rulers at Ur. Meska-
lamdug, however, who was buried in one of the higher-lying and
latest of these graves, may perhaps be associated with E.D. III b.

The successors of the ' Kalam' Dynasty were the kings of the
so-called First Dynasty of Ur (E.D. III^), and the two most
famous names are Mesannipada and A'annipada,1 the latter best
known as the builder of the temple at 'Ubaid with its typically
Sumerian frieze representing the milking of cattle outside the
temple gate; his temple was also endowed with large models in
copper of cattle, lions, and stags and a spread eagle, partly cast by
the cire perdue process.

The place of these two monarchs in the Royal Cemetery of Ur
poses an intriguing problem, for although their names are
attested, their graves have never been found. We may, however,
with confidence come to two conclusions. First, that their tombs
must have been nearer the surface than that of' Shub-ad' and the
deep-shaft graves, and that in consequence they were looted and
destroyed. Secondly, that comparative inaccessibility probably saved
the deeper ones from similar robbery, for the later monarchs must
have been buried directly above the older shafts, the upper portion
of which contained only rammed earth and misled the robbers
into thinking that they had nothing more to gain. The overlying
stratum known as SIS 1—2, which contained scattered debris,
such as cylinder seals looted from tombs, represented all that was
left of the plundered graves of Mesannipada and his immediate
successors.2 The discovery at Mari in a palace of E.D. Ill of a
present from this king of Ur to a contemporary monarch on the
Euphrates provides us with a notable synchronism.3

There can be little doubt that a part of the First Dynasty of Ur,
E.D. \\\b, was nearly contemporary with the dynasty of Ur-
Nanshe of Lagash, whose stone carvings and weapons, beautifully
executed, are perhaps slightly more advanced in style than the
corresponding ones at Ur; at all events these Lagashite treasures
were fashioned by a superior school of craftsmen.4

A notable break in the history of Ur occurred at the end of its
first dynasty which, we may suspect, was overthrown by Eanna-
tum of Lagash whose inscriptions and statuary relate that he was
overlord of Ur, and whose ' Stele of the Vultures' depicts him as
equipped in the style associated with the early kings of Ur. Indeed

1 As above, pp. 112 f. For a contrary, unorthodox opinion, see H. J. Nissen,
Zur Datierung des Konigsfriedhofes von Ur, Bonn, 1966.

2 §111, 35, pi. 270, illustrates the position of SIS 1-2 in relation to the Royal
Cemetery. 8 See below, p. 297. 4 But see above, p. 117. [Ed.]

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



246 EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN MESOPOTAMIA

with Eannatum it is tempting to associate much other archaeo-
logical evidence concerning the sacking of Babylonian and Meso-
potamian cities in E.D. Ill—notably the violent burning of
Khafajl (Tutub) at the end of Sin Temple IX, within which a
mutilated statue was found of a ruler of Akshak, one of the places
which Eannatum boasts of conquering. The same king also
claimed Mari, and here we find many traces of a deliberate sack
in the last of the early Ishtar Temples (a), where in the ashes
much scattered treasure of advanced E.D. Ill style was found.
Before that time Mari and Ur were living in amity, as we may
judge from a treasure presented by Mesannipada. There are thus
valid reasons to attribute to Eannatum the archaeological evidence
of destruction in both of these cities, for he is known historically
to have adopted a change of policy towards them. An alternative
view would, however, relate these events with later monarchs.1

Two other famous men, Lugalzaggisi of Uruk, and Urukagina
of Lagash, the reformer, reigned towards the end of E.D. lllb.
It is customary to style these monarchs as belonging to the ' proto-
imperial' period, but we may disregard this hybrid terminology,
for the remains associated with them are hardly to be distinguished
from those typical of E.D. Ill b, and it seems simpler to terminate
the period with the advent of Sargon of Agade, whose accession
to the throne ushers in a new period both in archaeology and in
history. It is, however, true that significant changes in artisanship
were occurring before Sargon, indeed by the time of Entemena, a
predecessor of Urukagina, the plano-convex brick was becoming
obsolete.2 Urukagina, one of the last of these pre-Sargonic
monarchs, will long be remembered because he waged a campaign
against the multiplication of officials as well as their exactions.
For this lavish increase in officialdom we may see the evidence in
Sin Temple X with its numerous service chambers, which had
grown in number beyond all bounds when compared with the
simple appurtenances of the earlier foundations.

II. THE DIYALA VALLEY

THE SIN TEMPLES AT KHAFAJI

Sin Temple VI, the first of the Early Dynastic temples, was
directly derived from its predecessor, Sin V, but the walls were
for the first time built of plano-convex bricks instead of the older
Riemchen which were characteristic of the Jamdat Nasr period.

1 See below, pp. 296 f. 2 §11, 13, 80.
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This new unit of construction beginning in E.D. I was used
throughout Sin VI-X; it was probably derived from an earlier
form of pudding-shaped cement brick such as had been used at
Ur and Eridu rather than from stone work, as some authorities
have supposed. Stone had rarely been used for building previously
and there is no reason to assume that the masons of E.D. I were
influenced by stone walling from abroad.

Sin VI, as we have seen, was but an enlargement, at a higher
level, of an older plan. It differed from its predecessor, however, in
that the entire enclosure was surrounded with a girdle wall; all the
subsidiary chambers became an integral part of the temple. Only
a few of the older walls could be used as a foundation and the
new temple was for the most part set on a roughly levelled surface;
for the first time the approach was through a gateway which con-
sisted of stairs between flanking towers. There can be little doubt
that this formidable building, more than 30 m. in length, marked
a change of dynasty.

The conservatism of the cult was, however, apparent from the
arrangement of the main sanctuary, an oblong room, approxi-
mately 12 x 4 m. in dimension, with a large mud-brick box-
podium at the short end. The older arrangement of side chambers
was eliminated. Access to the sanctuary was through a long hall
provided with mud tables for use in the cult; this arrangement
foreshadowed the eventual transformation, in Sin X, of a second
ritual chamber no less important than the sanctuary itself. In Sin
VI service-rooms were introduced behind the main sanctuary,
which now stood at the extreme end of the building—an older
long room on its far side was abolished.

The dimensions of the sanctuary are of interest—a ratio of 3: r
for length as to breadth, in this respect conforming with that of an
earlier and larger' Eye-Temple' at Tell Brak in North Syria which
measured 18 x 6 m.1 A similar ratio can be discerned at Warka and
at' Uqair in the Jamdat Nasr period. Thus we have proof that Early
Dynastic architects both in Babylonia and in Syria worked to certain
canons of proportion which were applied to buildings of variant size
and similar plan in far distant centres. This particular canon is, how-
ever, not constant everywhere: on many sites there are variations.

The sanctuary of Sin VI was provided with a single entrance
at the far end of the building remote from the courtyard, and it is
thus clear that the cult was esoteric, reserved for the priesthood
and the rulers, while the public was confined to the spacious
courtyard where it brought and deposited offerings for the cult.

1 I'v, 5, 61 and 62, n. I.
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Fig. i . Plan of first occupation level of Sin Temple VII at Khafajl. Early
Dynastic I. Excavated foundations marked in solid black, reconstructed foundations
by broken lines; reconstructed walls hatched. (O.I.P. LVIII, pi. 8. By permission
of the Oriental Institute, University of Chicago.)

These offerings were cooked in spacious kitchens which formed
one wing of the temple. In Sin VII hearths and lustral basins were
situated in the sanctuary as well as in the court. These basic
arrangements for worship survived throughout till the end of
Sin X where, as we shall see, some modifications occurred, notably
in the adaptations which were made so that the public might play
a more intimate part in the celebration of the cult. There was but
one level of occupation in this temple, which must have been kept
in good order throughout its lifetime.

The plan (see Fig. i) of the next temple in the series, Sin VII,
conformed closely with that of its predecessor, except that some
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of the chambers in the courtyard were abolished. The walls of the
new sanctuary rested directly over the old and may be assigned
to the same period, E.D. I; the re-dedication was dearly marked
by laying reed mats or bundles of reeds over the surface of the
older ruins before the new building began.

In the courtyard of Sin VII there was a large, circular ablution
pit or basin, lined with kiln-fired plano-convex bricks of a type
still used in the royal tombs of the E.D. Ilia period at Ur. The
entrance steps were flanked by a well-preserved and beautifully
rendered step-like parapet; the stairs were waterproofed with
bitumen. It was here that the excavators, by skilful technique in
the uncovering of successive coats of wall plaster, succeeded in
relating them to the corresponding accumulation of ground
de'bris, and were able to make theoretical calculations for the
lifetime of the temple. As we have seen, this may have lasted for
116 years in all, including two successive occupations of the same
building; the later one was 30-50011. above the level of the earlier.
These two levels, however, varied in different parts of the build-
ing; the floors of the new court were 130 cm. above the old,
but the sanctuary was only 80 cm. higher. The objects associated
with the temple were informative, for they included, as in Sin VI,
cylinder seals in the 'brocade style' which has long been recog-
nized as the hall mark of E.D. I.

There was one object of special significance for the history of
sculpture; a limestone statuette of a squatting figure carrying a
load against the back of his head, the very prototype of a Kurdish
porter!1 This rudimentary carving, found in the sanctuary, is not
only inferior to the skilled stone work of the preceding Uruk-
Jamdat Nasr period, but also falls far short of the development of
statuary in E.D. II—III. It may be that future work in E.D. I
levels will redress our estimate, but for the present it would seem
that this period marked a decline in the carving of the human form,
which did not claim the artists' serious attention before E.D. II.

Sin Temple VIII (see Fig. 2), which conformed with the
general layout of its predecessor, none the less shared certain
marked and decisive changes in structure which indicate that it
must be assigned to a new period, namely E.D. II. Not only were
the foundations more massive than those of any of the earlier
temples, but deep trenches were dug for the first time to accom-
modate them. It has been suggested that when the new building
was erected the ruins of the older one were no longer visible and
that consequently there must have been an interval of more than

1 §n, 10, pi. 69, no. 92.
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Fig. 2. Plan of first occupation level of Sin Temple VIII at Khafsjl. Early
Dynastic II. Foundations marked in solid black; reconstructed walls hatched.
(O.I.P. LVIII, pi. io. By permission of the Oriental Institute, University of
Chicago.)

usual length between the two constructions.1 However that may
be, the architect of the E.D. II building must have been well
aware of the older plan, as a glance at the two will show.

The whole building was lengthened—the sanctuary to approxi-
mately 15 m.—but even so, when tightly packed, it could hardly
have accommodated more than about 50 persons. Perhaps, there-
fore, it was to meet popular pressure that for the first time an
open-air altar or podium was introduced into the courtyard, in a
place accessible to many. In addition, a second altar had appeared
at one end of the ante-cella.

1 §11,7,52 and pi. 10.
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Yet another significant innovation was the introduction of a
large mud column, more than a metre in diameter in the middle
of an entrance separating the court from one of the large chambers
on its eastern side. This, and the fact that the long eastern and
northern facades of the building were pierced at intervals with
small rectangular holes, brings this structure into an architectural
relationship with the Early Dynastic palace at Kish,1 which, how-
ever, is now usually assigned to the beginning of E.D. Ill, and
indeed it seems that before E.D. Ill the king may have lived in
the temple, for there is no evidence that any secular building was
made available for him before that time.2 However that may be,
we have evidence of a close link between the two periods, both
in architectural design and in material objects, as we shall see
later. There was evidence in this temple of stairs leading to the
roof, upon which religious ceremonies, including the ushering in
of the dawn, must have taken place, as we know from late Akka-
dian texts.3

There were three main occupations of the building in all; the
two later ones were approximately 30 and 60 cm. above the level
of the first. As the walls were very wide and solidly built, we have
every reason to believe that Sin VIII lasted as long as its pre-
decessor—probably even longer.

The varieties of objects found in Sin VIII include some that
are still in the style of" the Jamdat Nasr period, others allegedly
of E.D. II, and many that are indistinguishable from products of
E.D. III. On architectural grounds, however, we are justified in
allocating this temple to E.D. II and the conclusion to be drawn
is that the craftsmanship of E.D. II and E.D. Ill is often so
similar as to be identical.

Cylinder seals in Sin VIII are informative. In addition to an
archaic cache which had survived from the Jamdat Nasr period
we have others which are a development of the E.D. I brocade
style, for example a procession of ibex in a linear style which is
perhaps a good criterion of E.D. II.4 Significant of later develop-
ments is a seal depicting a hero with a kind of cock's comb5 as in
the Royal Cemetery of Ur and in Kish A Cemetery where it was
found in a grave near the Palace and may conceivably belong to
the subsequent period. There is, however, one remarkable object
which was certainly made for Sin VIII. This is a mobile cult-
waggon, in pottery, a table on four wheels representing a house
with ladder against its front and birds under the eaves of the roof

1 See ibid. 59, fig. 51, and below, pp. 274 f. a See above, p. 241, n. 2.
8 §11, 18, 38 f. * §11, 12, nos. 242-3. 5 Ibid. no. 245.
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which supported a tall pedestal vase or fruit stand. This ritual
vessel, which was perhaps used for lecanomancy, cannot be dis-
sociated from the model houses found in the Archaic Ishtar
Temple G at Ashur, and the mobile terracotta waggon found in
the Royal Cemetery of Ur.1 If the Ashur models are of E.D. Ull>,
as is generally supposed, they are in a direct line of descent from
the object found in the E.D. II temple at Khafajl. A miniature
gold bull is another object directly connected with the Royal
Cemetery of Ur.2

No less interesting, as showing the very close relationship
between E.D. II and E.D. Ill, is the sculpture. A copper bull's
head of a rather simpler type than most of the specimens from
the Royal Cemetery of Ur has been assigned to Sin VIII.3 Among
the damaged pieces of sculpture we have two figures, one behind
the other in a chariot, which resemble the crude work of E.D. I,4
and female heads5 on which the coiffure is closely comparable
with that of the gypsum maidens from Ashur Temple G.6 Such
comparisons can leave us in no doubt that E.D. II—III are in a
homogeneous line of development. Even the archaic-looking schist
palette in the shape of a lion-headed bird is inscribed in characters
of uncertain meaning which are probably related in style to the
Farah inscriptions, but may be even earlier.

Sin IX was described by Delougaz as 'a reconstruction neces-
sitated by normal wear and tear of Sin VIII rather than by any
external causes'. Its plan (see Fig. 3) conformed closely with
that of its predecessors, and its five successive occupations were
not accompanied by any important change in plan. The first four
of these phases were classified by Frankfort as E.D. II ; only the
last phase was he willing to assign to E.D. Ilia.7 But we have to
recognize that throughout Sin IX we find objects which are in-
distinguishable in style from those commonly associated with
E.D. Ill, for example the Royal Cemetery of Ur, the early part
of which might well, therefore, have been classified as E.D. II.
Indeed, it might be better to admit the whole of E.D. II—III as
a single period under the name of E.D. II, including sub-phases
of minor artistic and architectural development. But rather than

1 §n, 7, 57, fig. 49; §11, 4, 75 f.; §111, 35, pi. iSSa.
2 §11, 7, 145.
3 Compare §11, 10, pi. 104, no. 184 with §111, 35, pis. 116-17 (PG 1332),

which was more elaborate, had curls on forehead and crown, folds in the base of the
ear and over the eyes, suggesting a more advanced stage of casting in detail.

4 §11, 10, no. 91.
8 Ibid. nos. 130, 133, 139, 140, 145, 147, 148.
6 § H , 4, Taf. 46. 7 See the chart at end of §11, 7.
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Fig. 3. Plan of Sin Temple IX at Khafajl. Early Dynastic II. Foundations marked
in solid black; reconstructed walls hatched. (O.I.P. LVIII, pi. 1 r. By permission of
the Oriental Institute, University of Chicao.)

interfere with a classification which has found general acceptance
it seems preferable to accept the current division within which
E.D. Ill appears to be the culmination of E.D. II.

In Sin IX we may note an interesting feature of the courtyard,
namely a group of circular and square mud, or mud-brick, offer-
ing-tables which were arranged in proximity to an open-air altar.
The square tables appear to have been capped with rounded tops,
as in the Temple Oval.1 We may risk the suggestion that they were
used to carry garments—the garments of the gods, which later
inscriptions tell us were presented to them, and doubtless dedicated
in the temples at the time of the harvest or spring festivals.

Plundered though this temple had been, it contained a number
of objects, some of which can be related in style to many that have

1 §n, 6, 83, fig. 73.
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been found elsewhere both in Babylonia and as far afield as the
Indus valley, thus pointing to an unexpectedly early synchronism
for the latter connexion.

It is unfortunate that Sin IX apparently yielded only three
cylinder-seals, which do not provide sufficient evidence for estab-
lishing a date.1 A spouted copper vessel, however, is of a type
familiar in E.D. Ill pottery and reminiscent of vessels associated
with the Royal Tombs at Ur.2 Much more informative are the
broken stone vessels decorated with various scenes. Fragments of a
carved steatite vase represented a crowded scene depicting cervids,
a bull-headed man, cattle and a chariot wheel. A vase in similar
style, probably from the Diyala valley and of Elamite origin, de-
picts a strange goddess bare to the waist with vases of flowing water,
serpents and two monsters.3 The appearance is Indianesque and
the impression is confirmed in an interesting way by the discovery
of another vase fragment in Sin IX, in a black stone, allegedly
steatite, of a compartmental vase representing matting.4 This can
be matched by similar or cognate vases, one from Kish,5 one from
the 'Shub-ad' tomb at Ur,6 one from Susa in Iran, and another
from Mohenjo Daro; the last named piece is certainly an import.7

The connexion with India makes it seem most probable that we
have already reached the period of E.D. Ill, a prelude to the
abundant evidence of trade in the direction of India which we
can discern in the succeeding Agade period on the Indian side.
Present carbon-14 determinations suggest a date relatively late in
the third millennium for material connected with Babylonia.8

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to suggest that relationships with
India are altogether excluded in E.D. II and, as noted above, we
have to recognize for the present the discrepancy between the
results of carbon-14 and historical chronology at this period.
Work on the lower levels of Mohenjo Daro may alter the tendency
of present opinion.

The numerous fragments of broken statuary from Sin IX are
therefore of particular importance in helping us to assess the date
of the temple. Here we may say with confidence that the majority
of the carved figures, male and female, show an advance over the
stiff archaic statuary which the authorities ascribe to E.D. II.
Frankfort reckoned that the earlier sculpture was in an abstract

1 §11,12, pi. 24, nos. 246 f. 2 §11,13, fig. 46.
3 §11, 7, 69, fig. 63 illustrating cenrids and bull-man, etc.; §i, 6, fig. 9 and pi. I IB.
4 §11, 13, fig. 56 opp. p. 48. 5 §11, 8, pi. in, 84 f.
6 §111, 35, pi. 178*. 7 §11, 16, 321, pi. CXMI.
8 §11, I ; § I I , 2; §11, 3; §11, 15.
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style and that later carvings tended towards realism and more
concentration on detail. The fact is that no rigid distinction can
be drawn and that the two periods are without a break in stylistic
development. Some of the statues and a statuette in Sin IX, how-
ever, do betray a greater dexterity in the rendering of the dress,
and a heightened sense of its decorative values, but such develop-
ments are displayed alongside the older rigidities.1 There has
indeed been some exaggeration in assessing the merits of the
unsophisticated carvings associated with E.D. II. The cult
statues from the square temple of Abu at Tell Asmar are ridiculous
when viewed, e.g. from the back side, which terminates in legs re-
sembling the trunk of a tree—the best that the primitive sculptor
could do after nervously freeing the arms and angular elbows
from the soft, cheesy, stone matrix. Perhaps it is ungrateful to de-
value these ungainly, ill-proportioned figures with their big, stark,
staring eyes, which give an impression, doubtless intended, of
awed reverence.2 But there can be no question that in both E.D. II
and III the sculptors were groping towards the developed assur-
ance which they achieved with such mastery in the clear-cut
forms of the succeeding Agade period. One cylindrical figure
moving in this direction is an inscribed statue of Ur-kisal,3 sanga-
priest of the country of Akshak, the territory within which
Khafaji was situated. This figure was found smashed, and partly
burnt, in Sin IX and we have ventured above to ascribe the sack
to Eannatum of Lagash, who comes second in succession after
Ur-Nanshe. The reign of Eannatum may therefore conceivably
mark the date of the end of Sin IX, a temple which must have
lasted for some considerable time, and the statue itself may be
brought stylistically into line with glyptic development at Lagash,
which is probably slightly posterior to the First Dynasty of Ur.
Other statuary leads to the same conclusion, namely that Sin IX
has many examples of a primitive as well as a more advanced style,
the latter well revealed in some of the lively female heads with their
elaborate coiffures characteristic of the G temple at Ashur.4 Similar
considerations apply to the carvings of the numerous foundation (?)
plaques which represent banquet scenes and temple festivals.5

1 §11, 10, nos. 20 f. a §11, 10, nos. 1-13.
3 Ibid. no. 37; inscription (by T . Jacobsen) in §11, 7, 293.
4 Compare §11, 10, no. 39, an improvement on the hideous 'dumb-bell' style

portrayed by no. 22; elaborate hair-style as in §11, 10, no. 106 (statue of a female),
and the vigorous, lively heads, nos. 116 f.; §11, 4, Taf. 46.

6 §11, io, no. 185, and one of the same period from Khafaji (§11, 10, no. 187),
which is the counterpart of another from the Royal Cemetery of Ur (§111, 35,
pi. 181 b).
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Fig. 4. Plan of Sin Temple X at Khafajl. Early Dynastic III. Foundations marked
in solid black; reconstructed walls hatched. {O.I.P. LVIII, pi. 12. By permission
of the Oriental Institute, University of Chicago.)

Sin Temple IX ended in smoke, for Khafajl at the same time
suffered a severe conflagration, traces of which were found in the
ashes from the west end of the temple itself, right across to the
Temple Oval. It is true that most of Sin IX was spared a burning,
for what reason we do not know, but its statuary was smashed
and showed traces of burning at the hands of a ruthless enemy.1

With Sin X, which lay 8 m. above the level of the original
foundation in Sin I, we come to the last of the long series at
Khafajl. Traces of five successive occupations were found within
the building (see Fig. 4).2 The builders took advantage of the
severe damage suffered in the sack of Sin IX to re-level the site
and erect a larger building and a more elaborate temple, neverthe-
less using the stumps of the old walls as foundations for the new

1 §11, 7, 65, figs. 61, 62. 2 §11, 7, pi. 18 and p. 132.
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whenever possible. While the plan of the courtyard remained
basically the same, apart from minor alterations to some of the
side chambers, there was a radical change in the whole of the east
wing, which was extended, owing to a shift eastwards of the
house-quarters. The gate, instead of being on the east side of the
building, was for the first time shifted to the north and the
entrance was through two huge towers, a formidable bulwark
recalling the attack to which the temple had previously suc-
cumbed. At the west end of the building the plan of the main
sanctuary was unchanged except that it was lengthened by the
abolition of the postern chamber; the proportions of length to
breadth were now much nearer 4:1 , instead of the 3:1 observed
in Sin VI. Polytheism within a single building had now obviously
gained ground, for not only were there two main sanctuaries and
a third subsidiary one, each with an altar or podium at the west
end of the building, but yet another altar was added in a long
chamber at the opposite end, which also contained no less than
nine round-topped offering-tables arranged in front of it.

The temple was disappointingly poor in objects, many of which
had probably been looted in later times, but what had survived
appears to be consistent with E.D. Ill and certainly pre-Agade.1

Sin X overlapped with Oval 11 which was succeeded by Oval III, but
only the earlier foundations of the latter building are attributed to
E.D. III. Sin X therefore still falls within E.D. Ill and for the
end of the period a terminal date of c. 2400 B.C. may not be far
short of the mark, assuming that Sargon of Agade began to reign
c. 2370 B.C.

THE NINTU TEMPLE AND OTHERS

IN THE DIYALA VALLEY

The examination of the Sin Temples attempted above is basic to
an understanding of the Early Dynastic sequences, because of
their well-stratified varieties of architectural and material evidence.
But other religious buildings add much to the picture, among
them a series, less completely excavated, known as the Nintu
Temples from the discovery in the latest building, Nintu VII, of
an inscribed stone plaque naming that divinity.2 Since this form
of nomenclature does not appear before the First Dynasty of Ur,
it is clear that this temple should not be dated earlier than E.D.
Ilia—possibly it should be assigned to E.D. \\\b.

The more or less complete layout of the building is known
from its predecessor Nintu VI and consists of two adjacent un-

1 Cylinder-seal Kh. no. 370, 1; §11, 12, pi. 24, no 248 2 §11, 7, 82 and 290 f.
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Fig. 5. Plan of the Nintu Temple at Khafajl during Sixth Building Period of
Q 45 14. Early Dynastic II. Foundations marked in solid black; reconstructed walls
hatched. {O.I.P. ivm, pi. 16. By permission of the Oriental Institute, University
of Chicago.) •

connected temples built on a dog-leg plan (see Fig. 5), which is
less complicated than that of the Sin Temple series and contains
far fewer subsidiary chambers. These two components of
Nintu VI include within them three sanctuaries of the standard
type, with altar or podium at the short end and a further sub-
sidiary chamber (room 13) with recesses between pilasters against
its west wall, perhaps an accessory chamber to serve the cult.

This temple yielded a number of valuable objects including a
finely carved stone statuette of a female, executed with the con-
fidence of a well-trained sculptor in a style which we may more
properly expect in E.D. Ill although the excavators have assigned
Nintu VI to E.D. II.1 However that may be, a copper group of
two wrestlers balancing tall vases on their heads and stripped for
an acrobatic act,2 probably cast by the cire perdue process, is in a

1 §11, 7, fig. 76. 2 Ibid. fig. 77.
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style which matches other copper figurines from Temple Oval I
and is generally thought to have originated in E.D. II.

Embedded within the altar or podium of one of the sanctuaries
was a beautifully carved stone statuette of a bearded cow, in the
style of the famous models from the Royal Cemetery of Ur which
are now classified as E.D. III^.1 This object was found together
with a human-headed bull and several stone maceheads and illu-
strates a practice common in the Diyala valley of dedicating
within the altar itself objects connected with the cult—probably

[ as a rule those which had been used in an older foundation and
> though not required for the newer one were kept out of piety and

reverence in the shrine's most sacred place.2 Some of the altars
had stepped tops, perhaps for the display of votive objects.

The practice of concealing objects of the cult within the altar
was, moreover, often a means of preserving them in perpetuity, as
may be demonstrated by another discovery within the Nintu
Temple VI, for on the lower of two occupation floors, which
were separated by 30 cm. of debris, fragments of headless statues
of a male and a female were found. They had been deliberately
burnt, for no traces of fire could be discerned except in their
immediate vicinity.

Another find from the courtyard of Nintu VI was of exceptional
interest: it consisted of a number of mud structures, some of
which seemed to have served for persons engaged in the act of
standing or kneeling—a kind of prie-dieu but without support.
Frankfort3 has risked the suggestion that these structures were
used by the priestesses, as in the much later middle-Assyrian
Ishtar temple at Ashur, where lead figures depict couples in the
act of copulation, a temple cult linked with the notion of the
Sacred Marriage, of which a memory survives in Herodotus'
account of Babylon.

Below Nintu VI the remains of the earlier Nintu V were less
extensively excavated. Here one remarkable discovery was made,
in a pit anciently dug and sealed before the later sanctuary was
built. Within it there was a hoard of stone statuary which had no
doubt served its time after use in Nintu V. Such carvings, extrava-
gantly praised by Frankfort, may be expressive of religious fer-
vour, but bear all the signs of sculptural incompetence.4 They
are admittedly in a mixture of styles, earlier and later, and give
rise to the suspicion that even Nintu V may overlap with E.D. Ill
although assigned to E.D. II.

1 §H, 7, fig. 72. 2 Ibid. 89. 3 Ibid. 85, n. 67.
4 Ibid. 94 , fig. 86; §11, 10, 2 1 ; §11, 13, 59.
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Earlier sequences were revealed in the remains of the under-
lying temples Nintu I-IV, which have been assigned to E.D. I, and
there is evidence that by the time of Nintu III we have reached
this period, for embedded within the altar there was a vase of
greenish stone with exceptionally wide rim and globular belly, of a
type which at Ur occurred as early as the Jamdat Nasr period.1 A
good example of a potter's wheel was found in the same temple.

The series of seven Nintu temples which ran through a depth
of about 6 m. of de'bris is thus seen to have spanned the greater
part of the Early Dynastic period, from E.D. I to at least the end
of E.D. III.2 Once again comparisons with other sites and the
mixture of styles after E.D. I lead to the conclusion that we
cannot always distinguish between the styles of E.D. II and III,
which merge with one another. The architectural succession of
buildings indicates that these two periods correspond with a long
historical sequence.

A similar span of time is indicated by nine or ten successive
temples of a much more modest character, collectively known as
the 'small temple in O. 43' , situated in the midst of the private
houses and therefore easily accessible to the townsfolk.3 We can
watch the progress of this building from a single sanctuary not
more than 7-5 cm. in length, built probably in E.D. I, to a larger
series of two- and three-roomed structures (including court-
yard) in the later stages of E.D. They were as usual all built of
plano-convex bricks.4

Smallest and simplest of all the sanctuaries was one known as
the 'Small Single Shrine in S. 44', with an altar at one end and a
circular offering-table in front of it.5 The walls are strongly
buttressed; this one-roomed box-like structure which belongs to
the very end of E.D. Ill ^ is a characteristic survival, without any
accessories, of the basic form of Mesopotamian temple.

THE ABU TEMPLE AT TELL ASMAR

Here again, not far from Khafajl, we have another informative
series of Early Dynastic temples which span the entire range of
the period. Successive rebuildings of the period may be correlated
with the archaeological sequences as follows: Archaic Shrine,
E.D. I; Square Temple, E.D. II; Single-Shrine Temple, first
phase E.D. Ill and second phase end of E.D. Ill , in the period
termed by Frankfort' proto-imperial', that is to say, Entemena to

1 §11, 7, 99, fig. 93. 2 Ibid. 102. 3 Ibid. 104 f.
4 Ibid. pi. 17. 6 Ibid. 114, fig. 105.
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Lugalzaggisi. It seems simpler to include this period within
E.D. III*.1

The Archaic Shrine E.D. I is the first of the temples following
the earlier Jamdat Nasr structures to be built of plano-convex
bricks. The basic plan (see Fig. 6) consists of an oblong sanctuary

Section

D17
Offering 16
table^Q

0
i i

10 m.

Fig. 6. Plan of Archaic Shrine I of the Abu Temple at Tell Asmar. Early Dynastic I.
Broken lines indicate rebuilding at Level IB. (O.I.P. LVIII, pi. 19B. By permission
of the Oriental Institute, University of Chicago.)

with podium or altar at the short end, subsidiary service chambers,
and, presumably, an open courtyard at the west end. That E.D. I
should not be reckoned to have covered a very short space of time
is suggested by the fact that 'nine distinct periods of occupation
could be detected in the architectural remains of this building,
each involving some change of plan'.2 As time went on, the sub-
sidiary chambers multiplied and there were changes in dimensions
of cella and court, but the basis of the plan remained the same.
Cylinder seals and an impression of the brocade style are charac-
teristic of the period, as is a fine example of a 'scarlet ware' vase
with sharp, angular neck and rim, and a design which includes
sprigs on its shoulder, found in a room adjacent to Archaic

1 §". 7, i59>n-7-
2 Ibid. 162.
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Shrine III.1 The most remarkable discovery was made in a room
D. 17/26 giving direct access to the sanctuary; here there were
no less than 660 broken, solid-foot chalices, neatly laid out in
rows, parallel with the walls, leaving a gangway in the middle.2

Here we have the relics of some religious ritual which long re-
mained traditional in Babylonia. At Uruk similar chalices, or
goblets as they are more properly called, were used in the Jamdat
Nasr period.

THE SQUARE TEMPLE AT TELL ASMAR

After the last of the Archaic Shrines had fallen into disuse, a new
ground plan came into being, on the same plot of ground, but at
a higher level, named the ' Square Temple' (see Fig. 7). There
was now a re-orientation and a radical change of plan; instead of
one, there were now three sanctuaries; two of the altars were at
the south end and one was at the west end; formerly the altar had
stood on the east. The centre of the building was given over, as
before, to an approximately square courtyard.

It is interesting to find this new plan appearing for the first
time in E.D. II, reflecting as it does, according to the German
school of Bauforscher, of which Walter Andrae was the foremost
exponent, a southern or Babylonian rather than a northern type
of plan with single sanctuary and courtyard to one side, as in the
early Ishtar temples at Ashur. Whilst it is true that this type of
squarish plan does seem to have originated in Babylonia, a secular
example appears in the E.D. Ill Palace at Eridu3—it was but a
convenient form of development out of the older, oblong room
which had been characteristic from the beginning. The situation
of the square court in the centre of a building enabled the priests
and the officials to secure a greater measure of control over those
concerned with deliveries and supplies and thus facilitated the
co-ordination of business.

There were at least three main stages of occupation of the
Square Temples (E.D. II), which, in addition to their three sanc-
tuaries and subsidiary rooms, contained a carefully waterproofed
bathroom liberally plastered over with bitumen. A priests' (?)
room with rush floor contained a bread oven and fragments of
stone sculpture, stone bowls, beads, and an ' Imdugud' amulet.4

Associated with the earliest level there was a limestone plaque
1 §11,7, fig. 124. 2 Ibid. fig. 125.
8 See below, p. 276. * §11, 7, 180.
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carved with figures in relief. As. 33:102;* this primitive piece
depicted two registers of bewigged male figures with beaky heads
in procession, and an amphora; the style is clearly that of E.D. II
and is comparable with another plaque of the same period from

Fig. 7. Projected plan of the Square Abu Temple at Tell Asmar. Early Dynastic II.
(O.I.P. Lvui, fig. 133. By permission of the Oriental Institute, University of
Chicago.)

the Sin Temple IX.2 In one of the sanctuaries cylinder seals,
beads, amulets and stamps were relics of an older period. A
bronze (?) mirror was a rarity and allows us to infer that this is
what some of the enigmatic painted figures in the more or less
contemporary 'scarlet ware' are carrying. Also associated with
one of the shrines was a stone bird-vase, of a type more familiar in
the Jamdat Nasr period and a fiddle-shaped mother goddess

1 §11, 7, 177 and §11, 10, no. 194.. a §11, 10, no. 192.
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figurine.1 Four mud pedestals, two free-standing and two engaged
with the wall, were found in front of the altar, in Shrine II. Simi-
lar structures found elsewhere have been discussed above; these
may simply have been offering-tables.

Most spectacular of all the discoveries of the Square Temple
was a cache of statues buried in a pit to one side of the altar in
Shrine II.2 They consisted of broken and discarded statuary, care-
fully packed—outworn figures of gods( ?)3 and votaries in the typi-
cally clumsy, rigid style of E.D. II, ready for replacement by the
less tense, more relaxed models that were to become more charac-
teristic of E.D. III.

An exceptionally large head found in Shrine III bore traces of
black paint on the hair; the statue from which it came had ap-
parently been deliberately broken while still in a state of good
repair. According to the excavators the final occupation of the
building may have belonged to E.D. III.

THE SINGLE-SHRINE TEMPLE AT TELL ASMAR

Some gap in time there may have been after the abandonment or
destruction of the Square Temple, for the next building, erected
on top of a re-levelled site, was built to an entirely different plan.
This new building, known as the Single-Shrine Temple (see
Fig. 8), was much simpler than its predecessor and belonged
wholly to the E.D. Ill period; it possibly lasted until the very end
of it. The temple was re-built, in successively higher levels (A—D),
no less than four times.4 The sanctuary was a standard form of
oblong chamber with altar at the end short wall, and entrance in
the long side. The two earliest temples possessed a single annexe
with direct access to the sanctuary; this chamber apparently also
served as a kitchen, for in each case it contained a bread oven. The
principal change in the last two temples was that the sanctuary was
partitioned into two internal connected chambers; the main walls
were more than a metre thick and there was a heavily defended,
towered entrance. It seems not unlikely that the sanctuary itself
carried a semicircular, vaulted roof, such as has been found in the
royal tombs at Ur. There is also contemporary evidence of stand-
ing arches in the houses at Tell Asmar, and of small square
windows built around a pierced terracotta grille.5

1 §11, 7, 125 and figs. 143-4. a Ibid. 188, fig. 149.
3 See the discussion in § i, 20, 7 ff.
4 §11, 7, pi. 23.
6 Ibid. 197 and fig. 159 and §11, 11,10 ff. for windows and arches at Tell Asmar.
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Statue fragments and maceheads were found scattered through-
out the building, and it is of peculiar interest that one statue had
been retained over two distinct and successive occupations, for its
feet were found in the Square Temple, E.D. II, head and trunk
in the Single-Shrine Temple, E.D. III.1 In assessing the develop-
ment of style throughout the E.D. period we must therefore
remember that antiquities were cherished and preserved by later
generations.

5m.

Fig. 8. Plan of the Single-Shrine Abu Temple at Tell Asmar. Early Dynastic III.
(O.I.P. LVIII, pi. 23A. By permission of the Oriental Institute, University of
Chicago.)

Towards the very end of this period E.D. Ill (in Single-
Shrine II)2 a new fashion of bonding the mud-brick was adopted;
plano-convex bricks set on edge foreshadow the regularly made,
flat bricks of the Agade period, and indeed it is alleged that at
Lagash the use of plano-convex bricks ceases with the reign of
Entemena, at least sixty years before the accession of Sargon.3

A cylinder seal from the Single-Shrine Temple IV depicting the
slaughter of a seven-headed hydra, in the Agade style, proves that
the Early Dynastic period had come to an end before the final
stage in this series of temples.4

1 §11, 7, 199 (As. 33.75 and As. 33. 281). 2 Ibid. 201, fig. 161.
3 Ibid. 200. * Ibid. 203, fig. 164.
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THE SHARA TEMPLE AT TELL AGRAB

There could be no sharper contrast with the simple plan of the
Single-Shrine Temple of Tell Asmar than one discovered at the
neighbouring and relatively small Diyala site named Tell Agrab,1

15 miles to the east, and known as the Shara Temple from an
inscription on a stone bowl of E.D. Ill period found within its
precincts.2 Only the western wing was excavated, but it could be
deduced that the cross measurements of this square building were
no less than 60 m. Of the many reconstructions that had occurred
throughout the whole of the E.D. period, the clearest plan was
obtained of the one that had existed in E.D. II (see Fig. 9). The
temple was protected by a formidable town wall 5.50 m. thick,
reinforced by semi-circular buttresses 2.20 m. in width and 2.50 m.
in projection. It may be remembered that the town walls of Uruk
were attributed to Gilgamesh, who lived at the beginning of
E.D. III.

It would be of considerable interest to trace in detail the history
of this temple and to describe the numerous finds made in the
course of Seton Lloyd's skilful excavation. Here it must suffice
to point to certain general conclusions which can be drawn
from these discoveries and to draw attention to a few objects and
architectural details of exceptional significance. The greater part
of the finds have been ascribed to E.D. II, except for traces of
'scarlet ware' in E.D. I, and some objects and rebuilding
manifestly appertaining to E.D. III.3

The better preserved western end of the building,4 with huge
external walls heavily reinforced by great buttresses, divides itself
into three wings; the northern one contained at least two,
possibly three sanctuaries, and a granary. The central wing con-
tained the main shrine with big offering-table at the north end,
a series of ritual tables and a screen; on one side of it there were
treasuries, and on the other there was an approach through a
courtyard which had contained a well lined with plano-convex
bricks. This central block gave proof that the construction of its
heavy defensive wall had been more than justified; for not only
were sling-bolts found in various parts of the building, but in the

1 §11, 7, pis. 25-7 and fig. 203 on p. 263. a Ibid. 229.
3 Ibid. 228 ('scarlet ware' found in priests' houses beyond the main mound;

ibid. 238, cache of maceheads and eleven stone cylinder seals found in an altar;
these and other Shara Temple seals which range through the Jamdat Nasr and
E.D. I—III periods are illustrated in §11, 12, pis. 72-83).

1 Ibid. pi. 26.
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Fig. 9. Reconstructed plan of the main level of the Shara Temple at Tell Agrab.
Early Dynastic. (O.I.P. LVIII, fig. 203. By permission of the Oriental Institute,
University of Chicago.)

course of an attack sappers had by-passed the heavily defended
entrance to the sanctuary and tunnelled through its eastern wall.
Doubtless much treasure had been abstracted, although much
remained (some of it concealed within and to the side of the
altar)—both here and in the adjacent treasury and sacristy.

The southern wing of the building was quite different in
character. It consisted of a central court, approached by vesti-
bules and leading into a main hall, no doubt a reception room
with subsidiary chambers; it also contained a bathroom. There
can be no doubt that this was the residential wing, for its layout
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resembled the more or less contemporary Priest's House D which
was situated at one end of the big Temple Oval in E.D. II.
P. Delougaz has convincingly demonstrated this relationship,
which may correspond in the Sumerian texts with the gipar, the
residence of the high priest or priestess (enu, entii).1 In this square
building we have therefore a classic example of the type of priest's
house which was the ecclesiastical version of the analogous plans
found in the town area within which the humble folk of the city
dwelt.2

From many successive occupations of the temple a large variety
of objects was found, and it is interesting that some of them were
treasure-trove, for they had either been buried, as caches within
pits in various parts of the building, or in many instances con-
cealed within the box-like altars of the sanctuaries. One should
look to the seal cylinders for chronological criteria, and here we
may note that there were several examples of scenes depicting the
temple and its herd, executed with the cylindrical drill; these
would seem to be survivors from the Jamdat Nasr period and
remind us that the earliest remains underlying the temples were
Protohistoric; of the remainder, the majority should be assigned
to E.D. I—II.3 It is noticeable that we have no mention of lapis
lazuli seals, and that where lapis inlay and beads occur the context
appears to be E.D. III.4

To the E.D. II period we may assign a quadruple-headed lion-
mace which was found concealed within the altar of the main
sanctuary during the first occupation, together with some stone
cylinders, amulets and copper objects. If the sequence dating is
correct none of them should be later than E.D. II (though some
may be earlier); the objects other than the seals are still un-
published in detail. Stone maceheads are abundant. A sculptured
stone vase depicting 'Gilgamesh' seizing lions by the tail is
probably not earlier than E.D. III.5

Many copper objects were found, of which the most important
were small copper statuettes, probably made by the are perdue
process and assigned to E.D. II. Three of these awkward and
ludicrous standing figures, represented in a state of ritual nudity,
were found in one chamber, two male and one female, and a fourth
male in another not far distant.6 If crudeness of style be a reliable

1 §n, 7, 261 ff., fig. 203; cf. C.A.D. 5, 83.
2 P. Delougaz, H. D. Hill and Seton Lloyd, Private Houses and Graves in the

Diya/a Region (O.I.P. 88), Chicago, 1967.
3 §11, 12, pis. 72-84. 4 §n, 7, 239 and 256.
8 Ibid. 242, fig. 189. 6 Ibid. 257-8, figs. 200-1.
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criterion we should have no hesitation in assigning them to E.D. I
rather than to E.D. III. A little two-wheeled copper chariot
drawn by four onagers and wrongly1 described as a quadriga has
solid wheels and is our earliest example of a simple chariot
rendered in copper.2 Other examples of copper objects have been
assigned to the same period, but it is important to observe that a
poker-butt type of spear found at the base of one of the altars is
typical of the Royal Cemetery of Ur, and should be assigned to
ED.I I I .3 y y g

It is therefore reasonable to suggest that, in relationship to Ur,
some of the Shara Temple sequences should not be placed much
earlier, and this suspicion is confirmed when we reckon with the
large quantities of small gold and silver objects scattered throughout
the same temple. A gold toggle-pin4 is probably indistinguishable
from types known from the Ur Royal tombs, as well as many
other small finds, including golden beads and amulets in the
shape of animals; others in stone represent rams, birds, lions,
calves and fish—all of them the very stuff of the Royal Cemetery
of Ur—and we may conclude that there is probably neither a
valid typological nor a chronological distinction between Shara
Temple E.D. II and Ur E.D. Ill, that is to say, E.D. II and
E.D. I l ia merge, the one into the other. Possibly this difference
may be accepted: that lapis lazuli was comparatively rare in the
Diyala while copper statuettes in human form, relatively common
in the Diyala, were virtually absent from Ur.5 There may be a
case for arguing that some of the tombs such as that of' Shub-ad'
and other shaft graves where lapis lazuli was common were a little
later in time, E.D. Ilia, but other arguments no less cogent
could be used in support of the theory that a part at least of E.D.
II in the Diyala and E.D. Ilia as at Ur are contemporary.

It is indeed admitted by the excavators that some of the Shara
Temple material is definitely E.D. Ill,6 for example a remarkable
limestone head of a female, in realistic style7 comparable with
gypsum heads discovered in Ishtar Temple G at Ashur.8 The
model of a human foot from a copper statuette recalls the bitumen
core of a similar casting from Tell Brak in Syria,9 but the one from
the Shara Temple may be earlier, E.D. II (?). Diamond-shaped

1 Note that only the inner pair of animals are fastened to the yoke.
2 §11, 7, 257, fig. 200; §11, 9, 13, pis. 58-60. 3 §11,7, 256.
« Ibid. 257.
6 §111, 35, pi. 121. A copper head of a horned deity is an exception.
8 §II, 7, end chart. ' Ibid. 239, fig. 186.
8 §11, 4, Taf. 46, e-h, and below, p. 299.
9 §11, 7, fig. 192; §iv, 5, 184 and pi. xxxix.
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beads in black and white stone could also be matched with similar
types from the Royal Cemetery at Ur, E.D. Ilia.1 An unusual
cylinder seal of translucent green stone depicting animals of the
chase, lion, goat and mouflon head, appears to be a good example
of the E.D. II style.2

THE TEMPLE OVAL AT KHAFAJI

The great oval enceinte3 at Khafajl was a sacred perimeter sur-
rounded by heavy double walls which enclosed an area of over
8,000 square metres of ground,4 including a huge courtyard,
workshops and magazines, sanctuary at one end, priest's house at
the other. Before the original foundation an enormous cavity was
dug, an excavation that involved the removal of some 64,000
cubic metres of soil, which was then replaced by the equivalent
volume of clean sand. This fantastically extravagant effort shows
to what lengths Early Dynastic man was prepared to go in order
to prepare consecrated ground, unsullied and immaculate, as re-
quired by the god. A late Akkadian ritual5 and the ceremonies
enacted by Ur-Baba6 and Gudea7 of Lagash are literary evidences
of this frame of mind, so well attested by archaeological discovery
at an earlier period.

The Oval was rebuilt three times and the main occupations
were classified as follows: Oval I, E.D. II; Oval 2, E.D. I l i a ;
Oval 3, E.D. I l l b and later. Once again this chronological scheme
proposed by H. Frankfort seems too high for that which he also
proposed for the Royal Cemetery of Ur— \ \ \b . We have already
seen that Sin Temple IX, which is for the most part contemporary
with Oval I, had much in common with E.D. 111 a. We may perhaps
ascribe the burning of both temples to Eannatum of Lagash.8

The architectural layout of the Temple Oval (see Fig. 10) was
evidently designed to congregate a vast concourse of people within
a court-yard ($6 x 38 m. in dimension) that stood in propinquity
to the shrine, which consisted of a single chamber on an elevated
platform at one end of it. On the muddy ground of the court it
was still possible to trace the imprint of human feet and of the
reluctant animals which had been tugged there to feast the god and

1 §11, 7, 254, fig. 198.
2 Hid. 254, fig. 197, and §11, 12, pi. 76.no. 824.
3 §11, 6, pis. in-v. l Ibid. 16.
5 §n, 18, 11 (sacrifice of a bull).
6 §11,17, 60f.; §111, 38, vol. vi (1926), 367f.; A. Falkenstein in Or. 1966, 23of.
7 §11, 17, 68 f. (Statue B, iv, 7-9). 8 See above, p. 246.
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his attendants. Storage magazines, kitchens, and workshops which
included a sculptor's atelier were situated within the perimeter.
The approach was through a narrow stepped entrance between
towers. In one corner of the building, as we have already noticed,

Fig. 10. Isometric restoration of the Early Dynastic Temple Oval of the First
Building Period at Khafajl. (O.I.P. LIII, pi. v. By permission of the Oriental
Institute, University of Chicago.)

there was a priest's house which in its plan bore resemblance to
the Square Temple at Tell Asmar; it still contained the remains
of fishermen's nets, and a hornets' nest was found in the matted
roof-beams. But in spite of so many traces of public activity it is
still apparent that the sacrosanct Holy of Holies was reserved for
the few. Even though the temple precincts were the focus of the
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economic life of the city, the people can have had a full view of the
gods only when they travelled in processions at the seasonal festivals.

Much sculpture and many other objects were found in the
Oval. A stone foundation plaque from House D in Oval I must
have been part of a Temple Palace set, of which a duplicate was
found in the Royal Cemetery of Ur, another witness of the approxi-
mate contemporaneity ofKhafaji E.D. II andUr E.D. Ilia.1 This
plaque represents a scene of victory according to Woolley, or
according to Frankfort a religious festival in which god and god-
dess, rather than king and queen, are celebrating their consumma-
tion of the Sacred Marriage at the Spring Festival. We see the
protagonists on their thrones; musicians, cattle and offerings of
wine for the feast, and the commander's chariot. Of outstanding
interest are the copper ritual figures on bull-legged stands, cast
in cire perdue\ these male figures are in a state of ritual nudity,
clothed only with a girdle; one of them carries a pronged
excrescence, perhaps a stand for holding a bowl, on his head.2

It is customary to assign these early copper castings to E.D. II,
and there can be little doubt that this type of metal work was
being developed just as early as sculptured human figures in stone.

III . THE PRINCIPAL BABYLONIAN SITES

KISH

We know from the king-lists that Kish3 was one of the most im-
portant cities of Babylonia in Early Dynastic times, and indeed
its prestige was indicated by the title lar kissati which signified
for its holder the paramount authority in the land.4 The most
famous dynasty of the period was deemed to be that which ruled
the city directly after the Flood and it may be correlated with the
period known as ED. II on the assumption that the prediluvian
kings correspond with E.D. I. The best known names associated
with Kish in E.D.II are Enmebaragisi, Agga and possibly Mesilim,
each of whom conducted wars with neighbouring cities or settled
disputes with them.5 It is therefore unfortunate that none of

1 §n, io, 45 and pi. 107, no. 187; §111, 35, 377 and pi. 181 a.
2 §11, 10, 41-2 and pis. 98-103; §11, 9, pi. 95.
3 §111, 34; §111, 7. 4 See above, p. 109.
6 See above, pp. 11 o and 116 f. A. Moortgat and other German archaeologists assign

him to E.D. II and even refer to a'Mesilim period'. But as he is not in the king-list we
have no good reason to assign him to E.D. II rather than to E.D. I l l , and indeed the
celebrated macehead bearing his name could be of the E.D. I l l period. See §HI , 33,
vol. i, p. xxxv, and vol. 11, p. 223; §1, 16, figs. I6OA, B; §11, 17, 160 f.
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them can be exactly correlated with any of the early dynastic
remains which have been excavated in the extensive site of Kish.

Most of the Early Dynastic material appears to have been
situated in the part of the site named Tell Ingharra, but with the
exception of the great Palace A, excavated by E. Mackay, all the
buildings are but fragments of a once important architecture. We
know, however, that there were two big zikkurrats, built of plano-
convex bricks on a great platform, the facade of which was
decorated with niches and recesses characteristic of religious
architecture.1 There are grounds for thinking that these are to be
numbered among the earliest true zikkurrats or staged towers known,
and that they were not merely temples elevated on a platform.2

The domestic architecture of the period was illustrated by a
succession of houses in the 'Early Houses Stratum'. Both in the
streets between them and in the houses there was evidence of a
series of floods at the end of E.D. I and E.D. II—III, the earliest
of which may perhaps be related to Noah's, provided that we are
content to identify his flood with the one mentioned in the
Sumerian king-list, which occurred at the end of E.D. I, just
before the kingship was transferred to Kish.3 However that may
be, an E.D. I date for the early towns is well established since
brocade-style seals were found in them, and there is an extensive
range of pottery which runs in this area right through to E.D. III.
Associated with the houses were burials, some of which seem to
have been dug beneath the house floors; the deposits included many
pot types from graves that may be isolated as characteristic of E.D. I.4

The ceramic evidence from Kish corroborates that of other
sites in demonstrating the basic continuity of the typology
throughout the whole of the E.D. period, although at each stage
some types were being modified and others introduced. There is,
moreover, little to distinguish the stone-ware types of E.D. I—II
at Kish from those found in the royal tombs of E.D. Ill at Ur.6

Seal impressions may be associated with those from Farah,
generally assigned to E.D. II, and should be distinguished from
the archaic texts from Farah—perhaps E.D. III«. Metal work,
especially copper stands for vases, is characteristic of the E.D. II
period.

Much the most important of the graves at Kish, however, are
the remains of chariot burials, one of which, Y 529, contained

1 §111, 28, fig. 1, opp. p. 19. 2 Ibid. 27.
3 §111, 27. See also §111, 30, where attention is drawn to the necessity for further

practical scientific investigation of the evidence on the ground.
4 §111, 28, especially pis. vi-ix. 6 Ibid. pi. v.
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three two-wheeled vehicles, or perhaps a waggon and chariot.1

Associated with this one was a luxuriously made copper dagger,
a long spoon, a big saw, tools, a rein-ring and copper vases. There
were also two 'painted vases of a red colour', of a type not found
at Ur but common in the Diyala region in E.D. II, and rare in
E.D. Illa-b.

The Kish chariot burials, although endowed with a number of
well-made articles, especially of metal, are none the less poor in
comparison with the sumptuously equipped multiple burials of
E.D. Ill at Ur, which may represent the climax and extinction
of this wasteful and expensive practice, for there comes a time
when the gods demand too much. Contemporary with these
E.D. II burials at Kish is a modest chariot burial at Susa.2

It remains to consider the context of the spacious, many-roomed
Palace A at Kish (see Fig. 11). This extensive building, with its
fortified towered entrances, niched facades, steps and columns, has
already been compared with a type of architecture which is
characteristic of E.D. II in the Diyala region and is encountered
in Sin Temple VIII at Khafajl.3 Unfortunately, the stratigraphy
is insufficiently precise to enable us to decide with any confidence
how it was related to other E.D. buildings at Ingharra, although
Moorey has observed that if its levels have been correctly re-
corded it should have been situated well above the level of the
Flood Stratum. On these grounds he would place it in E.D. llla—b.
The matter must remain in doubt; but the two separate wings
were probably constructed successively, and so formidable a
building may well have endured for a considerable time before
its final destruction by fire—there were extensive traces of burn-
ing.4 A Farah-type tablet, perhaps E.D. Il ia, was found in-
corporated within a bench in one of the rooms.5 But it should also
be recalled that associated with the Kish Palace there was a frag-
ment of slate and limestone inlay work depicting 'the Kish hero'
wearing a cap which is in a style generally attributed to E.D. II.6

However that may be, the Kish Palace, together with that at
Eridu, maybe numbered amongst the oldest of the Early Dynastic
palaces.7 There is much to commend Moorey's assumption that

1 §m, 34, 30.
2 Mim. D.P. 29, 122 f., fig. 89; §111, 23, 114.
3 Seeabove, pp. 294 ff.; § m, 24, pis. xxi.xxn and, more conveniently, the two wings

juxtaposed in §1, 14, 87, fig. 94. * §111, 28, 44.
6 §m, 24, pi. xxxvi, nos. 10, 12. 6 Ibid. 120 and pi. xxxv, nos. 2, 3.
7 My attribution of the Kish Palace to E.D. II in §111, 27, table opp. p. 82, may

be emended accordingly and re-assigned to E.D. I l l , but see the reservation con-
cerning incrusted plaques, which may be E.D. I I ; see above, p. 241, n. 2.
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the Kish building belongs to E.D. I l l* rather than E.D. II, and
if so, we must reckon that certain architectural features which
resemble those exhibited by Sin Temple VIII, E.D. II,1 are a
foreshadowing in the earlier ecclesiastical construction of devices
that were later to be adopted in lay buildings.2

Fig. 11. Isometric restoration of the Early Dynastic Palace at Kish. (M. E. L.
Mallowan, Early Mesopotamia and Iran, fig. 94. By permission of Thames and
Hudson.)

After the Kish Palace had been destroyed by fire the ruins were
used as a graveyard. 'A* Cemetery, as it is called, contained many
burials and votive deposits of a type known from the commoners'
graves in the Royal Cemetery of Ur. The typology indicates that
it begins at the end of that period, E.D. Wlb, and continues as
late as the Agade dynasty.

1 See above, pp. 249 ff,.
2 P. R. S. Moorey, in Iraq, 26, 93 ff. and pi. xxi illustrates another partially

excavated palace ' P ' at Kish, a heavily fortified plano-convex brick residence or
arsenal of E.D. I l l period.
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ERIDU

Eridu must have been an important site in the Early Dynastic
period, but the evidence concerning it at that stage of history is
still defective and may have to be traced beyond the epicentre of
the site. One important building, however, has been excavated
by the Iraq Antiquities Department, a spacious palace built of
plano-convex bricks.1 Two almost identical buildings were found
adjacent to one another; the cross dimensions of each were
6<j x 45 m.; the precincts consisted of fortified double walls, and
the external one was 2*60 m. thick. The facades were composed
of a series of heavy buttresses and recesses; the corners of this
building faced the cardinal points of the compass according to
Sumerian practice. Between the inner and the outer walls there
were corridors, 1*20 m. wide, which may have served as a con-
venient method of circulation, for storage purposes, and for
guard patrols; access was through two main gates. The most
interesting feature of the building was the arrangement of the big
rooms, which were perhaps audience-halls, in relation to the great
square court, for this would appear to be ancestral to a system
well defined in the much later Palace of Zimrilim at Mari, where
an Early Dynastic palace is also at present being excavated.

Few objects were found in association with the palace: there
was a very heavy adze-like copper implement which could have
been used for demolishing walls; but the most striking dis-
covery was a beautifully made alabaster statuette, 16 cm. high,
wearing a high polos—Sumerian in style. The eyes were in-
crusted with lapis lazuli and shell; the smooth workmanship and
the use of lapis is an argument in favour of an E.D. Ilia date,
and it is reasonable to suppose that the Eridu Palace may have
been approximately contemporary with that at Kish; it lacks
columns, but like the Kish Palace is built as two separate units.

This was the period at which the king seems first to have lived
in a house of his own; indeed shortly before 2400 B.C. it was re-
corded in a deed of sale that' At that time Entemena was Governor
of Lagash and Enentarzi was sanga-priest of Ningirsu'2—in
other words church and state were to that extent also separated.
But in E.D. II we hear of Enmerkar, king of Uruk and Kullab,
receiving a messenger from the distant land of Aratta in the great
courtyard of the guenna, the 'assembly hall' of the temple.3

1 §HI, 32- a §"» 17. 224, 20.
8 G, 10, 1 and 24, line 301.
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SHURUPPAK

This important Sumerian capital city, now known as Farah, still
remains to be dug in extenso although many soundings have been
conducted there.1 But from the evidence, both historical and
archaeological, we know that it was flourishing throughout the
three sub-divisions of the E.D. period. Many remains of plano-
convex brick buildings have been found. We have already referred
to the Sumerian canonical records which relate that the last assumed
king of E.D. I, Ziusudra, was reigning there at the time of the Flood,
and we are ready to accept that the fluviatile clay silt traced there by
E.Schmidt may be correlated with that event,2 for it is preceded by
remains of the Jamdat Nasr period and succeeded by Early Dynastic.

Archaeologically of considerable interest is a series of cylinder
seals and impressions which are generally described as in the
Farah style and have been isolated by H. Frankfort as belonging
to E.D. II.3 They represent friezes of men and animals engaged
in combat, in addition to boating scenes (the gods being ferried
to their festivals), snakes, scorpions and other wild creatures.4 Two
figures, both easily identifiable, occur: one is a human being
wearing a cap with two long ears, perhaps a masked magician;
the other is a human being with flat cap on his head, wearing a
short skirt above the knee, tucked into a girdle, and a long trailing
open overmantle which leaves the skirt or kilt exposed. He is
sometimes known as the 'King of Kish' because he is represented
on a well-known shell plaque found on that site.5 All these seals
are in the linear style which in the Diyala region appears to be
characteristic of E.D. II.

No less important has been the discovery at Farah of a large
collection of tablets which include temple accounts, school tablets,
lexicons, and incantation texts.6 These documents never carry the
Farah seal impressions and are generally considered to be sub-
sequent to them, belonging to E.D. \\\a\ that is to say, contem-
porary with the earlier part of the Royal Cemetery of Ur which
was dug into the ruins of houses that contained tablets of a type
reckoned to be a little older than the Farah texts.7

1 E. Schmidt in M.J. 22 (1931), 193 ff.
2 §m, 27. 8 §1, 5, 44 ff.
4 Ibid. pi. XI. 5 §111, 24, pi. XXXV, nos. 2, 3.
8 §111, 18; §111, 9; §111, 10; §111, 11. Much new and important information

concerning the Farah tablets has recently been disclosed in §111, 4.
7 E.D. II ; see E. Burrows in §111, 35, 313 f.
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NIPPUR

This place, which lies about 45 miles south-east of Babylon, was
an extensive city in the E.D. period; its ruins are spaced over
an area of about 180 acres. Before 2000 B.C. it was the centre to
which the princes of Sumer repaired in order to receive the crown
and sceptre of kingship—the regalia which were the authentic
symbols of dominion over the entire land and entitled the holder
to a place in the canonical list. How early this ritual was performed
we do not know, but the long series of Inanna temples situated
near the zikkurrat leads us to suspect that the city was already
dignified in this way in the E.D. era.

The best known of the excavated Inanna temples at present is
the one built in the E.D. II period. The basis of its rather strag-
gling plan may have originated from an earlier, prehistoric foun-
dation and the untidy modifications which it underwent may have
been conditioned by adjacent property rights. The importance of
the temple may be gauged from its dimensions, for this sinuous
building spreads its length over 275 ft. and is 85 ft. wide at its
south-eastern end.1 The approach to the temple's two shrines
involved a long walk through three courts, two porches and several
antechambers. In two of the courts there were pairs of columns of
up to 3 ft. 8 in. diameter composed of segmental plano-convex
mud-bricks which were encased in mud-plaster. We have already
observed2 that the column was a feature of Sin Temple VIII at
Khafajl, and is thus already well attested in E.D. II; columns
were erected on a more grandiose scale in the Kish Palace of
E.D. Ilia.3 It is strange that columned porches, which were so
striking a feature towards the end of the Uruk period (Uruk IV),
do not reappear till E.D. II: but the archaeological evidence is
defective, and indeed there is still much to learn about E.D. I,
a period that requires further investigation on the ground.

The two sanctuaries of the E.D. II Inanna temple at Nippur
lay in proximity, in a secluded wing at the far end of the building.
In each case the altar was set against the short wall at the end;
in the first sanctuary there was a direct approach through an
antechamber and in the second there was an indirect' bent axis'
approach through a side door. Temple paraphernalia included
circular offering-tables and benches grouped round the altar;
meals were cooked in the adjacent kitchens. The esoteric nature
of the cult may be deduced from the fact that the door leading to

1 §111, 15, fig. 1. 2 See above, p. 251.
8 See above, p. 274. There is a possibility that the Kish palace originated in E.D. II.
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the antechamber of the first sanctuary was only 18 in. wide. At
least two other E.D. temples succeeded this one before King
Shulgi, 2095-2048 B.C, laid out an altogether new foundation.

A variety of objects including sculpture in the round and
plaques in stone and in shell have been recovered from the debris;
these appear to illustrate each successive phase of the E.D. period.
One gypsum plaque may depict the goddess Inanna herself with
grain sprouting from her bull-horned crown; she carries four
maces and looks like an early prototype of Ishtar of battle, just
as an alabaster statue of a human-headed bull foreshadows the
later lamassu.1 Most interesting is a series of square stone plaques,
with a hole through the centre, carved with scenes which were
well favoured in Sumer—a lion attacking a bull, incised, possibly
E.D. I ;2 a hero dompting lions, and bulls, a banquet scene with
the figures cut back in high relief giving the effect of silhouette,
E.D. II; and a banquet scene in which a musician carries an
eight-stringed lyre with a bull-headed sounding-box. This last
named, inscribed plaque, dedicated to the goddess Ninmu, is com-
parable with the so-called 'Royal Standard of Ur ' which came
from one of the earliest graves in the Royal Cemetery at Ur.3

The Nippur plaque was associated with Level VIIB of the Inanna
Temple at Nippur and provides some grounds for attributing
that building to E.D. Illrf.4 There is some doubt as to how these
plaques were used. D. P. Hansen would, on the evidence of an
obscure inscription associated with Gudea, connect them with
the locks of doors to which they may have been attached by a cord
fastened to a knob projecting from the hole in the centre of the
plaque—if so these plaques would have been fitted to an adjacent
wall.5 None has ever been found in position, and it would seem
more likely that they were originally buried, as foundation boxes,
under the floor, possibly in proximity to the door. At Mari one
E.D. plaque was found deposited in this way, associated with the
raw materials of a smith and a lapidary—gold and semi-precious
stones.

The synchronisms with other sites provided by the long suc-
cession of Inanna temples have been clearly defined. Levels X I -
IX correspond with E.D. I; level VIII with E.D. II; levels VII-V
with E.D. Ill , and many of the standard types of pottery attri-
buted to these three main stages of the E.D. period have been
found.6 Most important of these criteria were the cuneiform

1 §m, 15, figs. 8 and 16. 2 §m, 17, 156 n. 54 and pi. 3.
8 §111, 35, pis. 91-3. * §111, 17, 145 and pis. I-VI.
6 Ibid. 155. 6 D. P. Hansen in §111, 13, 209.
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tablets of Farah type,1 usually assigned to E.D. Ilia, found in
level VIIB, with which the inscribed banquet scene plaque,
described above, was also associated.2 This evidence corroborates
the correctness of our classification of the early graves from the
Royal Cemetery of Ur as E.D. Ilia, for they were dug into
houses which contained tablets considered to be a little earlier
than those of Farah.3 It is not possible, on present historical
evidence, to allow the validity of recent carbon-14 determinations
of material from Nippur, since these would require a reduction
of six or seven centuries in the accepted dating of the E.D. period.4

UR

Much scattered evidence of Early Dynastic buildings was dis-
covered at Ur, but the detailed sequences are less informative
than those revealed in the Diyala Valley. It is to be presumed that
the great zikkurrat of king Ur-Nammu conceals within it the
remains of a more ancient plano-convex tower which may already
in the E.D. period have been a true zikkurrat rather than a
temple terrace. The reason for this presumption is that extensive
remains of a huge terrace not less great in extent than those of
the Third Dynasty of Ur were discovered much damaged by
Ur-Nammu's masons.5

On either side of the zikkurrat stairs, overlying a raised plat-
form, were two big buildings of plano-convex bricks to which
Woolley refers as temple kitchens, no doubt on account of the
extensive traces of ash, of hearths, of bitumen-lined troughs and
of careful drainage arrangements which he found associated with
them. Great care was expended in the building of the terrace,
within which stone had been used as well as brick.

In one of these temples a stepped altar with a bitumen-lined
runnel was situated against the wall of a presumably open court
which measured 12 x 6 m. Adjuncts of the temple included a
number of circular brick bases, a feature which was also observed
overlying some of the tombs in the Royal Cemetery of Ur, and
in the north-western of the two zikkurrat temples there was a
bitumen trough which contained fish offerings. Both buildings
are based on a square plan and are reminiscent of domestic rather
than of religious architecture. The associated offerings suggest
that this may perhaps be related with the Opferstatten discovered

1 §ii i , 17 ,153 ,11 .42 .
2 Ibid. pi. vi; §m, 36, 376 and pi. 181 for limestone plaque from Ur.
3 E. Burrows in §m, 35, 313 f. 4 See above, p. 243. 5 §111, 37, pi. 66.
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at Warka and that they were primarily places of sacrifice inti-
mately associated with the zikkurrat.

Exceptional in character are six chambers, 9 m. in length and
3 m. in width, which Woolley describes as shrines, without
adequate reason. They look most like a regular row of magazines.1

They are differentiated from any other chambers unearthed else-
where at Ur in having very solidly laid floors not less than fourteen
to fifteen courses in thickness, with bitumen mortar in the lower
six or seven courses and clay in the upper ones. As the floors were
raised well above the level of the court, each chamber had to be
approached by stairs. It seems likely that these elaborate arrange-
ments for waterproofing and drying were made to safeguard the
storage of perishable material, and possibly they may have been
magazines for grain or perishable food-stuffs required in the
zikkurrat precincts. The elevation of brick pavements with mud-
mortar on top of the bitumened courses must have been for
purposes of insulation, in order to prevent the bitumen from
melting in the summer, and indicates that these chambers were
lightly roofed.

Not many small objects were found in the vicinity, but some
stone carvings, seals and impressions, and hoards of beads which
included lapis lazuli may be attributed to E.D. Ill, and a shell
plaque possibly to E.D. II.2 The plans of the two temples and the
terrace belong most probably to E.D. Ill, but further excavation
would doubtless show that they were modifications of older
foundations. Traces of considerably earlier buildings were
described by Woolley as Archaic I and II. Archaic II may have
corresponded with E.D. I, for the walls contained a mixture of
Riemchen-type and plano-convex bricks, as at Warka. Archaic I
belonged to the Jamdat Nasr period, which was well represented
by series of carved stone amulets.3

Enough E.D. remains have been found at Ur to indicate that
the whole of the temenos area had already been consecrated at that
period. Plano-convex brick walls, and associated objects apart
from those already mentioned in the zikkurrat terrace, were found
in the E-nun-mah; near the Gi-par-ku two big and well-carved
stone rams which may have been the protomai of a throne;4 and in
the E-khursag area abundance of vertical terracotta ring-drains,
far in excess of the requirements of any one building, may
represent ritual arrangements for libations to the god Enki

1 §111, 37, pi. 66. H. Frankfort agrees with our view; §11, 7, 302, n. 10.
2 §111, 36. pi. 38 (U. 2826); pi. 39 (U. 18309); pi. 44 (U. 18313-14).
3 Ibid, pi) 38 (U. 17832-5). * Ibid. pi. 38 (U. 6756 A, B).
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through the apsu; some of these drains contained deposits con-
sisting of clay cups filled with animal bones.

Of the various examples of E.D. stone carvings we should draw
attention to an alabaster statuette of a standing female figure
wearing a fleecy 'kaunakes' mantle, from a grave of the E.D.
Ilia (?) period: the only complete figure of the kind recovered
at Ur, and unique in that it was deposited in the grave of a soldier
who was armed with a socketed axe.1 In addition we may note
three important monuments which date from the period of the
Lagashite dominion over Ur; all of the period E.D. lllb. A stone
foundation plaque with hole in the centre, comparable in type
with those mentioned from Nippur above, illustrates a priest in a
state of ritual nudity, attended by three satellites carrying sheep
while he pours a libation on an altar which stands outside the
temple gate.2 The upper register illustrates the god wearing a
horned mitre, enthroned inside the temple, while the same priest,
attended by the same satellites disencumbered of their offerings,
pours another libation on a similar altar. The plaque is worth a
detailed study because it illustrates the 'cinematographic' form
of narrative which the artists of the E.D. Ill period had inherited
from the preceding Uruk-Jamdat Nasr era.3 A much rubbed
granite stele inscribed with the name of Ur-Nanshe may perhaps
have been deposited at the time of his suzerainship. The diorite
statue of Entemena marks a predilection for this harder stone,
which, after E.D. Ill had ended, was to be splendidly exploited
by Gudea.4 Entemena had inherited the overlordship of Ur from
Eannatum who, as we have seen above, subdued many cities to
his dynasty.

Most spectacular of all the discoveries at Ur, to which many
references have already been made both in chapter xm and in
this one, was the so-called Royal Cemetery. The cemetery itself
was located on the south-east side of the later temenos enclosure,
on waste ground which overlay the ruins of houses, and was also
superimposed on two strata of de'bris, SIS 4-5, which contained
pottery and seal impressions of the Jamdat Nasr period, as well
as some impressions that may perhaps be attributed to E.D. I.
The latter consist of clay jar-stoppers bearing many impressions
from the same cylinder, including the names of cities.6 It is there-
fore certain that the earliest graves in the cemetery post-date

1 §m, 37, pi. 37 (U. 19037); the axe is type A. I, in list of contents, grave B. 36,
p. 129. 2 Ibid. pi. 39^ (U. 6831).

3 §m, 26, and Taf. 8. * §111, 36, pis. 39^ and 40.
s U.E. HI, nos. 425, 431.
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E.D. I. We have already seen that under the cemetery there were
also tablets, only just pre-Farah in date, and therefore E.D. II.
It is thus certain that none of the royal graves can be earlier than
E.D. II and most probably begin in E.D. Ilia, though some of
their contents are indistinguishable from objects found in Sin
Temples VIII and IX and in other E.D. II buildings in the
Diyala region. The late terminus or end of the richest graves in
the cemetery is marked by two rubbish strata, SIS 1—2, which
contain seal impressions of Mesannipada and an impression and
the actual seal of his wife Ninbanda.1 There can be little doubt
that these strata contain the debris of the plundered graves of that
Dynasty—the First Dynastyof Ur,E.D. III£, which conveniently
marks a break in the sequence.2

More than 2,500 graves were found in the cemetery, of which
a considerable number had been robbed, but some of the built
tombs and death-pits were found intact, probably because they
had been protected by the overlying graves of Mesannipada and
his family. The robbers of these later tombs were doubtless more
than satisfied with their loot and may well have thought that no
more was to be found below them.

At least half a dozen of the built tombs were probably the vaults
of a single family (see Fig. 12). The older ones seem to be cruder
in construction than the later ones; thus 779, a big tripartite tomb
with a corbel vault, stone-built, was probably earlier than 1054,
a mosque-like domed tomb confronted by a courtyard, and was
probably also earlier than 789/800 B, in which brick vaults were
used over the stonewalls. The plundered grave 779, which we
believe to be the earliest, was the one that contained the so-called
'Royal Standard of Ur' , decorated with scenes of peace and war
which were executed in shell and lapis lazuli incrustation. It
should also be recalled that grave 755, which belonged to Prince
Meskalamdug, owner of the celebrated electrum wig-helmet,
overlapped the shaft of 779 and was therefore subsequent to it.3

Indeed Meskalamdug's grave is probably the latest in the series,
later also than 1050, which belonged to Akalamdug, who was
accompanied by forty bodies, and later than 1054 which con-
tained the body of a princess and four men, as well as the seal of
King Meskalamdug, and two daggers in a box.

The best known graves are 789 and 800B, two vaults situated
at the bottom of a deep shaft. The former is presumed to have

1 §111, 36, 40.
2 See above, p. 245,11. 1.
3 §111, 35, 57 f.
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Fig. 12. Royal tombs and death-pits at Ur. (U.E. II, The Royal Cemetery,
pi. 273. By permission of the Trustees of the British Museum.)

contained the remains of the king, whose body was never identi-
fied, because the grave had been partially plundered through the
roof. Adjacent to it was the vault of a Queen 'Shub-ad' (Pu-abi)
who was lying on her back, upon a bed, accompanied by female
attendants. Two waggons drawn by oxen and attended by grooms
had been backed down the steep dromos\ there were fifty-nine
bodies—the majority females (the males appear to have been
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soldiers, or attendants)—on the ground around the two tomb
chambers. The treasures from these graves are beyond price, and
in quantity are equalled only by the extraordinary deposits in
the big shaft grave, 1237, which contained seventy-four bodies;
sixty-eight of them were women, attired in full court regalia.

Woolley believed that all the persons and the animals immo-
lated at the time of the funeral had descended into the pits alive.
The animals were probably slaughtered by their attendants and
the men and women took poison from little bowls which were
ready for them in the shafts. To the last they may have played the
funeral dirge on the gorgeous musical instruments, golden harps
and bull-headed lyres, which were provided for them.

No one who was present at the time of that discovery is likely
to forget the ghastly scene of human sacrifice, a crowd of skeletons
so gorgeously bedecked that they seemed to be lying on a golden
carpet upon which gold and silver vessels, head-dresses, jewellery
and a multitude of other treasures rested undisturbed, a dream of
a cave far richer than Aladdin's come to life. These things were
celebrated by the lines of Robert Bridges, Poet Laureate at the time.

Drinking vessels of beaten silver or of clean gold,
vases of alabaster, obsidian chalices,
cylinder seals of empire and delicat gems
of personal adornment, ear-rings and finger-rings,
craftsmen's tools copper and golden, and for music a harp;
withal in silver miniatur his six-oar'd skiff,
a model in build and trim of such as ply today
Euphrates' flowery marshes: all his earthly toys
gather'd to him in his grave, that he might nothing lack
in the unknown life beyond, but find ready to hand
his jewel'd dice and gaming board and chamber-lamp,
his toilet-box of paints and unguents1

The catalogue of treasures deposited with the dead runs into
many hundreds of items. In addition to those mentioned above
and elsewhere2 we may recall the many thousands of beads in
gold, silver, carnelian, and a profusion of lapis lazuli the presence
of which implies the existence in E.D. Ill of an unimpeded trade
route through to Badakhshan in Afghanistan. A hilt of this
material was used for the celebrated golden dagger found com-
plete with lattice-work sheath in tomb 580.3 The use of decorated
ostrich shells probably implies trade with Arabia (the Nejd),
mother-of-pearl with the Persian Gulf; silver with north-western

1 Robert Bridges, The Testament of Beauty, book iv, lines 295 ff.
2 See above, pp. 137 ff. 3 §111, 35, pi. 151.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



286 EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN MESOPOTAMIA

Iran (mines near Tabriz); copper which had a nickel content, with
Oman; many stones must have come from Iran. We have seen
that some stone vases can be matched in India, to which we must
add etched carnelian beads. A widespread trade in which many
surrounding countries were involved had now reached a climax.

The gorgeous beech-leaf head-dresses, the golden and silver
florally decorated combs; the wreaths composed of little amulets in
the shape of bulls, rams, birds and fish, huge boat-shaped ear-rings
may be accounted by the puritanically minded as in barbaric taste;
but the beauty of line, the dexterity of craftsmanship, the quality
of some of the golden bowls which can match the finest English
silver of the Queen Anne period must command our admiration.

The problem of interpretation which these discoveries demand
has been discussed in a preceding chapter.1 Some would see here
the evidence of a fertility cult, perhaps seasonal, others who follow
Woolley see royal burials and they would now rely on a story con-
cerning the death of Gilgamesh, a contemporary king who, if the
tablet can be read aright, was accompanied in death by his retainers.2

We may call attention to a fact, often noticed, that the majority
of persons found in the royal graves were women, that the evidence
of kings is unexpectedly rare, and that in the great shaft 1237
there was no principal personage at all. It may be that in this case
the protagonist had been buried in a plundered chamber beyond
it.3 The fact is that much of the evidence is missing and the most
popular view, whether right or wrong, is likely to be that the big
tombs and shafts are the remains of royal burials, both of kings
and of queens, whose attendants were mostly women, therefore
desirable and expendable. Barbarous practices on this scale ceased
at the end of E.D. Ilia, for reason must have asserted that it was
inconvenient to immobilize so much wealth, and that man could
serve the gods better by remaining alive than by courting a pre-
mature death.

Perhaps more puzzling is the origin of the practice, which at
Kish in Babylonia appears to have begun in E.D. II and persisted
at Susa in E.D. III. We may well look to the precedents in Egypt
where in Early Dynastic times both at Abydos and perhaps at
Saqqara we find evidence of similar sacrifice.4 But if that be the
source of origin there is a missing link in Mesopotamia, for we have
no evidence of the practice in E.D. I. It may be that the ground had
been prepared in Babylonia itself through the increasingly large
scale on which sacrifice was practised by means of the Opferstdtten,

1 See above, pp. 137 ff. 2 §111, 22. 8 §111, 35, 114.
4 §111, 14, 135; see above, pp. gSf.
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of which abundant traces have been found at Warka, and on a
lesser scale at Ur and Eridu.1 The classic example was the
Riemchengebdude at Warka, where in addition to animal bones
large numbers of clay and stone vases, metal objects and some
incrusted canopies were deposited within mud-brick chambers
and burnt.2 No human sacrifice was made at that period, but
many valuables were immobilized. Again there is a missing link
in E.D. I, but perhaps the memory of this ritual at Warka, which
seems to have been connected with the abandonment of an ancient
temple, conditioned these much later malpractices at Ur. We need
more work on an extensive E.D. I site in order to solve the prob-
lem of origins.

AL-'UBAID

The sequel to the evidence of the E.D. \\\a period revealed in
the Royal Cemetery at Ur is best seen at the little site of al-
'Ubaid3 some 4 miles away, on the lines of an old canal. There,
A'annipada, the son of Mesannipada, dedicated a temple to Nin-
khursag and we have the remains of a temple plan of E.D. Illb
with much evidence of the contemporary art, which is closely
related to that of the preceding phase, and in some cases in-
distinguishable from it. The building had been destroyed by fire
and only the platform which supported it survived. There were
heavy stone foundations, and buttresses and recesses in the facade,
which was composed of baked as well as unbaked plano-convex
brick. The methods of construction thus appeared more elaborate
than those of the preceding E.D. I l ia phase. The ascent of the
platform was made by means of two stone staircases; at the top
there was a pair of elaborately incrusted columns, and the facade
of the temple appears to have been decorated with artificial stone
flowers pegged into the wall. Many fragments of cast and ham-
mered copper reliefs survived; cattle, stags and the spread eagle
were represented. Most remarkable was an inlaid frieze with
limestone and shell figures depicting the temple cattle and a
milking scene. This was an enlarged edition of the older, and
usually much smaller, shell plaques familiar in the E.D. I l ia
phase. After the main excavations were concluded the excavators
of the Temple Oval at Khafajl rightly deduced from the plan that
the enceinte must have been surrounded with an oval wall, and
this in due course they discovered.4

1 §111,5, 76 ff.
2 §1, 9, U.F.B. xv (1959), 8 f. and Taf. 35 ff. 3 §111, 16.
* §111, 12; plan showing oval enclosure at al-'Ubaid in §11, 6, 141, fig. 124.
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The remains from 'Ubaid, though somewhat rustic in charac-
ter, area remarkable example of the gradual evolution of Sumerian
art and architecture. Methods of construction are an elaboration
of E.D. Ilia, showing much experimentation: the floral cone
decoration derives ultimately from the Jamdat Nasr period and
was applied as far north as Tell Brak in Syria;1 the metal work is
closely allied to beginnings in E.D. II.

LACASH

This important site, which is said to cover an area of about
4 x 3 km., lies not far from the Shatt el-Hayy, midway between
Tigris and Euphrates, some 10 miles from modern Shatrah. No
doubt in antiquity it was connected with these rivers by a system
of canals which must already have existed in E.D. times.

Much material from Tello2 belongs to the end of the period
E.D. llli and is therefore closely related to finds at Ur associated
with the Dynasty of Mesannipada which we have been discussing
above.

Although abundant traces of plano-convex buildings were dis-
covered, hardly any coherent plans of the period have survived,
because most of these early remains were dug in the nineteenth
century by de Sarzec and others, before the introduction of more
modern methods of excavation by Andre" Parrot. But we owe to
the early pioneers large collections of late E.D. Ill tablets and a
remarkable series of monuments, many of them inscribed, begin-
ning with Ur-Nanshe, a monarch who probably reigned only a
little later than A'annipada of Ur and may possibly have over-
lapped with him. The Lagashite carved foundation plaques, seals,
weapons and maceheads associated with Ur-Nanshe are closely
comparable with those of E.D. III£ at Ur, but are often of
superior workmanship. The most famous monument known is
that of his second successor Eannatum, author of the famous
Stele of the Vultures which celebrated his triumph over Umma
depicting his enemies held fast in a net, and a Sumerian phalanx
of soldiers. The helmet worn by the king on that monument is
very closely related in style to that of Meskalamdug, and we may
therefore infer that the grave of that monarch at Ur cannot be
earlier than E.D. I l l* and may conceivably have belonged to the
period E.D. III£. No less famous is the silver vase of Entemena
finely engraved with the design of a spread eagle, emblem of the

1 §iv, 5, pi. v and p. 95 compared with Uruk and 'Ubaid specimens.
2 §111, 33; 6; 29.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE PRINCIPAL BABYLONIAN SITES 289

city. The last monarch of that dynasty, Urukagina, is noted for his
attempted reforms, which were inscribed in theLagashite records;
they came too late and resulted in the transfer of power to Lugal-
zaggisi of Uruk, who brings the E.D. period proper to an end.

The principal building at Lagash throughout the E.D. period
must have been the temple E-ninnu, 'House (of) Fifty', proper to
the city's god, Ningirsu, and many of the known monuments must
have once been a part of its endowment but, as we have seen, its plan
was not recovered.

URUK AND OTHER SITES

Evidence concerning the E.D. period at Uruk (Warka) is defec-
tive because so much of it was destroyed by the large scale of
rebuilding conducted in E-anna by Ur-Nammu and his successors.
Various phases of the period are represented principally in
Archaic Level I, in which the last two out of seven phases con-
tained walls of plano-convex bricks.1 The preceding phases con-
tained, however, a mixture of the typical plano-convex E.D.
bricks with Riemchen, which would indicate, contrary to Jordan's
theory, that the transition from one stage to another was a gradual
one.2 R. McC. Adams was of the opinion that E.D. Uruk 'swelled
in size to become the first and greatest of Sumerian cities, cultiva-
tion in the surrounding region probably being redirected largely
towards fields under the close protection of its battlements'.

Early Dynastic material is widespread throughout Babylonia,
at many sites, some of them still unsurveyed. In the Nasiriyyah
district alone, within which Ur is situated, Behnam Abu es-Suf
has reported no less than eighteen sites hitherto virtually un-
known with which E.D. sherds are associated.3 Doubtless in all
the other liwas of Iraq many more sites could be added to that
list. Near Kut for example, Tariq el-Madhlum has excavated the
site of Tell el-Wilayah, which contained E.D. remains as well as
even more important ones of the Agade period.4

Two large capital cities, Umma (Tell Jukha), 18 miles from
Lagash, and Adab (Bismaya), 16 miles north of Farah, remain to
be scientifically excavated, though the latter was partially dug,
with encouraging results, by E. J. Banks at the beginning of this
century.5 Larsa may be expected to reveal remains of the period;
Larak and Akshak await identification.6

1 %i, 15, vol. 1, 344, and §i, 9, U.V.B. 11 (1931), 16 ff., and m (1932), 5 f.
2 §m, 36, 35. s §111, 1.
* §111, 25; also §m, 31. 6 §111, 2.
8 §i> 17. 373 n. 23.
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CONCLUSIONS

The size and importance of the many capital cities of Babylonia
in the E.D. period are evidence of a widespread prosperity which
was backed, as we know, by an elaborate and efficient administra-
tion that has been amply attested by the many economic texts
discovered in Lagash and Shuruppak. But the large populations
which the extent of these ruined cities implies could only have
been supported by an equally elaborate and efficient system of
irrigation, and we may be certain that the intricate network of
canals frequently mentioned under the Third Dynasty of Ur
was in existence centuries earlier.1 Much ground work is still
required to trace their limits, but the task has been begun. Al-
ready Adams has found evidence for concluding that in the Diyala
region the E.D. sites were grouped in enclaves as they had been
at an earlier period. 'The network of watercourses relied upon
for irrigation.. .had changed little since 'Ubaid times.'2 In the
district of Warka however it seems that the older pattern of
village settlement almost disappeared.

We have already seen that we can make only an approximate
estimate of the length of the whole period, but 500 years is un-
likely to be an exaggeration, in spite of the incomprehensible
reduction which carbon-14 computations have now given for the
first quarter of the third millennium B.C.

The division of the E.D. period which claims our most urgent
attention for the future is E.D. I, our knowledge of which is
defective. Only in the Diyala district can we assign any important
buildings to this phase, and seals of the 'brocade style', common
there, are rare beyond it. It may be that some seals now assigned
to E.D. II were already in use in E.D. I, and that eventually it
will be difficult to define the line of demarcation which separates
this period from Jamdat Nasr.

1 §HI, 3; 8; 19; 20; 21.
2 Robert McC. Adams, Land behind Baghdad, 38 ff., has found evidence for

concluding that in the Diyala region E.D. sites were grouped in enclaves, as they
had been atan earlier period. In the district of Warka it seems that the older pattern of
village settlement almost disappeared, and cultivation was restricted under the closer
protection of the capital.
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IV. ASSYRIA AND M E S O P O T A M I A

The history and archaeology of the upper reaches of Tigris and
Euphrates during the E.D. period is much less known than that
of Babylonia. At one site, Tell Brak, there was close contact with
the south, in particular with Uruk during the Jamdat Nasr period.
But there and elsewhere there may have been a loosening of the
ties in E.D. I—II, although it is possible that more intensive ex-
cavation in the relevant levels would show that contact was still
maintained. However that may be, in E.D. I l i a and later, north
and south were in close touch and the evidence reflects a high
level of commercial prosperity which at that time embraced
distant countries.

A complete account of the E.D. sequences in Mesopotamia
and Assyria would involve the examination of much disparate
material reflecting the development of native styles in many
different places. Here we must chiefly concern ourselves with a
brief discussion of evidence from northern sites in so far as it is
related to the history and archaeology of Babylonia as described
in the preceding pages.1

MARI

This Syrian site,2 which was already an important city in the E.D.
period, is situated i\ km. west of the present course of the river,
on the Middle Euphrates, and was strategically placed to control
its traffic. It lies 11 km. north-north-west of Abu Kamal on the
frontier between Syria and Iraq and is still a tribal centre to which
the desert nomads repair; its ruins cover more than 100 acres.

The most important E.D. evidence comes from a succession
of six 'Ishtar' temples (a-f) which spanned a total depth of
about 6 m. of accumulated debris,3 for which on comparative
grounds a span of about six centuries would not seem to be
excessive. Little is known about the lowest and earliest building,
temple (/). The second in succession, temple (e), an important
structure which covered an area of over 26 x 25 m., was built on
formidable stone foundations which consisted of large gypsum
blocks. To the west of it, A. Parrot exposed an expanse of gypsum,
17 x 10 m. in area, which may have been the foundations for a

1 See also above, ch. xin.
2 §iv, 12. Successive campaigns are still being published in the same journal,

e.g. §iv, 13.
3 §IV, 14, pis. M i l l .
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tower. Hardly any objects were discovered in association with it,
but the little ceramique commune would have been equally at home
in the next two temples and could conceivably be E.D. I.

The third installation, temple (d), includes a sanctuary on the
west side and a priest's house on the east. Associated with this
level was a deposit of pottery embedded in a clay podium of boat-
like shape which Parrot has termed 'Carcasses'—a pronounced
feature in all the succeeding sanctuaries. The pot types in these
deposits appear to be North Mesopotamian rather than Baby-
lonian in form, and are comparable with the ceramic of Chagar
Bazar levels 3—4.1 The period to which this temple should be
assigned is doubtful: it is perhaps not earlier than E.D. II, and
its most important feature was the presence of a number of big
stone tombs constructed in pairs, composed of gypsum blocks and
corbel-vaulted, therefore closely comparable with the early vaults
in the Royal Cemetery of Ur which, as we have seen above, were
E.D. Ilia. One tomb in temple (d) may have been dug down in
a late stage of occupation, or possibly from the succeeding temple
(c), with which these tombs might be contemporary. However
that may be, it is fortunate that one of them, tomb 300, contained
votive offerings, notably 'scarlet ware', usually attributed to the
E.D. I—II periods, as well as a number of bronzes which await
publication in the volume which will be entitled Les Necropoles.

The fourth temple, (c), a building on a larger scale, represents the
classic form in a steady line of development (see Fig. 13). There
may have been a gap between (d) and (c), for the latter was built on
a different emplacement. Temple (c) consists of a simple rect-
angular cella (no. 17) which measured 9.30 x 7.20 m. and was
enclosed by mud-brick walls no less than 3.20 m. thick. A rect-
angular mud-brick podium or altar stood at one end of the room,
opposite the door in the long wall giving access to a large court-
yard which contained a striking architectural feature, namely a
peristyle consisting of five solidly built mud-brick columns, 1.20 m.
in diameter, rilled with rammed earth and carefully plastered. The
columnar form of architecture may be linked with Sin Temple VIII
at Khafaji (E.D. II), and with the Kish Palace (E.D. II or I l ia) ;
perhaps we may opt for the earlier synchronism. More 'barcasses'
were discovered and there was a new type of foundation-deposit
which consisted of a heavy long-handled bronze implement, spade-
like in shape but with a looped end through which a heavy nail
was driven. Associated with the nails were two tablets, unin-
scribed, one in lapis lazuli; the other in limestone. Sometimes

1 §iv, 14, 59, fig. 41, and 19, fig. 12. See below, pp. 3045".
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there was a silver tablet and a few animal bones.1 Adjoining the
court and temple to the east side of it there was a second, large,
dog-legged courtyard which gave access to a house with at least
a dozen large rooms, doubtless accommodation for the priest. A
heavy, socketed bronze axe of a type common in the Royal Ceme-
tery of Ur, allegedly associated with either (c) or (d) level, cannot
be earlier than E.D. II and belongs more probably to E.D. III<«.2

— B

Fig. 13. Ishtar Temple (c) at Mari. Early Dynastic II, or Ilia.
(After A. Parrot, Le Temple d'Ishtar, pi. IV.)

Temple (b), the fifth in succession, was a reconstitution of (c),on
exactly the same emplacement. 'Barcasses' continued to be de-
posited and there was evidence of burnt sacrifice. Lapis lazuli
amulets carved to represent bearded bulls closely match E.D. Ill a
types in the Royal Cemetery of Ur and from Tell Brak,8 but
there are two Farah-type cylinder seals, probably E.D. II: one
of them, no. 1081, depicts a figure with long ears characteristic
of that style.4 The seals, however, may be earlier than the level with
which they are associated; two stone heads, nos. 1063, 1064,

1 §iv, 14,17,18. 2 Ibid. 184, fig. 98.
3 Ibid. pi. Lvm, nos. 1018, 1072, 1079 and fig. 94 on p. 157.
4 Ibid. pi. LXV, nos. 1080, 1081.
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Fig. 14. Ishtar Temple (a) at Mari. Early Dynastic HIS.
(After A. Parrot, Le Temple d'hhtar, pi. vm.)

rather crudely carved could be E.D. II or III,1 probably the latter.
Fragments of bituminous vases with rows of shell incrustation
are also typical of E.D. Ilia.2

Temple (a) (see Fig. 14), the sixth and last in the series, we may
with some confidence assign to the period E.D. Il l b, that is to say,
corresponding approximately with the dynasty of Mesannipada at
Ur or about the time of the so-called' Proto-Imperial' age. Here in
the cella was found the statue, dedicated to the goddess Ishtar,3

1 §iv, 14 pi. xxxin, nos. 1063, 1064.
2 Ibid. 224 and pi. LXXI«.

 8 Ibid. 68 f. and pis. xxv, xxvi.
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of a king of Mari named Lamgi-Mari, not known to the king-list
but styled by the inscription great governor of the god Enlil.
In the adjacent courtyard there was also found the enthroned
statue of an official, Ebikh-il, seated on a basket-work throne,
clad in a fleecy skirt and stripped to the waist; bearded, but
otherwise clean-shaven.1 This well-developed statuary would seem
to be pre-Agade in style, more advanced and carved with more
assurance than most of the statuary associated with the Diyala
sites in E.D. II-III«. The numerous pieces of shell inlay and
incrustation, however, also associated with this temple (a) can be
closely matched at Kish E.D. II and III<z, and at Ur, E.D. Ilia,
by the Royal Standard. They present a spirited pictorial scene
which when assembled must have formed part of a continuous
frieze in several panels depicting the king, his arms, his chariots,
his prisoners, and his victory banquets.2 These figures, which
elsewhere aremore characteristic of E.D. Ilia than lllb, illustrate
the strength of tradition in Mesopotamian art and perhaps indi-
cate that this temple existed over a period which may have spanned
more than a century. It does not seem likely on this evidence that
any of the associated objects can be dated later than 2400 B.C. and
many of them must be earlier. The chronology is of particular
interest because within the temple precincts, close to the above-
mentioned statue of Ebikh-il, were found two large stone vases
related to fragmentary specimens in a dark stone that have appeared
in the Indus valley and Baluchistan.3 Many other fragments,
some representing the doorways of shrines, imbrications and
guilloche patterns, were also associated with this temple.4

Perhaps some of the ivory work, though not in direct association
with this temple, of which one particularly fine specimen was
found, may be related to this Indian trade.5

The architecture of temple (a), although basically related to
that of the preceding levels, was more grandiose and spacious than
ever before. There were now two cellas instead of one, and a big
enclosure wall embraced two courtyards and many subsidiary
chambers. This, the last stage of the E.D. period, witnesses the
same kind of elaboration that could be observed in Sin Temple X
at Khafajl, and must imply an abundance of slave-labour, no
doubt acquired by conquest. Surplus labour would have been
needed for the intensive use of stone, which is one of the most
remarkable features of temple (a). There was stone both in the

1 §iv, 14, pis. xxvni, xxix. 2 Ibid. 135 f. and pis. LV-LVIII.
3 Ibid. pis. Xivm, LI. * Ibid. pis. XLVI-XLIX.
6 Ibid. pi. LIX (representing a 'Personnage a robe kaunakes').
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enceinte wall and in the floor of the court. Otherwise the amenities
were much the same as before: benches for offerings in the cella,
a podium or altar at the end wall of the second one, 'Carcasses',
votive nails. Probably from these levels are pot types of a fine
black polished ware, and grey ware, comparable with specimens
from E.D. Ill b at Tell Brak and Chagar Bazar, specifically North
Mesopotamian, not Babylonian in character.1 A remarkable jar
with seven spouts can be paralleled in the Diyala Valley2 and at
Tello. Fruit-stands with high pedestals were also found.3

The great variety of objects associated with these levels came
both from the temple precincts and from the tomb area where
spacious houses with large courtyards were also found. In general
the objects, which attest great material wealth, are proof of the
close contact which Mari maintained both with the north, with
Upper Khabur valley sites, and with the cities of Babylonia.
Centrally placed to intercept traffic from both directions, it became
a focus of international trade. This increase in wealth inevitably
attracted covetous eyes, and temple (a), the richest in the entire
sequence, is the first and only installation to bear the marks of a
violent destruction. The entire building was consumed by fire;
the fine statuary was wrecked and consigned to the ashes.

We cannot yet with certainty name the monarch responsible
for this destruction, which we are inclined to attribute to Eanna-
tum of Lagash as was first suggested by Parrot, who, however,
later preferred Sargon. Both monarchs are known to have raided
the district.4 Some of the statuary was certainly stylistically related
to that of Lagash. The same violent destruction encompassed the
whole city, including the temples of Ishtarat, Ninkhursag, Ninni-
zaza and Shamash as well as the palace, where the burning must
have occurred after the time of Mesannipada, as we shall see below.5

Not much is known, at the time of writing, about the Early
Dynastic palace, except that it was a very large building of mud-
brick underlying the Palace of Zimrilim at a considerable depth.6

Excavation will eventually show whether its plan can be con-
sidered ancestral to the later palace, and if it is in any way related
to that of the Eridu and Kish palaces. One remarkable dis-
covery can, however, already be mentioned: the building was
violently destroyed, and perished in the same fire that consumed

1 §iv, 14, 209, figs. 100-1 and 218, fig. 106, nos. 691, 692.
2 §11, 5, 43 and pi. 24*; §m, 6, pi. 111 (5481). s §iv, 14, 214.
4 Ibid. 41, n. 1 and 40, nn. 3-5. See below, p. 331.
5 Ibid. 40, n. 5. A. Parrot, Les Temples d'Ishtarat etde Ninni-Zaza. Paris, 1967.
6 §iv, 13.
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the rest of the city. Lying in the ashes was a clay pot containing
among other treasures a spindle-shaped lapis lazuli bead with an
inscription to the effect that it had been dedicated to a temple in
the city by Mesannipada, king of Ur, at a time when G[an]-su(d)
was king of Mari, here written as Mera.1 G. Dossin, who first read
the inscription, has no doubt that this name may safely be identi-
fied with that of the canonical Sumerian king-list, where it is
written in a variant form. There may be difficulties in equating
the different readings, but on general grounds it may be accepted
that a dynasty of Mari, perhaps the one named in the Sumerian
lists as the tenth after the Flood, was approximately contemporary
with that of the First Dynasty of Ur. We must agree with
A. Parrot that both the archaeological and the historical evidence
lead to the conclusion that the founder of this dynasty at Mari
was contemporary with Mesannipada.2

It is hoped that the ashes of this palace may yet reveal further
indications concerning the date of its destruction. While it is
possible that Sargon himself may have been the destroyer, it may
be that he found the city an easy prey after others had seized it
before him. A bronze ex voto inscribed with the name of Naram-
Sin's daughter proves that the dynasty of Agade eventually
became well entrenched in the city. But long before that, the
sculpture of Mari was inscribed with Akkadian, Semitic names.
The art is Sumerian in origin, but ethnically the population must
have been composed of Akkadian as well as of other groups. The
art of Mari, like that of Tell Khuaira,3 shows how far the influence
of Sumerian culture had at the end of the E.D. period made itself
felt in outlandish districts of northern Mesopotamia.

THE KIRKUK DISTRICT

It is significant, and at first sight surprising, that so far, in the
Kirkuk district, midway between Assyria and Akkad, compara-
tively little has been found, and hardly anything has been scienti-
fically excavated that may be attributed to the E.D. period.

At the site of Nuzi (Yorgan Tepe), 13 km. south-west of
Kirkuk, for example, there would appear to be a gap in occupation
between the Jamdat Nasr period and the new foundation named
Gasur which can be attributed to the Agade dynasty.4 It seems
that this area, in which the resources for irrigation were com-
paratively defective, was not attractive to Early Dynastic enter-

1 §1V, 2, 405; §IV, 15, 2OI. 2 §IV, 14, IO3.
3 See below, pp. 310 ff. 4 §iv, 19.
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prise from Babylonia. Much more excavation is needed to deter-
mine the scale of occupation at the time.

On the other hand, it is important to record that the Iraq
Antiquities Department has identified eleven sites in the Kirkuk
Liwa which appear to have Ninevite V pottery1 and may be attri-
buted to the E.D. period. One site, Tell Ahmad el-Hatu near
Kopri, contains much 'scarlet ware' (E.D. I—II), a northerly
extension of a ceramic most at home in the Diyala area.

Finally, it should be recalled that close to Kirkuk (ancient
Arrapkha) heavy specimens of copper tools and weapons probably
contemporary with Ninevite V have from time to time been
accidentally unearthed, and there can be little doubt that the last
named city must still contain some important Early Dynastic
remains. The same observation applies to the great site of Irbil
to the north of Kirkuk, now situated in the liwa contiguous to it.
Here the oval shape of the city, which has probably enjoyed one
of the longest unbroken occupations known to Mesopotamia,
may imply a layout in Early Dynastic times, when the place may
have been embraced by an oval wall, like the Early Dynastic en-
closure at Khafaj! in the Diyala valley and at 'Ubaid in Babylonia.

ASHUR

This city, which was the early tribal and religious capital of
ancient Assyria, was founded in the E.D. period on a high cliff
overlooking the river Tigris. Our sole information concerning
this stage of its history comes from the excavation of the two
earliest temples, which must from the beginning have been dedi-
cated to the goddess Ishtar—Ishtar H and G.2 These two temples
were built of mud-brick, the earlier one, H, was founded on virgin
rock; only the low stumps of mutilated walls had survived; there
are hardly any objects that can with certainty be attributed to it,
but it is not improbable that some fragments of pottery and even
a cult figurine may have belonged. We can, however, with con-
fidence assert that Temple H must have been set up in the E.D.
period, first because nothing earlier has been found on the site,
and secondly because some of the G walls directly overlie H, and
the basic ground plan—an oblong cella—must have been similar.

Temple G as illustrated by Andrae consisted of an oblong cella
with antechamber and a niche at the far end designed perhaps to
receive the cult statue. The building was approached by a street
which passed through a towered gateway into an open courtyard

1 See below, p. 302. 2 §11, 4; §iv, 1, 72 ff. and Abb. 33-7.
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where the visitor entered a door in the long western wall of the
sanctuary proper. There may also have been flanking chambers
in the side opposite the temple door. It must however be admitted
that the precise nature of the plan is unknown to us, for the evi-
dence was fragmentary and defective. None the less, we may be
certain that the cella itself was typical of the period, an oblong
room with podium at one end.

Fortunately, the evidence is sufficiently good for a reconstruc-
tion of the sanctuary itself. Mud-brick benches were set against
the long walls and much of the statuary found in the de'bris must
once have stood erect upon these podia after dedication. In the
middle of the room there was once a lustral stone basin, and else-
where were numerous models of two-storeyed houses in terracotta;
open stands or pottery supports may have served as braziers, and
tall pedestal vases, sometimes called fruit-vases, are related to a
type of vessel more characteristic of E.D. II, which Andrae
suggests may have carried incense. In general the pot forms, the
use of plastic snakes, pots with bituminous markings and a few
other types agree with E.D. Ill, probably with the latter part of
that period, namely E.D. III£. But once again the ceramic reflects
a continuous tradition, with only slight modifications from earlier
and later styles; the model houses which must have been offering-
tables, decorated with snakes, doves resting under the rafters and
even lions, are appropriate to Ishtar and find some parallels both
much earlier and much later. Perhaps they were model dovecots,
but it is in any case probable that they reflect some of the grander
examples of domestic architecture at this period, and it is therefore
of interest that one set of facades depicts no less than three
storeys with rectangular windows below, and one set of lunettes
on top.1 The triangular slit-openings are still used in many village
houses at the present time.

The sharply cut gypsum statuary consists of ex voto male and
female figures typically Sumerian in style; they are clad in fleecy
sheepskin garments, are carved with assurance, and the female
figures wear an elaborate coiffure; one of these is clad in an open
mantle and shawl, very carefully rendered.2 The style reveals the
more detailed treatment characteristic of E.D. Ill b, though, as
we have seen above3 in discussing the female Diyala heads, there
are precedents in E.D. II.

One piece of sculpture, however, is out of keeping with the
E.D. Ill style, a very fine head of a female wearing a fillet that
cannot be earlier than the Agade period; its soft, smooth curves

1 §11, 4, Taf. 15a. 2 Ibid. Taf. 37. s Pp. 254 f., 269.
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characteristic of alabaster, the full and sensuous mouth, are typical
of this later style.1 As it was lying in the ash, 60 cm. above a pave-
ment in the sanctuary, and was burnt, it cannot be dissociated
from the destruction of Temple G.2 Once again, as at Mari, we
find something of the Agade period apparently associated with
E.D. III3.

To the same period we may assign a remarkable ivory figurine
of a nude female, also found in the sanctuary of Temple G;3

fragments of five other similar ones and an ivory pin surmounted
by the feet of a figurine were found in the same level. They are
not later than the Agade period, as we may judge from the
coiffure, and provide evidence of the trade in ivory tusks which
may have come from the Indian elephant, perhaps acquired in
Iran from either Magan or Meluhha.4 We therefore appear to
be driven to conclude that Temple G, undoubtedly founded in
E.D. Ill, continued to be used in the Agade period and was not
sacked before that time.

The emphasis on and preoccupation with a fertility cult is clear
from the model of a nude female which was made as a clay bottle,
and associated with Temple G.5 This lady is the female counter-
part of an ithyphallic male figure found at Germayir, much
further north, in the Khabur valley.6

Lastly, and perhaps most interesting of all the objects dis-
covered in the early Ishtar temples, is the fragment of a painted
gypsum model of a bedstead upon which the goddess, or her
female attendant, is depicted lying on her back, upon her bed,
like Queen 'Shub-ad' (Pu-Abi) or the ladies-in-waiting from the
royal shafts at Ur. The Ashur lady wears a choker or dog-collar,
big ear-rings and a pectoral; breasts and navel are bare, but
emphasized by painted rings. Here we have the model of a lady of
the Sumerian court bedecked for burial. This piece leads us to
believe that Ishtar H belongs to the period E.D. Ilia, while
Ishtar G is predominantly E.D. lllb and ends with Agade.7

We are therefore bound to ask whether at this stage of the
Early Dynastic period the Sumerians were in Ashur, and we must
answer in the affirmative, so strong is the evidence of sculpture,
pottery, a stone vase,8 objects of the cult, and architecture. That is

1 §11, 4, Taf. 39. 2 Ibid. 68, Nr. 80.
3 Ibid. 56, Abb. 43, Taf. 29. 4 §iv, 8, 5, with references.
5 §11,4, 52, Abb. 32.
8 §iv, 7, 128 and fig. 9, no. 18; photograph on front page of///. Ldn News of

27 March 1937.
7 §n, 4, 54, Nr. 59, Taf. 27a, ^U. 8 §11, 4, 53, Abb. 37.
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to say, we believe that in the time of Temples H and G Ashur
must have belonged to some Sumerian ruler by right of conquest;
as we know to have been the case at a later period when Amar-Sin
of Ur installed a viceroy there at a time when the Ishtar Temple E
must have been flourishing.1 But we need have no doubt that the
population was predominantly of other stock—non-Sumerian,
composed probably of tribal elements speaking Semitic and other
tongues, as at Mari. These two temples are proof of the extent
to which the leaven of Sumerian culture and civilization had
spread into Assyria where, as we shall see from an examination of
Nineveh, it had penetrated at an even earlier stage—in E.D. I.

NINEVITE v

At Nineveh a deep sounding through the acropolis penetrating
from the top down to virgin soil provided a basis for classifying
the prehistoric strata into five periods, Ninevite I-V,2 numbered
from the bottom upwards. In Ninevite IV there were many pot
types characteristic of the Jamdat Nasr period in the south, and
the end of it may well have overlapped with E.D. I, which was
certainly contemporary with a part of Ninevite V where many
objects of a Sumerian character were found. We may note first a
number of clay jar-sealings and impressions, some of them in the
'brocade style' or bearing guilloches, rosettes and other designs.3

At least two cylinder seals and one impression were as late as
E.D. Ill and it is indeed probable that Sumerian influence made
itself felt throughout the period.

The most striking characteristic of the period, however, is a
wheel-turned painted and incised pottery which appears to be
native to Assyria in E.D. I—II and hardly ever appears in the
south. The painted pottery consists of tall fruit-stands with high
pedestal bases, high-necked vases with angular shoulders and ring
or pedestal bases, carinated bowls and other types. Many of these
vessels are overcrowded with designs, especially the bigger ones
which depict long-necked giraffe-like goats, waterfowl, fish and
many monotonous geometric patterns. Sometimes the paint is
of a violet colour, strongly reminiscent of Jamdat Nasr pottery,
with which it may have been partly contemporary. But most
probably the time of its floruit was E.D. I, a period at which the
design tended to be prolonged below the shoulder as in 'scarlet
ware'.

1 §iv, 1, 79. 2 §iv, 21.
3 Ibid. pis. Lxv, LXVI; §iv, 20, pi. LXIII, nos. 6, 10-14.
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The appearance of this Ninevite V pottery presents a problem,
for it has no antecedents in Assyria, least of all at Nineveh itself,
where the preceding ceramic had for the most part consisted of
black and grey burnished ware, and other unpainted types. It is
possible to see a direct influence from Iran, which, unlike Assyria,
had a strong and unbroken tradition of painting, and some ex-
amples very close to Ninevite V appear at Sialk and Hisar.1 More
probably it was a native development inspired by the fashions
current on the Diyala as well as in Iran during E.D. I. Its most
southerly appearance is in the Diyala valley, at Tell Asmar, where
a fine specimen depicting panels with geometric designs and a
goat was recovered from a deep shaft in the house area, in a con-
text which included reserved-slip ware and goblets, and dated
from the end of the Jamdat Nasr period to E.D. I.2

No less interesting than the painted ware was the elegant and
artistic wheel-made grey ware of Ninevite V, which affected much
the same repertoire of shapes. The designs were incised, punc-
tuated, en creux and in relief, nearly always geometric, but we find
an occasional goat, sprig decoration, and there is one rather
elegant drawing of a long-beaked bird with fan-tail confronting
a stylized plant with a papyriform voluted top.3 One notable
example was found at Yarimjah near Mosul, a lugged vase with
an all-over empanelled, compartmented design which may, like
other grey ware specimens, have been based on a basketry proto-
type.4 It is clear, however, that much of this pottery was a cheap
imitation of metal, perhaps silver, as is indicated by scoring,
feathering, and knobs or small bosses.5 Morover, in Syria some
bowls were found tightly bound with silver wire, as at Chagar
Bazar.6

This stage of Ninevite V would, therefore, seem to correspond
with a period at which metal vessels were highly prized and
expensive, either a little before or during the time when silver
was abundant, in E.D. \\\a.

Although sherds of painted and grey pottery were found at
Nineveh in the same stratum of debris, it seems probable that the
grey ware floruit is rather later in time, for this is indicated both at
Tell Billa and at Chagar Bazar in Syria, where the two wares were
never found in association. We may for the present assume that

1 §iv, 9. 2 §11, 13, zi and fig. 20.
3 §iv, 20, pi. win, no. 16 and N. Burton Brown, Excavations in Axarbaijan,

ig48 (London, 1951), pi. 111, no. 45 from Geoy Tepe.
4 §iv, 21, pi. LXIII(B). 6 Ibid. pi. LXIII, no. 7.
6 See below, p. 305.
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the painted Ninevite V may have appeared for the first time at the
end of the Jamdat Nasr period and become abundant in E.D. I,
to be succeeded by the grey ware in E.D. II.

Also characteristic of the same stage of development was a
series of very finely made miniature vessels with little suspension
handles so finely perforated that they would seem only to have
admitted a thread.1 Chalices with heavy, pedestal bases were also
common.

NINEVITE POTTERY ON OTHER SITES

The distribution of this pottery, which has been observed over
a wide area of north-east Syria and Iraq, is concentrated in the
district round Nineveh, which must have been one of its main
centres of production. No less than forty-six sites in the Mosul
Liwa have been noted by the Iraq Antiquities Department.2 The
better known ones are: Tell Billa, near Tepe Gawra, and Shenshi
in the same district. It also occurs at many sites along the banks
of the Khosr, a tributary of the Tigris, for example at' Abbasiyah.
Westward it is known in the Jebel Sinjar, for example at Tulul
eth-Thalathat,3 and eastward in the Rania plain of Kurdistan.
Perhaps it might be traced along both the Zab rivers through to
Iran. Another area of concentration where the ware occurs in
abundance is along the chain of prehistoric settlements which
run from Irbil to Kirkuk, many of them cut by the modern
railway.4

There is some doubt about the extent to which the ware occurred
in Gawra VI11A and VI1.5 But the evidence from the neighbouring
site of Tell Billa was important because here the painted and the
incised grey ware occurred in succession in levels 7 and 6 respec-
tively.6 Here the stratigraphy suggests that the painted may have
been E.D. I and the grey ware E.D. II.

We may conclude that the distribution of the characteristic
Ninevite V pottery is a striking phenomenon of the Early Dynastic
period, both in the heart of prehistoric Assyria and in eastern
Syria, from which it has, as we shall see, a pronounced western
extension. This would seem to correspond with a gradually in-

1 §IV, 20, pi. LVIII.
2 §111, 1, 109, and Abu es-Suf in Iraq, 30, 74 S.
3 A painted vase in the Iraq Antiquities Department, depicting long-necked goats

and birds (4 Th. v, 137).
4 References to each of the sites above mentioned are in §iv, 9, 146-9 and

footnotes thereon.
5 Ibid. 149 and §iv, 16, pis. xxvm {/>), nos. 1-2, and xxix(<z), no. 5.
6 §iv, 17, 265ff.;§iv, 18, 24 f.
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creasing metallurgy, and since in Babylonia proper, where this
pottery hardly occurs at all, the art of writing was beginning to
develop, it is reasonable to suspect that tablets will eventually be
found in the north, in association with Ninevite V. There is no
need to suggest that the appearance of this pottery presupposes
immigration, or the displacement of older occupants of the country,
but it certainly does imply an awareness of technological changes
in the south and a widespread commerce.

Moreover, developments were by no means similar on all the
northern sites. There are, for instance, marked differences of
development between the two neighbouring cities of Nineveh and
Gawra. Whereas at Nineveh we have observed abundant evidence
of connexions with the south through the seals and the pottery,
at Gawra the native, rural technology remained virtually un-
changed, and Ninevite V is rare. At Gawra the last stage of level
VIII and level VII may have been approximately contempora-
neous with E.D. I—III. A stamp seal impression in what is known
as the 'dovetailing style', depicting a theriomachy, from level
VIII, has been attributed to E.D. I by Edith Porada.1 A greenish-
grey ribbed bowl from the same stratum may be related to Nine-
vite V.2 Some vase shapes from the same stratum can be matched
at Chagar Bazar in Syria. But otherwise Gawra pursues its own
line of development—it was a site in more direct touch with the
hill country than Nineveh—and it is significant that the Gawran
form of tripartite temple with porch persisted through this period,
with some slight modifications, without diminution of ground
plan.3

NORTHERN SYRIA: CHAGAR BAZAR

The site of Chagar Bazar,4 a small township in the eastern district
of the Khabur-Jaghjagha valley on the Wadi Dara, lies about
25 miles south-west of Kamichlie, near the present frontier of
Turkey and Syria. It was in antiquity one of a chain of ancient
settlements stretching across to the upper Tigris valley, and must
frequently have been in touch with Nineveh, which was doubtless
connected with it by caravan routes which ran through the Jebel
Sinjar.

The sequences in this high and extensive mound have been
classified into fifteen levels, no. 1 being the latest. The Early

1 E. Porada, 'The Relative Chronology of Mesopotamia, Part 1, Seals and Trade
(6000-1600 B.C.)', in §m, 13, 160.

2 §iv, 16, 42, pi. LXIII, no. 34, and Catalogue. 3 Ibid. pi. ix.
4 §iv, 6; 7; 5.
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Dynastic period is represented on a modest scale in level 3, and
more extensively in levels 4-5, in which ruined mud-brick houses
were found, but no coherent ground plans.

The most important E.D. remains came from graves situated
in levels 4-5, for level 5 consisted of a cemetery. Here some very
fine specimens of Ninevite V black and grey wares were found,
one of them still lightly bound with a twist of silver wire. The
bowls in several cases had rounded bases, and were grooved,
probably to enable them to be suspended with wire. The grey
colour simulated silver, and the punctuated and zigzag designs
would have been appropriate to the silver models which they
imitated.1 One big chalice was laid in the grave with the greater
part of its pedestal broken away, and had perhaps been ritually
broken at the graveside.2 Bowls and vases matched specimens
from Nineveh. In one grave only, outside the main cemetery, two
fine specimens of painted Ninevite V were found, in association
with an unpainted chalice.3 It was clear that the painted and in-
cised grey wares belonged to different periods, E.D. I and II
respectively. Coarser specimens of the incised pottery, simulating
basketry, were also found at the neighbouring mound of Arbit,4

where one grave contained inter alia fluted spherical ball beads in
E.D. Ill style as well as a cement bead inlaid with rough chips of
quartz.5 A copper socketed adze, dagger, pins and cylinder seal
in the same grave were not later than E.D. lllb\ the pottery
agreed with E.D. III-Sargonic types. Metal must have been
plentiful at this time.

The most interesting discovery, however, was a fragment of a
dagger handle made of non-meteoric terrestrial iron, found in a
grave of level 5 at Chagar Bazar.6 It was probably the remains
either of a hilt or of a blade from a dagger and proves beyond a
doubt that iron-working was already established in this district
of north Syria at least as early as E.D. lllb. The ore was available
further north, in the country later known as Urartu, where at a
much later period iron-working was practised by Armenian smiths
whose names still carry the echo of their former craft. This dis-
covery coincided remarkably with another made by H. Frankfort,
in the Akkadian Palace at Tell Asmar on the Diyala. There,
beneath the floor, two hoards of jewellery, silver filigree and onyx,
including lapis lazuli and copper objects, had been found, mostly
in the style of E.D. Ilia. One of these objects consisted of a

1 §iv, 6, fig. 18 and fig. 19, 1-4. 2 Ibid. 38, no. 6.
3 §iv, 7, fig. 25, nos. 1-3. 4 Ibid. fig. 25, nos. 4-5.
6 Ibid. 153, pi. xvm, no. 4. 6 §iv, 6, 26-7.
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bronze open-work knife handle with traces of a blade made of
terrestrial iron.1

A survey of the evidence from the Khabur indicates that at this
period the inhabitants enjoyed free access to the sources of metal:
examples from Chagar Bazar include a copper dagger blade,
toggle-pin surmounted by a pair of doves, a silver bugle-bead and
other specimens.2 Other sites such as Arbit and Germayir have
yielded similar evidence, which, incidentally, suggests that the
incised Ninevite V grey ware probably outlasted E.D. II and
continued to be used in E.D. III.

One more important discovery, from the ddbris in Chagar
Bazar level 2, needs recording. It is a black sun-dried clay bulla,
or docket, displaying the impression of a cylinder-seal. The
impressions in two registers, are separated by a band containing
a lozenge design with dot centres; the upper register depicts
musicians playing the lyre and the bottom one a banquet scene
with offering-tables and seated figures imbibing wine through
straws.3 The scene is identical with that so frequently depicted
on cylinders from the Royal Cemetery of Ur, E.D. Ilia, and in
addition we have on the Chagar Bazar bulla an inscription in
Sumerian which perhaps refers to emmer(?).4 A number of frag-
ments of similar impressions were found in levels 2 and 3.
Although the style of the impression is E.D., the writing seems
Sargonic.

The conclusion to be drawn from these and other discoveries
is that E.D. I—III was a prosperous period throughout the whole
of the Khabur district of north-east Syria, that native styles in
ceramic predominated, but with a strong intrusion of E.D. Il l
Babylonian pot types at the end of the period—vases with metalli-
form lug-handles for example5—as well as an abundance of metal
types familiar in the south. The impact of Sumer had made itself
decisively felt and must imply intercourse on an ever-increasing
scale throughout the Tigris-Euphrates valley in the E.D. period.

NORTHERN SYRIA: TELL BRAK

This site, one of the largest of the many hundreds of mounds
which stud the steppe of north-east Syria, lies about 20 miles
south-south-east of Chagar Bazar, and has direct access to the
Jebel Sinjar, through which it must have been in contact with

1 §11, 11, 61. 2 §iv, 6, 27, 28 and fig. 8, nos. 1,2, 17.
3 §iv, 7, 96 and 151, pi. XIIIB (A. 391).
4 §iv, 3, 178 (A. 391 and A. 393). B §iv, 6, fig. 19, no. 1
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Nineveh and other important centres in Assyria.1 This once great
city, which extended over an area of about 100 acres, would, if
excavated further, yield an abundance of Early Dynastic remains.
It was no doubt prosperous throughout the whole of that period,
but although comparatively little has been dug in the levels which
could illustrate it, the information available supplements in an
interesting way that obtained from Chagar Bazar.

It seems that at Brak there was no interruption in ceramic
continuity between the Early Dynastic and the Agade levels,
where large numbers of black and grey wares were found in
profusion. Tall vases with high necks and rounded bases, as well
as bowls, well made, on the wheel, were especially characteristic
and can be closely matched by vessels discovered in E.D. levels
at Tell Khuaira in the steppe west of the Khabur valley.2 It seems
that this ceramic fashion was one that could be matched on Elburz
sites in northern Iran.

The metal work, of which many good specimens were recovered,
belongs mostly to the Agade period, but is clearly a carry-over
from E.D., and a treasure—gold, silver, and jewellery, carnelian,
lapis lazuli and agate beads and amulets found buried in pots
under the floors of Agade period houses—betrays the influence of
E.D. llla-b, as do many tools and weapons.3 Many seal im-
pressions are in E.D. style, and one shell cylinder seal depicting
bound prisoners brought before an enthroned god is of E.D. Ill,
but others are of the later Agade date.4

There is, however, one important piece of evidence which sug-
gests that in E.D. Ill southern influence was very strong, for one
corner of a building situated above the level of the last of the
Brak 'Eye-Temples', overlying the much earlier Jamdat Nasr
series, was found, including a stone door socket and traces of a
plano-convex mud-brick pavement; the bricks characteristically
carry one indentation on the surface, a shallow, circular cavity.5 It
is remarkable that so far these are the only plano-convex bricks
which have been discovered outside Sumer and Akkad proper,
for-they were not even used in the E.D. city of Mari, and the
inference must be that southern brick-layers were working at
Brak. Apparently associated with these E.D. remains was a white

1 §iv, 5. a See below, pp. 313 f.
3 §iv, 5, pis. XXXI-XXXVI.

* Ibid. pi. xxi, nos. 9-10; compare in style with §1, 5, pi. xb, and §iv, 22,
pi. xxviiA, a seal from Hamm2m, north Syria; Briggs Buchanan, Catalogue of
Ancient Near Eastern Seals in the Ashntolean Museum, vol. 1,137 ff., and M. E. L.
Mallowan in Antiq. 42 (1967), 203 f.

6 Ibid. pi. XLVIII, nos. 3 and 6.
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limestone foundation-box divided into compartments which doubt-
less once contained the foundation-tablets—perhaps inscribed.

Since we know from discoveries in later levels that Naram-Sin,
the king of Agade, built a great palace at Brak, it seems not un-
reasonable to infer that some Early Dynastic monarch from the
south had, probably late in the E.D. Ill period, established him-
self at Brak by right of conquest, perhaps one of those who
flourished in E.D. Illi>, Eannatum, Lugalzaggisi or the like—
the problem remains a challenge for some future digger. But the
conquest of the north by southerners at this period has also been
indicated by discoveries further west.

NORTHERN SYRIA: TELL KHUAIRA1

This important site is the only one at present to have been ex-
cavated in the steppe between Ras el-'Ain (near Tell Halaf) and
Tell Abyad , in country which contained townships at rather far
distant intervals. It lies between the Khabur and Balikh rivers,
60 km. west of Ras el-'Ain; the main mound has maximum cross-
dimensions of about 1,000 m.

The remains so far excavated are predominantly of the Agade
period, but in the deeper levels there is evidence of considerable
occupation in Early Dynastic times, particularly in E.D. l\\b.
Much of the art and architecture of the Agade period appears
here, as it does elsewhere, to be the lineal descendant of the
earlier E.D. stage, and the basic plans of the buildings which have
been recovered in the early and late Agade levels no doubt derive
directly from E.D. forms.

Public buildings and religious establishments were frequently
constructed of undressed stone, which often consisted of heavy
dry masonry, usually surmounted by mud-brick. Some of the
temples and the houses were of mud-brick. Whitewash and gyp-
sum were liberally used on the surfaces of walls and floors.

It is remarkable, and perhaps surprising, that the houses with
their private chapels contained a square courtyard, centrally
placed, on the Babylonian model, and represented the classical
type of Babylonian plan. Niches in the chapel walls and niched
mud-brick podia or altars were also characteristic features.

On the other hand, the basic ground plan of the temples and
smaller shrines was of the northern type. Both in stone and in
mud-brick we find oblong buildings consisting of a cella with

1 The spelling Shuaira used in C.A.H. i2 is incorrect. See W. J. van Liere and
J. Lauffray in A.A.S. 4-5, 132, n. 3. [Ed.]
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altar at the far, short end, approached by a porch. One of the most
elaborate of these buildings (measuring 15x9 m.) is one known
as the stone-built 'North temple', which is subdivided into three
parts, an innermost cult chamber, an anteroom or court probably
covered, approached by a porch with steps leading up to it (see
Fig. 15). Outside the temple entrance there was a big vase
probably intended for ablutions and set up in a manner which
recalls the scene represented on the obelisk of Ashurnasirpal I,
more than a thousand years later.1

Less elaborate and smaller Anten temples were also built of
mud-brick; they were simplified, rustic forms of the elaborate
porch-temples at Gawra, and Moortgat attributes them to a
Human or proto-Hurrian people indigenous to the north. The
podia, benches, altars, ablution and drainage arrangements asso-
ciated with these temples find parallels throughout the Tigris-
Euphrates valley and reflect a general standardization of the rather
simple arrangements devised throughout the country for minister-
ing to the gods' needs.

But there is one aspect of the cult which appears to be uniquely
illustrated at Khuaira, though no doubt it could be discovered
elsewhere in the north. It seems that an elaborate ritual was
enacted for the commemoration of the dead. This was best
illustrated in a square mud-brick chamber which was separated
by a gangway from a stone building (Steinbau I) and contained
many deposits, mostly pottery, in honour of the cult (see Fig. 16).
The brick chamber (V) had been walled up after use and contained
the remains of approximately six dismantled skeletons, which had
been half burnt or inefficiently cremated before being deposited.
Bronze and flint daggers or knives, and a bronze spear, accom-
panied the dead.

The adjacent stone building with its elaborate podia and altars
contained much pottery and inter alia a big bronze vase, as well
as a big pottery pedestal vase partly decorated in relief and partly
incised. Rosettes, lions and the lion-headed spread-eagle depicted
on the vase recall the god elsewhere represented by the copper
statuary of E.D. \\\b at 'Ubaid;2 other motifs on the same vase
include snakes, a scorpion, a bird and a male figure suspending a
pair of quadrupeds by the hind legs. This and another pedestal vase
found elsewhere at Khuaira representing a shepherd and his flock
are Sumerian in style and are typical of E.D. III-Agade ceramic.3

1 §iv, 11 (dritte Grabungskampagne i960), Abb. 10.
2 See Ibid. Abb. 21-6 and above, p. 287.
3 Ibid, (vierte Grabungskampagne 1963), Abb. 7—11.
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5 m.

Fig. 16. Stone building I at Khuaira. (After A. Moortgat,
Dritte Grabungskampagne i960, Plan v.)

Whatever the exact date of the stone building and its adjoining
mortuary chamber may be, it seems that at the turn of the E.D.-
Agade period we find in this North Syrian town evidence of a
funerary ritual comparable with the much later evidence of Hittite
practices connected with the death of a king, as recorded in the
texts. The Hittite ritual of the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries
B.C. involved cremation, and a gathering together of the bones in
the e"-na4, or 'stonehouse', where the bones and a bed were de-
posited.1 The giving of offerings and lamentations continued for
seven days. The evidence in the stone-built rooms near the death

1 §iif, 11 (dritte Kampagne i960), 40, 41, with references to the ritual texts.
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chamber at Khuaira also accorded with the later Hittite texts.
For here were many traces of libation vessels, of troughs to receive
liquids, and tables for solid food, all in profusion. At Khuaira we
may thus be seeing traces of ancient funerary practices which were
intimately linked with those adopted in Anatolia. The place en-
joyed easy access to the north as well as to the south, and indeed
a distinctive type of painted reserved-slip ware found in the late
E.D. Ill levels is known to have been as much at home in Harran
as it was in Tell Brak.1 The peculiar interest of Khuaira is that it
was equally in touch with Asia Minor and the remote south of
Mesopotamia.

Another unique discovery was a street or processional way 70 m.
in length, which appears to have been lined by high, rough-hewn,
standing stones, like menhirs. It is possible that some of them
bore carvings of human beings and Moortgat has suggested that
they were commemorative—set up by some victorious foe from
the south. There is perhaps a parallel in a tall double-sided basalt
stele found by von Oppenheim in the Jebelet el-Beidha, a wild
tract of hill country in the desert to the south-east of Khuaira. This
stele is carved in high relief with a human figure carrying a club
and wearing a fleecy sheepskin coat in the Sumerian style. On a
much smaller scale there is a file of prisoners below him, and this
monument, probably set up in the period E.D. II—III, must be
symbolic of victory.2

Perhaps the most surprising discovery was a series of alabaster
statues of bearded male figures, typical of the E.D. Sumerian
style of carving, comparable with sculpture from Mari and the
Diyala, though not very elegant in form.3 The hair styles generally
conformed with Sumerian coiffure, although there was one notable
deviation. The eyes had been incrusted, doubtless with shell and
lapis lazuli. These statues probably represented distinguished
persons who had once set up their effigies in the temple under the
protection of the god, in the manner which we have observed in
so many other religious buildings elsewhere. They need not have
been Sumerians; they need not even have had any Semitic affini-
ties. It may be assumed that they were wealthy natives who, like
many before them and like many after, had adopted the garb and
the manners of the alien peoples dominant in their world at the time.

The catalogue of objects found at this rewarding site is a long
one, and it is not always easy to say whether they belong to the

1 §iv, 11 (vierte Grabungskampagne 1963), Abb. 35, p. 50.
2 Ibid. Abb. 360-6.
s Ibid. Abb. 12-28; (funfte Kampagne 1964), Abb. 11-15.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



ASSYRIA AND MESOPOTAMIA 313

E.D. Ill or to the Agade period. But several seal impressions,
one of them found in the ddbris of Steinbau I, have been ascribed
to the 'Mesilim' period by their discoverer.1 They need not be
any earlier than E.D. I l ia (for the animal designs upon them are
in rather closely packed double registers), and may even be a
little later, for we have to allow for a stylistic time-lag in the
provinces; for example there is one shell cylinder seal, with con-
cave sides, which in Babylonia would be a hallmark of the Agade
style, but this one bears an E.D. Ill design,2 which makes it less
certain that other shell cylinders with E.D. designs are necessarily
early.3

The site was very rich in metal, for it was in close touch with
the metalliferous regions of eastern Asia Minor, and there are two
beautiful specimens of a socketed adze, and a poker-butt spear,4

as well as treasure trove—a vase containing gold and silver trinkets
closely comparable with a discovery at Tell Brak.5 Pins with bent
heads and flattened shanks were also familiar at Ur in E.D. Ilia.6

These discoveries prove that Khuaira kept abreast of the metal-
lurgical developments common to the Euphrates valley at the
turn of E.D. Ill and the Agade period.

In one of the cult-rooms of Steinbau I a collection of shell
objects, a cowrie and a mother-of-pearl cut in the shape of an
animal's head attest a trade as far afield as the Persian Gulf.7

These collections include a set of shell carvings cut to represent
rampant stags, goats, and gazelles, originally backed on a wooden
board, together with shell rings; they recall a familiar kind of
incrustation work which was popular in the cities of Mari, Kish
and Ur in E.D. II—III.8

The varieties of pottery corresponded very closely in type with
the ceramics familiar in the Khabur valley—at Brak, Chagar
Bazar, Mozan and Germayir. The black and grey wares, some-
times matt, sometimes lustrous, are products of northern Meso-
potamia; they were common in the Agade period and probably
originated in E.D. Some of the plain pottery with metalliform
tubular handles reflects development throughout Mesopotamia.
One alabastron or bottle, made of a dark clay and with a deeply
grooved or ridged surface throughout, is remarkable because it

1 §iv, r i (vierte Kampagne, 1963), Abb. \a and 29^.
2 Ibid. (Grabung 1958), Abb. 31.
3 Ibid, (zweite Kampagne, 1959), Abb. 14-15.
4 lbiJ. Abb. 7-8. 5 Ibid. Abb. 11-12.
8 Ibid, (vierte Kampagne, 1963), Abb. 30.
7 Ibid, (zweite Kampagne, 1959), Abb. 34. 8 Ibid. Abb. 40.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



3H EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD IN MESOPOTAMIA

represents a ceramic technique of which only a few examples
appeared in the royal tombs of Ur—for instance in that of' Shub-
ad' (Pu-Abi), E.D. Ill a, where they were certainly imports.1 The
Khuaira specimen is said to be of the Agade period. Some speci-
mens of Ninevite V incised pottery were found and cannot be
later than E.D. III. The characteristic examples recovered from
Tell Ailun, not far away, near Derbislye on the Syrian frontier
with Turkey, are, however, rather crudely executed by comparison
with those from the metropolis of Nineveh itself.2

It is indeed most probable that excavations in the deeper levels
of this rich mound will eventually reveal extensive traces of E.D. I,
for a clay jar sealing found in Steinbau I is characteristic of that
period.3

The discoveries at Khuaira have therefore extended the known
zone of direct Sumerian influence in the E.D. era far into the
central Syrian steppe, which appears to have been affected by
Sumerian technology, and probably indeed by conquest, no less
than the Khabur region of Upper Mesopotamia. But, as always,
the basic, native styles, both of architecture and of pottery, re-
mained endemic. The innovations consisted principally of statuary
and of metal which bore the hallmarks of Sumerian civilization.

1 §iv, 11 (zweite Kampagne, 1959), Abb. 6, p. 5, compared with §m, 3 5, pi. 257
(types from Houses I at Khafajl ascribed to E.D. Ill in §11, 5, pi. 164 (B. 666.540i)
where a comparison is made with a type from Kish 'A' Cemetery).

2 §iv, 10, Abb. 11-12. s §iv, n (fiinfte Kampagne, 1964), Abb. 29-30.
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CHAPTER XVII

SYRIA BEFORE 2200 B.C.

I. THE BACKGROUND

I T is necessary at the beginning of this chapter to define what we
mean by the geographical term 'Syria', which includes in a
single area regions which were seldom in ancient times united
under one rule, and were already inhabited, it seems, during the
third millennium B.C. by peoples of greatly differing ways of life,
of different racial affinities and separate tongues. Yet in spite of
the diversity of its peoples through the ages and the varied
climatic zones into which it can be divided, the region known
today as Syria and the Lebanon may be said to form a geographi-
cal entity with natural boundaries.1 On the north and north-west
it is hedged about by the Amanus and Antitaurus mountains of
Anatolia and by the Upper Euphrates bend; on the west it is
bounded by the Mediterranean, and on the east by the Syrian desert,
the northward extension of the great Nefud, the arid desert of
Arabia. To the south it merges with Palestine, and the natural
boundary of both is the Wilderness of Sin, the desert stretch
which separates Egypt from Palestine, Africa from Asia. We
shall see that there were close cultural links between Syria and
Palestine, though the archaeology of the latter is somewhat apart
and has been treated for this period in an earlier chapter.2

In the simplest analysis, the land of Syria falls into three
distinct zones: the coastal fringe, later called Phoenicia, with its
temperate climate, fertile soil and heavy winter rains; the steppe-
land, separated from the coast by a high, double mountain chain
which cleaves it from north to south, and experiencing a wide
seasonal variation of temperature and consequently a specialized
vegetation to which the name Irano-Turanian has been given.3

The third region is that of the desert fringe with its scant rainfall
and exaggerated extremes of temperature. Here the bedawin
follow their flocks from well to well and in summer must haunt
the borders of regions of greater cultivation. The southern part
of this desert, the hammada, is altogether arid and waterless, but as
one crosses the Jazlrah, the north-eastern extension of Syria, the

1 G, 9, 34; §i, 24, 186; G, 15, 77; §1, 11,2.
2 See above, ch. xv. 3 G, 9, 72 and fig. 16.

[ 3 « 5 l
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318 SYRIA BEFORE 2200 B.C.

'island' between Euphrates and Tigris, the infertile gypsum
gives place to a zone where cultivation is possible; the upper
valleys of the Khabur and the Balikh, tributaries of the Euphrates
on its left bank, once supported an ample population.1 From this
potentially fertile plain, the Jebel 'Abd el-'Aziz and the Jebel
Sinjar rise as great limestone lumps.2

The question has often been asked whether the climate of
Syria has undergone any radical change since antiquity. The
presence of large numbers of tells, those flat-topped mounds
which testify to the ruin of ancient towns many times rebuilt and
at last abandoned, and the long lines of mounds which betray the
course of ancient canal systems, point to the desiccation of once
fertile and well-watered lands, and the great forests of cypress,
cedar and pine which once supplied timber for the shipwrights of
Egypt and the architects of Assyria and Babylonia, have almost
entirely vanished.3 That panthers, lions and a species of wild
horse once roamed the north Mesopotamian steppe is proved by
animal remains from the excavations at Tell Brak and elsewhere,4

and elephant and aurochs were hunted in Syria in the second
millennium B.C.;5 the presence of such large animals implies
plentiful water and a far richer vegetation than the sparse under-
growth and almost treeless condition of the area today. The con-
sensus of modern opinion appears to discount the theory that
there has been any appreciable decrease in rainfall during historic
times—that is to say, during the last six thousand years; the fall in
the water table resulting in the drying up of wells, where this has
occurred, may have been due in some cases to the lowering of the
bed of an adjacent river, but more often to over-cultivation and
deforestation, to the reckless destruction by man with his flocks
of the vegetation around him, for timber, fuel and food.6

The diversity of natural conditions within the region of Syria
has to a large extent determined its history. Separated from each
other by mountain ranges and deep valleys, by barren plains and
impassable waterways, the inhabitants of ancient Syria tended to
disunity and individualism.7 Political unity was only rarely and
ephemerally imposed from outside, and commercial rivalry led
to bitter warfare between neighbours. Nomads cast covetous eyes

1 §i, 18, 5 f.; §m, 6, iof.;§m,7,12 and 39;§iv, 20;§iv, 26,137 ff;§i,4, 36f.
2 §111, 2, 123 ff. 3 §1, 16, 136 ff.; §111, 6, I5;§iv, 29, 20; §1, 22,1,67 ft
4 §111, 6, 12 ff.; G, 13, 67 and 75; §1, 12, 67 and 75 ff.
6 G, 10, 151 f., pi. 145; G, 13, 14 and 507 f.; §1, 12, 89; C.A.H. n3, ch. x,

sect. in.
6 §111,6, 13 ff.; § 1, 16, 136 ff.; G, 14, 133 f.; G, 4, 18; A, n , 263.
7 §1, i ,7ff.;G, 15, 77.
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THE BACKGROUND 319

on the easier life of their neighbours, the cultivators and town-
dwellers.1 Moreover, to the great powers of the Near East, Syria
was no-man's-land; on either side, the armies of the flourishing
riverine civilizations of Egypt and Mesopotamia stood ready to
march, to use Syria as a bridge and a battleground and to exploit
her resources for their own ends. To these Syria owed not only a
grudge but also a debt. Along the trade routes, in the wake of the
marching armies, came ideas and new techniques, raw materials
and manufactured goods. The devastation of conquest, soon
repaired, was mitigated by the benefits obtained through the
spread of civilization and the opening up of new channels of
communication.

The resultant mixture of ethnic elements and cultural in-
fluences is reflected in the material remains left by the ancient
inhabitants of Syria. The archaeological evidence for the earliest
periods of Syrian history is unfortunately scanty at present. On
comparatively few sites have the excavators penetrated to levels
below, and consequently earlier than, those of the second millen-
nium B.C, and where they have done so, their soundings have
for the most part been narrow and deep, so that, where evidence
of buildings of the Early Bronze Age was found, it was not
possible to excavate them entirely. With the exception of Mari
and Brak to the east, and Byblos to the south-west, little notion
can yet be obtained of the architecture and town-planning of the
town-dwellers or villagers of Syria at this early period and only a
partial picture can be drawn of their life and material sur-
roundings. For here, in contrast with the already richly docu-
mented civilizations of Egypt and Lower Mesopotamia, we are
unaided by written records.2 No evidence of an early knowledge
of writing has yet been found on any Syrian site with the ex-
ception, in the east, of Mari, where cuneiform was in use, and
Brak, where Akkadian conquerors of the Khabur region imposed
their sway, and, in the west, of Byblos, where the rulers of Negau
enjoyed a special relationship with the kings of Egypt and were
familiar with the hieroglyphic script.3 The conclusion need not
necessarily be drawn that the peoples of north Syria and the
coast were otherwise illiterate during the Early Bronze Age.
Our material evidence is too scanty to warrant such a hypothesis,
and it is possible, indeed likely, that experiments were already
being made of writing upon some perishable medium such as
parchment or wood. Cylinder-seals are found on north Syrian

1 G, 15, 78 f.; §1, 13, 142 f.; §11, 16, XII ff. and 260 ff.; G. 4, 14 ff.
2 §1, 5, 90 f.; G, 2, 14. 3 See below, pp. 345 ff.
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320 SYRIA BEFORE 2200 B.C.

sites in some quantity,1 and it is improbable that they were made
primarily as amulets; the practice of impressing seals upon
the wet clay of pots before firing, like the maker's marks
or owner's marks on the wares of Byblos and Teleilat
Ghassul in Palestine, must have pointed the way to the further
extension of writing as a method of communication as well as as
a means of identification.

Have we then any means of knowing who were the inhabitants
of Syria in the Early Bronze Age and what language, or langu-
ages, they spoke ? Most of our evidence must be drawn from a
later age. The so-called 'Execration Texts' of the early second
millennium,2 for instance, contain a large number of personal
names which are indisputably Semitic, and show that the inhabi-
tants of Palestine and Syria, at the time of the Twelfth Egyptian
Dynasty, were predominantly Semites.3 The study of ancient
place-names points to a somewhat different conclusion: while
many of the cities of the south, Jericho for instance, and Tyre
and Sidon4 bear Semitic names, there are others such as Lachish
whose early names were almost certainly not Semitic,5 and farther
to the north, the proportion of Semitic names grows smaller.6

Most Bronze Age settlements in north Syria appear to have
names which are non-Semitic in form,7 and some still preserve
their ancient endings in -az, -din and so forth.8 Of some three
hundred names of towns and villages found in the cuneiform
tablets of Acana, the ancient Alalakh, near the mouth of the
River Orontes, only four were identified as Semitic, and only a
few as possibly Hurrian; the rest were 'of unknown linguistic
affiliation'.9 It must be remembered that whereas the name of a
place can be changed and an early, non-Semitic, settlement could
have been given a new name by its later inhabitants, the survival
of place-names which cannot be ascribed to any of the languages
known to have been spoken later in Syria should indicate that
these places received their names from an earlier stratum of the
population.10 The inescapable conclusion must in this case be
drawn that when these towns in north Syria were first settled, the
founders spoke some tongue as yet unidentified. In the tablets of
Ugarit, on the coast, the proportion of Semitic place-names is

1 §iv, i, 57 ff.; A, 7.
2 See below, pp. 540 f., 548 f.
3 §1,9, 38 f; G, 3, 333; G, 15, 82 and 85; §1, 18, H9f.;§vi, I, 249.
4 G, 15, 81; G, 1, i78f.;§vi, 2, 208; §1, 18, 35 ff.
5 § M 8 , 37. « Ibid. 39 f.; 1, 9, 39 f.
7 Ibid. 40 f.; §1, 21, 25 n. 48. 8 §1, 15, 151 ff.; §1, 1, 10 f.
9 hi, 9, 40 f. 10 G, i, 178 ff.; G, 3, 332 ff.
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higher1 but the name of Ugarit itself is not thought to be of
Semitic origin.2

Nevertheless, the presence of Semites in north Syria from at
least the middle of the third millennium B.C. must be assumed.
At this time, the rulers of Mari bore Semitic names and wor-
shipped, besides the gods of Sumer, the Semitic god Dagan.3

Moreover, the Sumerians themselves were conscious that to the
west of their land, in the region they called Martu, they had
neighbours whose way of life was different from their own,
uncouth nomads who lived in tents, ate their meat uncooked, dug
for truffles in the desert, and neglected to bury their dead.4

Though they regarded these westerners with fear and distaste,
they permitted individual tribesmen to settle amongst them, and
the names of these Amorites, together with the deities with
which they were associated, Dagan, Hadad and Yerakh the moon-
god, make it clear that they were of west Semitic speech.5 Clearly
the population of Syria, even at this early epoch, was composed
of peoples of differing racial origins, of heterogeneous speech and
widely divergent social customs ranging from primitive nomadism
to a complex urbanism.

In the course of the second half of the third millennium,
cuneiform sources begin to be abundant in Mesopotamia, and
these provide a certain amount of information about the physical
and political geography of Syria, as seen through the eyes of the
conquerors who marched north and west on their expeditions to
the 'Upper Sea', the Mediterranean.

II. SYRIA AT THE TIME OF THE
KINGS OF AGADE

We shall see later6 that, following perhaps in the steps of his
predecessor at Uruk, Lugalzaggisi,7 but with more far-reaching
and more permanent results, Sargon of Agade, once he had united
the whole of Mesopotamia under his sway, turned towards the west
and marched out to conquer it,8 a procedure which two at least of
his successors, Naram-Sin and Shar-kali-sharri, were to imitate.9

1 §i, 9' 4° f- 2 §'. l8» 34; otherwise G, i, 352 n. 9.
3 §111, 12, 8; §11, 18, 68.
4 §1.7. jof f - ;^ . 2> 219 and 236 ff.; G, 15, 52 ff.; §1, 3, 99 ff.; §l, 10, 220 ff.
6 §l, 19, 18 ff.; §1, 13, 140; §1,9,41 ff.;§i, 20, 65 ff.;see below, pp. 564 f.
6 See below, pp. 417 ff. 7 §11, 2, 98 f., cols. 1, 14—11, n .
8 See below, pp. 421 ff. 9 See below, pp. 440 ff.
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322 SYRIA BEFORE 2200 B.C.

It is clear that it was not military glory, in the first instance,
which drew them so far from their homes, but a real combination
of political and, above all, economic necessities. They needed to
have access to the 'Upper Sea', the Mediterranean, just as they
had access to the 'Lower Sea', the Persian Gulf.1 To be more
precise, they needed to secure for themselves on better terms (and
none are cheaper and more secure than the right of conquest)
the riches of the west, which had always been indispensable to
their country, where they were not produced—wood, stone and
metals. It was not without good cause that, in one of his inscrip-
tions, Sargon thus himself indicated the limits and, as it were, the
real objective of his conquests in the west: 'as far as the Forest of
Cedars and the Mountains of Silver'.2 In this way, he and his
successors were only following, as soldiers, the old route opened
up by the traders of prehistoric times.3

In searching the accounts which have come down to us for
what the conquerors saw and remembered in Syria, we can base
ourselves with confidence only upon the authentic documents,
namely the inscriptions of the founder of the Agade dynasty
himself and those of his successors. Most of these have been pre-
served only in copies, later by several centuries, but scholars are
agreed in considering their general tenor as being reliable
enough.4 The remaining sources,5 themselves later, sometimes
much later, would either give us no precise information,6 or
mislead us by adding imperceptibly to the original facts details
which throw light on the period when they were elaborated
rather than the period about which they ostensibly serve as
evidence.7

The progressive movement from the south-east to the north-
west and the principal stages in the journey from Mesopotamia
are indicated in the brief authentic account of Sargon's conquest.
'At Tuttul he worshipped the god Dagan, who gave him from
that time onwards the Upper Country, Mari, Iarmuti and Ibla,
as far as the Forest of Cedars and the Mountain of Silver'.8 Tut-
tul, which has for long been known as modern Hit, on the
Euphrates, ninety-five miles to the west of Baghdad, marks the
beginning (going upstream) of the middle section of the river.

1 §n, 2,104 f., col. HI, 7 ff.; §11,13,36.
2 §11, 2, 108 f., col. v, 26 ff.; §11, 13, 38.
3 See above, sect. 1. * See §11, 9, 6 ff.
5 Ibid. 9 For example, §11, 24..
7 Such as §11, 28.
8 §11, 2, 108 f., col. vi, 16 ff.; §11, 13, 38.
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AT THE TIME OF THE KINGS OF AGADE 323

Half a millennium later, in the Code of Hammurabi (col. iva,
30 f.), it is named along with Mari, but after that town, and as
one of its dependencies; here it is named first, and all alone.
Tuttul may therefore have been regarded as the 'capital' at that
period of an independent territory forming the gateway, although
not actually belonging, to the 'Upper Country'. This name was
given to the north and north-west parts of ancient Mesopotamia,
especially the region lying between the Khabur and the Mediter-
ranean; in Agadean times, at least, this seems to have adjoined,
and perhaps partly embraced, the region beginning farther to the
east, then called Subartum.1 One of the links attaching Tuttul to
the 'Upper Country' was the worship of the god Dagan,2 for
this western divinity had one of his principal seats in Tuttul, and
the inscription represents him as delivering over the charge of
his estate to Sargon.

Like Tuttul, Mari, Iarmuti and Ibla could also have been the
principal towns of as many 'kingdoms', or of confederations,
making up the geographical unit here called the Upper Country.
This is certain, at least for Mari, 125 miles to the north-west of
Tuttul, and also on the Euphrates. In the Sumerian king-list
this town is given as the capital of a dynasty of six kings, covering
136 years of reign, coming just before the Third Dynasty of
Kish, towards the middle of the third millennium.3 Futhermore,
a certain number of votive inscriptions, dug up at Mari itself,
and assigned with probability to the period immediately before
Sargon, acquaint us with several more indigenous kings of that
time: Iku-Shamash,4 Lamgi-Mari,5 Iku-Shamagan and Iblul-il,6

along with a number of persons belonging to their family or
court.7 It seems likely, moreover, that the victorious visit of
Sargon8 is testified on the site itself by the state of savage destruc-
tion in which the pre-Sargonic sanctuaries have been redis-
covered,9 just as, somewhat later, annexation by the Agadean
monarch left unequivocal traces.10 The Mari seized by Sargon,
therefore, was the administrative centre of a kingdom already
old, and it is certainly as such that it appears in the victory
inscription. How far its territory extended we do not know, but
if the hypothesis put forward above holds, one would suppose

1 For the 'Upper Country', see §11, 3, vol. 4,113^; for Subartum, §11, 8, 35 and
93 f- 2 §»» 16, 69 f.; §11, 18, 55.

3 §11, 14, 102 f. Only the first (doubtful) name is preserved.
4 §n,4,partv,pi. 2,no. 12146,1. B §11,27,140 f.
6 §11, 19, 208. ' §11, 27, 142 f.; §11, 19, 219 f.
8 Or of Lugalzaggisi ? see §11, 19, 219 f. 9 Ibid.

10 §11, 20, 153 f.; §11, 21, 195 and 199 ff.
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324 SYRIA BEFORE 2200 B.C.

that its frontiers made contact with those of Tuttul in the south,
and those of Iarmuti and perhaps Ibla in the north.

The identification of these last two geographical names is
neither easy nor certain. Ibla, however, seems to have been in the
valley of the Balikh, not far from Urshu,1 about which we shall
have more to say later.2 The position of Iarmuti is not so clearly
fixed. This place-name was at first identified with Iarim(m)uta,3

which in the Amarna letters4 refers to a town at a site probably
to the south of Byblos, the centre of a considerable trade in
cereals.5 Then, in preference to this, the two names were dis-
sociated and Iarmuti was sought to the north-west of Mari, but
not necessarily on a direct line between Mari and Ibla.8 This dis-
sociation is based on the fact that, in Sargon's inscription, Iarmuti
is before Ibla, and must therefore have been closer to Mari; and,
above all, it was supposed unthinkable that Sargon should have
carried his conquest of the west as far as to the south of Byblos. It
is asserted, in fact, that since the 'Forest of Cedars' can hardly
mean anything but the Amanus, and the 'Mountains of Silver'
the Taurus, Sargon's advance was directed decidedly northwards.

If we consider the inscription in question, not as an itinerary,
which it is not bound to be, but as the summing-up of the king's
campaigns, the two territories of Iarmuti and Ibla may have been
situated, not one after the other along the route of Sargon's
march, but in such a way that they formed its twofold goal: the
one to the south, Iarmuti; the other to the north, Ibla. As the
most distant part reached by Sargon or falling under his sway,
the land of Iarmuti would have included the 'Forest of Cedars',
by which we should perhaps understand the Lebanon7 rather
than the Amanus, which latter Naram-Sin, a little later, was to
call the ' Mountain of Cedars'.8 In the other direction the land of
Ibla would have extended westwards as far as the Taurus foot-
hills, the 'Mountains of Silver', among which the legend placed
—probably as the extreme limit of the conqueror's advance—the
locality of Purushkhanda.9

1 §n, 17, 85 f; §11, 6, 31. Tell el-Biya', formerly proposed (§11, 1, 28) as the
site of Urshu, is probably that of Tuttul on the Balikh, according to M. Dossin; for
this place see below, p. 334, n. 9, and p. 559.

2 CAM. 113, ch. 1, sect. iv. 8 §11, 22, 225.
* §11, 15, 1756 f. 6 §11, 17, 85, and note 1. 8 Ibid. 86.
7 The 'Cedar Forest' of the Gilgamesh Epic was perhaps located in the Lebanon

—see especially the fragment published in J.N.E.S. 16 (1957), 254 ff., esp. 260
(rev. 13). 8 See below, p. 326.

9 §11, 29, 62 f., §11, 12, 86 f. and 91. For the 'colonies' of merchants in Cappa-
docia and for Purushkhanda, see below, pp. 708 ff and pp. 426 ff.
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There is no real objection to this way of looking at things: by
what tokens should anyone deem it impossible for Sargon, if not
to have reached Iarimuta/Iarmuti, at least to have made a thrust
in the direction of the most important trading centre which, we
know from other sources, the region of Byblos had long been P1

One of his successors, at any rate, made a detour southwards,
because he boasts of having vanquished his enemies in the
vicinity of Jebel el-Bishrl.2

The Syrian territory to the west of the kingdom of Mari would
therefore have included, during this period, at least two large
political units or confederations, of which an important centre, if
not the capital, could be for the southern part the Mediterranean
town of Iarmuti, and for the northern part the town of Ibla, in
the region of the Balikh. The territory of Iarmuti must have
comprised the Lebanon, at least, and because of this must have
constituted for Mesopotamia an important source of timber and
resin imports. The territory of Ibla extended at least as far as the
eastern slopes of the Taurus, which would provide Sargon's sub-
jects chiefly with metal and stone. This is about all that we can
reasonably extract from this king's extremely concise inscription.

We shall obtain some supplementary notes from the inscrip-
tions of his third successor, Naram-Sin.3 They tell us nothing
more about Tuttul and Mari,4 but they contain further informa-
tion about the Upper Country proper. This is what we read in
one commemorative inscription, of which only a copy, of the
Old Babylonian period, was discovered at Ur:5

In all time, (since) the creation of men, no king among kings had ravaged
the land of Armanum and Ibla. Henceforth(P) the god Nergal, having opened
the way for the valiant Naram-Sin, has delivered Armanum and Ibla into his
hands and made him a grant also of the Amanus, Mountain of Cedars, and
of the upper sea. So it is that, by the arm of Dagan, who has made his
royalty prevail, the valiant Naram-Sin conquered Armanum and Ibla: from
the bank of the Euphrates as far as Ulisum, he having subdued the peoples
of whom Dagan had lately made him a grant, they have become liable to
do service to his god Aba, and he has conquered Amanus, Mountain
of Cedars.

1 See below, pp. 343 ff. 2 See below, p. 327. 3 See below, pp. 440 ff.
4 The name of the king of Mari at that time, Migir-Dagan (see §11, 2,140, no. 9,

rev. 17; §n, 13, 25, no. 3), though not established for certain, is in itself quite
credible; the text in which he appears is deeply imbued with legend, see §11, 9, 202,
sub \a.

8 §n, 7, no. 275, cols, i-m; §11,9,199; §11, 13, 738". The content of the text is
confirmed, in its essentials, by an inscription belonging to that period; see §11, 11;
§11, 9, 198.
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When Dagan, having decided in favour of the valiant Naram-Sin,
delivered Rish-Adad,1 king of Arman into his hands, and he had bound him
to the uprights of the entrance gate, he made himself a statue of dolerite
and dedicated it to Sin in these terms: 'Thus (says) the valiant Naram-Sin,
king of the four regions. When, Dagan having delivered Armanum and
Ibla into my hands, I had bound up Rish-Adad, the king of Armanum, it
was then that I made my image (which is here)...'

The campaign here commemorated seems to have taken place
only in what we have called the northern part of Sargon's con-
quests. There is no question in it of Iarmuti and the 'Forest of
Cedars', by which we have understood the Lebanon,2 but only
of Ibla and the ' Mountain of Cedars', which is formally identified
as Amanus. The king was therefore making for Cappadocia, and
in later years the heroic march of Naram-Sin, in Sargon's foot-
steps, as far as Purushkhanda, was likewise celebrated in epic
poems.3 If the first words of the text are not put down to bombast
or vanity, it would seem that in this geographical area, Naram-
Sin's conquest was more complete or more lasting in its effects:4

it is perhaps with this in mind that, naming Arman along with
Ibla, he lays emphasis on the rigorous treatment to which he has
subjected the king of that town, which does not appear in the
inscriptions of Sargon.

His account is not perspicuous, and widely differing geographi-
cal and historical conclusions can be drawn from it. Should one
see in the first paragraph, in particular, the narration of two
successive periods of the same campaign, or, as appears to be
more likely, a twofold, parallel exposition of the same conquest ?
In this case it would have been aimed at an area which began at
Armanum-Ibla, otherwise called the 'bank of the Euphrates',
and went as far as the Amanus and the Mediterranean—in
other words, as far as the boundaries of Ulisum. Whatever the
precise location of Armanum,5 it is clear6 that this town and the
country of which it was then the capital, were more or less
neighbours and allies of Ibla in the region around the Balikh
and the Upper Euphrates.

An interesting note is provided by the end of the account,
which gives to the leading personage of the town, Rish-Adad, the

1 Not Rid-Adad: see §n, 8, 103.
2 See above, p. 3 24, and n. 7. 3 § n, 12, p. 69 ff., and see above, p. 3 24, n. 9.
* He emphasizes that he has made the peoples subdued 'liable to do the service

of his own god'.
8 See recently §11, 28,12 f. In later legends Rish-Adad appears as king of Apishal,

§11, 10,71.
8 Contrary to the opinion of §11, 8, 103.
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title of 'king'. The town in question, like others which appear
similarly in Agadean inscriptions, must therefore have been the
administrative capital of a more or less extensive territory, or even
of a more or less considerable confederation of small city states-
There were no doubt a number of such 'capitals' at the time—
not to mention towns of smaller importance—and the political
geography of Syria was certainly more complicated than one
would imagine from reading Sargon alone and taking him
literally.1 Iarmuti and Ibla, the only places he mentions, are in
fact joined on the one hand by Armanum and on the other by
Ulisum. The last of these, which seems to mark the extreme limit
of Naram-Sin's conquests, could be identified with the Ullaza of
the Amarna letters,2 on the Mediterranean coast, at the level of
Qadesh.3 In that case it would have been the principal town of a
kingdom, or confederation of these, stretching northwards along
the coast, about as far as the Amanus. Naram-Sin, we observe,
does not say he conquered the whole of this territory, and it is
scarcely likely—leaving aside the southern part of the country
and Palestine— that even north Syria came under the sway of
the kings of Agade. Naram-Sin's campaign, coming after Sargon's
and itself followed by the expedition of Shar-kali-sharri (to men-
tion only those of which our texts have preserved the memory),
shows clearly that each time there remained something to do, or
to do again, in order to hold on to the country and the more or
less important and more or less numerous political groups of
which it was composed.

Consequently, we find Naram-Sin's successor, Shar-kali-sharri,*
again in the vicinity. In one of the years of his reign—the exact
chronology of which we do not know—he boasts that he has
defeated Amurru at Basar.5 The second of these place-names
refers to a group of mountains in the Syrian-Arabian desert, to
the south-west of the mouth of the Ballkh, in the direction of the
Lebanon: it is the modern Jebel el-Bishrl.6 We shall return to
Amurru later on.7 For the moment it is enough to take note of
this term, in the present context designating either a 'kingdom'
which included in its territory the Basar mountains or a popula-
tion of related or confederated clans which infested the moun-
tainous region.

1 For an example of Mesopotamian influence, if not rule, in Syrian cities not
mentioned in the texts see §11, 5, 122 f. 2 §11, 15, 1141s.

3 §11, 6, 80; §11, 24, 78. 4 See below, pp. 454 ff.
6 §11 23, vol. 2, 133tf: date b. See also §11, 9, 102, no. 254a; §11, 16,149, n. 3.
6 §i» 10, 73: §"» l6» J36> H9> n- 3- ' S e e b e l o w> PP- 559 ff-
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III. CITIES OF THE EUPHRATES
AND THE KHABUR

It has been shown in an earlier chapter1 that Mari was the seat of
one of the dynasties listed by the compilers of the Sumerian king-
lists as having held sway over the whole of south Mesopotamia
for a time. The site of Mari, Tell el-Har!ri, a short distance north
of the border between Iraq and Syria, was situated in a strategic
position of great importance, on the right bank of the Euphrates
downstream of its junction with the Khabur.2 Not many days'
journey from the cities of Sumer, it had access to the well-
populated valley of the Khabur and commanded the main trade
route to the west, up the Euphrates to Carchemish and so across
to the mouth of the Orontes and to the Beilan pass, for the
timber of Amanus and Lebanon and the mines of Anatolia. The
earliest levels explored at Mari revealed a prosperous city of the
Early Dynastic Period. No less than six temples3 of this age,
several times renewed and rebuilt, have been laid bare; five of
these lay close together in what must have been the central
quarter of the town, surrounded by houses. In one of them, the
temple which the excavators assume to have been dedicated, like
its successor of the second millennium, to Dagan the Amorite
god, tablets in Sumerian were found which contained the names
of a number of deities to whom specified food offerings were due.
As well as Dagan, ten other deities appear in the records of early
Mari, and all are members of the Sumerian pantheon.4 The
statues and statuettes found in these temples are Sumerian in
almost every respect; they wear the so-called kauxakes, the sheep-
skin cloak familiar from a thousand Sumerian representations,
and are depicted in the attitude of worship equally well known
from early Sumerian times.5 Among the objects found in the
temple of Ishtar, on the edge of the mound, were hundreds of
fragments of shell inlay, not unlike those of the celebrated
'standard' of Ur,6 showing themes both warlike and ritual, the

1 See above, p. 115.
2 §1, 4, 104 f.; §111, 10, 495 ff. See above, pp. 291 f.
3 §111, 11, 164; §111, 12, 7 f.
4 §111, 12, 8. A tablet containing a list of more than thirty Sumerian deities,

in the Early Dynastic palace of Mari, has been published by G. Dossin in R.A.
61, 97 ff.

5 §111, 13, 64 ff. See Plate. 30 (a)
6 G, 10, pis. 36 f; §111, 17, 132 f.; see Plate 30 (r) and P. Calmeyer in C.-R.

Rencontr. Assyrio/. Internal. 15 (1966), 161 ff.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



CITIES OF THE EUPHRATES AND KHABUR 329

conduct of prisoners by dignitaries and soldiers,1 and men and
women carrying conical goblets.2 Here the influence of Sumer
was paramount, yet the kings of Mari have Semitic names in-
scribed on their shoulders, and some features in the architecture
of the temples have no parallel in the south.3 In particular, the
presence in the courtyard of the temple of Ninni-zaza of a stone
baetyfi points the way to the west, to the standing stones of Gezer
and Byblos, the massebpt of Canaan. Clearly the inhabitants of
Mari, while adopting the dress and the deities of the Sumerian
south, yet spoke an alien tongue and worshipped those deities
with an alien ritual. There appear to have been at least two succes-
sive palaces below the great eighteenth-century palace of Zimrilim.5

The massive walls are preserved to a considerable height and
enough has already been found to indicate the complexity and
importance of the buildings. Charred beams from the upper of
the two palaces have been identified as cedar,6 presumably brought
from the forested slopes of the Amanus or the Lebanon.7

Away to the north-east, too, in the Khabur valley, Sumerian
influence was paramount, at least in material things. Here, in the
space of no more than seventy-five square miles, there are more
than five hundred tells f the area must in ancient times have
supported a large population. One of the largest of the mounds is
Tell Brak, on the river Jaghjagha, a tributary of the Khabur in
its upper reaches, forty-six miles south of the town of Nisibis.
As yet nameless,9 it was certainly a place of great importance
from the beginning of the third millennium and probably even
earlier. One of the chief reasons for its prosperity may have been
the reputation enjoyed by its local deity, for in a temple of the
Jamdat Nasr period (about 3000 B.C.) rebuilt at least three times,
thousands of small stone images were found, carved in the shape
of a human torso surmounted, in lieu of a face, with an enormous
pair of eyes.10 Double idols with two pairs of eyes, and a larger
and smaller pair together, may have represented man and wife or
parent and child; one or two are topped by what appears to be a
high conical headdress, perhaps a mark of rank. ' Spectacle idols'
of somewhat similar form are found occasionally on sites of the

1 §111, 14, 136 ff. and pi. LVI; §m, 17, 138 f.; A, 11, 199 ff.; A, 9, 21 f., pi. iv.
2 §111, 11, 164 ff., fig. 11.
3 E.g. §m, 14, 58 ff., figs. 4 i -5 -
1 §11, 20, 156 f., pi. xiv; A, 11, pi. vii. See Plate 38 (a).
5 A, 10, 9, 26. ° A, 8, 20; A, 10, 9. 7 See above, p. 328.
8 §m, 4, 3 ff; §111, 7, 12; §111, 6, 10 f.; §1, 4, 36 f.
9 § IH, 1, 25; §111, 7, 24. See above, pp. 306 ff.

10 §111, 6, 33 ff, 150 ff, pis. xxv, xxvi, LI, figs. 1-6.
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Uruk period in Babylonia and Susa, but this is the largest known
concentration of them1 and it has been plausibly suggested that
they may have been votive offerings to some anonymous healing
deity, perhaps a goddess, who had more than a local reputation
among those suffering from blindness or one of the prevalent
diseases of the eye, and that Brak may have been a place of pilgri-
mage, a kind of ancient Lourdes.2 Amulets and seals in the form
of animals, in a style typical of the best products of the Jamdat
Nasr age,3 and hundreds of thousands of small beads of crystal
and glazed steatite, perhaps offerings of their personal adornment
dedicated by worshippers at the shrine, were also neglected by
the ancient plunderers; that their quest was for gold is suggested
by the discovery of small strips of gold foil remaining from the
mural decoration of the temple.4 Built on a high mud-brick plat-
form, and adorned with cone mosaic, the temple must have
presented an imposing appearance. Access to the interior was by
a ramp or stairway.5 At the further end of the long narrow
sanctuary stood an altar of whitewashed clay, its front decorated
with panels of gold and carved stone, blue, white and green.6

Rosettes of white marble and black shale decorated the walls.7

There is a striking similarity between the Eye Temple at Brak
and those of the Jamdat Nasr period in Mesopotamia, especially
the temple of Sin at Khafaji and the painted temple at ' Uqair.8

But the curiously carved alabaster heads with grooved backs,
perhaps intended for mounting on poles or attaching to wooden
bodies, are unlike anything found in the valley of the Lower
Euphrates, and seem to reflect a separate racial type and a differ-
ent artistic tradition.9

The characteristic hassock-shaped ' plano-convex' bricks which
were used in the latest of the Eye Temples, together with
pottery of typical Early Dynastic shapes and copper objects of
Sumerian type, indicate that Tell Brak continued to prosper in
the early part of the third millennium B.C.10 and that Mesopotam-
ian influence still predominated. At Chagar Bazar, probably to
be identified with the ancient Ashnakkum,11 about twenty miles
to the north-west of Brak, buildings of the Early Dynastic

1 §m, 7, 27; §HI, 6, 151 ff. 2 Ibid. 205 ff.; §111, 7, 25.
3 §111, 6, 40 ff., 97 ff., 210 ff., pis. vn-xvi, XLV-XLVII, LII.
4 §111, 6, 32, 93 f., pi. in. 5 %Ibid. pi. LVII.
6 Ibid. 93 ff., 162 ff., ph. 11, iv, xxx.
7 Ibid 59 f., 95 ff., pis. v. xxx. 8 Ibid. 38 f., 60 ff.
9 §111,7, 31; §in, 6, 53,91 ff, pis. 1,11; G, 10, 134f-.pl. 136.

10 §111, 7, 31 f.; §111, 4, 10; §111, 5, 94 f.; §111, 6, 54 f.
11 §iv, 10, 74 f. See above pp. 304 ff.
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Period had been largely swept away when the city was rebuilt in
the second millennium, though the thickness of the mud-brick
walling that remained was enough to tell the excavators that
these had been the walls of public buildings of some considerable
importance, rather than private houses.1 Two rich graves found in
a trial sounding in the large mound of Tell Arbit, fifteen kilo-
metres east of Chagar Bazar, contained metal objects of Sumerian
type2 together with grey and black burnished pottery which
appears to have affinities with wares found to the east, in the
Elburz region of northern Iran, rather than with the south.3

It is not surprising that the area of the Upper Khabur should
show such connexions, since merchant caravans, skirting the
waterless desert, must at all times have used it in their journeys
between east and west; Ashnakkum is mentioned in Babylonian
itineraries as a stopping-place.4

A layer of ashes lies over the Early Dynastic temples of Mari;
they were rebuilt, but destroyed again not long afterwards.5 The
first destruction may be due to Lugalzaggisi, who claims in his
inscriptions to have marched to the Upper Sea,6 and the second
to Sargon of Agade, who also passed that way on his march to
the west.7 Either he or his successors must have rebuilt the
city and a 'cache' of bronzes found in the debris overlying the
temple of Dagan included objects dedicated by two of Naram-
Sin's daughters, who were probably priestesses there—a custom
associated particularly with the temple of the moon-god at Ur.8

During the Agade period the Khabur Valley, together with part
of northern and north-eastern Syria, must have come under the
sway of the kings of Agade.9 The most striking monument of
this occupation is a remarkable brick structure with a frontage
over a hundred yards long; its bricks were stamped with the
name of the builder, Naram-Sin.10 Four spacious courtyards sur-
rounded by long narrow magazines and enclosed in an encircling
wall of formidable thickness proclaimed its function as a strong-
hold and a repository rather than a royal residence; the palace
had been looted and burnt and yielded, therefore, comparatively
few objects, but enough was recovered to show that considerable
wealth much have been stored within its walls, and carbonized

1 §111,5,115. 2 §m, s, 117,133, figs. 12,13.
3 Similar pottery was found at Chagar Bazar and at nearby Germayir, § m, 7, 3 2.

See above, pp. 304 ff.
4 §iv, 10, 74 f., 82 f. 5 §111, 11, 170; see above, p. 323.
6 See above, p. 143 and below, p. 421. 7 See above, p. 296 and below, pp. 424?.
8 §11, 21, 195, 199 ff., pi. XVII. 9 See above, p. 322 ff.

10 §111, 6, 26 ff, 63 ff, pis. tix, LX; §111, 7, 32 ff.
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grains of wheat and barley found in the storerooms indicated
that not only manufactured objects but also the agricultural pro-
duce of the region was collected here, perhaps to be despatched to
Agade.1 In one of the rooms a fragment of an alabaster vase in-
scribed with the name of ' Rimush, King of All, Smiter of Elam
and Barakhshe', a predecessor of Naram-Sin, was found.2 A
scant hoard of cuneiform tablets bearing lists of men, provisions
and domestic animals shows that here, as elsewhere, Akkadian
scribes were going about their orderly business of cataloguing
and recording.3

Attention will later be drawn4 to the rock stele near Diyarbakr
which commemorates, it would seem, the farthest point of
Naram-Sin's progress northwards. To the west of Brak, Akkadian
control has left no tangible mark save evidence of trade in
material objects. The oval city wall at Tell Jidleh,5 350 metres
long and never less than three metres thick, was dated by the
excavators to the period of Sargon and Naram-Sin. Control of
the Ballkh valley was no less vital to the Akkadian conquerors
than that of the Khabur, and the fortification of townships along
the piedmont route leading from the Tigris to north Syria and
the metal-bearing regions of the far west was, it would seem, an
essential part of the imperial plan. Two small temples of about
the same date as the Naram-Sin palace at Brak have been found
further to the west at Tell Khuaira,6 sixty kilometres west of
Ras el-'Ain between the Khabur and the Ballkh. In front of the
North Temple was a large oblong slab of stone, with cavities
alongside it, perhaps to catch the blood of a slaughtered animal:
a parallel has been drawn with the scene pictured on an obelisk of
Ashurnasirpal I, showing the sacrifice of an ox before the facade
of a temple. Cult objects of Akkadian type in a stone building to
the south of the tell, together with a line of monolithic standing
pillars,7 proclaimed this building also to have had some religious
purpose and emphasize both the links with Mesopotamia and
the essentially northern, non-Sumerian character of the cult.
However, the remarkable burial rites practised in the stone
building (Steinbau I) appear to be unique at this period, though
they have been compared with later, Hittite funerary customs.8

At Jebelet el-Beidha, fifty miles to the west of Tell Halaf, two

1 §111, 6, 63 f. 2 Ibid. 27, 66, 197; pi. L, no. 4.
3 §111, 1, 60 f. 4 See below, p. 443.
6 §111, 3, 117 f., figs. 4(3), 5. 6 §111, 8; §m, 9.
7 §111, 8,9ff.,pk 5-9.
8 A, 6, 40 f.; see above, pp.310 ff.
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stelae of black basalt, one nearly twelve ft. high, and a rough
stone statue were found.1 The figures carved on the stelae in
crude imitation of Sumerian sculpture wear the fringed garments
of the Early Dynastic warrior, and the monuments may perhaps
have been erected by the citizens of this unknown town to com-
memorate the triumphal passage of some Mesopotamian con-
queror.2 The name of Lugalzaggisi suggests itself, but we know
nothing of his march to the Mediterranean3 or what territorial
conquests that march implied.4 It is, however, more likely to have
commemorated some local chieftain, since the discovery of a
number of alabaster statues of votaries wearing the style of hair
and beard and the sheepskin skirt of Mesopotamia5 indicates that
over a very wide area, fashion in dress transcended national
boundaries.

IV. CITIES OF THE PLAIN AND THE COAST

Armies and merchants in ancient times habitually travelled
along well-defined routes punctuated by towns and caravan-
serais at which halts could be made for a night or more. One of
these routes followed the Euphrates, by water and by land, past
Rapiqu and Mari as far as Emar, near the modern Meskeneh,6

where the river was abandoned for the intermittently watered
stretch, a hundred miles westward through Aleppo to the coast,
or by way of Qatna to the ports of Lebanon or to Hazor and
the highway leading to Egypt.7 The Tigris route8 left Assyria
considerably north of Ashur, and skirting the Jebel Sinjar,
followed the piedmont route through the upper reaches of the
Khabur basin and the valley of the Ballkh.9 The Euphrates was
then crossed at one of several points according to the ultimate
destination of the travellers: at one time or another, Abattum,
Til Barsib and Carchemish were all places where the crossing
could be made.10 The site of Abattum is not so far known, but
both Til Barsib, the modern Tell Ahmar, and Carchemish, today
called Jerablus, were occupied during the third millennium. In
both sites, so excavation has shown, the inhabitants at first buried

1 §m, 16, 226 ff., pis. LXII, LXIII; G, 10, 135 f., fig. 59.
2 G, 10, 59. 3 See above, p. 331, n. 6.
* See above, pp. 323 f. 5 A, 5, figs. 12-28; A, 6, figs. 11-15.
6 §iv, 10, 81, 86; §IV, I I , 115 f.; §iv, 14, 108 f.
7 §iv, 10, 86; §1, 4, 182 f. with maps in figs. 17 and 18.
8 §iv, 10, 71, 87; §iv, 15, 265 ff. B G, n ,4of f .

10 §iv, 10, 80; §iv, 11, 119; §i, 6, 80.
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their dead in pots under the floors of their houses, and later in
rectangular cist graves lined with slabs of stone,1 with an armoury
of weapons and a liberal store of pottery vessels to supply them
in the next world. In several instances, at Carchemish, pot burials
and cist burials were found in the same room, a fact which sug-
gested to the excavator that the older, indigenous population
continued to practise their ancient funerary rites, as a conquered
people, alongside their conquerors.2

The large hypogeum at Til Barsib has been variously dated.3

Some of the remarkably large number of pots found in this tomb
—over a thousand—may have been deposited there later, at
some time in the first quarter of the second millennium B.C., but
the majority are almost certainly older, probably contemporary
with the latest phase of the Early Dynastic period in Mesopo-
tamia. If this is so, a plausible explanation may be that the tomb
was one of a chieftain or local hero whose cult was maintained
for some centuries after his death by depositing offerings.4 The
skeletons of the two adults buried in the tomb had been disturbed.
The earliest objects found in the burial included a rein-ring and
weapons which are dated by analogy with material from other
sites to the pre-Sargonic period.5 Among the pots were a number
of high-stemmed goblets or 'champagne-cups', found also in
some numbers in the cist graves of Carchemish;6 similar pots and
weapons were found at Kara Hassan farther north.7 During the
latter part of the Early Bronze Age Carchemish was already a
fortified city with strong defences: ring walls surrounded it on
the landward sides, and towards the river there was a quay with
a brick-lined Watergate flanked by mud-brick walls built on
stone foundations.8 Til Barsib, whose early name is not known,9

was probably of equal importance, judging by the size of the
mound and the richness of the burials.10

No excavation has yet been possible on the site of Aleppo, an-
other of the great cities of the second millennium B.C., and we can
only suspect, from its possibly non-Semitic name Khalpu or Khalap,
that the city was an early foundation.11 Trial soundings at Tell

1 §iv, 28, vol. in, 23, 218 ff. pis. 56-61; §iv, 25, 96 ff., figs. 28-38.
2 §iv, 30, 88 ff. 8 §iv, 17, 338 f.; G, 18, 81 ff.
4 §iv, 17, 339- 5 §IV> J 7 . 338 f-
6 §iv, 30, 88 f., pi. xix<z; §iv, 28, vol. m, 218 ff., pis. 50-59.
7 §iv, 30,89; G, 18, 80 ff.
8 §iv, 28, vol. n, 38 ff., 58 ff., pis. 3-17
9 §iv, 10, 79; § iv, 11, 119 suggests that it may have been Tuttul.

10 *iv, 17, 338 f.
11 §1, 15, 156; but see §1, 14, 265.
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Rifa 'at, which is probably the site of the city Arpad, later the capi-
tal of the Aramaean state Bit Agusi, have not so far penetrated to
levels of the Early Bronze Age, though a few graves which have
been unearthed in the vicinity suggest that at that time the mound
was already inhabited;1 the early name of the town is unknown.
A preliminary survey undertaken in the once thickly-populated
region south of Aleppo2 has shown that there, too, there were
settlements of the Early Bronze Age. They include the large
mounds Tell Tuqan and Tell Afis; the latter is thought to be the
site of the Aramaean city Khazrek (Hatarikka in Assyrian texts).3

The earliest level so far encountered at Tell Mardikh4 appears not
to be earlier thant he end of the third millennium B.C., and is there-
fore outside the scope of this chapter.

The way to Anatolia led through the 'Armlq, the plain of
Antioch, north of the point where the Orontes river, bursting the
barrier of the mountains, abruptly changes its course and flows
westwards to the Mediterranean. This plain, the later kingdom of
Unqi or Khattina,5 was an area of great strategic importance, for
whoever held it possessed the key which opened the passes through
the Taurus to the rich mineral region beyond and commanded
access also to the forest-clad slopes of the Amanus, the ' Moun-
tain of Cedars' sought by the Akkadians and their successors
through the ages.6 Ancient mounds strewn plentifully over the
surface of the plain bear witness to its prosperity and fertility in
ancient times.7 North of the modern road from Aleppo to Antioch,
excavations have been conducted on several of these mounds and
their history elucidated in terms of stratified remains. None of
the group of five proved to have been a town of any great size
and all were probably villages, without imposing buildings, so
that no adequate idea could be gained by the excavators of the
attainments of the Early Bronze Age plain-dwellers in terms of
architecture and town-planning; moreover none of the sites was
more than partially explored and few whole house-plans could be
elucidated.8 Four phases of occupation were distinguished,
representing nearly a thousand years of gradual development,
for time moved slowly in the third millennium B.C.; each phase
was distinguished by certain general features, though they were
separated by no clear evidence of disaster such as the layers of

1 §iv, 23, 87. 2 A, 4.
3 G, 6, 237 f. * A, 1.
6 G, 6, 425.
6 §1, 6, 23; see above, p. 326. ' §iv, 29, 20; §1, 6, 22.
8 § iv , 4 ; G , 8, 36ff.;§iv, 16.
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ash and burnt brick which on some Syrian sites mark the passage
of the destroyer.1

In the earliest of the Bronze Age levels, numbered phase G by
the excavators,2 copper working was already advanced and a
little bronze is found. The potter's wheel was in almost universal
use. Stamp seals with linear designs continued a tradition going
back to the earlier, Neolithic, occupation of the site,3 but cylinder
seals, introduced from Mesopotamia, made their first appearance;4

this and other links with the Khabur and southern Mesopo-
tamia dated phase G to the 'protoliterate' or Jamdat Nasr period,
that is to say a little before 3100 B.C., at which early time there
must already have been intercourse between traders and travel-
lers along the Euphrates route linking the 'Amuq plain with the
cities of Sumer.5 Contacts with Egypt, whether direct or indirect,
are to be inferred from the presence of beads of glass and of deep
blue faience;6 glazed objects were already being manufactured
in the Nile valley from the Predynastic Period onwards.7 The
characteristic tall jugs known as 'Syrian bottles', with handles
and narrow necks, and sometimes decorated with a simple
incised pattern of triangles filled with dots, have been found on
many other sites also and were imported into Egypt; their preva-
lence in north Syria may mean that they were of local manufac-
ture.8 They will be noticed again later in this chapter.

The next level in the 'Amuq plain, phase H, is represented
by a fairly large excavated area at Tell Judaidah and Tell Ta'ylnat
and lesser soundings elsewhere. It is characterized by more ad-
vanced techniques and the elaboration of domestic architecture;
houses were larger and more complex in plan and furnished with
better accessories in the shape of clay benches, silo pits, ovens
and hearths.9 A particular kind of portable hearth or andiron of
earthenware10 was associated with the sudden introduction of a
new and striking type of pottery. The predominant colours are
orange, black and tan, and the surface of the pots is highly bur-
nished and had plastic decoration, usually in parallel ridges with
a chevron border, done with a modelling tool when the clay was

1 E.g. §iv, 22, iv, chart 3; in G, 18, 534 ff. M. Schaeffer attributes these signs
of disaster to earthquake. 2 §iv, 4, 259 ff., 516 ff.

3 Ibid. 329 ff., fig. 253. * Ibid. 331 ff., fig. 254; 516.
5 Ibid. 517. According to Tadmor (A, 14) phase G should be subdivided into

two, the first phase contemporary with E.B. I and the second with E.B. II in
Palestine. 6 §iv, 4, 341 f.

' §v, 14, 157, 179 f.; §v, 22, 43.
8 §iv, 4, 270, fig. 211 nos. 11-15, pi. 28, nos. 12, 17.
9 Ibid. 345 ff. 10 Ibid. 373, figs. 290 f.
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still soft.1 This pottery, known as 'Khirbet Karak ware' from the
site in Palestine where it was first encountered, has been much
discussed. It has been found at Tabara el-Akrad near Acana,
towards the coast,2 at Ras Shamra,3 and farther south on the
coastal plain in the regions of Jebeleh and Mantar,4 though not
farther south at Byblos; in the Orontes valley it is found at Hama,5

and in the south it occurs on Palestinian sites, notably at Khirbet
Karak itself and at Megiddo, Beth-shan and 'Affuleh.6 It is not
found on or east of the Euphrates.7 It was once thought that the
introduction of this distinctive ceramic, which is not made on the
potter's wheel (though that labour-saving device had long been in
use), was a witness to the invasion of Syria and Palestine by a
barbarian people;8 that they came from Turkey was inferred
from the close affinities seen between the pottery of Khirbet
Karak and wares from the Anatolian plateau and the southern
Caucasus.9 At Ras Shamra and at Qal'at er-Rus near Jebeleh
its introduction seems to have been immediately preceded by a
conflagration, and the level at which it was found was poor in
metal and other artifacts in comparison with the levels that pre-
ceded and followed it,10 but on other sites there was no sign of
destruction,11 many objects continued in use unaltered from the
earlier period, and the wares themselves were imitated in local
clay. Perhaps this spectacular and attractive pottery arrived in
the hands of a few traders or immigrants, either by sea or through
the Beilan pass, and was distributed through the plain of Antioch
by way of the valley of the Biqa' to northern Palestine, where it
enjoyed a considerable vogue.12 Associated with this pottery were
copper pins of various shapes and other metal objects which
suggest a date early in the third millennium, perhaps about
2700 B.C; the cylinder seals were like those of the Jamdat Nasr
period but metal objects such as 'poker-butted spears', found
also at Carchemish, show affinities with a late phase of the Early
Dynastic Period in Mesopotamia.13 Most of the pottery wares
characteristic of this period continued to be made in the next

1 §iv, 4, 358 ff, 518 f., figs. 281-5; see above, pp. 213 f.
2 §iv, 12, 115 ff.; §iv, 29, 31 ff. 3 §iv, 22, iv, 204 ff.
4 §iv, 8, H9ff. ;§iv, 5, 214 ff.
5 §iv, 9, 37; §iv, 13, 19 f-> pl- v (4) . (6).
8 G, 1, 76 f.; G, 14, 124 ff, fig. 20;§iv, 2,93 f., fig. 2; G, 18, 211, 213; G,

2,13. 7 | iv , 4, 519; §iv, 20, 25 f.
8 §iv, 12, 118, n. 2;§iv, 29, 32f.;§iv, 3, 356 ff.; §iv, 2, 101 ff.
9 §iv, 22, vol. iv, xxxv f.; §iv, 16, 190; §iv, 3, 361; G, 18, 34, n. 1, and 345.

10 G, 18, 40 ff; §iv, 22, vol. iv, xxvi. u §iv, 4, 517 ff.; §iv, 12, 122.
12 §iv, 3, 360 f. 13 \iv, 4, 519; §iv, 16, 190.
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phase (I) when the art of the potter reached a higher level of techni-
cal skill; a similar repertory of wares and shapes is found in all
the Early Bronze Age sites in North Syria.1 Khirbet Karak ware
had disappeared by the succeeding, latest E.B. phase (J) which
contained a rich assemblage of metal objects and probably
corresponded with the Sargonic period at Mari, Brak and
elsewhere.2

The Nahr el-'Asi, the River Orontes of the classical geogra-
phers, has its rise in the Biqa', the rift valley which separates
Lebanon from Antilebanon; it flows northwards through the
deep gorge of the Ghab, before rushing through a canyon and
out into the calmer reaches of the 'Amuq plain on its westward
course towards the sea.3 Two great sites in the Orontes valley
whose origins archaeology can trace back into the third millen-
nium and beyond, may be identified with cities which played a
leading part in the history of the second millennium and after.
Mishrifeh (Mesherfa), which is almost certainly the ancient
Qatna,4 stands on an affluent of the Orontes a little north of the
modern city of Horns. Pottery and metalwork of the early
level here, and in a large well-furnished tomb, have parallels in
sites of North Syria of the later third millennium.5 On the high
mound in Hama which marks the citadel of the ancient city
Hamath, nearly forty kilometres to the north,6 deep soundings
were made below the level of the first and second millennium
occupation.7 The lowest level here reached was Neolithic, and
the two succeeding were identified as being contemporary with
the Jamdat Nasr and Early Dynastic levels elsewhere, while level
J, in its earlier phases, was dated by related objects to a date
between 2400 and 2200 B.C. Hama is not mentioned in the Mari
letters8 but is probably to be identified among the names of
Egypt's potential enemies in the so-called Execration Texts of
the early second millennium;9 though the excavators removed
only a small portion of the mound in their probings, enough
was found to show that in the Early Bronze Age it was already
a prosperous town with narrow streets and closely packed houses.10

At several levels of the mound, a layer of burnt debris was
observed which appeared to indicate sudden disaster. The thickest

1 §iv, 4,396 ff., 520 f. 2 Ibid. 429 ff., 521 ff.
3 §1, 24, 208 and fig. 31.
4 §iv, 6 ; G , 18, u6 f f . ; §v , 8, 307; §1,6, 121.
5 §IV, 6, I I I f., I44 ff., pis. XLIII-XLVIII.
6 §1,6, 114. 7 §iv, 9;§iv, 13.
8 §'» 23, 93. 8 See below, pp. 541 and 548 f.

10 §iv, 9, 14 ff-. figs- 10, 19. 56-
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and most marked of these destruction levels was between levels
J 4 and J 5, somewhat before 2200 B.C.,1 after which, it appears,
the orderly plan of the former city was abandoned, and houses,
set in disorder, were less well built and of more modest plan than
formerly; a period of stagnation was observed in the crafts and
the arts.2 At Tell Masin, sixteen kilometres from Hama, a similar
layer of burning was observed in the latest Early Bronze level.3

To whom can such wholesale destruction be attributed? It is
tempting to suggest that it may have been Naram-Sin, if his
route took him south-west on his march to the sea, past Hama and
through the gap formed by the valley of the Nahr el-Keblr between
the Lebanon and its northern extension, the Jebel Ansariyyah, to
Iarimuta on the coast.4 But this is pure speculation and it is
perhaps wiser to regard the destruction of Hama at this time as an
unchronicled episode in the never-ending drama of warfare be-
tween neighbours that was characteristic of Syria's early history.

South of the embouchure of the Orontes, and a little to the
south of Mons Casius, or Jebel Aqra', the high promontory
which acts as a landmark to sailors and can be seen on a clear day
from Cyprus, lies the low hill which marks the site of Ugarit.
The remarkable excavations begun at Ras Shamra in 1929 and
still every year enriching our knowledge of the past of Phoenicia
have revealed a civilization unfolding continuously since Neoli-
thic times. The excavators recognize five major phases in the
history of their site:5 after the Neolithic, or fifth, level, the next
is dated to the Chalcolithic age, in the first half of the fourth
millennium B.C. ; the third, a deep stratum representing a millen-
nium and a half of human occupation of the site, is assigned to
the Late Chalcolithic Age (Levels IIIC and B) and the Early
Bronze Age (111 A), also called 'Ugarit Ancien 3'.6 These early
levels have been reached only in a number of deep sondages in
various parts of the mound7 and no considerable area has been
laid bare. The story told by the remains in these early levels is
somewhat different from that of the settlements on the inland
plain: here on the coast the people of the Early Bronze Age were
less advanced than their forerunners, whose fine Chalcolithic
painted pottery gave way to coarser unpainted wares; finds are
sparse, the techniques of flintwork are poorer, and there is very

1 §iv. 9, 80 ff., 278. a Ibid. 272 ff.
3 §iv, 7, 124 ff. 4 §1, 6, 16 f.; §1, 14, 262. See, however, above, p. 324.
5 §iv, 22, vol. iv, xxx; G, 18, 8 ff., pis. v-xni; §iv, 21, 241 f.
6 §iv, 22, vol. iv, xxix ff., 151 ff. For the 'Chalcolithic' levels see CAM. i3,

ch. VIII, sect. in. 7 §iv, 22, vol. iv, xxi ff., 415 ff.
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little metal.1 Disaster must have overtaken these people, for
above their remains, and above and after a level of burning and
destruction, came the Khirbet Karak wares and with them large
piriform jars with a distinctive combed decoration which are
found elsewhere down the coast where trial excavations were
carried out, at El-Hammam and Tell Simiriyan,2 though they
are not found in Anatolia or inland in Syria. They may have been
used for the storage or transport of oil, for several were found
by the side of a large oil press found in a sondage south of the
' Library of the High Priest' ;3 the vats were estimated to have a
capacity of 800 litres or more. In the uppermost layers of Level
III A, and under the level of destruction preceding or heralding
the arrival of the 'porteurs de torques'* are the remains of a
people who, to judge by their weapons and pottery, had been in
touch with the people of Level J in the 'Amuq and Levels J
and K at Hama; on the latter site, as at Ras Shamra, there are
round silos dug in the ground in the courtyards or by the side
of houses.5

It is not yet possible in the absence of texts, or until more infor-
mation can be furnished by archaeology, to obtain more than a
very incomplete picture of material civilization in Syria in the
early Bronze Age. It was an age of urban development, with all
that this implies in terms of social organization within a closely
knit community. Weapons imply armies, and temples, priest-
hoods. We must imagine Syria to have been divided then, as it
was later, into a number of small kingdoms each centred around
some city or group of cities. Houses appear to have been well
furnished with ovens and hearth, benches and storage bins, and
the larger ones had a courtyard and a number of rooms; at Mari
there was a well-designed drainage system.6 Usually the houses
were rectangular, though they may have had beehive roofs as
they do in the area today;7 a clay model of a round house was
found in the pre-Sargonic level at Mari.8 Of the movable furniture
all that has survived is the crockery; a wide variety of pots and
dishes, some large and coarse for storage and cookery, others fine
and well baked, indicating the use of the slow wheel and of a
proper kiln with a separate combustion chamber. Elaborate

1 §iv, 22, vol. iv, 200 ff.; §iv, 21, 229 £
2 §iv, 22, vol. IV, xxvii; § iv, 5, 2I41F.; G, 6, 118.
3 §iv, 22, vol. iv, xxviii, 420 ff., figs 6-13, 42.
4 §iv, 22, vol. 11, 49 ff.; see below, p. 585.
6 §iv, 22, vol. iv, 229 ff.; §iv, 9, 38 f., figs. 51-2.
6 §111, 14, 48 f. and pi. ix. ' §iv, 20, 19 and pi. 1(3).
8 §11,21,192, pi. xv, cf.§111,14, 39f., figs. 51-2; A, 11,293 ff. and figs. 311—13.
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shapes like the 'champagne goblet' could be turned out in mass
production, showing a specialization of trades within the com-
munity;1 well-made jugs of thin, burnished 'metallic ware' were
exported far afield to Palestine and Egypt, perhaps containing
some such commodity as olive oil or wine.2

The coppersmiths of the third millennium, too, traded their
wares and it may be that itinerant smiths travelled from town to
town, judging by the close similarity of such objects as toggle-
pins,3 spear-heads with the tang bent to secure it within the
wooden shaft,4 and shaft-hole axes.5 Considerable developments
in metallurgical technique took place during the period; a delib-
erate admixture of tin with copper ores resulted in the first bronze
objects, perhaps about 2700 B.C.,6 and a fragment of iron found
in a grave of Early Dynastic date at Tell Chagar Bazar, when
analysed, proved not to be meteoric.7 Iron objects, though rare,
are found in Anatolia in a third-millennium context;8 the metal did
not, however, come into general use for more than a thousand
years thereafter. Bronze objects were cast in open moulds and
also by the more complicated cire perdue process.9 It is probable
that these and other advanced techniques of metallurgy came
from Mesopotamia. Decorated bone handles, presumably for
hafting to metal tools, were associated with Khirbet Karak wares
on some sites.10 Barley and wheat were cultivated, and cattle,
sheep, goats, asses, dogs and perhaps the pig were domesticated.11

Much of the prosperity of North Syria must have come from
the manufacture of wine and olive oil, and the large size of the
Ras Shamra oil-press indicates that it was intended for more
than merely domestic production.12 Murex shells found at Tell
Judaidah hint that, somewhere along the north Phoenician
coast, the purple dye industry already flourished.13

Six little bronze figurines found together in a cache in the first
I §iv, 4, 259, 264. 2 See below, p. 350.
3 §iv, 4, 351, 376, fig. 292, pi. 53; §iv, 22, vol. IV, 226 f.; §m, 6, 166 ff.,

pi. xxxi.
4 §IV» 4» 376 a n d fig. 293; §iv, 22, vol. iv, 234 ff., 335 ff., fig., fig. 29.
5 §iv, 4, 376 and fig. 293; §iv, 19, 90 ff.; §m, 17, 148.
6 §iv, 16, l89f . ;§iv, 4, 302, 315.
7 §111, 4, 26 f.; §vi, 15, 247. See above, p. 305.
8 §111, 17, pis. 144-5.
9 §iv, 16, 190; §iv, 4, 300 ff.

10 G, 18, 40 ff., 245, pi. xv(4); §iv, 8, 123 f. and fig. 3; §iv, 22, vol. IV,
206, fig. 18.

I I §111, 6, 40ff.;§iv, 4, 504 ff.
12 §iv, 22, vol. iv, 420 ff., figs. 6-13, 42; §iv, 21, 234; §1, 16, 136 ff.
13 §iv, 4, 344 f.
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Early Bronze village at Tell Judaidah in the 'Amuq plain1 give
precious information about the panoply of the warriors and the
feminine fashions of the day. They stand virtually naked, in an
attitude which in Sumer would be interpreted as of adoration
before a deity, and were almost certainly votive figures set in
some shrine.2 The male figures wear broad belts and a torque or
collar around the throat; they are armed with spear and mace,
one in either hand, and have conical helmets with a small spike
at the apex. The women have their hair elaborately dressed,
with a fillet or plait around the crown of the head and a chignon
hanging behind, covering the nape of the neck; three or four
ringlets hang down on either side of the head and the coiffure is
crowned by a crescent-shaped cap. Traces of silver at the neck
indicate that two of the figures may have worn a necklace or
collar, in one case perhaps a double collar.3 Elaborate styles of
hairdressing are seen on other clay figures from the same area,
found unstratified but of similar date; one of the figures wears a
high collar of flattened clay pellets perhaps representing a bead
gorget.4 The high felt hat or polos worn by the wives of high
officials at Mari6 is not found further west.

The physiognomy of the little bronze figures is striking: they
have large straight noses and jutting chins, but these characteris-
tics and the slant of the disproportionately large eyes may be due
to over-emphasis by the modeller. The men wear a short fringe-
beard. The figures show too that circumcision was practised in
north Syria in the third millennium B.C., as it was in ancient
Egypt, though not in Mesopotamia with the exception of Tepe
Gawra in the north, where a Syrian (west Semitic) element in the
population is suggested.6 The beaky nose and high cheekbones
are seen in part of a clay 'face vase' from the latest Early Bronze
Age level at Judaidah7 but perhaps we should again not insist on
the degree of accuracy of the portraiture. The carved heads from
Tell Brak8 and a stone head from Hama9 have a cruder ap-
pearance: while certain features of the carving have been com-
pared with Sumerian glyptic, there are distinctive features which
mark them as Syrian.10 Bronze toggle-pins must have been the
usual fastening for garments such as cloaks; model boots, with

1 §iv, 4, 300 ff., figs. 240-245 and pis. 56-64; G, 10, 134 and pi. 135. See
Plate 38 (i). 2 §iv, 16, 190; §iv, 4, 517.

3 §iv, 4, 305 ff. * Ibid. 466, fig. 368.
6 § HI, 14, 84 ff. pis. 36-37; §111, 11, 164; A, 11, 97, fig. 134.
8 §III , 15, 99, pi. XLVIB; G, 7,1, 445 f.; A, 13.
7 §iv, 4, 453, fig. 35°(5)- 8 See above, p. 330.
9 §iv, 13, 25 f., pi. V I I ( I ) . 1 0 G, 10, 135, pi. 136.
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lace markings, rolled-down tops and slightly upturned toes show
that, in north Syria, footwear has changed little during the last
five thousand years.1

The north Syrian soldier appears to have been armed in much
the same manner as his Sumerian neighbour; spears, javelins
and daggers, maces with pear-shaped heads and battle-axes with
sockets for the shaft are the usual weapons. Clay models of
chariots with two or four solid wheels are not uncommon2 and
chariots appear as a recurrent motif on Syrian cylinder seals of
Early Dynastic date.3 Judging by Mesopotamian parallels, the
chariot of the age, so heavy and solid that it was usually drawn by
four onagers or asses, was an essential weapon of war as well as a
means of transport.4 Camels of the single-humped variety were
probably domesticated early by the desert nomads, though there
is no evidence for their use by travellers along the main highways
of commerce until much later.6 Boats with three oarsmen apiece
are depicted on an impression of a cylinder seal found at Hama.6

V. BYBLOS AND THE LAND OF NEGAU

The Phoenicians of Roman times had a tradition that Byblos was
the most ancient of cities, and that it had been founded by the
god Ba'al-Kronos.7 It occupied a site well favoured by nature, on a
low rocky promontory surrounded by a fertile plain and backed
by an amphitheatre of thickly forested mountains; a natural
spring provided a focal point for settlement, and just to the north
of the promontory was a sheltered beach where the little ships of
antiquity could be drawn up to safety during the westerly gales of
winter.8 Archaeological investigation at Jubeil, the site of Byblos,
has shown that the city had indeed a very long history and
may claim to be one of the longest continually inhabited cities in
the Near East. A Neolithic settlement, dating at least as far back
as the fifth millennium B.C., was succeeded by a larger, Chalco-
lithic village in which small circular huts and rectangular apsidal
cottages show slow development through the fourth millennium,
in the later phases being sometimes grouped together in islands,

1 §111, 6, 99 f., pi. VIII, no. 6, pi. LIi, no. 19.
2 §iv, 13. 37 ff-» 60, figs. 12-14; §111, 9, Abb. 44(0); §111, 6, 215 f.
3 §iv, i, 78 ff., figs. 23-6, pi. 6(5).
4 §111, 17, 37 ff., pis. 128-133. See above, pp. 122 f.
5 §iv, 27, 520 f.; §1, 9, 27 and n. 2; §11, 16, 2; §iv, 14, 3.
6 §iv, 13, pi. XIV(I ) . •> G, 6, 63 ff.; G, 16, 67.
8 G, 16, 68, fig. 4; §v, 4 ,1 , pi. CCXII.
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the beginnings of town planning.1 One of the rectangular houses
had a jar beneath its floor in which a child had been buried, and
skeletons in pots are found over a wide area of the site. Some of
the jars bore the impression of a stamp seal, either as a mark of
ownership, or to identify the maker.2 The simple geometrical
and animal designs on these sealings recall those of the Uruk
period in Mesopotamia and point to a date in the fourth millen-
nium for the Chalcolithic period at Byblos.3 Unfortunately it has
not been possible to relate the artifacts found in these early levels
to the evolution of architectural techniques. This difficulty
results from the method adopted by the excavators, namely to
remove the soil, square by square, in rigidly horizontal layers of
uniform thickness until the whole surface is exposed to bed-rock.4

Although by this method of 'total excavation'5 no object is
missed, the uneven surface of the rock and the varying thickness
of occupation-layers in different parts of the site have led to con-
siderable difficulty in reconstructing the history of early Byblos.6

In the levels of the fourth millennium there is no sign of the
Egyptian influence which was later to become paramount in
Byblos. Associated with the stamp seals in jar burials were pear-
shaped mace-heads and other objects which point to ultimate
contact with Mesopotamia7 and it may have been from the east
that the Chalcolithic inhabitants of Byblos acquired their know-
ledge of the working of copper. This new technique, a vital and
revolutionary step in human evolution, made rapid strides in the
west, and it seems likely that the Byblites were among the earliest
people to work in bronze.8 In the Kesrwan district of Lebanon,
in the mountains behind Byblos, tin and copper ores are, by a
rare chance, found together, and an accidental mixture of alluvial
ores in gravel near the mouths of the rivers Fedar (Phaedrus) and
Ibrahim (Adonis), both of which flow through the metal-bearing
district and debouch a little to the south of Byblos, could have
been found to produce a metal harder and more durable than
copper.9 The city was a centre of bronze-working in the time of
the Egyptian Middle Kingdom, judging by the great hoard of
bronzes round in the 'Syrian Temple'(Building II).10 The earliest
well-dated objects of bronze, however, come from sites in north

1 §v, 5, 72f.;§v, 3, 5ff
 2 §v, 3, 56.

3 Ibti.tf. 4 G, 18, 50 ff.
8 §v, 4, 11, 6. See further below, pp. 587 ff.
6 G, 18, 50 ff., pis. xvi-xvm, figs. 57-74.
7 §v, 4, 1, fig. 281; §v, 3, 46 f.; §iv, 34, 4 f. See C.A.H. I3, ch. vm, sect. HI.
8 §v, 33,31 f.; §v, 27, 92 ff.
9 §v, 33, 30 ff, fig. 1. 1 0 §v, 17, i n ff, pis. LXVI-LXX; G, 18, 53 f.
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Syria,1 and pending further evidence priority in this respect
must be withheld from the metal-workers of Byblos.

During the epoch corresponding with the Jamdat Nasr period
in Mesopotamia,2 Byblos was already a town. The slow potter's
wheel was in use, copper was in greater supply, houses were
rectangular and had several rooms, with wooden pillars on stone
bases supporting, no doubt, an axial ridge-pole and a gabled
roof.3 Pebbled streets with a central drain were wide enough for
wheeled vehicles. The first temples appear, simple buildings
enough, but built with the care that befitted houses of the gods,
with foundations of well-dressed sandstone.4 The stamp seals now
gave way to cylinder seals, usually with a frieze of animals, so
clearly cut that it has been suggested they may have been of wood
rather than stone.5 Here again the influence was from Sumer,
but during the early centuries of the third millennium objects
of Egyptian manufacture make their appearance and become
ever more frequent.6 The earliest closely dated object is a frag-
ment of a stone vase bearing the name of the Second Dynasty
king Khasekhemwy;7 fragments with the names of Cheops and
Mycerinus of the Fourth Dynasty,8 of Unas, and of most of
the Sixth Dynasty kings, proclaim the pharaohs' interest,9

and so do certain other objects uninscribed but manifestly
made in Egypt and dated by their style to the Third to Sixth
Dynasties: polished axes, flintknives, cylindrical beads of alabaster,
statuettes resembling those found at Hierakonpolis, and frag-
ments of stone objects in stones such as alabaster and schist
which can only have come from the Nile valley.10 Most of the
objects bearing royal cartouches are vases of alabaster or lime-
stone, but during the reigns of Phiops I and II, small stone
containers in the form of squatting apes nursing their young
were also sent; perhaps these were designed for the sacred oils
used in some ceremony or cult.11 Moreover, several of the Sixth
Dynasty vases are inscribed in honour of the jubilee or Sed-
festival of these two kings, and may therefore have been royal
gifts sent on the occasion of a local celebration of this important

1 See above, p. 336. 2 G, 1, 71; §v, 3, 68 f.
3 §v, 5, 72 f. * §v, 4, 1, 297 ff; §v, 5, 73.
5 §v, 3, 61 ff., figs. 21-25; §i, 8> 23°-
« §v, 18, 83 ff.; §v, 8, 26, n. 64; §v, 16, 17 ff.; §v, 20; §v, 23, 390 f.; §v, 34,

5ff. 7 §v, 18, 84, fig. i ;§v , 17, 271.
8 §v, 18, 85, fig. 3; §v, 17, pi. 125; 75, fig. 53 no. 64, pi. 39.
9 §v, 18, 84ff.;§v, 17, 271 ff.;§v, 9, 21 ff.;§v, 20, pi. 3;§v, 16.

» $v, 18, 85ff.;§v, 34, 22 ff.
11 §v, 8, 26, n. 64.
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event.1 Important, that is, to the Egyptians themselves, but
what interest had the Byblites in such ceremonies? To suppose
that they were intended for the ritual needs of a few Egyptian
immigrants resident in Byblos is to underestimate the closeness
of the links which bound Egypt and Byblos throughout their
history, from the Early Dynastic period and even earlier, to the
latest classical times.

To the Egyptians, Byblos was the key to 'God's Land',2 the
Lebanon on whose steep slopes grew the timber trees they coveted.
Their own country produced no tall trees except the coarse-
grained palms whose trunks were suitable only for roofing and
rough constructional work.3 Small planks of moderately fine
grain, suitable for cabinet-making, could be obtained from the
tamarisk, the sidder, and the sycomore-fig, but but for archi-
tectural purposes, for the long beams which spanned floors and
roofs, as well as for columns and the spars of ships, conifers such
as as pine, fir or cedar were needed and even in predynastic graves
traces of coniferous wood are found which can only have come from
the north.5 The funerary furniture of Meryib, found at Giza, well
illustrates both the value and the scarcity of this foreign timber,
for the fine carpentry of the inner coffin, of long well-cut deal
planks, contrasts with the clumsy workmanship of the outer, of
crooked pieces sawn from a bent piece of sycomore.6 The long
flagstaves which stood at the entrance to temples and the wooden
pillars of the temples of the early period must have been of
coniferous wood. Deal was used for the doors of Sneferu's palace7

and for the roofing of his pyramid chamber;8 the Palermo Stone
records that he brought forty shiploads of timber and built with it
forty-four boats, some of them ioo cubits, that is, more than
170 ft. long.9 The wood was of two different varieties, <"/ and
mrw\ both these kinds of timber were regularly used in ship-
building.10 Mrw wood was red and was probably cedar, while the
yellowish c$ has been identified not only with cedar (cedrus
Libani)11 but also with various other of the coniferous trees which
today grow in the mountains of Syria: the cypress (cupressus

1 §v, 8, 21; §v, 17, 271, pis. 45-7.
a §v, 30, 373; §v, 8, 277; §v, 29, 373. 3 §v, 14, ch. 14; §v, 31, 685 ff.
4 §v 14, 79; §vi, 11, 182.
8 §v, 2, 62; §v, 14, 429 f". 6 § v , n , 143 f., pi. 24; A, 14.
' §v, 29, part iv, 237 1. 3; G, 17, 227. 8 G, 12, 69.
9 §v, 29, part iv, 2361. 6 ff.; G, 4,1 par. 146.

10 %\, 29, 236, 11, 8 f., 12; §vi, 35,11, pis. 10(2), 11(2).
11 §v, 1 passim; §v, 14, 432; G, 17, 227; §vi, 18, 78; §v, 25, 33.
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semperoireni)} pine (j>inus halepensis)? fir (abies cilicicdf and
maple:4 all but the last have been identified in the analysis of
objects of Old Kingdom date in Egypt.5 It is probable that the
ancient Egyptians applied the name rj indiscriminately to several
species of conifer which, being familiar to them rather in the
shape of logs of timber than as growing trees, they did not clearly
distinguish.6 A third foreign wood mentioned less frequently in
the Old Kingdom, w'», whose berries are mentioned in a later
prescription for a medicament, was probably juniper.7 Hornbeam,
which today grows in Europe and Asia Minor, was the material
for one of the oars of Cheops' funerary boat;8 timbers of the
boat's hull were identified by analysis as juniper and 'cedar of
Lebanon or an allied species'.9 Some of the logs used must have
been of enormous size, for several of the planking beams are
nearly sixty feet long.10 We are reminded that Sennefer, sent by
Tuthmosis III to fetch timber from Lebanon, brought back 'the
choicest trees, sixty cubits tall, more pointed than ears of corn',11

surely a description of the Aleppo pine.
Resin, a by-product of cedar, fir or pine, was early in demand

for mummification; it was imported in jars, in small round
lumps. Little is known of the materials and methods used by the
Old Kingdom embalmers, but the pessimist of the Ipuwer text12

bemoans the loss of Byblos as a source of supply. ' Finest cedar
unguent', probably made from the resin of conifers, appears
frequently in the offering-lists of the Old Kingdom.13

The Egyptians called Byblos by its most ancient name Kpn,
perhaps Kupna, whence derives the later Phoenician Gebal, 'the
mountain city' and the modern diminutive Jubeil.14 The country
in which the city was situated was called by them the land of
Negau,15 and its inhabitants Fenkhu, a word which probably
means 'woodcutters'.16 After felling and trimming in the moun-
tains, the logs must have been brought down to the port of
Byblos, perhaps by way of the Adonis river. A copper axe found
in the bed of the river, engraved in Egyptian hieroglyphs with

1 §v, 8, 30. 2 §vi, 31, 182 ff.
3 §v, 13, 45 ff.;§v, 8, 30. * §11, 25, 44.
5 §v, 14, 489 ff. « §v, 8, 30.
7 §v, 14, 430, 437; §v, 8, 397. 8 §vi, 29, 45 f.
9 Ibid. 46. 10 See Plate 38 (e),

11 §v, 30, vol. 11, 535; G, 17, 243. 12 See beow, pp. 532-3.
13 §vi, 26, 139; §v, 13,39.
14 § v i , 3 , i 2 ; G , 6 , 6 3 f f . a n d n . 5 ; G , i6,67;§v,28,7ff . ;§vi, I , 2 3 5 ; § I , 18,33.
16 §vi, 31, i84ff.
16 §v, 8, 22, 277 f.; but see C.A.H. n3, ch. xxxiu, sect. 11.
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the name of the gang of woodcutters to whom it had belonged,1

indicates that the felling may have been done by Egyptian lumber-
men, or perhaps by mixed gangs of Egyptians and Syrians under
the supervision of Egyptian foremen. Some of the timber may
have been used then and there on the seashore to build 'Byblos-
boats', kbnwt, the usual Egyptian word for ocean-going vessels.2

These long, many-oared craft, with a tension cable or 'hogging
truss' from stem to stern,3 were much larger and of different
build from the boats which plied on the Nile. They were used in
the Mediterranean and on voyages down the Red Sea to Punt.4

It is not certain whether the word kbnt first denoted a ship built
in Byblos, a ship built of Byblos timber, or merely a sea-going
vessel used on the Byblos run.5 Timbers fashioned ready for
building may in some cases have been brought by sea to Egyp-
tian shipyards; the planks of the Cheops boat were numbered
for easy assembly.6 Large logs for shipbuilding and other pur-
poses were probably towed behind the transports, and smaller
pieces piled on the deck, like the Tyrian tribute of a later age.7

The legend of the death of Osiris, as preserved in its most
complete form by Plutarch in De hide et Osiride,8 contains a
memory of the age-old link between Egypt and Byblos. After the
murder of Osiris, according to this legend, his body, enclosed in a
wooden cofHn, floated over the sea to Byblos, where it came to
rest on the shore by the side of a cedar-tree which grew up and
enclosed it. The king of Byblos had the tree cut down and made
into a pillar for his palace, but Isis, coming to Syria in search of
Osiris, recognized it and by magical means obtained the body
and brought it back to Egypt.9 The character of the Osiris myth,
involving the death and resurrection of a deity intimately con-
nected with vegetation, has many associations with that of the
young god Adonis, who was killed by a wild boar and mourned
by Astarte. Lucian indeed specifically states that the mysteries of
Adonis used to be celebrated in honour of Osiris.10 The Adonis
river, only five miles from Byblos, was said to run red with the
blood of the slain god,11 and farther up the valley at Afqa, where

1 §v, 24, 283 ff., pi. 36. A hoard of copper adzes and axes found at Kfar Monash
near the Tel Aviv-Haifa road may have belonged to a similar wood-cutting gang,
according to A, 2. Yeivin (A, 15) argues that they are not tools but weapons.

2 §v, 25, 47ff.;§v, 28, io f . ;§v i , 7,462; §v, 34, 44 n. I ;§iv, 27,620.
3 §vi, 7, 474 ff.; §v, 25, 57. 4 §v, 25, 4; §vi, 7, 134 f.
8 §v i , 18, 36;§vi, 7, 461 ff.;§v, 8, 2 l ;§v i , 30, 19 ff., 35; §v, 25, 12, n .4 ; 48.
6 §vi, 29, 8. 7 §v, 21, 273, fig. 108; A, 3, 70, 73 ff.
8 §v, 10, 227f.;§v, 12, 195 ff. 9 §v, 28, I2ff;§vi, 31, 190 f.

10 §v, 15, 47 f. andn. 18. n G, 16, 70.
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the river gushes from a cave in an amphitheatre of sheer moun-
tain cliffs, Astarte's rites were celebrated.1 The story in an earlier
form is embodied in the Ramesside romance of the Two Brothers,2

in which tale Bata, whose fate resembles that of Osiris in many
respects, hid his heart in the middle of a tree in the Valley of
Pines, and died when the tree was cut down, but was sought and
brought back to life by his brother. That the sacred pillar (djd)
of Osiris was originally a lopped conifer has been doubted,3 but
there are many similarities between the deities Osiris, Adonis
and Tammuz-Marduk in his most ancient form4 and it may be
that the worship of Osiris was linked with a Syrian tree-cult
from very early, perhaps prehistoric, times.5 As a source of
the materials used in mummification and for coffins,6 'God's
Land' would have held a special and sacred significance for the
Egyptians.

Astarte herself does not appear to have been known to the
Egyptians at the time of their first contacts with Byblos, though
she was later to occupy an important place in the pantheon;7 in
the Old Kingdom it was the anonymous mistress of Byblos who
commanded their homage. Egyptian women of the time of the
Middle Kingdom were sometimes called after her and objects
were dedicated to her at Byblos; in Egypt she was given the
cow-horned guise of the goddess Hathor.8 It is possible that
Hathor is mentioned by name on the cylinder seal of a ruler of
Byblos, in the company of two male deities, Re of the Foreign
Land and Khaitaw, elsewhere described as 'he who is in Negau',
the particular deity of the tree-felling district of Lebanon.9 If
this very tentative interpretation of the crudely drawn hieroglyphs
is correct10 it affords precious evidence of an early Byblite triad,
perhaps no later than the Fifth Dynasty.11

The building from which many Old Kingdom, objects were
recovered is considered by some to be an Egyptian temple,12 but
this too is problematical and it may rather be that at Byblos the
jubilee of the Egyptian king was solemnized in a local shrine, as
an event closely touching the prosperity of Negau, for, at a time

1 §., 6, 159 ff.; G, 16, 71 f., fig- 27. 2 %v, 6, 197 ft
3 §v, 26, 425. 4 §v, 32, 123 ft; §v, 8, 22.
5 §v, 28, 12 ft; §vi, 10, 74 ff. See §v, 9 for a different appraisal.
8 v, 14, 309, 319 ft, 432 ft; §vi, 16, 83. 7 CAM. 11s, ch. x, sect. v.
8 §v, 7; §v, 8, 21; §v, 9, 54; \v, 17, 36, 40, 43 f., 267, 275, 280.
9 §v, 17, 62 ft, pi. xxxix; §v, 8, 21 f.; §vi, 31, 185 ff; §vi, 21, 2 ff.

10 §vi, 21, 1 ft; otherwise §v, 8, 22; §vi, 30, 25; §v, 1, 44 ff.
11 §vi, 21, 2 f.
12 §v, 17, 129 ft; §v, 19, 83 ft; §v, 34, 24 n. 5.
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when, as seems beyond doubt, trade between states was a mono-
poly of rulers, upon the well-being of those rulers depended the
continuance of prosperity.

In exchange for the timber and resin of Byblos, and perhaps
also for a little copper (though not for tin, since bronze did not
come into regular use in Egypt until the New Kingdom),1 Egyptian
sailors brought with them manufactured articles for barter, such
as metalwork and jewellery, stone vases filled with ointment;
other commodities that suggest themselves are corn, linen,
papyrus, ivory and gold. It may have been through Byblos that
the Egyptians obtained their supplies of the prized blue stone,
lapis lazuli, passed from hand to hand along the route from the
mines of distant Badakhshan.2

Pottery vessels of Asiatic type are frequently found in Egypt,3

in particular the tall one- or two-handled jugs known to archae-
ologists as 'Syrian bottles', which have a wide distribution in
Syria and Palestine.4 Such jars are depicted, along with tethered
bears, in a fragment of relief from the mortuary temple of King
Sahure at Abuslr.5 They may have contained wine or honey, or
perhaps the moringa oil which is frequently mentioned as an
Asiatic commodity6, or they may have been wine-jars re-used for
the resin of Negau.7 The clay is so uniform and so distinctive,
whether found in Egypt, in Megiddo, in Byblos or in the plain
of Antioch, that it is likely that the amphorae were made in one
particular place.8 The bears are of particular interest since this is
the earliest evidence of a familiar practice: the monarchs of the
ancient Near East, in the second millennium and later, kept
exotic animals and birds caught in the course of their campaigns,
or sent them as presents from fellow rulers, in a kind of zoological
park in or near their palaces.9

The arrival by boat of men, women and children, perhaps a
delegation from Byblos,10 is also depicted in this temple, and a
relief from the causeway of Unas' pyramid presents a somewhat

1 §v, 33, 3 i ; § v , 3 i , 589; §v, 14,253.
2 §v, 14, 399; §v, 8, 28; § iv, 14, 34; see now J. C. Payne in Iraq 30, 58 ff.
3 §vi, 25, 200 f.; §vi, 17, 105 ff.; §v, 8, 31 ff.
4 G, 14, 127 f.; §iv, 4, 370 f., 516; §v, 8, 35 ff. 41, n. 27; §v, 17, 107 f.,

fig. 10; G, 8, 9; §vi, 17, 106 ff.
5 §vi, 6, pi. 3. See above, p. 183. See Plate 33 (&).
6 §v, 8, 31, 41, n. 40; §v, 3, 8. 7 §v, 17, 108; §v, 34, 53 f.
8 §vi, 6, vol. 11, pis. 11-13; G, 14, 127 ff. and fig. 19.
9 G, 17, 281, 297; §vi, 25, 85; §111, 7, 49.

10 §v, 8, 16 and 24, n. 35. In v, 19, 191 ff. it was suggested that the scene may
represent the arrival of a Byblite princess destined to be the Egyptian king's bride.
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similar scene;1 here the heavy seagoing vessels are in marked
contrast with the Nile barges which bring granite columns from
Aswan. The discovery of fragile furniture of Sahure in a tomb at
Dorak in north-west Turkey has thrown fresh light on the range
and seaworthiness of byblos-boats.2

A thick layer of destruction and burning lies above the level
at which objects of the Sixth Dynasty were found at Byblos;3 the
identity of the destroyers will be discussed elsewhere.4 In the
level above, nothing Egyptian was found and it was clear from the
relative poverty of the finds that the first golden age of Byblos
had ended. The story of the revival of the fruitful commercial
partnership between Byblos and Egypt is told in another chapter.5

VI. EGYPTIANS IN SINAI AND PALESTINE

The farmers of the Nile valley and the cattle-raising Delta
dwellers had as their neighbours the nomads of the eastern
desert, of the peninsula of Sinai, and of the Negeb. Whether all
these people were of the same race and tongue we have no means
of telling. The Egyptians themselves appear to have called them
by several different names, sometimes indiscriminately; in
general they called them 'Those who live on Sand' or Sand-
dwellers, perhaps best translated as 'bedawin'. There are early
references to the 'Easterners' and to the iwntiw^ a word of
uncertain origin perhaps meaning originally 'pillar-folk', in
reference to their standing stones, or the 'alamat used by bedawin
to this day to mark their paths.6 Yet another designation was
Mentjiu, meaning perhaps 'wild ones';7 the appellations Setjetiu
and Amu, which come into use in the Old Kingdom, may possibly
denote the Bowmen and the Throwstick-people respectively.8

On the borders of the Delta, from time immemorial, small
groups of these bedawin came to pasture their flocks,9 tempted by
the proximity of better grazing-grounds and possible loot. From

1 §vi, 23, 138, fig. 2; §vi, 24, pi. xiv.
2 Seeabove,p. 181, n.i and pp. 390 ff.
3 §v, 5, 73; G, 18, 63. 4 See below, pp. 587 ff.
5 See below, pp. 545 ff. The mention of an east of Byblos in one of the economic

texts from Drehem (§iv, 24) is proof of commercial contact between Sumer and the
Lebanese coast, but need not imply that Byblos was then included in the 'empire' of
the Third Dynasty of Ur.

6 §v, 8, 13, 23, n. 12. See above, pp. 46-7. ' §v, 8, 14.
8 §vi, 30, 15 f.; §vi, 20, vol. 11, 3, n. a; §v, 8, 15.
9 §vi, 22, 968.
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time to time, when they became too numerous or too trouble-
some, the Egyptians would chase them out. The expulsion of
Moses and the Israelites from the Land of Goshen was a single
episode in a constantly recurring drama. One of the type-images
of the Egyptian king was a heroic figure smiting an Asiatic :*
grasping a bearded, crouching figure by the topknot, the king
strides forward, brandishing above his head the mace with
which he is about to crush the head of his victim. This heraldic
group appears on an ivory plaque of the First Dynasty king Den,2

and recurs constantly thereafter as an ideographic group de-
noting 'the King of Egypt victorious over his enemies'. On the
pylons of New Kingdom temples the single prisoner is often
multiplied to a plurality of supplicating wretches, identified by
their features and attributes as Nubians, Libyans and Asiatics, and
all grasped by the hair together in one improbable bunch.3

There was further and hardly less cogent reason for punitive
campaigns east of the Delta, namely to ensure the safe conduct of
caravans en route to the mines of Sinai. The peninsula of Sinai,
an inverted triangle wedged between Africa and Asia, has never
been able to support more than a sparse population, eking out a
precarious existence. A wide coastal plain of barren sand dunes
rises to a hilly central plateau of gravel, intersected by water-
courses that lead down to the Wadi el-'Arish on the north, the
River of Egypt,4 debouching on the Mediterranean at El-'Arish,
the ancient Raphia.5 The plateau is for the most part arid and
barren, though when rain falls, as it does occasionally in winter,
the flood, fed from a thousand trickles from the hills, pours in
spate down the wadis, and when the bed dries, the bedawin
plough the yellow silt and grow a catch-crop of barley or wheat.
For the most part, however, the plateau is and always has been a
desolate spot, the home of poor nomads whose herds feed on the
scrub bushes and shelter from the noonday sun under an oc-
casional tamarisk or stunted palm.

The plateau rises towards the south, and it was among the
towering mountains in the south-west of the peninsula that the
ancient Egyptians found ores of copper, malachite, turquoise,
chrysocolla and azurite.6 Leaving the Nile valley north of Helio-

1 §VI, 2O, vol. II, 27.
2 §111, 17, 125. See above, p. 27 and Plate 28 (A).
3 §111, 17, 204, 233, 350; §vi, 37, 182.
4 G, 16, 44; G, 17, 292.
5 §vi, 18, 342; §vi, 19, 115 ;§vi, 4, 3 f., fig. 2.
6 §vi, 20, vol. 11, 4 f.; §vi, 15, 55 f.; §vi, 32, vol. I, 223 ff.
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polis1 the donkey trains, laden with provisions and perhaps also
charcoal for smelting, must have traversed the Wadi Tummllat
and entered Sinai near the present town of Suez; travelling
southwards along the sandy plain bordering the Red Sea, they
would supplement their meagre water-supply from an occasional
spring of brackish water; then, turning inland through a gorge,
perhaps through Wadi esh-Shallal, the expedition entered a
wilderness of granite and red sandstone, finally descending into
the Wadi Maghara, the 'Valley of Caves', as it is called today,
because the hillsides are honeycombed with the mouths of ancient
workings.2 Here they set up their windbreaks and built rough stone
houses to shelter them from the sudden cold of night and from
prowling hyenas, lions and wolves. A wall built across the floor of
the valley protected them from the danger of sudden flooding.3

Carved in the sandstone cliff above the mines, large figures of
the king of Egypt smiting the nomads protected the miner from
danger by magical means, and perhaps also recorded the forcible
recruitment of local labour. The earliest of these inscriptions is
that of Djoser of the Third Dynasty, who is shown brandishing
his mace above a bearded prisoner whom he grasps by the top-
knot.4 Nearby were two stelae of King Sanakhte,5 one of which,
over the entrance to a mine, appears to mention 'Hathor, Mistress
of the Turquoise', who was later regarded as the patron goddess
of the region.6 The relief left by Sekhemkhet's expedition depicts
the ruler three times, as king of Upper Egypt with the white
crown, as king of Lower Egypt with the red crown, and again
with the white crown in the conventional attitude of smiting the
local bedawin shaikh. The unnamed leader of the expedition
caused himself to be depicted nearby.7 Early Fourth Dynasty
kings are commemorated in the Wadi Maghara; both Sneferu,
who was later regarded as the patron of the region, and Cheops
left inscriptions;8 the latter is shown clubbing a prisoner in
the presence of Thoth, who is elsewhere described as 'Lord
of Foreign Lands', and was therefore appropriately invoked
here.9 Activity in Sinai appears to have increased under the Fifth

1 §vi, 8, viii f. and map 1.
2 §vi, 34, 48 ff., figs. 39, 42, map 2; §vi, 39, 22 ff. and map 3, p. 25, 144 ff.
3 §vi, 34, 38 ff.; fig. 41. 4 §vi, 20, vol. 1, pi.1,no. 2. See above, 145-6and 151.
5 §vi, 20, vol. 1, pis. 1, iv, nos. 3 and 4; §vi, 34, pis. 48-49.
8 §vi, 20, vol. 11, 29.
7 §vi, 34, pis. 45-47 ;§vi» 20, vol. 1, pi. 1, no. 1; see above, p. 151. Yeivin (A, 15)

has recently reopened the argument for a First Dynasty date for this relief.
8 §vi, 20, vol. i, nos. 5, 6 and 7, pis. I I-IV; §vi, 34, pis. 50, 51.
9 §vi, 20, vol. 1, no. 10, pi. vi; vol. 11, 28 f.
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and Sixth Dynasty kings; the best-cut of all the stelae is that
of Sahure who is shown 'smiting the Mentjiu and crushing all
foreign countries'.1 The opening of a well in the area is perhaps
symbolized by the tall vase carved on the tablet of Nyuserre Ini,
the largest in the wadi, which bears the superscription 'May
Thoth, Lord of Foreign Lands, give cool draughts of water.>2

In the Fifth Dynasty it became the regular custom for the
leader of the expedition, no longer anonymous, to append his
name to that of the king. Expeditions begin to be dated and the
inscriptions, no longer symbolic, become records of actual events.
Now it is not copper but mfka't, turquoise, that is mentioned as
the object of expeditions ;3 the region was known as 'the Terraces
of Turquoise'4 and as already stated, Hathor, the patron goddess
of the region, was 'Mistress of the Turquoise'.5 This beautiful
stone, beloved of the Egyptians at all periods and successfully
imitated in glass when it was in short supply6, is still mined in
Sinai; it occurs in nodules in a vein of purplish sandstone im-
mediately below a metalliferous stratum. Mining methods were
simple: galleries were driven into the soft sandstone, pillars of
rock being left to support the roof at intervals. The marks of
metal chisels are still visible on the walls and dolerite hammers
which were used to crush the stone and extract the turquoise
nodules still lie about.7 Beads of turquoise have been found in
predynastic tombs,8 and the four bracelets from the tomb of
King Djer at Abydos are partly composed of beads and amulets of
this stone.9 In one of the inscriptions set up by order of Djedkare
Isesi in the Fifth Dynasty, it is said that the god (Thoth) 'caused
the costly stone to be discovered in the secret mine, by means of
the writing of the god himself'.10Turquoises tend to lose their
colour with age, and the frequency of the search for 'new tur-
quoise' was prompted by the desire to obtain gems of the finest
colour for royal jewellery and the trappings of the gods. Expedi-
tions of such importance were led by high officials, frequently
the Treasurer of the God11 and the treasury staff, often listed in the
inscriptions; the leaders and their retinue may often have gone
part of the way by sea, as the presence of naval personnel such as

1 §vi, 20, vol. i, no. 8. pi. v.
2 §vi, 20, vol. i, no. io, pi. vi.; vol. n, 6o.
3 §vi, 20, vol. n, 3 ff. * §vi, 9; §vi, 20, vol. II, i f.
5 § vi, 20, vol II, 41 f.
6 \v, 14, 212, 460 f.; §vi, 20, vol. 11, 9.
7 §vi, 34, 49 f. 8 §v, 14, 404; §v, 2, 27, 41, 56.
9 §vi, 35, vol. 11, 16 ff. and pi. i ; §vi, n , 229 and fig. 133.

10 §vi, 20, vol. 1, no. 13, pi. x. u §vi, 20, vol. 11, 64.
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a ship's captain, a pilot and an overseer of ships' crews suggests;1

probably they crossed the desert to some port on the Red Sea
coast, perhaps El-Quseir, as expeditions to Punt were accustomed
to do;2 the discovery of a small Egyptian port, apparently of
New Kingdom date, at El-Markha' on the coast of Sinai south of
Abu Zenlma suggests a possible point of disembarkation.3

Whether or no the ancient Egyptians at this early time mined
copper in Sinai is a matter still under dispute.4 This metal was
already in great demand in the Early Dynastic Period—the
great tombs of the First Dynasty at Saqqara contained large
quantities of copper objects, and ingots were probably intended
to furnish the dead with a continuous supply of fresh arms and
tools in the afterlife.5 There are deposits or copper in the eastern
deserts of Egypt and in Nubia,6 and 'Asiatic copper', imported
on a large scale from Syria in the New Kingdom,7 may have found
its way to Egypt through Byblos or some other port as yet un-
discovered. Sinai itself is rich in copper ores, though the valleys of
Maghara and Serabit el-Khadim, the scene of Middle Kingdom
turquoise mining,8 do not themselves show signs of having con-
tained large deposits. Yet in and around the huts of the miners in
the Wadi Maghara, among pottery of the Old and Middle
Kingdoms, were found large amounts of copper slag, chips of
ore, crucibles and part of a mould for an ingot;9 and huge slag
heaps in the Wadi Nasb and the Wadi Baba, where there is
water and a little vegetation, suggest that at some ancient time
the ores must have been taken there for smelting, where fuel
was more easily obtainable.10 Only once in a Middle Kingdom
inscription is reference made to 'turquoise and copper' as the
dual objects of an expedition to Sinai,11 yet the presence of a ' con-
troller of copper' on the staff of Isesi's expedition12 suggests that
though turquoise was the main aim of these expeditions, and
the only commodity worthy of so distinguished a mission, copper
also was worked, perhaps by slave labour locally recruited.13

A little of the copper must have been brought back to Egypt
1 §vi, 20, vol. 11, 11 f., 14,63 f.
2 §v, 25, II f.; §vi, 26, 121 ff.; §vi. 20, vol. 11, 12 f.
3 §vi, 20, vol. 11, 13, n. e. 4 §v, 8, 15; §vi, 20, vol. n, 3 ff.
5 §vi, 12, vol. 1, 20-57; §vi, 40, 81 f.
6 §vi, 26, 136; §v, 14, 55;§vi, 15, 10 f.
7 CAM. II8, ch. x, sect. v. 8 §vi, 20, vol. H, 5 ff.
9 §vi, 34, 5iff.;§vi, 15, 56 ff.

10 Ibid. 18, 27 f.; %v\, 20, vol. 11, 5; §vi, 4, 13; §vi, 5, 580 f.
11 §vi, 20, vol. 11, 66, no. 23. 12 Ibid. 15, 61, no. 13.
18 §v, 8, 15; §v, 31, 564.
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for other purposes: the ores malachite, chrysocolla and azurite
were used as a colouring medium for glazes and glass,1 and mala-
chite, in spite of its rich green colour only very rarely used for
beads and amulets,2 is found commonly in ancient Egyptian
graves from the Predynastic Period onwards, ground into powder
for use as an eyepaint.3

There is no evidence that the mines at Serablt el-Khadim to
the north-east of Wadi Maghara were worked during the Old
Kingdom, save the life-size figure of a hawk in grey marble
inscribed with the name of Sneferu.4 This king was later regarded
as the patron of a region he may have been the first to open up;
alternatively, the figure may have been brought from elsewhere
when, in the Middle Kingdom, Serablt el-Khadim began to
replace the Wadi Maghara as the main scene of Egyptian
mining enterprise.5

Beyond the Sinai desert lay Palestine, where already in the
Early Bronze Age there were prosperous settlements that deserve
the name of towns,6 surrounded by fields and vineyards; cattle
were pastured and fruit trees and olives cultivated.7 The road
thither, called by the Egyptians 'The Ways of Horus', started
at the frontier fortress of Sile, the modern Tell Abu Seifa near
El-Qantara, and crossed the waterless stretch of desert, following
the line of the salt lagoons, to El-'Arlsh (Rhinocolura) and thence
to Gaza.8 The journey was arduous and full of dangers, yet travel-
lers made it from very early times. Commercial relations between
Egypt and Palestine during the Early Dynastic Period have been
discussed in an earlier chapter.9 Handled pitchers of red-
burnished pottery with a stump base, known to some archaeolo-
gists as the Abydos vase from its prevalence in First Dynasty
tombs, have been found on Palestinian sites of the second Early
Bronze period, when they appear to have been objects of frequent
commercial interchange.10 An archaic cylinder seal found in the
plain of Sharon11 and a crude attempt at writing the name of King
Narmer on a sherd from Tell Gath found with pots of Egyptian
shape12 are further evidence of contact. Trade must have con-
tinued during the Old Kingdom. At 'Ai, in the southern part of

x§v, 14, 160 f., 188 f.
2 Ibid. 400. 3 Ibid. 80, 210; §v, 2, 41; § v, 22, 43.
4 §vi, 20, vol. 11, 24, 82 f. 5 Ibid. 83; see below, pp. 539-40.
6 G, 14, iO2ff.; G, 1, 74ff.; see below, pp. 568ff. 7 See above, pp. 225?.
8 §v, 8, 323 ff.; §vi, 19, 114 f., pi. xiii; §vi, 26, 190 f.; §v, 34, 46.
9 See above, pp. 45-7. 10 §iv,3, 353 f.; §vi, 25, 195 G, 1,74.

11 §v, 24, 233, pi. xxvi, no. S 1.
12 §vi, 42, 193 ff.; §v, 34, 11 ff. See above p. 235.
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the Jordan valley, alabaster and stone bowls of Egyptian work-
manship were found in the temple sanctuary together with local
imitations.1 What, if anything, they had contained can only be
surmised. In the other direction, however, evidence for trade is
easier to find: pottery of Palestinian origin has been found in
great quantity and variety on Egyptian sites of Early Dynastic
and Old Kingdom date;2 some of the vessels may have contained
oil, or else wine or honey, all of which commodities were im-
ported in considerable amounts at a later date.3 It is possible
that manufactured goods of a perishable nature such as linen
and ivory were exported from Egypt in exchange.

The population of southern Palestine must also from early
times have furnished the Egyptians with slaves. Reference in
the Palermo Stone to the 'Smiting of Asia' in the reign of Djer,4

the figure of a bound Asiatic (Setjety) in a fragment from the
tomb of Qaa at Abydos,5 together with Peribsen's epithet 'He
who carries off Asia',6 may refer to royal raids into Palestine
which had as their main object the capture of livestock both
animal and human. Some scholars would go further and credit
the kings of the Egyptian First Dynasty with full-scale cam-
paigns among the bedawin of Hither Asia,7 but the evidence is
as yet insufficient to warrant such a conclusion, and it must be
remembered that in the Middle Kingdom, if not earlier, the
peninsula of Sinai appears to have been included in the general term
'Setjet', the geographical designation of Asia in Egyptian texts.8

Evidence for military activity on the part of the kings of the
Fourth Dynasty is lacking, but from the early Fifth Dynasty
onwards it becomes clear that Egyptian armies were not con-
fining their operations to defensive encounters with bedawin on
the eastern frontier or to guarding the route to the mines of Sinai,
but were raiding northward into the plain of Sharon and perhaps
even further afield, in the northern half of the country where
the most prosperous cities of the Early Bronze Age lay.9 In the
mortuary temple of Sahure, mentioned above10 fettered prisoners

1 G, 14, 116 ff.; §vi, 28, 19 and fig. 2; §iv, 3, 334. See above, p. 235.
2 §v, 8, 31 ff.; §vi, 25, 195 f.; §v, 34, 6 ff.
3 §v, 8, 414 f.; §vi, 25, 194, 201.
4 See above, pp. 23-4. $ §vi, 35, vol. 1, pi. 17, no. 30.
6 §VI> 35> vol. n,pl. 22,no. 181. See now P. Kaplony, Inschriften der dgypthchen

Friihxeit (Wiesbaden, 1963), 11, 764; J. Cern^ in Ann. Serv. 44 (1944), 295 ff.
derived Stt 'Asia' from the name of a town in the eastern Delta.

7 §vi, 41, 1 ff.; §vi, 42, 195 f.; §111, 17, pi. 124; A, 2; A, 15. See above,
pp. 45-7.

8 §vi, 20, vol. 11, 2 f. fl G, 14, 120 f. 10 See p. 35.
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of Asiatic appearance, with long hair and pointed beards,
wearing only short tunics and with a fillet bound around their
forehead, are led by the gods in triumph. Their demeanour con-
trasts with the joyful appearance of the men, women and children
in the neighbouring relief depicting the arrival of a seagoing
boat, which we have suggested may represent a delegation from
Byblos; these latter cannot be captives, since they are not bound.1

Whether or not such scenes in the mortuary temples may be
taken as historical is a matter of debate; some have thought that
their purpose is rather to symbolize than to record actual events.
Yet they are likely at this time to have had a background of
historical fact, and the titles of officials of the later Old Kingdom
confirm this assumption. An official of the early Fifth Dynasty
named Kai-Aper is described in his tomb inscription as military
scribe of the king in the Turquoise Terraces (i.e. Sinai), in
Wenet, in Sefrer, in Tep'a and in Ida. Each place-name is
written with the battlemented surround which designates a
fortified stronghold.2 He was therefore sent not only to Sinai,
but also to fortresses one of which is mentioned as early as the
Third Dynasty by a ' recruiter of desert guides to Wenet and all
foreign countries'. Since it takes pride of place, Wenet may have
been the first foreign stronghold that an expedition making for
Palestine along the coastal road of the Ways of Horus would
encounter; possibly therefore it is Raphia.3 Later on, in the
Sixth Dynasty, the word wn.t ceased to denote a particular place
and became a general designation for the walled settlements of
the Asiatics.4 These settlements or towns are twice represented
pictorially in tombs of the early Sixth Dynasty, that of Inti at
Dishasha5 and that of Kaiemhesit at Saqqara.6 Both are depicted
as under siege by Egyptian troops. The incident may even have
been the same, seen through the eyes of different artists, but a
number of significant dissimilarities in detail would suggest that
this is not so. The Dishasha relief (Fig. 17), which is unfortunately
much damaged, shows the fortress or walled town in ground
plan as an oval, with rounded bastions at intervals.7 Within the
walls, a number of events are recorded in horizontal zones: the
wounded are tended by their womenfolk, who support them as
they fall fainting and pull out the arrows that pierce them; a

1 §v, 19,194; §vi, 10,174. 2 §vi, 14, 262; §v, 8, 24, n. 41.
8 §vi, 14, 263; §v, 8, 17. 4 §v, 29, part 11, 103,/. 12; §v, 8,2511.42.
6 §vi, 33, pi. 4; §vi, 37,182, 207, figs. 85-6; §111, 17,54ff., 146. See. Fig. 12.
6 §vi» 36, frontispiece; §111,17, 55,147. See, however, below, p. 536, n. 5 [Ed.].
' §vi, 16, 81 n. 3.
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bowman is breaking his bow, perhaps in token of surrender, in
the presence of a woman and child; in one of the upper registers
a seated Asiatic, who appears to be the headman, tugs at his
forelock in grief while his wife and daughter, an old man and a
child mourn with him. In a corner at the bottom of the scene, a

Fig. 17. The siege of a walled Asiatic town. Sixth Dynasty.
Tomb of Inti, DishSsha.

man crouches listening to the sound of mining, but it is too late:
the Egyptian sappers outside have all but succeeded in breaching
the wall with their crowbars. Other Egyptians have erected a
scaling ladder against the ramparts and are preparing the final
assault. Beyond the walls, phases of a hand-to-hand combat are
depicted. The enemy, transfixed with arrows, are in every case
overcome by their Egyptian adversaries, and break their bows in
submission; in the lowest register an Egyptian soldier drives
before him a line of roped prisoners, at the same time carrying,
slung over his shoulder, a young girl he has captured. The Asiatics
are again distinguished from the Egyptians by their longer hair,
falling to the shoulder and bound with a fillet, and their short
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pointed beards. The inscription accompanying the scene is unfor-
tunately fragmentary; the name of the fortress appears to be one of
several enumerated, perhaps Nedia, which is otherwise unknown.1

The siege scene in the Saqqara tomb is of a similar date but
is painted. Here the wall around the village is drawn as a single
line, without buttresses; in two places earth appears to be heaped
against it on the inside to form a shelter, and behind one of them
bulls, goats and perhaps donkeys are being driven, while fleeing
men and women take refuge in the other, perhaps the entrance
to a dugout or cave. A similar scene of confusion reigns among
the townsfolk, who appear to be unarmed, and the listening
figure is there again: he hears the blows of the attackers' axes as
they stand on the rungs of a scaling ladder propelled apparently
on wheels. The scene, somewhat damaged, was not photographed
and the facsimile copy made at the time of discovery is open to
doubt in some details,2 but it seems certain that the defenders do
not, as in the Dishasha relief, wear beards; the suggestion has
been made that Libyans and not Asiatics are depicted,3 but the
figures lack the characteristic sidelock and dress of that people.

In the years to come the Egyptians were to gain much ex-
perience of siege warfare in Palestine and Syria. The motive for
their expeditions must largely have been greed for plunder, and
especially for captives who would be brought back to slavery.
The sight of Egyptian soldiery pillaging and laying waste their
land must have become familiar to the Canaanites. In the cause-
way of the mortuary temple of Unas, Egyptians are shown in
battle with the [Shajsu, a name later given to the bedawin of
Palestine,4 but the adversaries against whom Uni led his great
expedition are called 'the Asiatics, Sand-dwellers';5 the word
Amu, which became the usual word for Asiatic in the Middle
Kingdom and thereafter6 and was applied by the Egyptians of
the New Kingdom to the hated Hyksos, is here used for the first
time. This was a full-scale invasion, if we are to believe Uni's
account,7 for it included levies from every district of Egypt and
from the Nubian and Libyan auxiliaries as well, 'an army of
many tens of thousands'. The army set out 'from the northern
islands, from the gate of Imhotep and from the precinct of Horus
Neb-ma'at';8 none of these places can be located but it may be
surmised that they lay on or near the eastern frontier and the

1 §vi, 3, 9; §v, 8, 20. 2 §vi, 37, 327.
3 See below, p. 536, n. 5. 4 §vi, 23, 38; §vi, 24, 180.
5 §vi, 18, 96; §v, 29, part 11, 101,1. 9. 6 See above, p. 351.
7 G, 17, 228, n. 6; G, 4 ,1 , para. 312 ff. 8 §vi, 10, 207 f.; §v, 8, 18.
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special connexion of Horus Neb-ma'at Sneferu with Sinai has
already been noted.1 It is clear, however, from what follows
that the expedition was not bound for Sinai and that more was
involved than a mere raid against desert tribes, for the victory
hymn with which the account continues gloats over the fortresses
(wnwi) of the Asiatics which were destroyed, the figs and vines
cut down by the victorious army and the dwellings they set on fire.

This army returned in safety,
After it had killed troops in it by many ten-thousands.
This army returned in safety,
After it had taken troops in it, a great multitude as living captives.2

Besides the prisoners, the army may have brought back (though
these are not mentioned) herds of the prized Palestinian cattle
which figure in later accounts. Five times Uni went by land to
quell 'rebellions' of the Sand-dwellers, and the sixth time his ex-
pedition went by sea. Landing to the north of the enemy, 'behind
the heights of the mountain range', at a place called the Antelope
Nose, he successfully cut their forces in half and annihilated
them.3 The location of this battle is in dispute: the most obvious
promontory with which to identify the scene of his landing is
the ridge of Mount Carmel.4 There seems no reason to doubt, as
some have done, that a campaign could have been conducted
successfully so far from base.5

Uni's mission in Palestine was accomplished at the command
of King Phiops I; it is the last of which we have information
during the Old Kingdom. During the long reign of Phiops II
the records are silent, though it would be reasonable to suppose
that forays into Asia continued to bring their rewards, and the
extent of the king's interest in Byblos is shown by the large
number of objects bearing his name which have been found
there.

The extent to which Byblos came under Egyptian influence
during the Old Kingdom contrasts with the extremely small effect
that Egyptian incursions into Palestine appear to have had upon
material civilization of the population. Almost nothing Egyptian
of late Old Kingdom date has been found on Palestinian sites.
The reason is not far to seek. The Lebanon, the land of Negau,

1 See above, p. 356. 2 G, 17, 228; §v, 29, part 11, 101 ff.
3 §v, 29, part 11, 104, 10 ff.; G, 17, 228, n. 10.
4 §vi, 18, 96; G, 17, 228, n. 11; see above, pp. 192 and 236.
6 §v, 9, 18 would prefer a location nearer home, Mons Casius not far from

Pelusium, perhaps the sandy hill today known as Ras el-Qastrun, near Lake Barda-
wll. See §vi, 19, pi. XIII.
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was a source of fruitful commercial partnership, a land whence
they could obtain what they most desired, so long as they main-
tained peaceful relationship with the Byblite king and paid for
his timber and resin. Palestine they plundered, bringing nothing
with them and carrying off without mercy. The Egyptianization
of Palestine began much later, when the country was exploited
for other reasons, but the tradition of 'smiting the Asiatic'
persisted not merely as a recurrent theme in art and literature1

but as a political reality and a military necessity.
1 Cf. below, ch. xxi, sect. 1.
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CHAPTER XVIII

ANATOLIA, <:. 4000-2300 B.C.

I N a previous chapter1 we have witnessed the development
of native Anatolian neolithic and chalcolithic cultures and their
subsequent destruction at the hand of barbarians with inferior
culture-traditions in the west, whereas some measure of continuity
of painted pottery traditions was observed in the south. We must
now continue our narrative of the development of the Late Chal-
colithic cultures in their later phases during the first half of the
fourth millennium.

I. END OF THE LATE CHALCOLITHIC PERIOD

CILICIA

With the burning of Mersin XVI, that intrusive culture from the
Konya plain—rich in pottery, architecture and metalwork—was,
if not completely eliminated, at least greatly weakened. The badly
documented second half of the Late Chalcolithic period (Mersin
XV-XII)2 is characterized by ever increasing eastern influences
from North Iraq gaining at the expense of what survived of the
Mersin XVI and local Halaf traditions. Mersin was refortified3

in level XV« and these defences lasted through the next two levels
(XIV, XIII) furnishing eloquent evidence for unsettled conditions.
The stratigraphical record is almost certainly incomplete and
lacunae are expected after the successive destructions of Mersin
XIV and XIII.4 Side by side with painted wares of local 'Ubaid
type, grey burnished bowls occur, having red and black counter-
parts in Mersin XIV-XIII, at Tarsus and a number of other
Cilician sites, as well as at Sakcagozii across the Amanus, at Tell
esh-Shaikh in the 'Amuq and at Tepe Gawra in northern Meso-
potamia.5 These grey bowls are fashioned in imitation of stone
vessels found in the same levels and the term 'Uruk' which is
often applied to them, is not only erroneous, but would seem to
be misleading, in so far as their context not only in Cilicia, but

1 CAM. i3, ch. VII. 2 §i, 3, 155-91.
3 §1, 3, figs. 95a, 100, and §1, 12, 80 f., 86 S. l §1, 3, 175.
6 §1,3,166, fig. 123:14,15, 17,19, and §1, 12,81.
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also at Tepe Gawra is unmistakably 'Ubaid.1 There is no reason
to think that they are not a local Cilician ware. This is further
suggested by the stratigraphical contexts in which they occur,
for in Mersin XIII and XII in 'post-grey-ware' deposits there
were found 'scratched or scraped' bowls together with late
local 'Ubaid wares.2 These are also familiar from Tarsus, Tell
esh-Shaikh, 'Amuq E and from Tell 'Uqair and Grai Resh in
Mesopotamia, where in every case their stratigraphical position
corresponds with the late 'Ubaid period.3 At Tarsus we find a
post-'Ubaid painted ware (locally called 'Late Chalcolithic')4

with striped and chevron-painted bowls, based not on 'Ubaid, but
on lingering Halaf influence. Associated with it are' wheel-finished
plain slipped bowls', aware common in Cilicia, the 'Amuq (F),
Grai Resh and Gawra IX and XI a, which thus appears to be the
real western equivalent to the Uruk period in Mesopotamia.5

This final chalcolithic painted pottery, which immediately pre-
ceded the introduction of the Early Bronze Age at Tarsus, is not
represented at Mersin.

There we find once again (in level XII) an intrusive element in
the form of a black burnished ware with new shapes, ornamented
with white-painted designs, occurring side by side with a per-
sistent late 'Ubaid painted pottery.6 The white-painted ware has
been found at no other site in the Cilician plain, but occurs at
Silifke and Maltepe in the Calycadnus valley,7 which would
probably be regarded as the route by which this culture reached
Cilicia from the Konya plain, where, as we shall see below, most
probably is to be found its area of origin. Both the Mersin XII
and the 'Final Chalcolithic' culture of Tarsus were soon to be
submerged by a further wave of immigrants from the same area,8

who introduced the Cilician Early Bronze Age at a date which
would seem to correspond with the end of the Urukor the beginning
of the so-called proto-literate period in southern Mesopotamia.

The 'prehistory' of the Cilician plain can then be summarized
on the basis of the evidence available as follows: populated in
early neolithic times by a people which had close links with the
southern plateau (Konya plain), this bond continued during the
following period, the Early Chalcolithic. Not only were imports
from the plateau found at Mersin, but perhaps some plateau-
influence was responsible for the development there. At the

1 §1, 12, 81 and note 35. 2 §1, 3, 174, fig. 113 and §1, 12, 81.
3 §1, 12, 86fF. 4 §1, 12, 84f.
M i . 12, 87- 6 § i , 3 . i 8 2 ff., fig. 118.
M i . 7, 195 ff-» fig- l 64- M i , 12, 345 f-
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beginning of 'Middle Chalcolithic', Halaf imports show trade
with eastern neighbours and there may be some influx of easterners
among the old population. Some trade with the Konya plain
continued, as sporadic Halaf sherds found there show. Local
Halaf tendencies seemed to outlast 'Ubaid influence in eastern
Cilicia. This eastern influence is first notable on Mersin XVI a, with
an intrusive culture from the Karaman area confined to western
Cilicia. The 'Ubaid influence does not seem to have been direct,
but was probably transmitted through the plain of Antioch, nor
is there any reason to associate it with a new element in the
population. Besides lingering local Halaf and 'Ubaid traditions,
new wares appear spontaneously throughout Cilicia in the later
phases of the Chalcolithic, and once more Mersin receives a
northern culture in level XII. Finally a wave of migration from
the same source overruns the whole of the Cilician plain and im-
poses an Early Bronze Age of southern Plateau type.

KONYA PLAIN

The Late Chalcolithic of the Konya plain, that large and fertile
basin which periodically sent its overflow down the Calycadnus
into western Cilicia, can be pieced together only from surface
finds. We have already quoted the evidence for a culture alike and
akin to that of Mersin XVI. It is not known when it was succeeded
by another—abundantly represented by black burnished wares
with white painted decoration, like Mersin XII—especially
prominent in the western half of the plain.1 The same shapes as
occur at Mersin are found together with numerous others and the
repertoire of patterns is likewise much richer. It is interesting to
note that the flowing interlaced patterns of Mersin XII can be
traced back in the Konya plain to the red on cream wares of Early
Chalcolithic Qatal Hiiyiik West. Some red on cream wares lin-
gered on into the Late Chalcolithic here, but there is no trace of
any Halaf or 'Ubaid influence, nor of any grey bowls like those
of Cilicia. At the eastern end of the plain there occur however
some painted sherds that show affinity to the final chalcolithic
striped ware of Tarsus, and the poorly executed white and red
stripes on the earliest Early Bronze Age 1 ware, found both here
and in Cilicia, may be a late reflexion. On the basis of an archaeo-
logical survey2 it would appear that the area between Karaman
and the Cilician Gates was the home of Cilician Early Bronze
Age 1 before its diffusion into Cilicia, where it arrived fully

1 §', 7. 203 (map), 194 f. 2 §1, 9, 32.
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developed. The reason for these migrations is obscure, but the
very large number (over one hundred) and especially the great
size of Early Bronze Age (1-2) mounds in the Konya plain might
conceivably suggest the possibility of overpopulation.

WEST, NORTH-WEST, AND CENTRAL ANATOLIA

Further west, the Late Chalcolithic of Beycesultan gradually
developed without serious interruption. Phase 3 is marked by
the disappearance of features matched in the Konya plain, such
as had distinguished the previous phase, and by the first appari-
tion of carinated bowls with concave sides,1 which become the
hallmark of the fourth and last phase of the period.2 The latter
are paralleled not only in the contemporary north-west, but also
in various cultures of the southern Balkan Peninsula (Gumelnija,
Salcuja, Vinca, Larisa), thus for the first time establishing firm
chronological contacts with eastern Europe.3 The earlier tradition
of white-painted pottery is now—in marked contrast with neigh-
bouring areas—distinctly on the wane in the south-west. In the
north-west there is a definite increase in this commodity and the
idea may well be responsible for the rise of 'graphite paint' in the
Gumelnija and Salcuja culture of Thrace (even though the patterns
employed there are very much their own). Phases 3 and 4 of
Beycesultan may be considered as roughly contemporary with
Kumtepe la and b and Poliochni I, where white paint replaces
pattern burnish. These cultures are now known to extend over
the greater part of north-western Anatolia.4 Of the architecture of
the period very little has yet been learnt; rectangular houses in
mud-brick without stone foundations, including the first example
of hall-and-porch or megaron type are found at Beycesultan, which
are surrounded by an enclosure wall after level XXI.5 At Poli-
ochni (I) in Lemnos6 and at Emporio in Chios partly curvilinear
huts were found. Burial customs are also badly documented;
extra-mural burial would seem to have been the rule, and only in
Kumtepe (I a and b) were some burials, other than those of children,
found within the settlement.7 Children were often buried in
pots below the floors of houses or courtyards, but funeral gifts
were few or non-existent.

Further east at Pazaryen, west of Boziiyiik, bowls show
1 §1, 10, 47, fig. 4: 9, 10. 2 §1, 8, 122 ff., fig. 4: 4, 7, 8, 9, 11.
8 §1, 11, fig. 2. 4 §i, 2.
6 §1, io, 41, fig. 2. 8 §1, 1, 662, fig. 1.
7 §1,6, 49, fig. 24:25.
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affinities with Beycesultan's final Late Chalcolithic phase and at
Yazir, east of Sivrihisar within the bend of the Sangarius river
white-painted bowls and triangular arrowheads not unlike those
from the Konya plain have come to light.1 Both cultures may
immediately precede the beginning of the Early Bronze Age.
Much of the so-called Late Chalcolithic of Central Anatolia is
really of Early Bronze Age date, contemporary with its first or
even the beginning of its second phase; only Biiyiik Giillucek,2

a hamlet of three houses set on a hilltop in the forests north of
Alaca, and perhaps also the earliest pottery from that site itself,3

can be considered as Late Chalcolithic in western and southern
terms. If so, there must have been a hiatus between it and the
earliest local Early Bronze Age material, which is of late Early
Bronze Age 2 date.

At the moment it is virtually impossible to date the Biiyiik
Giilliicek culture. Many of its shapes—in dark burnished ware—
are reminiscent even of Hacilar, decorated in two registers of
incised patterns. Horned handles are common as at Alaca,
Yazir, Kumtepe I a—b, Ayio Gala, Tigani, and the eastern Balkan
cultures of Veselinovo-Karanovo II4 and Komotini, but also in
Hacilar I. None of these parallels are specific enough, nor are
any of the sites which provide parallels geographically close
enough to place much reliance on such, perhaps fortuitous or
ancestral, resemblances. White-painted decoration, though rare,
occurs on the inside of flat rimmed bowls5 as at Beycesultan, the
Konya Plain, Yazir and at some sites near Firaktin, south-east of
Kayseri, which may perhaps be regarded as an extension of the
Late Chalcolithic culture of the Konya Plain.6 At Firaktin also,
two wheel-made Late Chalcolithic sherds were found with 'Ubaid-
like patterns painted in matt black on buff ware.7 Other 'Ubaid-
like wares are reported from Malatya (Arslantepe) and it is for
future explorers to define the western limit of such southern wares
in the Antitaurus. The excavations now in progress at Kiiltepe
may be expected to offer an interesting contribution. The chal-
colithic cultures of Pontic and Eastern Anatolia have not yet come
to light in spite of recent archaeological surveys.

1 §1. 15- 2 §i»4.34-
3 hh 5. r 5 2 . pl- xxxivtf-i. 4 §1, 13, 93 {., figs. p.93.
6 §i, 4, pl. xi (and xn-xni, both sides).
6 §1, 14, 69, pl. XVII below (dated too low!).
7 §1, 14, 69 f., pl. xviii.
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II. THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

INTRODUCTION

The period following the Chalcolithic is here conveniently called
the Early Bronze Age, irrespective of the surmise that only a few
cultures had mastered the art of making bronze. Copper un-
doubtedly was still the most commonly used metal, but the
confusion created by the term 'Copper Age' has been most
harmful in the past, and for want of a better label, ' Early Bronze
Age' will be used throughout this and a following chapter (xxiv).
Though the absolute chronology is discussed in a later section of
this chapter, the subdivision of this long period must here be
briefly sketched in order to eliminate—as far as possible—the
different chronological terminologies in use, and the difficulties in
fitting the numerous cultures of this vast country into one com-
prehensive chronological scheme. The Early Bronze Age has
been divided into three phases: E.B. i, 2 and 3, corresponding
with the old Troy I, II and III—V scheme. This division can be
seen on the simplified chronological chart (p. 404) which shows
the relative chronology of the more important cultures revealed by
stratigraphical excavation during the last thirty years. Of these
the most important are Troy, Thermi, Poliochni, and Emporio for
the north-west, Beycesultan for the south-west; Demirci Hiiyiik
for the Eski§ehir plain, Tarsus for Cilicia; Alaca, Ali§ar and Kliltepe
for Central, Diindartepe for Pontic, and Karaz and Geoytepe for
Eastern Anatolia. Numerous other sites produced evidence for
one period only (Ahlatlibel) or had incomplete (Mersin, Kusura,
Polatli) or unpublished (Karaoglan, Aslantepe) culture-sequences.

This system, first devised for Cilicia and adopted in the south-
west for Beycesultan, works satisfactorily for the south and west of
the country and for Eastern Anatolia and it is possible to fit in
the Central Anatolian sequence. However, synchronisms between
the West Anatolian cultures on the one hand, and Central, Pontic
or East Anatolian are so few that precise correlations are difficult;
nor do the length, the dates, or even the names of these respect-
ive periods necessarily coincide with corresponding cultures in
the west of Anatolia. For instance, let us consider the Central
Anatolian sequence. Roughly corresponding with E.B. 3 of West
Anatolia (c. 2300-1900 B.C.) we have a local E.B. 3 or 'Cappa-
docian period', the initial date for which varies with each authority:
c. 2300 (K. Bittel) or c. 2200 (T. Ozgiic and the present author).1

1 §n, 3, 64 f.
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If the latter date is correct, the local E.B. 3 would start a century
later than its corresponding phase in the west. The preceding
phase—variously called 'Copper Age', Ali§ar \b period, Central
Anatolian E.B. A—including the royal tombs of Alaca Hiiyuk is
generally considered to be contemporary with Troy II. This is
certainly correct, but no Central Anatolian site seems to show
more than five building levels in this period—Ali§ar has five
(11—7) and Alaca four (8—5). Now Troy has more than ten, and
this suggests that the West Anatolian E.B. 2 culture (to which
Troy II belongs) lasted considerably longer. If Central Anatolian
E.B. 2 starts a century later than its western equivalent as well,
it becomes clear that its beginning cannot be placed much earlier
than the middle of Troy II. What precedes it, the so-called Central
Anatolian Late Chalcolithic or Ali§ar la (with three building
levels at Ali§ar 14—12), cannot be much earlier than early E.B. 2
(early Troy II) in the west. This leaves little if anything in Central
Anatolia to be contemporary with western E.B. 1, except Ali§ar
18-15 (with f° u r building levels against ten at Troy I). This
example clearly shows the difficulties involved in dating the
cultures of Central Anatolia in precise terms and the same
applies to the Pontic area and the east.

ORIGINS

It should be emphasized at once that the beginning of the Early
Bronze Age was not marked by a sudden break from the previous
cultures. Only in the Plain of Cilicia was it introduced by new-
comers, but elsewhere it can be shown to have developed out
of the Late Chalcolithic. What stimulated this development is
far from clear, but it is evident that the first phase of the Early
Bronze Age was one in many respects more prosperous and
progressive than its predecessor. One suspects that it was a period
of more settled conditions generally, and judging by the metallic
appearance of most of the pottery, metallurgy may have taken
great bounds forward. In the absence of royal tombs of the period,
this surmise lacks proof and the simple graves of commoners are
not normally provided with metal objects. No royal tombs are
available until the second phase of the Early Bronze Age, but
the contents of those are so astounding as to give unmistakable
evidence of a flourishing metallurgy in E.B. 1. There are also
other signs of this; for though all cultures seem to have shared in
the new prosperity, north-western and CentralAnatolia now become
conspicuous for the first time in Anatolian prehistory, and both
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are extraordinarily rich in metal deposits.1 There is certainly no
decline in the regions which until now have claimed our attention,
for the Cilician plain, though'devoid of mineral wealth, had some
of the richest alluvial soil in the country and controlled an im-
portant trade route. At one end of this was the Konya plain,
hardly less fertile but commanding the two great silver mines of
Bulgar and Bereketli-maden in the Taurus.2 At the other end
were Syria and Mesopotamia, both countries without any natural
resources in metal. South-west Anatolia also was amply supplied
with copper, iron, silver and gold and its cultural distribution
shows that it controlled the Maeander route to the Aegean, the
other (Hermus) route being in the hands of inland north-western
cultures. Finally, all along the metalliferous coast and on the off-
shore islands we find the purely maritime Troy I culture, the first
to import tin and produce good tin bronzes. By the end of the
Early Bronze Age, Anatolia was the metal market from which
much of the metal wealth of Assyria (and no doubt also Syria) was
obtained, and the technological resemblances between metal-work
at Ur and that of Alaca and Dorak suggest that this had been the
case long before. It would then seem that the great prosperity of
Anatolia—at least during the first two phases of this period—was
based mainly on the systematic exploitation of its metal wealth and
on its ability to trade it to its neighbours, not only Syria and
Mesopotamia, but Egypt, Greece, the Balkans and the Pontic
steppe as well. Superimposed on a primarily agricultural economy,
basically the same as that of the Late Neolithic period, but no
doubt greatly improved, fully urban communities arose. These
were probably organized under kings in numerous states—as the
great capital cities testify—with a considerable proportion of the
population engaged in extracting, working and exporting their
mineral wealth, both by land and sea. Recent discoveries tend to
show that, even though illiterate and organized for geographical
reasons on a smaller scale than its neighbours in Egypt and Sumer,
Anatolia possessed a material culture, displayed at some of its
royal courts, which was second to none.

Another marked feature of Bronze Age Anatolia is a cleavage
in culture between the west and south and the centre and east.
This is marked not only in pottery, metalwork, figurines, buildings
and other remains of material civilization, but is equally notable in
burial customs, extra-mural burial being the rule in the west,
intra-mural that of the east.3 This difference, partly geographical—

1 §n, 2, passim and maps fig. 38 (gold), 42 (silver), 61 (copper) and 80 (iron).
2 §11, 2, 191. 8 §11, 1, 191 f.
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the dividing line runs diagonally from the Gulf of Izmit, east of
Ankara, and through the Salt Lake to the Amanus—is distinctive
in the Early Bronze Age archaeology. Very little contact takes
place across this boundary, as far as our present evidence goes,
until the E.B. 3 period after the frontiers of the western culture
provinces had been broken down by Indo-European newcomers.
The difference is evidently not only geographical, but probably
ethnic and linguistic. The only realm where the divergence may
not have been so pronounced is religion, for at least until the end
of the first phase of the Early Bronze Age, the entire population
seems to have been of pre-Indo-European stock or rather speech,
practising a type of agricultural fertility-religion in which a goddess
played a predominant part. The figurines characteristic of such a
cult are well-nigh indistinguishable in different cultures, but it
does not follow that the rituals and customs were equally alike.

III . THE EARLY BRONZE AGE 1 PERIOD

About a dozen cultures of this period have already been identified
in Anatolia, and, as excavation continues, one might expect their
number to rise. Nothing definite is known, for example, of Pontic
cultures of this phase, and the East Anatolian first phase of the
Early Bronze Age and the so-called Late Chalcolithic of Ali§ar
(18—15) are still badly defined. Westwards, on the other hand, not
less than ten cultures are known, the location of five being marked
on the sketch-map, p. 373.

THE NORTH-WESTERN GROUP

A group of closely related cultures, variants on a common scheme,
and probably all descended from one Late Chalcolithic ancestor—
the Kumtepe culture—occupied north-west Anatolia and the
adjacent region of Turkish Thrace.

Within the circle of hills that surround the great plain of the
Maritsa and Ergene rivers, but just across the Bulgarian border,
lay Mikhalits,1 the only excavated site of a culture that might be
described as Thracian Troy I. From this bridgehead in Europe
the north-west Anatolian peoples were in a position to create or
influence an Early Bronze Age in the eastern Balkans.2 Further
south, in Anatolia proper, we find the Troy I culture with a purely

1 §m, 17, 7-25 and §111, 8, 45 ff., pis 1-11.
2 Si, 11.
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372 ANATOLIA, c. 4000-2300 B.C.

coastal and maritime distribution, extending from the Troad1 and
the Thracian Chersonese2 to the Karaburun Peninsula west of
Izmir. The same culture is found in the Caicus valley,3 and on the
offshore islands: Lemnos (Poliochni),4 Lesbos (Thermi),5 Chios
(Emporio)6 and no doubt Tenedos and Imbros, still unexplored,
as well. Moreover, it is likely that it also extended from the
Thracian Chersonese westward, at least as far as the mouth of
the Maritsa. The fertile plains of Akhisar and Manisa, the centre
of later Lydia, were occupied by a very similar culture, which
displays both Troy I and Yortan elements derived from its
western and northern neighbours.7 The latter culture,8 with a
marked riverine (Macestus valley) distribution, had its centre in
the plain of Balikesir with offshoots south to the plain of Gelenbe
(Yortan), east to Simav and Kula and north to the great plains
around the Mysian Lakes, south of the Sea of Marmara. North-
east of the Yortan culture there was still another in the lowlands
east of that sea and in the plains of the Tav§anh and Kopriibren,
high on the edge of the Anatolian plateau (Tavganli-Iznik
culture).9 The members of this group are more closely related to
each other than any is to its neighbours, namely the Demirci
Hiiytik culture in the Eski§ehir plain or those of the south-west.

Understanding of the Troy I culture—by far the best known
—has been much hindered by the delay in the publication of the
material from a sounding at Kumtepe, excavated twenty-eight
years ago. Properly stratified below early Troy I deposits (level
I c) Kumtepe I a and b produced pottery ancestral to that of Troy
(and not, as is often maintained, 'neolithic' or Sesklo-like wares).
Similar wares have now also been found in the seven building
levels of Poliochni I and at Emporio in Chios, as well as at the
bottom of the Bayrakh mound. Recent field surveys show that it
covered not only the region of the Troy I culture, but that of the
Yortan and Akhisar-Manisa ones as well.10 Moreover, very similar
wares are found at Paros and Naxos suggesting a very extensive
distribution.11 Characteristic shapes of the period are shallow

1 §m, 4, 35 f., fig. 415 (supplemented by exploration of Professor J. M. Cook in
1959 and N. Bayne in i960). 2 §m, 9, 7-59.

3 §111,10,76-101. Map, p. 76; §1, 2, 991"., ii2ff.
4 §111, 6, 196 ff., note 1 (p. 216).
5 §111, 14, fig. 1 (supplemented by Professor J. M. Cook and N. Bayne).
6 §111, 12, 44, figs. 1-2; §m, 5, 246, fig. 2.
7 §1, 2, H2ff. 8 §111, 2, 1—31; §111, 1, 156-64.
9 Discovered by the author (1955, i960) and not yet published.

10 §1 0 2.
11 §111, 22, 51, fig. 55; §111, 23, 140, fig. 35. Naxos material unpublished.
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bowls on three tall cylindrical feet or on a short pedestal base,
frequently adorned with openings in the side (la), shallow bowls
or plates with a 'roll or thickened rim' and tubular lugs (below
rim) with or without a tall cylindrical stem—the so-called fruit-
stands (I£). In the last phases the bowl with inverted rim appears,
a hallmark of E.B. i. Jugs with beak and cutaway spout, so
characteristic of the same period, are not yet in evidence. Pattern
burnish, a link with the earlier cultures of Tigani and Besjktepe,1

is going out of use in Kumtepe la, and white-painted decoration
is rare on that site, but common at Poliochni (I).2 Dark brown and
blackish burnished wares are the rule, as during E.B. i.

Although it is Troy which has given its name to the culture,
Poliochni on Lemnos may eventually take its place as the type
site for the north-western E.B. i period, for, although we have an
excellent stratified sequence of walls and pottery at Troy I, there
is too little of either. The contemporary village of Thermi (about
ioo metres in diameter) on Lesbos3 gives a much better idea of
the layout of a settlement of this period and Poliochni, a city
perhaps twice the size of the castle at Troy, has produced the
finest sequence of fortifications of this period. Emporio on Chios
also was well fortified, but as at Troy little is known of the build-
ings within the walls. At Thermi only the last town (V) appears to
have been surrounded by a wall, but both Troy and Poliochni
were apparently fortified from the very beginning of the period.
As stone was easily available great rubble walls rose, often with
a pronounced batter, and perhaps originally crowned with a
vertical mud-brick superstructure. Stout and solid towers
flanked the narrow gates and at Poliochni slits occurred in the
walls as at Mersin XVI, which could have been used by archers
but for the fact that arrowheads are entirely absent from the
Early Bronze Age armoury.

Houses are on the whole rectangular with the exception of the
earliest house at Troy (level I a),4 where a house of hall-and-porch
or megaron type had an apsidal end, reminiscent of the oval or
partly curvilinear houses of the Kumtepe period at Poliochni and
Emporio. The next house (level I b)5 was of normal hall-and-porch
type with several raised platforms, such as may have been used
for sleeping. On the floor was a hearth, and a pit served as a
latrine. Houses of this type, characteristic for Western Anatolia
are also found at Poliochni from level II (early Troy I) onwards.
Less obviously megaron-shzped, but always of the long-house type

1 §m, 24, 667 f. 2 §111, 6, 196. 3 §111, 14, plans 1, 2, 5, 6.
* §m, 4, fig. 425. 6 §111, 4, fig. 426.
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THE EARLY BRONZE AGE 1 PERIOD 375

and entered from the short side, are the numerous houses found
in Thermi I—V. A second range of subsidiary rooms such as
occurs at both Troy and Poliochni in the E.B. 2 period is not yet
attested and may represent a later development.

Food was stored in large vessels or in clay-lined bins, raised or
sunk in the floor. Further domestic arrangements as well as doors
are often difficult to recognize in this stone architecture, which
does not lend itself so well to preservation as mud-brick construc-
tion in the plains. At Thermi these houses were grouped in blocks,
separated by streets and alleys. Most houses here would seem to
have had a private courtyard in front, and they were lit by windows
probably set rather high in the plastered mud-brick walls. Houses
were one-storeyed and almost certainly had flat roofs, providing
additional space for many domestic activities, such as drying of
corn, grapes and other fruit, sleeping during the hot summers,
etc. Pitched or gabled roofs are still almost confined to forested
areas, where there was heavier rainfall and building in wood
favoured such a construction.

Foundations of similar rectangular houses have recently been
found in the Yortan settlement of Ovabayindir1 and the same form
of hall-and-porch house is seen in the shrine of level XVII (late
Troy I) at Beycesultan in the south-western province,2 suggesting
that the architecture of Western Anatolia was much less varied
than its pottery. Here we find the same arrangement with an
open porch in antis with an open court in front. A door in the
middle of the back wall of the porch led into the main room con-
taining the altar with a raised circular kerb in front, bins for the
storage of offerings in kind in the nearer corners, and with a door
in the back wall leading into a further room, on the floor of which
many ex-voto offerings were deposited. In the south-western
province this megaron plan can be traced back to a level XXIV
in the Late Chalcolithic period.3 The architectural remains of all
other Anatolian cultures of the E.B. 1 period are unfortunately
either insufficiently known or await the spade.

Burial customs of the Tortan culture. Cemeteries of the Troy I
culture, which practised extra-mural burial like all West Anatolian
cultures, have not yet been discovered. The skeletons found at
Hanay Tepe (B) in what is probably a Troy I stratum are often
quoted as evidence for intra-mural burial.4 It is noteworthy that
all the adults, said to be brachycephalic (very unusual at this
period) were found in 'earth-graves', whereas child burials—such

1 §111, 1, fig. 24 (hearth not marked). 2 §111, 15, 104, fig. 3.
8 § 1, 10, 41, fig. 2. 4 §111, 24, 712 f., figs. 1540-1; §111, 20, 14, fig. 89.
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as of course also occur at Troy—were put in pots or in stone or
brick cists. As there is evidently a considerable stratigraphical
gap between Hanay Tepe B (Troy I) and C (Troy V—VI), it is
not inconceivable that the adult burials date from a period when
the deserted site was used as a cemetery by another village. A site
in the Bahkesir plain presents a good parallel; here Yortan graves
are found in a deserted Late Chalcolithic settlement.1 The evi-
dence from Hanay Tepe is therefore inconclusive and does not
prove the practice of intra-mural burial.

Burial customs of this period are best studied in the Yortan
culture, better known from its cemeteries than its settlements,
which remained undiscovered until a few years ago.2 The only
scientific excavation carried out here—at Babakoy3—hit a rather
poor and badly plundered cemetery. Our information is therefore
highly unsatisfactory as far as the arrangement of tomb gifts,
chronology and social differences among the dead are concerned.
Two types of graves are recorded; large clay burial vessels and
stone cist-graves, but the latter are rare and may belong to the
following period. The burial pithoi were arranged in neat rows4

with their aperture facing east. The bodies were tightly contracted,
and were laid on their left side with heads orientated east. A few
pots, some articles of personal adornment, a dagger or an axe
constituted the sparse funerary offerings. Sometimes, for lack of
space, some pots were put outside the grave, which was closed by
a vertical slab of stone the top of which projected above the ground
level as a marker. The size of these cemeteries is unknown, but it
is a fair estimate that some contained several hundred burials. The
siting of a cemetery in relation to the settlement is not consistent,
and their discovery, in each case, has been the result of chance.

The only other West Anatolian cemetery of about the same, if not
a little earlier, date is that of Kusura A, again extra-mural and situ-
ated west of the site.5 Its size is unknown, but fourteen graves were
recorded. Again cist-graves are less common than pithos-buria.\s
(three out of fourteen). Bodies were laid in contracted position
on their right sides, with heads orientated to the west. Funeral
gifts are even more scanty and consisted of one or two pots only,
often placed behind the head. In two cases, a pot was found out-
side the pithos, near its base.6

Child and infant burials, both in the Yortan area and in E.B. i
1 Personal communication from D. H. French.
2 Discovered by D. H. French. 3 §m, 2, also §111, 1, pis. xxvi f.
4 §111, 1, fig. 1, and §m, 2, fig. 3.
6 §111, 26, 54-64, fig. 25, pi. ix. 6 §m, 26, 57.
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at Beycesultan are often touchingly provided with a feeding-bottle
or juglet.1 Most of the graves hitherto found are evidently those
of the common people, but the finding in some of the graves
of the Yortan culture at Ovabayindir of finely polished marble
bowls, some nearly a foot in diameter, thin-walled with sophisticated
profiles and tubular lugs,2 suggests the presence of richer graves,
for such objects are not to be expected in the possession of simple
farmers. Evidently they were the products of a workshop of
stonecarvers in some city as yet unidentified.

Metalwork. Finds of metal objects3 are still comparatively rare
for this period; bronze is known, at least in the north-west, but
copper is still the more common material. Objects of silver are
not frequent for the metal easily decays, and gold, rarely found
except in tombs, is not likely to be brought on the market by
peasant tomb-robbers. In the absence of royal tombs, it is as
well not to rely too much on negative evidence, for, were one to
judge E.B. 2 metalwork from the finds made in the settlement at
Alaca (and not from the famous royal tombs) one could easily
have come to the conclusion that metalwork, though known, had
not reached an advanced stage of development. One important
piece of evidence should not be overlooked, and that is the un-
mistakable derivation from metal prototypes of a large number of
pottery shapes and decorative features. Such would not have
arisen had actual metal vessels not been available and greatly
admired. In the E.B. 1 period we are fortunate in having a fine
set of such vessels and it is therefore not difficult to say which
pottery vessels have such an origin.

The following weapons are found during this period: daggers,
tanged and with a single rivet hole (Thermi I-IV, Ovabayindir,4

at Beycesultan in the burnt shrine of level XVII b, Poliochni IV);
daggers with three rivet holes (Thermi IV),8 or with a strong
midrib (Poliochni IV).6 The slotted spear head appears first in
Thermi IV7 and a fine shafthole axe in Poliochni IV.8 Curved
knives (Thermi V and Kumtepe Ic) and flat axes (Thermi,
Poliochni IV and Edremit—thirteen in a hoard) also make their
appearance. Among simple tools pins, including two with bird
terminals (Thermi I), awls, needles, punches, drills and chisels
(Thermi and Troy I) should be mentioned. A twisted tin bangle

1 §"«. 15.1 2 2» % 3J §'» I2» 4-
2 Private collection of H. Kocabaj in Istanbul.
3 §111, 27, 84-125 (the only up-to-date study).
4 §m, 27, fig. 1: 1-5. 6 §ni, 27, fig. 2 : 3 . 6 §1, i, fig. 8 (middle).
7 §111, 14, pi. xxv, 32: 2. 8 §1, 1, fig. 10.
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(Thermi IV) and copper wire bracelets from the Yortan cemetery
complete the inventory of metal types. It should be noted that
Thermi and Poliochni were rich in metal, obviously the result of
trade, for both islands are without metal deposits.

Stone objects. Among objects made of stone, maceheads, battle
axes (Troy, Thermi, Yortan, Ali§ar) should be mentioned, as well
as marble bowls (Thermi, Troy I, Qigle, Ovabayindir, Tepecik,
Beycesultan XVIIb), pestles in rock crystal (Beycesultan XVII b)
and especially figurines. These are of several types; a crude flat
form consisting of two more or less unequal discs,1 sometimes
incised with an owl-face, is best known from Troy, but also occurs
at Thermi (where larger clay figurines are far more common)2

and at Yortan. Next there is a flat type with long stalk-like head,
represented by fourteen examples from Beycesultan XVIIb3 and
one from Yortan, and a similar one with small disc-head and
shoulders (Beycesultan XVII b and Thermi). A more plastically
modelled form with legs, arms and head thrown back at a curious
angle is known from a specimen from Thermi in the Mitylene
Museum, another from Hanay Tepe, a third from Kiliya opposite
(^anakkale, and by a pair found at Kozagaci in the Elmali plain
culture of central Lycia.4

POTTERY

The most outstanding product of this period, however, is its
pottery, an intelligent study of which offers more opportunities
for the definition of culture provinces and the establishment of
origins, chronology, and trade-relations than any other material
can provide in the absence of written records. Since all the pottery
was made by hand, variants are common even within a single
culture area, each site showing its own preference for types,
colours and ornamentation. Unlike the Bronze Age cultures of
Mesopotamia, Egypt, and Syria where pottery was degraded to
a common kitchen ware, Anatolian potters tended to produce
something that was not only useful but aesthetically satisfying
as well. Hence the fine burnish which is essentially an Anatolian
characteristic. It is ironic to observe that with the introduction
of the potter's wheel in E.B. 2 the general standard in ceramic
produce sharply declined and many of the finer wares continued
to be hand-made.

The north-west. The five north-western cultures of E.B. i share
a number of significant shapes. There is first of all the bowl with

1 §in, 4, fig. 216. 2 §m, 14, pis. xx-xxn. 3 §111, 15, pi. xxvuiii.
4 §m, 24, 712, fig. 1551; §111, 18, fig. 125; §m, 29, pi. VII, 18 f.
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inverted rim on a flat base or with a pedestal.1 In the Troy I and
Mikhalits cultures it has handles or more often tubular lugs, but
in the Yortan, Akhisar-Manisa and Tavganh cultures tubular
lugs are very rare and one or two vertically pierced knobs on the
rim take their place. At Troy the tubular lugs are placed on the
rim; in the Caicus valley and the Akhisar-Manisa region more
often just below it. A second type of bowl, again often set on a
pedestal,2 has flaring sides and is descended from the Kumtepe \b
predecessor with rolled rim. Now the rim is thickened and often
bears incised decoration, filled with white chalk. At one point
it broadens out into a rim lug, at Troy often decorated with a
face.3 Well below the rim a lug is set. In the Yortan culture this
type occurs in a variant without pedestal and with pairs of rim
lugs; at Mikhalits the body of the bowls also bears incised white-
filled ornament. At Emporio in Chios wishbone handles take the
form of rim lugs;4 in the Tav§anh region this type is not found,
but further north it occurs again, though never decorated. A
third type with incurving rim on three conical feet5 is common in
the Tav§anh-Iznik region, but not in the Yortan area. It occurs
at Troy I with or without feet and without feet at Mikhalits and
Karaagactepe, where it has ribbed handles and is decorated with
incision. These examples clearly show the individuality and
versatility of the north-west Anatolian potters, each area producing
its own variant of a shape common to all, but some more popular
than others in each of these regions. The same applies to jugs;
beak-spouted jugs6 are common everywhere in the north-west in
E.B. 1, but in the Yortan and Akhisar-Manisa culture the jug
with cut-away spout7 is just as popular, more so than at Troy.
Another Yortan characteristic is the 'bird-vase', a metal type,8

and a variant on the jug with cut-away neck. It does not appear
at Troy I or Thermi, but a similar vessel was found at Emporio.9

Funnel-necked jars10 and tripod jars,11 both provided with lids, are
another Yortan characteristic without close parallels in the Troy I
culture, but both areas share a number of pyxis shapes. A new
set of these from Ovabayindir, provided with pedestals,12 have no
parallels in the Troy I culture, but are like similar vessels in the
Cyclades. Lids are another common north-west Anatolian feature.

1 §111, 4, 60 f., fig. 223a (A 12-13).
8 §111, 4, 58 f., fig. 223a (A 6-7). 3 §111, 4, fig. 257.
* §111, 5, 246, fig. 2 (top). 8 §111, 4, 62-3, fig. 223 (A16-17).
6 §111, n , p l . 1, A5, 24, 25. 7 §m, n , p l . 1, A 11, 14,21, 23,31.
8 §111, 11, pi. 1, A 32. 9 §111, 12, fig. 2.

10 §111, 11, pi. 11, 58, 60. u §111, 11, pi. 11, top row.
12 Private collection of H. von Aulock in Istanbul.
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Favourite decorative patterns differ as much as shapes from area
to area; white-filled incised decoration is common in the Troy I
culture, but more frequent at Emporio than at Troy or Thermi.
It is extremely common at Mikhalits, where the designs are often
impressed with rope, a technique not found in Anatolia proper.
In the Tav§anh-Iznik area the white filling is usually omitted and
in the Yortan culture we find pottery both with and without it.
Grooving and ribbing is less common at Troy than at Thermi and
it has now been found in the Yortan area. White-painted orna-
ment is most highly developed in the Yortan and Akhisar-Manisa
cultures, and in the Troy I culture it is rare at Troy, not very
frequent at Thermi, but common at Emporio. It has not been
reported from Turkish Thrace, but occurs in the Tav§anh-Iznik
area. All over the north-west the pottery of this period is normally
dark-coloured: black, dark-grey, brown and olive green predomi-
nate, whereas reds and buffs are rare. A cooking pot on three feet
in coarse ware is a further link between them.

The south-west. The south-western pottery of this period is
quite different and has a different Late Chalcolithic ancestry.
Technically it is superior to the northern wares and large vessels,
up to a foot high, have walls of not more than 0-3 cm. in thickness.
All the pottery is highly burnished, except a class of coarse ware
descended from the previous period. The predominant colours are
jet-black, yellow-grey, orange, bright red and crimson, and mottled
wares are very common. Lugs are almost absent—the north-
western tubular lug is unknown—and broad strap handles are a
characteristic feature. Decoration consists of horizontal, vertical
or diagonal fluting or ribbing, the latter on small juglets only.
Globular jars with short everted necks, tall-necked jugs with flat
or faintly oblique rims, hesitant beak-spouted jugs (in contrast
with the north-west) and cups with oblique rims are most typical.
Among bowls shallowness is a characteristic and although a bowl
with inverted rim occurs, as in the north-west, the rim is short and
only faintly inverted. Horizontally placed handles are the only
ones that occur. Metallic prototypes are particularly notable in
this pottery.1 Very characteristic are two-handled jugs decorated
with reserve-slip areas filled with barbotine or fish-scale patterns.
A quadruple cup on four feet is white-painted and certain jugs
have parallels in the Yortan culture, its western neighbour.
Different from the E.B. 1 of Beycesultan and the greater part of
the south-western province just described is another group in the
Elmah plain, as yet known only from surface finds.2 The fluting

1 §111, 16, 121-2; fig. 3, pi. XXVII. 8 §1, 7, 205-7, figs. 434-55.
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so common further north is rare here, and most characteristic are
shallow hemispherical bowls in pink, red, buffand grey colours like
those of Beycesultan, but decorated with white-painted patterns.
Multiple chevrons (as in the north-west) parallel hanging loops
(like Hacilar I), and interlacing patterns (like Mersin XII and
Early Chalcolithic C_ atal Hiiyiik) are the most common decorations.
Obliquely-placed handles, sharp beak-spouted jugs (often white-
painted), collar-necked jars and tubular north-west Anatolian lugs
occur here, strongly suggesting some contact with the north-
west, perhaps by sea. This is further suggested by the figurines
from Kozagaci, which have parallels only there.

The south {Konya and Cilician plains). The pottery of Southern
Anatolia in this period is strikingly different. All over Western
Anatolia the white-painted tradition survived from the Late
Chalcolithic, but not so in the Konya plain and Cilicia. On the
other hand, the red-on-cream Early Chalcolithic tradition appears
to have weathered the Late Chalcolithic storms and continues in
the Konya plain until the very end of E.B. 1. In Cilicia, however,
it disappears during the first phase of the Early Bronze Age. Two
distinct classes of pottery can be distinguished in these southern
areas: a fine slipped and burnished ware descended from the
Late Chalcolithic, and a new gritty stone-ware,1 fired to a point
where the grains of clay vitrified; the latter has no such ancestry.
This pottery, called' red gritty ware' in Cilicia and' metallic ware' in
the Konya plain,2 is highly distinctive and often decorated with red
and white stripes of paint during E.B. 1. Shapes are few and consist
of globular-bodied jugs having long-necked beak-spouts with an
oval orifice, globular jars with collar neck and two small lugs on the
neck, and a variety of simple bowls. All three shapes often have
omphalos bases. The upper part of jug-handles is frequently incised
with dots and dashes. A coarse version of the same ware, inten-
tionally scored or corrugated, the so-called scored ware,3 is already
found in the Late Chalcolithic of the Konya plain. In the E.B. 1
period it was exported to the west coast where it occurs at Heraion,
Bayrakh (?), Helvacikoy-Hiiyucek, Koyliice (Edremit) and Troy I.
At the last site it is accompanied by an incised handle of'metallic
ware' and some painted sherds of the same fabric,4 thus giving
a glimpse of maritime trade along the Anatolian coast between the
Troy I culture and the Cilician plain or Calycadnus valley.

The burnished ware,5 plum-red, grey or black in colour, is
1 %\, 12, 92-5 ; §111, 25, 130-1. 2 §1, 7; 191-4, figs. 95-147-
3 §i,7» 196; §11, 3 .82-3. 4 §11, 3,83.
5 §1, 12, 95-6; §i, 7, 194, figs. 148-51.
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again easily distinguishable from its western counterparts by its
shade, the persistent crackled slip, and its own set of shapes, many
of which betray the existence of metal prototypes. Flat-based
bowls with flaring sides, deeper beakers, and shallow hemispherical
bowls predominate. The latter are often very delicate and have
black interiors with red, brown, or buff exteriors. Handles are
placed both horizontally and vertically. Incision appears to be
rare in the Konya plain, but is not infrequent in Cilicia. Disc and
omphalos bases are common, but pedestals are rare. In Cilicia,
eastern influence from the 'Amuq plain led to the introduction of
wheel-made plain bowls,1 which do not seem to have reached the
plateau. In both areas the E.B. i developed without any sig-
nificant break into E.B. 2.2

The Sangarius basin. Extremely little information is available
for the beginning of the Demirci Hiiyuk culture3 which extended
throughout the plain of Eski§ehir and the drainage basin of the
Sangarius river in the north-western corner of the plateau.4 The
earliest pottery is mainly brown and black in colour and small
cups and bowls predominate, usually rather shallow, as in the
south-west and the south, with particoloured slips and much
mottling. Small handles rising above the rim are characteristic
for this area. Further east, in the Polath and Ankara regions, no
remains of this period have yet come to light.

Central Anatolia. Only the 'Late Chalcolithic' of Aligar 18-155

and Alaca can be regarded as belonging to this period. A few
sherds from Ali§ar, where the deposit was 20 ft. thick, were
illustrated in the excavation report, and the finds from Alaca are
still unpublished, so that little can be said here. Greyish buff,
black, and some red-slipped or plain ware is accompanied by
smoothed plain ware. Mottling, black interiors and rims, are
frequent as in the south and in the Demirci Hiiyuk culture. A
single sherd from Ali§ar 17 bore a sophisticated pattern of
lozenges between parallel lines in faded grey paint on a cream
surface. White-painted decoration is not found, and the most
common form of ornamentation is red or white-filled incision or
excision, a technique derived from woodcarving. This is most
commonly found on the pedestals of fruit-stands, which sometimes
bore a series of cut out triangular 'windows'. This is by far the
most distinctive shape of the region, but bowls of simple shape,
tall jars on pedestal bases, and jugs with horizontal mouths (never

1 §1,12,97 (105-6). 2 §1, 12,346.
3 §in, 3, 28. 4 §iu, 7, 181 (map), 184-5.
6 §111, 19, 34-40, 52-75, 76.
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beak-spouts) also occur. All these continue without a break into
the next period. Fruitstands are also common in the Pontic
region (Horoztepe, Tepecik, Kayapinar)1 round Tokat and Erbaa
in the valley of the Ye§ilirmak, but their date cannot yet be firmly
established. Others come from Pazarh2 and Alaca,3 but they are
not yet known from the Black Sea coast. The westernmost specimen
was found at Halkavun north of Ankara, again in an undatable
context. The relation between these fruitstands and those of the
north-west in the preceding period needs clarification. For what
it is worth one must record here the impression—open to correc-
tion by future discoveries—that the area within the Halys bend
was somewhat behind the west and south of Anatolia in cultural
achievement during the E.B. 1 period.

IV. THE EARLY BRONZE AGE 2 PERIOD
INTRODUCTION

The transition from the first to the second phase of the Early
Bronze Age seems, on the whole, to have been a peaceful one
without any drastic changes. Nevertheless, there are traces of
violent upheaval in the north- and south-west of the country,
where the Troy I culture was destroyed4 and a north-western
culture now spread over the former south-western province,5

after the burning of Beycesultan XVII a. These two events are
undoubtedly connected and it is tempting to link them with the
introduction of local Early Bronze Age cultures in Thessaly and
Greece, neither of which can possibly be regarded as local develop-
ments from the previous Late 'Neolithic' cultures. The establish-
ment of the Macedonian Early Bronze Age, a Trojan offshoot,
can be dated at the latest to this period, if it did not actually
occur during E.B. 1. What caused this movement is still unknown,
but the successive destructions of Troy I and II a, followed by
a gradual change in culture both here and at Poliochni (at the end
of level IV), the burning of Emporio, the desertion of Thermi,
Bayrakh, Helvacikoy-Huyiicek, Bozkoy-Huyiicek, and every
other Troy I site on the Aegean coast between Edremit and the
Karaburun peninsula, in the Caicus valley and the islands,
suggests a catastrophe of some magnitude. In most cases these

1 §111, 21, 60-1 , figs. 72-7, 79-84, pi. xvi, 5 (Tepecik unpublished); §111, 28,
fig. 14^, and others in the British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara.

2 §in, 13, pi. x. 3 §1, 5, pi. XXXIII c (middle).
4 §iv, 24, 29-30. B | iv , 22, 114-15.
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Troy I sites were not re-occupied until the end of the Early Bronze
Age (Troy V) or the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age (Troy
VI). Arguments for supposing that perhaps the Troy I culture
continued at Troy longer than at the other type sites without a
change or development are most unconvincing, especially as the
number of building levels does not lend support to such an assump-
tion. One can only suggest that the Troy I population fled, either
inland or into the mountains or across the sea to other countries.
The fortification of the last settlement at Thermi may be taken
as evidence of some impending threat and the fact that the islands
were as much affected as the coast suggests that the enemy,
whoever he was, must have been seafaring. This immediately
narrows down one's choice of enemy, and the most likely guess
is that he came from the Thracian coast. Had Troy itself been
unaffected one might have suggested that the Trojans were
responsible for the upheaval, but two successive burnings at
Troy make this very unlikely. It is interesting that Troy II
pottery occurs only in the Troad, the plain of Edremit,1 at
Karaagactepe across the straits and at Poliochni (V).2 The wealth
of the two main sites of this culture (Troy and Poliochni) shows
clearly that the Trojan kingdom alone survived the catastrophe
which resulted in the disappearance of the Troy I culture. Events
in Turkish Thrace are obscure and in the hinterland of north-
western Anatolia the Yortan culture would seem to have been
unaffected. Changes do, however, occur in the Akhisar-Manisa
region, where a flourishing E.B. 2 culture has some (E.B. 1)
coastal admixtures in its pottery shapes, suggesting the presence
of refugees. Further east, Beycesultan XVII a went up in flames
and though a number of features, such as the continuity of the
sacred site of the shrine, immediately rebuilt in level XVI, and
the persistence of a number of pottery shapes, clearly shows that
the old population was not exterminated, the whole character of
the south-west Anatolian E.B. 2 culture is different. North-
western elements prevail now, and nearly every pottery shape
has forerunners in the north-western province of the previous
period. There can be no doubt whatsoever that the newcomers
came from this area, and it is exactly in the Akhisar-Manisa
region that the largest number of parallels can be found. From
here a natural route leads up the Hermus valley (through its
Cogamus branch) to the basin of Denizli, from which two
passes lead to the south-western plateau. It should also be noted
that the south-western province now encroaches on the previous

1 Evidence collected in i960 by N. Bayne. 2 §iv, 3, 152, pis. xv-xvn.
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386 ANATOLIA, c 4000-2300 B.C.

area of the Konya plain culture round Lake Bey§ehir. A tentative
identification of new ethnic elements involved in these migrations
will be discussed at the end of this chapter together with those
which terminated the E.B. 2 period.

The second phase of the Early Bronze Age marks the height
of civilization at this period in Anatolia, the climax of the long
development which started in the Late Chalcolithic. Archi-
tecturally the period is represented by the fortress of Troy II,
the town of Poliochni V, the series of shrines (or rather temples)
in Beycesultan XVI-XIV, the small fort of Ahlatlibel, and the
town wall and houses of Tarsus E.B. 2. Remains of private
houses were also found at Beycesultan XIV—XIII, Kusura (B),
Ali§ar, Kultepe and Alaca (both unpublished). Even Demirci
Hiiyiik was fortified. The 'treasures' left in the ruins of Troy II^
and Poliochni V, those found in the royal tombs at Dorak and
Alaca Hiiyiik, the less spectacular finds from the Yortan cemetery
Ovabayindir, and the cist graves of Ahlatlibel all present a much
clearer picture of the metalwork and wide-flung trade of this
period, than it is possible to form either before or after. It is
particularly noteworthy that both main schools of Anatolian
metalwork (north-western and central, or Pontic, Anatolian) are of
purely local origin, probably owing nothing to Mesopotamian or
Syrian, still less to Cypriot or Caucasian, influences.

Texts are still absent, but it is nevertheless possible to form a
tentative idea of the political organization of the country on the
rich evidence presented by the royal tombs, the royal fortresses
like Troy and Ahlatlibel, and such large and important city-sites
as Poliochni, Beycesultan, Alaca, Aligar, Kiiltepe and Tarsus.
From these it would appear that a number of kingdoms, both
large and small, existed. The wealth and power of certain kings
is most impressively demonstrated by the quantity and size of
objects in such exotic materials as lapis-lazuli, turquoise and amber,
which accompanied them in their tombs or escaped the sack of
their towns. Rich burials of queens suggest an equal position, but
it does not follow that society was matriarchal. At Alaca Hiiyiik
some of the persons richly buried are said to be brachycephalic,1

whereas the normal population of Anatolia was predominantly
dolichocephalic. It has been suggested that the ruling class there
was of foreign stock, but even if so they were not necessarily
speakers of Indo-European, as recently suggested.

1 §m, 20, 127, note 364.
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ARCHITECTURE

Elsewhere the present writer recently attempted to give a coherent
account of the architecture of Troy II1 and a few remarks about
the town of Poliochni V must here suffice.2 This city, twice the
size of Troy II, shows in this period evidence of organized town-
planning; a main street, about two-hundred metres long, runs in
a north-south direction through the settlement, linking a number
of squares, each provided with a fine stone-lined well. Houses
are grouped in blocks or insulae on either side of the road, some
blocks consisting of a single large house or several smaller houses.
A fair-sized dwelling consists of a hall and porch with a court-
yard in front and a row of subsidiary chambers along one of the long
sides. Really large houses have several rows of such rooms with
subsidiary courtyard and a gatehouse and other rooms grouped
around the main courtyard as well. A large and free-standing
megaron in the main square evidently was used for public functions
and it invites comparison with the large megaron (A) in Troy II,
which probably served a similar purpose. Other public buildings
of Poliochni V include an enormous granary, and a 'theatre'
or rather assembly-hall with a series of steps occupying the full
length of its longer side. Although it is nowhere expressly stated,
one assumes that the city was still fortified.

The relation between royal castle and main town of the hypo-
thetical Trojan kingdom would seem to be reflected in the Ankara
region by Ahlatlibel and Karaoglan. Ahlatlibel3 is a fortress
dominating the road which passes over the windswept ridge
separating the plains of Ankara and Gdlbasi; Karaoglan lies
in fertile land east of the Golbasi lake. Even if the pattern is the
same, the scale is different. Troy II measures c. 125 metres in
diameter, Ahlatlibel not more than forty; Poliochni V has a
diameter of c. 250 metres, Karaoglan not more than 150. As
only the foundations of Ahlatlibel have survived, the absence of
doorways on the plan makes an interpretation somewhat sub-
jective, if not impossible. Many small chambers suggest storage
and one wonders—on analogy with the fort of Hacilar I—whether
what one sees now is not just the basement of a building with at
least two floors. Again the walls would seem to be too thick for
the small rooms they enclose and the absence of doorways is also
compatible with this view. In a number of these chambers cist

1 §iv, 25,131-62.
2 §iv, 25,154, figs, ir-13; §iv, 4, 198-203; §iv, 3, 146-51.
8 §iv, 14,6-12.
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and pithos graves1 were found with comparatively rich burial gifts,
among which weapons (swords, daggers, and battle axes) pre-
dominate. This habit of intra-mural burial is in marked contrast
with the lack of burials in the Karaoglan settlement. Does this
imply Central Anatolian rulers ? Not necessarily so, for the Alaca
Hiiyuk cemetery was probably extra-mural like its successor and
counterpart at Horoztepe.2 Culturally the Ankara region can
still be regarded as a part of Western Anatolia, even though it
lies on its eastern border. At Polatli also, a few intra-mural burials
were found, over one of which, in level 6, fragments of a round
building were found in level 8, itself replaced by a stone circle in
level 9.3 Enigmatic round buildings of uncertain use were also
found at Etiyoku§u, but apparently not associated with burials.4

Houses in this region, as well as in Central Anatolia, consist of
several small rectangular rooms, but grouped without any formal
pattern such as is observed in the north-west, south-west and
Cilicia. At Beycesultan the few houses recovered consist either
of suites of rectangular rooms (level XIII), as in Kusura B,5 or of
buildings of the already traditional hall-and-porch type (level XVI).
Not enough of these was excavated to enable one to say whether
they stood by themselves as at Troy II (except 11^) or had the
familiar row of subsidiary rooms (Poliochni V, Troy II^),
possibly represented in Beycesultan XIV. By far the most im-
portant contribution of Beycesultan to E.B. i architecture lies in
its unique series of shrines or temples.6

The twin temples of Beycesultan XVI—XIV, varying in length
from 15-17-5 metres, are of hall-and-porch plan, modified by the
addition of a back room. Built up against the north enclosure
wall they faced south into the settlement and into courtyards
provided with ovens and storage bins or clay-lined rectangular
pits (XV and XIV). In the earliest shrines of the period (level XVI)
provisions were made for ovens inside the temples, presumably
a somewhat inconvenient arrangement which was subsequently
abandoned. Each of these temples was equipped with an 'altar'
consisting of two stelae with a raised block of mud-brick behind
(solid in XVI, box-like in XV, and containing storage jars in
XIV). One of these was meant for the storage of liquids and
provided with an overflow channel, whereas the other, used for
solids, was provided with a stone lid. In front of the two stelae

1 §IV, 14, 88-100, pis. VIII-XII. 2 §111, 21, 53.
3 §IV, 21, 25-7, fig. 2. 4 §IV, II , 30, figS. 39, 41.
6 §iv, 19, 220-8, figs. 2-4.
6 §IV, 22, IO4-6, figS. 3-5, pis. XIX^-XXII.
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stood a pair of horns of consecration, axially placed and standing
at the back of a raised circular kerb, which can be either single
or double in the 'male' temples. A post stood in line with this
on the opposite end of the outer circle. The temples were built
of mud-brick, carefully plastered over, and finally covered with
a slaty blue paint. Directly behind the altar a screen, probably of
mats or textile hangings strung between a series of wooden posts,
sheltered the inner sanctum from the profane gaze of worshippers.
The 'female' shrine is always provided with a 'blood-altar' for
slaughter and a bench in the north-west corner (except in the
earliest shrine in XVI). Wheat, barley, lentils, bitter vetch, and
grape pips were found in these temples, especially in the 'female'
ones. Some were found in situ in vessels, others in great clay
storage bins. Woven mats and felt covered the floor. Clerestory
lighting is suggested for the 'female' temple of level XV.

These are the only temples of the Early Bronze Age excavated
in Anatolia, and as such they are of unique importance. As each
of these was burned and a ritual taboo evidently forbade the removal
of offertory deposits (except perhaps metal objects ?) a rich collec-
tion of pottery was found in each. Continuity of cult between the
E.B. 1 and 2 periods is most marked at Beycesultan, and the
later temples find their prototype in the E.B. 1 shrine of level
XVII.

At Tarsus the excavation of a quarter of the fortified E.B. 2
town gives one a vivid glimpse of contemporary building in
Cilicia.1 A fine series of private houses and the remains of two
successive town walls with gate are sufficiently different from their
north-west Anatolian counterparts to deserve special attention.
The E.B. 2 houses of Tarsus are oblong in shape and entered
directly from the street. A doorway normally leads into the main
room with a built-up hearth, sometimes screened from the door-
way. There may be a bench or seat near the hearth and at the
back of the room one or more doors lead into a second room,
sometimes subdivided into two chambers. Variations occur on
this arrangement and one of these houses (no. 115) is provided
with a portico, main room, and a back room with a bench running
along three sides. From the contents the excavators believe that
it was a tavern.2 These houses probably were two-storeyed.

The hall-and-porch or so-called megaron type of house does not
appear at Tarsus until the E.B. 3 period, when there is abundant
evidence for an intrusive culture from the north-west. The first
city wall of E.B. 2 Tarsus was thrown up in a hurry and consisted

1 §1, 12, 12-32, plans 4-9. 8 §1, 12, 18.
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of short stretches of mud-brick walling going diagonally through
a series of earlier and condemned houses. As a result of this
rather careless alignment both outer and inner faces are marked
by a series of offsets and it is interesting that the second town
wall was constructed in the same way, though this time without
any apparent justification for its irregularity. The gate in this
second town wall was L-shaped (that is, making full turn to the right)
and approached by a long ramp leading up the side of the mound.
Wooden beams were used as a foundation. The use of beams
forming a framework for the mud-brick superstructure is a feature
first recognized in Troy II and occurs sporadically at Beycesultan
in this period, but becomes increasingly more popular in the
following periods.

As no Early Bronze Age site in the Konya plain has yet been
excavated little more can be said about the E.B. 2 phase there. But
numerous large towns often with raised citadels appear to have been
fortified, and it can be assumed that by now this was the rule all
over the country.

BURIAL CUSTOMS

No change in burial customs is observed and new finds from the
cemetery of Ovabayindir show conclusively that the Yortan culture
continued during this period.1 The discovery of two royal tombs of
this culture at Dorak above Lake Apolyont2 and that of thirteen
at Alaca Hiiyilk3 illustrate not only the differences in royal funeral
customs, but also the completely different character of north-
western and Central Anatolian cultures in general. A comparison
is therefore most instructive. Whereas the Dorak tombs are stone
cists measuring i-8 x 0*83, and 3-10x2 metres, the Alaca tombs
are dug into the soil and only occasionally lined with stone. Some
are as much as 6 or even 8 metres long and 3-5 metres wide. The
former were covered with several stone slabs, the latter with
beams on which there were ranged rows of ox heads and feet,
the remains of a funerary meal. The Dorak tombs, situated on a
mountain spur, had no superstructure, but the Alaca tombs, placed
in a crowded cemetery on the edge of the mound must have had
markers. In the western tombs the dead lay either extended on
their back (tomb I) or crouched on their right side with heads
oriented to the east (the normal Yortan practice). In the Alaca
tombs the dead were placed in a contracted position in the north-
western corner of the grave, on their left side with heads to the

1 §111, 27, 98-9, fig. 1: 13-14; cf. iv, 26, figs. 17,19.
a §iv, 26. s §iv, 1, 15, and 16.
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west.1 The Dorak skeletons faced north towards the lake, those
at Alaca looked south. No traces of textiles, mats, etc. have
survived in the damp tombs of Alaca, but at Dorak the king in
tomb I lay on a decayed woollen kilim, and the king and queen
in tomb II lay on rush matting. A number of casings in gold and
silver at Alaca are usually interpreted as belonging to the poles of
a baldaquin2 and copper legs in the form of 'human boots' or
the so-called 'lituus-end'3 may be interpreted as legs of tables.
The vast open spaces of the Alaca tombs suggest that a greater
number of perishable objects, such as wooden furniture, textiles
and bedding, may have been deposited, no trace of which now
remains. Some decayed wooden furniture (tables or trays ?) was
found in tomb II at Dorak, but the most remarkable find is that
of the fragments of a wooden Egyptian chair the gold casing of
which bore in Egyptian hieroglyphs the name and titulature of
Sahure, the second king of the Fifth Dynasty of Egypt (c. 2494-
2345 B.C.), found in tomb I.4 Characteristic for the Alaca (as
well as the later Horoztepe) tombs is the constant interment of
ritual paraphernalia with the dead; statues of bull and stag,5

standards with animal statues6 or geometric ornamentation,7 such
as is quite foreign to north-western Anatolia. In the Dorak
tombs no ritual objects were found at all; instead only articles of
toilet and personal adornment accompanied the queen and weapons
the kings. These same classes of objects are of course also found
at Alaca, but queens' burials often have figurines. Pottery was
found in both groups of tombs, but stone vessels such as occur
at Dorak and at Ovabayindir are not found at Alaca or Horoztepe.
Metal vessels were even more common at Alaca than at Dorak and
are of larger size, and both kings and queens at either site were
buried with sceptres, as an emblem of authority.8 Dorak is
chiefly remarkable for the number and quality of its weapons:
swords, daggers, battle axes and spears, the same armoury as at
Alaca, but of different types. Both sites produced a number of
ceremonial weapons: a macehead of gold at Alaca, of amber and
turquoise at Dorak; two iron daggers at Alaca,9 one iron sword and
one dagger at Dorak,10 etc. It is significant that at Alaca the metal-

1 §iv, 16, pis. VII-IX, cxci. 2 §iv, 16, pi. CLXXXI.
3 §IV, l6, pi. CLXXX. 4 §IV, 26, fig. I.
8 E.g. §iv, 1, pis. ccn-ccv; §iv, 16, pis. cxxx, CL, CLXII, CLXXIII, CXCII. See

Plate 39.
6 E.g. §iv,i,pls. cxcvi,cxcix, §iv, 16, pis. CLI,CLII,CLXXIV,CXCIII. See Plate 39.
7 E.g. §iv, 1, pis. cxcn, cxcv; §iv, 16, pis. CLXIV, CXCIV. See Plate 39.
8 §iv, 26, fig. 12; §iv, 16, pi. CLXXXII, 1, 3.
9 §iv, I5t pl- en . §iv, 16, pi. CLXXXII, 4. 10 §iv, 26, figs. 20, 21.
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worker's greatest skill is displayed in objects of a religious nature,
whereas at Dorak his interests are profane, that is, in weapons and
jewellery.

METALWORK

At Alaca several standards were cast by means of the cire-perdue
process, and the techniques of hammering, casting in closed
moulds, repousse work, raising and sinking metal vessels were
fully understood in both regions. Patterns were chased with
a chisel (not engraved), metal inlay was practised, and sweating
and soldering were familiar to both schools of metallurgy. At
Troy and Dorak we find further goldsmith's techniques extensively
used, that of granulation, filigree and cloisonne in granulation.
Whereas rivets are common on weapons they are never used on
metal vessels, where soldering or sweating takes its place.

The following metals were freely used at both sites and at Troy;
copper (or bronze ?), bronze (Troy), iron (not at Troy, probably
by accident), gold, silver, electrum, and lead (Troy). All these
metals are native to Anatolia, but tin had to be imported. Among
various stones rock crystal, carnelian, jasper, nephrite, obsidian
and meerschaum (Dorak) are native products and faience was
also locally made. But ivory and amber, lapis-lazuli (Dorak and
Troy), and turquoise (Dorak) must have been imported, the first
probably from Egypt, the second from the Baltic (obtainable in
the Usatova culture near Odessa),1 the third from Badakhshan
in eastern Afghanistan and the last either from Nlshapur in
Khurasan (East Persia) or from Sinai. These last four materials
have not been found in the Alaca tombs, but that does not of
course mean that they were unknown there. Possibly Alaca,
an inland site, had less contact with foreign parts than the maritime
cultures of Troy II and Dorak, which evidently—note the ships
and the dolphins2—were much engaged in the exploration
of the Black Sea as well as the Eastern Mediterranean. This,
probably more than anything else, laid the foundations of their
wealth, and contact with the northern barbarians in the Pontic
steppe may have acted as a stimulus to the foreign invasions
which put a catastrophic end to these cultures at the end of the
E.B. 2 period.

It has recently been suggested that the objects from the Alaca
tombs were not of local but of Pontic manufacture3 and it is
suspected that the foreign dynasty of Alaca may have been

1 §iv, 7, 145, for dating see §1, 11. 2 §iv, 26, figs. 2, 18^ and e.
8 §111, 21, 59.
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natives of that region. Attractive as that theory is, more proof
is needed and the discovery of earlier graves at Horoztepe is
therefore eagerly awaited. In the case of the Dorak tombs nothing
suggests the presence of foreigners, and the bodies found there
were dolichocephalic like those of their subjects.

The warlike character of the E.B. 2 cultures is emphasized by
the material from lesser tombs; swords and daggers were found
at Ahlatlibel together with battle-axes and at Tekkekby on the
Black Sea a cemetery with extended burials (like the king in tomb I
at Dorak) was well equipped with daggers.1 Others, to the num-
ber of at least a dozen were found in graves at Ovabayindir.2

These were all of the Dorak type and one was plated with lead.
From the same cemetery comes a crescent axe of southern
provenance or inspiration.3 Other daggers of this period come
from Polath, Yazilikaya, Yelten and Karabayir, the last two
being sites in south-western Anatolia.4 One of the largest caches
of weapons comes from the burnt fortress of Troy II,g"5 (aug-
mented by scattered earlier deposits from lie and/"). Battle-axes,
including the ceremonial ones from treasure N,6 rock crystal
pommels (six for swords and forty-two for daggers) from the
same deposit,7 lion-head pommels of the same material8 either for
swords or daggers, and numerous dagger blades and spearheads,
including ceremonial examples in silver9 are closely matched in
the even richer and perhaps somewhat earlier Dorak material.
The absence of sword blades at Troy is probably a coincidence.
What is particularly important is the early development, both in
the north-western and central Anatolian provinces, of the sword
from the dagger, a development which now appears to have
preceded that of the spear. It is not until the end of the period that
the latter seems to have caught up, and it goes through a further
period of development during the E.B. 3 phase. The total absence
of arrowheads remains noticeable. The development of sword
(and spear) presupposes the existence of shields and helmets,
which were probably made of perishable materials. Otherwise
they would probably have survived in these intact tombs, for it
is a priori unlikely that a king armed with swords should not also
be provided with shield and helmet. A figure of a warrior,

1 §iv, 12, 387, pi. iv, 7. 2 See above, p. 390, n. 1.
3 §111, 27, 124, fig. 14, 2. 4 §III, 27, 96-8, map 1.
5 §iv, 30, figs. 805, 811-14, etc.; §iv, 31, nos. 5842-56, 6146, 6153-6 etc.
6 §iv, 31, nos. 6055-8. Cf. §iv, 26, fig. n .
' §iv, 31, nos. 6059-64 and 6065-106; cf. §iv, 26, figs. 15-16.
8 §iv, 30, fig. 547; §111, 3, fig. 359: 26(i4);cf. §iv, 26, figs. \%c, 19.
9 §iv, 30, fig. 901.
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scratched on a sherd from Troy II, seems to wear a helmet
and wears a sword or dagger slung on a bandolier.1

COSTUME AND METAL VESSELS

About the dress of the period little can be deduced. Pins and
brooches (at Alaca)2 evidently fastened garments, for buttons are
unknown. At Alaca figurines are shown wearing boots with
upturned toes,3 which are still so widespread in the Anatolian
countryside that we may assume them to have been in general
use. Numerous figurines show a goddess wearing a garment
held by two long straps crossing across the breast,4 but this may
be a conventionalized rendering of the bodice found as early as
Hacilar II. A lead figurine from Troy II^"5 and a mould for two
similar figures found near Akhisar6 show a goddess with long
tresses, and the latter shows her wearing what looks like a flounced
robe. Silver applique" from the queen's tomb at Dorak shows that
belts and aprons were worn, probably over a skirt, as on the
'Dorak' figurines.7 The evidence of these figurines should be
used with caution, for their date and provenance, though not (in
the opinion of the writer) their authenticity, are open to question.
Feminine jewellery of this period is best displayed by Alaca,
Troy Il£, Poliochni V and Dorak. Bracelets, anklets, necklaces
and colliers of variegated stones, pins, finger-rings, earrings,
diadems and elaborate Trojan earrings or breast-pieces pre-
dominate. The latter two are absent at Alaca, where the form and
quality of feminine articles of jewellery are again quite different.
Combs and stone toilet vessels were found at Alaca and Dorak.
Lesser folk wore copper bracelets (Kusura) and in Beycesultan XV
a pot handle was ornamented with the impression of two finely
worked bracelets, probably made in precious metal.

The metal vessels of Alaca, made in bronze or copper, gold and
silver, bear, on the whole, no relationship to the shapes of local
contemporary pottery.8 By contrast, those of Dorak and Troy
are closely matched, even if not in the immediate area in which
the sites lie. This is hardly surprising, for metal vessels are easily
traded because of their intrinsic value, and the value attached to
exotic products from foreign workshops would be far greater than
that of local ateliers. The Chinese pottery used exclusively by

1 §m, 4, fig. 371: 33 (352). 2 §iv, 16, pi. cxcvm, top.
3 %\v, 16, pi. cxcv. 4 §iv, 14, 82-3.
5 §iv, 31, no. 6446. 8 §iv, 28, fig. 209 (usually dated later).
7 §iv, 26, figs. 3-8. 8 See Plate \o(a).
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the early Ottoman court provides a good parallel for such fastidious
taste. Our comparatively limited knowledge of contemporary
pottery in the regions around Alaca Hiiyilk makes an analysis
there as yet impossible, but a number of silver beak-spouted
vessels,1 ornamented with repousse 'pseudo-spirals', crosses and
swastikas, would look more at home in Western Anatolia. Trade
between the west and Alaca is documented by aDorak-type dagger
found at Alaca. At Dorak we find besides such local Yortan shapes
as bird-vessels,2 cups with high handles such as are common around
Tav§anli and the plains east of the Sea of Marmara. A jug with
cut-away spout might have been made at Beycesultan and a silver
juglet with exaggerated neck is characteristic of the Isparta
plain.3 A small gold cup has affinities with the Gumelnija culture
of eastern Bulgaria and finally there is a group of Troy II vessels,
including an electrum beaker like those found at Troy,4 and two
depas-cups, the silver one5 like those found at Boziiyuk,6 the gold
one7 not unlike those from Maltepe and Karacaahmet near Afyon.
Both, like the shape in general, are probably of Troadic origin.
Hitherto only one other depas, a silver example in the British
Museum from the Troad, was known, but one would hesitate to
date it as early as Troy II.

POTTERY

We must now return to the evidence provided by E.B. 2 pottery,
which is both abundant and varied. It should be noted first of all
that the typical Troy II pottery with its wheel-made wares,
introduced in phase 113, stands almost alone in Anatolia. With
the exception of Cilicia, whence the knowledge of the potter's
wheel was probably obtained,8 the rest of Anatolia continued to
make hand-made pottery. Characteristic new shapes of the Troy II
pottery are wheel-made plates, the depas amphikypellon (a two-
handled drinking-goblet) and a number of tall-necked storage-
jars, to which must be added in late Troy II a group of bowls
which become more common in the E.B. 3 period. Just before the
end of Troy II the so-called face-urns and face-lids occur, and
gain popularity in Troy III. Outside the Troad the latter are
virtually unknown and not even a single piece is reported from
the island town of Poliochni, but they have parallels in the less

1 E.g. %w, 16, pis. cxxxn, CLXXVI, CLXXIX.
2 §iv, 26, fig. 9 (bottom). 3 §iv, 26, fig. 10.
4 §iv, 31; nos. 5864-5. 5 §iv, 26, fig. 9.
6 §iv, 13, 23, pi. 1, 7; §111, 3, 4. 7 §iv, 26, fig. 14.
8 §1, 12, 97, 105-6; for trade see §11, 3, 82.
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grotesque faces on jar rims in the E.B. 2 pottery of the Konya
plain. Apart from the introduction of the wheel the pottery
development in the Troy II culture proceeds along local lines.
Depas-cups, probably to be assigned to this period, have been
found with pottery of Mikhalits type at Badere near Svilengrad,
suggesting that no great changes took place in Turkish Thrace.1

In Macedonia also, the local 'Troy I ' wares continued to be made
and here too a depas was found at Stibos near Lake Langadas.2 As
signs of Trojan contact with the west the depas is valuable, even
though the time-range of this type is very long (Troy lit—V).

The drastic changes seen in this north-western province were
not shared by any of its neighbours. The pottery from the Dorak
tombs is in the old tradition, and the Akhisar-Manisa group or
Heraeum I in Samos now produced wares very close to those of
Beycesultan E.B. 2, in what is essentially a continuation of the
north-west Anatolian tradition, broken only in the Troy II group.
A general feature of the E.B. 2 period was, however, a greater
preponderance of red burnished wares at the expense of the black,
typical of the previous period. In the south-west the change to
a north-western culture has already been referred to, and it is
marked not only in the pottery,3 but also in the little metalwork
we have.4 The earliest shapes of the period can all be paralleled
in the north-western E.B. i province and such typical features
appear as white-painted pedestalled bowls with inverted rims,
tubular lugs at or below the rim, but in late and somewhat degen-
erate forms, also jugs with beak or cut-away spout and often
supported on three conical feet. Incised white-filled orna-
mentation is still found on black wares, but grooved ornament,
often in combination with plastic ribs, bars and crescents, and
the addition of horns and twisted vertical handles are new and
very common. Grooved decoration had been in use in the north-
west in E.B. i, but never to such an extent as is now displayed
in its south-western E.B. 2 descendant, not only in the immediate
surrounding of Beycesultan itself but also in the other four groups
which together constitute the south-western E.B. 2 province.
The north-western influence is particularly notable (with its
white-painted wares and inverted-rim bowls) in the western parts,
which is only to be expected. Further south and east (Kusura B)
it is less marked, but nowhere does the E.B. i culture survive.
At Beycesultan the development of this culture is particularly
well documented by the numerous vessels from the burnt

1 §111, 17, 22, fig. 12. 2 §IV, 29, col. 1411.
3 §IV, 22, I I9 -2 I , fig. 2. 4 §111, 27, 96ff.
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temples. Interesting is the appearance in levels XV and XIV of
black burnished vessels of Yortan type, and in level XIIIa a first
contact is made with the red washed and wheel-made wares of
the Troy II culture, immediately before a great catastrophe
overwhelms the south-west.

Konya and Cilician plains. In the south continuity from the
previous period is evident in the pottery. Wheel-made plain
wares are now common in Cilicia, but the old red and black
burnished wares and the 'red gritty ware' now often coated with
purplish paint, are still the more numerous and characteristic.1

Typical for the beginning of the period are fine black incised
wares, bowls and cups, also found in the Konya plain,2 and elegant
pedestalled jars with 'cross-stitch' incision, also found across the
Amanus mountains at Zincirli in the Karasu valley.3 These are
found as imports in 'Amuq I,4 where at this time (phases H, I) an
East Anatolian, the so-called Khirbet Karak, pottery prevails.
None of this distinctive ware has been found in Cilicia. The red-
gritty, but not the scored ware, would appear to be declining in
Cilicia, whereas both rise to their climax of popularity in the
Konya plain, especially in its eastern half. From here it was
exported to the Aksaray region,6 where it was found at Qokyatan
and Oresun Hiiytiks. It is not yet known what sort of culture
prevailed at this time in the Nigde area. In this 'metallic-ware'
the most common shapes are now rather squat jugs with a broad
channel spout and lug below it, decorated in vitrified purplish
paint with bands and tree-patterns, and large collared jugs
similarly ornamented. Small vessels are occasionally coated all
over in purple paint. One such jug was found at the silver mines of
Bulgar Maden, which were evidently in the course of exploitation.
Red, brown, grey and black burnished wares were equally common,
and some bore white-filled incised decoration as in Cilicia. Scored
ware too is extremely frequent and a fourth class (a cream or buff
straw-faced ware decorated with designs in red paint) is much in
evidence, but has no parallels in Cilicia. Towards the western edge
of the plain south-western features such as certain types of lugs
appear, showing contact with the west. Pottery from Sizma shows
the blend of Konya plain and south-western elements best.6

Eskisehir-Ankara region. The later levels of Demirci Htiyuk,
apparently abandoned at the end of the period, show a change

1 §1, 12, 104-13. 2 %\, 12, figs. 257-8.
3 §1, 12, fig. 255; §iv, 22, pi. 15. * §iv, 2, fig. 310: 17-19.
5 Survey of J. G. Macqueen in 1956, still unpublished.
6 In the Konya Museum.
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towards lighter coloured wares, especially red, but few changes in
shape can be observed. Cog-wheel handles on shallow bowls are
an innovation,1 but their distribution goes well beyond that of this
culture; on jugs they are common both at Beycesultan and at
Ahlatlibel. Although the shallow bowls with one handle rising
above the rim are very typical in this and the Ankara-Polath region,
they are not exclusive to these parts as was once thought. They
occur frequently in E.B. 2 deposits in the south-west, the
Tav§anh-Iznik area, where their presence need not be explained
by a migration from the plateau, and they already occur in E.B. i
layers at Emporio and Bayrakh. To regard them as a Central
Anatolian characteristic is quite erroneous.

What is new in the Demirci Hiiyiik culture in E.B. 2 is the
spouted bowl,2 also found at Boziiyuk and Polath.3 Here the
basket-handled form occurs with horizontal fluting, reminiscent
of Kusura bowls.4 Other West Anatolian influences must be in-
voked for the jugs with cut-away spout and those with spouts
bent backwards, found at Ulukoy, Hirkakoy and Sariyer (north
of Gordium).5 Their nearest parallels come from Eski§ehir,
Boziiyiik,6 Ovabayindir and Troy. Other north-western vessels
found at Boziiyiik include a Yortan bird-vase7 and depas-forms
horizontally ribbed. All this suggests that the northern trade
route from the north-west to the Anatolian plateau, which it
reaches at Boziiyiik, was in frequent use during this period.

At Ahlatlibel and Karaoglan in the Ankara region the pottery
is far more western in type than one would expect from their
location. The Ahlatlibel jugs8 bear close resemblances to the
Beycesultan and Kusura 'cups', and the feeding-bottles are again
very western. White-paint also occurs, though rarely, at Ahlat-
libel and grooved ornament is far more frequent than incision.
The Karaoglan juglets are closest to those from Beycesultan.
Swooping lines of interlaced chevrons at Ahlatlibel9 still continue
a pattern known at £atal Hiiyuk West, Mersin XII and Elmah
plain, E.B. i. Some contact with Central Anatolia is evident: a few
Ahlatlibel shapes at Alaca are considered as actual importations.10

Feeding bottles have similar shapes there, and a biconical potstand
1 §m, 3, 28, pi. 8: 5; and §iv, 13, pi. m, 26.
2 §111, 3, pi. 6, 12, pi. 7, 4-9.
3 §iv, 13, pi. 11, 16; §iv, 21, figs. 11, 1-3, and pi. vc,f.
4 §iv, 19, pi. LXXXIII, 6, 7. 6 §iv, 32, 343-7; figs. 1-3.
6 §iv» I3> pl- "» 3» 4 and 6 (from Sariyer).
7 §iv, 13, pi. 11, 5.
8 §iv, 14, 49 (and on colour plate, Kb 28 and 71).
9 §iv, 14, 23, below. 10 Unpublished.
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has remote parallels at Biiyiik Gullucek and in the Khirbet-Karak
wares of the 'Amuq and Palestine. Black exteriors and red
interiors are another feature foreign to the west, but characteristic
of Central and Eastern Anatolia. As excavation proceeds more
evidence for east-west relations will undoubtedly accumulate.

The first phase of the Central Anatolian E.B. 2 culture
(Ali§ar 1 a) marks the culmination of the previous culture (so-
called 'Late Chalcolithic'). At Ali§ar (levels 14-12) red wares
now steadily increase side-by-side with a black ware of high
quality often incised with very fine lines; this is also found at
Alaca.1 Shapes of this period include, first of all, tall and slender
fruit-stands of various profiles, tall metallic vases on cup-bases,
fine carinated beakers, with or without handles, and a variety of
jars, some on small pedestals.2 White-painted decoration is found
for the first time, but excision (plain or red/white-filled, mainly on
fruit-stand pedestals) is still the most common form of ornament.
Some pedestals are horizontally or diagonally fluted, and it
would seem that metal and woodwork traditions mingle here.

The pottery of the next phase, Ali§ar I i, is somewhat more re-
strained in shapes and red burnished wares predominate. Two
different cultures can be recognized in Central Anatolia; one in
the western part represented by Alaca, the other in the eastern
part of the Halys, the region of Kayseri and the volcanic country
between the Halys and Salt Lake, where Ali§ar and Kiiltepe are
the main excavated sites.

At Alaca red burnished fruit-stands in much modified forms
survive amidst much red-slipped pottery decorated with finger
impressions on the unslipped parts.3 At Ali§ar the fruit-stands
have gone and simple bowls, jugs and cups predominate, but the
beak-spouted jug is rare, though present at Alaca and Kiiltepe.4

The new pottery from Kiiltepe is richer in form and decoration and
includes ribbed and fluted cups, rare at Ali§ar and absent at Alaca.

The last phase of this period overlaps with West Anatolian
E.B. 3 and will be described in chapter xxiv. Painted pottery
with simple patterns in red on cream slip occurs in the Ali§ar \b
culture5 and was most common in the Kiiltepe region, but it even
occurs at Alaca. Its main area of distribution seems to lie within
the southernmost curve of the Halys; south of that it has not
yet been reported.

Pontic. The stratigraphy of this region is not yet sufficiently
1 §111, 19, fig. 67, and §1, 5, pi. xxxin, c, no. Al. j . 211.
2 §i, 5, pi. xxxm; §111, 26, pi. VII, fig. 62. s §iv, 16, pis. xcvn, c, en.
4 §111, 19, pi. vin, fig. 166. 6 §111, 19, 154-641 figs- 162-3.
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well known and Diindartepe near Samsun is the only site from
which a fair amount of pottery has been published.1 The distri-
bution of this culture includes the Black Sea coast from Sinope
to the mouth of the Yesjlirmak, the Amasya-Merzifon region
and the Ye§ilirmak and lower Kelkit valley. Su§ehri marks its
eastern, Imrentepe near Devrekani (north of Kastamonu) its
western limits. The archaeological potential of this undoubtedly
important culture-province is best illustrated by the princely
tombs of Horoztepe and Mahmutlar, belonging to the E.B. 3
period and described in chapter xxiv. Diindartepe is peculiar in
that the mound was occupied simultaneously by two different
peoples; the summit by people of the Pontic culture and the slopes
by Central Anatolians.

The Pontic people lived in houses of timber, brushwood and
daub, materials native to the country, and consumed great quan-
tities of meat and shellfish. The Central Anatolian element built
in mud-brick as on the plateau. The Central Anatolian pottery,
also found at Kaledorogu, is decorated with incised kerbs and
fingerprints, like the ware from Alaca and Kalecik (£orum), but
the characteristic Pontic pottery is uniformly black or grey, of
fine quality, and often decorated with incision or fine white paint.
Lugs, knobs and handles are more reminiscent of Western than
of Central Anatolia and sharply inverted rim bowls, pedestalled
bowls, and tubular lugs again suggest western influence. Extra-
mural burial practised here is again different from Central Anato-
lian habits. Metal is common and the metal resources of this
region are abundant.

A steatopygous incised clay figurine from Diindartepe2 is
closer to Tripolye A figurines in the Ukraine3 than to anything
found in Anatolia and may be considered as an import at this
coastal site. Flat stone figures of animals, perforated for suspen-
sion, found commonly in layers of Ali§ar I£4 show the closest
resemblance to bone figures from the Mariupol cemetery on the
Sea of Azov,5 which is of approximately the same age. The presence
of several large Pontic sites on the Black Sea coast, among them
Diindartepe, suggests that seafaring and trade in the Black Sea
were common at this period, and the establishment of Central
Anatolians at Diindartepe and along the road leading to the coast
may have been for a commercial purpose.

1 §iv, 12, 369-78, pis. LXIII-LXVIII; §111,7,181-4, figs. 1-38; §iv, 27, pis. V-VII
(Dundartepe), ix (Tekkekoy), x (Kaledorogu).

2 §iv, 27, pi. LXVI, 6. 3 §iv, 9, pi. I9<7 (3-4).
4 §111, 19, 180, fig. 184. 5 §iv, 9, 49, fig. 226, c.
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East Anatolian cultures. Research in Eastern Anatolia has lagged
far behind that in the rest of the country. Excavations have been
carried out at only three sites: Arslantepe near Malatya (un-
published) and Karaz1 and Pulur in the plain of Erzurum. The
origins of the East Anatolian E.B. 1 culture are nebulous but
it is hoped that the excavations now in progress at Pulur will
clarify the situation. An import in the 'Late Chalcolithic' of
Alaca (our E.B. 1) shows that its beginning is at least as early as
our E.B. 1 period.

The geographical distribution of this culture is staggering.2

It reaches from Kangal and Malatya, west of the Euphrates, to
Colchis, Trialeti and Tiflis and Nahcevan in Transcaucasia and
Lake Urmia in north-west Iran, a distance of some five hundred
miles. The extraordinary uniformity of this culture—always
judging by surface finds—suggests a different pattern of economy
from that current in Western or Central Anatolia. Sites are few
and scattered or concentrated in the few areas where agriculture
was practicable. The distances which separate these are much
greater than anywhere further west and most of the population
of these barren uplands must have been engaged in the only
occupation suitable to the area—pastoralism. In the course of
their seasonal migrations they may have been the agents who
transmitted new inventions and ensured a homogeneous develop-
ment throughout this vast area. Future excavations may, on the
other hand, show that the apparent homogeneity is but an illusion.
Very little is known about the dwellings in which these people
lived: rectangular houses of mud-brick on stone foundations were
found at Karaz,3 but round houses of brick or pise on stone
foundations are reported from Eilar and Shengavit in the Erivan
area of the middle Araxes valley.4 At Tazehkand west of Tabriz
a late Early Bronze Age settlement again shows round houses,5

but the derivative Khirbet-Karak culture in the 'Amuq and
Palestine6 has rectangular houses with numerous architectural
features like later Tazehkand. Burial habits may have been as
varied: no graves were found at Karaz7 and extra-mural burial is
suspected. At Bestasheni in Trialeti and at Ercis on Lake Van
(E.B. 2) the dead were buried intra-murally in stone cists,8 but
at Ozni in the same district burials were found in earth graves,

1 §iv, 17, 349—84, illustrations 385—413.
2 §iv, 6, 172, map 1. 3 §iv, 17, plan 2.
* §iv, 8, 82. 5 Personal communication from Charles Burney.
6 §iv, 2, 345-5°. % » 263, 266. 7 §iv, 17, 358.
8 §iv, 6, 179.
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near round houses (E.B. i or 3 P).1 Metal is rare at Karaz and
apparently almost unknown in Transcaucasia.2 A special feature
of this culture is the care bestowed on the elaboration and
decoration of hearths, such as one could expect in this bitterly
cold country where the snow often lies for six months on end.
Some are potstands or small hearths of horseshoe type often
decorated with human faces,3 which have parallels in many other
Anatolian cultures (e.g. Khirbet Karak and Konya plain, E.B. 2).
Others are most elaborate and consist of great rings with three
projections, ornamented with spiraliform design (Karaz).4

The pottery5 can be divided into three successive phases, here
assigned to E.B. 1, 2, and 3. The E.B. 1 pottery is a heavy hand-
made burnished ware, with black and brown, rarely red, exterior
and a red or buff interior. Biconical bodies with everted rims are
characteristic for jars of all sizes and for bowls. Handles consist
of small loops, almost lugs. Circular and occasionally square lids
have a loop handle. Grooved and incised ornamentation is common
on lids and on the smaller jars. A decoration of alternating
'groove and dimple' is very common, but by far the most striking
form of ornament is plastic (fine or bold), with elaborate geometric
patterns in pothook spirals, bold double spirals and meanders,
and what might be described as 'telephone' patterns. Animals
occur, but remain rare. The use of spirals and meanders is unique
in Anatolia and is paralleled only in the Khirbet Karak ware,
which should be considered as an East Anatolian offshoot.6

Woodwork may be responsible for some of these patterns. This
E.B. 1 pottery is on the whole very attractive, partly for its fine
shapes, partly for its pleasing design which is invariably applied
in good taste and to a certain part of the vessel only.

The pottery of the second phase (E.B. 2) of Eastern Anatolia
is much less easy to analyse and it would appear that the uniformity
of the previous phase has given way to many variants. The plastic
design has lost greatly in popularity, even if it has not completely
disappeared. 'Nahcevan lugs', almost globular blobs of clay
horizontally perforated, make their first appearance on jugs and

1 §iv, 18, fig. 13, pi. xxvii.
2 Where the period is called 'eneolithic'.
3 §iv, 17, 396; §iv, 20, figs. 3, 5; for their appearance in the Khirbet Karak

culture in the plain of Antioch ('Amuq) see §iv, 2, figs. 290, 291 b, fig. 307, 21-22;
§iv, 10, pi. xi, A, B and fig. 29.

4 §iv, 17. 397. cf- 398 a n d §IV» 20> Pls- J» 2-
5 §iv, 6, 164-72, 178-205 and §iv, 20, figs. 2-4.
6 §iv, 2, 358-68 (figs. 281-5), 'Amuq H ; 398-403 (figs. 304-7), 'AmfJq I;

and figs. 358-9; §iv, 10, 132-40, and figs. 7 (12-21), 8 (17-19), and plate xn.
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lids. They would seem to be far more common in the eastern half
of the province and already rare at Karaz near Erzurum. Further
west they are unknown. In the Malatya-Elazig region a finer
ware occurs of which the characteristic forms are jars with globular
bodies and 'rail-rims', also carinated cups and bowls, often with
horizon-grooving. Around Lake Van, on the other hand, a very
austere variant of E.B. 2 is best known from a great cist grave
near Ercis on the northern shore. Decoration is virtually absent
here, except for some groove-and-dimple pattern and the ubiqui-
tous Nahcevan lug. The Igdir region, with grooved ornament,
spirals and tendrils, again shows local peculiarities. The chronology
of this culture is almost entirely a matter of guesswork but a
recent radiocarbon date gives c. 2450 B.C. for the end of E.B. 1
at Geoy Tepe (K 1 period) in Persian Azarbayjan.1

V. CHRONOLOGY

Now that the carbon-14 process provides a new method of dating
archaeological remains—often with unexpected if not startling
results—it would be unwise to be dogmatic about the conventional
dates that have been in use over the last twenty years. Provided
that relative chronology and stratigraphy be not flagrantly con-
tradicted by radiocarbon dating, there is no reason why, for
example, a radiocarbon date of c. 3500 B.C. should be rejected in
favour of a conventional assumption oft. 3000 or 2750 B.C. for
the beginning of Troy I and E.B. 1 in general. No radiocarbon
dates are yet available for dating the Early Bronze Age of Anatolia,
but a number of archaeological arguments can be raised against
the conventional dates. These are:

(a) The E.B. 1 period of Cilicia follows immediately upon the
'Late Chalcolithic' of Tarsus, contemporary with the Uruk period
(above, p. 364). This suggests an initial date for E.B. 1 in Cilicia
in late Uruk or 'protoliterate' times of Mesopotamia, well before
the end of the fourth millennium.

(b) Recent radiocarbon dates for the end of the Vinca culture
give an average of c. 3500/3400 B.C. for the beginning of the next
period, that of the Macedonian Early Bronze Age, itself an off-
shoot of the Troy I culture. This suggests that Troy I started
c. 3500 B.C.2

(c) The great length of both Troy I and II periods has only
recently been realized. It is unlikely that the ten building periods
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CHRONOLOGY 405

of the first and the twelve of the other can be accommodated
within the relatively short spans assigned to them by the con-
ventional chronology:1 Troy I c. 2750-2500 and Troy II,
c. 2500—2300 B.C. (But C. W. Blegen has already put forward
higher dates off. 3000-2600 and 2600-2300 B.C.)

{d) Raising these dates does not in any way clash with the few
synchronisms that can be established with other countries; these
are as follows: (1) Cilician E.B. 2 jugs were found at Giza, one
in a Fourth Dynasty tomb after the fifteenth year of Cheops,
c. 2575 B.C. This type of jug was not in use at the very beginning
of the E.B. 2 period.2 (2) The names of Sahure (c. 2487-
2473 B-c0 a nd Neferirkare (c. 2473-2463 B.C.) were found in the
Dorak tombs, which date to the second half of Troy II (c-g).3

(3) At Tarsus there occurs a button-seal (no. 25) of a type found
in Egypt in the Sixth Dynasty (c. 2345—2181 B.C.) and the
following First Intermediate Period (c. 2181—2040 B.C.).4 An
ivory seal in similar style was found in the destruction-layer of
Poliochni V, roughly contemporary with that of Troy II.5 The
Tarsus seal is of E.B. 3 and both finds therefore date on either
side of the transition of E.B. 2 to 3, or c. 2300 B.C. in conventional
terms.

None of these synchronisms therefore necessitates Anatolian
adjustments and it should not be forgotten that the Egyptian
chronology here adopted is not universally accepted, higher dates
being preferred by some scholars. For the purpose of this work
then we may broadly define as limits for the E.B. 1, 2, and 3
periods the following dates:

Beginning of E.B. 1 possibly c. 3500 B.C. (conventional date 3000 or 2750 B.C.)
Beginning of E.B. 2 possibly c. 2800 B.C. (conventional date 2600/2500 B.C.)
„ . . c-v-a ?in Western Anatolia f. 2300 B.C. (same as conven-
Beginning of E.B. 3 | b C e n t r a , ^ ^ f 2 2 Q Q BC ^ ^ d a t e s )

Needless to say this later date may need modification as radio-
carbon tests become available, but it is near enough to historical
times to inspire more confidence than earlier possibilities. To
attempt to date the East Anatolian Bronze Age phases closer
than has been done above is somewhat premature.

1 §iv, 25,162. 2 §1, 12, 60.
3 §iv, 26, fig. 1. 4 §1, 12, 234, 238, and figs. 393, 399.
8 §iv, 4, 206; figs. 1, 25.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



406 ANATOLIA, c 4000-2300 B.C.

VI. THE CATASTROPHE AT THE END OF
THE EARLY BRONZE AGE 2 PERIOD

The end of the E.B. 2 period is marked in Western and Southern
Anatolia by a catastrophe of such magnitude as to remain unparal-
leled until the very end of the Bronze Age. This is perhaps most
clearly illustrated in the accompanying table, though it must be
borne in mind that the results are provisional.1

Number of sites

Area E.B. 2 E.B. 3
Turkish Thrace 4( f) —
Troad, Lemnos 5 1 (Troy)
Bahkesir-Manisa 25 13
Eskijehir region 30 5 (possibly more)
Polatli-Ankara region 12 (possibly more) 3 (possibly more)
South-west Anatolia 225 (probably more) 55 (probably more)
Konya plain 88 (possibly c. 100) 5 (possibly c. 20)2

Cilician plain 27 (possibly 43) 11 (possibly more)
(Tavsanb-Iznik) 15 15

Total recorded 421 (probably c. 450) 108 (probably c. 125)

Table 2. Comparative numbers of E.B. 2 and E.B. 3 sites in Anatolia.

This simple table shows a number of important facts:
(a) As a result of events which took place in Western and

Southern Anatolia at the end of the E.B. 2 period, the number of
settlements of the following period is reduced to a quarter of the
number in the previous period.

(b) Certain areas are more affected than others; the south-west,
Konya plain and Cilician plain are the most stricken regions. On
the other hand the areas south-east of the Sea of Marmara and
the plain of Tavsanh remain fully settled, but not without a
complete change of culture. The evidence from the Eski§ehir-
Ankara region is less reliable than that of other regions.

(c) The culture that spread all over this area in the E.B. 3
period is that of the Troy II province with its wheel-made wares.
This shows that the movement was from north-west Anatolia
south and eastwards and not the other way round.

(d) It should be noted that on most of these sites where both
E.B. 2 and 3 cultures occur, the latter occupies a smaller area,
amounting on a number of sites to no more than intermittent

1 Mainly based on the author's own research; unpublished material.
2 §vi, 3, 32.
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CATASTROPHE AT END OF E.B. 2 PERIOD 407

squatting. For the purposes of classification no distinction has
been made between E.B. 3 a and b, the latter being included. The
decrease in sites is certainly not due to enforced synoecismus.

(e) That this decline in settlement was due to a disaster is
made clear by the burning of Troy II, Poliochni V, Beycesultan
XIIIa, Kusura B, Tarsus, Ahlatlibel, Polath I, the desertion of
Demirci Huyiik and a few hundred other sites. In the Konya
plain every town site of the E.B. 2 period shows signs of con-
flagration, mostly followed by desertion which is neatly dated by
E.B. 2 pottery on each site. Nearly every village was deserted
and never again occupied. Both the Konya plain and most of the
south-western province south of the line Burdur-Denizli were
burnt and deserted at the same period. The lack of reoccupation
strongly suggests that these regions henceforth became the
grazing grounds of nomads.

Who were the people who caused this awe-inspiring wave of
destruction ? A comparison with similar events at the end of the
E.B. 1 period in the area of the Troy I culture and with the so-
called 'Aegean' (should it not be called Thracian ?) invasion at the
end of the Late Bronze Age is rewarding. Both were followed
by almost complete blanks in the archaeological record, but the
present movement was not so, at least not everywhere. Instead
it introduced a north-west Anatolian culture wherever it went.
Now the miserable remains of Troy III rule out the possibility
of that impoverished unfortified village spreading its culture all
over Western Anatolia. The north-west Anatolian culture of the
invaders shows that they were either north-westerners themselves
or newcomers who had adopted north-west Anatolian (maritime)
culture. Now not only the Troy II, but also the Thracian sites
were deserted at this period and the most likely explanation of
these events is an invasion of people from the Balkan Peninsula,1

crossing the Dardanelles. Swelled by bands of north-west
Anatolians the invasion gained momentum and devastated the
whole of Southern Anatolia. The introduction of the Philia
phase of the Early Bronze Age in Cyprus with its affinities to
Konya plain pottery may have been a side effect of this migration.

No cultural break interrupts the continuous development from
E.B. 3 to the Late Bronze Age anywhere in south-western or
southern Anatolia, where the Hittite records show that an Indo-
European language—Luwian—was spoken as early as the Hittite
Old Kingdom. No better moment can therefore be found for
bringing the Luwians into their respective new homes than the

1 §1, " •
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408 A N A T O L I A , c. 4000-2300 B.C.

disastrous break between E.B. 2 and 3, c. 2300 B.C. This theory
does not create any philological impossibilities. On the contrary,
two scraps of evidence support it. In level VI at Beycesultan
(c. 2000—1900 B.C.) a clay seal was found in a sealed deposit, bear-
ing a hieroglyphic inscription,1 thus showing that the invention of
the hieroglyphic script antedated the beginning of the Middle
Bronze Age. Now the language for which this Anatolian script
was invented is generally believed to be Luwian. Secondly, in an
archaeological context of a date not later than the twenty-first
century B.C. (equalling E.B. 3^ in Western Anatolia), there was
found at Byblos a small limestone obelisk with an inscription2 in
Egyptian hieroglyphs. This records that Kukun, the son of the
'Lycian' (or better 'Lukka-man'), set up this obelisk for Abi-
shemu, prince of Byblos, beloved of Herishef (Arsaphes). The
Heracleopolitan epithet dates the inscription to the Tenth Dynasty,
or in any case to a date prior to the Twelfth Dynasty. The name
Kukun is known in fourteenth-century Western Anatolia;
Kukkunnis was king of the Arzawa state of Wilusa. In the
thirteenth century it is borne by Kukkuli, a king of Assuwa, and
Kukkuni still occurs as a classical Lycian name. Both states lie
in Luwian territory and it has recently been shown that Lycian
is a kind of proto-Luwian.3 The Byblos obelisk thus indicates that
Luwians were present in Anatolia well before the beginning of
the Middle Bronze Age.

If we thus equate the invaders of Western and Southern
Anatolia at the beginning of the E.B. 3 period with the Luwians,
who then were the invaders of the north-west at the end of E.B. 1 ?
The situation is considerably more complicated in the north-west
of the peninsula for here we have abundant evidence for not less
than three movements or invasions during the Early Bronze Age,
one at the end of each of the three phases into which we have
divided the period. All three are best considered together, at the
risk of anticipating developments in the north-west during E.B. 3,
to be described more fully in chapter xxiv. The question of
identifying these three groups is of more than regional importance,
for it also affects Greece and the Balkans.

In 1958 the present writer suggested4 that the first group of
invaders at the end of E.B. 1 were Luwians who destroyed the
maritime Troy I culture and settled in coastal north-western
Anatolia without leaving any distinctive archaeological remains of

1 §iv, 22, 97, pi. xxvi. Identified as hieroglyphs by Professor S. Alp, Dr R. D.
Barnett and Professor H. Bossert (Festschrift J. Friedrich, Heidelberg, 1959, p. 80).

2 §vi, 1, 33-4. s §vi, 2, 160. * §iv, 24, 32.
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their own. This might suggest a less settled form of occupation,
with prevalent nomadism or pastoralism, which is perhaps in
keeping with early Indo-Europeans and is reflected in the archae-
ological evidence from the west coast. At the end of E.B. 2 the
great invasion took place which we have just described. Probably
originating from the Pontic steppe it left a trail of destruction from
the lower Danube to the frontiers of Syria. It was this invasion
which took the Luwians into their new homes in the south-west
and south. Bringing an advanced form of Troy II culture with
them, they—or at least a fair proportion of them—must have
been settled culture-bearers. If they were the people who had
settled in the maritime province of north-western Anatolia at
the end of E.B. 1 they would have had the whole Troy II period
to become Anatolianized. From the record of destruction both
in Anatolia and the Balkans1 it is clear that in this invasion large
numbers of people were involved and elements fresh from Europe
were evidently present. It was their descent on north-western
Anatolia which set in motion this great stream of immigrants and
it is of course perfectly possible that the newcomers also spoke
Luwian. The present writer imagines that events may have taken
place in a way for which the Seljuq invasion of Anatolia presents
a close parallel. After a sojourn of several generations in Iran, the
main body of the Seljuq Turks brought with them many elements
of Iranian culture which were not shared by their numerous
Turkoman followers, who, fresh from the steppe, were attracted
merely by the prospects of acquiring land, loot and plunder, but
had no wish to alter their existence or to rule others. Once
established in Anatolia the Seljuqs founded a sultanate, but their
followers, used as a buffer against possible Byzantine aggression,
remained untouched by the new civilization and continued their
old ways of pastoral and nomadic life on the marches. If we
substitute the Anatolianized Luwians for the Seljuqs and the
newcomers from the steppe for their Turkoman followers we get
a movement, in the reverse direction, which would seem to fit the
archaeological facts. The infrequency of E.B. 3 settlements in
southern Pisidia, central Lycia and the Konya plain may reflect
the importance of the uncivilized nomadic element. Perhaps a
like explanation can be found for the earlier events at the end of
E.B. 1 with the Troy II culture representing the settled, and the
empty coast and Caicus valley the nomadic, regions after the
previous invasion.

There is, however, one other point to be considered. Not many
1 §1, 7-
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migrations involve only the members of a single linguistic group.
During the E.B. 3 period there develops in the regions south and
east of the Sea of Marmara (in the Tav§anh-Iznik region) a culture
with the distinguishing feature of the so-called grey 'Minyan'
pottery. Not until the very end of the Early Bronze Age, and as
a result of further disturbances in the east, can a movement be
traced which brings this pottery to the west coast and Troy (at
the beginning of Troy VI), from where it would appear to have
reached Greece by sea in the wake of the Middle Helladic
invaders.1 If one considers these people to have been a sort of
Luwians,2 who introduced the -ssos, -nthos and -wa elements into
Greece (among others), then no further ethnic complications need
to be introduced into north-west Anatolia.

However, most Greek scholars still maintain that the Middle
Helladic invaders represent the first Greeks. If one accepts this
theory (it is no more than that) then the archaeological corollary
compels one to regard certain regions in north-west Anatolia as
having spoken Greek during E.B. 3 and Greeks would have entered
Anatolia perhaps in the wake of Luwians at the end of the E.B. 2
period. In view of their geographical position south and east of
the Sea of Marmara—nearest to Europe—this is not impossible.
The absence of any place-names of Greek origin in those regions
is not a very strong argument against this theory, for this is
exactly the area which was swamped by the Thracian invasion at
the end of the thirteenth century B.C. AS far as the present evidence
goes, not a single Bronze Age place-name appears to have
survived in this region into classical times, and the little that
survived is said to be almost entirely of a Thracian character.
Nor should it be forgotten that nothing historical is known about
this region of north-western Anatolia in the second millennium.
It is conceivable that as a result of the disturbances at the end of
the E.B. 3 period c. 1900 B.C. the area was repopulated by Luwian
elements from the plateau. For reasons which lack of space forbids
developing here the present writer is inclined to locate in this
region during the Late Bronze Age the powerful kingdom of
Ahhiyawa together with some of the Lukka lands; and it is
known that the latter spoke a form of Luwian.

The time has not yet come to make a definite choice between
the two theories outlined above and we can only hope that
excavations in this vital but hitherto neglected area will produce
evidence bearing upon the problem.

1 See below, chapter xxiv and §iv, 24, 9-11 and plate 1, map 1.
2 §vi, 4, 86-100.
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VII. TROY I - I I

THROUGHOUT the Bronze Age a powerful stronghold domi-
nated the north-western corner of Asia Minor. Established in a
strategic position, on a low ridge somewhat less than four miles
distant from the Aegean Sea to the west and from the Dardanelles
to the north, it ensured its occupants control over traffic up and
down the straits as well as mastery of an important land route that
led from the western Anatolian coast to a crossing of the narrows.
The ruins known by their Turkish name as Hisarhk1 had already
in 1822 been identified as those of Troy by Charles Maclaren,
but it is to Heinrich Schliemann that full credit must be awarded
for their recognition as the remains of Troy. Since the site itself
has provided no inscribed evidence to fix its preclassical name, the
question of identification has in the past been much disputed; but
the problem is really a simple one of easy solution. If there ever
was a Troy in the region where Homer and Greek tradition say
there was, it can only have stood on the site of Hisarhk. Wide-
spread searching explorations of the whole district have revealed
many small settlements, where the greater part of the agricultural
population doubtless lived; but there is no place other than
Hisarhk that can show the characteristic features of a royal fortress.
No other key site has been found in the northern Troad. There is
no alternative. Consequently—whatever discrepancies may be
noted in comparison with Homer's description—unless one is
prepared to deny altogether the reality of Troy and to explain it as
the free creation of a poet's fancy, one must agree that the site
has been correctly identified.

The mound has been subjected to intensive investigation.
Between 1870 and 1890 Schliemann himself conducted seven
major campaigns of excavation, and after his death his colleague,
Wilhelm Dorpfeld, continued digging in 1893 and 1894. More
recently a fresh and independent examination was carried out
through seven seasons from 1932 to 1938 by an expedition repre-
senting the University of Cincinnati.

The accumulation of debris that covered the hill to a depth of
fifty feet and more was found to lie in nine principal layers,
indicating as many major periods of occupation. These were
recognized by Schliemann and Dorpfeld and were numbered
from I to IX, beginning from the bottom. The latest excavations

1 See Plate 4o(<r).
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FIRST SETTLEMENT OF TROY 413

revealed that each of the main layers consisted of several superposed
strata which in most instances clearly represent phases. Altogether
some forty-six such strata have been observed. Thirty of them,
which constitute layers I to V, may be ascribed to a culture that
maintained itself without a break through the Early Bronze Age.
Troy VI is contemporary with the Middle and part of the Late
Bronze Age in the Aegean area. Troy VII, in its two stages a and
b, corresponds with the end of the Aegean Late Bronze Age.

TROY I

The site of Hisarlik was first occupied at the beginning of the
Early Bronze Age when the working of copper was already known.
An antecedent stage of the same culture, which seems to have
had no knowledge of metals, has been found represented at Kum
Tepe, a small mound beside the Menderes Su (Scamander) a
short distance from its outlet into the Dardanelles: these are the
only remains in the northern Troad that can yet safely be attribu-
ted to the Neolithic Period.

The First Settlement of Troy was a small fortress, hardly more
than three hundred feet across, surrounded by a massive stone wall
with entrances flanked by towers.1 (See Fig. 18.) Three successive
lines of fortification indicate a long era of growth and expansion,
during which the settlement was often destroyed and rebuilt. It
came to its end in a catastrophic fire. The debris that gradually
accumulated has a depth of fifteen feet and more in which at least
ten strata, or phases, all but one differentiated by architectural
remains, can be recognized. Within the citadel in each phase stood
a small number of relatively large free-standing houses, obviously
the homes of a ruler and his entourage. They were built with
stone foundations and superstructure of crude brick. One of
these buildings, long and narrow, with a portico and entrance at
one end and a hearth in the principal room, has the unmistakable
plan of a megaron.

Remains of copper implements came to light in each stratum;
stone was also freely used for tools and weapons. An outstanding
monument is a stele of limestone bearing on one side, cut in low
relief, a somewhat stylized representation of a human face.2 Awls
and pins and other artifacts of bone are fairly numerous; terra-
cotta was likewise employed for figurines and especially for
whorls and buttons. The potter's wheel was not known, but

1 See Plate 40^). 2 See Plate 41 (a).
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pottery was made in abundance: for the most part it is a mono-
chrome black, brownish, greyish, or greenish black ware, with
highly polished surface; beaked jugs, jugs with lugs, and open
cups or bowls are characteristic. Some examples in lighter
colours, even approaching red, occur. Painted decoration, usually
in white on a dark ground, is rare. Progress and change in the
pottery can be observed through the three sub-periods marked
off by the successive fortification walls.

The culture characteristic of Troy I has left its stamp on many
smaller sites scattered about the Troad and also across the
Dardanelles on the Gallipoli peninsula. In a wider arc it is well
represented in Settlements I to V at Thermi in Mytilene, and it
has a close kinship with Poliochni in Lemnos, where fortification
walls, pottery, and other objects show striking resemblances to
what has been found in Hisarlik I.

The Early Sub-period has revealed little evidence of foreign
contacts. In the Middle Sub-period some fragments of imported
pottery of Early Cydadic or Early Helladic affinities make their
appearance, and the number of such pieces increases appreciably
in the Late Sub-period. Some sherds of this imported pottery,
including remnants of two or three sauce-boats, find their best
analogies in the wares of the middle phases of the Early Helladic
Period on the Greek mainland.

Pottery and other objects discovered in Macedonia have often
been cited as indicating links with Troy I. An underlying cultural
connexion is almost certainly to be recognized; although chrono-
logical problems are by no means settled, it seems likely that the
movement, such as it was, proceeded from east to west. Less in-
tensive or less obvious connexions may perhaps be suspected
with areas much farther to the south beyond Mytilene, in Chios,
and in Samos, if not in the remoter Aegean islands. But relatively
little specific evidence is yet available. Concerning relations with
central Anatolia and the east not much can yet be said. A certain
general kinship seems to be unmistakable, but specific points of
connexion are not yet clearly recognizable.

The chronology of Troy I is thus almost wholly dependent
on comparisons with the Early Bronze Age in the Cyclades and in
Greece. Until further excavation in these areas has made
possible a more nearly accurate dating, no precise figure can be
given for the First Settlement at Troy. Provisionally it may be
assigned to the first half of the third millennium, with a leeway
of a century or more at each end.
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TROY II

Over the burned debris of Troy I, with no sign of an appreciable
interval, but with an unmistakable continuity of culture, a new
citadel was laid out on a more ambitious scale. Like the First, the
Second Settlement had a long history during which, the archi-
tectural evidence shows, there were at least seven phases. Here
too, successive reconstructions of the fortification walls testify to
progressive growth and enlargement as the diameter of the strong-
hold increased to some four hundred feet (Fig. 18). Schliemann
and Dorpfeld distinguished only three strata, but the recent exca-
vations have demonstrated that the settlement passed through four
subsequent phases before it was utterly destroyed in a great con-
flagration. In the first, second, and third phases, when three
monumental fortification walls and several imposing gateways
were built, the interior of the citadel was occupied by large
palatial buildings, chief among them the well-known palace or
megaron. Though the latter and some of the other great structures
evidently survived to the end, the late phases saw an encroach-
ment of smaller dwellings in the areas that had previously been
reserved for the elite.

Every house of the seventh and final phase that was exposed in
the recent excavations gave evidence of having been deserted in
haste as the fire swept through the settlement. Without exception
the floors were covered with household gear that had been left
where it fell as the inhabitants fled to safety. On almost every
floor were found objects of gold that had been abandoned in the
frantic flight. It can hardly be doubted that nearly all the
'treasures' recovered by Schliemann must have lain in this same
stratum and should therefore be assigned to the end of Troy II.

The great quantity of gold ornaments and jewellery, vessels of
gold, copper and bronze, and bronze weapons that constituted
Schliemann's famous 'treasures' give ample proof that the
Second Settlement had reached a high stage of prosperity and
wealth. The source of all this gold has not yet been determined,
but perhaps much of it was derived from tolls levied on all those
who passed the Trojan crossroads.

In the arts and crafts a great advance was made over Troy I.
The many objects made of gold and other metals speak for them-
selves. Four beautifully carved battle-axes and two lions' heads
in crystal evince a like mastery in the working of stone. Bone
continued to be utilized for pins, other implements and idols.
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Terracotta whorls and loom-weights show that spinning and
weaving were regular household occupations. Pottery too is
affected by change and development. Black and Grey Polished
Wares, following the tradition inherited from Troy I, are charac-
teristic in the earlier phases, but in the later they give ground
before a growing proportion in lighter colours, brown, tan, and
red. The introduction of the potter's wheel in the second phase of
the period brought about a gradual evolution also in the shapes
of the vessels made. Curving profiles become more common than
angular. Shallow plates and flaring bowls are made in great
quantities; other characteristic pots are tall slender cups with two
vertical handles (Schliemann's depas amphikypellori), large goblets,
and jars with collar necks that are decorated with human features
modelled in relief, or have lids so ornamented.

In its external relations the Second Settlement maintained
connexions with the Aegean world. Early Cycladic and Early
Helladic pottery and other objects were imported in increasing
quantities, and one may postulate not a little seaborne traffic with
the west. It is likely that there were also contacts with Central
Anatolia, although actual imports from that region are not surely
recognizable or datable at Troy, and possible Trojan objects or
copies thereof found on the plateau are likewise involved in
stratigraphic and other uncertainties that preclude exact syn-
chronisms. The character of the terrain would not have been
encouraging to much overland traffic between the Troad and the
central Anatolian plateau, but relations may have been served
by the sea-route along the coast to Cilicia and Syria.

So far as actual dating is concerned Troy II like Troy I is
dependent on analogies and correlations with the Aegean area,
but the synchronisms that can be established are far from precise,
especially in the lack of a sure chronology for the Cycladic and the
Helladic periods. Pending further clarification of that series and
of the new evidence from Egyptian contacts with Anatolia the
era of the Second Settlement may tentatively be regarded as over-
lapping the third quarter of the third millennium.1

1 For Bibliography to sect, vn, see ch. xxiv, §vn.
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CHAPTER XIX

THE DYNASTY OF AGADE AND
THE GUTIAN INVASION

I. THE REIGN OF SARGON

W I T H the appearance of this imposing figure, vast but dim to
later generations of Babylonians hardly less than to us, the
historical memory of the people was enriched with its most abiding
treasure. Yet the written tradition, so far as it is at present
available to us, does scant justice to a king who could not only
achieve greatness but could record it for posterity more clearly
than any before and most after him. The inscriptions of Sargon1

must have been numerous and their remains show that they were
informative and detailed as to his warlike and religious, possibly
even his civil, transactions. With a different language something
of a new spirit came into the records, and seemed for a time to
overcome the historical reticence which is so disappointingly
manifest in other not inglorious periods of the nation's experience.
The inscriptions are mostly lost or not yet recovered, though a
few remain in copies made by scribes who perused the statues and
trophies laid up in the great central shrine at Nippur. The
Sumerian king-list2 spares but two or three remarks upon the
founder himself and relapses into its customary tale of names and
numbers for the rest of the Dynasty of Agade; and all else is
anecdote preserved and perhaps adapted for special ends.

A miraculous or a mysterious origin is essential to superhuman
characters, and Sargon was the first to show that the taste of the
ancient eastern peoples was to be for the latter. Like several
notable successors he had, and did not disguise, an obscure birth
and a humble beginning. The account of this is not only explicit
but conveyed in a form which purports to be his own words.
Only the first few lines are preserved of Assyrian tablets which
begin,' I (am) Sargon, the mighty king, king of Agade', and go on
to relate the birth and earliest years of the speaker, name in broken

1 A full list of the inscriptions of Sargon and the succeeding kings of Agade, as
well as of other texts relating to their reigns, is published in G, 17, 193 ff. and
A, 25.

2 G, 18.

[ + • 7 ]
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lines some of his subsequent conquests, and then break off.1 It is
not, indeed, likely that the words are an authentic utterance of the
great king; the class of composition to which this text belongs
was regularly cast in the form of personal record as though taken
from an inscription, but there is much to suggest that they were
the productions of a later age, having a didactic bent and perhaps
a certain philosophy of history.2 One such recorded inscription
even purported to recount, in the god's own words, the life and
beneficent achievements of 'the god Marduk, the great lord'.3

Despite this element of forgery, these accounts were certainly
based upon authentic tradition, and there is nothing incredible in
the statements attributed by this 'legend' to Sargon. According
to this, therefore, his mother was a priestess, his father an un-
known wanderer. He was born in secret at an obscure village on
the Euphrates called Azupiranu, perhaps 'Saffron Town', from
a local product which has kept its name almost unaltered.4 His
mother, to rid herself of the child, enclosed him in a basket which
she covered and made fast with pitch, and launched it upon the
river. Miraculously preserved from drowning, he was carried
downstream, and fished out by one Aqqi, a labourer in a palm-
garden, who noticed the basket as his bucket dipped in the water.
Aqqi took the child and reared him as his own, making him to
follow the same profession.

At this point the tradition is taken up by two corroborative
texts; one is the king-list itself which says that Sargon was a
gardener, the other a Sumerian story of his life which repeated
the details about his place of origin, and about his mother and
father.5 The next incident of this miraculous career was that the
goddess Ishtar bestowed her favour upon the youth, and owing
to this he was soon found in the service of Ur-Zababa, known
from the king-list as a king of the Fourth Dynasty of Kish.6 This
potentate lived in great state, for one of the texts named above
calls him 'the shepherd (who) rose like the sun in the temple of
Kish' and he had the curious distinction of giving his name to a
musical instrument.7 But he came to offend the god Marduk, and
this in a matter where Sargon was concerned. The latter had
attained the intimate degree of cupbearer to Ur-Zababa, who

1 G, 33,119.
2 §1, 20, erster Teil, 62 ff.; G, 13, 28 f.; A, 25, 6, no. 4.
3 §1, 20, erster Teil, 79 ff.; §1, 14, 70, cf. 72.
4 §1, 40, 160 f.; G, 35, 82 and 375; G, 36, 93; A, 25, 7, no. 7.
5 §1, 35, 175 ff-; §'» 2O> e r s t e r T e i l> 37- 6 G, 18, 106 f.
' Z.J. 42, 147; A, 22, 115.7

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE REIGN OF SARGON 419

at this time commanded him to 'change the drink-offering of
E-sagila'. Sargon, evading this impiety, and redoubling his own
service to the god, weaned the divine favour from his master, and
Marduk made the servant lord of the land (and, it is added, the
world) in place of Ur-Zababa. But as it may be observed that the
Dynasty of Kish continued for another five reigns after this
successful defection, Sargon was at first no more than a rival, not
a destroyer. The earlier years of his rule may have been devoted to
providing himself with a capital city, for all the sources describe
how he built this in a new place. But in doing so he too committed
some act which the jealous god took as an impiety, for he is said
to have dug out earth from Babylon for the purpose of building
a city 'next to Agade', and to have called this city 'Babylon'. The
incident is related in two chronicles1 and an omen,2 but its
purport is hardly clear—it means perhaps that Sargon is accused
by these late recorders of ambitiously attempting to make for
himself a capital which should have the prestige enjoyed by
Babylon in subsequent ages, and regarded by them as immemorial.

Such was the earlier history of the hero, with an appropriate
dash of legend, but with little that need be untrue. There is much
to bespeak his alien origin, and to indicate the upper Euphrates
for his birthplace, although, if the story of his solitary journey be
true, he cannot be considered the leader of an inferred invasion
of 'Akkadians' taken to be the first 'historical' migration of
Westerners into Babylonia. But his native tongue, which he was
to graft upon the old Sumerian script, qualified him to enter
service in the court of Kish, where kings with Semitic names had
been among the earliest rulers. The rest is no more than the
achievement of many an unknown youth marked out for fame—
for such a man of destiny the especial favour of a deity might be
taken for granted. The foundation of his new city is placed by our
authorities after other chief events of his reign, but might be
thought to occur more naturally after his revolt from Ur-Zababa,
for he did not become master of any other existing city, and his
new era could best be inaugurated from a new capital. This was
signalized also by the adoption of a new name, for the obscure
boy was assuredly not called at birth 'True King'. His career
justified the name and gave it a magic for generations after. It
was proudly borne by two Assyrian kings, the second and greater
of whom disdained for it the family style of a father who had
himself, upon attaining the throne, assumed the traditional glory

1 G, 20, vol. 11, 8; §1, 20, erster Teil, 54 f.
8 §1, 30, 20, no. 73.
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of the name Tiglath-pileser.1 A just confidence in his own powers
dictated his choice to Sargon of Agade, in an age to which the
name adopted as an inspiration and an omen was not unfamiliar.
In the reign of Naram-Sin one of his opponents, who led the
revolt of Kish, adopted the defiant name ' He rallied Kish ',2 under
which he has been commemorated. Even the water-man Aqqi
who rescued the infant Sargon bore a name which may have
proclaimed his occupation.3 A more ancient custom was honoured
when the Akkadian dynasty was established in authority, and a
pair of names, 'King of all Kings' and 'Son of all Kings', which
translated the old Sumerian royal convention,4 was found among
the offspring of Naram-Sin.

Upon the. chronology of Sargon's reign and the order of its
events we are hardly at all informed, and can be guided only by
what seems the natural progression. The next dynasty in the king-
list after that in which Ur-Zababa ruled at Kish was the third of
Uruk, and its only member was Lugalzaggisi, who is credited
with a reign of twenty-five years. The main outlines of this king's
career can be traced from his own inscriptions and from other
allusions. As ensi of Umma he took up again the inveterate war
against his neighbours at Lagash, and avenged the many defeats
of his predecessors by a savage destruction of the rival city.5

Some time after this he gained possession of Uruk, and his reign
of twenty-five years is doubtless reckoned from that event. During
these years he added the successes claimed in his only long
inscription, found upon vases dedicated at Nippur.6 Under
various titles, priestly as well as civil, he was the ruler and
benefactor of Umma, Uruk, Ur, Larsa, Nippur, and two other
religious centres, and specifically he asserted that the supreme
god had appointed him 'king of the land', thus assuming in the
most formal terms the ancient title of sovereignty among the
cities of Sumer. He nowhere claims the rulership of Kish, and
it is not known how or by whom the defeat of that city, posited by
the king-list, was effected,7 nor whether the victim was Ur-
Zababa or one of his five successors. But a wider prospect than
local domination is opened for the first time with Lugalzaggisi;
in a striking passage of unmistakable import, if slightly obscure

1 §i, 44. 2 §1, 20, erster Teil, 78; see below, p. 441.
8 §1, 20, erster Teil, 63, n. 1; G, 35, 82.
4 G, 42, 318; see below, p. 454.
5 G, 39, 56 ff.; G, 3, 86 ff.; see above, pp. 143 f.
6 G, 39, i 5 2 f f . ; G , 3, 96 ff.
7 A Sumerian poem (G, 22, 268; A, 14) seems to ascribe the ruin of Kish to the rise

of Sargon, but in any case he afterwards'restored its place' (G, 3, 106 f.; A, 25, 36).
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wording,1 he proclaimed that not only had the god given him the
kingship over 'the land' (kalam, i.e. Sumer), and 'directed the
eye of the land upon him', but also that he 'had rendered the
foreign lands (kur-kur) subject at his foot, and from the rising sun
to the setting he had bowed the neck (of all) to him'. When this
state had been achieved Enlil in addition ' from the Lower Sea (by)
the Tigris and Euphrates unto the Upper Sea made straight its
road, from the rising sun unto the setting he made him to have
no opposer'. If by no more than a vigorous sortie, Lugalzaggisi
had broken out from those limits beyond which the Sumerian
chroniclers had not looked, and had shown the way to a new
world for his successor to conquer.

With its usual formula the king-list records the end of this
prosperous reign, and the transfer of supremacy to Agade. That
Lugalzaggisi was defeated, and also captured, by Sargon we have
not only this tradition, but the explicit statement of the victor,
who relates in one of his inscriptions the course of his campaign.2

A later narrator already quoted had an account of the prelimin-
aries to this contest, but the condition of the text and its obscure
phrases show little more than that messages were exchanged
between Sargon and Lugalzaggisi, the latter at length refusing to
listen to the overweening demands of the challenger, but being
compelled finally to admit his messenger. Appeal to arms soon
followed, and Sargon was first in the field. He marched swiftly
to Uruk, and seems to have carried the city by a surprise attack,
for he 'smote the city of Uruk and destroyed its wall' before 'he
battled with the man of Uruk and defeated him', although, as
another inscription adds, this commander was aided by the forces
of fifty town-governors.3 Only after these two disasters did
Lugalzaggisi himself reach the field of battle, where he shared the
same fate; Sargon ' captured him and brought him in a yoke to the
gate of Enlil' at Nippur as a trophy to the national god, whose
choice for the kingship he was shown by the issue to have
forfeited, and Sargon to have inherited.

His next task was to complete the subjugation of the rest of
Sumer, and his first objective the city of Ur. Whoever was the
general of its forces (its Second Dynasty was probably ended by
Rimush) he was defeated in the field and Sargon ' smote his city
and destroyed its wall'. Next he turned against the territory of
Lagash, now as often in close alliance with Ur, but having put

1 Besides the earlier translations see recently §1, 21, 135 ff. and §1, 39, 251 n. 76,
2 A, 25, 34 f.; G, 32, 173; G, 25, 211; G, 3, 100 ff.; A, 31.
s A, 25, 39; G, 32, 180; G, 3, noff .
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aside for the nonce its ancient feud with its neighbour Umma.
E-Ninmar was the first of the cities within the domain of Lagash
to be attacked and destroyed, 'and its territory from Lagash to
the sea he smote (and) his weapons he washed in the sea'.1 Of this
South Babylonian alliance only one stronghold now remained,
and Sargon turned back to deal with Umma. The result was no
different—'with the man of Umma he did battle and defeated him
and smote his city and destroyed its wall'. Hereby he was master
of all the old Sumerian homeland, and his principal opponents
were probably all his captives. Lugalzaggisi was taken and led in
triumph, the ensi of Umma8 was shown beside him upon a
monument which has perished but its epigraphs have come down
in a later copy, and perhaps the celebrated Urukagina of Lagash
was also captured at E-Ninmar, for a person of that name,3 whose
father was formerly ensi of Lagash, is mentioned upon a monument
of Manishtusu. Another inscription of Sargon adds to this tale
of victories over the old Sumerian cities a kind of summary; it
reckons that he won altogether thirty-four battles, as the result of
which a real advantage was gained, for 'the ships of Meluhha,
the ships of Magan, the ships of Tilmun he moored at the quay
in front of Agade'. That is, the Persian Gulf was now in his
power, and he was able to receive the products of the lands upon
its shores or accessible only by its trade routes. Ur-Nanshe, at
the beginning of the last Early Dynastic age, had been the first
to proclaim that he obtained timber from Tilmun, and it was this
trade which now passed into the hands of Sargon. These oversea
lands of the south are reckoned to his empire both in the legend
of his birth,4 and in a late geographical list of his conquests.

The chronology of events in the reign of Sargon being uncertain,
because not fixed by extant date-formulae, it will be convenient
to see what other sources of information have to tell about this
early stage of his career, before tracing his conquests abroad.5

Much of what is known about these portentous figures of the
Agade dynasty has been preserved in a very curious medium, the
lore of those who studied the interpretations of omens derived
from the examination of the entrails of victims slain for sacrifice,
in pursuance of an absurd but widely accepted belief that the gods
would, in answer to prayer and ceremony, indicate in this strange
way their decision as to the issue of an enterprise. Ability to read
what the god was deemed to write upon the liver and other organs

1 A, 15, 27 f. 2 G, 32, 177; A, 25, 37.
3 §1, 21, 137 n. 107; see below, p. 449. 4 A, 25, 7, no. 7; G, 33, 119.
6 §1, 48.
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of sheep was, indeed, the most highly esteemed of all accomplish-
ments, and was the privilege of a closed corporation of'seers' who
professed to trace their origin from the age before the Flood, and
admitted none but those qualified by birth and personal endow-
ment to the freedom of their mystery, which was even then to be
attained only by arduous study of their technique and scriptures.1

These latter were the tablets of omens so largely represented in
the literature which has survived to our own day, particularly in
the remains of the Assyrian royal library at Nineveh.

The prognostications of these are for the most part general,
foretelling success or discomfiture in battle or sometimes in
policy, but almost exclusively with regard to military affairs. A
few, however, differ by coupling the marks observed upon the
entrails with the mention of historical characters,2 and relating
that the marks in question were formerly present when these
personages were about to accomplish the feats for which they were
celebrated in tradition. A fairly large number of the great figures
of the Babylonian past are included among this company, but
whereas most of them fall to be mentioned only once or twice
Sargon and Naram-Sin are the heroes of many episodes recollected
from notable oracles given to the diviners. Such was their
importance that not only do they occur rather frequently in the
usual form of brief allusion, but a special collection of observa-
tions, with historical notes of unparalleled form and length, was
devoted to their augural experiences.3 How totally this differed
from the usual contents of the seers' tablets is demonstrated by the
survival of almost the same matter under quite a different guise
in a chronicle of the late Babylonian period.

The omens do not fail to mark the dramatic rise of Sargon in
his youth. Among the oldest remains of the haruspical supersti-
tion are some clay models of the liver found at Mari ;4 one of these
models shows and describes in technical terms some signs around
the gall of the liver which were ' the omen of Kish, of Sargon';
presumably they foreshadowed the fall of Kish before the former
cupbearer of its king, and his occupying the throne. From the
special collection described above comes another sign, whereby
Ishtar manifested her choice of him and her will to accomplish
all his desires. This favour of the goddess was enough 5 there soon
occurred to him an omen which preluded his supremacy, 'he had
no rival'. More explicit is the message of a peculiar clay model

1 See for a general account of this G, 9, especially ch. vi.
2 §1, nos. 17, 30 and 47. s G, 20, vol. 11, 25 ff.
* §1, 34,41 ff.; A, 25, 7ff.
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which shows a fantastic face made up of the convolutions of an
unbroken line, representing the freakish appearance of a sheep's
intestines. This repulsive apparition was thought to depict the
'face of Humbaba',1 an outlandish giant who had been slain by
the comrades Gilgamesh and Enkidu. Such a portent had been
found in one of his sacrifices by Sargon: 'omen of Sargon who
became master of the land'. One other tradition may concern his
foundation of a new residence: '(he) let the sons of his palace
dwell for five leagues on every side',2 to which a second version
of the same event adds ' five districts on every side having been
cut off, he enlarged his palace, and the (head)men stood by him
and said to him "Where shall we go?" >3 In these few words is
sketched a re-allocation of landed possessions in favour of ad-
herents, similar to that which may be registered by the obelisk of
Manishtusu, to be described later—it was dispossessed owners who
thus demanded angrily where they were to go. As well as omens
concerned with campaigns of the conqueror in the northwest and in
the east there are a few also which were given to him at unspecified
times; one describes some occasion, perhaps upon a campaign in
the east, when a great storm fell upon his army, but at length it
emerged from its distress: 'omen of Sargon to whom the light
returned after going through the darkness'.4 Finally there comes
the suggestion that the tempest occurred on the eve of a battle or
in the midst of it: 'omen of Sargon whose soldiers a downpour
enveloped and they exchanged their weapons among themselves'.5

Two of Sargon's inscriptions place after the account of his
victories in southern Babylonia a summary description of distant
triumphs in a march up the Euphrates and widespread conquests
in Syria. The original inscriptions (or rather the copies of them
which have been preserved) devote only a few lines to these
events, but find room for some interesting details. The first stage of
his march ended at the place called Tuttul, now the town of Hit,
some ninety miles west of Baghdad. Here he 'knelt to the god
Dagan... and he gave him the upper land, Mari, Iarmuti, Ibla, up
to the cedar forest and the silver mountains'. A curious note is
added upon his numbers—'5400 men ate bread daily before
him'. Beside this original and authentic account the omens and
chronicle have also something to relate of this western expedition;
the chronicle says6 that' in the eleventh year the land of the west

1 §i» 37. i°7 ff-; §'» 42; §•>I2- 2 G» 20» vo1- "»5-
3 Ibid. vol. ii, 32; §1, 30, 17, no. 67. 4 §1, 30, 17, no. 62.
5 Ibid. 9, no. 20; G, 5, vol. iv, 334^; J.A.O.S. 80, 200.
6 G, 20, vol. n, 4.
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to its limit his hand reached, he made its word (as) one, he set up
his images in the west, their booty he brought over (sea) on rafts '-1

The version in the omens2 does not differ greatly except in naming
the third instead of the eleventh year, and this receives a certain
support from a reference to a 'third year' in the story called King
of the Battle to be described later. This congruent account is
nevertheless preceded in the chronicle and the omens by sentences
of completely opposite import, the chronicle averring that Sargon
crossed the 'sea in the east', whereas the omens call it the 'sea of
the west'. It seems likely that the chronicle is here in error, since
the following lines in both documents agree in relating to the
west, and include the curious detail that the conqueror 'set up his
images in the west'. Similar claims to conquest, and even to the
establishment of memorials in the Lebanon, were registered by
other early kings, Iakhdunlim of Mari3 and his supplanter
Shamshi-Adad I,4 but it was the much later Sargon II of Assyria
who erected his monument5 in a unique situation far to the west of
all others, in Cyprus, possibly in emulation of his pattern. The
omens have also three other references to a conquest of the country
of Amurru, that is the west; the first two6 relate generally that
he 'went to the land of Amurru, defeated it, and his hand reached
over the four regions (of the world)', but the third omen7 states
that he 'went to the land of Amurru. . .smote it for the second
time (and) his warriors. . .brought him forth from the midst'—
the last phrase remains enigmatic owing to damage of the text.
Possibly the 'second time' was the 'eleventh year' of the chronicle.

Later tradition8 thus agrees with Sargon's own testimony that
he marched up the Euphrates and became master of Syria, with its
various resources. Upon this point the only details are given by
the king's own inscription which, in addition to Hit, mentions
three places and two districts. The latter are not difficult to locate;
the 'cedar forest' is generally agreed to be the Amanus mountains,
for their name is coupled with this description by Naram-Sin and
by Gudea. The 'silver mountains' are rather less definite, but it

1 Chronicle ina amati usebira: omens ina (a)mdti tamta ulebira; see G, 5,
vol. 1, part 11, 85 and G, 36, 45b.

2 G, 20, vol. 11, 31 f.; §1, 30, 16, no. 61.
3 §1, 8, 13; A, 31.
4 §1, 9, 24 f.
5 Upon this monument Sargon II declares that none of his predecessors had ever

heard of the island (§1, 27, vol. 11, nos. 186 ff.).
6 §1, 30, 19 f., nos. 72, 74.
7 Ibid. no. 75.
8 A, 20.
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seems necessary to take 'silver' no less literally than 'cedar',
assuming that Sargon was interested chiefly in the valuable
products of his conquests. The Taurus range, therefore, with its
many deposits of lead and silver must be indicated.1 Mari is no
longer in doubt; it was the site now called Tell el-Hariri, on the
Euphrates, near Abu Kamal, as proved by recent excavation, and
a later ruler2 couples it in his kingdom with Tuttul or Hit, just
as it was the next stage in Sargon's march. Iarmuti was a place
and a port upon the coast of the Mediterranean, and the evidence
of the Amarna letters seems to place it somewhere south of
Byblos,3 though a location rather nearer to the other districts
mentioned might be preferred. Ibla was conquered again by
Naram-Sin who couples its name with Armanum which may be
Aleppo itself,4 but the more significant reference is furnished
by Gudea, in a generation not far distant, who relates that he
fetched three different kinds of timber from 'the city Ursu, of the
mountain of Ibla'. The situation of Urs(h)u,5 which figures also
in the Mari letters and in a picturesque episode of early Hittite
history, has been the matter of much argument in recent years,
but it is now regarded as most likely that it was a place upon or
near the Euphrates, not far to the north of Carchemish.

While therefore it is beyond doubt that Sargon carried his
arms to the limits of north Syria, later tradition avers much more.
One source of this is a composition6 which bore the name King of
the Battle. Most of this story is preserved upon a tablet in a very
imperfect condition which was found in Egypt with the Amarna
letters, and there are furthermore evident allusions to its subject
in a broken text accompanying the celebrated 'Babylonian Map
of the World' in the British Museum.7 After some very uncertain
preliminaries it appears that Sargon hears of the complaints of
merchants from the city of Purushkhanda (the Hittite Parshu-
khanda), but it is not clear what their grievances were, nor to
whom these were due; but they appealed to Sargon to champion
their cause and offered him rich inducements. Only from the
sequel can it be inferred that the alleged oppressor was a certain
Nur-daggal, who was probably ruler of their city, and this must
be, presumably, Purushkhanda. Despite the hesitation of his

1 §i, 13, 502 f.; A, 31. 2 §1,43,49.
3 G, 35, 375 ff.; §i, 24, 235; A, 20, 5 f. See above, p. 324.
4 G, 14, 80; §1, 25, 369 ff.; §1, 18, 70; §1, 3, 30.
6 The most recent discussions are § 1,15, 55 f.; §1, 22, 253; §1, 11, 31; §1, 38,42;

§1.25,371-
6 § 1, 46; §1, 20, erster Teil, 86 ff. and zweiter Teil, 45 ff.
7 C.T. part 22, 48; §1, 46, 86 ff.
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followers Sargon resolved to undertake this expedition and relieve
the aggrieved merchants. He enquired of the road to Purush-
khanda, and was told of its incredible difficulty; one stage was
encumbered with blocks of lapis-lazuli and gold, another with
forest trees, others with thorny thickets. At length, overcoming
all these, Sargon reached the enemy's city, to the consternation of
Nur-daggal who had boasted that he could never accomplish a
march through the floods and forests. His appearance in these
circumstances was enough, for it appears that Nur-daggal made
instant submission, and presumably agreed to redress the wrongs
of the merchants, who had convenanted with Sargon the price of
his aid. After this the army grew apprehensive, and murmured
that it was time to return home, which was done, and Sargon
resumed a peaceful rule in his own city.

The central interest of this story lies in the introduction of the
city called Purushkhanda, for this place, if not exactly located, is
at least proved, by evidence from two different periods, to lie in
the neighbourhood of Caesarea (Kayseri) in Cappadocia.1 It
figures not only in the Hittite records, but more prominently in
the affairs of the early Assyrian merchants whose business docu-
ments2 have been found in greatest number at a site called Kultepe,
about fifteen miles from Kayseri; and from Kultepe (the ancient
Kanesh) there were only four caravan stages to Purushkhaddum,
as it is called in those tablets. It is generally concluded to have
lain to the south or south-west of the great Salt Lake of central
Anatolia.3 If the King of the Battle has any historical foundation,
Sargon did not stop short at the mountain barrier, but extended
his sway deep into Asia Minor.

There are suspicious features in this narration, and these,
coupled with its incomplete state and consequent want of clarity,
have raised doubts whether any authentic history can be drawn
from it or whether the whole incident must be dismissed as a later
flourish upon a legendary figure.4 It is hardly reassuring that the
story seems to originate in Syria rather than from Babylonia itself,
and that it is somehow involved in the description of strange and
far regions which was inscribed upon the 'Map of the World'.
Despite this it cannot be overlooked that genuine historical
elements are present, especially the merchants in a district where

1 See W. M. Calder and G. E. Bean, A Classical Map of Asia Minor (Supplement
to A.St. 7, 1957)1 square Je; E. Forrer in R.L.A. 11, 82.

2 See below, ch. xxiv, sects, vn to x; A, 17.
3 §1, 15, 64; §1, 5, 20 f.; A, 17, 123; A, 20.
4 G, 35, 83 ff. and 375; §1, r ; § r , 6.
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copious evidence exists of their activity in a later generation. It is
true that some four hundred years intervened, and it might be
thought that conditions of a later age were reflected back to
Sargon's days. The tablet from Amarna, the application of this title
'King of the Battle' to the Egyptian overlord by another writer
in the Amarna letters, and the fragment of a Hittite version,1 are
all of the fourteenth century, and consequently still farther
removed from the time of the Cappadocian merchants than these
were from Sargon.

The tradition of this north-western campaign no longer stands
unsupported, but it is hard to decide whether the story gains in
credibility from the remains of similar legends which have
appeared more recently. The most relevant of these is found upon
a tablet which has at least the warrant of an earlier, though still
far from contemporary, date.2 Its contents can be understood only
in a small part, for not merely is it mutilated by damage, but even
the more legible passages are of very obscure meaning. Yet a
situation of some general similarity seems to be described; Sargon
is setting out upon an expedition to the 'land of Uta-rapashtum',3

after a dramatic colloquy with his officers in a strain of mutual
exhortation. But suddenly, without transition, a city is found to
be under attack and is in flames—it is utterly destroyed, and its
district far about on all sides so laid waste that not even a bird
could find a lodging there. This last detail recalls what is related
in the chronicle and omens4 about Sargon's victory over the city
of Kazallu. But in that case there is nothing to indicate the
direction of his march, for Kazallu, though still unlocated, is
likely to have lain not very far from Agade and from Babylon
itself.5 In subsequent, but still less intelligible, passages of this
same tablet are found (or can be restored) the names of other
places conquered by Sargon, and the narrative ended with words
encouraging his successors to emulate his achievements, in the
same style as the lines which conclude his 'legend'.6

It is interesting to observe that very similar stories were
current concerning Naram-Sin, the famous grandson of Sargon,
whose relations with the north-west will be related in their place

1 §i, 20, zweiter Teil, 45 ff.; cf. A, 20.
2 §1, 31-
3 The enemy's name is not free from doubt, but if correct it may show a connexion

with 'Nur-daggal1 in the King of the Battle. To obtain even this tenuous relation of
half a name it has to be assumed that -daggal\% the same as the Sumerian dagal, which
is rapsu in Akkadian. See A, 25, 7, no. 8.

4 G, 20, vol. 1, 41 f. 6 §iv, n , 60 ff.; A, 27.
6 G, 33, 119.
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below. For the present purpose, the most significant feature in
these is the recurrence of Purushkhanda(r) in a later text1 which
purports to tell, with many mythical accompaniments, how the
empire of Naram-Sin was invaded by a demoniac horde which
made that town the first conquest, as though it had been the most
distant bound of the Akkadian possessions. Recently too there
has come to light a fragment2 concerning an expedition of Naram-
Sin which appears to have borne a curious likeness in matter and
phraseology to the King of the Battle^ for a speaker is found urging,
on behalf of himself and others, that the hero should undertake
a long march through mountains and deserts. This he does, under
favourable signs, and is at length met by a messenger who craves
mercy for the land of Apishal. Now this campaign against
Apishal is well attested as one of the triumphs of Naram-Sin, and
the narration of it in a style so clearly similar to the King of the
Battle may well suggest that Sargon's exploit was no less authentic,
both stories applying the same romantic colour to facts which
might seem exciting enough in themselves.

A possible foray into a west still farther than Asia Minor is
doubtfully attested by another document3 of the later Assyrian
period, which is of still more uncertain authority. This is a
compilation of geographical names, coupled with many figures
of distances between localities, or distances of these from an un-
specified centre, and in each section appears the name of Sargon
as a conqueror. It is hardly possible to doubt that by this name is
intended the ancient king of Agade, and that the whole document,
in spite of the obscurity of its purpose (for most of it is illegible),
must be regarded as at least involving a statistical survey of
Sargon's empire, as that was believed by later tradition to have
been constituted. This list has more importance for its bearing
upon Sargon's conquests in the north and east than in the direc-
tion of Syria and farther west. But in a general view of Sargon's
kingdoms at the end it names as 'lands beyond the Upper Sea'
(i.e. the Mediterranean) two places called Anaku and Kaptara.
The former may be interpreted as the 'Tin (Country)', the latter
is doubtless the same as Kaphtor of the Old Testament, both
indicating Crete, as now usually accepted. Of Kaptara or
Kapturu there is definite information in the letters discovered at

^ ' 3

2 §111,4,46 ff. Perhaps in the same tradition is the poetical account of a conversa-
tion between Shalmaneser III and his officers at the outset of a campaign: see W. G.
Lambert in J.St. n (1961), 143 ff.

3 §1, 48.

i
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Mari,1 which had some trade in the products of that distant
island. Sargon is said, in the omens, to have crossed the sea
in the west; that he sailed farther than any subsequent Meso-
potamian ruler has at least thus much testimony.

The 'Tin (Country)' is altogether incapable of giving any firm
indication; the name, strangely written, perhaps does not repre-
sent a country at all, and even granted this it has not been settled
whether the metal usually written as the Sumerian an—na, nagga
was tin or lead—the evidence is now positively claimed to indi-
cate tin.2 If tin, the ancient sources of this are very far from
clear, the Caucasus region being perhaps the most likely, with
some possibility of Spain, but in either case the metal must have
come in to Babylonia by long-distance trade, and from no definable
place to which Sargon can be pictured as directing his arms. If
lead, its origins are not very much clearer. Suggestions have
ranged as far as the south of Spain,3 but there are nearer possi-
bilities not so hard to imagine. One is the famous lead-mine of
Laurium,4 source of the wealth of Athens in a later age, but after
all the most likely location would be in the south-east of Asia
Minor, and to include this among the 'lands beyond the sea'
need mean no more than that the approach was across the Gulf of
Issus. The Anatolian peninsula is and always has been famous for
great deposits of galena, and a recent authority5 has drawn up a
list of no less than twenty-six, among which those of Bulgar
Maden, of Ak Dag, and of Ala Dag might all come in question as
attainable by Sargon. If any of these gave its name to the 'Tin
(or Lead) Country', an expedition thither might coincide with
the subject of the King of the Battle: an adventure designed to
secure the double profit of a soldier-of-fortune's fee from the
relieved merchants, and a load of precious metal to take home from
the distant land.

In the remains of Sargon's own inscriptions there is no detail,
nor indeed mention, of his conquests in the north. But the
chronicle and omens6 relate a successful war with Subartu; the
aggression came from one or the other (the reports differ) and in
the event Sargon ' defeated them, cast them in heaps, and over-
threw their widespread host', carrying off their possessions to his
city of Agade. The land of Subartu was also included in the

1 §i, 7,111 ff. For the voyage from the north Syrian coast to Crete see J. Nougay-
rol in C.-R. Ac. Inscr. B.-L., i960, 166.

2 §1, 23; §1, 26, 50 ff.; §1,45; A, 29. 3 §111, 2, 240. 4 §1, 2, 237.
5 G, 12, 190 ff.
6 G, 20, vol. 11, 7; G, 35, 70 ff.; G, 15, 34 ff.
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catalogue of Sargon's provinces supplied by the geographical list
already noticed. Near the beginning the limits of this land were
defined:' from... to Anzanzan (is) Subartu', and in a later section
the 'space' of Subartu is given as 120 beru, that measure being
the distance covered on a march of two hours, which has been
reckoned in modern equivalent as nearly seven miles.1 It is,
however, very uncertain what is meant by the 'space' of the
countries here defined,2 and since the north-western limit of
Subartu is lost from the list, the south-east being perhaps Anzan
(Anshan), a country which certainly lay in the nearer vicinity of
Susa,3 it is not easy to decide what territory was included in this
conquest of Sargon. It was at least one of the most extensive, its
120 beru being exceeded only by Akkad with 180, and its people
being already described as 'widespread'. But if Subartu were
taken as extending to Syria the dimension for it must in any case
greatly exceed that of Akkad. Despite this difficulty it is im-
possible to ignore the phrase of Naram-Sin, ' ruler of Subartum
up to the cedar-forest', or to evade its implication unless an
improbable land of cedars was to be found somewhere in the hills
east of the Tigris.4 But in fact Sargon's own inscription leaves
no room for doubt; it was by Hit and the Euphrates that he made
his way to the 'cedar-forest', and it was this region which Naram-
Sin boasted of ruling over as Subartum.

The most notable part of this conquest was the district which
later was known as Assyria. There is now a variety of evidence
that its great cities, Nineveh and Ashur, were in the dominion
of Sargon's successors, and their conquest may reasonably be
ascribed to himself. At Nineveh was found an inscription of the
early Assyrian king Shamshi-Adad I which records the former
building of a temple there by Manishtusu, who left at Ashur an
inscription of his own, as Naram-Sin left one at Nineveh.5 The
city of Ashur is named upon the tablets of Akkadian date
excavated at the place then called Gasur,6 and later Nuzi, not
far from the modern Kirkuk, and there is known to have been a
large proportion of Akkadian names among the inhabitants of
Ashur at this time.7 Some of the stone figures found in the
lowest levels of the Ishtar temple there belong, not to the Early

1 §1, 41, 133. 3 §1, 48, 20, regards it as distance by roads. See A, 34, 16.
3 For its location see below p. 438, n. 4.
* Evidence for this, however, is not altogether wanting; see G, 15, 36 n. 34; §1,

22, 83.
6 References to all of these in G, 15, 36 n. 100.
• G, 40, 148 n. 7. ' §1, 10, 714; §1, 32, 259 f.
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Dynastic period, but to the Dynasty of Agade or even later. If in
the former time they were the products of Sumerian cultural
influence rather than of conquest from the south, in the latter
they are more probably the memorials of a ruling class established
by the kings of Agade. Finally there is an impressive bronze head
discovered at Nineveh which by its style and mastery alike seems
to claim a place in this age of high achievement,1 and if rightly so
dated may represent one of the Sargonic kings.

The next sector, in a geographical sense, of the conquests of
Sargon was in the hill country to the east and north-east of
Babylonia, and upon these campaigns we are best informed, both
by his own inscriptions, and by other evidence, partly contem-
porary, but mostly of later date. To begin with the first: a general
expression in the copied inscriptions of Sargon claims that 'the
man of Mari and of Elam stood before Sargon', but this is made
more explicit in other passages, containing lists of the rulers and
places from which the conqueror took tribute.2 The districts were
Elam, B(W)arakhshe, Awan, and some places of lesser note, and
the principal characters were Sanam-simut, called ensi of Elam,
and Lukh-ishshan, called son of Khishep-rashir, king of Elam.
Here for the first time occurs a contact with the native records
of Elam, for a king named Khishep-ratep was the ninth
member of a dynasty ruling in the district of Awan, and this
name was, according to the native king-list,3 borne by the
son of Lukh-ishshan.4 Over all these lands and rulers Sargon's
triumph was complete, and his inscriptions close with the
tribute or plunder of Awan itself and of Susa, where the sole sur-
viving monument of the great king has been discovered.5 A passing
allusion to the eastern campaigns is made by a date-formula6

which commemorates the 'year (when) Sharrumkin went to
Simurum', probably the neighbourhood of the present Altin-
Koprii, on the Lower Zab, between Kirkuk and Irbil.7 This slight
information obtained from contemporary records is but little
augmented by later tradition. Three omens8 survived to mark
Sargon's victorious advance into Elam, toBarakhsheor Markhashe,
in the course of which he perhaps encountered a great storm, for

1 §i, 28; G, 31, figs. 206, 208.
2 A, 25, 47, 51 f.; G, 3, 114 ff. See also below, pp. 647f.
3 §1, 36, 1 ff.; Mim. D.P. 23, iv.
4 G, 6, 27 ff. Probably both the father and the son of Lukh-ishshan had the name

Khishep-ratep, but see §1, 36, 4. On the variation in the name Khishep-ratep
(-rashir) see G, 6, 28 n. 22. 5 See Plate 52(17).

8 §1, 33, no. 151; G, 30, 5, no. 10.
7 §1, 19, 120 and 123. 8 A, 25, 8; §1, 30, nos. 47, 54, 71.
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one omen tells how the goddess Ishtar delivered him safely out of
the darkness, and another states baldly that' having marched to the
land of Elam he slew the Elamites' and brought a calamity upon
them. In its turn, the 'geographical survey' already described
above1 includes in Sargon's dominions the lands of Arrapkha,
Lullubi, Armanum, Gutium, Parashi, Tukrish, Anshan, and Elam,
which, taken as a whole, might be regarded as comprising almost
the entire mountainous region in south-western Persia.

Sargon's conquests, whatever the order in which they were
made, had now come full circle with his triumph over the princes
of Elam. One result of them was naturally a great inflow of
wealth, and there are preserved from a later age parts of a long
poetical composition2 which celebrated the rise and the fall of
Agade, particularly under Naram-Sin. At its beginning this
poem refers to the days of Sargon—his defeat of Kish and Uruk,
and his choice by the supreme god Enlil, who granted him ' the
priesthood and the kingdom from the lower to the upper (land)'.
At this time Inanna made Agade into her residence and dwelt
in the temple there, giving prosperity to her citizens; their food
and drink were of the finest, their festivals were continual and
splendid, they were enriched and diverted by an influx of useful
or exotic animals, their treasuries were full, the people danced to
music in the streets, and unceasingly ships were bringing to the
quays the products of distant lands.

But a reversal of all this glory had not, it seems, to await the
days of Naram-Sin, for there is a strong tradition that the reign
of Sargon himself was clouded at the end by difficulties both
external and internal. This account is preserved only in the late
chronicle and omens,3 but is not likely to be merely a lesson
upon the instability of fortune. Accordingly, in his old age (such
is the more probable version) 'all the lands revolted against him',
and so serious was his peril that 'they beset him in Agade'. But
the old warrior was still himself, for ' Sargon went forth to battle,
defeated them, cast them in heaps, and overthrew their widespread
host': the omens add a picturesque conclusion, 'their chattels he
bound upon them and cried "(they are) thine, O Ishtar"'—thus
dedicating his spoils of war. Other lines in the chronicles and
omens refer obscurely to a sacrilege which he was deemed to have
committed in the building of his new city of Agade;4 it was too
near, or too like, the holy city of Babylon, and attracted the wrath

1 $1, 48 ,4 ft
2 G, 22, 268 ff.; A, 14, 64 ff.
3 G, 20, vol. 1, 6, 34 f.; §1, 30, no. 68; G, 38. 4 G, 20, vol. 11, 8 f.
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of the god Marduk, who caused his subjects to rebel against him
'from the rising to the setting of the sun, and gave him no rest'.
What was actually the state of Sargon's empire at his death may be
partly inferred from the action which was forced upon his son
after his accession.

II. THE SUCCESSORS OF SARGON

The next two kings of Agade and successors to the empire of
Sargon were his two sons, Rimush and Manishtusu, who reigned,
according to the king-list, in reverse order of age, for that
authority assigns nine years to Rimush, and afterwards fifteen to
Manishtusu, who is said to have been the elder brother of his
predecessor; but it must be added that there are variants of the
lengths of reigns.1 Both kings seem to have begun with campaigns
against rebels, involving expeditions into the lands east of the
Tigris and into Elam, but it is Manishtusu who, in one of his
monuments,2 refers to 'all the lands. . .which my father Sargon
left' as having 'in enmity revolted against me', thus implying
that he was in fact the immediate successor of Sargon, as might be
expected from his primogeniture. There seems no evidence at
present capable of settling this, and therefore the order of the
king-list may provisionally be kept.

Rimush, in any case, was clearly faced upon his succession with
a general revolt. The chronology of his military measures is as
little ascertainable as those of his father, but in one place3 he tells
how in the third year after the god Enlil had given him the
kingdom he carried out a victorious invasion of Elam, and relates
the numbers of prisoners and slain. His first years were doubtless
occupied with the other campaign described in his inscriptions,
one that would necessarily precede the re-subjugation of the more
distant provinces in the east. The south country of Babylonia
proper, the ancient 'land' and the great Sumerian cities, had taken
the opportunity of Sargon's death to throw off the domination of
the interlopers who, however much they had come to resemble
and to imitate culturally the Sumerians, must have been regarded
by these with some of the same feelings as they afterwards were
to cherish against the Gutians or the Amorites—indeed, the
Akkadians were in this as in other respects forerunners of the
Amorites.4 It has been observed that we find no trace of hostility

1 G, 18, i n f. 2 §n, 7; A, 25, 14, no. 2.
8 G, 3, i22ff. « §", 3. 29 *"•
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in the records between Sumerians and Semites: thus stated it is
true, for there was no ethnic distinction involving these terms,1

but the opposition comes out clearly in the campaign of Rimush
which may have taken place in his first year. He states explicitly
that his opponents were 'the cities of Sumer', and that he treated
them with exemplary severity, for after their defeat he brought
forth 5700 of their soldiers and (apparently) put them into prisons.
The leader of this revolt was the king of Ur; he is called 'king'
by his conqueror, and evidently occupied, by some sort of general
recognition, the sovereignty over the 'land' which was the
distinction recorded in the king-list. This is, in fact, duly recorded
by that authority, for it is possible to insert the name of this Kaku
as last of the Second Dynasty of Ur, otherwise broken out of
the documents as we have them. Herewith is obtained (if the
restoration be correct) synchronism between rulers named in the
king-list, and also one more example of the characteristic weakness
of that compilation, for in it the dynasties of Ur II and Agade are
divided by no less than six other dynasties and twenty-two kings.
Kaku, the leader of the Sumerian revolt, was captured together
with his city, which was rendered defenceless by having its wall
dismantled. The calamity which fell upon Ur at this moment is
perhaps reflected, however obscurely, in the lament2 ascribed to
Enkheduanna, the first holder (known to history) of the celebrated
office of high-priestess to the Moon-god in that city, which
became traditionally the prerogative of sisters and daughters of
the reigning monarch, and so continued until the very last years
of Babylonian record. Enkheduanna has left a monument of her
own, and her name upon some cylinder-seals belonging to her
servants.3 The lamentation represents her as the victim of a
disaster which had afflicted Ur—the Moon-god, being angry,
had ceased his care for his people, and had suffered his priestess
to be driven into exile, powerless, as it seems, to appease the
wrath of her own brother against the rebellious city.4 But there
was more than one centre of the revolt, for Rimush gathered his
prisoners from other 'cities of Sumer', and the inscriptions reveal
the names of those who, as good subjects of the national 'king'
and as patriots, took part in the battle against the alien dynast.
Two or these were the neighbours Lagash and Umma, ancient
rivals but always likely to be under the same control as they were
under the same necessities. On this occasion they were led by

1 §11, 5; G, 38. 2 §11, 2; A, 25, 9,11.76; A, 33,127. s §11, 20, 49 f.
4 Yet despite this presumed severity Rimush made a number of dedications in

temples of the city; §11, 20, 51. See A, 26, 12 f.
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their respective ensi; the name of Umma's chief is missing, that
of Lagash is written with characters of uncertain reading. The
ruler of Umma was probably the superior of these two, for he is
described as accompanied by his 'forerunner', while other local
chiefs have their 'messenger' or vizier. Notable allies, destined
alike to be trophies of the victorious Akkadian, were Meskigala,1

ensi of Adab, and Lugalushumgal, ensi of Zabalam.2 From all of
these places the inscriptions of Rimush reckon long tales of slain
and prisoners.

Being as a result of this campaign secure in his rear, the king
was now able to address himself to reconquest of the east. His
inscriptions do not distinguish clearly between wars in Sumer and
in Elam, but they have at least a tendency to relate the events in
the two regions apart, and it may be assumed that the operations
were spread over two campaigns in different directions.3 The
preliminaries of the Elamite campaign were prepared at the end
of his subdual of the Sumerian cities, for in one place he states
distinctly that, after his victory over Kaku and the southern allies,
' on his return' he smote Kazallu, took prisoner its ensi Asharid,
and inflicted upon the rebel city an enormous loss of slain and
captives. Elsewhere in the inscriptions Der is associated with
Umma in a common disaster, and it is not likely that Umma was
able to face Rimush again in a second year.

Whenever it was, the expedition against Elam, which is
described in a group of texts copied at Nippur, was to prove the
greatest triumph of Sargon's successor. Though Elam is named
generally, the scene of his principal victory was the district of
Barakhshe, where his father before him had fought one of his most
glorious wars. According to the inscriptions of Rimush the armies
of Elam and of a land called Zakhara had united against him.
Their leader was Abalgamash, king of Barakhshe, who had with
him Sidgau, called 'governor' of Barakhshe. In command of the
host of Zakhara was the ' governor' of that land. Sidgau, at least,
was an old opponent of Sargon, and his restoration was doubtless
an act of defiance. The battle took place 'between Awan and
Susa', apparently upon a river named in an obscure phrase4

which seems to tell of 'pouring' it over them(?). However

1 He was already ruling in the reign of Lugalzaggisi; see C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, sect. 11.
2 Now said to be located at Ibzeikh; see plan in Sumer 11,127 ff.; §11, 6, 177.
3 They occupied his reign up to the third year, when he summarized the slain

and prisoners, G, 3, 124 f.; A, 25, 63.
4 §11, 15, 40; A, 15, 67; R. Borger, J.C.S. 18 (1964), 54 f.; E. Sollberger,

A.6T, (1969), 40, n. 1.
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achieved, the victory was complete, and the king counted over
16,000 defeated, perhaps slain, and over 4000 prisoners, as well
as a great weight of gold and copper some of which he dedicated
to the god Enlil in Nippur. The result of this victory was not only
the complete recovery of Barakhshe from the control of the
Elamites but the destruction of some Elamite cities and the
establishment of at least a tributary sovereignty over Elam itself:
'Rimush, king of Kish, was lord over Elam.' The king ends with
a strong affirmation that his kingdom was now unchallenged,
Enlil had revealed (?) it, and 'by the gods Shamash and Aba1

I swear it; no lies, but truly!'
Rimush was now equal to his father and declares that 'he held

for Enlil the upper and the lower sea and the mountains, all of
them'. His boast has been substantiated by the widespread
finding of trophies dedicated by him throughout his empire,
especially fragments of alabaster vases inscribed with his triumph
over Elam and Barakhshe, being themselves part of the countless
spoils brought back from there. In the extreme north of Meso-
potamia one of these fragments has been found at the great but
still unnamed site of Tell Brak,2 and even so far, to the head-
waters of the Khabur, did the sway of Rimush extend. Concerning
the remainder of his rule, nine years in all, there is no information;
presumably he enjoyed his power and revenues peacefully. But
his reign and life were ended by a palace conspiracy, in which he
was assassinated by certain of his courtiers 'with their seals', or
'sealed tablets', as certain omens relate,3 whatever weapons are
indicated by this. Another omen* announces the 'presage of
Agade, of Rimush and Manishtusu': what happened upon this
occasion is not recorded, but it might possibly be taken to mean
that Manishtusu had some hand in the murder of his brother,
whom, innocent or guilty, he succeeded.

His first years may have been peaceful, for there is a stone
figure of the king,5 found at Susa, upon which Eshpum the ensi
of that city inscribed a dedication to a local goddess for the benefit
of his master. But, later or sooner, the revolt was renewed and
the battles of Sargon, perhaps of his successor, had to be fought
again. Yet Manishtusu, when he writes that 'all the lands. . .
which my father Sargon left had in enmity revolted against me

1 For this god, written A. MAX, see E. Porada in Iraq, 22, 119 f.
2 §11, 12, 27.
3 §1, 3°i l3> n o - 42i §1, I7» 256; A, 25, 13, B. 2.
4 §1, 30, 23, no. 87.
6 G, 17, 198; see below, p. 650.
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and not one stood fast', seems to ignore the reign of his brother,
if in fact this had preceded.

His tasks against the rebels were those which had confronted
his forbears; he had to subdue both south and east. In one place
occurs an interesting detail about this operation—he divided his
army into two parts,1 but he does not relate what these two divisions
had as objectives. One of them, at least, met the forces of two
different but allied, and presumably adjacent, lands Anshan and
Sherikhum, which were defeated and their king (for both seem
to have been under one ruler) carried off in triumph and led into
the temple of the Sun-god in Sippar, accompanied with rich gifts
for the god out of the booty captured. The other division was
perhaps the force which waged a war ' on the other side of the sea'
against thirty-two kings of cities who had assembled for battle.2

These were defeated, their cities subdued, their leaders slain,
and their country occupied 'up to the silver-mine'. Manishtusu
took the opportunity of shipping stone from this region to the
quays of Agade, and made a statue of himself to stand before the
god Enlil at Nippur. He also transported timber for his temple-
building at Sippar.

The scanty accounts of this campaign (no more than a few
phrases divided between two inscriptions)3 afford only a momen-
tary and baffling glimpse, but it is of a wider world. Anshan, a
name celebrated until the last days of Babylonian history, was one
of the foremost Elamite provinces, generally coupled with Susa,
of which it takes precedence in the titles of Elamite kings.
Despite this frequent appearance in many different ages and
contexts there is very poor evidence of its geographical position,
and modern authorities have been in doubt4 whether to place it
north or south of Susa. Its sister-realm of Sherikhum is, on the
contrary, mentioned only once by Sargon and in this inscription,
which does no more than indicate a likelihood of its being a

1 §11,7. The inscription upon the curious object called the 'cruciform monument'
is shown by internal evidence not to be contemporary with the kings of Agade, but
its slight reference to history can be accepted for a detail which there was no need to
invent; see G, 17, 8, and references there; E. Sollberger, J.E.O.L. 20 (1968), 5off.

2 G, 3, 130 f. and 136 f.
8 For the original inscriptions of Manisthtusu,and the 'cruciform monument' see

A, 25, 14 f. and 69; and above, n. 1.
* Recent discussions in G, 32, 234; G, 6, 31; §11, 8; §11, 9, 21; §1, 19, 117; see

also below, ch. xxm. In view of the south-eastern direction of Manishtusu's
march it might be well to reconsider a proposal (quoted in §11, 8, m f.) to find the
name of Anshan preserved in 'Ashshan, stated to be the Arabic name of Ramhurmuz
('three days' march east of AhwSz', G, 26, 243).
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coastal region beyond Anshan. This maritime location is sup-
ported by a remarkable variant1 to the text of the 'cruciform
monument'; instead of' Anshan and Sherikhum' (with the simple
determinative of 'place') the variant substitutes 'Anshan and the
city of Meluhha'. The last name has long provided one of the
enigmas of ancient geography,2 for, very briefly, later texts
undoubtedly apply it to the distant African lands of Nubia or
Ethiopia, whereas in earlier contexts (and some later as well) it
is almost as clearly applied to a country not only less remote, but
lying in the east rather than the west. The normal route to Meluhha
was by sea, and there are many references, beginning from the
Agade period onwards, to sea-borne imports of timber, gold,
semi-precious stones, and ivory from Meluhha. Moreover, its
name was regularly associated with that of Magan, a land which
can now with some confidence be located on the shores of the
Gulf of Oman,3 and may even correspond in part with the medieval
and modern Makran. Since Meluhha is always implied to be
more distant than Magan, its appearance in place of Sherikhum,
while furnishing yet another argument in favour of the ' eastern'
Meluhha, is surprising in its suggestion of nearness, for Sheri-
khum, whatever its true location, was not beyond the reach of a
military expedition from southern Iraq, whereas Meluhha has
been thought, with some plausibility, to have at least included the
flourishing upstream cities of the Indus, now famous but unknown
until their recent discovery, with perhaps also undiscovered ports
at the delta of the great river.4 There is unassailable material
evidence of relations between the two civilizations of Meso-
potamia and of Sind, in the forms both of natural products and of
artefacts, and it was in the Agade period that such relations seem to
have been at their height. Yet it is difficult to imagine how an army
of Manishtusu can have penetrated to any country even within the
radius of Mohenjo Daro, or how any such extent of territory can

1 E. Sollberger in J.E.O.L. 20, 55 and 63.
2 A summary of the ample but strangely inconclusive evidence concerning

Meluhha is given in § 1,48, 6 ff.; recent (and diverging) opinions have been expressed
in §11, 13, 16 and §11, 6, 184; A, 30.

3 This rests upon the convincing identification of the celebrated 'mes-wood of
Magan' with the Dalbergia sissoo Roxb., and the native habitat of that tree (§11, 4);
for the possible identity of the name with MakrSn see W. Eilers in §11, 11, 29.

4 But against this see §11, 14, 143 f. Concerning naval sites and activities of the
HarappS people see §11, 1, especially the references to Lothal on p. 92. See also
A, 7. What might be meant by the 'city' of Meluhha is beyond allowable conjecture.
It is curious that Gudea (Statue B, vi, 64) applies the same style of'city' to Anshan,
the other member of this pair.
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have been in the hand of a single ruler, 'king of Anshan and
Sherikhum (or, Meluhha)', as the inscriptions variously call him.
A further difficulty would be raised if the following passage in the
text went on to relate that the king crossed the Lower Sea in ships
to deal with the other body of his enemies. But although there is
unmistakable reference to ships and to the thirty-two hostile kings
assembled' on the other side of the sea', the actual phrase1 supposed
to describe the crossing is of doubtful meaning, and it is hardly
necessary to imagine an invasion of the desert coast of Arabia.2

III. THE REIGN OF NARAM-SIN

Manishtusu, according to an omen, was murdered in a palace
conspiracy,3 and was succeeded by his son, Naram-Sin, destined
to become the second of a pair whom later history ever regarded
as the greatest figures in its annals. Because of this likeness
Naram-Sin was known afterwards as the son of Sargon; if the
word is pressed it is incorrect for the king-list rightly calls him son
of Manishtusu. His reign was long and, until its closing years,
glorious. But our information upon it is of varying authenticity,
depending for the greatest part upon much later tradition. Of
his own inscriptions, which were certainly many and informative,
and of the sculptures which illustrated his campaigns and
triumphs, very little has survived. By chance he has fared
scantily even in the copies of these monuments at Nippur which
are comparatively informative about the wars of his grandfather.

Both the original inscriptions of Naram-Sin and their copies
are marked by two significant changes in the royal styles; first,
he used himself, and permitted to be used in the addresses of his
subjects, the divine determinative before his name. This is not
invariable in his own titulary, and may have been assumed later
in his reign, but the language of obsequious servants who
dedicated their seals to him was unrestrained in the attribution of
divinity, for they often address him not only as divine in his
nature but do not hesitate to call him 'the god of Agade'.4 He

1 In all the current dictionaries this is locus conclamatus; G, 5, vol. iv, 13; G, 36,
182^; G, 16, 14.

2 Yet there is a recent report of the so-called 'Kulli culture' found on the western
side of the Oman Peninsula {Archaeology, 13 (i960), 280). The 'silver-mine' which
marked the limit of Manishtusu's advance is rather more likely to have lain upon the
Persian than upon the Arabian side; see %\, 13, 499 and 501.

8 §1. 17,257.
4 §1", 5, 59; A, 25, 23.
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was perhaps the first to bear this title, which marks a monstrous
usurpation according to the ideas of the older Sumerian rulers
who took pride in being simply the city-god's executant. It is not
impossible that some of the stories of downfall and disaster which
later tradition attached to his memory were motivated in part by
the belief that such presumption could not go unpunished by the
offended gods. At least, he had not many imitators in later
history. A second vain-glorious, but less blasphemous, title1 was
one which again appears for the first time with Naram-Sin, 'king
of the four regions', a claim to universal dominion over the earth
which was revived by Shulgi and his successors at Ur, when they
also seemed for a time to enjoy a boundless empire.

It is not possible to write a consecutive nor even a factual
account of Naram-Sin's reign. There is no chronology2 for its
thirty-seven years,3 and no criterion for the truth of what is
related, since nearly all of this is in the form of later compilations
and legends, from which emerges nothing but a blurred picture
of triumph and disaster; only from the course of subsequent
events is it permissible to believe that disaster predominated in the
end. Like his predecessors Naram-Sin probably began his reign
amid a revolt of his subjects. Several of the ancient cities were
prominent in this uprising, and one account4 ascribes its leadership
to Kish, which is bitterly reproached as thankless and mansworn
to the house of Sargon. In this text more than twenty con-
spirators are named, in another5 there are seventeen, whose realms
extended from Anatolia in the extreme north-west to Magan,
on the shores of the Persian Gulf, in the south-east. The issue of
this vast struggle is hardly indicated by a dubious line as victory
for Naram-Sin, although this may be assumed. If so, success was
surely not achieved in one year or in one campaign—the extent
of the rebellious lands over the whole stretch of ancient western
Asia guarantees that the king had to wage a series of hard and
distant wars, which doubtless exhausted his resources and left
his successors enfeebled. Mari might be the first stage of his
march to the west, and the second was achieved by the conquest
of Armanum and Ibla, claimed in a copy of his own inscription.6

The former of these, perhaps both, were ruled by Rish-Adad, who
1 §111, 5, 49 ff.; A, 36.
2 Several year-dates survive but give little information; listed in G, 17, 201, add

J.C.S. 1 5 (1961), 80, n. 236. See A, 25, 22.
3 G, 18, 112. 4 Last translated in §n, 15, 23 f.
5 A Hittite fragment, see §1, 20, zweiter Teil, 68 ff. Original inscriptions (G, 3,

138 f. and 142 f.; A, 25, 17 f.) claim victory in nine battles and the capture of
three kings in one year. 6 G, 14, no. 275; A, 25, 74.
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was captured alive by the victor, and was represented in captivity
by a sculpture dedicated to the Moon-god. Iblahad been formerly
occupied by Sargon, though his grandson claims first capture of
it, and the 'cedar mountain' which Sargon also possessed is
defined by Naram-Sin as the Amanus. All of the places named in
this inscription lay between the great bend of the Euphrates and
the north Syrian coast; Armanum was probably Aleppo1 and
LJlisum a place upon the sea-shore not far from Tyre.2 Other
celebrated incidents marked the same campaign in Syria, which
earned for the victor his title as 'lord of Tidnum'. Nothing is
known of the other western and even Anatolian 'kings' who
appear in one list of the seventeen rebels. But a siege and capture
of Apishal was famous in tradition, being remembered especially
by the soothsayers for its ominous accompaniments; Naram-Sin
marched thither, battered breaches in its walls and took prisoner
its 'king' Rish-Adad,3 whose name cannot but recall Rish-Adad,
the ruler of Armanum, though there is no likelihood that he
was the same. Where Apishal lay is uncertain4 but it must
have been secluded, for the approach to it was described by a
legend5 in terms of difficulty which (as already noticed) recall
the obstacles and fatigues of Sargon's expedition to Purush-
khanda. Even that extreme limit was probably reached by Naram-
Sin also. The copied inscription concerning his western wars
contains a mention of Talkhatum,6 a place (it says) which no
king before him had ever reached, but Naram-Sin went there, and
the goddess Inanna gave him no rival, and the city-governors of
Subartum and the lords of the highlands supplied him with
provisions. This town of Talkhatum is known again in a later age
as a place where the business of the Cappadocian merchants
passed sometimes, as it did also to Purushkhanda, and the two
were certainly on the same route. In seeming agreement with
this, one of the later stories7 about Naram-Sin begins the invasion
of his empire with demoniac hordes destroying the town of
Purushkhanda(r), as though it was the utmost bound of his
dominion. It will hardly be too much, therefore, to believe that

1 See above, p. 426, n. 4.
2 The name being perhaps the same as Ullaza; see §111, 12, 26 f. Another

possibility is the better-known Urs(h)u on the upper Euphrates; see above, p. 426,
n. 5.

3 G, 20, vol. 11, 8 ff. and 36 ff; §1, 30, nos. 5, 76, 90.
4 Doubtless in north Syria, see §111, 15, 106 f.
5 §111, 4, 46 ff.
6 §1, 11, 29; §111, 10, 370; A, 17, 95, n. 11.
7 §111, 3, 100 f.
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Naram-Sin exercised some authority, however incomplete, over
districts in the south-east of Asia Minor, where his grandfather
before him had accomplished the same phenomenal march which
Naram-Sin or his flatterers heralded as a pioneer effort.

Towards the north there is material proof of the extent of his
dominion. Farthest of all is the site now called Tell Brak, of
which the ancient name is still unknown. Here has been found,
upon a most imposing mound, the seat of a flourishing population
and cult in ages long before the Dynasty of Agade, and the ruin
of a great palace1 built by Naram-Sin with bricks bearing his
name. Such a building testifies to the order which was established
in a remote district under this king's reign, for therein were
collected and stored the tributes of the surrounding country, at
that time fertile and prosperous. Not far away to the east has been
found a stele2 with a figure of the king and an obliterated inscrip-
tion, at a village near the town of Diyarbakr. Of his presence and
supremacy in the cites of Assyria there is direct and inferential
evidence, which has been noticed before.3

Whereas it may be assumed that the supremacy of Naram-Sin
in the west and north was maintained without serious contest4

he had some hard struggles upon his eastern frontiers against the
various hill peoples who enviously overlooked the Babylonian
plain, and were at length to overthrow the kingdom which he left
to his sons. The rock-relief5 chiselled upon the steep side of a
gorge called Darband-i Gawr in the district of Kara-Dag south
of Sulaimaniyyah is a monument reproducing in situ the famous
scene upon the Naram-Sin stele6 discovered at Susa which,
according to its own inscription, pictures the triumph of Naram-
Sin over Satuni the king of Lullubi.7 This location, coupled with
evidence from the topography of Assyrian campaigns against
the Lullu, makes it appear that the centre of Lullubu was the
valley of Shahrazur; a similar conclusion may be drawn from
the geographical list of Sargon's empire8 which places Lullubi
immediately after Arrapkha (Kirkuk). From this centre Lullu
raiders sometimes marched out, and one of their penetrations

1 %\\, 12, 26 ff., 63 ff.; see above, p. 308. 2 §111, 11.
3 See above, p. 431.
4 For an indication of the ethnic elements among his opponents in that quarter see

G, 38, 99 f.
5 G» 35> 96 ff-; §m. 13, 8 and map; G, 11, 360 and map facing p. 440; A, 12,

pi. xwi; G, 35,97.
* Mint. D.P. 1, pi. x; z, pi. 11; often reproduced. See Plate 42(a).
' Variously written in cuneiform as Lullu, Lullubu, Lullumu; see §111, 9, 325;

§111, 8, 15 and 19 n. 24; A, 28, 279. 8 §1, 48, 12.
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reached the district of the modern Zuhab, near Sar-i Pul, for there
has been found a well-known rock-relief with figures and the
inscription of Annubanini,1 king of Lullubi, who writes in
Agadean style a description of his monument and a long impreca-
tion against any violator. The danger from this enemy is vividly
recalled in a later and confused tradition,2 where he appears as
father of a band of seven fearful ogres, with gruesome names
invented to strike terror, who swept across the dominions of
Naram-Sin leading a countless horde of monsters, laid waste
Gutium and Elam, and were halted only at the shore of the Persian
Gulf. Not far away from his monument is another rock-relief3 with
the name of Tar. . . dunni, doubtless another king of the Lullu.

The Gutians are not so easy to fix upon the map ;4 they were
close neighbours, hardly to be distinguished from the Lullu, but
no territorial monuments mark their abodes. Their descendants,
called Qutu, can be found dubiously mentioned in the Man
letters,5 but appear most prominently much later in the campaigns
of Assyrian kings towards the end of the second millennium and
subsequently. In those times they were a great and powerful, if
loose-knit, people; their epithet was 'wide-spread' and their land
seems to have been in the mountains south of the Lesser Zab,6 to
the north of Sulaimaniyyah and of the legendary Mount Nisir,
where the ark of the Babylonian Noah rested after the Deluge.
The homes of these mountaineers, Guti as well as Lullu, are
represented by parts of the territories occupied by the modern
Kurds and Lurs, who have perhaps preserved the ancient names
with some of the same turbulence.

It has been seen above (p. 432) that there was ruling over Elam
in the days of Sargon a native dynasty seated in the city of Awan.
The eighth and ninth members of this had been conquered by
Sargon; no name of their successors appears among the coalition
of rebels against Naram-Sin upon his succession, where the
Elamite power is represented rather by the states of Markhashe7

and Mardaman. Probably contemporary of Naram-Sin in this
dynasty was the eleventh king named Khita, and it is most likely
he who figures in a treaty written in the Elamite language and
made with Naram-Sin.8 In Susa, always the most amenable to

1 §m, 6, Tafe ln ;§ in , 7, 228; G, 39, 172; G, 3, 150.
2 §m, 3, 100 f.; see above, p. 429. 3 G, 6, 41 ; G, 39, 172.
4 G, 6, 41 f.; §1, 19, 118; §111, 8, 14; A, 28, 279; A, 14, 46, n. 12; A, 35;

A, 34, 16. 6 §m, 1, 132; §1, 22, 95.
6 §111, 2, 268; §111, 13, 19; §111, 8, 18. 7 Or B(W)arakhshe.
8 See, for details of this, below, p. 651 ; A, 24.
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Babylonian influence, the ascendancy of Naram-Sin was almost
complete. There he raised buildings constructed with his own
inscribed bricks, set up his statues, and dedicated his trophies
from Magan. In charge of this dependency he appointed a city-
governor named Epir-mupi.1 At this time so complete was the
submergence of the native influences that even the documents of
law and administration were written in the Akkadian, not the
Elamite language; contracts, letters, lists, and even literary works
are found in the all-conquering Akkadian. These tablets reveal
that there was an active commerce carried on with Babylonia, for
cities in the old land of Sumer, especially Shuruppak, Awal, and
Umma are often named. This condition of affairs lasted as long as
the office of Epir-mupi, who in later life was promoted to the
status of governor-general over the whole of Elam. His successor
was Puzur (Kutik)-In-Shushinak, whose reign is described in a
subsequent chapter (xxm).

To seal his mastery of the 'four regions' Naram-Sin celebrated
a triumph in the south over Manium, king of Magan. This is
attested by the unimpeachable consent of his own inscriptions, of
later omens and chronicles, and of existing alabaster vases
inscribed2 with his name and the words ' booty of Magan'. These
vases, combined with the names of Magan and Manium, have
given a singular interest to this episode, for Magan was a name
undoubtedly applied to Egypt in a later period of Babylonian
history,3 and the vases have a distinct likeness to Egyptian
alabaster vases, which more commonly bear inscriptions in the late
Fifth and in the Sixth Dynasties,4 the dates of which accord well
enough with that of Naram-Sin. It was natural, therefore, that
the name of Manium, or Mannu,5 should recall Menes, tradi-
tionally the first king of United Egypt.6 But a synchronism is out
of the question, for the beginning of the First Dynasty can by no
means be reduced to the date of Naram-Sin, and the resemblance
of the alabaster vases must be ascribed to no more than artistic
influence and products emanating from Fifth Dynasty Egypt over
trade routes to the east as they did to the north.7 There is no
sufficient reason to believe that Naram-Sin can have been a foreign
invader who helped to end the Sixth Dynasty in Egypt and to
bring in its First Intermediate Period.

1 G, 16, 57 prefers this form of the name; §111, 5, 66, but see now A, 5.
2 G, 3, 138 f. 3 See above, p. 439. 4 See above, p. 156.
5 §11, 15,42; A, 25, 17, n. 182. 6 §111, 14.
7 See above, p. 391. Even in Old Babylonian times there is no appearance of

direct communications between Babylonian and Egypt; §11, 11, 36 f.
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IV. THE STATE OF BABYLONIA UNDER THE
DYNASTY OF AGADE

From the reign of Naram-Sin, as from the culmination of a
brilliant epoch, it will be convenient to look back over the changes
as well as the constancies of life in Babylonia under the greatest
of her kings, as we may agree with all tradition in thinking them
to be. It is certain, at the outset, that they brought a division into
the land not present, or at least not felt, before. The belief once
held that early Babylonia was the scene of a long-drawn conflict
between Sumerians and Semites was founded upon distinctions
now known to be unconcerned with race or nationality.1 Semitic-
speaking elements had been present and influential in the land
from the earliest times, and there is no evidence of conflict
between the two language-groups. No inscription proclaims
victory over the hated Semite or the despised Sumerian; such a
language would in fact have been unintelligible. But it was
another thing as touching the external neighbours of the land.
If the line in an epic poem which ascribes to Lugalbanda a
prayer against the 'Amorite who knows not grain'2 is not a
complete anachronism it shows one of the first dynasties of Sumer
already at grips with the foe from the north-west. And even if the
name be admitted as adapted to later conditions, as the name of
Akkad in the same passage doubtless is, the underlying cause of
hostility is the same, whether the western invaders are called
Akkadians, Amorites, or Aramaeans—they were all needy strangers
attracted by the wealth and refinement of the ancient cities of the
south, and against these barbarians the contempt and hatred of
the citizens was unvarying. Doubtless this movement had always
been afoot, and the degree of ethnic (or at least linguistic) mixture
prevailing in Sumer from the beginning had been introduced by
former immigrants from the same quarter. But if so the amalga-
mation had been fully effected and the sons or grandsons of the
newcomers were now accustomed to look up the Euphrates with
the same apprehension as their older-established neighbours; the
vigorous Sumerian culture had soon absorbed all alien influences
into its own engrossing interests and characteristic mode of life.
The founding of the dynasty of Agade thus marks not only the first
historically visible domination of the land by western immigrants
(unless the group of Semitic-named kings in the First Dynasty of

1 See above, pp. 99f.; §1, 39, 242, 260 f.
2 S. N. Kramer, From the Tablets of Sumer, 235 f.; A, 6, 92.
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Kish be a forerunner otherwise indistinguishable), but the setting
up of a distinction which divided the country permanently, made
an immediate and lasting impression upon its culture, and, for all
its temporary brilliance, perhaps contributed to the decline which
set in after its collapse, for the Early Dynastic and its successor the
Akkadian periods were the true 'golden age' of Babylonia.

That there was a large influx of Syrian people about the time
when Sargon made himself king is not to be doubted.1 It cannot
have been merely a slow infiltration of families bent upon making
a living in a happier land, however much this may seem to be
suggested by the story of the hero's own birth and employment.
He was no ordinary ensi of a city, ready to engage his neighbour
cities in a contest for supremacy. He built instead a new seat,
and this housed his own warriors and their families, not a mixed
multitude from Kish.2 It became the centre of a northern division
of the country which thenceforth was to be known as Sumer and
Akkad. Such a development can have been effected only by a new
population conscious of its difference and even of hostility to the
old. This distinction springs at once into view (p. 435 above) with
the first successor of Sargon who names his revolted opponents
explicitly 'the cities of Sumer' and adds that he treated them with
great severity. The ancient solidarity of the land, strong through
all its internal broils, is thus rudely denounced. From the other
side the indications are the more striking as they are recorded by
the enemy. Sargon was the conqueror of Lugalzaggisi but not
of him alone; others of the most powerful Sumerian cities were
allies of Uruk in a cause which they evidently perceived to be
more important than the time-honoured rivalry for the 'kingship'
of Sumer. All were subdued and compelled to bear what they felt
as a foreign yoke, to be cast away passionately whenever occasion
offered. 'All the lands' which revolted against Sargon in his old
age certainly included the Sumerian cities. Thenceforward a
constant feature was to mark the accession of all the three who
followed him upon the throne, a bitter revolt of Sumer, suppressed
each time with hard fighting and cruelty. Under this it is impos-
sible not to feel a burning zeal of patriotic sentiment, kindled as it
was to be later against the vile Gutian oppressors. The kings of
Agade in their flourishing days could never make themselves and
their armies accepted as of the family.3

Indeed the outlook of these kings was altogether different from
that of the old Sumerian dynasts. It is true that we are poorly

1 §11, 3, 27 ff. Yet see A, 2. 2 G, 17, 12.
3 A, 14, 49.
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informed about the exploits abroad of the older kings, but we
may judge from the range of Eannatum's expeditions that even
the most warlike of them did not travel much beyond the outer
bounds of country covered by the Sumerian institutions and ideas,
that is from Mari in the west to Elam in the east. Lugalzaggisi,
the predecessor of Sargon, did march to the Mediterranean, if
his phrase is so to be interpreted, and perhaps was the first to do so.
But Sargon established the first 'world empire'; he must already
have possessed great influence in Syria, and had little difficulty in
subduing the whole of it. He crossed the Taurus, if legend may
be believed, he held in sway the whole of north Mesopotamia and
in check the mountainous borderlands to the north and east.
Doubtless he controlled the shipping of the Persian Gulf, but it
was reserved for his son Manishtusu to embark upon these waters
with an army, and for his grandson Naram-Sin to extend his
conquests to the country of Magan in the south, and thus logically
to acquire the proud title 'king of the four regions', the uttermost
parts of the earth. To so wide a view as this the affairs of Sumer
seemed parochial, and to the self-centred Sumerians this neglect
was intolerable. Centuries of change and experience were not
enough to alter this resentment. The hatred with which the later
Babylonians encountered Assyrian conquerors manifested their
intolerance of becoming a mere province in an empire. Impatience
was shown even when the 'world power' was held by one of their
own kings, Nebuchadrezzar or Nabonidus, and they were still
a rebellious people under the Persians.

The rule of the Akkadian kings need not be supposed especially
oppressive, although there was evidently a good deal of displace-
ment of population, landowners and workers, to accommodate
Akkadian dependants of the king. This treatment is applied to the
territories of four Babylonian cities, Dur-Sin, Kish, Marad, and
another1 in the celebrated Obelisk2 of Manishtusu. The extent of
compensation paid by the king for the estates which he acquired
was wide, including all those who had any claim upon the lands, and
he undertook to provide maintenance for officials and workers dis-
placed by his new arrangements. All the fields were bought upon
the computation of a yield of 3 J gur of grain for each iku of land,3

the price was fixed at the rate of one shekel of silver for one gur

1 Written SID.TAB.KI, of uncertain reading; §iv, 12, but also §iv, n , 74; its
location discussed in both.

2 Mint. D.P. tome 1, pi. ix; tome 2, 1 ff., pis. 1 ff. See G, 21, 206 ff.; §iv, 2,
26 ff.; A, 25, 14, no. 3.

3 G, 28, vol. 1, 355, 362.
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of grain, with various presents distributed to interested parties,
a whole multitude being thus concerned in the transactions.1

These prices remained fairly stable through the succeeding
period of the Third Dynasty of Ur,2 but tended to rise there-
after, and by the time of the First Dynasty of Babylon the
rate for grain had gone up by about forty per cent. The price
paid by Manishtusu for his lands is fully equal to that found
in other accounts of his day, and should be considered quite
fair; his purchases may have been compulsory but were not
confiscatory.

It is not clear from the inscription who were the recipients of
the ground thus acquired, apart from the king himself who
bought it. Each face of the obelisk records details of the estate
purchased in each of the four townships, and concludes with a
repeated list of the same forty-nine persons who are described as
'witnesses3 of the field'—these are headed by a nephew of the
king, are all 'sons of Agade', and include many officers of the
state and temple administrations. It is perhaps right to assume
(although it is nowhere stated) that these were the elect vavasours
of the lands thus acquired, and that the obelisk is a monument to
the process of dispossessing former owners in favour of the
adherents or 'veterans' of a conqueror, a process which earned as
much unpopularity for Sargon4 and Manishtusu as for many
later governments. Whatever the relations of the old and the new
possessors, there is no mark of discrimination on ethnic lines,
although the names of nearly all are either plainly Semitic or
written (as all the Agade inscriptions) with a large admixture of
'ideograms' nearly always to be read in their Semitic values.5 But
the ' new men' include some surprising elements, if the obelisk is
to be regarded as a monument of dispossession, for there are
found among them two sons of an ensi of Umma and a certain
Urukagina, son of Engilsa, ensi of Lagash, who could possibly,
if not very probably, be the celebrated reformer of that name,6 the
victim of Lugalzaggisi. Such individuals as these cannot have
been immigrants, and we must rather suppose that the new
lessees were simply supporters of the king, rewarded without
consideration of their antecedents. Nevertheless, that such opera-
tions were in some sense aimed against, or fell severely upon, the
older-established population is sufficiently proclaimed by the fact

1 R.4. 44, IOI .
 2 §iv, 3, II, 12; §iv, 8, 30.

3 § i v , 7 , 187.
4 See above, p. 424. 5 G, 17, 12.
6 See above, pp. I4off; §1, 21, 137 n. 107; but otherwise G, 21, 209f.
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already noticed that every reign of the Agadean kings was ushered
in by a stubborn revolt of the older cities.

Concerning the economy and conditions of life under the kings
of Agade there is some information in the business and admini-
strative documents, which have survived in fair numbers, and
come from several places in north and south Babylonia, and from
at least two others, Susa and Gasur, which are outside the home-
land.1 None of these provides evidence of the temple-estate
economy characteristic of the old Sumerian cities, and it is
probable that a change towards a more secular order of society
and land-tenure had come in with the new Akkadian rulers, even
if it be allowed that the temple-economy in the Sumerian cities
was not so all-inclusive as most of the evidence suggests. The
business tablets of the Agade period are mostly of a formal kind,
lists and receipts, but legal documents are also present, deposi-
tions of witnesses, sales of fields, slaves, animals, and commodities,
records of traffic, of lands and farmers, and of trade between
cities. There exist also letters, characterized in this period by a
peculiar exordium ;2 they deal principally with the administration
of estates and the assignment of leases, having only very occasion-
ally references to matters of wider interest.

Externally, the tablets of this period3 are a remarkable exempli-
fication of the profound change which came over all the arts
together. The tablets of the Early Dynastic age are of a rounded
contour with but slightly marked corners; their writing is not
unclear, but not well spaced and arranged on the tablet, nor
always well executed, and the general appearance is untidy. With
the Agade period comes in a great change; the tablets mostly take
on a rectangular form and the clay is finely prepared. The lines are
strictly ordered and ruled, and above all the signs are written with
a care and beauty which were not matched again until the Assyrian
calligraphers were set to work upon the library tablets of Ashur-
banipal; they tend to great elaboration, multiplying the number of
wedges in serried groups, the whole presenting a highly charac-
teristic appearance of formal arrangement, such that it is nearly
always possible to recognize an Agade tablet at a single glance.

The language written in this beautiful script is that Semitic
dialect which is called Old Akkadian. Its philological peculiarities
have been acutely analysed elsewhere,4 but here it may be observed
as a historical fact of high importance that this wa9 the first time

1 G, 17, 7; §iv, 7, 174 ff.; G, 21, 236 ff.
2 G, 16, 47; A, 38, 3; A, 32, 3.
8 See Plate 41 (6), (c). 4 Most recently in G, 17.
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a Semitic language had ever been written. The instrument used
was the cuneiform script invented or at least developed for the
writing of the peculiar Sumerian language. From this first
beginning, the cuneiform script displayed its virtuosity in
rendering alien tongues, of which it had currently written half a
dozen, entirely disparate, before its extinction, having become
the common medium of written expression in the whole of
western Asia, and being professionally studied and employed even
in Egypt. The scribes of Agade made a skilful start with the use
of this alien instrument. They gave the writing of Semitic in
cuneiform the character it was to bear ever afterwards, that is,
mixed usage of phonetic writing and ' ideograms' or sense-signs,
the (Sumerian) sign for a thing or an idea being written, but read
in its Semitic equivalent with complements where necessary to
indicate that reading or to add Semitic affixes. In the inscriptions
of Sargon a good deal of clumsiness appears in the excessive use of
ideograms: in the longer inscriptions of Naram-Sin, after about a
century of practice, there is a noticeable decrease in this stiffness
of expression, and the writing is on its way to the full phonetic
freedom of the classical period. But it is worth remarking that
later ages found it convenient to revert largely to the earlier
manner, and to admit for the sake of brevity or the abuse of
mystification a varying admixture of ideograms.

The craftsmanship and the mastery of composition which are
exemplified in the Akkadian tablets and writing have left as clear
a mark upon other notable works of art produced at this period.
Nothing is better illustrative of this than the cylinder-seals;1 these
either depict groups of figures, human and animal, in effective
poses and strict arrangement, in which the inscription often enters
as a focus, or else they venture (as no subsequent age ever ventured
again) upon compressing into this minute space some compre-
hensively illustrated incident in a mythological story, involving
several figures. That we cannot understand most of these incidents
is due to our deficient knowledge of the stories, not to the manner
of representing them, which is usually admirable in its statement
and detail. It is composition, above all, which gives its quality to
the famous Stele of Victory,2 one of the best works of ancient
art—the triangular effect of the monument itself is caught up in
the cone at the mountain summit, and the two intersecting
triangles adumbrated by the royal victor, his victim with the slope
of his body and the crossing line of the fatal arrow, the whole

1 See Plate 43 (<*)> §iv, 4, pll. xvi ff.
8 See above, p. 443, n.6.
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completed on the right by the suppliant figure. All of these are
in a landscape rendered with just enough features to set the scene
without distracting the mind from the martial triumph.

Wide as were the conquests of the kings of Agade, and active
as the civil pursuits and arts upon which they relied for their
strength, it can hardly be said that the wealth of this period is so
apparent as in the preceding age of the early Sumerian dynasties.
It is difficult to make comparisons, especially when there is on
the one side the splendour of the 'royal cemetery' at Ur, to which
no comparable discovery has been made for the Agade period—it
is necessary to be on guard against building overmuch upon
accidents of discovery. But there are one or two absences from
the resources of the Agade kings which argue a disability as
compared with their predecessors. There seems to be a falling-off
in the supply of lapis-lazuli,1 which was all ultimately derived
from the mines of Badakhshan on the upper Oxus, far to the east
of the Caspian Sea. It still appears in jewellery under the Agade
kings, but almost vanishes as a material for inlay and ornament and
especially for cylinder-seals, so much favoured before. But this
change may be due to other ideas or other fashions, the popular
stones for seals (which were also amulets, obtaining some of their
supposed magical effect from their material) varying in most of
the successive Babylonian ages. Allowing for this, it is possible
to believe that communication with Badakhshan became more
difficult than before. A more surprising deficit, both because of
its greater utility and because it is better attested, is that of tin
or other media for alloying copper so as to make bronze. It has
been shown by analysis of ancient implements found in well-
observed strata that in the Agade period they are sometimes of
lower alloy content, more nearly pure copper, than in the pre-
ceding Early Dynastic period.2 If this indicates, as might be
supposed, that the supply of tin was partially interrupted, it is
not easy to account for this. At a rather later time tin seems to
have come partly from the Caucasus by way of Ashur, and in this
direction the power of Agade extended far. Perhaps military
conquest was a less effective purveyor than the traffic which it
disrupted.

But if a few roads were blocked and some supplies curtailed,
the Agadean kings may have obtained wealth by trade or even
by tribute over another route which, unmentioned or at least

1 G, 42, 372 ff. A like deficiency has been noticed in the ancient cities of the
Indus, §11, 19, 88. But see now A, 23, 49 f. and 54; A, 3.

2 G, 42, 30 and 285 ff.; G, 12, 251.
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unidentified in the records of ancient business, has come into
great prominence through modern discovery. Material evidence
derived from regular excavations in Babylonia places it beyond
doubt that commercial and personal contact was maintained with
a region of high civilization centred in the basin of the Indus,
some 1500 miles to the east across inhospitable country. At half
a dozen places have been found antiquities clearly derived from or
influenced by this distant culture, which has been fully revealed
only within the last forty years. Especially clear is this in certain
seals,1 found mostly on the sites of Ur and Eshnunna, which are
engraved with pictures of animals belonging unmistakably to the
repertoire of the Indian seals, and the connexion is made certain
by the presence of the beautifully formed and still undeciphered
writing of the Indus people. Among the seals found in Babylonia
the proportion of cylinders is much higher than at the Indian
sites, where these are exceedingly rare, as though these seals had
been made specially for the Babylonian trade. Careful observation
of the finds in Babylonia has placed most of them in the Agade
period, and although indications such as the etched cornelian
beads may suggest that the connexion was older, it certainly
flourished then as never before or after. The reasons for this it
would be vain at present to conjecture, particularly as the major
Indian sites, Harappa and Mohenjo Daro, have but an ill-defined
internal chronology and none in comparative historical terms
except the Akkadian synchronism.

Although possible land-routes may not yet be sufficiently
explored there is much to suggest that connexion between the
two regions was mostly by sea, along the Persian Gulf and the
shores of Makran and of Baluchistan.2 Imports by shipping
from Tilmun are attested even in the preceding age, and references
to Magan and Meluhha, always in a maritime connexion, become
relatively frequent during the Agade period. Uncertainty still
persists upon the location of all these lands, but it becomes more
and more likely that they were stages (in the west-east direction)
along this part of a sea-trade route which possibly even then had
something of the vastly wider extension which it attained in the
middle ages.3

1 §IV> 5; §!I> X9> 85 f.; §11, 14, 207 f. and 105 ff.; A, 14, line 65 (elephants at
Agade); see Plate 42 (f).

2 See above, p. 439; A, 7.
3 §'v, H» 57 ff"-! §iv, I O ; § I V , i ;§iv, 10; A, 30.
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V. THE LAST KINGS OF AGADE AND THE
GUTIAN SUPREMACY

There remained in the memory of later ages a confused tradition
that the reign of Naram-Sin ended in eclipse. Most explicitly,
a late chronicle1 declares that the god Marduk twice raised up
against him the horde of Gutians, who harried his people and
received his kingdom as the god's gift. A less definite story,
which has been noticed above (pp. 442 ff.), tells of the descent upon
Sumer and Akkad of a foreign enemy called by the name given to
various barbarous peoples, Umman Manda, which appears to
have begun its career from the north-west, for the course of its
devastation is a great sweep from its first victim the city of
Purushkhandar(?), seemingly the town in Asia Minor to which
Sargon made his epic march, and continuing south-eastwards
until it swept over Gutium itself, over Elam, and did not end
before it had overrun also the lands beyond the Persian Gulf,
Tilmun, Magan, and Meluhha. Nothing indicates whether the
invasion herein related took place at the outset rather than at the
end of his reign. As for the chronicle, its ascription to Naram-Sin
of the disaster ultimately inflicted by the Gutians is in conformity
with a theory of its compiler, that all the great figures of the past
had successively been unregardful of the cult of Marduk and
therefore rejected by that supreme god. This, no doubt, if the
text were better preserved, would be a prelude to the establishment
of the only true kingdom, temple, and cult at Babylon itself.

But if Naram-Sin ended his life with a realm not much
impaired, there were already signs of decay, and ample presages
of the troubles which were to burst upon his son. Elam under
Kutik-In-Shushinak was growing independent and almost defiant,
and the wild men of the Zagros were poised to swoop upon the
wealthy land which they saw protected only by a weakening arm.
The old king died at length after a reign of thirty-seven years,
and left this menacing situation to his son Shar-kali-sharri.
Whether he was the eldest is not known, but another son of
Naram-Sin bore the significant name of Bin-kali-sharri, the two
brothers thus standing in a relation which among the old Sumerian
dynasts would have marked a king and his son destined to reign
after him. But Shar-kali-sharri was to have no successor, at least
not from the old family of Sargon. No more than for the other
kings of Agade is there an internal chronology of his reign, but

1 §1, 20, erster Teil, 53 ff.; see also A, 14, 48 f.
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beyond doubt his troubles began early. For almost the first time
in this dynasty we have the advantage of several year-names or
dating formulae1 referring to warlike achievements. Naturally
these happenings are reported under the colour of victories, but
the list of enemies, short as it is, gives eloquent testimony of the
precarious hold which he kept upon his nearer dominions, and of
the loss of his more distant provinces.

First in the list are Elam and Zakhara, the latter a small border
state which had joined in the resistance to Rimush; these allies
now had the temerity to launch an invasion of Babylonia itself,
where they attacked the ancient city of Akshak. Here they were
met and (as he claims) defeated by Shar-kali-sharri; at least they
retired to their own countries, where Kutik-In-Shushinak was so
far from discredited that he proclaimed himself 'mighty king of
Awan' and possessor of the 'four regions', in the very style
assumed hitherto by the Agadean overlords. From this eastern
battlefield Shar-kali-sharri was called away far to the north-west
to face another foe. A second year-date proclaims that ' he over-
came the Amorite in Basar'. A new wave of Semitic invaders,
like that which had borne in the Akkadians themselves, was in
motion towards the wealthy cities of the south, and the possessor
was hemmed in between two converging attacks. In this posture
the fate of Shar-kali-sharri was closely similar to that of Ibbi-Sin
in the next age of Babylonian history, forced to turn desperately
from one flank to the other, holding off with failing blows the
pressure which was at length to crush in his kingdom. This battle
to ward off the Amorite invasion took place at Basar,2 which has
been probably identified with the range of hills still called Jebel
el-Bishrl. These hills which extend towards the right bank of the
Euphrates below Raqqah were sometimes passed by Assyrian
armies on the march in later ages; they are about 350 miles from
Shar-kali-sharri's other battlefield at Akshak—so wide a space had
the hard-pressed king to defend.

But whatever calls there were upon him in the west it was from
the other side that danger came, as the year-dates imperfectly reveal.
One of these records vaguely that 'a campaign was launched
against Gutium', while another claims a brilliant success—'he
made prisoner Sharlak, king of Gutium'. Again we are reminded
of Ibbi-Sin who claimed, no doubt with truth, successes, even
triumphs, against his enemies both west and east. But in both

1 G, 17, 204; G, 41, 133; G, 30,5 f.
2 §1, 22, 149 f.; §11, 3, 29 f.; A, 6, 236 f.; the scene long afterwards (A.D. 692-3)

of a tribal battle celebrated in Arabian history.
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cases it was a battle being slowly lost. Shar-kali-sharri is recorded
to have reigned twenty-five years, Ibbi-Sin about the same, and
in neither case do we know how the collapse finally came. But
the resemblance ends here for whereas the Dynasty of Ur dis-
appeared, that of Agade, although it passed through a short period
of convulsion with four ephemeral occupants of the throne, survived
into a new lease when two kings followed each other regularly with
normal lengths of rule. Very little more, however, is heard about
the great dynasty of Agade, and there can be no doubt that it was
practically overthrown by the mountaineers, and that their main
attack ended or followed directly upon the reign of Shar-kali-sharri.

The confusion is reflected in a contemporary letter1 from a man
who was striving to rehabilitate his farm after the devastation,
and in a striking poetical account,2 written in Sumerian, which
purports to describe the glories and the downfall of Agade. In
the pride of dominion and wealth Naram-Sin (for to his reign is
the disaster assigned in this account) had committed a sacrilegious
assault upon the holy city of Nippur and its temple, leaving
everything in ruins. No reason is given for this outrage, but its
effect was to enrage not only the supreme god Enlil, who visited
Sumer with foreign invasion of the Gutians and with famine, but
other gods as well, who cursed the guilty city of Agade and vowed
its desolation and the ruin of all its inhabitants. This doom was
dramatically fulfilled, and life came almost to an end in the
tyrant's capital. To mark this catastrophe even the king-list halts
for a moment its jog-trot of names and numbers to ask rhetorically
'who was king, who was not king?' before it names four shadow-
figures who claimed the throne within three years. This phrase
itself came to denote the occasion, for an item3 in the collection of
the haruspices marked the occurrence of a certain sign as 'the
omen of "who was king, who was not king?" ' and went on to
observe that this fateful occasion was marked also by the prodigy
of an ox eating the flesh of an ox at the moment when the king
himself was offering the sacrifice which was to read him the decree
of fate. Indeed, the downfall of this monarchy provided many
memories for those who could trace significant incidents accom-
panying the march of events, for there is a collection4 formed
by a later student of 'forty-seven strange signs which went to
(announce) the fall of Akkad', and another omen inscribed upon
a model of the sheep's liver5 shows in actual representation what

1 §v, 9; A, 32, no. 2. See Plate 41 (&).
2 G, 22, 267 ff.; G, 4, 760 f.; A, 14. 3 §i, 30, no. 56.
4 G, 19, vol. 11, 965 ff.; §v, 14; §v, 14. B §1, 34, no. 4; §1, 30, no. 86.
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it was that portended the ruin of Agade. Still one more omen is
worth quoting for an apparent hint of the fatal event when the
Gutians overthrew the kingdom; such and such marks1 were
'the omen of Shar-kali-sharri. . .ruin of Akkad; the enemy will
fall upon thy peace'. It might seem from this that the vigilance of
the kingdom was deceived by a sudden and overwhelming rush
of the wild tribes. As for the doomed king himself, another omen2

declares that he met the same mysterious death as Rimush, by
the 'seals' of his servants.

Of the four factionary kings who could not maintain themselves
even against one another hardly anything is known, as would be
expected, although there has survived a short inscription3 perhaps
belonging to Elulu, one of them. These were followed by two
who ended the dynasty with reigns of considerable length,
probably when the first force of the Gutian invasion was spent,
for a few inscriptions reveal that the rule of the last king, named
Shu-Durul,4 was of some importance and extended to Eshnunna.
It is not possible to discover how this partial supremacy fitted in
to the general but undoubtedly loose sovereignty of the Gutians.
These are allowed in the list twenty or twenty-one kings and a
total of 125 years of supremacy. At the time of the invasion
either they had not a king at all, as one version runs, that is, they
were typical barbarians, or their king was one whose name was not
preserved, a reading which has better authority, though less point.
The Gutian kings have left, in any case, very little mark upon
Babylonian history, and very few monuments of their feeble and
sporadic rule. Their names, outlandish at first, show a tendency
towards the end to take on a Babylonian colour, for no doubt the
superior culture of the plains gradually permeated the rude tribes-
men. A few monuments, dedications inscribed with their names,5

attest the decent observance of these alien rulers towards the
impressive cults which they were ill able to comprehend. But
for the most part they were doubtless mere destroyers and harpies
of the wealth of the country. Their passage over Assyria from
which we have no written evidence (as indeed there is hardly any
from anywhere in this time of decadence) is marked by the condi-
tion of the ruins at the city of Ashur, where upon the site of the
great and flourishing temple of Ishtar,6 which had been filled
with works of art until the end of the Agadean dynasty, there was

1 §1, 30, no. 21. 2 §1, 17, 258 f.; A, 25, p. 30.
3 §v, 6. 4 G, 17, 205; G, 25, 31.
8 G, 3, 170 f. and 300 f.: G, 38, 98 ff.; A, 14, line 70.
« G, 1, 9 S f . ; G , 2. 78 f.
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found nothing in the succeeding level except the remains of
hovels covering the sacred site; if these were not the huts of the
mountaineers themselves, they had reduced the remnant of the
inhabitants to this miserable pass. Nothing was recalled con-
cerning this period, ever afterwards held in humiliating memory
by the Babylonians, except its end, a glorious deliverance hailed
no less fervently and followed by no less vigorous a reaction, than
the expulsion of the Hyksos from Egypt.

Although the king-list, in its usual schematic manner, would
have the Gutians to reign on unrivalled until their overthrow,
there is much to suggest that their ascendancy, always partial
and impermanent, had shrunk before their banishment to a
sporadic domination, for it is evident that other dynasties, both in
the king-list and omitted from it, were ruling other parts of the
land before the Gutians finally decamped. The dynasty of Ag&de
itself, after a period of convulsion, rallied with the advent of two
kings, who maintained themselves in some state for reigns of
normal length. After Agade the list arranges, not yet the Gutians,
but a group of five obscure kings, almost unknown otherwise,
who ruled for thirty years as the Fourth Dynasty of Uruk,1 and
were doubtless contemporary with some of the Gutians, perhaps
with the last kings of Agade. It happens too that Lagash is again
pre-eminent in the revival of Sumerian traditions after the long
Akkadian rule and the barbarian interlude, just as the same city
had been in the Early Dynastic period, without in either age
gaining admission to the list of sovereigns. In the latter years of
Naram-Sin and the earlier of Shar-kali-sharri a certain Lugal-
ushumgal was ensi of the city,2 and there were several others very
little known, who lived like him as vassals of Agade. But after
the fall of Shar-kali-sharri, the style and dating of the business
documents alter, for the years are named not with the official
formulae prescribed from Agade but after religious celebrations
by the local rulers.

The emergence of Lagash to a period of high prosperity is
marked by the reign of Ur-Baba, who attained enough inde-
pendence and wealth to undertake rebuilding of temples and
irrigation works about his city, and to patronize a remarkable
school of sculptors in hard stone, who were to produce, in the next
two generations, the most finished masterpieces of Babylonian
statuary. The small inscribed statue of himself,3 in dolerite, and
now lacking its head, gives promise but not as yet fulfilment, for

1 G, 18, 114 ff.; A, 37, no.vi5; A, 16, n o . a §v, 10, 30 f.
3 §v, 8, pis. 7 f.; G, 39, 60 f.; § v. 7, 144.
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it is squat and lifeless. Unlike his successor Gudea this governor
makes no boast of having sent abroad for the stone to make his
statues, but he was not a merely local magnate, for a daughter of
his was priestess of the Moon-god at Ur and dedicated an
inscribed vase there.1 Herein again is shown that close connexion
between Lagash and Ur which had existed in the Early Dynastic
period since the time of Ur-Nanshe. Another daughter was wife
to a subsequent ruler named Ur-gar, but a better-known member
of his family was Nammakhni, another son-in-law, who was also
the grandson of one Kaku, but neither the count of generations
nor the style of a tablet,2 which names the accession year of Kaku,
suggests that he can have been the king of the Second Dynasty of
Ur, defeated by Rimush.

Nammakhni did some building in Lagash, and a few other
monuments bear his name, but like certain others his reign is best
known from its end, for he was the victim of another conqueror
Ur-Nammu, founder of the Third Dynasty of Ur, who boasts of
this victory in the prologue to his laws.3 The synchronism,
interesting in itself, gives rise to a difficult historical problem, for
if Nammakhni was a predecessor of Gudea, as supposed, it would
be necessary to regard Gudea himself as ruling during the time
and under the sway of Ur-Nammu and the sovereignty of Ur;
but the degree of independence which the inscriptions of Gudea
display, the complete absence from these of the slightest allusion
to Ur and to any overlord, and their actual presence at Ur itself4

make such a dependence hardly conceivable. Yet there seems to be
no room for his reign, apparently of some length, in the years
between Ur-Baba and the rise of Ur-Nammu.

In the balance of contemporary power Gudea was doubtless
no more than one of the local princes who were strong enough to
sustain themselves in their own cities and palaces but not to
meddle much with their neighbours. He maintained the con-
nexion Ur-Baba had with Ur, and he informs us, in one of his
long inscriptions, that he sent a military expedition against the
districts of Anshan and Elam,5 smote them and dedicated their
spoils to his god Ningirsu. The great event of his reign was the
rebuilding of this god's house, called E-ninnu. With this enter-
prise all of his inscriptions are connected either as foundation
deposits and bricks or as objects (statues, vases, mace-heads) to
furnish the interior. From the inscriptions so liberally spread

1 G, 14, no. 25; §v, 10, 23. 2 G, 39, 226 (7); A, 15,5 f.
3 H 3, 45; §v, 12, 172.
4 G, 14, nos. 26-8; A 15,11 fF.; A, 39, 53 ff. 5 §v, 4, 60 f.
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over these we learn many interesting details of religious obser-
vance in his time, and obtain an unrivalled picture of the life of
gods and men in the Sumerian cities, where these two orders of
beings lived in such perpetual contact and with such parallel
institutions that the universal service owed to the principal god
seemed to put all other creatures on the same level, and to make
it almost indistinguishable whether the servant, from the steward
to the ass-herd, was god or man. Upon the construction of
E-ninnu Gudea expended all his wealth and influence, and one of
his most interesting passages,1 in describing these efforts, gives a
remarkable picture of the resources of his day and of the external
conditions in the land. Only once did the temple receive a
foreign booty, but an immense area was laid under contribution
for fine building materials—timbers of various kinds both from
the east and from the west, ornamental stones from different
parts of Syria, gold dust from Armenia, and bitumen from the
neighbourhood of Kirkuk. No doubt all of these materials were
obtained by caravan trade, and since this passes, even under the
most oppressive governments, subject to the payment of tolls,
it would not be necessary to suppose that Gudea's far-brought
conveyance implied the removal of central authority—in this case
of the Gutians. But his independent warlike foray against Elam
would not have been tolerated by an effective overlord, and it
seems to have been the case that the last king of the Gutians had
brought about a cessation of traffic, for a striking phrase in the
inscription which relates his overthrow says 'he had made long
grass to grow upon the highways of the land'.2 Moreover, Gudea
himself represents his freedom to trade as a benefit granted by the
god himself, who 'opened the road from the upper sea unto the
lower'. There is reason then to believe that part of Gudea's reign
fell in the period after the final defeat of the Gutians.

The glory of this otherwise petty kingdom is the artistic
triumphs with which some happy circumstances endowed it.
Among the ruins of Lagash have been found, at various times in
the last seventy years, the famous statues3 of Gudea and of his son
Ur-Ningirsu which represent to us the highest achievements of
Sumerian sculpture. They are, indeed, of different merit, some
having an unpleasing squat proportion which gives them a gro-
tesque effect, accentuated by the formal posture of the hands, and
the accidental loss of the heads. These heads, when preserved,

1 Cylinder A, col. xv; §v, I, 152 f.; §v, 2, 86 f.
2 §vi, 5 and 6; A, 39, 53.
3 §v, 7, 160 ff.; §v, i i , 63 ff.; See Plate
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have finely marked features, and they gain greatly, in modern
estimation, by having the eyes carved, and not inlaid with other
materials, a practice which gave to so many Sumerian figures a
repulsive, staring look; though it is beyond doubt that the eyes
of the Gudea figures also were originally painted, and may well
have looked just as crude as the inlay. In the best examples the
robe too, and the bare shoulder and arm are most delicately
modelled. These masterpieces arouse regret for the disappearance
of much more which Gudea tells us he made for the furnishings of
Ningirsu's temple. But in this information he has left us another
kind of masterpiece, for his inscriptions, despite their uniformity
of purport, give the Sumerian language in its most developed
form, divorced alike from primitive awkwardness and from late
artificiality; they are, in fact, the Sumerian classic, just as the Code
of Hammurabi is the Akkadian. Literary ability was native at
Lagash, for it seems no accident that the same city should have
produced the best descriptive (if it cannot be called historical)
writing both in the Early Dynastic age and at the end of the
Gutian oppression.

VI. THE EXPULSION OF THE GUTIANS

That oppression, as suggested above, came to a decisive end
probably in the lifetime of Gudea himself, by the act of a national
hero. This was Utu-khegal, king of Uruk, who in the king-list
represents alone the Fifth Dynasty of that city, and, in accordance
with its usual scheme, is proclaimed sovereign of the land in
virtue of his victory over the Gutians. Apart from a few inscrip-
tions of his own,1 from his place in the king-list, and from some
ominous recollections of his rival's fate, Utu-khegal appears in
two other documents. One is a late chronicle,2 which knew the
one memorable fact about him, but quite subordinates this to a
pietistic anecdote about his being a fisherman who was impiously
stopped by the Gutians from offering his catch to the god Marduk,
and in his turn offended the same deity and was drowned. The
other is of quite unusual interest, for it is a copy of the hero's own
account of his victory, which may have been carved originally
upon a sculptured monument.3

Its language is strong and vivid. Without any preamble it
1 G, 3, 360 f.; §vi, I ; §vi 4, nos. 18-20; cf. R.A. 51, 44.
2 §1, 20, erster Teil, 55.
3 §vi, 5 and 6; now said (A, 14, 48) not to be original.
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plunges into a denunciation of ' Gutium, the stinging serpent of
the hills, who was the enemy of the gods, who had carried off the
kingship of Sumer to the mountains and filled Sumer with evil',
robbing wives and children and committing all wickedness in the
land. The god Enlil, it continues, resolved to 'destroy its name'
and for his instrument chose Utu-khegal, king of Uruk. The
story moves swiftly—the king prayed to his city-goddess Inanna,
exposing the oppression of the Gutians, and the goddess 'chose'
him by a divine sign. Marching out of Uruk with its citizen-
soldiers he harangued them at a place called ' Temple of Ishkur';
assured of support by two great and two minor gods1 he purposed
to destroy Gutium. The levies of Uruk and Kullab answered with
a shout and pressed behind him. On the fourth day's march he
reached a canal, on the fifth a place called 'Shrine of Ili-tabba',
where he met two ' lieutenants' (with good Babylonian names) sent
by the king of Gutium perhaps to demand his surrender. The
sixth day's march brought him to Ennigi where he besought the
aid of the Weather God to whom that place belonged. Here the
battle was joined, the enemy host being commanded by the two
lieutenants under the king Tirigan himself, who had but newly
come to the throne, for the king-list gives him a reign of only forty
days. The issue was a Sumerian triumph; Tirigan' fled away alone',
and sought to take refuge in a town called Dubrum, which,
however, hearing the result of the battle, rejected the fugitive,
and handed him over prisoner with his wife and son to the victor,
who 'set his foot upon his neck, and restored the kingship of
Sumer into its own hand'. This famous victory, like so many
other historical incidents, was remembered in the diviners' books
—the presence of six small vessels upon the liver was an 'omen
of the king Tirigan who fled in the midst of his host'.2 Still more
menacing was an eclipse of the moon with certain attendant
phenomena on the fourteenth of the month of Tammuz: 'a
decision will be given to the king of the Gutians, there will be a
downfall of the Gutians in battle, the land will be left naked'.3

The omen has more than a superstitious interest, for the day of the
eclipse and its attendant circumstances offer to modern chrono-
logers a possibility of fixing the date of this battle and the end of
the Gutian dynasty. It may be added that another omen4 seems to
corroborate the story that Utu-khegal's life ended by drowning,
while he supervised the building of a river-dam.

1 §i, 21, 138 n. 109; A, 35. 2 §1, 17, 259; §1, 47, 234 f.j §1, 30, no. 25.
3 G, 19, vol. 11, 554; §vi, 8, 86 f.; §vi, 3, 90.
4 §i, 30, no. 48.
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The last words of his inscription are pregnant with a sense of
what this victory meant. Once again, it was not the mere sup-
planting of one city by another, when both were dimly conscious
of an underlying unity. Two centuries of subjection, first to the
alien Akkadians and then, worse still, to the execrable Gutians, had
kindled the national sentiment into a flame. At the beginning of
each reign the revolt had been fiercer, the repression more severe.
When deliverance came at last it released a flood of Sumerian
patriotism and a burst of energy which, however, had to constrain
itself within narrower bounds than Sargon had set. As to the
sentiment it is a probable opinion that the king-list itself, with its
fundamental ideas of the nationality and unity of a common
kingship, was a product of the days of Utu-khegal,1 when the past
and present experiences of the people might seem most apt to have
engendered that faith. As to the energy, this was expressed in
the foreign victories and the domestic state which were to be
achieved by the Third Dynasty of Ur.

1 G, 18, 128 ff. and 140 f.; criticized in §vi, 2, 49 ff.
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CHAPTER XX

THE MIDDLE KINGDOM IN EGYPT:
INTERNAL HISTORY FROM THE

RISE OF THE HERACLEOPOLITANS TO
THE DEATH OF AMMENEMES III

I. THE HERACLEOPOLITAN KINGDOM

ABOUT 2160 B.C., after several decades of nominal occupancy
by the weak rulers of the end of the Sixth Dynasty and the
Memphite kinglets of the Seventh and Eighth Dynasties, the
throne of Egypt was claimed by Achthoes, the governor of
the Twentieth Nome of Upper Egypt, whose city, called by the
Egyptians Heneneswe and by the Greeks Herackopo/is, occupied
the site of present-day Ihnasya el-Medina, on the west side of the
Nile, just south of the entrance to the Faiyum. Assuming the
throne-name Meryibre, Achthoes evidently set about imposing
his rule upon his fellow nomarchs with such vigour that he has
been described by Manetho as 'behaving more cruelly than his
predecessors' and doing 'evil to the people of all Egypt'. Though
his control of the eastern Delta and its mixed Egyptian and
Asiatic population is open to question, he was apparently recog-
nized as king throughout the rest of Egypt as far south as Aswan,
where his name has been noted in a rock inscription at the First
Cataract.1 It is by no means certain, as was once thought, that his
adherents failed to take over This2 and the sovereignty of his
second successor, Neferkare, seems to have been acknowledged in
the three southernmost nomes of Upper Egypt.3 Elsewhere the
names of Achthoes I occur on an openwork bronze vessel from
Asyut, a stronghold of the new regime in the Thirteenth Nome of
Upper Egypt, on an ebony staff from Meir in the Fourteenth
Nome, and on a fragment of an ivory coffer from El-Lisht,
eighteen miles south of Memphis.4 As the founder of the 'House
of Achthoes' he is referred to several times in the well-known
Instruction addressed to his descendant, King Merykare (see

1 §1.18,333. 2 §1, 17, 170; §1, 3, 644. 3 See below, pp. 465 and 474.
4 §1,15, 131-2, fig. 85; §1, 11,185-6; §1, io, 143, fig. 86.

[46+]

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE HERACLEOPOLITAN KINGDOM 465

below), and is there cited as the author of a similar collection of
precepts.1

Meryibre Achthoes I and the seventeen Heracleopolitan kings
of the Ninth and Tenth Dynasties, who succeeded him, ruled
together for an estimated 120 years, from about 2160 to about
2040 B.C. Their names are listed in whole or in part in the frag-
mentary fourth and fifth columns of the Turin Canon. The fact
that two of these kings adopted the praenomen Neferkare suggests
that the Heracleopolitans, like the Memphites whom they re-
placed, regarded themselves as legitimate successors of King
Phiops II of the Old Kingdom.

The earlier Heracleopolitan Neferkare, the third ruler of the
Ninth Dynasty,2 is probably the King 'Kaneferre' referred to at
El-Mi'alla in the tomb of the nomarch Ankhtify, who, presum-
ably out of loyalty to his Heracleopolitan overlord, led the
nomes of Hierakonpolis and Edfu against the people of Thebes
when the latter, with the assistance of Koptos, first attempted to
gain control of the Theban nome itself3 (see below, pp. 473-5).
Though initially successful, Ankhtify and his followers evidently
soon came to terms with their foes, their capitulation, as
will be seen, marking the first step toward the eventual over-
throw of the pharaohs of Heracleopolis by the warlike princes
of Thebes.

Achthoes II, the fourth ruler in the succession, is perhaps to be
identified with King Nebkaure Achthoes, who is named on a
weight found at Tell er-Rataba near the Wadi Tummilat* and is
mentioned in the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant, a popular story
of the time, preserved in four papyri of the late Middle Kingdom.6

This tale concerns a peasant of the Wadi en-Natrun who, having
been robbed of his belongings by a wealthy landowner, addressed
his complaints to the king's high steward at Heracleopolis with
such extraordinary eloquence that the pharaoh made him present
his case again and again purely for the pleasure which he derived
from hearing the peasant talk. The story and the weight are
interesting as indicating that at this time the Heracleopolitan
sphere of influence included both the west and east sides of the
Delta. The Ninth Dynasty, however, seems to have survived for

1 P. Ermitage I I I 6 A recto, 109. 2 Turin Canon iv, 20.
3 §1, 20, 185-206 (Inscriptions 5-7), 263 (Inscription 16 [18]). Cf. §1, 12,

86—97. Neither the style of the inscriptions nor the events described in them would
suggest that this was the King Neferkare who was a contemporary of the early kings
of the Eleventh Dynasty (Turin Canon v, 6; cf. §1, 20, 35 ff.).

4 §1, 14, 32. pi. 33, 4; §1, 13, 123.
5 §i, 22; §1, 2 i ; § i , 6.
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only a decade or two longer, coming to an end about 2130 B.C.,
probably as a result of the Theban revolution of 2133 B.C.

With the Tenth Dynasty, for which the Turin Canon appar-
ently lists five kings (v, 5-9), we are on somewhat firmer ground.
The founder of the dynasty, King Meryhathor( ?), is known only
from a damaged inscription in the alabaster quarries at Het-nub1

and his successor, another Neferkare, is only a name in the Turin
Canon ;2 but the third and fourth rulers of the dynasty are reason-
ably historical personages.

Wahkare Achthoes III was the alleged author of the justly
famous ' Instruction for King Merykare', his son and heir, a state-
ment of policy composed apparently under Merykare himself, but
containing some of the finest passages in Egyptian didactic
literature and much valuable information on the history of the
Heracleopolitan period.3 From this work it is clear that, with
Wahkare's support, the nomarchs of the Delta succeeded in
dealing with the Asiatics who had infiltrated its eastern pro-
vinces, but maintained in large part their own independence and
collected their own taxes in addition to those which they levied on
behalf of their complacent overlord. New colonies of Egyptians
appear to have been settled in the north-east to help in reclaiming
the land and strengthening the border defences. With the re-
opening of the Delta harbours trade was resumed with the Syrian
coast and fine coniferous woods were again imported into Egypt.
Though the kings evidently resided at Heracleopolis itself,4

Memphis seems to have remained, as before, the centre of the
administration and the site of the royal cemetery.

In the South, meanwhile, matters had taken a less favourable
turn. The Thebans had overcome the resistance to their regime in
the first three nomes and, as the result of a long and still con-
tinuing struggle,5 had apparently extended their power north-
ward to the important administrative and religious centres of This
and Abydos in the Eighth Nome. Impelled to action by this
growing threat Wahkare and his ally and kinsman(P), the nom-
arch Tefibi of Asyut,6 fell upon the nome of This and captured it
'like a cloudburst', but unwisely permitted their troops to 'hack
up' the hallowed area and plunder the tombs of the honoured
dead. This, as Wahkare himself ruefully admits in his Instruction

1 §1, 1, 14. n. 1, pi. 7, inscr. ix. 2 Turin Canon v, 6.
3 §1, 8, 1-4, pis. 9-14; §1, 23, 414-18; §1, 19.
J §1, 22, pis. 1-2 (R 37, 82); §1, 9, pi. 13 (Tomb IV, col. 16).
6 See below, p. 475, n. 2.
6 §1,9, pis. I I , 12; §1, 2, 17-26, 40-51; §1, 16, 155-6.
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to his son, was a mistake which brought its own retribution.
Wahankh Inyotef, the Theban, counter-attacking with the out-
raged fury of the Southland now solidly behind him, succeeded in
the course of his long reign in driving the Heracleopolitans out of
'the whole of the Thinite Nome' and pressed on to 'its northern
boundary, as far as the nome of Aphroditopolis ' j 1 or Tenth Nome,
which adjoins the district of This on the west side of the Nile.

It was perhaps at this stage that the Heradeopolitan rulers,
despairing of ultimate victory, adopted the policy of' peaceful co-
existence' with the southern kingdom which Wahkare urged
upon his successor in an oft-cited passage in the Instruction for
Merykare.2 Peace, in any case, seems to have prevailed for several
decades. During this interval old King Wahkare died after a
reign of approximately half a century3 and his middle-aged son,
Merykare, ruled at Heracleopolis in his place. At Asyut the
installation of a new nomarch, Achthoes II, was attended by the
pharaoh and his court who journeyed upstream for the occasion
in a great fleet of ships.4 It must have been at this period, too,
that the Heracleopolitans, probably through an arrangement with
Thebes, were once again able to obtain blocks of red granite from
the quarries at Aswan.5

The truce seems to have been kept by both sides until the
fourteenth year of the Horus Sankhibtowy (King Mentuhotpe II)
of Thebes when what a Theban text describes as 'the rebellion of
This'6 set the war machine of the southern kingdom once more
in motion. This time it was not to be stopped. Before long Asyut
fell and the fighting moved northward into the Fifteenth, or
Hermopolite, Nome, which found itself overrun by the un-
disciplined armies of the contending dynasts, including, accord-
ing to Kay, son of the nomarch Neheri, troops of Nubians and
'Asiatic' bedawin. 'I rescued my city on the day of plundering
from the grievous terrors of the Royal House', says Kay,7 and it is
probable that he was referring, not to the royal house of Thebes,
but to the royal house of Heracleopolis.8

Merykare, by that time an elderly man, died before the Thebans
reached Heracleopolis and was buried near Memphis in a pyra-
mid somewhat optimistically named' Flourishing-are-the-Abodes-

1 §1, 4, sect. 16, col. 3.
2 P. Ermitage I I I 6 A recto, 71-8 (§1, 8, pi. n ; §1, 23, 416; etc.).
3 §1, 19, 54. * §1, 16, 158-9.
6 P. Ermitage I I I 6 A recto, 77-8 (see above, p. 466, n. 3).
8 §1, 4, sect. 23, cols. 15-16. 7 §1, 1, 54-5, gr. 24 (7-8).
8 Cf. §1, 5. See, however, below, p. 471, n. 1. [Ed.]

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



468 THE MIDDLE KINGDOM IN EGYPT

of-Merykare'.1 It was, however, only a few months later that the
reign of his unknown successor, the last of the Heracleopolitan
pharaohs,2 was cut short by a complete victory for Thebes
and a new union of the 'Two Lands' under King Nebhepetre
Mentuhotpe II of the Eleventh Dynasty.

II. THE NOMARCHS OF MIDDLE EGYPT

Information on conditions in Egypt during the Heracleopolitan
Period stems neither from the scanty ruins of Heracleopolis itself
nor from the few remnants of a historical nature recovered at
Memphis, but from the tombs and other inscribed monuments of
the provincial governors of Upper Egypt, especially the rulers of
the so-called 'Middle Nomes', from Akhmlm in the south to
Beni Hasan in the north.

The picture which emerges corresponds with what was seen
taking shape during the latter part of the Old Kingdom. The
nomes, once administrative districts of a strong central govern-
ment, had returned to their original status as small, independent
states. Each was governed by a dynasty of local princes, whose
right to power had become hereditary and who now dated events to
the years of their own tenures of office, levied and maintained their
own armies, built and manned their own fleets of ships, quarried
stone for their own monuments, and frequently allocated to them-
selves privileges and titles of royal type. At death the nomarch was
buried in a great tomb, rock-cut in the cliffs near his local capital
and surrounded by the tombs of his own courtiers and officials.

Personal ties or the promptings of expediency at times led the
nomarchs of Middle Egypt to take an active part in national
affairs and to ally themselves with the cause of their sovereigns;
but, for the most part, their interests were centred in their own
provinces. These, they tell us, they ruled with benevolence and
solicitude, suppressing lawlessness and injustice, improving the
irrigation systems, restocking herds, storing up food for use in
times of famine, and, as Overseers of Priests, maintaining in a
state of repair the temples of the local gods.

At Asyut the nomarch Achthoes, during the peaceful years
preceding the outbreak of hostilities with Thebes, repaired and
augmented the irrigation canals in his nome and made arable land
which had previously been desert. In a year when the Nile was
low and famine was rife in the neighbouring provinces he closed

1 §i, 24, 23 n. 3. 2 Turin Canon v, 9.
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his borders to outsiders and distributed grain to his own people
from his well-stocked granaries. He speaks of his prowess as a
warrior, states with evident pride that he was 'greatly feared by
his neighbours', and tells of organizing troops of militia for the
policing and defence of his nome.1 His successor, Tefibi, boasts
of the absence of lawlessness in his time: 'When night fell, he
who slept by the way praised me because he was like a man in his
own house. Dread of my soldiers was his protection when the
beasts of the field lay beside him.'2 During the interval of peace
preceding the final Theban drive (see above) Tefibi's son,
Achthoes II, set about restoring the temple at Asyut, that his
name might 'be forever in the temple of Wepwawet' and his 'good
remembrance in the columned hall'.3

Two painted wooden tomb models of this time from Asyut
show the types of soldier which these self-styled 'Great Chiefs of
Upper Egypt' placed in the field against their Theban ad-
versaries.4 Marching four abreast in companies of forty are
native Egyptian spearmen, with shields of bull's hide and copper-
tipped lances about five feet in length, and Nubian archers, each
carrying a bow and a handful of arrows. Short loincloths were
the soldiers' only clothing and thick shocks of hair served as pro-
tection for their heads. The Nubians, clearly distinguished by
their dark skin and polychrome garments, were probably Medjay
or men of Wawat, like those mentioned by Kay, son of the
nomarch Neheri of Hermopolis.5

The marked devotion and faithful service accorded the royal
house of Heracleopolis by the nomarchs of Asyut is almost cer-
tainly to be attributed to the existence of strong ties of friendship,
perhaps even of blood relationship, between the two families. As
a boy the elder Achthoes was brought up with the pharaoh's
children and was sponsored as nomarch by the king himself, who
also seems to have joined in the general mourning which attended
the death of Achthoes' grandfather.6 It has already been stated
that King Merykare and his court made the long journey up-
stream to be present at the installation of the nomarch Achthoes II.7

The bond, thus attested for three generations, persisted to the
end, and the house of Achthoes finally went down fighting for a
pharaoh who was powerless to command the loyalty voluntarily

1 §1, 2,11 ff., 64 ff.; §1,16,160. 2 §1, 2,17, 43-4 (col. 10).
3 §1, 2, 27-8, 55 (cols. 20-4). * §n, 10 (4), 265. See Plate 43 (<J).
6 §1, 1, 36-7 (gr- 16, 6).
6 §i, 2, 67 (cols. 22 ff.), 68 (cols. 36 ff.). See also §11, 1, sects. 413-14.
' See above, p. 467, n. 4.
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bestowed upon him. When, in the Twelfth Dynasty, the history
of Asyut can again be traced a new line of nomarchs has replaced
the old champions of the Heracleopolitan kingdom.

More typical of the times was the policy followed by the
Hereditary Princes of the Hare Nome, whose capital city,
Khmunu (modern El-Ashmunein), later became the Greek Hermo-
polis and whose local divinity was the great god Thoth. In the
tombs at Sheikh Sa'ld1 and El-Bersha2 and, even more clearly, in
a series of inscriptions in the alabaster quarries at Het-nub3 we
can trace the fortunes of this ancient family from the late Old
Kingdom to the middle of the Twelfth Dynasty. Following two
princes named Iha and a third named Thutnakhte, who appear to
have been contemporaries of the Eighth and Ninth Dynasties, we
arrive, with Thutnakhte II, at the beginning of the Tenth
Dynasty and find the name of King Meryhathor( ?) in an inscrip-
tion of this nomarch at Het-nub.4 Then come Thutnakhte III,
Ahanakhte, and Thutnakhte IV, who seem to have held office
during the long reign of King Wahkare and the first years of
King Merykare and who were therefore contemporary with the
nomarchs Tefibi and Achthoes II of Asyut.5

It was in the time of Thutnakhte's son, the great nomarch and
vizier, Neheri, that the army of Nebhepetre, the Theban, passed
through the Hare Nome on its victorious march toward Hera-
cleopolis. Neheri, who had been made chief of staff by his king
and placed in command of one of the two divisions of the Hera-
cleopolitan army,6 appears to have devoted his energies less to
checking the Theban advance than to rescuing the people of his
nome from violence at the hands of both armies.7 In a graffito at
Het-nub, dated to Year 5 of his nomarchy, his son Kay says:
41 prepared my troops of young men and went to fight in com-
pany with my city. It was I who formed its [rearguard?] in
Shedyetsha. There were no men with me except my (own) fol-
lowers when Medjayu and men of Wawat, Nubians and Asiatics,
Upper Egypt and Lower Egypt were united against me. I returned
successfully, my whole city with me, without loss. I was one,
moreover, who rescued the weak from the strong. I made my
house a gateway for all who came frightened on the day of

1 §H , 3. 8 §11,9. 3 §i, 1.
* Ibid. 14 n. i, pi. 7 (inscr. IX). s Ibid. 114.
6 Ibid. 94 (gr. 20 [4-6], gr. 25 [6-7]).
' It is difficult to accept Faulkner's elaborate theory that the Hare Nome rebelled

against the Heracleopolitans shortly before the Theban advance and then joined
with them to oppose it (§1, 5).
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tumult.'1 Kay also recalls how he organized the youth of his city
to protect the people, who had fled to the swamps, and how the
older men withdrew into their houses and ' did not take the field
on the day of fear of the Royal House'.2 Another son, Prince
Thutnakhte (V), says that he attacked the 'troops of the king'
and, although 'free from rashness when it was hot on the day of
battle', was a sheltering shade over the whole land on the long-
remembered 'Day of Shedyetsha'.3

The danger past, Neheri seems immediately to have ingrati-
ated himself with the victorious Thebans and to have remained
in power until his death, when the nomarchy passed to his son,
Thutnakhte V, and, after him, to succeeding generations of the
same family until the reign of King Sesostris III of the Twelfth
Dynasty—almost two centuries after the fall of Heracleopolis.4

North of Hermopolis the Great Chiefs of the Oryx Nome seem
also to have adopted a conciliatory attitude toward the Theban
conquerors since their series of rock-tombs at Beni Hasan reach
back with no apparent interruption from the mid-twelfth Dynasty
into Heracleopolitan times.5 No accounts or direct references to
the war between Heracleopolis and Thebes are preserved there;
but in the tomb of the nomarch Baqet III, who was probably a
contemporary of Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe, Egyptian soldiers,
aided by Nubian archers and Libyan(?) slingers, are shown
attacking a fortress, the defenders of which appear also to be
Egyptians.6 The scene is repeated, with some variations, in the
tomb of Baqet's son, the nomarch Achthoes, who lived during
the latter years of the Eleventh Dynasty and rejoiced in the titles,
'Administrator of the Eastern Desert' and 'Commander of
Soldiers in every difficult place'.7

Elsewhere throughout Middle Egypt we catch glimpses of the
provincial governors and their followers. In the tombs at Akhmim
are preserved the names and titles of five ' Great Chief(s) of the
Panopolite Nome', who lived between the late Old Kingdom and
the first quarter of the Twelfth Dynasty.8 At Deir el-Gabrawi the
tombs of four nomarchs of the Twelfth Nome belong to the same
general period, but only the small and sparsely inscribed tombs of
Isi called Hemre (no. 46) and his son(?), Henqu called Kheteti

1 §1, 1, 45-8 (gr. 16 [4-9]); §11, 5, vol. 1, 77*. W. Schenkel (A, 8, 89-94)
considers that Kay's statement refers to events which occurred at the time of the death
of Ammenemes I. He thinks that Kay supported Sesostris I against a revolt. [Ed.]

2 §1, 1, 54-6 (gr. 24 [6-7]). 3 Ibid. 59-62 (gr. 26 [5-6]).
4 Ibid. 99-100, 114. 5 §11, 8 (see part 11, 5-7).
6 Op. cit. 2, pi. 5. ' Ibid. pi. 15.
8 §11, 7, 108, 114-19 (Tombs 12, 24-7); §11, 2, 54-6.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



472 THE MIDDLE KINGDOM IN EGYPT

(no. 39), can be assigned to Heracleopolitan times.1 Both men
call themselves Great Chief(s) of the Cerastes-Mountain Nome,
and Henqu, like many of his fellow nomarchs, assigns to himself
the rank of Overseer of Upper Egypt. At Qaw el-Kebir, at Deir
Rifa, and at Meir, respectively, were buried the nomarchs of the
Tenth, Eleventh, and Fourteenth Nomes, but, again, the sur-
viving tombs are almost without exception of the late Old King-
dom or of the Middle Kingdom. North of Beni Hasan the picture
is even more obscure, the nomes of Cynopolis, Hipponus,
Oxyrhynchus, and Heracleopolis having produced no historical
monuments of the period with which we are dealing.

That conditions similar to those in the south existed also in
Lower Egypt is suggested by the words attributed to King
Merykare's royal father: 'Behold, [the region] which they injured
is made into nomes and large cities. The sovereignty of one man
(the king) has entered into the hands of ten men who exercise the
functions of princes.'2

III. THEBES AND THE 'HEAD OF THE SOUTH'

At the end of the Old Kingdom the city which came to be known
as Waset, or Wese, by the Egyptians and Thebes or Diospolis by
the Greeks of a much later period consisted of one or more small
settlements in the neighbourhood of modern Luxor, on the east
bank of the Nile, twenty-three miles south of Koptos.3 By Hera-
cleopolitan times the town had become the metropolis of the
Fourth Nome of Upper Egypt, the Nome of the Sceptre (J),
and one of the seats of the local falcon-god Mont, who was
worshipped also in the old nome-capital at Hermonthis (modern
Armant) and in the villages of Madu (El-Madamud) and Djeret
(Tod).4 Another divinity, Amun, newly imported from Hermo-
polis and closely related in one of his forms to the great god Min
of Akhmlm and Koptos,5 had a small temple atKarnak, a mile and
a half north of Luxor; but did not achieve the status of a state-
god until the Twelfth Dynasty. The cemetery of Thebes lay
across the river in the area now occupied by the sprawling
modern village of El-Qurna. A hill, called El-Khokha, in the centre

1 §11, 4, part 11, 31-3, pis. 21, 27-8.
2 P. Ermitage I I I 6 A recto, 85-6. See also §11, 6, 596.
3 §m, 14; §11, 5, vol. 11, 24*-26* (A 335-6).
4 §111, 16, 5, 82-92; §111. 15, 340-6, 363-6.
5 §111, 25; §111, 15, 106, 348 f.; §I I I , 31, 147, 161.
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of this village has yielded several rock-tombs of the late Sixth
Dynasty, including that of the nomarch Ihy;1 but the cemetery of
the Heracleopolitan Period is to be found in a plain three-
quarters of a mile to the north-east, below the slopes of the Dira
Abu'n-Naga and opposite the temples of Mont and Amun at
Karnak.2

Here were buried the nomarchs of the vigorous line which
governed Thebes between the Sixth and the Tenth Dynasties and
their successors, the early kings of the Eleventh Dynasty. A
Theban tomb inscription, now in Cairo, reveals that, within this
period, seven nomarchs succeeded one another in office during the
active career of a single district scribe.3 Among these nomarchs
may be counted the Sole Companion and Overseer of Prophets,
Rehuy, who ' supplied the House of Amun with food (during)
the difficult years', and, in the period immediately preceding the
rise of the Eleventh Dynasty, the Great Chief of the Sceptre
Nome and Great Chief of Upper Egypt, Inyotef.4 The latter
nomarch is probably to be identified with the Hereditary Prince
and Count, Inyotef, son of Ikui, whom the Theban rulers of the
Middle Kingdom regarded as one of the founders of their line. As
such, he is invoked on a stela of the Eleventh Dynasty in New York,
had a statue dedicated to him by King Sesostris I of the Twelfth
Dynasty, and is named, without a cartouche or royal titles, in the
Eighteenth Dynasty table of kings from the temple at Karnak.5

From the inscriptions of these provincial governors and their
contemporaries it is possible to follow the gradual expansion of
Theban control throughout the 'Head of the South', or what we
should call southern Upper Egypt, a geographic entity which at
this period seems to have comprised the first eight nomes of
Upper Egypt, from Elephantine to This.6 Not long after the rise
of the Heracleopolitans in the north Thebes apparently formed an
alliance with Koptos, which, as the principal Upper Egyptian
stronghold of the recently displaced Eighth Dynasty of Memphis,7

must have been antagonistic to the Heracleopolitan regime from
the outset. The first goal which the allies set themselves was the

1 §1, 24. 3-
2 Ibid. 6-7, 11, 17, 21, pi. 33; §111, 32; §m, 27, i8ff.;§in, 21, 33-5.
3 §1, 4, sect. 1; §111, 19, 67 (sect. 85, 6).
* §1,4, sects. 7, n- i3 ;§m, 19, 66-7; §111, 29,109; §111, 24.488-9.no. 1773;

§111, 2, 185-6.
8 §1, 4, sect. 14; §1, 10, part 1, 153, fig. 91; §111, 22, pi. i (left, 2nd register,

no. 12).
8 §111, 13, 11; § m , 9; §111, 12, 138 n. 488.
7 §111, 11, 19-23 .
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conquest of the southern portion of the nome of Thebes itself,
including the ancient capital at Hermonthis. In this endeavour,
as we have seen, they were immediately and vigorously opposed
by the neighbouring nomarch, Ankhtify of Hierakonpolis, an
adherent of the Heracleopolitan pharaoh Neferkare, who relates
in his tomb at El-Mi'alla how, after having subjected the nome of
Edfu to his rule, he went to the rescue of Hermonthis and invaded
the Theban Nome on both the west and east sides of the Nile.1 It
may have been Ankhtify who was responsible for the destruction
of the village of Yushenshen, a few miles north of Thebes, an
event referred to on the tomb stela of a henchman of the Koptite
nomarch Djefi.2 His resistance, however, must have been short-
lived, for the nomarchs of Thebes soon extended their control
southward to the First Cataract and beyond it, into northern
Nubia. One of their generals, Djemi of Gebelein, claims, indeed,
that he ' made Lower Nubia (Wawat) tributary to every chief who
arose in this(?) nome',3 and the nomarch Inyotef calls himself a
'Confidant of the King in the narrow southern doorway (at
Elephantine)'.4

Northward the Theban expansion seems to have encountered
more determined opposition, especially in the powerful and im-
portant nome of This. Of the governors of Koptos who assisted
Thebes in this expansion not only Djefi, his father Dagi, and his
son Achthoes, but also a certain User are known; possibly User
was identical with the man whose armed henchman, Fegu, says
on his stela from Naqada that he was sent by the Overseer of
Prophets, User, 'on every mission' and (always) 'returned satis-
fied'.5 At Dendera in the Sixth Nome at least two local nomarchs,
Merer and Inoqer, held office between the end of the Eighth
Dynasty and the annexation of the province by the nomarch
Inyotef of Thebes, whose title, Great Chief of Upper Egypt, ap-
pears with his name on a monument found at Dendera itself.6

Conditions in the Seventh (Diospolite) Nome at this time are
wholly obscure; but at Naga ed-Deir, opposite This, at nearby
Sheikh Farag, and at Deir el-Gabrawi we find the tombs and
other monuments of a series of Great Chiefs of the Thinite Nome

1 §i, 20,42,163-6 (inscr. 2), 198-206 (inscrs. 6 and 7).
2 §111, 9; §11, 5, vol. 11, 27* (338A). According to H. G. Fischer (A, 4,50) the

stela of Fegu and the stelae mentioning Djefi are all from Naqada.
8 §I I I , 1; §111, 19, 67-8; §111, 23, 45 f. The stela of Djemi appears to be from

Gebelein (§111,10, 291; A, 2, 79-80. 4 §1, 4, sect. 13.
6 §1, 4, sects. 8-10; §111, 19, 66-7; §111, 26, no. 14. See above, n. 2.
6 §111, 2, 185-6; §111, 5, revised edition, 177-8; §111, 18, 18, 65, p. 12.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THEBES AND THE 'HEAD OF THE SOUTH' 475

dating from the Sixth to the Eleventh Dynasty.1 The protracted
struggle for the control of this nome is reflected in the words of a
resident of Dendera, apparently a subject of the Theban king,
Wahankh Inyotef, who, looking back on his past life, speaks of
giving corn to his city 'for fifty-six years . . .when there was war
with the nome of This'.2

As in Middle Egypt, famine, the inevitable companion of
political disunity, repeatedly stalked the Head of the South during
the early years of the Theban climb to supremacy. Besides the
inscription just quoted, half a dozen autobiographical texts of this
period mention disastrous and widespread famines and describe
the steps taken by the authors of the respective texts to provide
food for their own and neighbouring communities.3 Ankhtify of
El-Mi'alla, who—probably more picturesquely than truthfully—
represents the starving people of Upper Egypt as driven to the
point of eating their children, states that he not only fed his own
district during one such crisis, but also supported towns in the
First and Second Nomes and sent his 'Upper Egyptian corn' as
far south as Nubia and as far north as This.4 Some years later,
under similar circumstances, the Treasurer Iti of Gebelein relates
how he gave corn to Hermonthis and to Ankhtify's home town
of Hefat (El-Mi'alla) 'after Gebelein had been sustained, at a
time when Thebes went downstream and upstream' (in search of
food) ;5 and the Sole Companion, Hekayeb, of Gebelein speaks of
providing his city with Upper Egyptian barley 'for many years',
of 'making a loan of corn to ' Upper Egypt', and of giving oil to
the nome of Hierakonpolis, where Ankhtify once held sway.6

Despite their great and ever-growing power in Upper Egypt
the nomarchs of Thebes do not seem to have actually broken with
the pharaohs of Heracleopolis until the very end of this period,
Inyotef, the last of the line, calling himself 'Confidant of the
King' and 'Great Pillar (of) He-who-makes-the-Two-Lands-to-
live'.7

1 §111, 4, 29-33; §111, 17. 4i» 122. 127; §"f 4» part 1, 8-9; part u, 1-3. I am
grateful to Dr Caroline Peck for having provided me with a list of these nomarchs
and references to their extant monuments.

8 Cairo Stela JE 46048. See §111, 8, xxxiv (top); %i, 17, 170. I am indebted to
Professor Anthes, formerly of the University Museum in Philadelphia, for a photograph
of this stela and to J. J. Clere for a hand-copy of the pertinent portion of the text.
For further indications of military activity in the Thinite Nome see §IU> 3) nO5. 39,
40, 56, 78, 85; §1, io, part 1, 139.

3 §111, 29, 9-12, 105-11. 4 §1, 20, 220-31 (inscr. 10).
5 §111, 30. See also §m, 6. 9 §111, 20. ' §1, 4, sect. 13.
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IV. THE EARLY KINGS OF THE
ELEVENTH DYNASTY

It was Mentuhotpe, the son(?) and successor of the nomarch
Inyotef, who was traditionally regarded as the founder of the
Eleventh Dynasty and who came to be known to his descendants
as the Horus Tepya ('the Ancestor'), the father of the 'Gods',
(King) Mentuhotpe (I), with his name written in a cartouche both
in the Karnak list and on a statue which his younger son, King
Inyotef II, dedicated to him at Elephantine.1 Though Mentu-
hotpe may not have assumed the royal titulary during his own
lifetime it was undoubtedly he who, in 2133 B.C., openly repu-
diated the overlordship of Heracleopolis and sired Egypt's first
dynasty of Theban kings.

The 'Ancestor', or 'Original', Mentuhotpe was succeeded by
his elder son, the Horus Sehertowy (' Pacifier-of-the-Two-Lands'),
the Son of Re, Inyotef I, whose names follow those of his father
in the Karnak list and who appears on a door-jamb from the temple
at Tod in company with his three successors, Inyotef II and III
and Mentuhotpe II.2 We know nothing of the reign of this first
self-styled Theban king, but there is some probability that he was
the owner of a great courtyard tomb north-east of the Dira
Abu'n-Naga, in that portion of the Theban necropolis which has
come to be known as 'the Intef Cemetery'.3 The facade of the
tomb, a rock-cut portico, pierced by a dozen doorways leading to
the subterranean burial complex, occupies the rear, or western
end of the courtyard, and was in all probability surmounted by a
small pyramid of mud brick.4 At his death in 2118 B.C. Sehertowy
and his father before him had ruled Thebes and apparently most
of the Head of the South for sixteen years. There is no evidence
that either of these two rulers was associated, as has been thought,5

with the Treasurer Iti of Gebelein (see above, p. 475), who makes
no mention of a change in his master's status (from nomarch to
king), but says simply that he always gave satisfaction whether he
served 'a great lord' or 'a little lord'.6

The Horus Wahanjch, King Inyotef II, seems to have been
Mentuhotpe I's younger son,7 born to him by a woman named

1 §iv, 4,176-84. 2 §iv, 10.
3 §m, 32, i3-24;§i, 24, u , pis. 3, 33; §m, 21, 33-5.
4 See however, Mitt. Deutsch Inst. Kairo, 23 (1968), 26-37. [Ed.]
5 So §111, 30, 141-2; §1,20,40.
6 §111, 8, sect. 217 (2nd ex.); §111, 6, 69-72. ' §iv, 4, 179-81.
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Neferu, whose importance is attested by the frequency with
which she is mentioned in her son's inscriptions.1 The new king,
evidently a young man at the time of his accession, reigned for
almost fifty years2 and during these years, as we have seen,
fought with notable success against the pharaohs of Heracleopolis.
A great stela from his courtyard tomb, just south of that of
Sehertowy, describes his capture of the Thinite Nome and his
expansion of the Theban kingdom northward to the nome of
Aphroditopolis ;3 and at Dendera the Steward Erdiwy-Khnum, a
contemporary of either Inyotef II or III,4 speaks of his mistress,
the King's Daughter and King's Wife, Neferukayet, as 'Head of
the people from Elephantine to Aphroditopolis'.5 The Overseer
of Interpreters, Djari, relates that he received a citation from the
Horus Wahankh after he 'had fought with the House of
Achthoes on the west of This', and he, too, defines the southern
kingdom as extending 'in its entirety southward to Elephantine
and northward to Aphroditopolis'.6 On the other hand, the
Chancellor Tjetji, who survived the death of the king, says that
he served the Horus Wahankh for 'a long period of years. . .
when this land was under his authority upstream to Elephantine
and (downstream) as far as This of the Thinite Nome'.7 The
apparent discrepancy here is probably one of expression rather
than of fact, for it will be recalled that on the west side of the river
the Thinite and Aphroditopolite Nomes share a common boun-
dary. The peaceful interlude which followed the king's defeat of
the Heracleopolitans (§ 1) permitted trade relations to be resumed
with the North, and Tjetji speaks of 'every good thing that was
being brought to the Majesty of (my) lord from Upper Egypt
and from Lower Egypt'. At Thebes Wahankh relates that he
filled the temple (of Mont?) with 'noble vases for pouring liba-
tions' and of the other gods he says, ' I built their temples,
erected their stairways, made solid their gates, and established
their offering-foundations. . .'.8 His names are inscribed on a

1 §iv, 8, 119; §1, 17, 169-70; §m, 19, sect. 71.
2 Dying apparently in his fiftieth year on the throne (§i, 4, sect. 16, col. 6) after

a reign which the Turin Canon (v, 14) records as '49 years'.
3 §1, 4, sect. 16, col. 3.
4 On an unpublished stela, found at Dendera by the University of Pennsylvania's

expedition, Erdiwy-Khnum is associated with a 'King Inyotef, whose mother is
Neferu'—hence, either Inyotef II or Inyotef III (see §iv, 8, 119). A hand-copy of,
and commentary on, this most interesting monument was provided by Dr Henry G.
F i s c h e r 5 *m, 18, 52, pi. 15; §n, 6, 105; §!, 17, 169-70.

6 §1, 4, sect. 18. ' Ibid. sect. 20, lines 3-4; §iv, 1, 56, 58. See Plate 44.
8 §1, 4, sect. 16, cols, i, 2.
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boulder on the island of Elephantine,1 and here also, in the temple
of the deified governor, Hekayeb, he dedicated two statues of
himself and one of his father, Mentuhotpe I.2

The Horus Nakhtnebtepnefer, Inyotef III, must himself have
been well advanced in age at the time of his predecessor's death
and it is not surprising to find that, according to the Turin Canon
(v, 15), he ruled for only eight years. The brevity of his reign is
further attested by the fact that two of his father's courtiers—
Ka's son, Inyotef, and Henuni—survived to the days of his son
Mentuhotpe II.3 At Elephantine he carried out restorations in
the temple of Hekayeb, which he describes as being in a ruinous
state, and contributed a sandstone doorway to the temple of the
local goddess, Satis.4 Among the private monuments of his reign
one of the more interesting is the stela of the Henchman Megegi,
whose formal name, Ammenemes ('Amun-is-foremost'), wascom-
pounded with that of the still relatively obscure local god of
Thebes.5 Under Inyotef III Abydos remained in the possession
of the Thebans, but was exposed to some sort of hardship, prob-
ably a famine. Speaking of 'the day of misery', Prince Ideni of
Abydos says 'the Horus Nakhtnebtepnefer, the King of Upper
and Lower Egypt, the Son of Re, Inyotef the Great', approved
his plan for supporting his city in the crisis and commended him
for his efficiency in carrying out the royal orders.6 Since his
mother as well as his grandmother was named Neferu it is possible
that Inyotef III, rather than his father, is the 'King Inyotef,
whose mother is Neferu', mentioned on a fragmentary stela of the
Steward Erdiwy-Khnum from Dendera.7 He appears with his
queen, Yah, and their son, King Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe II, in
a relief carved during the latter's reign on the rock wall of the
Shatt er-Rigal, a ravine near Gebel es-Silsila through which a
caravan track from the south-west reached the Nile Valley.8 Another
child born to the royal couple was Queen Neferu (III), the sister
and apparently one of the principal wives of Mentuhotpe II.9

At his death Inyotef III was probably buried in western
Thebes in a vast, but unfinished, courtyard tomb south of those of
his father and grandfather.10

1 §iv, 7, 115 (no. 1). 2 See above, p. 476, nn. 1, 7.
3 §1, 4, sects. 23, 24. * See §iv, 3, 13; §iv, 5, 8. 5 §1, 4, sect. 22.
6 Cairo 20502 (§iv, 6, vol. 11, 93). See also §111, 29, n , 112.
7 See above, p. 477, n. 4.
8 §1, 24, 58 ff., pis. 9-12, 36. See also §iv, 2, 45-6; §1, 3, 648; §iv, 11, 41-3.
9 §1, 24, 27;§iv, 8, 120.

10 Incorrectly assigned by Winlock (§1, 24, 21-2, pi. 33) to Sankhibtowy
Mentuhotpe. See above, p. 476, n. 4. [Ed.]
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The deeds of an unidentified ruler of the early Eleventh
Dynasty are glowingly described in a private tomb inscription of
the period, now in Turin.1 The king in question is said to have
coped successfully with a famine, performed services for Mont,
Amun, Re, and Hathor, 'seized the Two Lands with his victory',
'established the orders of eternity', and 'punished his enemies'.

V. REUNION OF EGYPT UNDER
NEBHEPETRE MENTUHOTPE

When Mentuhotpe II ascended the throne in 2060 B.C. he as-
sumed the Horus name Sankhibtowy (' Making-the-Heart-of-the-
Two-Lands-to-live') and retained it until at least the fourteenth
year of his reign.2 In this year what was evidently an attempt on
the part of the supporters of the Heracleopolitan pharaoh to
recover the key city of This led, as has been stated, to the resump-
tion of hostilities between Thebes and Heracleopolis and to the
inauguration of a great Theban offensive which, under the
vigorous leadership of the new king, was sustained until, about
2040 B.C., Heracleopolis itself fell and Egypt was once again
united under a single royal house. Desultory fighting may have
continued in the north for some years, but the power of the
Heracleopolitans was broken and the Middle Kingdom truly
launched. In a temple inscription of the Nineteenth Dynasty the
names of King Menes of Dynasty I, King Nebhepetre of
Dynasty XI, and King Amosis of Dynasty XVIII are listed
together, obviously as the founders of the Old, the Middle, and
the New Kingdoms.3

As his victories mounted and his rulership of all Egypt began
to loom as an imminent reality Mentuhotpe II adopted a more
elaborate titulary than the rulers of the Eleventh Dynasty had
hitherto used, calling himself 'the Horus Netjeryhedjet, He-of-
the-Two-Goddesses Netjeryhedjet, the King of Upper and
Lower Egypt, Nebhepetre, the Son of Re, Mentuhotpe'.4 Some-
time between his overthrow of Heracleopolis and the carving of
the Shatt er-Rigal reliefs in the thirty-ninth year of his reign the
king again revised and elaborated his titulary, so that it now read,

1 Turin 1310. Vandier (§iv, 12) is inclined to identify the king referred to as
Inyotef I.

2 §1, 4, sect. 23 (see lines 3 and 15-16).
3 §v, 12, part in, pi. 163. Seealso§i, 10, part 1, 181, fig. i n ; §v, 4, 42-3.
« §1, 3, 647-8; §v, 5; §v, 23, 77-81.
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in its final form, 'the Horus Smatowy ("Uniter-of-the-Two-
Lands"), He-of-the-Two-Goddesses Smatowy, Horus of Gold
Qashuty (" High-of-Plumes"), the King of Upper and Lower
Egypt, Nebhepetre. . .'—the throne-name now being regularly
written with the hpt-oar, rather than with the angular hpt-sign,
previously used.1

Besides crushing the hostile elements among his own people
Nebhepetre appears also to have consolidated his borders and
protected his quarries, mines, and trade routes by military actions
directed against the peoples of Lower Nubia, the Libyan tribes of
the western desert, and the bedawin of the north and east. As the
Horus Netjeryhedjet he claims mastery over the traditional
foreign enemies of Egypt, called collectively the 'Nine Peoples
of the Bow', or, more simply, the 'Nine Bows';2 and in the in-
scriptions of a chapel at Dendera he is described as 'clubbing
the eastern lands, striking down the hill-countries, trampling
the deserts, enslaving the Nubians,. . . Medjay and Wawat, the
Libyans, and the [Asiatics]'.3

Inscriptions of the reign occur at the First Cataract,4 at
Abisko, seventeen miles further south,5 in the quarries of the
Wadi Hammamat6 and at Het-nub,7 and on the precipitous south
wall of the Shatt er-Rigal, where they were carved by the Chan-
cellor Achthoes and other officials of Nebhepetre during their
journeys to and from the lands to the south.8

The king's building activities appear to have been confined
largely to Upper Egypt. In a sandstone chamber which he con-
tributed to the temple of Satis at Elephantine he appeared before
the goddess in the guise of the god Amun.9 Blocks bearing his
names have been discovered in the foundations of the temple of
the goddess Nekhbet at El-Kab.10 At Gebelein, seventeen miles
south of Thebes, he erected a chapel and a great door in an

1 §v, 23, 77-8 i ; §iv, 2, 48-9.
2 §v, 1, pi. 33A. See also §1, 24, 24 n. 10; §v, 24, 39-40; §m, 23, 54 n. 4.
3 §v, 7; see also §1, 24, 28 n. 17.
4 §v, 17, pi. 8, nos. 213, 243;§iv,7, 37 (no. 151), 71 (no. 31), 73 (110.44);^,

12, part 11, pis. 149^, 150^, c.
5 %y, 21, 103-11, pis. 45-7, 50, 106-8; §111, 23, 58-60; §v, 19.
6 §v, 6, no. 112.
7 §1, 1, 32-67 (gr. 14-31). Though the name of the king does not appear in their

inscriptions there can be little doubt that the nomarch Neheri and his sons were
contemporaries of Mentuhotpe II. See, however, above, p. 471, n. 1. [Ed.]

8 §1, 24, 58-76, pis. 9-12; §11, 10, vol. v, 206-7; §v, 24, 41 ff.; §v, 2.
9 Six fragmentary blocks from this chamber, now in the Aswan Museum, were

discovered by Dr Labib Habachi in 1946-7. See A, 6.
10 §v, 10, pi. 30.
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ancient temple of Hathor,1 and at Tod he rebuilt the temple of
Mont.2 A limestone door-lintel, inscribed with his throne-name
and personal name, is said to have come from the temple of Mont
at Hermonthis.3 North of Thebes he has left parts of a sculptured
shrine at El-Ballas,4 a chapel at Dendera, dedicated to Hathor,
Horus, Harakhte, and Min,5 and additions to the Old Kingdom
temple of Osiris at Abydos.6

At Thebes Nebhepetre's most notable building was his tomb-
temple, erected in an imposing bay of the western cliffs, a mile to
the west of the tombs of his predecessors, in a locality later occu-
pied by early Christian monks and called in Arabic Deir el-Bahri,
'the Northern Monastery' (see below, p. 515). Sandstone
statues of the king, which flanked the avenue of approach to the
temple, wear the short, close-fitting garment associated with the
Heb Sed, or royal jubilee festival,7 and may date from the first
celebration of this festival, held, presumably, in the king's
thirtieth regnal year (2031 B.C.). Chief among the royal women
buried in the temple precinct were Queen Tern (Atum ?), mother
of Sankhkare Mentuhotpe III,8 and Queen Neferu, Nebhepetre's
own full sister, whose tomb, much visited in the New Kingdom,
was evidently regarded as a national shrine.9 In the precipitous
cliff to the north of Deir el-Bahri and in the lower hills to the
south are the tombs of the great officials of the reign: the Viziers
Dagi and Ipi, the Chancellor Achthoes, the Treasurers Horhotpe
and Meru, and the Chief Steward Henenu.10 An uninscribed tomb
above the temple yielded the bodies of sixty of Nebhepetre's soldiers,
slain while attacking a fortress or walled town, probably in Nubia.11

VI. REORGANIZATION AND RECOVERY

The steps taken by Mentuhotpe II in the consolidation of his
victory and the reorganization of his country are summarized in a
chapel relief from Gebelein which probably dates from the period
just before the fall of Heracleopolis.12 Here we see ' the Son of Re,

1 See above, p. 480, n. 2. 2 §v, 3, i, 10, 14, 25, 62-79, pis. 18-21.
3 %y, 16, 362, pi. 1 (2). Cf. §v, 14, 166.
' §v, 13, 6, nos. 62-6, pis. 32-4; §111, 23, 60 -1 ; §m, 19, 10, 14, 15, 19, 21.
8 See above, p. 480, n. 3. See also §111, 18, pi. 12 (bottom).
6 §v, 18, 14, 33, 43, pis. 24, 54.
7 %v, 15, vol. 1, 26, 60 (see pi. 25B); §1, 10, part 1, 157, fig. 93. Cf. §v, 8,

pis. 12, 13. 8 § 1, 24, 43 n. 60, 48.
9 Ibid. 27 n. 14; §1, 10, part 1, 158-60, figs. 95-6; §v, 20; §v, 9.

10 %\, 24, 44-7; §v, 11. n §v, 25. See also §v, 22, 86.
12 See above, p. 480, n. 2.
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Mentuhotpe', striking to the ground a fellow Egyptian, clad in the
goffered shendyet-kiit of a king or noble and accompanied in his
misfortune by three foreigners, a Nubian, an Asiatic, and a
Libyan—representing perhaps the foreign auxiliaries who formed
an important part of the Heracleopolitan armies.1 The accom-
panying inscription describes the king as 'the subduer at the
head of the Two Lands who established order in Upper Egypt
and the Delta, . . .the Two Banks, . . .and the Two Cities'—a
reference, presumably, to his stamping out of the leaders of the
Heracleopolitan faction and his subordination of the hereditary
nomarchs of Middle and Lower Egypt to the new central govern-
ment at Thebes. In a relief from the pharaoh's temple at Deir
el-Bahri two of these nomarchs, labelled ' Counts of the North-
[land]', are shown bowing before the king with their hands
crossed over their breasts in an attitude of submission.2 A some-
what obscure account of a journey downstream through 'all
the. . . nomes of the entire land' and of fighting in the vicinity of
the FaiyQm and in ' the North' against( ?) a ' King of Lower Egypt
and this, his army' is given by a Nubian soldier who served under
Nebhepetre,3 and may refer to 'mopping up' operations in the
Delta, which would naturally have been the last refuge of the sup-
porters of the old regime. It was probably also in the reign of
Mentuhotpe II that (political?) 'fugitives', who had fled to the
Oasis of Dakhla( ?), were captured by a certain Kay, leader of the
western desert patrol, and brought back to Egypt for punish-
ment.4 The stela on which Kay describes these missions is of
special interest in showing that the western oases, although under
Egyptian surveillance,5 were not yet part of the territory actually
governed by the pharaoh and were therefore logical havens for
escaped criminals and enemies of the state.

At Thebes and in the provinces adjoining it on the north and
south the hereditary nomarchies had long since been abolished;
but in the middle nomes suppression of the feudal nobility was at
this time neither practicable nor wholly desirable, and the methods
employed by the king in assuring the loyalty and co-operation of
the provincial governors in this area were not drastic. The nom-
archs of Asyut evidently proved irreconcilable and had to be
forcibly removed from office. On the other hand, at Hermopolis

1 See above, pp. 467-70. 2 §v, 15, vol. I, pi. 14B; §1, 4, sect. 28 E.
3 See above, p. 480,n. 5. Posener (§v, 19, 165) is inclined to see in Tjehemau's

'King of Lower Egypt', not a Heracleopolitan, but a later ruler of the House of
Itj-towy (see below, pp. 494-510).

* §vi, 1. 5 See §v, 11, 46, pi. 4 (line 4).
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in the Hare Nome and at Beni Hasan in the Oryx Nome the
ruling families were unmolested and only a mild restraint seems
to have been placed on their ancient liberties. In the tombs at
Naga ed-Deir, Akhmlm, and Deir el-Gabrawi there are no
evidences of breaks in the succession of the nomarchs occasioned
by the rise to supremacy of the Theban kings (see above,
pp. 47i-2)-

Control of national affairs, however, was effectively centred at
Thebes by the simple expedient of appointing a Theban to every
key position in the government. Under Nebhepetre three
Thebans in succession—Dagi, Bebi, and Ipi—held the office of
Vizier and with it, as in the late Old Kingdom, the post of Over-
seer of the Pyramid, or Residence, City.1 The recently established
and extremely important office of Chancellor was awarded suc-
cessively to four other fellow-townsmen of the king, outstanding
among whom was Achthoes, son of Sitre, who was ' Chancellor
throughout the land to its utmost boundaries'.2 Another Theban,
Henenu, functioned as Nebhepetre's Chief Steward and served
with distinction under his successor, Sankhkare Mentuhotpe.3

A Familiar of the King, named Itju, was appointed to the newly
created post of Governor of Lower Egypt, which, since the capital
was now in the south, carried with it the same responsibilities as
had the office of Governor of Upper Egypt under the Memphite
pharaohs of the Old Kingdom.4 Another Familiar of the King,
Mery-Teti, known from an inscription at Aswan, dated to
Year 41 of Nebhepetre, served far to the north, as Controller of
the Thirteenth Nome of Lower Egypt.5 From his Theban tomb-
stela we learn that a certain Inyotef, who bore the title Overseer of
the Prison of the Great Doorway, was assigned by Mentu-
hotpe II to the nome of Heracleopolis itself.6 Besides holding his
principal office, the Chancellor Meru was Governor of the Eastern
Deserts.7 The great Chancellor, Achthoes, concerned himself
chiefly with the exploitation of Lower Nubia and the lands to the
south.8 The steward Henenu states that he 'curbed the south,
north, east, and west' and that in the king's name he taxed the
nomes of This and Aphroditopolis and administered the [pro-
ducts^) of] the Oasis.9 The King's Herald Mahesa speaks of

1 §1, 24, 34, 44, 45; §1, 4, sect. 28.
2 §1, 24, 34, 44, 45, 68, 69; §i, 4, sect. 28. See also §111, 13, 77-9.
3 §v, 11. See also §111, 13, 92 n. 3; and below, pp. 491-2.
* §1, 24, 68; §11, 6, part 11, 596-7.
s §v, 17, pi. 8, no. 243. See also §1, 24, 34 n. 18.
6 §vi, 2, 248. ' §1, 24,68 c
8 §111, 23, 57-8. 9 §v, 11.
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'the God (Mentuhotpe II) whose name is heard by the North and
the South'.1 Among Nebhepetre's 'true servants' were two men
who seem to have previously served under the Heracleopolitan
pharaohs. The expedition-leader Achthoes, who worked the mines
and quarries on the peninsula of Sinai and travelled into neigh-
bouring lands on behalf of his sovereign, refers to the time when
he 'was in the House of the Northerner', and the Chief Sculptor
Inyotefnakhte lets it be known that he 'spent years in the House
of Achthoes when it was(?) the King's House'.2 Like most of
their colleagues, however, both of these men made their tombs at
Thebes near that of the pharaoh whom they now served and both
evidently regarded themselves and were regarded by their con-
temporaries as Thebans. Thus, from Wawat in Lower Nubia to
Sinai beyond the north-east border of the Delta the land was
under the constant supervision of representatives of the central
government, all native-born or naturalized citizens of Thebes
and most of them members of the inner circle of the king's
associates.

In spite of the as yet unbroken power of the provincial governors
there resulted from this Theban overlordship a national unity and
a co-ordination of national effort which was immediately reflected
in the culture and the material prosperity of the country. Art,
flourishing again under royal patronage, abandoned the styleless
crudities of the Heracleopolitan Period and began to return to
standards of excellence suited to the tastes of a wealthy and dis-
criminating clientele. Building was resumed on a monumental
scale throughout Upper Egypt, and to supply the ever increasing
needs of the royal architects and sculptors cut stone was extracted in
quantity from the quarries at Aswan, Wadi Hammamat, Het-nub,
and probably Gebel es-Silsila,3 as well as from numerous limestone
quarries up and down the river. Caravans again reached Egypt
from the lands to the south and cargo ships could proceed un-
molested from the First Cataract to the Mediterranean ports.
Gold was almost certainly imported from Nubia and timber from
the Lebanon.4 There is no direct evidence that the mines of Sinai
were worked in the time of Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe, but the
inscriptions in the tomb of the expedition-leader Achthoes indi-

1 §i, 24, 68 E.
2 §vi, 3; §1, 4, sect. 44. See also §vi, 5; §vi, 2, 249.
3 See above, p. 480, nn. 4, 6, 7. Though no inscriptions of Nebhepetre's time

have been recorded at Gebel es-Silsila (§11, 10, vol. v, 208-18) most of the king's
buildings are of sandstone which may be presumed to have come from this con-
venient and much-used quarry or its vicinity.

4 §111, 23, 86 ff. (see, however, 55-6); §v, 11, 46, 49 (notesy and i).
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cate that they were.1 So also does the appearance of the king in a
group-statue dedicated in the early Twelfth Dynasty in the temple
of Hathor at Serablt el-Khadim.2 In his time, too, the first steps
appear to have been taken to reopen the road from Koptos to the
Red Sea ports, whence ships could again sail southwards to the
incense-land of Punt.3

For several generations the martial spirit survived in the land,
and noble and peasant alike prided themselves on their skill with
arms and were often buried with their bows and other weapons
beside them.4 Thanks, however, to the strength, intelligence, and
ability of the new king and his successors Egypt again entered a
long period of internal peace and political security and reached a
new high point in her history as brilliant in many respects as that
which she had achieved under the Old Kingdom.

VII. FOREIGN POLICY: PROGRESS TOWARDS
THE RECONQUEST OF NUBIA

There can be no doubt that throughout the Heracleopolitan Period
the desert tribes on both sides of the Nile Valley, the bedawin of
Sinai and south-western Asia, and the peoples of Lower Nubia
had taken frequent advantage of the disrupted and weakened
condition of the land to raid its borders and harass its inhabitants.

The campaigns of Mentuhotpe II against the Libyans of the
west and the Asiatic nomads of Sinai and the eastern desert were
probably little more than counter-raids or, at the most, punitive
expeditions, designed only to protect the boundaries of" Egypt
from future depredations at the hands of the tribesmen, to reopen
the desert routes to Egyptian caravans, and to make the oases, the
mines of Sinai, and the outlying quarries safe for Egyptian patrols
and working parties. In the north and east the king's troops,
including Libyan and Nubian auxiliaries, attacked and routed the
Asiatic Amu and Setjetiu, the Mentjiu of Sinai, and, apparently,
the Retenu of Syria;5 and west of the Nile harried both the
Tjemehu and Tjehenu Libyans and slew one of the latter's chiefs,
Prince Hedj-wawesh.6 None of these expeditions seems to have
been as extensive as those previously carried out under the Sixth

1 §vi, 3, 35-8.
2 §vi, 6, 123-4, fig. 128; §vi, 4, part 1, 11, pi. 22, no. 70; part n, 86.
3 §v, 11, 46, 48 (note,?). 4 §1, 24, 47.
5 See above, p. 480, nn. 3, 5;§v, 15, vol. 1, 5, pis. 14,15; vol. in, 23.pl. 13;§1,

4, sect. 28A. 6 §v, 1, 33, pi. 33A, 6.
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Dynasty, and none suggests that the Egyptians had as yet any
real extra-territorial designs on Asia.

In Nubia, however, efforts were initiated to regain the control
exercised by the kings of the Sixth Dynasty—a control which was
essential to the exploitation of the rich mineral resources of the
land, the levying of tribute, both in men and materials, and the
resumption of the immensely valuable river and overland traffic
with the countries to the south. Despite the activities of the
nomarchs of Thebes and the early rulers of the Eleventh Dynasty1

Nubia at the time of Nebhepetre's accession was apparently an
independent nation with its own dynasty of kings, descended per-
haps from a renegade Egyptian official of the late Old Kingdom
or Heracleopolitan Period.

Our knowledge of these kings derives from a series of crude
hieroglyphic inscriptions which two of them have left on the Nile
cliffs between Umbarakab and Abu Simbel in Lower Nubia and
which contain royal names and titles similar to those of more or
less contemporaneous kings of Egypt.2 The Horus Senefer-
towyef, King Qakare In(yotef), for example, bears a throne-name
which is identical with that of a Memphite pharaoh of the Eighth
Dynasty and a personal name which is the same as that of a
Theban nomarch and three Theban rulers of the early Eleventh
Dynasty. Goregtowyef, the Horus name of King Iyebkhentre,
the second Nubian king, finds an echo in the epithet, Goreg
Shema To-mehu, applied at Gebelein to Mentuhotpe II and, like
that of Qakare In(yotef), is similar in form to the Horus name,
Sankhtowyef, borne by Mentuhotpe III. In many instances the
royal Nubian graffiti are accompanied by others containing com-
mon Egyptian titles and names, such as Achthoes, Inyotef,
Mentuhotpe, Kay, Khnumhotpe, and Sesostris, all of which are
characteristic of the Heracleopolitan Period and the early Middle
Kingdom.

An interesting but, unfortunately, fragmentary inscription
found near El-Ballas, evidently from the time of Nebhepetre
Mentuhotpe, describes in picturesque and often obscure terms the
king's achievements in Nubia and the adjoining deserts.3 In the

1 §m, 23, 43-7, 54. See also §vn, 4, 308.
2 §111, 23, 47-50; §vn, 1, 243; §1, 3, 657.
8 §v, 13, no. 66, pi. 34; §m, 23, 60-1; §111, 19, 14, 15, 19, 21; §vn, 1, 243;

§vn, 3, 53. A second and much smaller fragment of the same inscription, not pub-
lished by Lutz, appears in Hearst Expedition negative no. 1531, a print of which
was generously provided by Mr Dows Dunham of the Museum of Fine Arts in
Boston. Both these fragments are now published in A, 4, n 2-18, pi. xxxvn.
[Ed.]
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fifth and sixth lines of this text the pharaoh, speaking apparently of
'Wawat' (Lower Nubia) and the neighbouring 'Oasis' (of Kur-
kur?), says that he defeated 'the enemies in them' and 'attached
them to Upper Egypt', adding, somewhat inaccurately, that
'there was no king to whom they had (previously) been tributary'.
The tribesmen of the desert to the east of Nubia seem also to have
come to him in submission, 'touching the forehead to the ground,
as far as the shores of the (Red) Sea'. The victorious ruler then
'fared downstream' until he reached Elephantine, where he con-
tributed in some way to the well-being of the city and received
the homage of its citizens. He concludes by saying, ' I did this
when I was king (after) I had "fetched the helm(?)" for Thebes
and caused the Two Lands to come to her in', presumably, an
attitude of submission and respect. In the last line he refers again
to 'Wawat and the Oasis' and again claims to have 'annexed them
to Upper Egypt'.

From a series of graffiti, left on the rocks near Abisko by one of
Nebhepetre's Nubian mercenaries named Tjehemau, it is known
that the king in person sailed south as far as a place named Ben1—
perhaps on a recruiting expedition—and that for some years
thereafter Tjehemau and his son accompanied the pharaoh up
and down the river and helped to subdue the 'Asiatic' inhabitants
of the otherwise unknown land of Djati and the 'sand-dwellers'
of the adjoining deserts.2 Interesting is Tjehemau's low opinion
of the courage of his Theban companions-in-arms as evidenced in
the engagement against the people of Djati and on the occasion of a
visit which the proud and ferocious Nubian made to Thebes itself.3

In Mentuhotpe's thirty-ninth year, his Chancellor, Achthoes,
returned from the expedition previously mentioned to the south
by way of the Shatt er-Rigal;4 according to an inscription at
Aswan, two years later, the same Achthoes, accompanied perhaps
by Count Mery-Teti,6 was once again making the return trip
from Nubia, this time with(?) 'ships of Wawat'.6 These frequent
journeys by the head of Egypt's exchequer suggest either trading
activities on a large scale or, more likely, the periodic collection of
tribute, chiefly, it may be supposed, in the form of gold.

Though the control of Nubia regained under Mentuhotpe II
does not appear to have extended as yet to a military occupation

1 Possibly Buhen, at the northern end of the Second Cataract. See §m, 23.,
59 n. I ; § V I I , 3, 53.

2 See above, p. 480, n. 5. 3 §v, 19, 163 ff.
4 See above, p. 480, n. 8. 8 §v, 17, pi. 8, no. 243.
6 Ibid. pi. 8, no. 213.
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of the area,1 it did almost certainly include, as we have seen, the
levying of tribute on the local rulers and the maintenance of a safe
right of way for Egyptian trading parties. Geographically this
control did not reach beyond the Second Cataract of the Nile, em-
bracing only the land of Wawat, or Lower Nubia,2 and, in a
looser sense, the desert areas on either side of it. In the latter
areas, as Posener has shown,3 dwelt the nomadic and warlike
Medjay peoples over whom Mentuhotpe II claims a victory in
his chapel at Dendera4 and who for some years before his day and
for many centuries after it served in Egypt's armed forces as
soldiers, scouts, and police. Besides the Nubian auxiliary troops
in Nebhepetre's armies there is evidence of the presence of both
Nubian and negro women in the royal household at Thebes.5 The
king's capture of an oasis—probably Kurkur—to the west or
south-west of Wawat would indicate that the Egyptians had again
opened the old caravan road to the Sudan; it is probable that the
gold mines of Nubia were once again being operated under
Egyptian supervision.

Regardless of details, it is clear that Egypt's foreign policy, as
re-established by Mentuhotpe II, followed the Old Kingdom
precedent and consisted of a purely defensive attitude towards the
peoples of the north and a wholehearted concentration on eco-
nomic and, eventually, territorial expansion in the African lands
to the south. We shall see presently how brilliantly this programme
was developed under the pharaohs of the Twelfth Dynasty.

VIII. EGYPT UNDER KING MENTUHOTPE III:
THE HEKANAKHTE PAPERS

When in 2009 B.C. Nebhepetre died after a reign of fifty-one
years, he was succeeded by his eldest surviving son, a man already
past middle age, who, as the Horus Sankhtowyef, King Sankh-
kare Mentuhotpe, ascended the throne of Egypt and ruled for
twelve peaceful and prosperous years.6 Although in his youth he
was represented as a warrior in the reliefs of his father's mortuary
temple,7 the new king appears to have devoted his own reign
almost entirely to building, and in various temples from Ele-

1 §111, 23, 61. 2 §vn, 3,53-4. s §vn, 2.
4 See above, p. 480, n. 3. See also lines 8-9 of the Ballas inscription cited above,

in this section (p. 486, n. 3).
5 §1, 10, part 1, 219-20; §vn, 3, 53 n. 122.
6 Turin Canon v, 17 (§1, 7, pi. 2). ' §v, 15, vol. 1, 7, pi. 12B.
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phantine to Abydos has left us reliefs of a delicacy rarely sur-
passed in the annals of Egyptian art.1 His name has been found
as far north as Khata'na in the eastern Delta where he was invoked
as a god on a private group-statuette of the late Eleventh or
Twelfth Dynasty.2 On the top of one of the highest peaks in
western Thebes he caused to be constructed a brick and limestone
chapel which has been variously identified as a temple of Thoth,
a iSW-festival chapel, and a cenotaph.3 Curiously enough, Sankh-
kare's tomb and mortuary temple, founded in a magnificent bay
of the western cliffs half a mile south-west of the temple of his
father, never progressed beyond the cutting and grading of the
temple-platform and sections of the causeway, and the partial
excavation of the king's burial passage.4

Outstanding among the officials of the reign were the Chief
Steward Henenu and the Chancellor Meketre, both of whom had
previously served under Mentuhotpe II (above, p. 483). It was
in Meketre's great tomb, overlooking the temple of Sankhkare,
that the expedition of the Metropolitan Museum found an excep-
tionally interesting set of funerary models—painted wooden
replicas of the chancellor's house and garden, the shops on his
estate, his fleet of ships, his herds of cattle, and his servants bring-
ing offerings to his tomb—all executed in miniature, but with the
utmost accuracy and attention to detail.5 Of Henenu and his
exploits more will be said presently (below, dp. 491-2).

A rich fund of information on conditions in Egypt in the late
Eleventh Dynasty and on the daily life of its people is provided
by the letters and other papers of a petulant and garrulous old man
named Hekanakhte who, during the reign of Sankhkare Mentu-
hotpe, served as a mortuary priest in the tomb of the Vizier Ipi at
Thebes.6 In the late spring or early summer of Mentuhotpe Ill's
eighth regnal year (2002 B.C.) Hekanakhte was called south on
business and in his absence his eldest son( ?), Merisu, was left in
charge of the tomb and of Hekanakhte's farm and extensive
household at Nebsoyet, on the west side of the Nile some ten
miles upstream from the capital city. Before leaving the old man
turned over to Merisu two papyri with detailed inventories of
grain and other farm produce drawn up in Year 8 itself and on the

1 §vm, 1; §v, 3, 62, 79, figs. 32-57, pis. 21-8; §v, 14, 2, 22-3, 166-8, pis. 88,
94-7; §v, 18, 12, 15, 33, 43, pis. 23, 25, 55. See also §1, 24,49-50.

2
 §VIII, 4, part 11, 45, pi. 42. See also §vi, 4, no. 70.

3 §vm, 5; |iv, 9, 4, pis. 4-8; §VIII, 2, 4-5; §1, 24, 49-50.
4 §i", 32» 29—35» figs- 6-9; §VIII, 6, 31-4, 47, pi. 23.
5 §vm, 7. 6 §vm, 3.
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occasion of an earlier trip away from home in Year 5, and during the
summer of Year 8 he wrote two long and fussy letters to his family
at Nebsoyet and a third letter, couched in more polite and formal
language, to an influential local official regarding the collection
of certain quantities of grain by members of his household. These
with three other documents, including a brief letter from a woman
named Sitnebsekhtu to her mother, were found in a scrap heap in
a dependency of the tomb of Ipi, where Merisu had evidently
thrown them after reading and noting their contents.

Most interesting are the two letters addressed to Hekanakhte's
household at Nebsoyet and filled with detailed instructions on the
running of the farm and the allowances and treatment to be ac-
corded various members of the family. In the first of these letters
Merisu is vigorously warned against allowing any of 'our land' in
the process of cultivation to be flooded by the waters of the rising
Nile. Additional land is to be rented at nearby Perhaa and the
rental is to be paid in linen cloth or with some emmer already in
Perhaa. Hekanakhte is annoyed over having been sent 'old, dry
barley' while Merisu and the rest of the family are eating 'good,
new barley'. Special care is to be taken of the boys Anupu and
Sneferu, Hekanakhte's youngest sons, and the latter, obviously a
spoiled brat, is to be allowed to do or have anything he wants.
A maidservant who has been making trouble for Hekanakhte's
concubine, Iutemheb, is to be turned out of the house and Merisu
himself is questioned sharply and sarcastically about his treat-
ment of the girl. The first letter ends with the characteristic in-
junctions 'and send an account of what is being collected....
Take great care! Don't be neglectful.'

In the first letter shortage of food in southern Upper Egypt is
suggested by the words, 'See! This is not the year for a man to be
lazy. . . ' ; and in the second letter Hekanakhte tries to impress
his family with the seriousness of the situation by writing—like
Ankhtify of El-Mi'alla a century and a half earlier1—'See! They
are beginning to eat men here'. The remark follows a list of
rations drawn up by Hekanakhte for his household and is
followed by the reminder, 'See! there are no people to whom
these rations are given anywhere'.

1 See above, p. 475, n. 4.
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IX. RESUMPTION OF THE RED SEA TRAFFIC
AND REOPENING OF THE WADI HAMMAMAT

In Year 8 of Sankhkare Mentuhotpe—the year of Hekanakhte's
trip south—an expedition of three thousand men, recruited from
most of the nomes of Upper Egypt and led by the Chief Steward
Henenu, left the Nile Valley near Koptos and headed east across
the desert toward the Red Sea, ninety miles away. Their orders
were to re-establish commerce by sea with the fabulously rich
land of Punt on the Somali coast, unvisited by Egyptians since
the days of the Sixth Dynasty.1 Armed scouting parties went
ahead to dispose of hostile bands of desert nomads and fifteen
wells were dug along the route to ensure a supply of water to this
and future expeditions. Each man was equipped with a staff and
a leather canteen, and the pack train of donkeys carried spare
sandals to replace those worn out along the way. Supplies had
been carefully planned in advance and, as a result, each member
of the expedition received two jars of water and twenty biscuits
every day.

Upon reaching the sea coast, probably in the neighbourhood of
the Wadi el-Gasus, Henenu caused to be built a fleet of sea-going
ships of the type used in the Syrian coastal trade and called, there-
fore, 'Byblites' or 'Byblos-farers'. These he dispatched to Punt,
laden with goods for barter, and, upon their return, transferred
their cargoes—including the highly prized gum of the myrrh
tree—to donkey-back for the journey over land to the Nile
Valley.

On his way home the Chief Steward—now known also as the
'Confidant of the King in the Southern Doorway'—paused in the
newly reopened graywacke quarries of the Wadi Hammamat long
enough to extract 'noble blocks for statues belonging to the
temples', and to carve the long and interesting inscription from
which the foregoing account is drawn.2 For Henenu this was his
second expedition into the territory of the eastern 'sand-dwellers',
his initial venture in the direction of the Red Sea having been
made, as we have seen, under Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe II (above,
p. 485, n. 3).

Although the Koptos road had been used as a trade route to the
Red Sea since predynastic times, it is probable that during the
Old Kingdom most of the expeditions sent out from Memphis
had crossed over far to the north, in the vicinity of Suez—

1 See§ix, 6, 8 ff. a §v, 6, 81-4, no. 114, pi. 31; §v, 11, 43 n. 1.
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perhaps by canal.1 In Henenu's time we may be sure that no such
canal existed, for, in spite of its proximity to Thebes and the steps
taken to facilitate its use, the overland route was long and difficult
and the necessity of trans-shipping cargoes at the seaward end
must have been exceedingly inconvenient. Nevertheless, it re-
mained in use throughout the Middle and New Kingdoms and
well down into Graeco-Roman times, and is employed to this day
by motor traffic between the Nile Valley and the Red Sea ports.

An event of equal interest to students of Egyptian history was
the revival of activity in the quarries of the Wadi Hammamat,
which now began to be worked on a scale far surpassing any that
they had previously known. Following Nebhepetre and Sankhkare
Mentuhotpe, more than fifty kings of Egypt from the Middle
Kingdom to the Thirtieth Dynasty have left their inscriptions
on the rock walls of these quarries;2 and the hard, greenish-grey
stone, characteristic of the region, appears with ever increasing
frequency as the material of the finer works of Egyptian art.3

X. THE END OF THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY:
MENTUHOTPE IV AND THE VIZIER AMMENEMES

In the Turin Canon Sankhkare Mentuhotpe is listed as the last of the
six kings of the Eleventh Dynasty; but in the summary following
his name there was apparently a note of a lacuna in the Canon's
source-document involving a period of seven years before the
beginning of the Twelfth Dynasty.4 During this interval (1997—
1991 B.C.) the throne appears to have been occupied for at least
two years by the Horus Nebtowy, King Nebtowyre Mentu-
hotpe IV, whose mother, Imi, may have been a non-royal inmate
of the harim of Mentuhotpe III.5 There is no evidence that the
new ruler was a usurper, the omission of his name from the Turin
Canon and other Ramesside lists of kings being attributable, as
has already been stated, to a gap in the document used as a source
by the compilers of these lists.6 In the Karnak Table of Ancestors
the cartouche and figure which follow those of Nebhepetre and
'Sneferkare' (= Sankhkare) in the lowest register of the table

1 §ix, 5, 264 f. 2 §v, 6; §ix, 2; §ix, 3; §ix, 7.
3 §ix, 4, 477-9; §ix, 2, 1-9; §ix, 1, 343 ff.
4 Turin Canon v, 18. See §1, 7,16, pi. 2; §x, 16, 118 n. 2; and cf. §x, 8, 14-15;

§x,6.
fi Hammamat no. 191, 1 (§v, 6, 97, pi. 36).
« See §x, 8, 85.
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are almost certainly his.1 His brief reign forms a transition be-
tween the Eleventh and Twelfth Dynasties, and of the few objects
bearing his name, which have survived to the present day, two
were found near the pyramid of the founder of the Twelfth
Dynasty at El-Lisht.2 One of these objects is part of a slate bowl,
inscribed on the outside with the names of' the Horus [Neb]towy,
[the Son of Re], Mentuhotpe', and on the inside with the Horus
name of Ammenemes I, in both cases 'beloved of [Hathor],
Mistress of Dendera'.3

The first and second regnal years of Mentuhotpe IV are
recorded in a group of graffiti near the amethyst mines of the
Wadi el-Hudi, seventeen miles south-east of Aswan;4 but the
king is known chiefly from a series of intensely interesting inscrip-
tions in the Wadi Hammamat, left there by an expedition sent out
in ' Year 2 ' to quarry the blocks for the royal sarcophagus and its
ponderous lid.5 Encouraged by a number of wonderful omens,
including the discovery or an ancient well, the expedition appears
to have accomplished its work in the quarry in less than a month
and on the twenty-seventh day the lid-block was turned over to a
gang of three thousand seamen from the nomes of Lower Egypt
for the long haul overland to the Nile Valley and the journey up-
stream to Thebes. Meanwhile, bodies of troops and settlers, led
by the Commander of Soldiers, Sankh, were dispatched to estab-
lish a series of watering stations in the eastern desert and to found
a small harbour-town on the Red Sea coast near the mouth of the
Wadi el-Gasiis.6

Composed, all told, of ten thousand men, recruited from both
Upper Egypt and the Delta, the expedition was under the leader-
ship of the Vizier and Governor or All Upper Egypt, Ammen-
emes, a man who claims—probably accurately—to have been
'overseer of everything in this entire land'.7 There can be little
doubt that it was this powerful and energetic official who, within
half a decade after his return from Hammamat, usurped the
throne of his royal master and, as King Sehetepibre Ammenemes I,
founded the vigorous new line of kings which we call the Twelfth
Dynasty.8

1 §111, 22, pi. 1 (left central section, no. 24). See also §x, 14, 609 (iv, 8).
2 §1, 10, part 1, 167, 176. s §x, 16, 116-19.
4 §x, 4, 19-23, figs. 14-19, pis. 6-8.
5 §v, 6, nos. 1, 40, 55, 105, IIOA-B, 113, 191, 192, 241; §ix, 2, nos. 52-60

(pp. 76-81, pis. 18-20, 32).
6 §v, 12, part 11, pi. I49£;. §11, 1, sects. 454-6.
7 HammamSt nos. HOB (line 10), 113, 192 (§v, 6, 78, 80, 99, pis. 28, 29, 37).
8 §x, 11, 51; §1, 3,649;§x, 15, i6;§x, 17, 155.
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The 'Prophecy' of the Lector-Priest Neferty of Bubastis1 was
composed by a Lower Egyptian partisan of Ammenemes I with
the evident intent of winning much-needed support for the new
king by the timeworn device of casting discredit upon his pre-
decessors.2 It presents a dismal picture of conditions in the
eastern Delta during what have been thought to be the last years
of the Eleventh Dynasty.3 Representing himself as a contempo-
rary of the revered Old Kingdom pharaoh, Sneferu, Neferty ' fore-
tells' how in the period before the coming of King 'Ameny'4 his
part of the country is to be raided and infiltrated by Asiatics, op-
pressed and impoverished by a multiplicity of local rulers, and
subjected to anarchy, violence, and general misery until salvation
at last arrives in the messiah-like person of the founder of the
Twelfth Dynasty. During the brief and apparently none-too-
vigorous reign of Nebtowyre Mentuhotpe it is probable that the
entry of bedawin tribesmen into north-eastern Egypt was not con-
trolled as rigidly as it should have been and that the nomarchs of
the Delta provinces were allowed to get somewhat out of hand;
but the majority of the woes conjured up by Neferty's facile pen
are of too unspecific a nature and too obviously inspired by
earlier works of Egyptian 'pessimistic literature'5 to be attribut-
able exclusively to the final decade of the Eleventh Dynasty.

The usurpation of royal power by the founder of the new ruling
house seems to have been vigorously opposed by adherents of the
old regime and the change of dynasty was evidently accompanied
by widespread disorder and civil strife.6 At the same time, we
cannot discount entirely the many expressions of loyalty and affec-
tion with which Ammenemes refers to his king in the Hammamat
inscriptions nor can we overlook the fact that he permitted him-
self to be associated with Nebtowyre even after he had moved his
residence to the neighbourhood of El-Lisht. Other kings of the

1 P. Ermitage I I I 6 B recto (§i, 8, 6-8, pis. 23-55 §x, 5; §x, 11, 17, 21-60,

145-57-
2 Compare the highly partisan remarks contained in P. Harris 1, 75, 1-5 (§x,

2, 91) on the subject of conditions at the end of the Nineteenth Dynasty. See also
§x, 4. 44-

3 See§x, 11, 44 n. 2.
4 A common short form of the name Amenemhet, or Ammenemes (§x, 13, vol. 11,

144, 234). On the identification of the Ameny referred to by Neferty with Am-
menemes I see §x, 11, 22 ff.

8 E.g. the Admonitions of Ipuwer and the Dispute of a Life-weary Man with his
Soul (§x, 3, 86-108; §1, 23, 405-7, 441-4). See also §x, 11, 40 ff.

8 §x, 11, 44-5. The Execration Texts, or Proscription Lists, cited by Stock
(§v, 23, 89-90), belong, not in this period, but to the later Middle Kingdom (§x,
10, 31, 34; §x, 1, 223 n. 2).
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Twelfth Dynasty not infrequently represent themselves as legiti-
mate successors, if not linear descendants, of Nebhepetre Mentu-
hotpe II and Sankhkare Mentuhotpe III,1 and in the 'prophet'
Neferty's own town of Bubastis in the eastern Delta the latter was
invoked at this period as a divinity.2 An inscription from El-Lisht
indicates that a high-ranking official of Sesostris I had served not
only under Ammenemes I, but also under his two or three im-
mediate predecessors.3 In short, our picture of the coup d'etat
which ushered in the Twelfth Dynasty is at the moment neither
complete nor consistent in all its details.

XI. THE FOUNDING OF THE
TWELFTH DYNASTY:

AMMENEMES I AND THE ADMINISTRATION

'A king will arise in the South, called Ameny, . . . the son of a
woman of To-Sety, . . .a child of Khen-Nekhen.'4 These words
of the propagandist and pseudo-prophet Neferty emphasize the
fact that the mother of Ammenemes I, whose name appears to
have been Nefert,5 was a native of the nome of Elephantine and
that he himself was born in southern Upper Egypt. His coming
could, then, be assumed to be a fulfilment of the 'prophecy of the
Residence' concerning the Southland, referred to in the Instruc-
tion for King Merykare.6 His father, a commoner named
Sesostris, was evidently regarded by succeeding generations as the
ancestor of the dynasty, the title and name of 'the God's Father,
Sesostris', following those of Nebhepetre and Sankhkare Mentu-
hotpe in the subscription of an offering list of the early Eighteenth
Dynasty at Karnak.7 Unlike that of the God's Father, Mentu-
hotpe, at the beginning of the Eleventh Dynasty, the name of
Sesostris is unaccompanied by any type of royal attribute, and it is
clear that he himself never exercised the function of a ruler. His
son, the ex-vizier Ammenemes, freely acknowledging his lack of
royal ancestry, adopted as the first three names in his new kingly
titulary the epithet, Wehem-Meswet,' Repeater-of-Births', there-
by consciously identifying himself as the inaugurator of a renais-
sance, or new era in his country's history.

1 See §x, 10, 2-3. 2 See above, p. 489, n. 2.
3 §x, 9, 26, fig. 38.
4 P. Ermitage I I I 6 B recto, 57-9. See§x, 11, 47-51, 156-7.
8 § xi, 17, 12, fig. 11. 8 See above, pp. 464-6; §x, 11, 28, 48-9.
7 §iv, 4, 185-9, P1- 4- S e e a k o §x» "> 5°! hh 3» 649i §IV» 2> 46-
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An Upper Egyptian by birth, Ammenemes I was also a
staunch devotee of the god Amun of Thebes, whom he honoured
in his own name and whom, as king, he elevated to the first rank
among the deities of Egypt.1 He saw, however, the difficulties
involved in trying to rule the land from the Thebaid and at the
time of his accession or, perhaps, shortly before it, he moved his
residence to a place eighteen miles south of Memphis, where, on
the boundary line between Upper and Lower Egypt, he built the
fortified city of Itj-towy, 'Seizer-of-the-Two-Lands'. Nearby,
west of the modern villages of El-Lisht and El-Maharraqa, he
and his successor, Sesostris I, later erected their pyramids, sur-
rounded by the mastabas and pit-tombs of their adherents, in con-
formity with the practice established centuries earlier by the
Memphite pharaohs of the Old Kingdom.2

In his successful bid for the kingship Ammenemes had evi-
dently relied heavily upon the support of Egypt's local governors,
and it is clear that, far from attempting to abolish the hereditary
nomarchies, the founder of the Twelfth Dynasty restored to the
rulers of the nomes many of their ancient dignities and privileges.
Everywhere we find revived the title 'Great Chief of the. . .
Nome'. At Beni Hasan the Counts of Menat-Khufu were con-
firmed in their rulership of the Oryx Nome by the King himself3

and at Elephantine, Asyut, Cusae, and elsewhere new families of
governors were installed to replace those suppressed by the
Theban rulers of the Eleventh Dynasty.4 To prevent rivalry among
the nomarchs and dangerous territorial expansion by any one
governor, however, the boundaries of the nomes were rigorously
established and regulations were enacted covering each district's
share in the supply of Nile water available for purposes of irriga-
tion.5 Furthermore, the nomes were evidently required, upon
demand, to furnish supplies, fleets of ships, and levies of militia for
the royal enterprises both at home and abroad, such levies often
being led by the nomarchs themselves and forming at this time
the greater part of the country's armed forces.6

Early in his reign Ammenemes I, accompanied by the nomarch
Khnumhotpe (I) of Beni Hasan with a fleet of twenty ships,
cruised the Upper Egyptian Nile as far as Elephantine wiping
out the remaining pockets of resistance to his regime in this

1 §111,25, "5§i»» 3h 147-9; §XI»9> IO3-4-
2 See §ir, 10, vol. iv, 81-3; §xi, 29, 167-78. See also below, p. 516.
3 §xi, 26, 26-8.
4 Ibid. 1-7 (see 7, no. 7);§xi, 21,104; §xi, 28; §11, 10, vol. iv, 249-54, 259-62,

264; §11, 6, 119. 5 §xi, 26, 27. 6 §xi, 10, 36 ff.
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troubled area and perhaps conducting a warning foray against the
peoples of Lower Nubia.1 In the north his tour of inspection took
him into the Delta, on the eastern frontier of which he seems to
have driven off raiding parties of Asiatic nomads and provided
an effective hindrance to their future inroads by constructing
towards the eastern end of the Wadi Tummilat a fortified post
called in his honour 'Walls of the Ruler'.2 The impression is
given that the first two decades of the reign were taken up chiefly
with an organized effort to consolidate Ammenemes I's position
and that of his government. In this effort every stratagem at the
wily old politician's disposal seems to have been put to use, includ-
ing, as we have seen, the pens of such literary lights as the
lector-priest Neferty.

In the twentieth year of his reign (1972 B.C.) the ageing king,
foreseeing the dangers which at his death might beset both the
dynasty and the nation, made his eldest son, Sesostris, his co-
regent on the throne and turned over to the younger man the
more active duties of the pharaonic office.3 For a decade the two
kings ruled Egypt together and dated events to the years of their
respective reigns, 'Year 10' of Sesostris corresponding, for ex-
ample, with 'Year 30' of his father.4 The practice—an extremely
sound one—was followed by Ammenemes I's successors, and
throughout most of the dynasty we find the succession assured by
a series of co-regencies between fathers and sons of the royal line.

It was during the co-regency of Ammenemes I and Sesostris I,
and under the latter's leadership in the field, that the military occu-
pation of Lower Nubia seems to have been inaugurated.5 By
Year 29 the conquest of the area had been extended as far as
Korosko, more than half-way between the First and Second
Cataracts,6 and perhaps much further, for Ammenemes I has
been thought to be the founder of a border fort at Semna near
the Second Cataract7 and of a fortified trading post at Kerma in
the northern Sudan.8 The king's name is found between Aswan
and Philae (Year 23),9 near Gerf Husein,10 and in the ancient dio-
rite quarries far out in the Nubian desert north-west of T5shka.n

On a stela dated to Regnal Year [2]4 the Commander of Soldiers,
1 §XI, 26, 12. Cf. §111, 23, 64.
2 P. Ermitage I I I 6 B recto, 66-8. See §x, n , 55-7.
3 See §xi, 27; §111, 22, 67; §x, 11, 80; §xi, 22, 63-9; §xi, 12.
4 Stela Cairo 20516 (§iv, 6, vol. 11, 108). B §111, 23, 64-6.
6 Ibid. 16, 65 n. 1. ' §xi, 25, 66.
8 §xi, 24, part vi, 511 f., 542 f. Cf. §111, 23, 65, 114-15.
9 §111, 23, 65 n. 3. 10 Ibid. 65 n. 2.

" §xi, 8, 70 (3).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



498 THE MIDDLE KINGDOM IN EGYPT

Nesumont, boasts of victories over the bedawin peoples of the
eastern desert and the peninsula of Sinai,1 and we know of at least
one expedition which Sesostris I on behalf of his father led against
the Tjemehu Libyans in the vicinity of the Wadi en-Natrun (see
below). Diplomatic relations apparently existed between the
pharaoh and the princes of Syria.2

The fine, hard stone of the Wadi Hammamat was quarried for
Ammenemes I3 and his name is found near the turquoise mines
of Serabit el-Khadim in Sinai.4 In Egypt building activities were
carried on in the temples of the gods from Khata'na and Bubastis
in the Delta to Thebes in the south.5 At Memphis the king pro-
vided the temple of Ptah with a red granite altar6 and with a
statue of himself also in red granite, usurped and transported to
Tanis by his successors of a much later period.7 He adorned the
temple of Hathor at Dendera with a granite doorway and the
temple of Min at Koptos with fine reliefs,8 and dedicated a
granite altar to Osiris at Abydos.9 At Karnak the temple of the
new state god, Amon-Re, was honoured by Ammenemes I with a
group of statues and with a granite altar and shrine,10 and the
adjacent temple of the goddess Mut, Amun's wife, was perhaps
founded in his reign.11

The founder of the Twelfth Dynasty met his end on the
seventh day of the third month of Akhet in the thirtieth year of
his reign,12 or, according to our calendar, on 15 February 1962B.C.
There seems to be little doubt that he was assassinated, conspira-
tors within the palace taking advantage of the absence of his son
on a campaign in Libya to dispose of the old man in a treacherous
assault, launched in the dead of night.13 The attack is described
in the Instruction of Ammenemes I, a pseudo-autobiographical
work with strong political overtones, evidently composed at the
behest of Sesostris I by a talented scribe named Achthoes and pur-
porting to be the words addressed by the dead king to his eldest

1 Louvre Stela C 1. See §xi, 7; §x, 11, 54 n. 8; §xi, 27, 215, 218. See below,
PP- 537—8 2 §x, 11, n o ff. 3 §v, 6, no. 199.

4 §vi, 4, nos. 63, 70, 71c; see also no. 80.
6 §1,15,152-3, i55-6;§xi, 13, 257-60; §xi, 14,43-53 ;§xi, 16,445,448-59;

§xi, 1, 305-6. See also §x, n , 81.
6 §xi, 18, 10, pi. 34/.
7 §vm, 4, part 1, 4-5, pis. 1 (3), 13 (1); §xi, 14, 50-2.
8 §xi, 23, n o ; §11, 10, vol. v, 125. 9 §xi, 20, 511, no. 1338.

10 §xi, 19, 41-2, pi. 8</, <?; $xi, 14, 53; §v, 8, vol. 11, 95.
11 §i, 15, i56;§xi, 2,132-3,295-6.
12 The date is given at the beginning of the Story of Sinuhe. See below, p. 499, n. 2.
13 §xi, 5;§xi, 6.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



FOUNDING OF THE TWELFTH DYNASTY 499

son and chosen successor.1 The triple purpose of this justly
famous and much-copied text was clearly to exalt the accomplish-
ments of Ammenemes I, confound his adversaries and those of
his son, and affirm the latter's position on the throne.

Another account of the king's death and its aftermath is given
in one of the masterpieces of Middle Kingdom literature, the
' Story of Sinuhe'.2 Sinuhe, an official of the royal household from
whose tomb inscriptions the story was probably derived, was
returning with Sesostris from Libya when messengers from Itj-
towy arrived with the startling news. In his own words he
describes how the young king, 'without letting his army know it',
'flew' with his bodyguard to the capital—presumably to deal
with the conspirators and to crush immediately any attempt to
deprive him of the crown. Sinuhe, overhearing the rival claimant
to the throne in treasonous conversation with a messenger and
fearing a civil war of uncertain outcome, deserted the army in a
panic and passed many adventurous years in Syria before being
pardoned by Sesostris and allowed to return in honour to Egypt.

XII. EXPANSION UNDER SESOSTRIS I
AND HIS SUCCESSORS

Meanwhile, Sesostris I had dealt in masterly fashion with the
dynastic crisis responsible for the death of his father and by skilful
propaganda and other means had gone far towards restoring to the
pharaonic office much of its ancient dignity and prestige.3 Secure
upon his throne, he was able to devote his great energy, ability,
and breadth of vision to a programme for the enrichment and ex-
pansion of Egypt more grandiose than any heretofore undertaken.

A vigorous and ruthless campaign of Regnal Year 18 served
to complete the conquest and military occupation of Lower
Nubia, which was now garrisoned with Egyptian troops stationed
in fortresses at Quban and other strategic points along the Nubian
Nile as far south as Buhen, at the Second Cataract.4 Control of a
sort seems to have been extended into the area lying between the
Second and Third Cataracts, including the land of Kush, now
mentioned for the first time in Egyptian records, and, farther to

1 See §x, 11, 61-86, and the references cited there.
2 §xi, 3, i-4i;§xi,4, 35-40; §xi, n ; § x , 11, 87-115; §1,23, I 8 - 2 2 ; § X I , 15.
3 §x, 11, 69, 75, 85, 95 ff., 131-40, 143-4.
4 §xn, 37, 81, 82, 129-31; §III, 23, 69, 70, 88,92, 98;§xn, I7;§xn, 18. See

also §xn, 53; §xn, 15, vol. 1, 132 (R.I.S. 9).
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the south, the large and strategically important island of Sai.1

Though statues of the nomarch Djefaihapi of Asyut and his wife,
found at Kerma, above the Third Cataract, may have been trans-
ported thither at a later period it is probable that a fortified
trading settlement was maintained there under Sesostris I, whose
name has been found even further south, on the island of Argo.2

The gold and copper mines of the Wadi el-Allaqi, in the desert east
of Quban,3 were undoubtedly exploited by the king's engineers,
and the ancient diorite quarries of Cheops to the north-west of
Toshka apparently swarmed with Egyptian working parties.4

'Amethysts of the land of Nubia' were dragged on sledges from
the mines of the Wadi el-Hudi,5 and blocks of red granite were
extracted from the quarries at the First Cataract, the domain of
the pharaoh's loyal appointee, the nomarch Sirenpowet (I) of
Elephantine.6

Gold was brought also from mines east of Koptos7 and hard
stone from the nearby Wadi Hammamat, where, in Sesostris I's
thirty-eighth year, an expedition of more than seventeen thousand
men quarried the blocks for sixty sphinxes and one hundred and
fifty statues.8 Alabaster was quarried as before, as witnessed by
inscriptions of Years 22 and 31 in the ancient quarries at Het-nub.9

On the west, the king's activities seem to have been confined
to punitive expeditions, or police actions, against the Tjemehu
and Tjehenu Libyans10 and the maintenance of communications
with the oases, whither the royal messengers travelled over the
caravan route between Abydos and the Great Oasis of El-
Kharga.11

Though Sinuhe's statement on the subject is somewhat ob-
scure,12 it appears to have been true that Sesostris I had no designs
on the countries north of Egypt, other than the protection of his

1 §111, 23, 70, 71; §VII, 3 (see especially pp. 45, 59-60); §vn, 2, 39-40; §xi, 26,
14(14-15).

2 §xn, 37, 180; §111, 23, 72, 73, 114, 115; A, 7.
3 §111,32,70,82,85,87. Cf.§xn, I3;§xn, 37, 318.
4 §xn, 37, 274; §m, 23, 72 n. 1. s §xn, 37, 319; §xn, 41.
6 §111, 23, 67-9, 72; §11, 10, vol. v, 229, 238 (no. 36), 242-4, 246-8; §iv, 4,

188 f.; §xn, 24, 67, fig. 4, no. 6.
7 §xn, 55, 16-17; §ix, 4> 257-61; §111, 23, 86; §xn, 8, 181-2; §xn, 29, 65-6;

§xi, 26, 15 (8). Cf. §xn, 19, vol. 11, 238 (1: New Kingdom).
8 §ix, 2, nos. 61, 64-7; §v, 6, nos. 87, 117, 123; §ix, 7, 28-32.
9 §xn, 22,143-6; §1, 1,76-8, gr. 49, pi. 3i;§xn,48.

10 §xi, 3, 4-6; §xi, 4, 35; §1, 3, 658; §x, 11, 53, 104 (seen. 3).
11 §xn, 44-
12 SinuheB 72 (R96): §xi, 3, 22 (1-2). See also §xi, n , 38-9, i70;§i, 23,19;

§xn, io; §111, 23, 67 n. 3.
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own boundary, the maintenance of diplomatic relations with the
tribal chieftains of Palestine and Syria, and the continuation of
the lively trade in lumber and other commodities which western
Asia had to offer. Garrisons were maintained at ' Walls-of-the-
Ruler' and other border fortresses1 and working parties, assisted
by the inhabitants of the region, toiled in the turquoise mines at
Serabit el-Khadim on the Sinai peninsula.2 Settlements of
Egyptians were apparently to be found throughout Palestine and
Syria and merchants and royal couriers passed freely north and
south from Itj-towy to Byblos and other points both on the Medi-
terranean coast and in the adjoining hill country.3 Among the
many Egyptian objects of this period found in Syria is a collar
from Ugarit (Ras Shamra) bearing the cartouche of Sesostris I.4

In Egypt itself at least thirty-five sites, from Alexandria on the
Mediterranean coast to Aswan on the First Cataract, have yielded
buildings or other monuments of King Sesostris I, and there was
hardly a temple of any importance in Upper or Lower Egypt that
was not enlarged or embellished by this, great pharaoh.5

The ancient temple of Re-Atum at Heliopolis was extensively
rebuilt in 'Regnal Year 3',6 the king himself witnessing the
'stretching of the cord' and the 'driving of the stake' at the
foundation ceremony.7 Twenty-seven years later, on the first oc-
casion of the Heb Sed, or jubilee festival, he erected a pair
of towering granite obelisks before the pylon of this temple, and
one still stands at Heliopolis.8 A gigantic pillar, set up at Abglg
in the Faiyum,9 indicates a growing interest in this fertile region,
soon to be developed on a grand scale by the pharaoh's successors
(see below). At Karnak, the home of the great god Amon-Re,
there are many remains of structures erected or decorated by
Sesostris I,10 the most interesting being a small free-standing,

1 §x, 11, 56; see also 24-5.
2 §vi, 4, part 1, nos. 64-71, 81 (?), I38(?); part 11, 36,38, 55; §xn, 12,3845".;

§x, 11, 108.
3 §x, 11, 106-14. * §xn, 43, 20.
6 See §1, 15, 161 ff.; §v, 3, 6-16, 106-13, pi. 2; §xn, 21; §xn, 54, 47;

§xn, 3.
6 1970 B.C. or i960 B.C., depending on whether we count the date from Seso-

stris I's appointment as co-regent or, with Gardiner (§xi, 12), from the beginning of
his sole reign. See §x, 11, 136; §xi, 27, 216 n. 8.

7 The inscription in which the temple was dedicated is largely preserved in a
hieratic copy of the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty in Berlin (no. P 3029). See §xn, 50,
pis. 1, 2 ;§xn, 9;§x, 11, 136-9; §xn, 39, 119, 126-8.

8 §11, 10, vol. iv, 60. 9 Ibid. 99.
10 Op. cit. vol. 11, 19, 34-5, 41, 50, 53, 97; §xn, 14, vol. xxxix, 565-6, pi. 105;

vol. xux, 258, fig. 3.
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peripteral chapel of limestone, dedicated to Amun on the occasion
of the king's first <SW-festival and adorned throughout with
reliefs and monumental inscriptions of extraordinary delicacy and
fineness.1

Like his father before him, Sesostris I built his pyramid near
El-Lisht, selecting as its site a broad spur of the desert plateau one
mile south of that chosen by Ammenemes I.2 In size and mag-
nificence the new funerary complex surpassed by far the relatively
modest tomb of the founder of the dynasty, and its plan and style
show a more wholehearted return to the ancient Memphite tradi-
tion, as exemplified in the nearby royal tombs of the Old King-
dom.3 An inscription of the Treasurer, Mery, tells us of the
construction of the king's 'seat of eternity'—presumably his
mortuary temple—in the ninth year of his reign (1964 B.C.);4 but
transport inscriptions on blocks in the foundations of the pyramid
show that work was not actually begun until late in the tenth year,
some seven months after the death of Ammenemes I.5

The inscription on a little limestone statuette of a private person
found at El-Lisht, indicates that even in the Twelfth Dynasty
Sesostris I was regarded and invoked as a god.6 The perseverance
of his cult for centuries after his death is attested by sealings from
offerings sent to his pyramid temple by kings of the Thirteenth
Dynasty7 and by a number of stelae of the New Kingdom on which
are mentioned persons who served as priests of the deified pharaoh.8

The name of the king in its Greek form, 'Sesostris', is preserved
in a legend of the Hellenistic Period, recounting the fabulous
deeds of a pharaoh, whose heroic figure seems to have been in-
spired, not only by Sesostris I and III of the Twelfth Dynasty,
but also, in part, by Ramesses II of the Nineteenth Dynasty.9

When Sesostris I died in the forty-fifth year of his reign, his
son, Nubkaure Ammenemes II, had shared the throne with him
for at least two years.10 Previously, as young 'Prince Ameny', he

1 §xn, 31; §xn, 30. See Plate45 (i).
2 §11,10, vol. iv, 8 I - 5 ; § X I I , 34;§xn, 16, 220-5, fig.44; §1, 10, pa« 1,182-95;

§xi, 29, vol. 11, 171-8.
3 In both its plan and decoration the pyramid temple of Sesostris I is strikingly

like that of King Phiops II of the late Sixth Dynasty (see §xn, 27, vols. 11 and in).
4 Stela Louvre C 3, lines 5 ff. (§xn, 20, pi. 4). 5 §x, 9, 6, fig. 4.
6 Metropolitan Museum of Art, ace. no. 24.1.72 (§xn, 33, 35, fig. 1). See also

§xn, 53, 65;§xn, 42, 51 n. 1.
7 §x, 9, 21-2; §1, 10, part 1, 191, 342; §xn, 25, 34.
8 §1, io, part 1, 195; part n, 51 (fig. 24), 168.
9 §xn, 46; §xn, 32; §x, i i , 141-3.

10 Leiden Stela V 4 (§xn, 6, vol. n, 3 (no. 5), pi. 4).
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had been sent by his father on an expedition into Nubia, accom-
panied by his namesake, the Governor of the Oryx Nome.1 This
expedition was evidently of a peaceful nature, and neither the new
king nor his successor, Sesostris II, seems to have conducted
military operations abroad; they were content to occupy them-
selves with agricultural and economic improvements at home, to
continue the exploitation of the mines and quarries,2 to dedicate
small temples to the gods of Egypt,3 and to maintain active, but,
on the whole, pacific relations with neighbouring lands. In Nubia
gold was 'washed' by local chieftains under Egyptian supervision
and Nubian turquoise was mined and transported to Egypt.4 ' The
fortresses of Wawat' were inspected by an official of Ammen-
emes II5 and the fortress of Aniba appears to have been enlarged
under Sesostris II, whose name has been found also in the fort at
Quban, at the mouth of the Wadi el-Allaqi, and perhaps at Kumma,
at the Second Cataract.6

The reigns of Ammenemes II and Sesostris II have produced
abundant evidence of the increasingly important role played by
the Egyptians of the Twelfth Dynasty in the culture, commerce,
and politics of western Asia. In the foundations of the temple of
Mont at Tod in Upper Egypt were found four bronze caskets,
inscribed with the name of Ammenemes II and containing a
treasure of small objects sent either as a gift or as tribute to the
king of Egypt by the ruler of some important Syrian principality.7

Besides ingots of gold and silver there were vessels of silver, one,
at least, of characteristic Aegean type,8 Babylonian cylinder-seals,
and amulets of lapis lazuli which must have come originally from
Mesopotamia. The site of Ras Shamra in Syria has yielded the
statuette of a daughter of Ammenemes II and part of a figure of
the Vizier Senwosretankh,9 while at Mishrife" was found a sphinx
with the name of another daughter of the same king,10 and at
Megiddo four fragmentary statuettes of Thuthotpe, the well-
known nomarch of Hermopolis.11 In the time of Sesostris II the

1 §xi, 26,15 (3).
2 §vi, 4, nos. 47-9, 71-80, 4io(?), pp. 34, 36, 48; §v, 6, no. 104; §xi, 8, 71-2;

§x, 4, 35, no. 15, pi. 13B; §1, 1, 78, gr. 50, pi. 32.
3 §xn, 2, 27-34; §xu, 40, 40, 41, 167, 295; §11, 10, vol. iv, 119.
* British Museum Stela no. 143 [569] (§xn, 26, part 11, 8, pi. 19). The existence

of the Nubian turquoise is disputed in J.N.E.S. 16 (1957), 228.
6 §111, 23, 74 (n. 3); §11, 1, sect. 616.
8 §xn, 49, vol. 11, n ,p l . 2^;§xn, 15, 130, i69(R.I.K. I29);§xn, 37, 82. See

also §111, 23,74, 84, 88, 132. 7 §xn, 4;§xn, 5;§xn, 5i;§xn, 47.
8 §xn, 28, 19-20, 32. 9 §xn, 37, 394.

10 Ibid. 392. n Ibid. 381; §xn, 56. See however, p. 546, n. 7. [Ed.]
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nomarch Khnumhotpe of Beni Hasan received as his guest the
' Hyksos', or bedawin chieftain, Abisha, and his colourful retinue.1

Throughout the Twelfth and Thirteenth Dynasties Asiatic men
and women were imported into Egypt in large numbers as
household servants and the like.2

It was during the Twelfth Dynasty that an Egyptian nurse,
named Sit-Sneferu, travelled to Adana in south-eastern Asia Minor,
taking with her from Egypt her diorite tomb statuette,3 and that a
fellow Egyptian left a statuette of himself at Kiirigen Kaleh, some
thirty miles east of Ankara.4 Byblos (Gebal), which had remained
in close contact with Egypt since early historic times, was gov-
erned at this period by a dynasty of native rulers, who used the
Egyptian title, 'Count' (hlty-\ wrote their names in hiero-
glyphic characters, and surrounded themselves with jewellery
and other objects of Egyptian type and, frequently, of Egyptian
manufacture.5 We hear more and more in Egyptian texts of the
Hau-nebu, recently identified as the populations of the remote
Asiatic littorals.6 Egyptian objects of the Middle Kingdom occur
with some frequency on the island of Crete7 and Minoan pottery
of the type called Kamares Ware has been found in Twelfth
Dynasty town sites at El-Lahun and El-Haraga and in a tomb of
the Twelfth Dynasty at Abydos.8

Word of trading expeditions to the east African incense-land
of Punt is preserved on two stelae from the Wadi el-Gasus on the
Red Sea coast at the eastern end of the Koptos Road. In the
twenty-eighth year of Ammenemes II the Captain of the Gate,
Khentekhtay-wer, returned from Punt, 'his expedition with him,
safe and sound, his fleet at rest at Sawu (Wadi el-Gasus)'.9 Eight
years later, in 'Year i ' of Sesostris II, the same port was visited
by the Treasurer, Khnumhotpe, who 'executed his monument in
God's Land' and showed his king receiving 'life' from the god
Sopd, the divinity of the eastern deserts.10

The pyramid of Ammenemes II, on the edge of the desert east
of the ancient tombs of Sneferu at Dahshur, was built and cased
with limestone, the construction resembling closely that of the
pyramid of Sesostris I at El-Lisht.11

I §11, io, vol. iv, 145-6. 2 §xn, 38; §in, 12, 87-99, 133-4, H8-9-
3 §xn, 37, 398;§xn, 11; §1, 10, part 1, 215, fig. 132.
4 §xn, 1, 294-6 (see also 293, figs. 11-13).
5 §xn, 37, 386ff. See also §1, 3,659; §xn, 35. 8 §xn, 52, 15-32.
7 §xn, 36, nos. 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 14, 16, 18, 29, 52-4, 56, 297.
8 §xn, 28, 18-19. 9 §xn, 37, 338; §11, 1, sects. 604-5.

10 §xn, 37, 338-9; §11, 1, sects. 617-18.
I I §xiu, 12, 234-7; §XII» l6» 225; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 179-84.
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It was Sesostris II who appears to have inaugurated the great
project of land reclamation and control of the Nile flood waters in
the Faiyum basin, an undertaking carried out with energy by his
successors, especially by his grandson, King Ammenemes III
(see below, p. 510). El-Lahun overlooks the mouth of the chan-
nel leading from the Nile Valley into the Faiyum, and here, in
keeping with his interest in the region, Sesostris II founded his
pyramid and, nearby, the town of Hetep-Sesostris, laid out on a
rectangular plan and containing quarters for the artisans and
larger houses for the officials charged with the work.1 The town
boasted a small temple, the ruined archives of which have yielded
hundreds of documents, written on papyrus and containing data
of the utmost importance to our knowledge of conditions in
Egypt during the late Middle Kingdom.2

XIII. THE ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS AND
FOREIGN CAMPAIGNS OF SESOSTRIS III ;

THE EXECRATION TEXTS

Everything considered, the pharaoh who contributed most to the
enduring glory of the Twelfth Dynasty was Khakaure Sesostris III,
the principal prototype of the fabulous 'King Sesostris' of later
legend.3 His reign was distinguished by two achievements of
major importance, not only to his own time, but also to the future
history of his country.

Under Ammenemes I and his successors the nomarchs of
Upper and Middle Egypt—especially those of the Hare and
Oryx Nomes—had regained much of the power and indepen-
dence enjoyed by the 'feudal lords' of Heracleopolitan times and
had once more begun to vie with the kings in wealth and display.
The great rock-tombs of Beni Hasan4 and the alabaster colossus
which Thuthotpe of Hermopolis caused to be quarried for him-
self at Het-nub5 are fair examples of the new flair for magnificence
exhibited by the provincial governors.

The situation evidently proved intolerable to the autocratic
nature of the third Sesostris, and some time during the latter half
of his reign he appears to have shorn the provincial nobles of their
traditional rights and privileges and reduced them to the status of

1 §11, 10, vol. iv, 107-12; §xn, 16, 225-7; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 184-7.
2 §xn, 23; §xn, 7;§xn, 45.
3 §xn, 32. See also above, p. 502, n. 9. See Plate 45 (a).
* §11, 10, vol. iv, 140-60. 5 §11, 9, part 1, 17, pis. 12-15.
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political nonentities. How this was achieved is not known; but
in the reign of Sesostris III the series of great provincial tombs
came to an end, and no more is heard of the ' Great Chiefs' of the
nomes and their local courts.1 Instead, the provinces of Lower
Egypt, Middle Egypt, and Upper Egypt were administered
from the Residence city by three departments (wdret) of the central
government, known, respectively, as the Northern JVdret, the
Wdret of the South, and the Wdret of the Head of the South.2

Each of these departments was headed by an official called a
Reporter who numbered among his assistants a Second Reporter,
a Council or Court (djadjai), wdrtu-officers, and staffs of scribes.
Like the departments of justice, agriculture, labour, and the
treasury, those charged with the administration of the three main
geographical divisions of the country were under the over-all
direction of the office of the vizier.3

The suppression of the landed nobility was accompanied by
the emergence of the Egyptian middle class, composed of crafts-
men, tradesmen, small farmers, and the like, the rise in whose
fortunes and importance in the structure of the nation can be
traced in the numerous private statuettes of the period and in the
countless stelae and other ex-votos dedicated by these people near
the sanctuary of Osiris at Abydos.4

Sesostris III is remembered by posterity chiefly for his consoli-
dation of Egypt's hold on Nubia. During the unwarlike reigns
of his two predecessors Sudanese tribesmen, displaced from their
homeland, had apparently pushed northward and were beginning
to threaten the security of the area between the First and Second
Cataracts.5 In dealing with this threat the king's first concern was
to link Lower Nubia and Upper Egypt by means of a navigable
waterway through the Aswan rapids. Early in his reign, therefore,
he caused a channel, called 'Good-are-the-Ways-of-Khakaure', to
be opened in the Cataract, probably in the vicinity of Esh-Shallal.6

Wide enough and deep enough to accommodate the largest
Egyptian warship or merchant vessel, this channel, less than two
hundred and sixty feet in length, was probably a re-excavated
section or an extension of the old system of canals made under
King Merenre I of the Sixth Dynasty. In Year 8 the new canal

1 At Antaeopolis (Qa"w el-Keblr) the nomarch Wahka II remained in office into the
reign of Ammenemes III (§11,10, vol. v, 11-14; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 344-5; §x, 15,18)
and at El-Ksb at a later date the nomarchy was momentarily revived (§ VII, 1,302,307).

2 §xn, 25, 31-3. Cf. §xm, 10, 76-91; § I I I , 13, 241-3.
3 §111, 12, 134-44. 4 §x» X5> 27 ff- See also §xin, 23.
8 §111, 23, 74-5. 6 §11, 10, vol. v, 250; §xm, 18, 85, no. 24a and b.
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was dredged in preparation for the king's first Nubian campaign,
and in this year Sesostris III sailed through it on his way up-
stream 'to overthrow the wretched Kush'.

The expedition of the eighth year was followed by at least three
others,1 led by the king in person and calculated to enforce upon
the tribesmen of Kush and the nomads of the adjoining desert a
wholesome and lasting respect for Egyptian authority. With
characteristic thoroughness Sesostris smashed an insurrection of
the ' Iuntiu of Nubia' in the sixteenth year of his reign and ruth-
lessly wiped out their settlements, carrying away the women,
fouling the wells, and setting fire to the grain fields.2 In Year 19
the pharaoh had his ships dragged upstream through the Second
Cataract, carrying the fighting into the Sudan itself and not returning
northward until forced to do so by low water in the river rapids.3

The southern boundary of the new province was formally
established in the king's eighth year and again in his sixteenth
year, the line passing through Semna, on the river narrows thirty-
seven miles above Wadi Haifa.4 To safeguard the frontier, pro-
vide posts for trading, and blockade effectively the river against
unauthorized traffic from the south a chain of eight brick forts
was completed between Semna South, half a mile above the border,
and the ancient Buhen (opposite Wadi Haifa) at the northern end
of the Second Cataract.5 Of the eight structures, all of which are
listed by name in a papyrus of the late Middle Kingdom,8 those at
Semna West, Semna East (Kumma), and Uronarti are known to
have been founded or extensively rebuilt by Sesostris III, and it is
probable that several of the others were also established in his reign.
Study of the existing ruins of these buildings has shown them to
have been clever examples of military architecture, admirably
adapted to the terrain and to the purposes for which they were in-
tended ;7 and an interesting series of dispatches exchanged between
their commanders early in the reign of Ammenemes III has thrown
abundant light on the personnel and activities of their garrisons.8

1 In Years 10, 16, and 19. See also §111, 23, 76-8.
2 §xn, 37,143,151 ;§xm, 18,83 f.;|xm, 8;§xm, II (lines 15-16); §vn, 2, 41.

On the expression 'Iuntiu' see §vn, 3, 48; §x, 10, 25, 36, 62.
8 §xn, 37, 144 ('Quay'); §ni, 23, 78.
4 Berlin no. 14753 (§xm, I, 255 f.; §xm, 18, 84). See also §x, 11, 134-6;

§xm, 7; and the references cited above, nn. 1 and 2.
6 §xn, 37, 129, 142-56; §111, 23, 80-1, 89-98; §xn, 15; §xm, 7.
8 §xm, 6; §11, 5, vol. 1, 9-11, pi. 2.
7 See §m, 23, 95 ff.; §XIH, 4; §xm, 3; §xm, 16; §xi, 25; §XIII, 24; §xn, 17;

§xn, 18; §xm, 21, 98-9, fig. 43, pi. 63.
8
 §XIII, 22; §VII, 2, 40-1. See also §xn, 18, 251, figs. 9, 10.
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Hardly comparable with his campaigns in Nubia was an expe-
dition led by Sesostris III against the 'Mentju' of Palestine, in
the course of which he penetrated that, on the whole, friendly
country as far as a place called Sekmem, probably the biblical
Shechem.1 The trip north was evidently uneventful, but on the
return march the rear-guard of the king's army, commanded by
an officer named Khusobk, appears to have been set upon by a
band of Asiatics, including men of Sekmem and Retenu. The dis-
tinction achieved by Khusobk for his slaughter of a single Asiatic
suggests that the operation, though interesting as a rare example
of Middle Kingdom military activity in western Asia, was small
in scale and relatively unimportant.

On the other hand, the detailed knowledge possessed by the
Egyptians of the late Twelfth Dynasty on the principalities of
Palestine and Syria is strikingly attested by the so-called Execra-
tion Texts, the two most important series of which date from the
time of Sesostris III and from the decades following his reign.2

These texts, written in hieratic on small pottery bowls and mud
figures of bound captives, which were broken and buried near the
tombs of the dead at Thebes and Saqqara, consist of lists of per-
sons and things regarded as actually or potentially dangerous to
the tomb-owner and his king; and include, besides a variety of
general evils, the names of deceased Egyptians, whose malevolent
spirits might be expected to cause trouble, and the names of
numerous foreign princes and peoples who, unless brought under
control, might constitute a threat to the safety and prosperity of
Egypt.

It is probable that the names of the foreign rulers and nations
were derived from official records available in the government
archives. The Nubian lists, comprising some thirty peoples, in-
cluding the Kushites, Medjay and Wawatis, as well as such
general expressions as 'Nehesyu' and 'Iuntiu of Nubia', are, as
might be expected, consistent throughout the texts, both as to
composition and order of arrangement. An understandable vague-
ness on the part of the Egyptian scribes regarding the compli-
cated geography of Palestine and Syria produced many variations
in the Asiatic lists, which are, however, remarkable for the num-

1 §xm, I I ; §x, 12, 230; §x, 10, 68 (E 6); §xm, 2. See below, p. 543.
2 §xm, 19; §x, 10; §vn, 3, 42-4, 66. See also §xm, 5, 492 n. 44; §x, 1, 223.

Earlier examples of the same type of text are datable, respectively, to the late Old
Kingdom or early First Intermediate Period (§xm, 9, 30-8, pis. 6b, 7; §XIII, 15)
and to the first half of the Twelfth Dynasty (§xm, 13; §xm, 14, 42 ff.; §vn, 3, 43,
66; §x, 9, 23-4, fig. 32; §1, 10, part 1, 329-30, fig. 217).
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ber of personal and place names which they contain. Among the
latter may be recognized the well-known towns of Byblos, Jeru-
salem, Shechem, and Askalon. In most of the extant lists the
peoples of Libya are lumped together under the general designa-
tions, Tjehenu and Tjemehu. Also proscribed are all Egyptians,
men and women, commoners and nobles, 'who might rebel,
weave intrigues, make war, plan to make war, or plan to rebel, and
every rebel who plans to rebel, in this entire land'.1

As a builder one of Sesostris Ill 's most ambitious projects was
his elaborate and handsomely decorated temple to Mont at
El-Madamud, near Karnak.2 In selecting the site for his tomb the
great king returned to Dahshur and a mile north of the tomb of
Ammenemes II built a pyramid of mud brick, cased with lime-
stone and surrounded, as usual, by the mastabas of the royal
family and court.3

XIV. ECONOMIC MEASURES UNDER
AMMENEMES III

The growth of national prosperity under the pharaohs of the
Twelfth Dynasty reached its peak during the long and peaceful
reign of Sesostris Ill 's son, King Nymare Ammenemes III
(1842-1797 B.C.).4 With Nubia completely under control, Egyp-
tian suzerainty acknowledged by many of the princes of Western
Asia, and the provincial nobles no longer a threat to the power of
the central government, the king now turned his attention whole-
heartedly to the economic expansion of his country and concen-
trated his energies on increasing the production of the mines and
quarries, studying and improving the irrigation system, and
carrying forward the plans of his predecessors for the develop-
ment of the Faiyum.

Under Ammenemes III the turquoise (and copper?) mines of
Sinai were worked as never before, forty-nine inscriptions at

1 §xm, 19, 3
2 §11, 10, vol. v, 137, 143-5, H7-9» §XI> 29> v°l- "> 628-34; §XIII> '7- See

also below, p. 517.
3 §xm, 12, 228-33; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 187-90; §xn, 16, 227-8; §xm, 20.
4 A long co-regency between Sesostris III and Ammenemes III, proposed by

Goyon (§ix, 2, 22) on the basis of four inscriptions in the Wadi HammSmSt (§ix, 2,
nos. 68, 69 [and 70]; §v, 6, nos. 81, 96), is not supported by the divergent systems
of dating used in the inscriptions themselves and is inconsistent with the other data
which we possess on the reigns of the two kings. See also the considerations raised by
Simpson (§ix, 7, 32-3).
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Serablt el-Khadim and ten more in the Wadis Maghara and Nasb
testifying to the almost ceaseless activity of the king's mining
expeditions.1 The inscriptions range in date from Year 1 to
Year 45 of the reign and include the names of the foremen in
charge of the individual mine-shafts and the treasury officials who
came periodically to inspect the mines and see that their output
was being kept up to the required level. The former camp sites were
transformed into more or less permanent stations, with houses for
the officials in charge, huts for the workmen, fortifications against
bedawin raids, wells, cisterns, and even tombs for those members
of the expeditions who ended their days amid the sun-scorched
rocks of the peninsula.2 An extraordinary temple at Serablt, dedi-
cated to Hathor, Mistress of Turquoise, the patron divinity of
the region, was probably founded in the early Old Kingdom, but
received its first major enlargement in the reign of Ammen-
emes III.3 A pectoral from Dahshur, on which the king is shown
smiting the bedawin of Sinai and southern Palestine,4 suggests
that the royal working parties still had to defend themselves occa-
sionally against the wild tribes of the neighbouring deserts.
Records of quarrying expeditions sent out by Ammenemes III
have been found at Tura,5 Hammamat,6 and Aswan,7 and in the
ancient diorite quarries in the Nubian desert west of Toshka.8

The project fostered by the kings of the Twelfth Dynasty in
the Faiyum seems to have been primarily one of land reclama-
tion.9 At the beginning of the second millennium B.C. this fertile
basin, on the west of the Nile Valley some forty miles south of
Memphis, was largely taken up by the waters of a great lake,
called by the Egyptians 'ta-henet-en-Merwer' and by the Greeks
of later times 'the Lake of Moeris',10 the much reduced remnant
of which may be recognized in the present-day Birket-Qarun.11

Well below the level of the adjacent Nile flood plain, the lake was
fed by an arm of the river, known today as the Bahr Yusef, which
enters the Faiyum from the south-east through the Hawara

1 §vi, 4, nos. 23-31,46, 50-6, 83-117, 1243, 131 (?), I32(?), I38(?)» ['43]»
405,406,409, pp. 15,16,19, 24, 28-30, 33-7, 39,49,144. See also §x, 11,131~2-

2 §xn, 8, 190; §xiv, 3. 3 §xn, 37, 346ff.;§vi,4,partn,36.
4 §xiv, 15, vol. 1, 64 (1), pis. 20, 21. 5 §11, 10, vol. iv, 74 (1).
8 §v, 6, nos. 17, 19, 42, 43, 48, 81, 96, 108; §ix, 2, no. 70.
7 §11, 10, vol. v, 246-7. 8 §xi, 8, 72-4; §xu, 37, 274-5.
9 §xiv, 4, 69 ff.; §xiv, 13, sect. 293; §vn, 1, 254. Cf. §xiv, 1, 199-210; §xiv,

2, 51-2.
10 §xiv, 7; §11, 5, vol. 11, I i 5* -n6* (A 392).
11 §xiv, 4, 61-104; §xiv, 1, 178-302, pi. 9; §xiv, 5, 1-17, pi. 108; §xiv, 16,

68, 69, 72, 73, folding map.
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Channel, a narrow defile in the desert hills immediately north of
Gebel Sidmant. Deposition of silt at the inner, or northern, end
of this channel had thrown out a delta-like triangle of fertile land
in the midst of the waters of the lake; and here, near the site of
modern Medlnet el-Faiyum, had been built the town of Shedet
(Greek Arsinoe-Crocodilopolis), already known under the Old
Kingdom as a cult centre of the crocodile god, Sobk.1 To enlarge
the existing land area all that was necessary was to reduce by
artificial means the flow of water into the Faiyum basin, allowing
the naturally rapid evaporation of the lake surface to do its work,
and to protect the ground, so reclaimed, from re-flooding by a
system of dykes and drainage canals. It was probably Sesostris II
who first regulated the inflow of water by a barrage, constructed
across the mouth of the Hawara Channel in the neighbourhood of
El-Lahun.2 To Ammenemes III, however, belongs the credit for
having carried the project to a successful conclusion, reclaiming
more than 17,000 acres of arable land north and west of Medlnet
el-Faiyum and enclosing this valuable tract within a vast semi-
circular embankment, extending from Edwa, on the east,
through Biyahmu to El-Agamlyln.3

Just outside the embankment, north of Biyahmu, are the bases
of two colossal quartzite statues of the king, which, at the time of
Herodotus, were still surrounded by the waters of the lake.4

A few miles to the south, at Klman Faris, lie the ruins of the great
temple of Sobk of Shedet and his 'guest', Horus the Elder, to
which Ammenemes III contributed a broad hall with columns of
red granite and other splendid monuments.5 A well-preserved
shrine to Sobk's consort, the goddess Renenutet, was founded by
the same pharaoh at Medlnet el-Ma'adi in the south-west corner
of the Faiyum.6 At Hawara, overlooking the northern end of the
channel into the Faiyum, the king built one of his two pyramids,
a structure of mud brick, cased with limestone and containing an
amazing monolithic burial chamber of quartzite.7 South of the
pyramid are traces of a great architectural complex, much admired
by travellers of the Graeco-Roman period and variously described

1 §11, 5, vol. 11, n 6 * - i i 7 * (A 392B); §XIV, 6, vol. 11, 43 f.;§xiv, 8, vol. v, 150.
See Pyr. 4160 1564^ (§xiv, 17; §xiv, 18, vol. 11, 178; §xiv, 12, vol. 11, 193;
vol. HI, 756); §111, 15, 14 ff.

a §vn, i, 254; §xiv, 13, sect. 293; §1, 3, 653 (line 17: read 'Se'nousret II' ?).
3 §xiv, 4, 72 ff., pis. 20, 21.
4 Herodotus 11, 149. See §11, 10, vol. iv, 98; §xiv, 4, 76-7, pis. 22-4; §xiv, 10.
B §xiv, 9; §n, 10, vol. iv, 98-9.
6 §xi, 29, vol. 11, 619-20.
7 §11, 10, vol. iv, 100; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 192-3; §xn, 16, 232-5.
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by ancient and modern writers as a labyrinth, a palace, a (mortu-
ary) temple, and an administrative centre.1 It is not improbable
that it included all the latter elements in its vast plan and was, in
fact, a walled town, similar to the one built by Sesostris II near
his pyramid at El-Lahun.2 Beside the northern pyramid of
Ammenemes III, at Dahshur, was found the tomb of a King
Awibre Hor,3 once believed to have been his son and co-regent, but
now known to have been a near contemporary of King Khuto-
wyre Ugaf of the Thirteenth Dynasty.4

Before his death in 1797 B.C. King Ammenemes III had not
only raised Egypt to new heights of wealth and power but had
seen his name honoured on monuments from Byblos on the
Syrian coast5 to Kerma above the Third Cataract of the Nile6—a
scope of influence achieved by few of his predecessors and not
many of his successors. He was, however, the last great ruler of
the Middle Kingdom and his reign was followed by a decline
which opened the way to an Asiatic overlordship of Egypt and
the dark days of the Hyksos Period.

XV. ART AND ARCHITECTURE

The First Intermediate Period was an era of cultural as well as
political decentralization. With the collapse of the Old Kingdom
and the decline of Memphis as the artistic fountainhead of all
Egypt, the tomb-owner and the patron of the arts came to depend
on more or less self-trained local craftsmen to supply their needs.
The result was the growth of provincial schools of sculpture and
painting, scattered up and down the Nile, none entirely divorced
from the old Memphite traditions, but each with its own local
peculiarities which with time became increasingly marked, especi-
ally in those districts geographically remote from the ancient
capital. In addition to reliefs or paintings in tombs of the Hera-
cleopolitan Period at Beni Hasan, Deir el-Bersha, Asyut, Akh-
mlm, Naga ed-Deir, Gebelein, El-Mi'alla, and other localities in
Middle and Upper Egypt,7 the work of the local ateliers is repre-
sented in numerous tomb stelae from Naga ed-Deir, Dendera,

1 §11, 10, vol. iv, IOO-I;§XI, 29, vol. n, 193-4- See§xiv, 13,sect. 293;§vn, 1,
254, 268, 271.

2 §11, 10, vol. iv, i n ; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 980-4.
3 §xm, 12, 238. 4 §xiv, 14, I38;§xiv, 11, 167.
5 §xn, 37, 386-7. 6 Ibid. 176, 178.
7 §11, 10, vol. iv, 181-3, 263-4; v°l- v> J8i I9> 28, 170; §111, 17; §xv, 10;

§xv, 9, pis. 18-21; §1, 20; §xv, 20, 223-7; §xm, 21, 83-6.
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and Thebes,1 in the painted decoration of rectangular wooden
coffins,2 and in small wooden tomb statuettes and funerary models
from many different sites.3 Few royal monuments of any import-
ance have survived from this period, and almost no large examples
of figure sculpture in the round. Often technically inept, the
sculpture and painting of the provincial schools of this time—
especially those of Thebes and the other districts of southern Upper
Egypt—display the simplicity and directness of approach, the
freshness and spontaneity, the crude vigour and tenseness of spirit,
the interest in realistic details and accessories, the taste for lively
minor incident, and the natural and unaffected charm character-
istic of popular art the world over and diametrically opposed to the
aristocratic traditions of the now decadent Memphite school.

Many of these traits are still apparent in the work of the royal
Theban ateliers of the Eleventh Dynasty and are to a large extent
responsible for the distinctive character of Middle Kingdom art
as compared with that of the other great epochs of Egyptian
history. The remarkable advances in technical skill achieved by
the court artists of Thebes under Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe appear
in the fine painted reliefs from the king's mortuary temple at
Deir el-Bahri,4 in the paintings and reliefs in the adjacent rock
tombs of his great officials,5 and in the sculptured decoration of
shrines at Abydos, Dendera, El-Ballas, Armant, Tod, and
Gebelein.6 The massive sandstone statues of the pharaoh from
the Deir el-Bahri temple and its approaches7 are testimonials to
the rugged individuality of the Theban sculptors and are likely
prototypes of the powerful royal portrait statues of the Twelfth
Dynasty. Less vigorous than that of his predecessor, the temple
sculpture of Sankhkare Mentuhotpe at Abydos, Armant, Tod,
and elsewhere, is characterized by superb draughtsmanship, great
subtlety in the modelling of the delicate low relief, and a some-
what excessive attention to minute detail.8

1 §vi, 7» 33-5; §»i I0» vo1- v> 26~7» 112-15; §111, 4; §111, 5, passim; §1, 4;
§xv, 20, 227-8. 2 §xv, 20, 228-31.

3 Ibid. 102-4; §x m» 2i> 86; §xi, 29, vol. HI, 147-62, pis. 49-55; §xv, 1, 20-1,
34, pis. 3-5;§xv, 5, passim.

4 §vi, 7,129-33; §xv, 20,235-6;§xm, 21,90-1 ;§xv, 1,21-2,37-8,pis. 14,15.
5 §111, 21, 133 (no. 103), 169-73 (nos. 311, 314, 315, 319); §xm, 21, 91-2,

pis. 58, 60; §xv, 20, 234-7; §•> I0> P a r t !> 158-66, figs. 95, 96, 99-101.
6 §11, IO, vol. V, 41, 117, 160, 163, 167; §XI, 23, 106; §XV, 2O, 235.
7 §v, 8, pis. 12, 13; §xi, 29, vol. in, 163-5, P1- 56; §ii 10, part 1, 157, fig. 93;

§xv, 1, 36, pis. 10, 11.
8 §11, 10, vol. v, 41, 157, 160, 167-8, 229; §xv, 20, 236; §xm, 21,92; §1, 24,

49-50.
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Transferred to the region of Memphis by Ammenemes I, the
Theban artists profited by their contact with the masterpieces of
Old Kingdom sculpture and painting, and during the Twelfth
Dynasty produced a series of monuments of extraordinary liveli-
ness, sensitivity, and elegance. Foremost among their achieve-
ments are the incomparable portrait statues of the kings, wherein
we see the dignity, power, and technical dexterity of the old
Memphite school combined with the taste for realism developed
in Upper Egypt during the troubled years of the Heracleopolitan
Period.1 Especially searching are the portraits of Sesostris III,
whose grim, disdainful face, deeply lined with fatigue and dis-
illusionment, is preserved to us on a score of statues from Kamak,
Deir el-Bahri, El-Madamud, and elsewhere.2 The numerous por-
traits of Ammenemes III include a group of statues and sphinxes
from Tanis and the Faiyum, which, from their curiously brutal
style and strange accessories, were once thought to be monuments
of the Hyksos kings.3 A revival of the Memphite style appears
more clearly in ten limestone statues of Sesostris I from El-Lisht
—beautifully executed, but dull and expressionless in comparison
with the works just discussed.4 The private sculpture of the
period is characterized by the production of multitudes of small,
somewhat stereotyped tomb and votive statuettes5 and by the
development of the so-called 'block'-statue, in which the figure,
enveloped in a long cloak, is represented as seated on the ground
with the knees drawn up before the chest.6

Painted reliefs from the pyramid temple of Ammenemes I7 are
transitional in style between the delicate low relief of the late
Eleventh Dynasty and the bolder, more plastic type, developed
in the reign of Sesostris I and standard for royal temple sculpture
throughout the Twelfth Dynasty. The cold, almost metallic per-
fection of the new style, enriched here and there by fine detail, is
admirably illustrated in the festival pavilion of Sesostris I at
Kamak8 and on numerous blocks of Sesostris III from the temple

1 §v, 8, pis. 15-133 passim; §xm, 21, 100-3; §xv, 24, 315-34. figs- 249~73!
§xv, 1, 23-8, pis. 25-78 passim.

2 §v, 8, pis. 77-92; §xi, 29, vol. in, 184-95. See Plate 45 {a).
3 §v, 8, sects. 700 ff., pis. 119-30. See also §xi, 29, vol. in, 204-13; §xv, 8.
4 §xv, 13, 30-8, pis. 9-13; §v, 8, pis. 26-30; §xi, 29, vol. HI, 173-4 Creole de

Fayoum').
5 §xi, 29, vol. in, 224-88, pis. 75-94.
6 §xv, 4; §xv, 19; §xi, 29, vol. in, 235-7, pis. 79-80; §xv, 24, 342-5, figs.

281-2. 7 §11, 10, vol. iv, 77-9; §1, 10, part 1, 173, fig. 103.
8 §xn, 31, plates; §xv, 1, pis. 21, 22; §1, 10, part 1, 174, fig. 104; §vi, 7, 19, 41,

53. See Plate 45 (b).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



ART AND ARCHITECTURE 515

of Mont at El-Madamud.1 The sanctuary reliefs in the pyramid
temple of Sesostris I, on the other hand, are modelled on those of
Phiops II of the Sixth Dynasty at south Saqqara,2 and the revived
Memphite style is also well represented in the provincial tombs of
northern Upper Egypt, notably at Meir.3 Among the hundreds
of private stelae dedicated in the sanctuary of Osiris at Abydos
and elsewhere a number compare favourably in style and quality
with contemporaneous royal monuments.4

Painting and painted ornament are best studied in the tombs of
Beni Hasan and the tombs and coffins of Deir el-Bersha.5 Among
the minor arts that of the jeweller reached in the Twelfth Dynasty
a level of excellence never to be surpassed in Egyptian history,
the jewels and other personal possessions of the royal ladies
buried at Dahshur and El-Lahun showing throughout the beauty
of design, the technical perfection, and the impeccable taste
which we associate only with the high classic moments of world
civilization.6

Our present knowledge of the monumental architecture of the
early Middle Kingdom is derived chiefly from the so-called saff
('row') tombs of the first kings of the Eleventh Dynasty in north-
western Thebes7 and from the ruins of the tomb-temple of
Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe at Deir el-Bahri.8 In each case the
tomb ensemble comprises a great rectangular courtyard, leading
to a square-piered portico, above and to the rear of which rises a
small pyramid. In the saff tombs the portico is rock-hewn and
the courtyard is cut away in front of it. In the Deir el-Bahri
temple the court, enclosed within masonry walls and approached
by a walled avenue, is flush with the surrounding ground surface,
and the portico forms the front of a masonry terrace, on which the
pyramid stands, surrounded by a double colonnade of square piers
and a triple ambulatory of octagonal columns. A peristyle court
behind the pyramid contains the mouth of the long, sloping pas-
sage to the king's subterranean burial chamber and opens into a

1 §11, 10, vol. v, 145; §xv, 3.
2 §1, 10, part 1, 187 ff., fig. 114; §xm, 21, 100, pi. 64A; §11, 10, vol. iv, 82.
3 §11, 10, vol. iv, 248-53; §xm, 21, 106-7; §xv, 20, 240-1.
4 §xi, 29, vol. 11, 483-98; §iv, 6; §11, 10, vol. v, 44-6; §xv, 16; §xv, 17.
5 §11, io, vol. iv, 141-50, 177 ff.; §xv, 20, 238 ff.; §xm, 21. 104, 107-10;

§xv, 2i;§xv, 7; A, 10.
9 §xv, 22, nos. 52001-3, 52019-65, 52233-60, 52641, 52663, 52669, 52689,

52702, 52712, 52811-53178; §xiv, 15, vol. 1, 21, 60-70, 112-13, pis. 15-24;
vol. 11, 51-4, 58-68, pis. 5-13; §xv, 6; §xv, 23.

7 §111, 32, 19-24, figs. 3, 4; §1,24, 11, 17, 21-2, pi. 33, See above, p. 476, n. 4.
8 §v, 15; §vi, 7, 129-35; §vm, 6,passim; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 158-64.
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columned hall and a screen-walled sanctuary, partially cut back
into the cliffs. Six small shrines for the royal princesses, lined up
in a row behind the pyramid, were elaborately adorned with
carved and painted false doors and bold, coloured reliefs. The
temple grove of sycomore-fig trees and tamarisk shrubs was care-
fully laid out in the forecourt of the temple on either side of the
axial ramp leading up to the terrace. Much of the effectiveness
of this remarkable building is due to the skilful manner in which
it was adapted to its imposing natural setting.

The pyramids of the kings of the Twelfth Dynasty at El-Lisht,
Dahshur, El-LahGn, and Hawara followed the Old Kingdom
type, but were smaller and of inferior construction.1 All were
cased with limestone, but only the pyramid of Ammenemes I was
built throughout of stone,2 the others being either of rubble-
filled cellular construction or of mud brick. The grey granite cap-
stone from the pyramid of Ammenemes III at Dahshur is adorned
with solar emblems, a pair of wedjat-eyes, and a series of appro-
priate inscriptions.3 The best preserved of the pyramid temples,
that of Sesostris I, was a close replica of the temple of Phiops II
at south Saqqara.4 The inner of the two massive enclosure walls
surrounding the pyramid of Sesostris I was of limestone, elabo-
rately carved with colossal panels bearing the names of the king
and surmounted by figures of the royal falcon in high relief.5 In
the area between the walls ten small, sharp-angled pyramids were
provided for the members of the king's family. Elsewhere, the
royal wives, sons and daughters were buried beneath mastabas of
brick or limestone. Round about each royal enclosure lay an ex-
tensive cemetery of mastabas and pit-tombs for the officials of the
reign and their families, in conformity with the Old Kingdom
practice.

In the rock-cut tomb chapels of the nomarchs at Beni Hasan,
Deir el-Bersha, Deir Rlfa, and Aswan a portico with two or more
columns gives access to a columned hall and, beyond, to a smaller
room or niche with a statue of the deceased owner.6 Rectangular
piers or polygonal columns of the type called by Champollion

1 §XIH, 12, 229-39; §n, 10, vol. iv, 77-85,100,101,107-n; §xi, 29, vol. 11,
167-94; §xv, 11; §xn, 16, 218-36.

2 §xv, 14, 184 ff., fig. 3; §xi, 17, 11, figs. 9, 10; §xi, 29, vol. n, 169; §1, 10,
parti, 172-3.

3 §xv, 15.
4 §11, 10, vol. iv, 82; §1, 10, parti, 183; §xn, 16, 220-5, fig. 44. Cf. §xn, 27,

vols. 11, in. See also above, p. 515, n. 2.
6 §11, 10, vol. iv, 83; §1, 10, part 1, 183, 185, fig. 112.
6 §11, 10, vol. iv, 141-51, 177-81; vol. v, 233, 238-9; §11, 2; §xi, 21.
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' proto-Doric' appear in both the porticos and the halls and in the
latter we also find brightly painted plant columns of the well-
known 'clustered', or 'bundled', type. In the tombs at Qaw
el-Keblr the courts, porticos, and rock-cut halls and shrines are
arranged in terraces, connected by flights of steps.1

The shrine of Renenutet at Medlnet el-Ma'adi, built by
Ammenemes III and IV, comprises a triple sanctuary and shallow
vestibule, preceded by a porch with two clustered papyrus
columns and perhaps at one time by an open courtyard.2 The
well-preserved little structure, which measures less than twelve
yards from front to back, is covered with reliefs and inscriptions of
characteristic Twelfth Dynasty style, but somewhat coarse in their
execution and proportions. Remains of the foundations of the
temple of Mont at Tod, as rebuilt by Sesostris I, show a free-
standing sanctuary or repository for the image of the god sur-
rounded by a vestibule with nine small chambers and approached
through a transverse hall with four rectangular piers.3 An elabora-
tion of this plan appeared in the larger temple to Mont at
El-Madamud, erected by Sesostris III over a primitive Osireion
of Old Kingdom date.4 Behind the sanctuary in the temple at
El-Madamud was an open court, flanked by porticos with Osiride
pillars, and to the south and west of the temple proper were store-
rooms, granaries, and priests' quarters—the whole contained in
a great walled enclosure. Among numerous architectural ele-
ments with the name of Sesostris III, recovered at El-Madamud,
are the parts of a small porch-like building of limestone with
reliefs and inscriptions pertaining to the celebration of the Heb
Sed, or royal jubilee festival.5 The peripteral kiosk of Sesostris I
at Karnak is decorated and inscribed in similar fashion, but is
mounted on a high podium, provided at either end with a sloping
ramp.6 It, too, was evidently designed for use in connexion with
the king's <W-festival. Recovered piecemeal from the foundations
of the third pylon of the Amun temple, the structure consists of a
roofed peristyle of twelve rectangular piers originally enclosing a
throne surrounded by four inner piers. It is built throughout of
fine white limestone. Massive papyrus columns of red granite at
Klman Faris in the Faiyum are from a monumental hall erected
in the temple of Sobk by Ammenemes III.7 The granite obelisk

1 §11, 10, vol. v, 9-14; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 340-5. 2 §xi, 29, vol. 11, 619-20.
3 f 11, 10, vol. v, 167-9; §XI> 29» v°l- "> 635—40.
* §11, 10, vol. v, 137, 145; §xi, 29, vol. n, 579-81, 628-34; §xv» l 8 -
6 §11, 10, vol. v, 145. 6 §xn, 31. See Plate 45 (b).
7 §xiv, 9; §11, 10, vol. iv, 98-9.
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of Sesostris I near Matarlya was one of a pair which stood before
the pylon, or towered gateway, of the temple of Re at Heliopolis.1

This building, completely destroyed, but well known from docu-
ments of later times, was evidently a prototype of the great pro-
cessional temples of the New Kingdom.

The civil and domestic architecture of the Middle Kingdom is
represented by the ruins of the town which Sesostris II laid out
and constructed near his pyramid at El-Lahun.2 Here we find
not only the simple, four-roomed dwellings of the king's work-
men, but also the luxurious residences of his officials, with their
courts, halls, and suites of chambers, numbering in some cases as
many as seventy compartments. The appearance of the walled
garden and front verandah of a great country house of the late
Eleventh Dynasty is preserved in two painted wooden funerary
models from the tomb of the Chancellor Meketre at Thebes.3

Military architecture may be studied in the harbour fortifica-
tions of Elephantine,4 in the numerous brick-and-timber forts of
Lower Nubia and the Second Cataract region,5 and in two mas-
sive brick structures at Kerma, one of which—the so-called
'Eastern Defufa'—was built under Ammenemes I or II and
extensively enlarged under Ammenemes III.6

XVI. RELIGION AND FUNERARY BELIEFS

During the First Intermediate Period the formal religion of
Egypt reverted to a stage of development generally similar to that
of prehistoric times. With the collapse of the Memphite power
the state religion, fostered by the pharaohs of the Old Kingdom
and the priesthood of Heliopolis, ceased temporarily to exist as a
unifying influence throughout the land, and men everywhere
turned again to their local divinities and restored to them much
of their primeval powers and significance.7

Among the more obscure local deities of Heracleopolitan times
were the gods Mont of Hermonthis and Amun of Thebes,
destined in the ensuing centuries to succeed one another as the

1 §n, io, vol. iv, 6o; §xn, 39, 119-33; §xv, 2, 195-8.
8 §11, 10, vol. iv, i n ; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 980-4. See also §xv, 2, 73-5.
8 §VIII, 7» I7-I9» pis- 9-12, 56-7.
4 §vn, 1, 273 (4B); §XIII, 4, 157. See also §xm, 6, 191-2.
8 §xn, 37, 81, 82, 126, 128, 129, 142-56; §111, 23, 80-98; §xm, 4; §xm, 6;

§xm, 3; §xn, 15; §xn, 17; §xn, 18.
6 §xn, 37, 175-6; §111, 23, 65, 75, 103-9, 114-15.
7 §111, 15, 300 ff.; §111, 31, 147.
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leaders of a new state religion, established by the Kings of the
Eleventh and Twelfth Dynasties.

Mont, a falcon god probably of southern origin, is mentioned
occasionally in the Pyramid Texts of the late Old Kingdom and is
represented among the divinities of Upper Egypt in the funerary
temple of King Phiops II of the Sixth Dynasty.1 His principal
cult centre was the town of Iuny, ancient capital of the Theban
Nome, later, through association with Iunu, or On (Heliopolis),
called the 'On-of-Mont', whence the Greek name, 'Hermon-
this', and the modern place name, 'Armant'.2 Mont was wor-
shipped also at Djeret (Tod), Madu (El-Madamud), and Karnak;3

at Armant, Tod, and El-Madamud he was associated with a local
bull god, later known as Buchis, whose cult was also centred in
the town of Hermonthis.4 In reliefs of the early Middle Kingdom
he appears with the disk and plumes of a solar deity and was evi-
dently regarded as the Upper Egyptian counterpart of the great
god Re of Heliopolis, with whom, by a process of syncretism, he
was merged to produce the deity Mont-Re.5 As the patron, or
family god, of the Mentuhotpe kings of Thebes he was elevated
during the Eleventh Dynasty to the first rank among the deities
of Egypt and probably at this time began also to assume his
special function as a god of war and a bringer of victory.

Mont's supremacy, however, was short-lived, for, with the
accession of Ammenemes I, the founder of the Twelfth Dynasty,
there was established a new state god, whose leadership of the
Egyptian pantheon was to continue unchallenged as long as men
of Theban origin or affiliations remained in power, and for many
centuries thereafter. This was Amun ('the Hidden One'), origin-
ally a god of the air and a member of the ogdoad of Hermopolis,
whose installation at Thebes took place early in the First Inter-
mediate Period under circumstances which are still obscure.6 The
close resemblance of the form of Amun worshipped at Luxor to
the neighbouring divinity, Min of Koptos, suggests that the
transfer was accomplished by way of Koptos.7 Like Min, Amun
of Luxor was represented in human form, as an ithyphallic male
figure, wearing a head-dress with two tall plumes and having the

1 §xvi, 4, 475-9; §111, 15, 340, 362-3; §xvi, 30, sects. 46, 224; §m, 31, 26,
161; §xvi, 22; §xvi, 3.

2 §11, 5, vol. 11, 22* (A 332); §xiv, 8, vol. 1, 54-5.
3 §xvi, 3, 6-16; §xvi, 22, 75-85; §xi, 29, vol. 11, 917 ff.
4 §xvi, 24, vol. 11, 45 ff.; §HI, 15, 343; §xvi, 26, 40 ff.; §xvi, 22, 87 ff.
5 §111, 15, 341, pi. 7«.
6 §111, 24; §xvi, 4, 31-7; §111, 15, 344 ff.
7 §111, 31,147-8; §xvi, 4, 31-2; §111,15, 348. See also §111,25, sects. 24-7, i n .
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so-called ' flail' crossed over his upraised right arm. To assure the
legitimacy of Amun's position as the official god of the kingdom
his royal devotees of the Twelfth Dynasty arbitrarily associated
him with the ancient solar divinity of Heliopolis and created the
composite deity, Amen-Re, later known far and wide as the ' King
of the Gods'.1 The principal shrine of Amun, at Karnak, was
called 'the Most Select of Places', and here there were assigned
to him as wife and child the vulture goddess, Mut of Ishru, and
the falcon-headed lunar god, Khons.2

No survey of the religion of the Middle Kingdom, however
brief, can fail to take cognizance of the importance achieved under
the rulers of the Twelfth and Thirteenth Dynasties by the crocodile
god, Sobk, or Suchos, primarily a divinity of the water and of
vegetation resident in the Faiyum, but with cult places scattered
up and down the Nile from the Delta to the First Cataract.3 At
Shedet (Crocodilopolis) and Dja (Medlnet el-Ma'adi) in the Faiyum
and at Ombos in Upper Egypt the god was worshipped in com-
pany with his consort, the cobra goddess, Renenutet, and his
'guest', a form of the elder Horus.4 Sobk, Lord of Sumenu
(Rizeiqat), a few miles south of Thebes, is mentioned with ever
increasing frequency as the patron of the kings of the Twelfth
Dynasty, as are also Sobk of Hes, Henet, Seya, and Busiris in the
Delta, and numerous other local forms of the deity.5 The crocodile
god was not only affiliated in the minds of his worshippers with
the great divinity of vegetation and resurrection, Osiris,6 but also,
like Mont, Amun, and Khnum, was drawn into the ancient solar
cycle and given the name Sobk-Re.7

With the fall of the Old Kingdom the funerary rites and rituals,
formerly reserved for the pharaoh, were taken over first by the
great provincial nobles and then, gradually, by all Egyptians
sufficiently well-to-do to provide themselves with the necessary
equipment and texts.8 In this 'democratization of the Hereafter'
the solar version of the life to come, ruled over by the sun god

1 §xvi, 4, 34; §m, 15, 345.
2 §m, 25, sects. 41-61; §111, 15, 352-5; §xvi, 4, 140-4, 491-4. On the name

of the Amun temple at Karnak see §111, 25, sects. 15 ff.; §xiv, 8, vol. i, 68.
3 §111, 15, 14-19, 117, 134; §xvi, I7;§xvi , 27;§xvi, 21; §xvi, 4, 755-9.
4 §111, 15, 16, 56, 152, cf. 430;§xvi, 33, 545 f.;§xvi, I I ; §1, 10, parti, 181.
5 §xvi, 21, 123-57, 169-71; §1, 10, part 1, 201, 246, 261, 341-4; §xvi, 14,

5 nn. 1-4; §xvi, 15; §xvi, 18; §xvi, 34.
6 §111, 15, 18, 134, 285, 403;§xvi, 20, I47;§xvi, 4, 756; §111, 31, 59 n. 1.

§xvi, 4, 757; §m, 31, 21, 160; §xvi, 2 i , 119-20.
§xvi, 20, 160 ff.; §111, 31, 86ff.;§xvi, 5, 257 ff.; §xvi, 25; §xiv, 17, vol. 1,

vii-viii.
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Horus or Re, evidently remained in favour under the Heracleo-
politan rulers and dominates the texts inscribed in the earlier
coffins of the period.1 At the end of the Heracleopolitan Period,
however, the grandiose theories of the theologians of Heliopolis
began to give way to the more appealing and more understandable
doctrines embodied in the legends of the hero-god, Osiris; and
the ascendancy of Osiris over Re as the principal god of the dead
and ruler of the Hereafter is clearly reflected in the funerary texts
and monuments of the Middle Kingdom. It is no longer to
Heliopolis that the deceased Egyptian makes his pilgrimage by
ship, but to the sanctuary of Osiris at Abydos, the legendary site
of the tomb of the god.2 'To be in the following of the Great God,
Lord of Abydos', was now the wish of every Egyptian; but, since
few could actually be buried beside the tomb of the god and even
a cenotaph was beyond the reach of all save the very wealthy, it
became the habit for each pilgrim to erect a funerary stela in the
sacred enclosure at Abydos and so associate himself permanently
with his divine prototype in immortality.3 The chief occasions for
the pilgrimages to Abydos were the yearly festivals held there in
honour of Osiris, during which were re-enacted his death, his
burial, and his triumphant resurrection.4 Added impetus to the
growth of Abydos as a great national shrine was undoubtedly pro-
vided by the Theban kings of the early Eleventh Dynasty, who
saw the advantages of associating themselves, not only with the
traditional home of the first pharaohs of united Egypt, but also
with a god whose rapidly increasing popularity was already over-
shadowing the solar cult of their rivals, the kings of Heracleo-
polis.5 When, in the Twelfth Dynasty, the capital was moved
back to the region of Memphis there was a natural tendency on
the part of the kings and courtiers to return to the burial customs
of the Old Kingdom and revive the ancient solar formulae pre-
served in the Pyramid Texts.6 This, however, was a political and, one
feels, a superficial gesture and in no way diminished the almost
universal belief in an Osirian immortality and the wholehearted
support of the cult of the god at Abydos, Busiris, and elsewhere.

It is in the reign of Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe of the Eleventh
Dynasty that we first find the Osirian epithet, 'justified' (literally,

1 §xvi, 20, 226 ff. Cf. §xvi, 5, 274 ff.
2 §xvi, 20, 230-6; §111, 15, 333, 336 ff.; §xvi, 5, 275-90; §xm, 23, 397 ff.
3 §xvi, 5, 285 ff.; §xvi, 20, 231; §III, 31, 95-6. See also above, p. 515, n. 4.
4 §xvi, 20, 236 ff.; §xvi, 5, 287 ff; §xvi, 29.
5 §xvi, 20, 230; §111, 31, 93-4; §1, 24, 15.
8 §xvi, 20,259-86;§111,31,98-ioo.Seealsoabove, p. 520,11.8andnn.1-3above.
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'true of voice'), appended to the name of the deceased Egyptian
to indicate that, like the god with whom he is identified, the dead
person has established his moral fitness and his right to a blessed
immortality.1 Henceforth it is used with such regularity in all
funerary inscriptions that it comes to mean little more than
'deceased'. Equally common is the custom of referring to the
dead man or woman as 'the Osiris, so-and-so', or as 'this Osiris',
a practice derived from the Pyramid Texts where the title was
originally applied only to the king.2

The Eleventh Dynasty also witnessed a significant change in the
ancient formula whereby offerings were called forth for the dead.
Instead of accompanying a god (Osiris or Anubis) in the presenta-
tion of the funerary offerings, the king is now said to make his
offering to the god, that the latter may in turn shower blessings
upon the deceased.3 The altered formula undoubtedly reflects the
common practice of re-distributing to private tomb-chapels the
excess of the offerings presented by royal command to the temples
of the gods.

Our knowledge of the funerary literature of ancient Egypt
between the end of the Sixth Dynasty and the end of the Twelfth
Dynasty is based to a very great extent on texts written in cursive
hieroglyphic script on the interior surfaces of the rectangular
wooden coffins characteristic of the period.4 Here, in addition to
excerpts from the Pyramid Texts, we find a new series of magical
spells and incantations, composed on behalf of persons of non-
royal rank and designed to protect them from dangers and dis-
comforts in the Afterworld and to endow them with a wide variety
of special powers and privileges. These spells, which we call the
Coffin Texts, are peculiar to the Heracleopolitan Period and the
Middle Kingdom and do not occur again in Egyptian funerary
literature until Safte times, when some of them were revived.5

In the same coffins is preserved a group of similar texts which
constitute an early version of the so-called Book of the Dead, a
collection of funerary writings best known from papyri of the
New Kingdom and later periods.6 In a few coffins from Deir

1 §vn, i, 122-4; §111, 31, 97; §xvi, 5, 33-4, 147, 175, 256. See also Maspero,
Bibl. igyptol. i, 93-114. See, however, %\, 20, 256, n. b. [Ed.].

2 §xvi, 5, 256;§xvi, 20, 151, 227;§xvi, 10, 55, 119.
3 §xvi, 10, 79-93; §111, 9, 170-3 (Excursus B); §111, 31, 97.
4 §xvi, 8; §xvi, 32. See also §xvi, 20, 160-229; §111, 31, 86-91, 127-8;

§xvi, 5, 272-94 passim; §xvi, 6, 149-68; §xvi, 31, 10-14.
5 §xvi, 31, 20 n. 1; §111, 9, sect. 13 (p. 19).
6 §xvi, 8, passim; §xvi, 9; §xvi, 1, 110-49; §XVI» 2> l77i §XVI» 2 3 ; §XVI> !9>

77 ff.; §xvi, 16, 66; in §xvi, 7, 39-47.
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el-Bersha there occurs a map of the Afterworld, accompanied by
an appropriate text for the guidance of the deceased, which
together have been named the Book of the Two Ways.1

XVII. LITERATURE

However the Ninth to Twelfth Dynasties as a whole may have
been evaluated by succeeding generations, there can be no doubt
that they were generally—and deservedly—recognized as having
sponsored the golden age of Egyptian secular literature.2 The
preservation of the many fine stories, didactic treatises, and
pseudo-prophetic works of this time is due to the fact that for
centuries they were used as model compositions in the schools of
ancient Egypt and were copied again and again on papyri,
writing boards, and ostraca by student-scribes of the Twelfth to
Seventeenth Dynasties and the New Kingdom.3 Middle Egyp-
tian, the 'concise and elegant' language employed in these com-
positions, remained the classical idiom of Egypt well into the
New Kingdom and in its later form it survived for some monu-
mental and literary purposes right down to Graeco-Roman times.4

Since many of the works in question were based on actual
events and conditions, they contain historical material of the ut-
most value, not only on the Heracleopolitan Period and the
Middle Kingdom themselves, but also on the Old Kingdom and
on the meagrely documented interval which followed the collapse
of the Sixth Dynasty. We have, therefore, already had occasion to
cite the subject-matter and the historical, political, or social back-
ground of such famous compositions as the Tales of King Cheops
and the Magicians, the Instruction for Kagemni, the Maxims of
Djedefhor and of Ptahhotpe, the Story of King Neferkare and
General Sisenet, the Admonitions of an Egyptian Sage,5 the Tak of
the Eloquent Peasant (p. 465 above), the Instruction for King
Merykare (p. 466 above), the Prophecy ofNeferty (pp. 494 and 495
above), the Instruction of King Ammenemes I (p. 498 above), and the
Story of Sinuhe (p. 499 above).

To these may be added other well-known works, each repre-
sentative of one of the several categories of Heracleopolitan and

1 §xvi, 28;§xvi, 13; §111,31,91-3, lO7;§xvi, 20, 287-9, fig. 7.
2 See, for example, §x, 3, xxiv-xxv; §xvi, 7, 15-16; §x, 17, 166.
3 §xvn, 66; §xvn, 46; §xvn, 31.
4 §111, 8, sects. 2, 4; §x, 17, 166; §xvn, 57, 12-51 passim.
5 See above, ch. xiv, sects. 1, m, vi
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Middle Kingdom literature. The Story of the Shipwrecked Sailor is
a Sinbad-like romance, related by an Egyptian seaman to his
master as an object lesson in self-control and confidence under
adversity.1 During a trading voyage on the Red Sea the ship of
the sailor founders and he is cast ashore on an island,2 inhabited
by a monstrous, but kindly serpent, who eventually sends him
home laden with gifts and good advice. The need for conscientious
trained personnel in the newly re-established national administra-
tion evidently inspired the composition, in the reign of King
Ammenemes I, of the so-called Book of Kemyt ('the Sum')3 and,
shortly thereafter, of the Instruction of the Scribe Achthoes, son
of Duauf, better known as the Satire on the Trades.* The former is
largely an anthology of conventional formulae of address and
other samples of good prose composition, but ends with a few
words of advice, including a favourable comment on employment
as a scribe in the offices of the royal Residence. The latter, ad-
dressed to its author's son on his way to school, concerns itself
chiefly with the merits of a formal education and the advantages
of the scribe's profession over all others. Its major interest lies in
its amusingly derogatory descriptions of the occupations of the
uneducated. The remarkable Dispute of a Man, Weary of Life,
with his own soul, a partially metrical composition of surprising
philosophical and psychological profundity, is clearly a product
of the interval of social and spiritual unrest attendant upon the fall
of the Old Kingdom.5 Here, following a prolonged verbal con-
flict between the reasonable and emotional elements in the un-
happy man's make-up, suicide is contemplated, with the soul,
however, holding out against this course of action to the end. To
the same fashionably pessimistic group of writings belongs the
later Collection of Words of the Witb-Priest Khakheperre-sonbe, in
the surviving introduction to which the author yearns for new
phrases to describe the misery which he pretends to see about
him.6 Fragments of or references to at least eighteen other
literary works of Dynasties IX to XII cover a variety of subjects,
from the elevation of the common man to the pleasures of hunting

1 §x, 3, 29-35; §xi, 3, 41-8; §vn, 1, 275 (6); §xvi, 7, 123-4; § x v " . 46,35;
§xvn, 61, 275-87; §xvn, 64; §xvn, 53.

2 Identified by Wainwright (§xvn, 65) as Zeberged, or St John's Island, off the
African coast of the Red Sea near Cape BenSs. See also §xvn, 38.

8 §x, 11, 4-7, and the references cited there.
4 Ibid. See, especially, §xvn, 6. See also §x, 3, 67-72; §1, 23, 432-4; §xvi, 7,

103-4; §x, 11, 4-5; §xvn, 46, 36-7.
6 §xvn, 16; §xvi, 7, 113-14, 127; §xvn, 59; §vn, 1, 275 (9).
6 §xvn, 17, 95-110; §xvn, 19, 40 n. 8; §x, 3, 108-10; §xvn, 46, 37 (no. 25).
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and fishing, and serve to round out our picture of this most articu-
late and prolific era.1

Long mythological epics, of which portions are preserved in
later copies (for example, the Destruction of Mankind? the Out-
witting of Re by Isis,3 the Contendings of Horus and Seth*), un-
doubtedly existed during the Middle Kingdom;5 but the narra-
tive form best known to us from this period is the short story.
Among the stories the Tales of King Cheops and the Magicians* and
the adventures of the Shipwrecked Sailor7 are characterized by
the simple objectivity of the content and the unadorned direct-
ness of the narrative style. The same is true of the Tale of the
Eloquent Peasant6 until we reach the point where the peasant
begins to exhibit his eloquence in a welter of elaborate and, to us,
far-fetched metaphors. Much of the charm, naivete', and humour
of the popular narratives is present in the classic of Middle King-
dom literature, the Story of Sinuhe.9 Here, however, both the
structure and style are more formal and artificial, and through-
out there is a self-conscious striving after effect—often highly
successful, but none the less obviously studied. The main theme
of this adventure-filled autobiography10 is the Egyptian abroad
and its most unusual feature is the manner in which the character
of Sinuhe is revealed through his clearly established attitudes and
reactions to the various situations in which he finds himself.

Though such tales were contrived by their writers to beguile
and amuse their audiences there is scarcely one which does not
contain a motive over and above that of pure entertainment. Three
of the stories related to King Cheops by his sons are simple tales
of magic, but the fourth, and by far the longest, establishes in
great detail the divine origin of the founders of the Fifth Dynasty.11

Both the Shipwrecked Sailor and his friend, the serpent, tell tales
which are patently intended to point a moral and bolster the
spirits, not only of their fictional listeners, but of all who imagine
themselves in desperate straits. The Story of the Peasant was obvi-
ously a device whereby its author might at one and the same time

1
 §XVII, 46, 33-40 (nos. 9, 12, 16, 18-21, 26-35); §xvn, 20; §xvn, 2; §xvn,

7, 1-39, pis. 1-16.
2 §xvn, 37, 53-73; §xvn, 45, 26-37, 142-3; §x, 3, 47-9; §1,23, 10-11.
3 %\, 23, 12-14; §xvn, 43, 18-22.
* §xvn, 18; §xvn, 54. See also§xvi, 7, 128-9; §xvn, 43, 22-5; §1, 23, 14-17.
8 §xvn, 43, 18 ff. o §xvn, 13; §xvn, 14; §x, 3, 36-47.
7 See above, p. 524, n. 1.
8 §1, 22; §1, 21; §1, 23, 407-10; §xvn, 32. 9 See above, p. 499, n. 2.

10 Derived, perhaps, from an inscription in Sinuhe's tomb at El-Lisht (§x, 11,91).
11 See above, pp. 148, 168, 179
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display his own wit and eloquence, attribute unexpected wisdom
and elegance of speech to a person of humble station, and bring a
bold indictment against the corruption and social injustice of his
time.1 The glorification of King Sesostris I is a theme which runs
all through the Story of Sinuhe; and in two places the narrative is
interrupted while Sinuhe in one case recites a hymn in honour of
his sovereign and in the other quotes a decree indicative of the
king's magnanimity and kindness.2 A text recounting Sesostris Fs
dedication of the temple of Atum at Heliopolis provides an early
example of the historical, or royal, novel (Kb'nigsnovelle), wherein
the pharaoh's excellent plans to serve a deity (or win a victory)
are presented by him before a sometimes sceptical council of
royal officials, whose response is then followed by the successful
execution of the project in hand.3

The tendency of the writers of the Old and Middle Kingdoms
to moralize and become didactic was given free play in a much
admired literary form, called the sboyet, or 'instruction'.4 This is
normally a collection of proverbs, maxims, rules of conduct, rules
of ethics, and items of sound, wordly advice with which a father
prepares his son to meet the problems of life and the requirements
of his station or office. One of the earliest 'instructions', attri-
buted to the Vizier Ptahhotpe of the reign of King Isesi of the
Fifth Dynasty, concerns itself chiefly with good manners, dealings
with superiors and inferiors, and relations with friends and family,
and prides itself on its elegant literary style.5 The witty and much
beloved Satire on the Trades was written by the scribe Achthoes of
Sebennytos, an accomplished author who lived under and served
the first two rulers of the Twelfth Dynasty.6 Its principal theme is
summarized in the words, 'There is no calling which is free of
direction except that of the scribe; it is he who does the directing'.
Though the Instruction for King Merykare and the Instruction of
King Ammenemes I are now recognized as having been composed
under the rulers to whom they are addressed for the purpose of
strengthening the dynastic succession,7 both are works of great

1 See §xvi, 7, 127-8; §1, 23, 407-10; §xvn, 32; §xvn, 31, 79-93.
2 See §x, 11, 94-101.
3 Ibid. 17, 30, 136-9; §xn, 9; §xvn, 30; §xvi, 7, 143 ff.
4 §xvn, 1; §xvn, 3; §xvi, 7, 90-110; §111, 8, sect. 15 (pp. 24*-^).
5 See §1,23,412-14,and the references cited there. See also §xvn, 69; §xvn, 15;

§xvn, 7, 52-3, pis. 28-30; §xvi, 7, 96-100.
6 See above, p. 524, n. 4. On the author of the Satire see especially §x, 11, 4-7,

67 ff.
7 See above, p. 466, n. 3, and p. 499, n. 1. Among the numerous discussions of

these two works see especially §xvn, 63; §x, 11, 61-86.
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literary merit and both have enjoyed an enduring and well-
deserved popularity. Drawing upon his own experiences and
freely admitting his own mistakes Merykare's royal father is made
to advise his son on what policies he should pursue in the govern-
ment of his kingdom, what behaviour is to be expected of him
both as a king and as a man, and what his attitude should be
toward a deity who is consistently referred to as 'God'.1 Despite
the fact that the Instruction of King Ammenemes I appears to have
been composed by the scribe Achthoes2 after the assassination of
its alleged author, there is a vigour and sincerity in its bitter
narrative and cynical teaching which make it seem as if the dead
king were indeed speaking from his tomb to point out his own
achievements and benevolence and castigate the treacherous and
ungrateful aspirants to the throne who were responsible for his
death. Among the so-called 'loyalist teachings' the Instruction
formerly ascribed to the treasurer Sehetepibre of the late Twelfth
Dynasty commends obedience to the king as a means to success
from the point of view of a high-ranking official,3 while the
Instruction of a Man to his Son endorses the same policy, but is
addressed to a larger and less distinguished audience and em-
bodies the notion of the elevation of the little man through his
submission to the will of the pharaoh.4

The deep note of pessimism which pervades the contemplative
and quasi-prophetic literature of Dynasties IX to XII had its
origin undoubtedly in the years of ruin and disaster which attended
and followed the fall of the Old Kingdom. The prophet Ipuwer,
whose seemingly endless lamentations in prose and verse portray
a state of national chaos, may actually have witnessed some of the
conditions which he describes with evident gusto and consider-
able exaggeration;6 and it is probable, as we have already noted,
that the ideas incorporated in the Life-weary Man's Dispute with
his Soul were direct products of a troubled period in Egyptian
history.6 On the other hand, unless he is describing a brief
interval of disorder at the end of the Eleventh Dynasty, the wails
of the prophet Neferty would appear to be as artificial as his
prophecy, for it is clear that he lived during the reign of King

1 See above, p. 466, n. 3. See also §xvi, 7, 100-2; §xvn, 55, 33, 45-7; §xvn,
10, 153.

2 The author of the Satire on the Trades (see §x, 11, 4-5, 67; §xvi, 7, 102-3).
3 §x, 11, Il7-24;§xvn, 34;§xvn, 27, 21 ff.; §xvn, 35, 269 ff.
4 §X, II, 124-7.
5 §xvn, 17; §1, 23, 441-4; §xvn, 67, 106-21 passim; §xvn, 55, 8-24, 41-5,

52-5-
8 See above, p. 524, n. 5. See also §xvn, 55, 48-58.
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Ammenemes I, the messiah whose coming, he 'predicts', will put
an end to the ills which he bemoans.1 The same would apply to
the complaints of Khakheperre-sonbe,2 whose name links him with
King Sesostris II and, therefore, with a period when Egypt, far
from being in dire straits, was nearing a peak of prosperity and
well-being.

In addition to the metrical compositions already mentioned, the
secular poetry of the Middle Kingdom is represented by a fine
hymn to King Sesostris III, preserved in a papyrus from El-
Lahiin,3 and by half a dozen short songs of a funerary or cere-
monial nature, sung by harpers and recorded on tomb-stelae and
in tomb-reliefs.4 These lyrics are composed in short lines of
approximately equal length, frequently grouped together in
stanzas. The exact nature of the metrical structure of the lines cannot
as yet be determined, but it is probably a free rhythm rather than
a rigid metre. The repetition of the same word or group of words
at the beginning of each line or each stanza is a common device
in Egyptian poetry, as is also the juxtaposition of two parallel
expressions with approximately the same meaning. Paronomasia
and alliteration, although not confined to compositions in verse,
are natural to and frequently employed in this class of writing.5

Though there seems to be no cogent evidence for the existence
in dynastic Egypt of a popular theatre, in which plays were pre-
sented by troupes of professional actors for the entertainment of
the general public,6 sacramental dramas, performed within the
precincts of temples at seasonal religious festivals and on other
special occasions, had by the Middle Kingdom reached an ad-
vanced state of development. Portions of the scripts for two such
plays, the Memphite Drama and the Coronation Drama, are pre-
served, respectively, in a late copy inscribed on the so-called
Shabako Stone in the British Museum,7 and in an illustrated
papyrus of the late Twelfth or early Thirteenth Dynasty found in
a tomb beneath the Ramesseum at Thebes.8 The text for the

1 See above, p. 494 ,nn. 1-5, and p. 495, n. 4. 2 See above, p. 524, n. 6.
3 §xn, 23, 1-3, pis. 1-3. See§x, 11, 128-30.
4 §XVII, 36, 187-91; §xvn, 56; §xvn, 22.
8 §x, 3,xxx-xxxiv;§xvn, 43, 55-69;§xvi, 7, 26-9,158 ff.;§xvn, 26;§xvn,27;

§xvn, 23.
6 For conflicting interpretations of the evidence see §xvn, n , 231 ff., and

§XVH, 62.
7 §xvn, 52, 1-80; §xvn, 48; §xvn, 4; §xvn, 33; §1, 23, 4-6; §xvn, 21, 61-2,

382,407-11.
8 §xvn, 52, 81-258, pis. 1-22; §xvn, 49; §xvn, 21, 52-4, 382-403. Cf.

§xvn, 11, 226-30.
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Memphite Drama, composed apparently in the Fifth Dynasty1 and
concerned chiefly with the magnification of the god Ptah, consists
of a series of dialogues preceded and linked by a continuous
narrative and accompanied by appropriate stage directions. The
Ramesseum text, adapted for use in connexion with the coronation
of King Sesostris I, but undoubtedly of more ancient origin, pro-
vides us with the dialogue spoken by the characters in the play, a
running description of the ritual acts performed by them, and
interpretations of these acts in terms of the Osirian myths on
which the drama is based. On a well-known stela in Berlin
Ikhernofret, an official of the reign of Sesostris III, describes with
gusto how he played the part of the god Horus in the passion
play, or 'mystery', of Osiris at Abydos.2

Mention should also be made of a number of extremely inter-
esting technical works—medical and mathematical treatises—
compiled during or before the Middle Kingdom, but preserved
chiefly in manuscript copies of later date.3 The earliest of these
works is a collection of surgical cases, mainly injuries, listed in
order from the head downwards through the whole body and
designated as belonging to one or another of three classes: curable,
doubtful, and incurable. Diagnoses and instructions for treatment
accompany the curable and doubtful cases, while the incurable in-
juries or conditions are described and diagnosed purely for their
theoretical interest. The Edwin Smith Surgical Papyrus, wherein
a portion of this remarkable work is preserved, dates from the
Hyksos Period, but the original treatise appears to have been
composed in the early years of the Old Kingdom.4 Similarly,
three well-known medical manuscripts of the early New King-
dom—the Ebers Papyrus,5 the Hearst Papyrus,6 and Berlin
Papyrus 30387—are clearly compilations of earlier material,
dating back to the Middle Kingdom or to the centuries immedi-
ately following the Middle Kingdom. These works, intended for
use by physicians, consist of collections of recipes to be admini-
stered for a great variety of ailments, which are briefly identified
according to their salient symptoms and are occasionally diagnosed.

1 §xvn, 48; §xvn, 33, 6-16.
2 §xvi, 29, 20-33 (lines 17-24); §1, 23, 329-30; §xvn, 21, 41-2.
3 On Egyptian medicine and medical texts in general see §xvn, 29; and on

Egyptian mathematics, §xvn, 41, 108-12, 301-80, 413-51; §xvn, 39; §xvn, 40;
§xvn, 51; §xvn, 24; §xvi, 7, 176-81.

4 §xvn, 5; §xvn, 29, vol. 11, 88-9.
5 §xvn, 12; §xvn, 29, vol. 11, 90-2; §xvn, 28.
6 §xvn, 47; §xvn, 29, vol. 11, 92-3.
7 §xvn, 68; §xvn, 29, vol. 11, 93-4.
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Though tinged with magic and folklore and based more on
observation and experience than on true scientific knowledge,
they reflect, on the whole, a sober and sensible approach to the
study and practice of medicine. Of the same general type are por-
tions of a treatise on diseases of women and fragments of a
veterinary manual occurring among the late Middle Kingdom
papyri from El-Lahun.1 A tomb of approximately the same date
beneath the Ramesseum in western Thebes yielded the frag-
ments of two magico-medical texts and a medical treatise ' dealing
with muscular complaints, rheumatic troubles and stiffness in
general'.2

The El-Lahun papyri include also some mathematical frag-
ments,3 but the principal source of information on ancient
Egyptian mathematics is the Rhind Papyrus in the British
Museum, a document copied in the reign of the Hyksos king,
Apophis I, from an older manuscript compiled under Am-
menemes III of the Twelfth Dynasty.4 Numerous sample prob-
lems in arithmetic, worked out and explained in this papyrus,
show that the Egyptian of the Middle Kingdom was well ac-
quainted with the four arithmetical operations—addition, sub-
traction, multiplication, and division—could handle fractions,
and possessed a well-defined system of decimal notation. Prob-
lems in practical geometry include finding the areas or volumes of
various geometric figures—the rectangle, the triangle, the circle,
the cylinder—and indicate a rudimentary understanding of the
relationships between the angles and sides of a right triangle.
The Rhind Papyrus was found in western Thebes and with it was
found a leather roll on which had been copied in duplicate twenty-
six sums in addition of fractions.5 A somewhat earlier work, the
Moscow Mathematical Papyrus, contains, among other problems,
a very interesting calculation of the volume of a truncated pyra-
mid.6 On two writing boards in the Cairo Museum a mathema-
tician of the Twelfth Dynasty has worked out expressions of
various fractions of the bushel {hekai) in terms of the standard
divisions of the measure.7 An algebraic problem involving the
solution of two-term quadratic equations is preserved on the
scraps of a mathematical papyrus of the Middle Kingdom in
Berlin.8

1 §xn, 23, 5-14, pis. 5-7.
2 §XVII, 20, 9, pk 7-17; §XVII, 2, 15-34, pis. IO-23.
3 §xn, 23, 15-18, pi. 8. 4 §xvn, 8; §xvn, 42.
6 §xvn, 25. • §xvn, 58; §xvn, 44; §xvn, 60.
7 §xvn, 9. 8 §xvn, 50.
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In addition to the medical and mathematical works just men-
tioned the great finds of Middle Kingdom papyri at El-Lahun
include a large number of interesting legal and business docu-
ments, pages from official and temple journals, original letters
and model letters, scraps of two stories, and the hymn to King
Sesostris III referred to above.1 The Brooklyn Museum possesses
a fragmentary papyrus with part of a prison register drawn up in
the reign of King Ammenemes III, to which were subsequently
appended copies of an administrative letter and two royal decrees,
a long list of Egyptian and Asiatic servants, and a deed covering
the transfer of property from a man to his wife.2

Among the Ramesseum papyri of the late Middle Kingdom
are fragments of the earliest Egyptian onomasticon now known.3

This catalogue of physical entities, classified and grouped accord-
ing to their kinds, comprises lists of towns and fortresses, terms
used by butchers in describing the anatomy of an ox, and the
names of many different plants, liquids, fish, animals, cakes, con-
fections, cereals, condiments, and fruits.

1 §xu, 23, 1-4, 19-20, pis. 1-4, 9-37; §xn, 7; §xn, 45.
2 §111, 12. 3 §11, 5, vol. 1, 6-23, pis. 1-6.
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CHAPTER XXI

SYRIA AND PALESTINE
C. 2 160-I 780 B.C.

I. SYRIA AND PALESTINE IN THE
HERACLEOPOLITAN PERIOD AND THE

ELEVENTH DYNASTY

W I T H the end of the Old Kingdom (e. 1181 B.C.), Egypt entered
upon a period of decadence, the First Intermediate Period, com-
prising the Seventh to the Tenth Dynasties and lasting about 140
years.1 Egyptian activity in Asia, which until then had been
considerable, suffered from the effects of the instability prevailing
in the Nile Valley. Describing the beginning of the troubled
period in his 'Admonitions', Ipuwer says sadly that his compa-
triots are no longer going to Byblos to obtain the conifer wood
and resin needed for mummies.2 It was to be a long time before
economic and diplomatic relations were to become active again.
Archaeological evidence of Egyptian influence in Syrian ports
between the Sixth and Twelfth Dynasties is scarce and of doubtful
value.3 At Byblos, and in Syria and Palestine as a whole, no
Egyptian king is mentioned in the hieroglyphic inscriptions
between Phiops II and Sesostris I.4 A similar absence or royal
names can also be observed (from Phiops II5 to Mentuhotpe II6)
in the mines of Sinai. This silence shows how slight and irregular
connexions must have been at that time.

Internal weakness, after the end of the Old Kingdom, left the
Egyptian frontiers without adequate protection. The Asiatics took
advantage of this state of affairs to make their way in force into
the Eastern Delta and to wander through its pastures with their

1 'See above, ch. xiv, sect, v and ch. xx, sects, I-IV.
2 P.Leiden 344 recto, 3, 6-8; §1, 17, 32-3; §1, 12, 96; §1, 58, 441; §1, 54,

43-4; A, 6, 54. A, 13, 103-20 disputes the date ascribed to this text.
3 §1, 1 ; §1, 56, 25-6.
4 §'» 39> vol. vii, 369-96. The Byblite cylinder, which bears the name of

Sehetepibre (§1, 38), is usually ascribed to the second king of this name who belonged
to the Thirteenth Dynasty and not to the father of Sesostris I. See C.A.H. n3,
ch. 11, sect. n. 6 §1, 21, part 1, pi. 9, no. 17. Ibid, part 11, 64.

6 §1, 21, part 1, pi. 22, no. 70. Ibid, part 11, 38-9, 86; §1,19.
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flocks. Some of these invaders settled there, while others con-
ducted raids on the territory or used it for the seasonal movements
of flocks, all of which added to the prevailing condition of anarchy
in the country and contributed to its ruin.1 In Ipuwer's words,
'the foreigners are (now) skilled in the crafts of the Marshlands'.2

Bedawin were also to be found in Middle Egypt, serving probably
as mercenaries in the internal struggles which were rending the
country.3 Perhaps the introduction of copper-headed arrows into
Egypt should be attributed to the Asiatics.4 It is not easy to
establish a connexion between the presence of these nomads and
the so-called button-seals. These objects are characteristic of the
First Intermediate Period and they are not Egyptian in origin,
but they did appear in Egypt as early as the Sixth Dynasty, before
the intrusion of the bedawin.5 The hypothesis, built up around
the button-seals, according to which some Asiatic conquerors
ruled over the Lower Nile Valley after the Old Kingdom,6 is
disproved by the texts and must be discarded.7

The situation improved during the Tenth Dynasty (c. 2130—
2040 B.C.), with a king Achthoes,8 who helped the nomarchs of the
Delta to free the eastern province of invaders and strengthened
the frontier defences. The importation into Egypt of conifers
began once more, but by the indirect route through the ports of
the Western Delta, which did not suffer from the Asiatics and
were not threatened by their incursions. All these details are
supplied by the Instruction of Achthoes to his son and heir
Merykare.9 This important document is also the only source of
the Heracleopolitan Period which gives information about the

1 P. Leiden 344 recto, 14, 11-15, 1 ; see 1, 9 ; 3, 1 ; 4, 5-8; §1, 17, 90-1 ;
see 20-1, 30-1, 37-8 ; §1, 12, 107 ; see 94, 96, 97-8 ; §1, 58, 443-4; see 441-2.
P. Ermitage 1116 A verso, 83-107 ;§i, 23, pis. 12-13 ;§i, 55,42-58 ;§i , 18,29-32;
§1, 12, 8 0 - 1 ; §1, 47, 19-21, 28-38; §1, 58, 416-17. P. Ermitage I I I 6 B verso,
18-19, 30-7 ; \i, 23, pis. 23-4 ; §1, 18, 103-4; §i, 12, 112-13; §1, 58, 444-5.
On this last text, the Prophecy of Neferty, see below, p. 537.

2 P. Leiden 344 recto, 4, 8 ; §1, 17, 37-8 ; §1, 12, 98 ; §1, 58, 442.
3 §1, 2, no. 16, 6 ; no. 25, 14; §1, 48, 84-95, suggests a later date for these

graffiti and would place them after the death of Ammenemes I ; see below, p. 541,
n. 10. Cf. above, ch. xx, sects. 1-11.

4 P. Ermitage I I I 6 B verso, 40 ; §1, 23, pi. 24; §1, 18, 104 ;§i , 12, 114; §1, 58,
445 ;§ i , 16, 91, n. 3 ; §1,41,43.

6 §1, 16, 88-95; §1,46; §1,28, I 0 -
6 §i» 37. 3 5 §1, 36, 119-25 ; §1, 57, vol. 1, 256-^0; §1, 16; §1, 55,92, n. 1.
7 §1, 47, 39, n. 2 ; §1, 52, 20—1. Contrary to common belief all the royal names

of the period are Egyptian, including Trrw. Better arguments than those adduced
by Ungnad (§1, 53) must be forthcoming before it can be accepted that Naram-Sin
came to Egypt. 8 See above, ch. xx, sect. 1.

9 P. Ermitage 11 I 6 A verso, 82-107 ; see above, n. I.
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customs of the nomads and their Asiatic homeland. The passage
which concerns them deserves to be quoted i1

'The wretched Asiatic, bad is the country where he lives,
inconvenient in respect of water, impracticable because of many
trees, its roads are bad on account of the mountains. He does not
settle in one single place, for (lack of) food makes his legs take
flight.2 Since the time of Horus he has been at war ;3 he does not
conquer, nor yet can he be conquered. He does not announce the
day of fighting. . . .' The author goes on to describe the military
operations which have the effect of giving ' the Asiatic a distaste
for Egypt' and he adds : 'Do not trouble thyself concerning him.
The Asiatic is a crocodile on his bank; he leads towards an
isolated way, he bears not towards the port of a populous city.'4

This text does not give a picture of living conditions in Syria
and Palestine as a whole. The description is concerned only with
the Asiatics who came to trouble the life of the Delta ; the author's
preoccupation is solely with them. He refers to them by the name
Amu, an ethnic term attested from the Sixth Dynasty5 for which
both Egyptian and Semitic etymologies have been sought.0 It
usually has a wide meaning; it is applied to the peoples of Asia,
whether nomadic or settled.7 The Amu of whom Achthoes
speaks live in a mountainous, wooded region, which we must
probably look for in Palestine.8 They are famished, bellicose
nomads, living in a continual state of war, characteristics which
are by no means uncommon,9 although the historicity of the
passage is not for that reason suspect. Never conquerors, never
conquered, the Asiatics must have operated in small mobile
groups, acting without any co-ordination and aiming at limited
objectives, all of which made a decision one way or the other an
impossibility. They did not practise the custom, attested in Egypt

1 P. Ermitage 11 I 6 A verso, 91-8. 2 §1, 40, 176-8.
3 I.e. since primordial times when the god Horus ruled over the land.
4 The author seems to mean that it is no use pursuing the Asiatic to his own

country. Different translations have been suggested for this difficult phrase; thus
§1, 55, 50: 'He may be able to commit robbery on a lonely road, but he cannot
steal on the territory of a populous town.' See §1, 47, 33 (68).

6 §1, 13, vol. 1, 167 ( i9) - i68 (2); §1, 22, vol. 1, 133-5: vo1- IV» 2 U ! §"> 26»
92, n. 347.

6 §1, 32,123 ; §1, 24, 37 ; §1, 11, 311 ; §i, 50, 27 ; §1, 29,15-16 ; §1, 60, 163-4.
7 The 'jmzu are also found in the desert between the Red Sea and Egypt. They

are mentioned in an inscription located some twenty-two miles south-east of Aswan.
§1, 14.46.no. 3 1 ; pi. 19, B.

8 §1, 12, 80, n. 8. Sinai has also been suggested, §1, 10; §1, 47, 31 (53); §1,
16, 97, n. 2.

• For a similar description of the customs of the Libyan nomads, see §1, 40, 178.
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for internal struggles1 and among many other peoples,2 of giving
the enemy warning of the day of combat. Achthoes, who had
made war against them, was in a good position to know their
tactics, in which, it can be seen, the effect of surprise played an
important part, as it did with the Hebrews and Arabs. This text
has its counterpart in cuneiform literature.3 The people in ques-
tion there are Amorites, but although it is tempting to offer as
a hypothesis that it was with them that Achthoes had had to deal,
no positive assertion to that effect can be made.

With Mentuhotpe II of the Eleventh Dynasty, Egypt found
unity again and a strong central power (c. 2060—2010 B.C.).4

Asiatic policy took a more active turn. From the reign of
Mentuhotpe we have some indications of military operations
against the peoples of the east;5 the only precise fact is that there
was a campaign against the Amu of the land of Djaty (Dtty)<i of
which nothing else is known. Until more information is avail-
able, it seems doubtful whether these expeditions went beyond
the desert and the mountains of Sinai.7 The mines of the peninsula
were worked again,8 and it seems clear that the king's envoys
went to the Lebanon in search of timber.9 About twenty years
after Mentuhotpe II's death, in the eventful early years of the
Twelfth Dynasty, Ammenemes I used a flotilla of twenty ships
made of Asiatic wood on the Nile to fight his enemies.10 Since it
is doubtful whether this usurper had had time to obtain the
materials and build the ships, it is probable that the importation
dates back to the Eleventh Dynasty. A representation recently
discovered in a Theban tomb dated from the time of Mentu-
hotpe II shows the Egyptian army storming a stronghold held by
Asiatic people.11

Asiatics are several times depicted on the monuments of
Mentuhotpe II. A block from the chapel of Gebelein preserves
a scene of the royal triumph over the four races which made up
humanity,12 but the person on his knees, who is identified by the
legend as an Asiatic, does not have the usual characteristic
features. Of greater interest are some fragmentary reliefs from

1 §1, 20;§l , 15, 62-3; §1, 30, 231.
2 §1, 9, 267—8 and Appendix L, 431-6.
8 See below, pp. 563-4. 4 See above, ch. xx, sect. v.
5 See above, ch. xx, sect. VII.
6 §i» 44. vo1- J> l o 4 - 5 : vo1- »> P1- IO7> n°- 1 » §'. 45> 58~9-
7 See above, ch. xx, sect. vn. 8 See above, p. 532, n. 6.
9 §1, 25, 46 and 49. 10 §1, 51, 12, 3 ; §1, 6, §463-5.

11 A, 4, 50-1 and fig. 2.
12 §1, 3, vol. 1, pi. 33 A, * ; § ! , 59, 184A, 6 ; §1, 6, §423 H.
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the funerary temple of Deir el-Bahri. These reliefs have not
retained any legends giving a clear indication of the ethnic group
to which the different types of foreigner represented belong,1 but
two of the mutilated inscriptions, which must have stood above
such scenes, mention Asiatics ;2 we thus have confirmation that
they were depicted on the walls of the monument. It is generally
agreed that they are to be recognized in the persons with the
following features: hooked nose, sometimes large; narrow and
fairly long goatee beard, the point of which curves inwards
towards the neck; abundant hair reaching to shoulder-level and
held by a narrow, light headband knotted behind the head, the
ends of which fall to the nape of the neck ; their only garment is
a loin-cloth, the length of which cannot be determined because in
none of the representations is the base of the garment preserved.3

One of the fragments, now in the British Museum, shows the
original colours : yellow skin and yellow eye-pupil, hair and beard
red, loin-cloth red.4 It is many-coloured and short in the newly
discovered battle scene (p. 52$).

Representations of Asiatics on monuments of the Fifth and
Sixth Dynasties5 show similar hair-styles with headband, while
under the Twelfth Dynasty the Asiatics are always depicted
without headband, their hair shorter and their clothes sometimes
longer.6 Thus there was no change between the twenty-sixth and
the twenty-first centuries, but a certain modification is observable
between the twenty-first and the twentieth-nineteenth centuries.
The evidence of the monuments would have been of considerable
interest for tracing the history of the inhabitants of the countries
east of Egypt if the changes had been more radical.

About fifteen years after Mentuhotpe IPs death, the Eleventh
1 The meaning of the legend is obscure in §i, 33, vol. 1, pi. 15, E-F ; § I , 8, 38 £, 77.
2 §1,33, vol. 1, 5, fig. 1; §1, 8, 37.
3 §i> 33. vol. 1, pi. 15, F, 1; vol. 11, pi. 9, c ; see vol. m, pi. 13, 1. No account is

taken of representations of foreign soldiers in tombs nos. 15 and 17 at Beni Hasan,
which are usually dated to the Eleventh Dynasty, §1, 34, vol. n, pis. 5 and 15;
§1, 59, 9-10; not only is it difficult to determine the racial type of these soldiers, but
according to §1, 48, 78-84 the tombs are later than the Eleventh Dynasty.

4 §i» 7> part vi, pi. 24, no. 109. I am indebted to M. Malinine for details of
the colours.

5 §1, 5, vol. n, pis. 3, 5-7, 12-13 ; §1, 4, pi. 12 ; §1, 35, pi. 4 ; see§i, 60, 159-60;
§1, 59, pis. 4-5 ; §1, 42, figs. 1 and 41-2 ; §1, 31, 22-3 ; pis. 2, 3 and 5. See also
§i, 27, vol. 11, pis. 36 and 38 ; vol. m, pis. 12-14; §*> 49> J39» fig- 2. Contrary to
what has been supposed, it is improbable that Asiatics figure in a scene carved on
the walls of a mastaba at Saqqara (§1, 43, 25 and frontispiece) which shows an
attack on a fortress as in the well-known scene at Dishasha, §1, 35, pi. 4. See above,
p. 359, Fig. 17. 6 See below, p. 551.
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Dynasty, which he had adorned, disintegrated and for a short
time Egypt relapsed into disorder. The nomads took advantage
of the situation to return in force into the Eastern Delta. We
know of their misdeeds through the Prophecy of Neferty, which
combines in one sinister picture these recent memories with older
memories of the depredations of the Asiatics during the First
Intermediate Period.1

II . SYRIA AND PALESTINE DURING
THE TWELFTH DYNASTY

The founder of the Twelfth Dynasty, Ammenemes I, had barely
come to the throne when he expelled the bedawin2 and, in order
to prevent further incursions, built a fortress in the eastern part
of Wadi Tummilat.3 Access to the eastern marches was, however,
not entirely forbidden to the Asiatic herdsmen •, they could be
authorized to go there ' as a favour4 in order to water their flocks '.5

This is the first reference to a practice which was continued during
the New Kingdom6 and brings to mind biblical memories.7

Ammenemes I did not confine himself to defensive measures.
With his reign a new era began in Egypt's relations with Syria
and Palestine, relations which in a short time were to assume the
form of expansion in these countries by the pharaohs. In this
connexion the word 'empire' has been used.8 Is it appropriate ?
The question has direct bearing on the history of Syria and
Palestine, and thus merits careful scrutiny.9

First of all, the wars : evidence is extremely scarce and in this
respect our information is probably incomplete. From the time
of the coregency of Ammenemes I and Sesostris I we have the
stela of the General Nesumont, which records a victorious cam-

1 See above, p. 533, n. 1 and ch. xx, sect. x.
2 P. Ermitage m6Bverso,6^ ;§i , 23.pl. 25 ;§i, 58, 446; §11, 33,104; perhaps

also§i, 51, 12, 5-6; see §1,41, 52-5.
3 P. Errnitage I I I 6 B verso, 66 -7 ; Sinuhe B 17; §11, 15, 11-12; §1, 58, 19;

§»« 3 3 , 7 ; §1, 41, 24-7, 55-7. 4 Variant: 'in the usual way'.
5 P. Ermitage 11 I 6 B verso, 67-8. P. Butler 527 verso, 11 indicates the presence

of'foreign shepherds' in Egypt, but without being more precise, §11, 24, pi. 3 and
transcription.

6 P. Anastasi vi, 51-61; §1, 58, 259 ; see §n, 61, 2085.
7 Genesis, xii. 10 ; xlvi ff. 8 See below, p. 547.
9 The sources of information are very numerous. The essential facts are given in

chronological sequence above, ch. xx, sects, XII-XIV and in C.A.H. n3, ch. 11,
sect. 1. Here the evidence will be grouped according to its nature and content, in
order to give a comprehensive picture.
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paign against the Asiatics (whose fortresses have been destroyed)
but omits to say where these operations took place.1 Khusobk, in
his biographical inscription,2 is a little more explicit about an
expedition made by Sesostris III. The king, known for his
Nubian conquests,3 reached as far as Shechem (Skmm), in the
mountains west of the Jordan, where he turned back; his rear-
guard, commanded by Khusobk, engaged the Amu in combat.
The reasons for these two campaigns, their importance and their
outcome are not known.

Apart from this concrete but too laconic evidence, we have only
more or less conventional cliches, the historical value of which is
questionable. Thus, in the Story of Sinuhe, it is mentioned that
Sesostris I ' was created in order to smite the bedawin and to crush
the Sandfarers' ;4 of the same pharaoh it is said on a stela that he
is 'the one who severs the neck of those who are among the
Asiatics'.5 His vizier, Mentuhotpe, describes himself in his own
eulogy as ' one who pacifies the Sand-dwellers ',6 another way of
designating the inhabitants of Asia. The treasurer and general of
Sesostris III, Mentuemhat, claims on his stela that he was 'appre-
ciated by the king more than his (other) officials for mastering the
insurgents of Asia, the rebels of the northern territories'.7 This
general may have taken part in the expedition against Shechem.
The legend on a pectoral of Ammenemes III from Dahshur,
which accompanies the traditional scene of royal triumph over the
enemy, reads: ' Smiting the Asiatic. '8 Scenes of the same type
figure on blocks from the funerary temple of Sesostris I at El-
Lisht, and show also livestock taken as booty from the vanquished
foreigners, we know not where, as well as files of 'prisoners of
war', including a Syrian.9 It is difficult to know how far these
scenes, inspired by themes from the Old Kingdom, conform with
reality. The Story of Sinuhe, which covers the greater part of
Sesostris I's reign and has Asia as its main setting, makes no
reference to military operations by the Egyptians in Syria and
Palestine; indeed it presents relations with the inhabitants of
these countries in a favourable light. This testimony is important,
because it reflects the feelings of the pharaoh's government.10

1 §n, 6o, 81-2; §i, 6, §§469-71; §1,39, vol. VII, 382.
2 §11, 49 ; §11, 60, 82-3 ; §1, 6, §§676-87 ; §1, 58, 230 ; §1, 39, vol. v, 66.
3 See above, ch. xx, sect. xm.
4 Sinuhe B 7 2 - 3 ; §11, 15, 22 ;§ i , 58, 19; §11, 33, 11.
5 §11, 56, 189,1.2. 6 §11, 32, no. 20539, i , l . 10; §1,6, §532.
7 See Janssen, Arch. Or. 20, 442-5.
8 §11, 43, pi. 20, 2 ; 2 1 ; §n, 70, vol. 11, pi. 2.
9 § 11, 25, part 1, 188-90. 10 §1, 41, 106-7.
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It appears to be certain that peaceful relations existed with
Sinai, where the Egyptians went to exploit the deposits of tur-
quoise and, occasionally, deposits of copper.1 In addition to
continuing operations at the mines of Wadi Maghara, which had
been worked since the Early Dynastic Period, and some secondary
sites, mining was begun in the Serablt el-Khadim district during
the Twelfth Dynasty; a small temple and a chapel were built there
in honour of Hathor in association with Sopd and other deities.2

The largest expedition, numerically, of which we know consisted
of 735 persons ;3 it dates from the reign of Ammenemes III, who
developed these mines to a high degree of activity. Moreover, all
the kings of the Twelfth Dynasty are represented there by monu-
ments, the total number of which—over 200—exceeds that of all
the other dynasties put together. At no other time did the
Egyptians frequent Sinai to such an extent, and working condi-
tions there, at that time, are particularly well documented.

The pharaohs of the Twelfth Dynasty are never represented in
Sinai in the act of smiting an Asiatic enemy, as was customary in
the mining area in the Old Kingdom.4 It is true that a text
glorifying the king, engraved at Serablt el-Khadim and belonging
to the Middle Kingdom, speaks in vague terms of conquered foes
and, in connexion with the Retenu, mentions the 'vigilance' of the
Egyptian troops.5 But the mining expeditions in the peninsula,
during the Twelfth Dynasty, did not include detachments of
police or soldiers.6 Asiatics, singly or in groups of six, ten and
twenty men, came to join the mining parties.7 They were not
enemies who had been conquered and reduced to forced labour:
among them was the brother of a prince of the Retenu, ffldd(m),
who arrived with his own escort.8 We may therefore only hesitate
between friendly co-operation and an obligation to serve stem-
ming from ties of vassalage. However this may be, the access
routes and the region itself were secure; relations between

1 %i, 21, part 11, 1-21.
2 Ibid. 32-51.
3 §i, 21, part i, pi. 10, no. 23 ; part 11, 66-7.
4 §1, 21, part 11, 25-6. On the somewhat restricted incidence in Syria and

Palestine of this theme of smiting an enemy, see §11, 44.
5 §1, 21, part 1, pi. 49, no. 136, W. face; part 11, 136.
6 §1, 21, part 11, 16-17.
7 Ibid. 19. It is reasonable to attribute the proto-Sinaitic inscriptions to these

Asiatics; see Gardiner, J.E.A. 48, 45-8. But see A, 3, 12.
8 See§i, 21, part 11, 19. Also to be noted is asmall obelisk (§1, 21, part 1, pi. 51,

no. 163 ; part 11, 147) set up by three local soldiers who are represented bearing
arms; they cannot be hostages. See §11, 17.
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Egyptians and the local inhabitants seem to bear the stamp of
mutual confidence.

If there is rarely any question of actual hostilities in the rela-
tions of the Twelfth Dynasty with Asia, as we know them,
diplomatic activity and exploration were, on the other hand,
intense. An official of the treasury has left an inscription in Sinai
in which he describes himself as 'reaching the boundaries of the
foreign lands with his feet, exploring the inaccessible valleys,
reaching the limits of the unknown'.1 The text expresses the
spirit of the time. On a stela dating from the reign of Sesostris I,
we read that 'his numerous emissaries are in every land, the
couriers do what he has willed'.2 From the time of Ammenemes I
or of Sesostris I dates the Satire of the Trades, which names
among the more common of the callings that of the courier, and
speaks of the danger he runs from the Amu,3 thus revealing
which direction the messengers normally took. The story of
Sinuhe refers to the coming and going of Sesostris I's messengers
in southern Syria.4 A silver cup from the Tod treasure, which
dates from the reign of Ammenemes II and is of Asiatic proven-
ance,5 mentions a messenger.6 One is reminded of the diplomatic
activity revealed by the archives of Mari7 and El-Amarna.

The story of Sinuhe informs us, moreover, that it was to the
advantage of the Syrian princes to maintain loyal relations with
the pharaoh by correspondence,8 that the latter was able to make
them come to his court9 and was in the habit of sending them
costly presents :10 these are the diplomatic practices made familiar
by the archives of Mari and El-Amarna.11 The story of Sinuhe
also contains interesting and reliable information about southern
Syria;12 it testifies to the interest Asia aroused among Egyptians
of the Twelfth Dynasty, an interest which can be surmised from
other literary texts.13 For the second half of the Middle Kingdom,

1 §i, 21, part i, pi. 18, no. 54; part 11, 80. This inscription is dated to Am-
menemes III, year 45.

2 §11, 56, 189,1.8.
» §n, 16, 155-6, see 23, 39-40; §1, 58, 433; §1, 32, 1-2.
* Sinuhe B 94-5; §11, 15, 24; §1, 58, 20; §11, 33, 12.
5 On this treasure, see below, pp. 543-4.
8 §11, 10, 116-17. 7 §11, 45, 99-108; §11, 38, 13-16.
8 Sinuhe B 73-5. 9 Sinuhe B 219-21.

10 SinuheB 174-6; see §1,41, 109-12. From the same period there is evidence
of the practice of sending precious gifts to foreign deities who were well disposed
towards Egypt, see Shipwrecked Sailor, P. Ermitage 1115, 146-8; §1, 23, pi. 6;
§11, 15, 46; §1, 12, 33; §11, 33, 37-8.

11 §11, 45, 96-9. 12 See below, pp. 553-5.
13 §11, 52, 46 (30); §11, 63.
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the Execration Texts provide long lists of Asiatic countries and
their princes ;x the older series, which can be assigned to the
reign of Sesostris III, mentions twenty countries and thirty
princes ;2 the second series, of slightly later date, gives more than
sixty princes and countries.3 The area covered by these enumera-
tions extends as far as the Eleutheros Valley in Phoenicia, in the
north, and inland as far as Gilead and the region of Damascus.4

These documents show that the pharaoh's chancellery had an
extensive knowledge of these areas, kept abreast of the least
changes of petty princes and recorded them in its archives.
It was not done better at El-Amarna.

The close and continuous relations which are revealed in these
texts, and the regular movement between Egypt and Syria and
Palestine have left many traces. In the first place there is the well-
known presence of various Asiatic people in Egypt. In the story
of Sinuhe we read that a bedawin sheikh from the Sinai desert
had once been to Egypt ;5 judging from the chronology of the
story, this visit took place in the reign of Ammenemes I. A well-
known scene in tomb no. 3 at Beni Hasan depicts the arrival of
an Asiatic prince and his followers, men, women, children and
asses, in year 6 of Sesostris I I ; they are bringing the nomarch
eye-paint (kohl).6 It has been thought that these Amu were
coming to seek hospitality in Egypt,7 but the texts accompanying
the scene say no such thing. The newcomers have none of the
appearance of poverty-stricken nomads ; they are travelling with-
out herds. It is rather a question of an official visit, not
unconnected with trade.8

In the tombs of Beni Hasan which date from the reigns of
Ammenemes I and Sesostris I, scenes of military life show some
oriental warriors among the Egyptians ;9 there is no inscription
explaining the presence of these men, whom one would be
tempted to take as mercenaries.10 The great majority of Asiatics

1 See above, ch. xx, sect. xm. See also below, pp. 548-9, 554-5.
2 §1, 50, 43-58. The new series discovered at Mirgissa is much shorter; A, 11,

284-7. 3 §11, 51, 62-96.
4 §«» 3> 33 ; §»> 37. 66-7. 5 Sinuhe B 26.
9 §1, 34, part 1, 69 and 72; pis. 28, 30, 31, 38 (2); §1, 59, 6 ; §11, 19, vol. 1,

pis. 10-11 ; §1, 39, vol. iv, 145-6 (7)-(i 1).
7 E.g. §11, 39, §289.
8 §1, 32. 36-7; §i»6, 281, n.d.
9 Tomb no. 14: §1, 34, part 1, pi. 47 ; §1, 59, 8; §1, 39, vol. iv, 151 (6)-(8).

Tomb no. 2 : §1, 34, part 1, pi. 16 ; §1, 59, 7 ; §1, 39, vol. iv, 143 (15).
10 See above, p. 533. The mercenaries (Amu) mentioned in the Het-nub graffiti,

according to §1, 48, 84-95, date ^lom ^ e beginning of the Twelfth Dynasty; if so
they would be contemporaneous with the warriors represented at Beni Hasan.
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who settled in Egypt during the Middle Kingdom were humble,
peaceful people. They are to be seen in large numbers employed
on domestic tasks in private houses, and they are also encountered
in the service of temples. The earliest dated instance belongs to
the reign of Sesostris I I ; the most important group, of about
fifty, dates from the middle of the Thirteenth Dynasty.1 There is
no text giving any information about the circumstances in which
they came. The biblical story of Joseph brings to mind the slave-
trade ;2 voluntary recruitment is, however, attested, during the
Middle Kingdom, for nomads of Nubia.3 If an analogy may be
drawn from the New Kingdom, it would suggest most strongly
captures made during wars and levies raised in territory under
Egyptian domination. Such an interpretation finds support in
the captives who are represented in the funerary temple of
Sesostris I. In any case, it is more than probable, taking into
account the extent to which Egypt was state-controlled, that the
government regulated the inflow of labour. Moreover, it is
known that there existed during the Middle Kingdom, not far
from the royal residence, camps of Asiatics under the direction
of Egyptian officials.4

During the Twelfth Dynasty, Egypt also obtained livestock
from Asia. A tomb at Meir, dating from the reign of Ammen-
emes II, includes a scene representing a herd with the accom-
panying legend : 'Oxen of the Asiatics brought from (or as). . . .'5

In the tomb of Thuthotpe at Deir el-Bersha dating from the time
of Sesostris III, the caption above a file of cattle6 contains the
words read by Blackman7 as 'cattle from Retenu'. The presence
in this text of this name for Syria and Palestine is not, however,
established beyond doubt.8 But in what follows it goes on to say,
addressing the cattle : ' You have wandered across the sand, (now)
you walk on herbage . . . ' , which would be appropriate for a herd
brought from Asia. Furthermore, Thuthotpe had Asiatic con-
nexions, having resided at Megiddo.9 Blackman's translation
may well be accurate, particularly in view of the indisputable evi-
dence at Meir. How did all these cattle reach Egypt ? It has been
mentioned that herds captured from the enemy were shown in
the funerary temple of Sesostris I. For the reign of Sesostris III,

1 §i, 26, 92 -9 ; §11,53; §n, 30,15-18.
2 Genesis, xxxvii, 28, 36 ; §1, 26, 99.
3 §n, 67, 9 and pis. 5-5,7, 8-9. « §11, 23, 264; §11, 53, 151-2.
5 §11, 13, part in, 13 and pi. 4 ; see part n, 18, n. 1.
6 §11,46, part i .pl . I 8 ; § I , 51, 51, 13-52,4.
7 §n, 14. 8 §11,73, 134. n. 13.
9 See below, pp. 543-546.
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to judge from the methods used by the Egyptians in Nubia at
that time, both war and trade must be borne in mind.1 We
know of this same king's campaign against Shechem ; it is possible
that the expedition brought back booty which included herds.
Khusobk does not mention them in his account, but that is of no
consequence, because the author was interested only in his own
story.2 Another possibility which cannot be excluded is that the
cattle represent requisitions in subject territories. The Megiddo
excavations have brought to light the seal of a ' steward, accoun-
tant of cattle \ 3 If this is taken in conjunction with the statue of
Thuthotpe found on the same site and with the scene in his tomb,
we cannot escape the impression that the government of the
pharaohs exploited the resources of the plain of Jezreel, which
was rich in cattle.4

The importation of Asiatic products during the Twelfth
Dynasty is as well documented as the importation of men and
livestock. We have already referred to the intensive working of
the mines of Sinai. The extensive use of bronze and lapis lazuli,
which are Asiatic in origin, begins in Egypt during the Middle
Kingdom.5 The still unpublished dedicatory inscription of the
temple of Sesostris I at Tod6 describes the presentation to this
temple of offering-tables made of precious materials 'twice as
beautiful and twice as numerous as all one was accustomed to see
in this country before, and representing what foreigners and
explorers, who travel across the lands, had delivered'.7 Certain
materials named in the text, such as silver, lapis lazuli and tur-
quoise, were imported from Asia. The treasure discovered in the
foundations of the same temple in four caskets inscribed with the
name of Ammenemes II serves as an illustration to the inscription
quoted above. This treasure8 includes gold, silver and lapis lazuli;
each of these materials is present in its crude state (ten ingots of
gold and thirteen of silver, pieces of lapis) and as objects which

1 Boundary 9telae dated to the years 8 and 16; §1, 39, vol. VII, 143 and 151;
§1, 45, 76-7.

2 Khusobk mentions only weapons which he has received as a reward, no doubt
taken from the enemy whom he has vanquished; §11, 49, 5 and pi. 2 ,1 . 5 ; above,
p. 508.

3 §11, 34, pi. 149, no. 32.
4 The booty taken at Megiddo by Tuthmosis III comprised some 2000 head of

cattle, §11, 61, 664, 12.
5 §»> 35» 2 53 , 455-6, 53°- a §" , 10. 10-11.
7 Sesostris I made a similar gift to the temple of Abydos, §11, 32, no. 20539, 11,

1.8 ; §1, 6, § 534. The provenance of the materials is not mentioned.
8 §11, 10, 113-21 and pis. 15-17; §11, i r ; §11, 12; §11, 69 ; §11, 62 ; §11, 42,

91-6.
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have been worked (for instance, more than 150 metal cups and
twenty-five metal chains, amulets, beads and more than fifty stone
cylinders). Most of the cups have been bent and flattened by
hammering; the majority of the cylinders are broken. It is
probable that the broken items, and perhaps those which are
intact as well, were there only for the weight of the material of
which they were made. The cylinders, some of which bear cunei-
form inscriptions, are clearly oriental in origin ;x the cups and a
silver pendant are of Cretan provenance, or else Asiatic imitations
of Cretan models.2 This treasure gives an idea of the material
which the pharaohs of the Twelfth Dynasty received from Syria,
the hub of a vast system of exchanges which had developed in
those days throughout the Near East and the Eastern Mediter-
ranean.3

In the temple of El-Madamud a mutilated inscription tells of
deliveries of goods from Asiatic countries to the palace of
Sesostris III.4 During the same reign, precious materials from
the same regions were used to embellish the temple of Osiris at
Abydos.5

Movement in the other direction, from Egypt into Asia, is
amply attested by objects found in Syria and Palestine as well as
by texts. Reference has already been made to wars, diplomatic
missions and mining expeditions beyond the Isthmus of Suez. It
was not only official enterprises which took Egyptians into Asia.
On the death of Ammenemes I, Sinuhe fled the country for
political reasons, taking refuge in Syria whence he did not return
until very nearly the end of his life.6 On arriving at a Syrian
prince's court he found fellow-countrymen in his entourage, but
he does not say how they came to be there.7 It has been asserted
that tombs and a house found at Gezer date back to the Middle
Kingdom and that they belonged to private Egyptian citizens,
but this claim is at least open to question.8 It amounts to very

1 §11, 12, 15-20 and 34, n. 7; §11, 31, 119. For other cylinders of the Middle
Kingdom found in Egypt see §11, 64; §11, 2, 217-18 ; §11, 65, 13-14.

a §11, 12, 21-35 ; §ii, 29, 19-20.
3 §11,66, 113-19.
4 §", 9, 67.
5 Stela of Ikhernofret, Berlin 1204, U.11-12 and 15; §11, 60, 70-1; §1, 6,

§667-8; §1, 39, vol. v, 97.
6 §n, 15, 1-41; §1, 58, 18-22; §11, 33, 1-25.
7 Sinuhe B 31-4.
8 §1, 16, 97, n. 1; §11, 48, 98. This claim is based on the statements of §11, 36,

vol. 11, 307-8, and not on an examination of the material found which does not
allow of such a deduction, see §11, 36, vol. 1, 303-4, 389-92; vol. 11, 307-8;
vol. in, pis. 121-2.
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little, all told; emigration was never part of the Egyptian way of
life. Moreover, since external trade was a royal monopoly,
Egyptians rarely left their country on private business. Those
encountered abroad are nearly always there on official duty. This
evidence will be taken into account when we look into the reasons
for certain Egyptian objects being in Syria and Palestine.

The amount of Egyptian material belonging to the Middle
Kingdom which has been found in Palestine and Syria is con-
siderable. Byblos, with which traditionally Egypt maintained a
connexion dating back to the Early Dynastic Period, has supplied
some remarkable pieces,1 notably a pectoral of Ammenemes III,
made of gold and precious stones.2 The tomb of a prince, no. 1,
contained an obsidian vase inlaid with gold bearing the same
king's name,3 as well as other precious objects either of Egyptian
workmanship or inspired by Egyptian models. Another prince's
tomb, no. 2, which was contemporaneous with Ammenemes IV,
provided an obsidian and gold casket inscribed with the pharaoh's
name,4 and many other objects of high quality, Egyptian or in
the Egyptian style. Either they were presents given to the
princes of Byblos by the pharaohs, which no doubt served as
compensation or as encouragement for the despatching of wood
to Egypt, or they were local products bearing witness to the
profound influence which Egypt exercised over Byblos.5 The
local rulers had Semitic names, which they wrote in hieroglyphs ;
they used this script on their monuments and gave themselves the
Egyptian title of 'governor',6 which was used in the pharaoh's
government service by the heads of administrative districts. At
the same time, they did not hesitate to have their names inscribed
in cartouches after the manner of the kings of Egypt.7 Formally
they were, at one and the same time, sovereigns and Egyptian
officials.

The monarchs of the Twelfth Dynasty sent sphinxes to Syria.
The site of Ras Shamra has yielded fragments of a pair of sphinxes
of large dimensions found at the entrance to the temple of Ba'al;
the best preserved of these retains the cartouche of Ammenemes

1 §11, 40 ; §11, 21, passim ; %\, 39, vol. vn, 386-92. The first king of the Twelfth
Dynasty certainly attested at Byblos is Sesostris I, §11, 21, vol. 11, 196—7 and pi. 188,
no. 8503. See above, p. 532, n. 4.

2 §11, 18, 7-8 and pi. 1, no. I ; §1, 39, vol. vii, 387.
3 §11, 40, 155-7 and pis. 88-9.
4 Ibid. 157-9 and pis. 88, 90.
8 §11,66, 113.
6 E.g. §11, 40, 174-7 a n d pis- 99-100; 196 and pi. 117. See A, 10.
7 E.g. ibid. 165, 212, 277 and pi. 97.
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III.1 Aleppo Museum has a sphinx of the same pharaoh.2 A
sphinx of Ammenemes IV obtained at Beirut can be seen at the
British Museum, as well as a pectoral bearing the same king's
name, perhaps from the same town.3 A broken sphinx of
Ammenemes II's daughter was discovered at Qatna (Mishrife*).4

A fragment of the sphinx of a princess of the Twelfth Dynasty
was found at Byblos.5 Another princess is known to us through
the lower part of a statuette which was dug up at Ras Shamra.6

If all these royal objects were found in Syria, the two statues
of high Egyptian officials found in western Asia are shared
between Syria and Palestine. The incomplete statuette of Thut-
hotpe discovered at Megiddo has already been mentioned ;7 a
nomarch of the Hermopolite nome, he lived from the reign of
Ammenemes II until that of Sesostris III. Neither the inscrip-
tions in his well-known tomb at Deir el-Bersha,8 nor those on his
statuette explain what he was doing abroad. The Ras Shamra
excavations have brought to light a small broken group represent-
ing the Vizier Sesostrisankh with his wife and daughter; the style
of the sculpture suggests a date in the second half of the Twelfth
Dynasty. The texts which survive on the monument do not help
us to understand why he was in Phoenicia.9 Other Egyptian
statuettes of the Middle Kingdom have been found at Ras
Shamra,10 Megiddo,11 Tell el-'Ajjul (near Gaza),12 Gezer,13 Byb-
los,14 Qatna15 and as far away as Turkey ;16 they are either
without inscription or else bear the names of men and women
generally of modest station.

Small objects and fragments of the Middle Kingdom dis-
covered in Syria and Palestine are too numerous to describe
individually. We must therefore confine ourselves to mentioning

1 §i, 39, vol. vn, 393; A, 12, 212-20. 2 Ibid. 395.
3 Ibid. 384-5 ; §11, 59, 44 and pi. 10. 8. 4 §1, 39, vol. vn, 392.
5 §11, 21, vol. 11, 66 and pi. 159, no. 7099.
8 §1, 39, vol. VII, 394; A, 12, 212-20.
7 See above, p. 543 ; §11, 34, pi. 265 ; §11, 72. There is one statue only, not four

statues as stated in §1, 39, vol. vn, 381; §11, 26, 2.
8 §1, 39, vol. iv, 179-81. 9 §1, 39, vol. VH, 394.

10 Ibid. 393; §11, 58, 19-20.
11 §'> 39» v°l- VII> 3^1. See also A, 7.
12 Ibid. 370-1. 13 Ibid. 374.
14 Ibid. 388. Vol. 11 of §11, 21, which appeared after §1, 39, vol. vn, had been

published, contains twelve statuettes or groups, intact or broken, which date from
the Middle Kingdom. See Atlas, pi. 95 (no. 15378), 156 (nos. 7049, 11057,
13762, 14151, 15606), 157 (nos. 11595, 12437), 158 (nos. 7105, 11398,12420),
188 (no. 8664). 16 §1, 39, vol. VII, 392.

16 Ibid. 398-9.
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some seals, not those adorned with royal names of the Twelfth
Dynasty,1 but a selection bearing the names and titles of soldiers
and officials. From Tell el-'Ajjul we have the scarab of an
' archer ',2 the scarab of the Chief Treasurer Senbi,3 a person of
importance, of whom we have other scarabs and several inscrip-
tions,4 as well as the scarab of a Great Scribe of the Chief
Treasurer ;5 Jericho has produced impressions of the seal of a
Scribe of the Vizier.6 Reference has already been made to the
seal of a Steward, Accountant of Cattle found at Megiddo.7 The
scarab of a Scribe of the Troops was found at Byblos.8 Some of
these objects are slightly later than the Twelfth Dynasty and date
from a period when Egyptian power was on the decline; the
evidence they provide gives only a sketchy idea of the state of
affairs during the great period of the Middle Kingdom.

In concluding this rapid review of discoveries, it must be
emphasized that, apart from the sites already mentioned, objects
of the Middle Kingdom have also been found at Tell Jemma,9

Tell ed-Duweir (Lachish),10 Balata (Shechem),11 Beth-shan
(Beisan),12 Acana (Alalakh).13

These, then, are the most striking facts. Widely differing con-
clusions have been drawn from them regarding the reasons for
the presence of Egyptians and Egyptian objects in Syria and
Palestine during the Twelfth Dynasty. Some scholars have
inferred that there was political domination,14 while others prefer
to talk in terms of diplomatic and commercial relations.15 These
divergences of opinion stem from the lack of explicit texts ; the
royal inscriptions of the Twelfth Dynasty have almost totally

1 See §1, 56, 38-9; the author has endeavoured, as far as possible, to place these
objects outside the Twelfth Dynasty. See, however, A, 8.

2 §11, 50, part in, 4 and pi. 3, no. 33.
3 §n, 50, part 1, 7 and pi. 13, no. 23. 4 §11, 68, 169, nos. 56-7.
6 §11, 50, part 1,7 and pi. 13, no. 26. Petrie notes another scarab which belonged

to him. Perhaps this scribe was Senbi's subordinate.
6 §" . 55> 23S a n d P1- * 6 (s- 5) 5 §'» 39» vo1- V1I» 373-
7 See above, p. 543.
8 §11, 21, vol. 1, 246 and pi. 129, no. 3594. No account is taken of the scarab

§11, 55, 4 and pi. 1, no. 15, the provenance of which is unknown and the reading
debatable, §1, 56, 43. For some other scarabs of the Middle Kingdom found in the
Near East and bearing titles see ibid. 42-3 and 130.

9 §if 39» vo1- v"» 37°-
10 Ibid. 372. u Ibid. 375.
12 Ibid. 379. la Ibid. 395.
14 E.g. §11,1 ; §11, 65, 14-15 and 29 ; §11, 37, 34; §11, 72, 236; later J. A. Wilson

changed his opinion, §n, 73, 134.
16 E.g. §11, 26, 1-2; §1, 56; A, 5, 103-4, 106-8.
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disappeared. The sources at our disposal are evasive, and do not
permit us to settle the question. We do not know precisely how
to interpret the sending of sphinxes and statues by the pharaohs
and princesses to Syria. To regard them as gifts,1 as it is cus-
tomary to do, does not answer the basic question, because it is
not known whether these gifts were addressed to friendly or to
vassal powers.

The position is no clearer with regard to the Execration Texts.
The rites for which these documents were used are attested from
the Old Kingdom, at least, down to the Graeco-Roman period;2

their object was to forestall every hostile act, every event which
might harm the pharaoh and, for his benefit, to keep the whole
of humanity in submission to him. If there is any reference in
the formulae to foreigners 'who would conspire', 'who would
think of rebelling' against the king of Egypt, this does not mean
that they were all in fact his subjects. In using these expressions,
the text is not referring to historical reality, but to the dogmatic
belief in universal domination by the pharaohs, according to
which every human being, wherever he might be, must submit
to him and owed him obedience. We cannot therefore base our
ideas on these lists in determining the extent of the empire
belonging to the Twelfth Dynasty pharaohs, nor in determining
which part of it was causing disquiet as to its loyalty. The testi-
mony that this rite was practised at a given point in history is not
proof that the internal and international situation at that time was
troubled, and that the Egyptian government had recourse to
magic, being unable to reply with force. The wealth of evidence
suggests, in fact, that this practice was a routine matter and not
an exceptional measure imposed by circumstances. This being so,
the use of these documents as a source for political history is very
hazardous indeed.

There are, however, omissions in the Execration Texts which
may be significant. The people of the region of Byblos are named
among potential enemies,3 while the princes of Byblos, whose
close relations with the pharaohs are known to us, are not men-
tioned.4 Megiddo, Ugarit (that is, Ras Shamra) and Qatna do
not appear at all: they are precisely the towns in which, as we
have seen, the presence of Egyptians made itself especially
strongly felt. Are we to think that these princes and these towns

1 See above, p. 540 with n. 10.
2 §11, 28, 30-8 ; §11, 54; see §11, 47. s §1, 5°» 55 (f 2 )-
4 These text9 thus make a distinction between the government of the coastal city

and the inhabitants of the hinterland, §11,6, 30; §11,7, 32-3.
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were not included in the lists because, unlike those which are
named, they had an unbreakable friendship with Egypt and gave
no cause for anxiety P1 This conclusion is far from being certain,
and even if it is accepted, one cannot say for certain that these
princes and countries recognized the domination by the pharaohs
completely. The one certain fact which these texts provide has
already been pointed out: the Egyptian government had an
astounding knowledge of the situation in Syria and Palestine. It
was certainly not, in this case, gratuitous curiosity.

With the group statuette of the Vizier Sesostrisankh and with
the statuette of the nomarch Thuthotpe, we shall go a step further.
Instead of seeing another Sinuhe in the latter2 one must compare
both him and the vizier with the high Egyptian officials who left
traces at Kerma, south of the Third Cataract, dignitaries like the
nomarch Djefaihapi, whose statue was found at this remote
Egyptian trading-post.3 In the Sudan, Egypt maintained a per-
manent, official establishment, situated far beyond the frontiers,
and we must assume that the functionaries were sent out to be in
residence there in order to represent their government and to
supervise commercial transactions. Arguing by analogy, Sesos-
trisankh at Ras Shamra, and Thuthotpe at Megiddo, probably
occupied somewhat similar positions, which would mean that
Egypt maintained more or less permanent missions in the two
towns.

Reference has already been made to the exploitation of the
Megiddo region by the Egyptian authorities.4 What chance
discoveries indicate there gives an idea of what happened in many
other areas. Seals bearing titles show that officials of the pharaohs
were present and functioning at the place where the objects were
found. Egyptians were well established in Sinai; they occupied
a high position at Byblos. Cattle and slaves came from Asia into
Egypt. From these facts there emerges the impression of domina-
tion by the pharaohs, uneven and interrupted, no doubt, but on
the whole vigorous.5 Its precise nature still eludes us ; fifty years
ago it was barely suspected. In view of this progressive increase
in our knowledge, we shall err less if we exaggerate than if we

1 In this respect see §i, 50, 55 ;§n , 22, 218; §11, 41, 22; §11, 5, 4 0 - 1 ; §11, 71,
206; §n, 6, 29-30.

2 §1, 56, 40-1 .
3 §1, 45, 103-16.
4 See above, p. 543.
6 The Egyptian texts of the Twelfth Dynasty compare the Asiatics with dogs,

a figurative expression for submission and obeisance, P. Millingen, 3, 3 ; Sinuhe B,
222-3 ;§ i , 58» 2 I and 419; §1,41, 113.
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minimize the hold the Twelfth Dynasty had over Syria and
Palestine.

For the first time in history, these countries experienced the
effects of a considerable expansion on the part of Egypt and were
likewise subjected to her cultural influence.1 This influence,
which at Byblos is of ancient date, made itself felt there parti-
cularly strongly ;2 it has also left traces which cannot be regarded
as negligible at other sites. The Megiddo excavations produced
a magical wand of ivory dating from the Middle Kingdom, with a
hieroglyphic formula bearing the name of a Palestinian woman.3

Three stelae from Ras Shamra, which have been assigned to the
opening centuries of the second millennium, show local deities
with attributes borrowed from the Egyptian pantheon.4 It was the
period when Egyptian iconographic themes and symbols, like
the sphinx, the winged disk and the sign of life, were being
propagated in Syria; from the north of Syria some of them were
to pass into Mesopotamia and Anatolia.5 A seal impression found
at Alalakh even bears the image of a god which has all the
characteristics of an Egyptian god; it was worshipped by a
member of the royal family of Iamkhad (Aleppo).6 Thus language,
writing, religion, magic and decorative motifs had found their
way from the banks of the Nile into the Levant.

I I I . EGYPTIAN SOURCES

On Egyptian monuments of the Twelfth Dynasty there are a
number of representations of Asiatics. The sources are the tombs
of Beni Hasan, no. 14 (dating from Ammenemes I),7 no. 2
(Sesostris I)8 and, above all, no. 3 (Sesostris II),9 some engravings

1 §»» 73. !3+- 2 S e e above, p. 545.
3 §11, 34, pi. 203 ; for the personal name see §11, 4, 231.
4 §11, 57, 89-95 and pi. 22.
8 § H , 20, 24-34; §»» 8» 37-8 ; see §11, 74, pi. 60, no. 9 = pl. 67, no. 150;

pi. 60, no. 12A; A, 9, nos. 190 and 369.
6 §11, 65, 13 ; §11, 74, pi. 60, no. 12B. §11, 8, 38 supposes that Egyptian cults

were transferred to North Syria.
' §1, 34, part 1, pi. 47, first register; §1, 59, 8 ; §1, 39, vol. iv, 151 (6)-(8).
8 §1, 34, part 1, pi. 16, fifth register; part iv, pi. 23, 3 ; §1, 59, 7 ; §1, 39, vol. iv,

H3 OS)-
9 §1, 34, part 1, pi. 28, 30, third register, and 31 ; §1, 59, 6 ; §11, 19, vol. 1,

pis. 10—11; §1, 39, vol. iv, 145-6 ( 7 ) - ( u ) . It seems wiser to ignore the foreign
soldiers represented in tombs nos. 15 and 17, §1, 39,vol.iv, 153 and 156—7 (8)—(14);
the racial connexions of these warriors are uncertain, although in some respects they
appear similar to Asiatics.
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from the mines in Sinai (Ammenemes III),1 an unpublished relief
from the funerary temple of Sesostris I at El-Lisht,2 and, lastly,
a pectoral from Dahshur bearing the name of Ammenemes III.3

Leaving aside elements which are not indicative4 and taking
into account only those features which are characteristic, Asiatics,
in these representations, have hooked and prominent noses,5 a
fair, yellow6 or brownish-yellow7 skin, black8 and sometimes red9

hair. The abundant hair of the men, not held in place by any
headband, hangs over the forehead and ends, usually, at the nape
of the neck ;10 their beards, extending around the chin, are short
and pointed.11 The women have a lighter skin than the men ;12

their hair reaches down to the breast and back ; they have a band
around their heads.13 Clothes are of many colours ; in the cases
where they are white or not coloured it may be surmised either
that the painter did not want to paint them in detail,14 or that the
colours have disappeared.15 Blue and red predominate in horizontal
stripes, either straight and broad,16 or narrow and undulating.17

Vertical stripes also occur ;18 in the finest examples there are
geometrical designs arranged in lines from top to bottom.19 The
men are dressed in a straight loin-cloth which may reach down to
below the knee ;20 their ceremonial cloak is of the same length,
without sleeves and attached at one shoulder.21 The women wear
a garment of the same style as the cloak of the men, but fitting
close to the waist and slightly longer.22 The men wear sandals23

and the women shoes which reach above the ankle.24

1 §1, 21, part 1, pi. 37, no. 112; W. face; pi. 44, no. 103, W. face; pi. 85,
no. 405, S.-E. face; pi. 39, no. 115, W. face; pi. 51.no. 163 ; see§11, 17.

2 See §11, 2 5, part 1, 188; W. C. Hayes kindly sent me a sketch of this representa-
tion of an Asiatic. §11, 43, 116-17, figs- 27°> 274-

3 §11, 43, pi. 20, 2 and 2 1 ; §11, 70, vol. 11, pi. 2.
4 Thus in the Sinai reliefs the Asiatics have heads which in no way differ from

those of the Egyptians, except in no. 163.
5 Beni Hasan, no. 3, affords the best example.
6 Sinai, no. 405 ; pectoral from Dahshur. ' Beni Hasan, nos. 2 and 3.
8 Beni Hasan, no. 3 ; Sinai, no. 405 ; pectoral from Dahshur (blue for black).
9 Beni Hasan, no. 2 ; see above, p. 536, the Asiatic of the Eleventh Dynasty at

Deir el-Bahri.
10 Beni Hasan, no. 3 and the pectoral from Dahshur are the most typical in this

respect.
11 The same examples are the best. 12 Beni Hasan, no. 3.
13 Loc. cit. 14 See §1, 59, 6, commentary.
15 See §11, 17, 387. 18 Sinai, no. 405.
17 Beni Hasan, nos. 2 and 14. 18 Pectoral from Dahshur.
19 Beni Hasan, nos. 3 and 14. 20 Beni Hasan, no. 3.
21 Loc. cit. 22 Loc. cit.
28 Loc. cit. M Loc. cit.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



552 SYRIA AND PALESTINE, c. 2160-1780 B.C.

Scenes depicting Asiatics also provide information about their
weapons. There are lances with points in the shape of a laurel-
leaf ; sometimes the shaft is rather short.1 Axes, on the contrary,
have fairly long handles with a forward curve in the direction of
the blade.2 The blade itself may be semicircular, and in that case
invariably has two apertures ;3 excavations in Syria and Palestine
have provided similar specimens in large numbers.4 Another
type of blade, which never has any aperture, is narrow and is
either pointed5 or tongue-shaped ;6 this kind is also known from
actual specimens.7 Daggers, of which many examples exist, have
triangular blades and rounded pommels.8 Wooden throw-sticks
and curved staves are well represented; they vary both in curve
and in thickness.9 Bows are either simple in line and apparently
reinforced,10 or have a double curve, in which case they would be
of composite construction ; n the arrows are carried in a quiver,
the Egyptian name of which is derived from the Sumerian.12 Also
included in the armoury of the Asiatics was a small shield, rect-
angular in shape and rather narrow.13 Describing his single
combat with a Syrian champion, Sinuhe mentions a bow and
arrows, dagger, axe, shield and an armful of javelins.14

Asiatics used the ass not only as a beast of burden,15 but as a
mount, even for princes.16 Surprised and amused by this use of

1 Beni Hasan, nos. 2 and 3 ; Sinai, no. 405 and possibly no. 112.
2 Handle very curved: Beni Hasan, no. 14 and possibly no. 3 (last man);

opposite end slightly curved : Beni Hasan, no. 2 ; general shape curved : Sinai,
no. 163, 115 and 405. See §111, 11, 38.

3 Beni Hasan, nos. 2 and 14; see §111, 40, 34.
4 §111, n , 30-4; §mf 28, 117-19; §11, 25, part 1, 283 and fig. 185. See, among

others, the magnificent specimens in gold and silver found at Byblos, §11, 21, vol. 11,
Atlas, pis. 119, 120, 127, 133-5. 5 Sinai, no. 163.

6 Sinai, nos. 115, 163, 405 ; possibly Beni Hasan, no. 3 (last man).
7 Compare §111, 11, 34-7.
8 Beni Hasan, no. 14; pectoral from Dahshur ; possibly Sinai, no. 112; see §111,

40, 43 ; §11, 25, part 1, 283-4 and fig. 186.
9 Beni Hasan, nos. 2, 3 (3rd and 4th men), 14; pectoral from Dahshur; see §ni,

11, 108-11 ; §11, 25, part 1, 284 and fig. 181.
10 Beni Hasan.no. 14. See §111, 11, 134.
11 Beni Hasan, no. 3. See §111, 40, 56.
12 Beni Hasan, no. 3 (last man) ; §111, 11, 175-6; §111, 40, 51.
13 Sinai, no. i63;see§m, 11,190-1; compare §1, 34, part 11, pi. 15 (sixth register).
14 Sinuhe B 127-8, 134-40; §11, 15, 27-8 ; §1, 58, 20; §11, 33, 13-14.
15 Beni Hasan, no. 3.
16 Cf. A.R.M. vi, 76, 22-5 (reference supplied by D. A. Kennedy) ; Judges v. 10 ;

x. 4. See at Byblos §11, 21, vol. n, 696-8 and pis. 114, 5, 117 and 118; for the
date of this object, note that it formed part of the same cache as a small bronze
sphinx attributable to the beginning of the Twelfth Dynasty, §11, 21, vol. 11, 702
and pi. 116, no. 14499.
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the ass, which was not normal on the banks of the Nile, the
Egyptians on several occasions in the mines of Sinai depicted a
Palestinian noble riding an ass, the animal being led by a servant
holding a rope or halter fixed by a ring to its nose.1 Tools, instru-
ments and utensils of the Asiatics are rarely represented during
the Middle Kingdom : notable exceptions are a heart-shaped vase
with flared orifice and two large round handles,2 and particularly
a kind of zither, which an Asiatic is playing in a well-known scene
at Beni Hasan.3

The story of Sinuhe4 gives some idea of the nature and condi-
tions of life in Upper Retenu, where he settled as a fugitive,
somewhere in the interior of southern Syria.5 The country pro-
duces crops of barley and spelt and has extensive vineyards,
numerous olive-groves, various kinds of orchards, as well as fig
trees ; honey is produced in abundance, herds (of every kind) are
innumerable and there is hunting. The food includes meat,
poultry, game, wine, pastries and dairy-produce.6 The position
occupied by agriculture in this idealized description would sug-
gest a population which was for the most part settled. But when
he makes a brief enumeration of his own possessions, Sinuhe
speaks only of his herds and fruit trees.7 The words ' town' and
'village' do not occur in the part of the narrative which deals
with Retenu, but only 'encampments';8 the 'tent' is mentioned
twice,9 compared with one reference to the 'house'.10 Armed
conflicts, which were frequent, had as their aim chasing the
enemy from his pastures and watering-places, plundering his
goods and seizing his herds, his subjects and his foodstuffs;11

there is never any question of laying waste places or destroying
crops. All this is in conformity with bedawin customs. However,
Sinuhe did receive from the prince who was protecting him a
clearly defined district on the frontiers of the territory of another
principality,12which shows that a certain stability had been reached.
In order to account for all the facts, it may be supposed that the

1 Sinai, nos. 103, 112, 115,405.
2 Sinai, no. 112. The type appears not to have been in use in Palestine during the

Middle Kingdom. See at Ras Shamra, §11, 58, 250, fig. 106 A; 259, fig. n o , no. 25.
3 Beni Hasan, no. 3.
4 Sinuhe B 30-241 ; see §111, 9.
5 §111, 18, vol. 1, 142*. Alt, §111, 9, 25-32, still maintains that it was located

in the south of Palestine, §m, 7, which seems hardly likely.
6 Sinuhe B 79-92 ; §111, 10, recto 37-9. 7 Sinuhe B 240-1.
8 Sinuhe B 115, 146, 201. 9 Sinuhe B 1 ro, 145.

10 Sinuhe B 155. u Sinuhe B 101-6, 112, 143-6.
12 Sinuhe B 79-81.
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inhabitants were nomads or semi-nomads in the process of settling
in a region already partly cultivated.

This conclusion accords with what is known concerning the
social and political organization of the time. The Execration
Texts,1 one or two centuries later in date than the Story of
Sinuhe, confirm in a general way his testimony on this point. The
prince entrusts to Sinuhe both a district and a 'tribe (whyi), the
best in his country'.2 As they appear in the story, district and
tribe seem to be independent of each other; the tribes belonged
to a larger framework, that of the 'country' (hist, literally,
'foreign country'). This relationship between 'tribes' and
'countries' is confirmed by the Execration Texts, which men-
tion the ' tribes' of various countries, as unlike one another as
Byblos3 (meaning not the town but the mountainous hinterland)4

and Kwsw? which corresponds with Midian.6 Sinuhe becomes
'ruler {hki) of a tribe',7 but, according to the story, a tribe is
normally led by a champion (nht, literally 'mighty, victorious
man').8 As a general rule, the title of 'ruler' is reserved for
princes governing a 'country'; this use of the term is customary
during the Middle Kingdom for designating heads of small
foreign powers. The 'ruler' who protected Sinuhe had authority
over the tribes living in his 'country';9 he had an army10 and he
had Egyptians at his court.11 The Sinai inscriptions speak of a
'brother of a ruler', a person of some importance who travels
mounted on an ass with a small escort.12 It is the first mention
in an Egyptian text of a class of nobleman which is well attested
during the New Kingdom13 and in cuneiform texts.14 As an excep-
tion, the governors of a country are called ' great ones' (wrw),15

a title which in the New Kingdom was to supplant hki as the

1 See above, pp. 541 and 548-9 .
2 Sinuhe B 78-81, 86-7 ; §111, 9, 49. 3 §11, 51, 94 (E 63).
4 See above, p. 548, n. 4. See also 'the tribes of 'iiti', §11, 51, 93 (E 61),

similarly in Phoenicia, §11, 37, 60.
« §11, 51, 88-9 (E 50-1).
6 §"> 3> 34> n. 8 ; §11, 37, 37-8 and 59. 7 Sinuhe B 86.
8 Sinuhe B 92-4, 109, 113. See §1, 50, 41. 9 Sinuhe B 86-7.

10 Sinuhe B 100-1. " Sinuhe B 31-4.
12 §1, 21, part 1, pi. 23, no. 85, N. edge; pi. 24, no. 87, W. face; pi. 27, no. 92,

S. edge; pi. 37, no. 112, W. face and S. edge; see above, pp. 539 and 553.
18 E.g. in Syria: §11, 61, 690, 2 ; 1308, 19; Hittites: §111, 22, 263, no. 152;

375, no. 23 ; Libyans: §111, 33, pis. 25-6 ; §111, 27, 66,1 .10; §111, 39, 2, 1.7. In
Egypt during the Middle Kingdom the expression 'brother of the governor' occurs,
§m, 41, 24.

14 E.g. §111, 6, 17-18 ; §111, 26, 220-3, 228.
15 §11, 51,93 (E 62).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



EGYPTIAN SOURCES 555

ordinary designation for foreign kings. During the Middle King-
dom the two terms seem to refer to different forms of power. The
country Kwsw had at its head ' great men of the tribes ',x which
is perhaps a sign of a nomadic type of organization. A passage
in Sinuhe seems to hint at the existence of military coalitions ;2

a prince of Byblos styles himself' ruler of rulers' ;3 Sesostris Ill's
campaign against Shechem4 suggests that this town, which was
the centre of a principality,5 played the role of leader in its
region.6 Although the indications are slight, it is reasonable to
think of the small states grouping themselves into confederations
led by the more powerful members, an arrangement for which
there is evidence in the archives of Mari7 and during the New
Kingdom.

Palestine and southern Syria were divided politically into many
units, as the Execration Texts show. The red vases at Berlin
name twenty different countries,8 while the Saqqara figurines
enumerate sixty-two,9 and this figure obviously does not exhaust
all the territorial units. Frequently they are referred to by the
name of a town, as for instance Askelon, Achshaph, Hazor,
Byblos, Ullaza, etc.10 It is in these texts that we find, for the first
time in history, mention of Jerusalem.11 Among the localities
which have been identified there are relatively few names of
regions; they include Damascus and its environs {Apt), Midian
(Kwsw), probably Biqa' and Antilebanon (Sirion). The older
catalogue, that of the vases, names several rulers for most of the
localities, two, for instance, for Jerusalem, and for some places
three or even four.12 Here again the enumeration no doubt gives
only an incomplete idea of the fragmentation which existed. This
multiplication of princes under the same heading suggests a tribal
type of organization, as it is known among nomads.13 In certain
cases it seems possible to detect evidence of the break-up of small
city states, which had existed previously, into still smaller political

1 §11,51, 88-9 (E 50-1).
3 Sinuhe B 97 -9 ; on this difficult passage see §m, 10, I O - I I .
3 §11, 40, Text, 196, 203 ; Atlas, pi. 117, no. 787.
4 See above, p. 538. 5 §11, 51, 68 (E 6).
6 §111, 20, 4-5. 7 §n, 45, 74-84.
8 §1, 50, 55-8. » §11, 51,62-96.

10 For the identification of the place-names in the Execration Texts, the following,
in addition to §1, 50; §11, 51, should particularly be consulted: §11, 1; §111, 3 ;
§ " , 3 ; §"• 5 : §n, 6 ; §11, 22; §m, 15; §11, 37; §11,71; §1,60, 155-9; §111, 42 ;
§111, 13 ; §111, 17, 9 0 ; §111, 25 ; §111, 23, 83-95.

" §1, 50, 53 (e 27-8), 58 (f 18) ; §11, 51, 86 (E 45).
12 §i» 5°» 45—55- See also A, 11, 285-6. 13 §11, 1, 253 ; §11, 2, 218-19.
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units.1 The Saqqara figurines, which are slightly later in date,
name only one ruler for most of the countries.2 This change may
reflect an historical development, either the reconstitution of the
old principalities or the merging of related groups.3 A short
passage at the end of the repertory of princes on the figurines
bears witness to an earlier state of the text.4 For two of the
countries, it mentions only ' tribes'; for another country this
version gives 'all the rulers', while the catalogue which precedes
names only a single ruler. Finally, for one country we find 'the
great ones', whereas the catalogue gives it a ruler. These compari-
sons give an idea of the confusion produced by the arrival of
nomads, or semi-nomads, and of the fairly rapid return to a
certain degree of stability. A parallel has been drawn between
the evidence of the Egyptian sources and the facts as they are
known from excavation: at about this time a noticeable decline
occurs in the material civilization and in the urban life; it was
followed by a speedy renaissance.5

In contrast with what can be observed in Mesopotamia, the
movements of people which took place in the Fertile Crescent at
the turn of the second millennium have left no trace in Egyptian
vocabulary or in written documents during the period of the
Middle Kingdom. The earliest known mention of Amor6 is much
later, and dates from about 1300 B.C.7 The occurrence of the term
Khurri8 has not been established for certain earlier than the 15th
century B.C.9 NO doubt the changes which took place were slow
in being noticed in Egypt and by the time they reached the
frontiers were toned down; such changes as occurred are less
easy to perceive in Egypt than elsewhere and, in any case, the

1 § n , 6 , 37-9; §111, 9, 41 -2 ; §11, 71, 208.
2 §11, 51, 64.-93. 3 See above, n. 1.
4 §11, 51, 25 and 93-4 (E 61-4).
5 §11, 2, 218-19; §111, 5» 80-3. ' See below, pp. 562-5.
7 §111,18, vol.1, 187*~9O*. The attempt to discover Amurru in the Execration

Texts, see §11, 22, 221-3 ; §11, 41, 25, with regard to §1, 50, 47 (e7) and 56 (f6),
has been abandoned, see §11, 1, 239; §111, 8. Moreover, the presence of the god
Amurru in the list of theophorous names of these texts, see §11, 22, 227 with regard
to §1, 50, 50 (ei5) has not been confirmed, see §111, 19, 31.

8 See below, pp. 565-6.
9 §111, 18, vol. 1, i8o*-7*. It was thought that an example of Khor in the

Twelfth Dynasty had been found, §111, 12, but this is actually an Egyptian word,
§111, 30; §111, 31, used in a title for officials; for parallels see §111, 16, 174-5, w n e r e
this example has been omitted. P. Berlin 3056 (Twenty-Second Dynasty) attributes
to the Twelfth Dynasty a text {verso 8, 4-9, 8) which contains a mention of Khor
{verso 8, 11 ; §111, 29, pi. 33); too much reliance should not be placed on this
document.
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Egyptian civilization was less receptive of change than that of its
neighbours. Egypt of the Twelfth Dynasty, in fact, limited itself,
so far as Asiatics were concerned, to the traditional vocabulary
going back to the Old Kingdom; the ethnic term which is most
recent in date, 'jmw, had been in use since the Sixth Dynasty.1

Only in place-names are any innovations to be observed. Retenu
(Rtnw)2 makes its first certain appearance in the story of Sinuhe
(dating from the end of the reign of Sesostris I).3 It is possible
that very early, if not from the outset, this name had a wide
meaning4 and included Palestine and Syria, as it did during the
New Kingdom.5 Attempts have been made to connect Retenu
with L5tan,6 Lydda7 and even Resaina on the Khabur ;8 there
are, however, serious objections to each of these identifications.
Without knowing the etymology of Retenu for certain,9 we can-
not take it into account in studying the population of Syria and
Palestine.

In this connexion, some positive facts are provided by the texts
of the Middle Kingdom, especially by the Execration Texts.10

From the formation of the names of persons mentioned in the
texts much can be learnt about the language and the beliefs
prevailing among the ruling classes of the population, the names
being nearly always the names of princes. The first point to note
is that there is no certain example of a personal name which is not

1 See above, p. 534.
2 Thus, in preference to Rtnzo: the place-name is, in fact, written in Sinuhe B

with determinatives from the root tni which, in the Middle Kingdom, was pro-
nounced tnl and was used with such a value for transcribing from the Semitic, §n, 51,
66-7. Different forms of the place-name, perhaps earlier: Tnw (Sinuhe B), 'Itinw
(?§i,2i, part 1, pi. 39, no. 115, W. Face); the last example is not quite certain.

3 Very debatable example under Mentuhotpe II, §1, 33, vol. 1, pi. 15 F ; §1, 8, 38.
4 It appears, in fact, from Sinuhe B 130-1 that Retenu encompassed various

'countries'. The title 'ruler of Retenu' attested by the story of Sinuhe B 30-1,
99-100, and the inscriptions of Sinai, see above, p. 5 54, n. 12, has suggested a limited
area of this country. Actually this title is not exclusive in character; the Execration
Texts show, as we have seen, that there could be several princes of the same country.

8 §111, 18, vol. 1, I42*~9*.
6 §111, 24 following many others.
7 §ni, 7.
8 §111, 21, 100-3.
9 See several suggestions, §1, 32, 147 ; §111, 1, 9, n. 23 ; §11, 37, 39.

10 Other sources: inscriptions of Sinai, §11, 17 ; Byblos, §11, 40, Texte, 165, 174,
212 ; §11, 21, vol. 1, Texte, 197-8 ; vol. 11, Texte, 130, 174—5, 8 7 8 ! §»> 4r> 9°-3 ;
§11, 42, 96 ; §1, 1; §111, 4 ; §111, 34, 109; §111, 35, 54; there are some unpublished
documents from Byblos. See also the name of the prince in the story of Sinuhe,
§111,14; §m, 10, recto, 20; the name of the prince in §1, 34, part 1. pi. 28 ; §111, 38,
45 and pi. 9 ,1 .3; A, 10; A, 2.
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Semitic.1 Secondly, a high degree of homogeneity prevails; the
names, as far as it has been possible to explain them,2 belong to
the north-west Semitic dialects ; they are of the same type as the
names found in the cuneiform texts of Mesopotamia and northern
Syria at about this period. Egyptian texts therefore indicate how
far the Amorite movement had advanced westwards and they
confirm its basic unity throughout the Fertile Crescent. Among
the characteristic features in the formation of the names may be
noted the frequency of terms of kinship referring to some deity
and establishing a close link between it and the bearer of the
name. This feature is reminiscent of nomadic traditions.3

Theophorous names make mention of a dozen deities. Hadad,
the god of storm, occupies first place, taking precedence even
over the generic term 'El. Next in order of frequency is the god
Anu, male counterpart of Anat, and the sun-god Shamash. Then
come the mountain-god Har, made familiar by Hyksos names,
and the Palestinian god Hauran, who was to become popular in
the Egypt of the Eighteenth Dynasty.4 In addition may be noted
the god Star (that is, morning star), the craftsman-god Kushar,
who plays a far from negligible role in the mythology of Ugarit,
the god Lim, made familiar by the names of the kings of Alalakh
and Mari, etc. Ba'al appears only once, and it seems that 'the
Master' was still a divine epithet and not an independent god.5

Since all the persons whose names have been studied are men, the
absence of the names of goddesses is not surprising. The only
feminine name in the texts is a component of Ba'alat,6 whose
worship is well attested by the proto-Sinaitic inscriptions about
the end of the Twelfth Dynasty.7 A list of slaves, the majority
of them women, from the middle of the Thirteenth Dynasty,
contains, however, both a theophorous name compounded with
the name of this goddess and two others compounded with the
name of Anat.8

1 A possible instance: §n, 51, 87 (E48); see §111, 36, 27; §1, 60, 164; at
Byblos, §1, 1.

2 Principal studies : §11, 1; §11, 22 ; §111, 15 ; §m, 36, 20-32 ; §111, 19 ; §m, 32.
3 §111,2, 185-6. 4 §111, 37.
5 §11, 4, 231 • Ibid.
7 See above, p. 539, n. 7. 8 §1, 26, 92-9; §11, 4.
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IV. SYRIA DURING THE THIRD DYNASTY
OF UR

For lack of documentary evidence we do not know what became
of the Mesopotamian conquests in Syria after the end of the
Agade Dynasty and during the Gutian period. That the country
remained under the cultural influence of Sumer and Akkad is
a priori highly probable, and in the absence of texts certain
archaeological finds show this fairly well. But the rare written
testimonies which have survived make specific note only of com-
mercial relations; we shall see that they add something to our
knowledge of Syrian geography at this epoch.

So it is that we find again the 'Mountain of Cedars', Amanus,
as the origin of the ' cedar trunks, 50 and 60 cubits in length'
and the 'boxwood trunks, 25 cubits in length', which Gudea,
governor of Lagash, obtained to build the temple of Ningirsu in
his city.1 There is a similar note concerning stone imported by
the same prince from the region of Basar, written Basallu, and
named along with Tidan/Ditan2—both of these are called by
Gudea 'Mountains of Amurru'.3 This is apparently the same
region as that which he calls elsewhere the 'Upper Country',4 as
it was already known in the days of Sargon.5 In the same group
of inscriptions we have Ibla, and with it, named for the first time,
Ursu (Urshu), in a mountainous district from which wood-resins
were procured.6 Other localities named by Gudea in proximity to
these must also have been in Syria, such as the country of Khah-
hum, from which came gold,7 and that mysterious mountain
' Uringiriaz of the Upper Sea'.8 Possibly in Cilicia was ' Umanu,
a mountain of Menua'.9

When Mesopotamia was reunited once more as an empire
during the ' neo-Sumerian' period of the Third Dynasty of Ur,
documents which have any bearing upon the extent of its author-
ity in the west and north-west are still too rare and say too little.
There is a date-formula of Ur-Nammu, first king of this dynasty,

1 See above, p. 460; §1 v, 54, 68 f. and 104 f.
2 For orthographic variants of this name see §iv, 24, 232 ; §iv, 5, vol. in, 164 f.;

§iv, 44, 68 f., n. 5 ; §iv, 39, 156 f.
3 §iv, 54, 70 f., col. vi, 5 and 13. 4 Ibid. 102 f., col. xn, 5.
5 See above, pp. 420 f.
6 §iv, 54, 70 f., col. v, 53. For Urshu see §iv, 38 and §iv, 21, 31. In §iv, 32,

103^ Amurru and (Id) Urh are found as equivalents.
7 §iv, 54. 7° *"•> col. vi, 33 ; §iv, 23, 75 ff.; §iv, 21, 10.
8 §iv, 54, 144 f. e, 11, 2. 9 Ibid. 70 f., col. vi, 3 f.
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which states barely that 'he went the road from down below to
up above',1 an expression which might be understood of an
expedition into the Upper Country, perhaps as far as the Upper
Sea, which would suggest that the new power at least attempted
to lay hands upon the Syrian heritage of the old kings of Agade.
But the formula is too concise to found anything upon. The neo-
Sumerian kings of Ur again took the title 'King of the Four
Regions', inaugurated perhaps by Sargon,2 and this could be
understood of an empire stretching to the four cardinal points,3

thus including the west and north-west. But this again indicates
nothing precise about the real extent of the sway of the Third
Dynasty, and the place which Syria might have occupied in it.

In this absence of explicit facts the only evidence is the
presence in various towns of representatives of the kings of Ur
—governors (sakkana) and lieutenants (ensi). Thus at Mari
have been found the names and traces of a whole line of these
delegates, the sakkana-officers Apil-kin,4 Idi-ilum, Ilum-ishar,
Ishme-Dagan, Ishtup-ilum, Izi-Dagan, Niwar-Mer, Puzur-Ish-
tar, and Tura-Dagan.5 Perhaps it was the Tuttul downstream
from Mari where ruled an ensi named Iashilim, mentioned in a
tablet from Drehem.6 Much farther to the west, possibly in
Cappadocia itself, was Abarnium, the seat of another governor.7

Again in the north, but apparently in the Khabur district, we
hear of another ensi at Apishal.8 Finally, on the Mediterranean
coast, Byblos appears on another tablet from Drehem; its ensi,
Ibdati, was also in relation with the kings of Ur.9

Along with these Syrian and even Cappadocian towns, thus
known to have been in touch with the Mesopotamian empire, the
mass of administrative documents contains allusions to others
which may be assigned to the same region, whether their location
is known or not—a second Tuttul,10 apparently in the area of the
Ballkh; the Khahhum already mentioned by Gudea, which must
have been an important mercantile centre at this time ; u likewise

1 §iv, i6, vol. ii, 140 a, no. 18.
2 §iy> 7> 11> no- 4> 1-5 ; but this is only a late allusion.
3 §iv, 42, 218 ff.
4 For this reading of the name see §iv, 14.
5 §iv, 12.
6 §iv, 52, 120, rev. 18.
7 §iv, 23, 66. 8 Ibid. 71.
9 §iv, 52. Fragment of Sumerian vocabulary from Byblos dated to this period,

§iv, 15, tome 11, atlas pi. CXLV, no. 14023 ; see also Bull. A.S.O.R. 163 (1961), 45.
10 §iv, 23, 74; §iv, 31, 121.
11 §iv, 23,75.
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Urshu,1 and in the same area Armanum,2 Ibla,3 and Mukish,4 also
Terqa, farther down the Euphrates, about twenty miles upstream
from Mari.5 In Zidanum6 it has been proposed to recognize the
Phoenician city of Sidon, but it would be more reasonable to look
for this elsewhere, on the Ballkh, for example, not far from
Raqqah, where is found Tell Zaydan, which must cover some very
ancient city.7

Several of these places and others as well figure also in the
archives of Assyrian traders, small ' colonies' dwelling in Cappa-
docia at least in the closing years of the Third Dynasty of Ur,
but no doubt already at an even earlier period.8 The existence of
these Mesopotamian 'colonies' in the heart of Anatolia is ample
proof of the strong cultural influence of Sumer and Akkad even
there—much more in Syria, whether there was political depen-
dence or not. The following are the towns frequented by these
Cappadocian merchants : Abarna/Abarnium ;9Khahhum j^Ibla;11

Urshu,12 these being known to us already, while the following are
as yet not mentioned in our Syrian records: Abum/Apum ;13

Elakhut (with various spellings) ;14 Khaburrata ;15 Harran ;16

Nakhur ;17 Nikhriia ;18 Razama ;19 Tadmor, which is Palmyra ;20

Talkhatum ;21 and Zalpa (Zalpakh).22

Perhaps it will be a surprise not to see figuring either in the
neo-Sumerian lists or in those of the Agade period (which are
rarer) one or other of those great and ancient Syrian cities such
as Carchemish, Aleppo, or Damascus, which we have every reason
to suppose already existed, and had probably existed long before.
If they are not concealed by some of the names listed above—a
fragile hypothesis, which may nevertheless be ventured—it should
be remembered that our records, not necessarily complete even

1 §iv, 23, 84. 2 §iv, 29, no. 50, 4.
3 §iv,23, 77. 4 Ibid.il f.
5 Ibid. 83 f. 6 §iv, 25, 104.
7 According to information from M. G. Dossin.
8 See below, pp. 707 ff.
9 §iv, 3, 32. 10 Ibid. 33.

11 Ibid. 33. 12 Ibid. 37 .
13 Ibid. 32 ; § iv , 30 , 67 ; § iv , 2 1 , 2 ; §iv, I , 34 f.
14 § 'v, 3> 33 f-: §IV» 3°» 67 ; §iv, 2 1 , 8 f.
15 §iv, 3 , 23 ; § iv , 30, 6 6 f.; §iv, 2 1 , 7 {sub Buralum).
16 § iv , 3 , 33 {sub Har rana) .
17 Ibid. 3 4 ; § iv , 2 1 , 2 0 ; § iv , 39, 8, n . 2.
18 § iv , 3» 3 4 ; §IV» 3°> 6 l f-; §IV> 2 I > 2 0 f-
19 §IV» 3» 35 ; § i y i 3°> 6 4 and 66 f.; § iv , 2 1 , 23 f.
20 § iv , 3 , 36 . 21 Ibid, and §iv, 30, 67 ff.; § iv , 2 1 , 29 .
22 §iv, 3 , 3 6 ; § i v , 30, 69 , n. 35 ; §iv, 2 1 , 33 f.
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in their own day, have come down to us only as minute scraps;
each new find may amplify them and add to our knowledge of the
physical and political geography of ancient Syria.

Even when these sources have been exhausted so far as con-
cerns geography they still provide one more fact which may
illustrate the ethnography and demography of Syria in this period.
Less than a century after the beginning of the Third Dynasty of
Ur the Mesopotamian kings, far from going like their predeces-
sors to war in the north and north-west, had to withstand attacks
from these directions, for it is recorded that in the third year of
his reign Shu-Sin ' built a rampart against Amurru (called) Fender
of Tidnum'1—the stronghold in question was later called 'town
of Amurru'.2 Another inscription of the same king adds 'and he
chased the armed force of Amurru out of his country'.3 These
attacks, or at least this state of war, doubtless went back earlier.
Revolts of already conquered peoples against the older kings of
Agade would perhaps explain their repeated campaigns in that
direction. Again, under Shulgi4 and Amar-Sin,5 the two prede-
cessors of Shu-Sin, there are allusions to ' prisoners of war from
Amurru'.

We have already encountered Tidnum, or Dit(a)num,6 which
Gudea names side by side with Basallu (Basar),7 the mountain
where Shar-kali-sharri had defeated Amurru on its own ground.8

Whatever the original meaning of these two names, it is clear
that for Shu-Sin they were almost equivalent, both referring to
the invaders he had to resist. Comparison with the older evidence
leaves no doubt as to the origin of these opponents—they came
from the Syrian region, from the Upper Country, as the next
king Ibbi-Sin9 and his enemy Ishbi-Erra10 were each indepen-
dently to confirm.

We are therefore in presence of an ethnic group called martu
in Sumerian and amurru in Akkadian,11 which occupied a part

1 §iv, 16, n, i i4f. , no. 8o. Variants in §iv, 39, 157, n. 1, and §iv, 24, 232;
see also §iv, 3, 30. See below, pp. 609 f.

2 §iv, 39, 160 f., but cf. also ibid. 165, n. I.
3 §iv, 8, 16, no. 20, 24 ff.; §iv, 55, 180 f. For a slightly later date, §iv, 36, 39

and§iv, 39, 157. 4 §iv, 47, no. 9, 5.
5 §iv, 6, 17, no. 32, 5 f. 6 See above, p. 559, n. 2.
7 See above, p. 559.
8 Ditnu is identified with Amurru by a vocabulary, §iv, 41, 114, line 209.
9 §iv, 19, 62.

10 §iv, 36, 39.
11 §iv, 39, 149 and n. 1. The geographical meaning of'western' is attested from

the Agade period, §iv, 27, 30 a and n. 12.
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of the Syrian territory, at least during the second half of the third
and the beginning of the second millennium. Before defining
them more clearly it should be noticed that these Amurru were
not making their first appearance in Mesopotamia at the time of
the Third Ur dynasty. In the archaic tablets of Farah (Shurup-
pak) mention is made twice of individuals called martu,1 and
under the Dynasty of Agade such persons appear more fre-
quently, both singly2 and in groups,3 their names being written
not only in the Sumerian4 but also the Akkadian5 form. In some
cases perhaps these immigrants were bodies of men recruited for
some official service, civil or military, for a stela of that period
found at Lagash mentions one of their ' officers' {nu-banda mar-
tu-ne), named Usi-Malik, among the receivers of an allocation of
land, which must have been as a reward for services to the crown.6

' Amorites' also figure along with Gutians in a document from the
end of the Agade period.7 Finally, they are found more and more
often (and thus appear to have been more and more numerous)
in documents of the neo-Sumerian period.8 This process suggests
a continuous immigration, for the most part peaceful, extending
back very far in time, perhaps even before the beginning of the
third millennium. After the end of that millennium came inter-
mittent massive thrusts, such as are attested under Shu-Sin and
Ibbi-Sin. These must have been more than revolts against Meso-
potamian authority—real attempts, if not at invasion, at local
conquests or raids.

The cuneiform documents allow us to build up a fairly clear
picture of these 'Westerners'. First, we see that the majority, at
least, of these people were nomads or semi-nomads.9 Ibbi-Sin
speaks of them as 'vagabonds who have never known what a town
was',10 a n d Sumerian literary texts emphasize this still more by
describing the martu as barbarians 'knowing neither cereals nor
house, feeding themselves on wild truffles and undressed meat,
possessing no fixed abode in all the course of their life nor a tomb

1 §iv, 10, 61, no. 78, rev. 10; §iv, 37, no. 648, obv. 11, 4. The supposed mention
of Ditnu in an inscription of Eannatum is doubted by §iv, 35, 131, n. 90 (cf. §iv,
20, 281, n. 5), but admitted by §iv, 17, 249 f.

2 §iv, 46, 78, no. 180,9.
8 §iv, 34,1, no. 1475 (ten); §iv, 50, 77, no. 18 (twenty-one, in Elam). Other

references in §iv, 39, 150 ff.
4 See the two preceding notes. 5 §iv, 39, 167, n. 1.
6 §iv, 54, 170 f. b, in, 9 f. 7 §iv, 22, no. 43, rev. 6.
8 §IV> 39> ISI» n- 3> also 152 f- and 167, n. 1.
9 Ibid, introd. x.

10 §iv, 16,11, 146 a, no. 98 ; §iv, 53, 43.
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after their death '-1 Even if the poets were exaggerating so as to
blacken their enemies' character2 it remains that, in the eyes of
the Mesopotamians, these Amurru must have seemed a turbulent
and unstable people. They infested the country round about
settlements, and especially the fringes of the desert, where they
practised a little cattle-raising and the meagre harvesting possible
in those arid lands, but were always ready for a sudden attack
upon the peasants and city-dwellers. Texts of slightly later date
help, however, to correct this rather too unfavourable view, for at
Mari there is some mention of 'Amurru kings'.3 Some at least
of the Westerners were thus settled and grouped into 'kingdoms',
centred no doubt on some of the Syrian cities named in the
inscriptions of the Agade kings, of Gudea, and of the Third
Dynasty of Ur.4

The documents give evidence also that these Amurru were
Semites; this appears from their names which are often supplied
by the scribes. These names occasionally have a Sumerian or
-Akkadian stamp,5 for some of the immigrants, after an extended
sojourn in their adopted country, had assumed names like those
of their fellow-citizens, whose language and mode of thought they
must have adopted. But others, when they were recorded in the
tablets, still kept their original names, and a review of these leaves
no doubt of their Semitic character.

We can be still more precise, for among the elements of these
personal names occur typically 'western' deities like Dagan,6

Adad, Lim, and Mer or Wer.7 The presence too of the suffix
-anum,s and the verbal prefix of the third person singular in ia-9

(whereas in Eastern Semitic it is *-) obliges us to assign the
language of Amurru to the western branch, more specifically to
North-western Semitic, sometimes called Canaanite.10 This dia-

1 § iv, 18, 31 f., texts quoted d-g. 2 §iv, 39, 160.
3 §iv, 13, 37. The word 'king' is applied to rulers of realms centred upon an

urban administration.
4 Especially that part of Syria about the middle Orontes, later called 'land of

Amurru', §iv, 39, 178 f.
6 §iv, 39' 153 f-
6 Ili-Dagan of Ibla, §iv, 11, 56 and 59; see §iv, 23, 77; Izin-Dagan of Ibla,

§iv, 32, 105; Dagan-abu of Tuttul, §iv, 32, 120. Also many Dagan-names at
Mari, e.g. above, p. 560.

7 Rish-Adad of Apishal, Iashilim of Tuttul, Niwar-Mer of Mari, see above,
p. 560.

8 ThusElanum, §iv, 43.no. 295, 15 ;§iv, 39, i54;§iv, 18,40.
9 Ianbi-ilum, §iv, 28, pi. xxi, no. 5508, col. 1, 11; Iashilim of Tuttul, above,

p. 560, n. 6. See also §iv, 39, 155 and §iv, 18, 41.
10 §iv, 39, 239 f.
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lect is quite distinct from Akkadian, and very close to that spoken
by the Western Semites, who had come to Mesopotamia in such
numbers before the beginning of the First Dynasty of Babylon.
Of these the Amurru, it seems clear, were none other than the
ancestors in the exact sense of the word.1 Thus, then, we are led
to place in Syria, during the second half of the third millennium
at the latest, a West Semitic population, partly nomadic or semi-
nomadic, but partly settled and grouped into kingdoms.

Were these Western Semites the only people to be found in
Syrian territory at that time ? Undoubtedly not, for among the
names of individuals coming then from Amurru are some which
clearly cannot be assigned to any of the great linguistic branches
flourishing in the Near East in those days; they are neither
Sumerian nor Semitic, eastern or western. Thus there is Gababa
from Mukish2 and Memeshura from Ibla,3 to give only these
examples.4 On the other hand, these names are not Hurrian.
During the Third Dynasty of Ur it seems clear that the Hurrian
invasion had not yet touched the extreme north and north-east of
Mesopotamia. Certain districts of Upper Syria were occupied,
such as the town of Urkish,5 where reigned Tisari, author of one
of the oldest Hurrian inscriptions, which may go back to the end
of the Agade period.6 But there is nothing to prove—quite the
contrary—that the Hurrians had in those days already advanced
both to the south and in the direction of the Mediterranean, as
they were to do by the time of the First Dynasty of Babylon.

It would seem therefore, from written evidence of this period,
that Syria was far from being one political and ethnic unit; it was
divided into principalities and 'kingdoms', more or less small,
more or less confederated, each centred upon an important town
—a division which was certainly fluid and variable according to
the times and the hazards of wars and supremacies. These towns
and their territories were occupied by a population largely consti-
tuted by Semites of the western branch. There were also uniden-
tified peoples, not assignable, with our present knowledge, to any
definite group, and it is not clear whether they formed any kind
of ethnic or linguistic unit among themselves. Nor can the
numerical proportion of this element be estimated: compared

1 §iv, 39, 155 f. and 240 f. a §iv, 4, no. 203, 8 f.
3 §iv, 9, no. 27, 3.
4 See also §iv, 25, 100 ff. and §iv, 26, passim.
5 §iv, 33, 27 f. According to information from M. Dossin this tablet was found

at 'Amuda, twelve miles west of Nisibis, which may thus be Urkish.
6 §iv, 26; §iv, 51, 180, n. 2.
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with the great extent of time and space for which they provide
evidence the personal names are too few to form the basis of
statistics. It is barely possible to hazard a conjecture about the
population in a particular city, according to the greater or lesser
proportion of Semitic and other names. At Mari, for example,
the Semites are in a great majority,1 but elsewhere the list that we
possess is far too meagre to judge, and chance has played too
great a part in its make-up.

Nevertheless we can regard it as almost certain that among the
whole population of ancient Syria the Semites were the latest
comers. It has long been observed that most of the old place-
names in the country cannot be explained as Semitic, but belong
to one or several unknown linguistic complexes.2 The Semites
were thus preceded by various peoples of different race, to whom
the non-Semitic elements in the names must be attributed. On
top of these ethnic strata a final layer began to add itself towards
the end of the third millennium—the Hurrians, coming no doubt
from the north or east. But at the period now being described
we have as yet no authority for making them descend any great
distance into Syrian territory.3

Leaving the Hurrians aside, part of the Syrian population, and
particularly of the Semites, was still composed, in a proportion as
yet undefinable, of semi-nomads. Wandering about the fringes of
the desert in unstable groups, a constant threat to the peace and
possessions of the settled, they were nevertheless attracted by
peasant and especially urban life, and numbers of them, little by
little, allowed themselves to be absorbed by the towns. For this
process of settlement, which seems to embrace the whole ancient
history of the Semites, there is abundant evidence in Mesopo-
tamia, for there it is clear that all the immigrants from the west
quickly lost their instability, joining the population of cultivators
and townspeople and losing their old identity.4 For others, who
remained in Syria, it is likely that a similar change took place
locally.

The documents in cuneiform writing permit us to reconstruct
only an outline, still blurred and imprecise, of Syria in archaic
times. But it fits well enough into the more exact and detailed
picture which much richer records allow us to draw in the second
millennium and onwards.

1 §iv, 27, 34 f. 2 Ibid. 4.0 b.
8 Ibid. 38 f. 4 §iv, 39, Introd. xiii ff.
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V. ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE
FROM PALESTINE

At the end of the Early Bronze Age there was a complete and
absolute break in Palestinian civilization. The town dwellers of
the earlier period were succeeded by semi-nomadic pastoralists
who had no interest in walled towns. They seem to have destroyed
the towns of their predecessors, and with the exception of Megiddo,
which is a special case, their contribution to the history of towns
is negligible.

It is for this reason that this stage in the history of Palestine
has received only tardy recognition. Nearly all the evidence
concerning the newcomers of this period comes from tombs, and
earlier excavators did not realize the implications of the lack of
association between the types of tombs and the successive layers
on the town sites. The first to recognize that in tombs of this
period he was dealing with a distinct period was Petrie in 1932,1

who gave to them the designation of Copper Age, since they were
rich in weapons that appeared to be copper rather than bronze.
The first to place the phase in a sequence of periods on a site was
Albright, in his reports on Tell Beit Mirsim published in 1932
and 1933.2 In a sequence of levels starting at an Early Bronze
Age level J, the period in question was represented by I-H, to
which Albright gave the designation Middle Bronze I, for he
recognized that it contained material distinct from the Early
Bronze Age and from that of the classical Middle Bronze Age.

As knowledge of the period has increased, it has appeared that
this designation was unfortunate, for it is a stage just as distinct
from the Middle Bronze Age as it is from the Early Bronze Age.3

This was recognized by J. H. Iliffe in his arrangement of the
exhibits in the Palestine Archaeological Museum. He gave to it
the name Intermediate Early Bronze-Middle Bronze period, and
this, with the abbreviation E.B.-M.B., seems the best name to
use.

The reasons for insisting on the break at the beginning and end
of this period will emerge from the description of the evidence
from the different sites, but it will be convenient to summarize
them in advance. There is in the first place a complete strati-
graphic break at all the sites for which there is evidence. Secondly,
there is no evidence at all for any walled towns of this period,
whereas this was the characteristic form of settlement in the Early

1 §v, 3. 2 § v, 1. 3 §v, 2,135 ff.
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Bronze Age, and became so again in the Middle Bronze Age. The
contrast in domestic architecture is equally great, for there is in
the period no evidence of the solidly built houses of the preceding
and succeeding periods. Thirdly, the Early Bronze Age burials
are in large tombs with multiple burials. At all sites in the
E.B.—M.B. period, with the exception of Megiddo, burials were
essentially those of single individuals. In the Middle Bronze
Age, burials are once more usually multiple in tombs, though
sometimes single in graves. Fourthly, the material equipment
is completely different. The pottery forms are absolutely distinct
from those of the Middle Bronze Age. They are rather closer to
those of the Early Bronze Age, but the technique is so different,
with the complete disappearance of red slip and burnishing, with
the characteristic thin, gritty texture of the ware, and with the
practice of making the body of the vessel by hand and the rim
on a fast wheel, that there is seldom any difficulty in distinguish-
ing vessels or even sherds of the two periods. The second great
contrast is in weapons. Metal weapons are rare in the Early
Bronze Age, and not very common in the Middle Bronze Age.
In the E.B.—M.B. period they are very common, with an espe-
cially large number of daggers, of form quite distinct from the
few Early Bronze specimens known and from the well-established
forms of the Middle Bronze Age. Other weapons, javelins and
axes, are equally distinctive. It is also probable that the E.B.-
M.B. weapons are of copper and that bronze first appears in the
Middle Bronze Age,1 though more analyses on this subject would
be valuable.

VI. PALESTINE: THE SITES

It is at Jericho that the clearest evidence of the differentiation of
this period from the preceding and succeeding ones has emerged,
and also of the character of the occupation, so it will be convenient
to begin with that site.

The Early Bronze Age levels at Jericho provide evidence of a
series of occupation levels and a series of reconstructions of the
walls. In the most complete section through the town walls,2

seventeen stages of building and reconstruction were identified.
The seventeenth stage was violently destroyed by fire, and it was
succeeded by an occupation of an entirely different character. In
the ditches belonging to the final stage of the defences appeared
E.B.-M.B. pottery. It was only when the silt in the ditches had

1 §vi, 4, 160 ff. 2 §vi, io.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



PALESTINE: THE SITES 569

accumulated to a depth of at least 2-25 metres that structures (of
a new character) appeared.1 The inference is that there was a
period of occupation that left no structural evidence, that is to say
a camping period. At the end of this period, the buildings that
appear are strikingly different from the buildings of the preceding
(and succeeding) periods. They are built of brick of a distinctive
greenish colour, and the walls are only one brick thick. The
evidence for the plan of the buildings is limited, but it suggests
that they were irregular in layout.

Most of the structures found were clearly dwelling houses.
One building only may have been other than domestic. In this2

on either side of a partition wall were massive brick blocks that
could have been tables, but seem more likely to have been altars.
Adjacent to one was a large clay bin, which again could have
served domestic purposes, but could have been a receptacle for
offerings. Beneath one of the walls of the building was an infant
burial, presumably a foundation sacrifice; again this could be
found in connexion with a domestic building, but is not found
elsewhere at Jericho at this stage, so may again have ceremonial
implications. The combination of these features suggests that the
building may have been a shrine. However, even if this is
accepted, too little of the plan could be recovered to provide clear
evidence of the religious practices of the period.

The non-urban character of the occupation is emphasized by
the absence of any town walls. Jericho was a nucleus of popula-
tion rather than an urban centre. Indeed, it would appear that
part of the town site was unoccupied, while on the other hand
there were dwellings on the surrounding hill slopes. In two areas
on the eastern side of the tell, excavated by the 1952—8 expedi-
tion, squares E III—IV and squares H II—III,3 there was no
evidence at all of E.B.-M.B. houses; in the case of the latter
area the Middle Bronze levels directly succeeded those of the
Early Bronze Age, while in squares E III—IV the ruins of the
Early Bronze Age houses showed no sign of destruction or
disturbance in the E.B.-M.B. period, but no overlying Middle
Bronze levels survived here. These areas contrast with those
excavated in the centre of the west side of the tell and at the
north and south ends, in all of which characteristic E.B.-M.B.
structures were found.

The evidence for contemporary occupation beyond the limits
of the tell comes from the hill slopes to the north and north-west,

1 §vi, 8, 12 ff. 2 §vi, 8, 14 and pi. xm, 1.
3 §vi, 6, fig. 3.
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which was one of the main cemetery areas. In several places there
were traces of occupation levels,1 and in one area slight wall
foundations survived. Moreover, in a number of instances there
were sherds of E.B.—M.B. pottery in the filling of the tomb
shafts, of forms found in the houses but not in the tombs. In
none of the areas in which dwellings were traced was there evi-
dence of prolonged occupation. In some cases, rebuildings and
modifications to the plans could be traced, but the evidence is
clear that the period during which houses of this type were used
was not very long.

The evidence from the tomb area is very different. Of the total
of 507 tombs excavated in the 1952—8 expedition, 346 belong to
the E.B.—M.B. period.2 As will be seen, this number is enor-
mously inflated in comparison to preceding and succeeding
periods by the practice of individual burial in tombs, but never-
theless, with a proportion in the northern cemetery of 356
estimated individuals to 722 of the Middle Bronze Age, the
importance and character of the period is clear.

The evidence from the tell thus suggests a destruction of the
pre-existing Early Bronze Age town, followed by a camping
period in which there were no solid structures on the site ; subse-
quently there were buildings, slight in character and entirely
different from the buildings of the Early Bronze Age. The evi-
dence from the tombs suggests that there was a numerous and
virile population, of which the burial practices were entirely
different from those of the Early Bronze Age occupation of
Jericho.

The Early Bronze Age tombs at Jericho contained multiple
burials in large chamber tombs.3 The E.B.-M.B. burials are in
tombs that may be similar in size, but the burials are characteris-
tically of a single individual, with at most two bodies in a single
tomb.4 There is here therefore a very different approach in burial
practices.

In the E.B.-M.B. burials the emphasis is on individual tombs,
but the Jericho finds show that there was a variety in the method
of tomb excavation and burial that is significant for the interpreta-
tion of the evidence. Seven types of tomb could be identified, all
of them consisting of rock-cut chambers approached by a vertical
shaft. In the first type,5 described as the Dagger type, there was
an individual burial of a complete skeleton in each tomb and the

1 §vi, 6,192. 2 §vi, 7, vol. 11,1.
3 §vi, 7, vol. 1,52 ff. 4 §vi, 7, vol. 1,180 ff., vol. n, 33 ff.
5 §vi, 7, vol. 1, 186 ff., vol. 11, 50 ff.
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Fig. 19. Plan and section of an Outsize Tomb (P. 12) at Jericho.
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tomb was of modest dimensions, carefully cut; most bodies had
with them a dagger, others, presumably the women, had a pin
and beads. In the second type,1 there was an individual burial,
with the skeleton almost always disarticulated, in a large and
rather roughly cut tomb ; the grave goods in this type were small
pottery jars, and there was usually a lamp placed in a niche cut
in the wall of the chamber. These tombs were called the Pottery
type. There were never any pots in the Dagger type tombs, nor
any weapons in the Pottery type tombs. A third type of tomb was
intermediate in size between the first two, but was distinguished
from both of them by the fact that the shaft was square in plan
instead of round; they were therefore called the Square-shaft
type.2 In them the bodies were usually intact, and the grave
goods consisted of both pots and weapons, the latter including
a javelin with a curled tang, which was never found in the Dagger
type tombs. The fourth type consisted of very poorly cut tombs
with relatively shallow shafts and very poor offerings with dis-
articulated skeletons ; since the only type of offering commonly
found was beads, they were given the name Bead type.3 The fifth
type was the most remarkable (Fig. 19). They still contained only
a single or occasionally two skeletons, but both shaft and chamber
were enormous. The shaft was almost always rectangular in
shape, in dimensions up to 3*90 metres by 4^45 metres and the
deepest was 7 metres deep. The largest chamber was 5-90 metres
by 4 metres. Because of their dimensions, these tombs were
called the Outsize type.4 The main grave goods consisted of
pottery vessels, some of the types found in the Pottery type tombs,
but also many spouted jars not found in those tombs (Fig. 20).
There were no weapons in these tombs, but a considerable num-
ber of copper or bronze fittings which had been attached to
wooden objects, some of them certainly poles or staves. The sixth
type was called the Composite type,5 since it combined charac-
teristics of shape and dimensions of tomb and types of grave
goods of all the preceding types. Finally, there was a single tomb
which because it alone contained three burials was called the
Multiple-burial type.6 It differed from the others not only in this
but in the fact that it contained, besides weapons, pottery vessels
of types not found in the other Jericho tombs, but related to types
found in the tombs of the period in southern Palestine.

The features shared in common by these tombs and their
1 §vi, 7, vol. 1,199 ff., vol. 11,57 ff. 2 §vi, 7, vol. 11, 87 ff.
3 §vi, 7, vol. ii, 81 ff. 4 §vi, 7, vol. 11, 92 ff.
c §vi, 7, vol. 11, 143 ff. 6 §vi, 7, vol. 11, 157 ff.5
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Fig. 20. Types of pottery from an Outsize Tomb at Jericho.
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contents leave no room for doubt that they belong to the same
general period—the practice of individual burial, the overlap in
pottery types and the similarities in pot-making techniques even
when the forms varied, the similarities in weapon-types. Some
tombs of all these forms were re-used in the Middle Bronze Age,
usually with very clear evidence of an original E.B.—M.B. use, and
they therefore belong to the earlier period. They are distinguished
from the tombs of the Early Bronze Age not only by complete
difference in burial practices but also by the evidence of an absolute
environmental break. The rock in which all the Early Bronze
Age and earlier tombs were cut had suffered so much denudation
that without exception all had lost their roofs. On the other hand,
very nearly all the E.B.—M.B. tombs still have intact roofs and
are approached by intact shafts. The contrast is most clearly
emphasized by a tomb of the Proto-Urban period,1 c. 3300-3000
B.C., in which the contents of the tomb had been solidified into a
concreted mass by a deposit of gypsum, a phenomenon associated
with the lowering of the water-table, which in turn is associated
with deforestation and erosion. Into the concreted deposit a tomb
of the E.B.-M.B. had been cut. Therefore, certainly later than
the period of the Proto-Urban tombs and almost certainly later
than the period of the Early Bronze Age tombs, which were
eroded to the same extent as the earlier ones, there was a
phase of erosion, which it is suggested2 was a result of the urban
developments of the Early Bronze Age, causing forest clearance
both to obtain timber for urban use and to clear fields for agri-
culture. The tombs of the E.B.-M.B. period are certainly sub-
sequent to this phase of erosion.

Within this bracket between the denuded Early Bronze Age
tombs and the re-use of tombs in the Middle Bronze Age, there
is less conclusive evidence as to the interpretation of the relation-
ships between the distinctive groups of the E.B.—M.B. tombs.
There is only one direct connexion, in which a tomb of the Pottery
type is later than one of the Dagger type.3 There could be a slight
impression that the people buried in the Dagger type tombs were
closer to the habits of a warrior immigrant group with their
emphasis on weapons. But the most probable interpretation of
the remarkable burial practices of the people of the Pottery type
tombs is that they also were close to a nomadic way of life. The
practice of burying desiccated, dismembered and incomplete
skeletons in elaborate tombs must surely be derived from the
practices of a period in which the group followed a seasonal

1 §vi, 7, vol. 1, 3, vol. ii, 3 ff. 2 §vi, 7, vol. 1, 3. 3 §vi, 7, vol. 1, 23.
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routine of movement, with a periodic return to an ancestral burial
ground. Though after the entry into Palestine the groups presum-
ably ceased to be truly nomadic, they may have remained basically
pastoralist; Jericho as an early point d'appui may have remained
their centre, but for much of the year the groups would have
pastured their flocks in the hill-country, and only brought their
dead back to Jericho in the winter months. The people of the
Dagger type tombs and the Pottery type tombs therefore seem
both to be close to nomadic origins, and can be best interpreted
as separate immigrant groups. The people of the Bead type tombs
could possibly be poor relations of those of the Pottery type
tombs. Those of the Square-shaft type and the Outsize type tombs
have certain connexions with the others, but the other features
that they exhibit are so distinctive that they are probably not
derivative though they may have some ancestral relation. Only
the Composite type tombs may provide evidence of intercon-
nexions and cross-fertilization after settlement had taken place.
The single Multiple-burial type tomb, unique in its connexions
with occupation of the period in other parts of Palestine, may
provide evidence of the transitory appearance of groups en route
elsewhere, or a backwash from these other settlements.

The very clear evidence of the Jericho tombs is therefore of
the presence in the neighbourhood of a number of loosely con-
nected groups. The newcomers were tribal groups, joining in a
general movement, a movement that resulted in the submergence
of the pre-existing civilizations, but one which did not impose
a truly unified culture on the occupied area, except in the general
sense that it was one that was semi-nomadic and pastoral rather
than urban and agricultural.

This evidence from Jericho for the arrival in Palestine of a
number of separate groups is confirmed when one studies the
evidence from other sites. On some sites, for instance Tell el-
Far'ah, near Nablus, Tell en-Nasbeh and 'Ai, there is, on present
evidence, a complete gap for this period. On many others there
is an occupation that is comparable with that at Jericho but has
distinctive features.

As already mentioned, the first site at which the existence of
the period was recognized was Tell el-'Ajjul, where Petrie
ascribed two groups of tombs to the Copper Age.1 His instinct,
as so often, was correct, in that he isolated these tombs from
others found, but his description of them as 'Copper Age',
though based on the visual appearance of the implements as

1 §v, 3-
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copper rather than bronze, was confusing technologically in that
the period which is called (probably incorrectly as far as Palestine
is concerned) the Early Bronze Age precedes this stage.

Petrie located at Tell el-'Ajjul two separate cemeteries, the
100-200 cemetery and the 1500 cemetery. It can be shown that
these cemeteries are almost as distinct as the different types of
tombs at Jericho,1 though like the Jericho tombs they both
contained only single burials. In the 100—200 cemetery, the
great majority of the burials are of disarticulated skeletons in
tombs of which the shafts were ordinarily round in plan. In the
1500 cemetery, the burials were of intact crouched bodies, and
the shafts were rectangular in plan. Both pottery vessels and
weapons were found in each cemetery, but the characteristic
shapes in one cemetery differ from those in the other; as regards
weapons, daggers are common in the 1500 cemetery and very-
rare in the 100—200 cemetery, where, however, two javelins with
curled tangs occur.

At 'Ajjul, then, it is again reasonable to deduce the presence of
two separate but related groups. Neither used burial practices
identical with those of the Jericho groups, but the tomb offerings
are related. The daggers are similar but not identical.2 The only
Jericho tomb that contained closely similar vessels was the single
Multiple-burial tomb, but the peculiar pot-making technique,
with the body of the vessel hand-made and the rim added on a
fast wheel, is the same. The appearance of the groups at 'Ajjul
has another feature in common with the Jericho groups in that
they left no evidence of settled occupation on the tell.

The general type of jar found in the 'Ajjul tombs, flat-based,
with somewhat ovoid body and high, flaring rim, is found on
other south Palestinian sites, notably Tell ed-Duweir and Tell Beit
Mirsim, but each site has its local variations in these and the
other vessels.

The lower levels at Duweir have hardly been excavated. The
few soundings into them show no trace at all of occupation of the
E.B.—M.B. period. It would seem that the site of the consider-
able town of Early Bronze III was abandoned, or perhaps, like
Jericho, occupied only in parts. The only evidence of occupation
came from a ridge about 500 metres away. Here, a number of
caves had been occupied in the Chalcolithic period and especially
in the Early Bronze Age.3 In three of them there was also
E.B.-M.B. occupation,4 and some wall foundations in the area

1 §vi, 11. 2 §vi, 7, vol. 11, 46 ff.
3 §vi, 14, 253 ff. 4 §vi, 14, 259 c, caves 1518, 1527, 1529.
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were ascribed to the same period, but there was no sound evidence
for this. The pottery from the occupation level was, as at Jericho,
considerably different from that from the tombs. Some of the
shapes were like those from occupation sites at Jericho and Beit
Mirsim, and there was the same type of decoration with wavy and
straight combing, but some shapes were peculiar to Duweir.

The main evidence from Duweir came, as at the other sites,
from tombs, which were located in an area c. 900 metres north of
the tell.1 The tombs were of moderate size and could be classified
in five categories as to shape, but the shapes did not seem to be
associated with any significant differences in contents. The skele-
tal remains were ill-preserved, but since no intact skeletons are
recorded, it is probable that most bodies were disarticulated. The
pottery forms include vessels of both the categories in the 'Ajjul
cemeteries. The vast majority, however, are of the categories
found in the 'Ajjul 100-200 cemetery, and, of the 103 tombs of
which details are given, only nine have forms characteristic of the
'Ajjul 1500 cemetery, and eleven others have a mixture. Other
finds support this emphasis. There are only two daggers, which
are similarly rare in the 100-200 cemetery, and common in the
1500, and four javelins, which are also found in the 100-200.
Though the pottery forms do fall into the same categories, there
are nevertheless differences ; the flat-based ovoid jars with flaring
rims, for instance, tend to be taller for their width and sometimes
have lug handles at the neck, while bowls and cups are more
common and have greater varieties of shape.

The third well-known site with pottery similar to that of 'Ajjul
is Beit Mirsim. There, above a first occupation of the site late in
the Early Bronze Age, two strata, I and H, are assigned to the
period.2 The evidence concerning I is not very satisfactory, and
the published finds are mixed. In H, some remains of houses
suggest that there was occupation on the tell, but there was no
trace of a town wall. Most of the pottery was found in a cave,
apparently used for occupation. The forms are very similar to
those from Duweir, particularly in the use of wavy combed
decoration, but there are again variations, such as the predominance
of knob handles on the large ovoid jars.

The evidence from these three Palestinian sites gives the same
general picture as that provided by Jericho. By far the greatest
amount of evidence comes from tombs, which attest the existence
of a numerous population. The people which buried its dead in
the tombs had little interest in the town sites of the preceding era,

1 §vi, 14, 277 ff. 2 §v, 1, 1, 8ff.;ix, 8ff.
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either ignoring them or occupying them incompletely, with a
spread out over the surrounding countryside, and in no case
building town walls. Between the people living at these three
places there was, on the pottery evidence, a close connexion, but
not identity. The two cemeteries at 'Ajjul could well indicate
tribal groups; the less pronounced differences at the other two
sites may suggest some amalgamation and interconnexions after
groups had settled down.

The distinctions between these groups and those burying in
the Jericho tombs is much greater. Only the single tomb of the
Multiple-burial type had comparable finds. On the other hand,
the pottery from the tell at Jericho much more closely resembles
that from the southern sites.1 The significance of this is not yet
clear, partly because work on the finds from the site has not at
present been completed. But since the stratigraphical evidence
suggests that there was an interval between the destruction of the
Early Bronze Age town and the earliest E.B.-M.B. buildings, it
may be that the pottery found on the tell represents a later stage
belonging either to a later influx or to a stage when nomadic,
tribal, separatism was breaking down, and a more unified culture
growing up. This would mean that all the tombs except one
discovered belonged to the earlier tribal stage, and the cemetery
used later must lie elsewhere.

The two main sites in the north for which there is evidence for
the E.B.-M.B. period are Megiddo and Beth-shan, both very
important places with a long history from the Neolithic and
Chalcolithic periods onwards and both probably walled towns in
the Early Bronze Age. The evidence concerning Megiddo is
considerably the fuller.

There, the excavation of one section of the tell was carried
down to bedrock. By a period probably relatively late in the Early
Bronze Age2 the area was covered with buildings laid out on a
series of terraces ; on the upper one an imposing altar represents
the first stage of a sacred area that was to last to the end of the
second millennium B.C. The next stage of this sacred area was the
construction of a pair of temples with square cellas and porches
the full width of the cella in front. Neither the stratification of the
successive stages nor their chronology is easy to interpret, but it
would appear that these two temples were succeeded by a third, and
in the fourth stage this was modified.3 This final stage is certainly
E.B.-M.B., for incorporated in the rebuild was a fenestrated axe

1 §vi, 6, fig. 9. 2 §vi, 12, s s* .
8 §vi, 12, 55* ff.
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typical of the period.1 The inadequate stratigraphic record makes
it impossible to date the earlier stages by associated objects, but it
seems most probable that this type of temple arrived at the site
with the newcomers who destroyed the Early Bronze Age civili-
zation. With the successive temples are probably to be associated
buildings on the terrace below.

If the attribution of these monumental structures to the E.B.—
M.B. period is correct, the occupation at Megiddo at this stage is
different in character from that so far identified elsewhere in
Palestine. The tombs of the period could, however, be interpreted
as confirming a variation in the more widespread type of culture.
On the one hand, they agree in suggesting the arrival of immigrant
groups with differing equipment and practices, for there are two
entirely different types of tombs. The pottery is of the same general
character and technique of manufacture as that of the other sites
of the period, though most of the forms are quite distinct, differing
especially from those of the southern group of sites. Further, the
practice of burying disarticulated skeletons is found in both kinds
of tombs. There is no doubt that the tombs provide evidence at
Megiddo of yet further tribal groups arriving in Palestine.

The first type of tomb, consisting of the burials in Tombs
1101 B— 1102 Lower, differs from those already described by
containing multiple burials in linked natural caves. It must be
pointed out that they do not provide evidence of a development
from the Early Bronze Age; the confusion has arisen because the
E.B.—M.B. burials were made above occupation levels of the
Early Bronze Age, and the two groups, really entirely distinct,
have been published as one.2 An important find was a swollen-
headed toggle pin3 of the type so common at the period in Syria.4

It is the second type of tomb at Megiddo that is the more
important, both in perhaps providing a background for the
structural evidence in the settlement and in furnishing clear
evidence of the connexion of the group with inland Syria. These
tombs, known as the Shaft Tombs (Fig. 21),5 have an obvious
architectural character. The plan is stereotyped, and its elements
are remarkably rectilinear and rectangular. A vertical shaft, rect-
angular in plan, has opening off its base a central chamber with
other chambers on the remaining three sides, all rectangular in
plan, flat-roofed and vertical-sided. This tomb structure suggests
a degree of sophistication unknown in the tombs of any of the

.* §vi, 12, 58*;§vi, 13, pi. 182.
2 §vi, 4, 24 ff. 3 §vi, 4, pi. 86, 2.
4 See below, pp. 585 f. and Plate 46(a). 6 §vi, 4, 135 ff.
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Fig. 21. Plan and section of Shaft Tomb 878 at Megiddo.
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other contemporary groups. There was much re-use of these
tombs at later periods, but enough survived intact to indicate the
character of the original burials. The bodies consisted of dis-
articulated bones.1 The pottery (Fig. 22) includes vessels similar
to, but not identical with, those in the other type of tomb at
Megiddo, and related to those found at Beth-shan and in the
Outsize type tombs at Jericho. More important still, there are a
number of vessels with clear links with inland Syria, small teapot-
like vessels, often with a dark slip and zigzag decoration, that can
be paralleled, for instance, at Qatna and Tell 'As.2 Also, there
were some pins, a type with a flattened head of which the tip is
curled over and toggle pins with a mushroom-shaped head, both
very common in the rich metal industry of the period in Syria.3

Swollen-headed toggle pins (see above) were also found.4 These
links with Syria are important both chronologically and also as an
indication of the direction from which these groups arrived. It
would also seem reasonable to suggest that they represent groups
that had already been in touch with a settled civilization, and were
thus already introduced to architecture, whereas the groups farther
south had come more directly from the desert.

Megiddo is the site from which the evidence of these groups
is best known and most fully published. But there is sufficient
evidence to suggest that in fact they dominated the northern part
of Palestine. They are certainly to be found at Beth-shan, the
great site that balances Megiddo at the eastern end of the plain
of Esdraelon. The publication of the excavations at this site is
unfortunately far from complete. In the published pottery from
levels XI and XII, mixed, through inadequate stratigraphic evi-
dence, with pottery of Early Bronze III, there are a number of
vessels certainly belonging to this period and group.5 In the
unpublished material from tombs,6 there are many more vessels
identical with those from the Megiddo Shaft Tombs,7 and the
plans of at least three tombs are very closely similar to these same
tombs.8 Unfortunately, it is not possible to say, from the limited
area of the lower levels excavated and the incompleteness of the

1 §VIi 7> vol. 11, 184. 2 See below, p. 586.
3 See ibid, and Plate 46 (i).
* §vi, 4, pi. 118, 4, in a re-used shaft tomb, and certainly belonging to the

E.B.-M.B. period and not to the subsequent Middle Bronze use.
5 §vi, 1, pi. x, i, 10, I I , 15.
8 Kindly made available by the University Museum, Philadelphia, and commu-

nicated by Mrs Garner James.
7 From Beth-shan tombs 26, 203, 296, 89, 262, 74, 89, 67, 74, 108, 219.
8 Tombs 227, 231, 228.
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Fig. 22. Pottery from a Shaft Tombs at Megiddo.
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publication, whether on the town site there are any buildings of
the period.

The same group also established itself east of the Jordan, for
at Tell el-Husn, near the modern village of El-Husn, a tomb was
found, of a cave-like character, containing a long range of pottery
of which part can be closely paralleled in the Shaft Graves at
Megiddo, and including also the same group of pins with Syrian
connexions.1

The Palestinian picture must be completed by reference to the
fringe areas, the semi-desert area of the Negeb to the south and
in Transjordan to the east. The surface surveys of Nelson Glueck
in those areas have shown that much pottery of the period is to
be picked up.2 These finds indicate a wide distribution, though
it is very definitely to be doubted whether Glueck's conclusion
that there was a widespread civilization in the Negeb3 is to be
accepted. Rather, there was a non-nucleated occupation that left
abundant evidence which has remained accessible to surface
surveys since the areas were never occupied by a settled popula-
tion and never could be. Moreover, it is very probable that these
nomadic pastoralists remained in occupation for long, perhaps
centuries, after a settled occupation was introduced into lands
more suitable to an agricultural economy.

VII . SYRIA: THE SITES

The archaeological evidence from Palestine has been dealt with
before that from Syria, for it is more clear-cut than that from the
area to the north. This may partly be due to the quality of the
archaeological evidence, and partly to the more complex history
of the richer and less constricted northern area, more directly in
contact with Mesopotamia to the east, and, by sea, with Egypt.
But, in spite of complexities, the general picture is similar, that
of a major interruption in urban development at the end of the
third millennium B.C, which accords well with the textual evi-
dence from Mesopotamia and Egyptian sources described in the
preceding sections of this chapter.

The evidence for a break that terminated an urban civilization
which had lasted for most of the third millennium B.C. can be seen
most clearly at Ras Shamra-Ugarit. Here, the vast mound that
represents the town of the second millennium has in its centre
a higher mound, called by the excavator in his earlier reports the

1 §vi, 5. 2 §vi, 2 and 3. 8 §vi, 3.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



584 SYRIA AND PALESTINE, c 2160-1780 B.C.

acropolis, and subsequently the upper town. An analysis of the
stratification and finds as so far published makes it clear that this
higher mound represents the Early Bronze Age town of the third
millennium. The schematic section published1 shows that above
a level containing typical Early Bronze pottery, including Khirbet
Karak ware, which on Palestinian evidence should be contem-
porary with the Fourth Dynasty of Egypt (c. 2613-2494 B.C.),2

was a layer of decayed mud-brick. This need represent no more
than the collapse of the buildings of the preceding level, and
therefore no appreciable passage of time; indeed, if there were
no successive layers of buildings within it, it can presumably be
so interpreted, for the collapse of a single town layer of mud-brick
structures would take place in a very few years if the site were
abandoned, more rapidly still if there were an initial destruction.

Into this layer of decayed mud-brick was dug a number of
graves, containing objects completely different from those of the
preceding and succeeding periods. To this stage Schaeffer gives
the designation Ugarit Moyen 1. In so doing, he is following the
lead of the Palestinian archaeologists who designated the first
period following the Early Bronze Age Middle Bronze I. But
at Ras Shamra, as in Palestine, the finds of U.M. 1 are entirely
distinct from those of U.M. 2. The resemblance of this stage at
Ras Shamra to the E.B.-M.B. stage in Palestine goes much
further. The finds on the original town site seem to come only
from graves, and no buildings are recorded. Not only are graves
found on the town site, but they spread over the area at the foot
of the mound. It would appear that wherever excavations were
carried down to rock or undisturbed soil in the area that was
included within the walls of the greatly extended Middle Bronze
Age Town (U.M. 2), graves of this same sort were encountered.3

The period is thus one of an abundant population that was not
town-dwelling. The newcomers occupied the site of Ras Shamra,
but used the town and its neighbourhood as a place for burying
their dead and not for building houses.

Further links with Palestine are provided by the actual finds.
In a grave on the tell was a vessel4 decorated with the charac-
teristic combination of straight and wavy combed lines of the
Palestinian E.B.-M.B. pottery.5 Among the most frequent finds
are pins with swollen heads,6 of which an example is found at

1 §vn, 9, pi. xm. 2 §v, 2,116 f.
3 §vn, 9, pi. v, pi. VIII.
4 §vn, 9, pi. xm; §vn, 11, fig. 101, 35.
6 E.g. §v, 1, IA, pi. 3, 3, 5. 8 §vn, 11, fig. 22.
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Megiddo,1 and fenestrated axes2 found at Megiddo3 and Jericho.4

It is also possible that there are at Ras Shamra different groups
characterized by different classes of offerings, for apparently pot-
tery vessels were found only in one tomb (or at least in a restricted
group) and were absent from others. But since the finds have not
so far for the most part been published in groups, the evidence
cannot be analysed.

Schaeffer recognizes very clearly the implications of the appear-
ance of the newcomers at Ras Shamra. In his article 'Porteurs
de Torques ',5 he selects as an especially characteristic ornament
in the graves of the period a bronze tore with curled-back termi-
nals.6 Also included in the objects in the tombs were mushroom-
headed pins,7 swollen-headed pins,8 daggers with triangular hilts
and three rivets,9 socketed spears10 and fenestrated axes,11 watch-
spring spirals12 and biconical beads.13 It is quite clear that among
the newcomers was an important element well-versed in metal
working. With this may be compared the group burying in the
E.B.—M.B. Dagger type tombs at Jericho and the group in the
1500 tombs at 'Ajjul, though the types of weapons are different
and in the tombs at Jericho and 'Ajjul the other bronze objects
are missing. Schaeffer makes out a strong case for the northern
connexions of the characteristic bronze objects from the Ras
Shamra burials.14 He also has assembled remarkable parallels for,
especially, the tores and pins, extending into Europe as far as
Bohemia and Alsace. The influence of groups from Anatolia and
the Caucasus on Syria at this time must be accepted, and it is
tempting to believe that there was a corresponding spread to the
north from these regions, but more evidence is required. Ras
Shamra thus produces the evidence for the arrival in Syria of
nomadic groups with northern connexions.

There is similar evidence from almost all western Syrian sites
that have been examined, most of it assembled by Schaeffer.15 A
site of considerable importance is Qatna, some 18 kilometres
north-east of Horns. It is important not only from the scale of
the site, but also as showing that the history of the inland Syrian
plain is similar to that of coastal Ras Shamra. The history of the

1 §vi, 4, pi. 86, 2. 2 §vn, 11, fig. 19, 13-14.
3 §vi, 13, pi. 182, 3. 4 §vn, 12, 117 ff.
5 §VII, 11, 49 ff. « E.g. §vn, 11, pi. xvi, 45.
7 E.g. §vn, 11, fig. 27, F. 8 E.g. §vn, 11, pi. XIII, fig. 19, 6-8.
9 E.g. §vn, 11, fig. 18, 23-5, 30-1. 10 E.g. §vn, 11, fig. 19, 1-2.

11 E.g. §vn, 11, fig. 19, 13-14. n E.g. §vn, 11, fig. 21, 52.
13 E.g. §vn, 11, pi. xm.
14 §vn, 11, 106 ff. See Plate 46(1:). 15 §vn, 9, chs. III-IV.
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site1 would seem to resemble that of Ras Shamra, with a mound
representing the original third millennium site of the Early
Bronze Age standing in the middle of a greatly enlarged area
enclosed by ramparts of the Middle Bronze Age. Beneath the
temple that was established on the original mound, probably
in the twentieth century B.C., was pottery that would link with
the Palestinian E.B.-M.B. pottery and there were tombs of the
period on the flanks of the original mound and elsewhere in
the area covered by the subsequent town. The most important
is Tomb IV.2 This contained a considerable number of swollen-
headed, mushroom-headed and curled-headed pins like those
found at Ras Shamra, and, as will be seen, at Byblos, and also
similar daggers. With them was a considerable quantity of pottery,
all of types similar to the E.B.-M.B. forms of Palestine, and
some, for instance the spouted vessels, close to the forms found
in the Outsize type tombs of Jericho, providing a hint as to the
direction from which the group burying in these tombs came.

Other sites in the same general area as Qatna were sounded
by Du Mesnil du Buisson.3 The soundings were insufficient to
produce a clear picture of the history of the sites, but they gave
clear evidence of tombs of the same period. Three tombs at Tell
'As are particularly important.4 With the same range of types of
pins as at Qatna, there was a large collection of pots of the same
general types and a number that are excellent parallels for pots
in the Jericho tombs, both in the Outsize type and in the Pottery
type.

Farther east still, the same range of pins appears at Tell Brak,5

dated by Mallowan to 2200 B.C. Here, however, the pottery is
that of the Mesopotamian region, and as this is a different cultural
area it is not dealt with here. The evidence that groups similar to
those found on the Syrian coast and central plain also penetrated
here is important.

The links between coastal and inland Syria are plain. But the
differences are significant. In the coastal area, at Ras Shamra and,
as will be seen, at Byblos, the chief evidence of the newcomers is
their metal work. At Ras Shamra, very few, perhaps only one, of
the burials contained pottery. In the inland sites, most of the
tombs have much pottery, while in the metal work only pins are
common and there are very few weapons. It would seem that, as
in Palestine, there was a number of groups, clearly contemporary,

1 §vn, 6; §vn, 7, 39. 2 §vn, 6, torn, xi, pis. XXXI-XXXIV; §vn, 9, fig. 99.
3 §vn, 6, torn, xi, i6off. * §vn, 6, torn, xi, 162; §vn, 9, figs. 1041".
6 §vn, 5, pi. xxxi.
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but each with their own customs, especially as regards burials.
At Ras Shamra, as in Palestine, the evidence is clear that they
were not town dwellers; on the other sites, excavation has not
been complete enough to provide full evidence, but such as there
is suggests a similar conclusion.

The site of Byblos stands by itself. The settlement of the Early
Bronze Age was a well-developed town beside the excellent port,
defended by massive walls. Its relations with Egypt were excep-
tionally close, for it was the port from which the products of the
hinterland, notably timber and minerals, were traded to the Nile
Valley.

These contacts existed from early dynastic times onwards.1

Objects, probably mainly gifts to the temple of the local deity,
bore the names of pharaohs from the Second Dynasty onwards.2

All the dynasties are represented down to the Sixth. There are
many alabasters of Phiops II of this Dynasty (c. 2269-2175), and
his name is the last of the series.3 The level in which objects with
the name of this pharaoh occur was covered with a thick layer of
ashes, and some of the alabasters bearing his name are calcined.
It was at the end of his reign that the disasters that brought about
the disintegration of the Old Kingdom of Egypt began. These
disturbances would be enough to account for the cessation of
Egyptian voyages to Byblos, but the layer of ashes would seem
to be proof that Byblos itself suffered a similar disaster.

The evidence of the succeeding period is not easy to interpret.
Byblos was excavated in a series of rigidly horizontal spits {levees)
of 20 centimetres. The true stratification was neither published
nor observed, and the objects are published4 purely by spit and
location, with no regard for the admittedly irregular contours of
the site. Though a laborious analysis of find-spots might produce
a general picture of the architecture and finds of the successive
phases, the absence of observed stratification makes it impossible
to recognize intrusions and accidental irregularities. The finds
can thus be discussed only in the light of evidence from elsewhere.

The promised architectural analysis has not yet appeared. But
in an article5 M. Dunand recognizes that there was an important
change in domestic architecture towards the end of the third
millennium. The houses of the types that had developed from the
time of the Second Dynasty onwards had a number of rooms,
were solidly built and regularly orientated and arranged. Their
successors were single-roomed and scattered irregularly about the

1 §vn, 1, 90. See above, pp. 45 ff. 2 §vn, 8, 271.
3 §vn, 3 (2), 181 f. * §vn, 2, vols. 1 and 11. 5 §vn, 4.
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area of the town. With the change in architecture is said to go a
change in pottery. The evidence concerning this change is diffi-
cult to assess.1 It is stated that the new type of buildings begins
to appear before the fire that produced the level of ashes. But as
there are no published sections, and as the sherds and general
household pottery related to the different buildings have not been
published, the significance of the new developments cannot be
checked. The excavator's interpretation of a new phase must be
accepted as deduced from field observations, which, as reported,
must mean that an infiltration of newcomers with new customs
was succeeded by a destruction of the old civilization and its
replacement by the culture of the newcomers, whom M. Dunand
identifies as the Amorites.2 Following this occupation of the
Amorites, M. Dunand would see a rapid evolution from a semi-
nomadic way of life to a sedentary one, with the revival of the
town of Byblos and the reconstruction of its temple on the site
of that of the period of the Old Kingdom.

It is the evidence for the period following the fire that is the
most difficult to interpret from what is published. From at least
three sacred areas, the Temple of the Ba'alat,3 the ' Champs des
Offrandes '4 and the Temple of the Obelisks5 came a remarkable
series of offering deposits. Most of the deposits were contained
in jars, many of which, of an elongated barrel shape, were prob-
ably specially made for the purpose; others would appear to be
in the Early Bronze Age tradition. The enormous majority of the
objects contained in the jars was of bronze, and it cannot be
doubted that a group skilled in bronze working had suddenly
arrived in Byblos; the unfinished state of many of the objects
makes it quite clear that they were not imports. It is also quite
certain that the newcomers are related to those who appear at
Ras Shamra in U.M. i. The characteristic swollen-headed pins,
tores with curled ends, watch-spring spirals, fenestrated axes, short
daggers with triangular butts, socketed spearheads, all appear,
some of them in great numbers.6 In addition, there are enormous
numbers of little bronze figurines of men, some naked except for a
pointed cap, some wearing a kilt,7 and of horned animals. These are
not found at Ras Shamra, but they are linked with the Ras Shamra
finds by the fact that some of the little men carry fenestrated axes.

The evidence of Byblos thus agrees with that of Ras Shamra,
Qatna, Tell 'As and elsewhere in indicating the arrival of new-

1 §vn, 4, 86. 2 §vn, 4, 88 f. 3 §vn, 2, vol. i, 79 ff.
4 §vn, 2, vol. 11, 393. 5 §vn, 2, vol. 11, 272.
6 See Plate 47. ' See Plate 48.
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comers in Syria at the end of the third millennium, and the
evidence of most of the sites is that they were nomadic or semi-
nomadic with a tribal organization. The chief difficulty in inter-
preting the Byblos evidence is to assess the culture of the
newcomers at this site. M. Dunand claims that the foundation
deposits were associated with a rebuilding of the sacred sites that
he believes took place within a generation or so of the destruction
of the buildings in use in the period of the Old Kingdom of
Egypt,1 that is to say, around about the end of the reign of
Phiops II (c. 1175 B.C.). In the case of those associated with the
Temple of the Ba'alat,2 the deposits were in a fill of imported
earth beneath a fragmentarily surviving pavement of the temple.
In the case of the ' Champ des Offrandes '3 there was a massive
concentration of twenty-two deposits in an area of very much
destroyed structures, but no stratigraphic evidence of their rela-
tionship was published. Also unclear is the stratigraphic relation-
ship of the deposits in the area of the Temple of the Obelisks
(one of these obelisks bore the name of a king of Byblos
probably contemporary with Ammenemes III).4 It is therefore
impossible to say whether all the offerings are contemporary, or
inserted successively into the sacred area, and whether they are
contemporary with the observed architectural remains or belong
to a destroyed earlier structure.

Though it is necessary to make these reservations, it must for
the time being be taken that fairly soon after the nomadic new-
comers arrived at Byblos they established their headquarters there
and became settled to the extent of building or rebuilding sacred
structures. What is lacking is the evidence, either stratigraphical
or in artefacts, to connect the deposits with the new type of
architecture referred to above.

In assessing the evidence, a number of factors has to be
considered. In the first place, the grouping of the deposits makes
it clear that there were several areas, even if stratigraphical evi-
dence is lacking that they were associated with any extant remains.
The great majority of the deposits contain objects that are both
new in comparison with the Early Bronze Age contemporary with
the Old Kingdom, and are not found in association with levels
or deposits of the time of the Middle Kingdom. The clearest
evidence of this is the distinction between the finds in the
foundation deposits and the objects in the tombs of the princes of
Byblos which on inscriptional evidence are contemporary with

1 §vn, 4, 88 f. 2 §vn, 8, chs. m-v; §vn, 2, vol. 1, 79 ff.
3 §vn, 2, vol. 11, 393 ff. 4 §vn, 9, 62.
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the Middle Kingdom pharaohs Ammenemes III and Ammen-
emes IV (i842-1797 and 1798-1790 B.C.).1 The distinction is
absolute. The pottery forms of the nineteenth—eighteenth century
B.C. tombs are new, and the multitudinous metal objects of the
foundation deposits are not found in the tombs. It cannot be
doubted that the deposits are earlier than the second half of the
nineteenth century B.C. On the other hand, there are objects in
the deposits that could lead on to the finds of Middle Bronze I
in Palestine and Syria, in a way that the E.B.-M.B. finds in
Palestine certainly do not. For instance, there are the occasional
metal2 and pottery3 forms that would certainly seem to be ances-
tral to the Middle Bronze I forms of Palestine.4 Also, though
there is no direct connexion between the E.B.-M.B. daggers of
Palestine5 and those of the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age,6

the short daggers with triangular butts and pronounced midribs
of some of the Byblos deposits7 would seem to be the obvious
predecessors of the Palestinian Middle Bronze Age forms.

The earliest of the foundation deposits, or the stock-in-trade of
temple craftsmen, is the so-called Montet jar.8 It contained almost
a thousand small objects for personal use or ornament, some of
them unfinished or in need of repair. There were tores, bangles,
watch-spring spirals, swollen-headed pins, and over six hundred
beads.9 Most of the stone beads are comparable to those of the
Old Kingdom and First Intermediate Period of Egypt, but a few
show affinities with beads of Mesopotamia, and an unusual
number of silver beads are clearly derived from that area. Pendants
and figurines in ivory, stone, copper or bronze, and glass are
closely related to Egyptian parallels of First Intermediate date,
even if they are not actual imports. Especially striking is the
collection of about a hundred scarabs, together with three cylinder
seals and some seal-amulets, which are to be distinguished from
the earlier button-seal.10 The predominant decoration is a design
of concentric circles, usually associated with the Aegean world.

1 §vn, 8,143 ff.
2 §vn, 2, vol. 1, pi. vm, 2062 ; §vn, 8, pi. LXXI, 605, 607.
8 §vn, 2, vol. 11, pi. ccvn, 10715.
4 E.g. §vi, 4, pi. 29, 2 -4 ; §v, 1,1 A, pi. 4, 5 ; §v, 2, fig. 36, 1-2, fig. 22; §vn, 2.
5 E.g. §vi, 11, fig. 10. 6 E.g. §vi, 4, pi. 118, 5.
7 E.g. §vn, 2, vol. 11, pi. LXVIII, 9660, 9664.
8 §vn, 8, 111-25, pis. LXI-LXXI.
9 See a reappraisal of the contents based on drawings of the originals by O.

Tufnell, and W. A. Ward, 'Relations between Byblos, Egypt and Mesopotamia at
the end of the third millennium B.C ' In Syria, 43 (1966), 165-241.

10 See above, p. 533.
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But here again the soundest links are to be found in simple hiero-
glyphic signs and emblems well-known in Upper Egypt during
the First Intermediate Period, about the Tenth Dynasty, when
trade had improved after the disruption at the end of the Old
Kingdom. It seems unlikely that the deposit was buried at a much
later date, since there were no scarabs or beads of amethyst in the
jar, and the mines producing this material near Aswan were
already exploited in the late Eleventh and early Twelfth Dynasties.1

Despite the absence of objects bearing royal names at Byblos and
elsewhere in Syria-Palestine between the Old and Middle
Kingdoms, it cannot be held that trade between Byblos and Egypt
was completely cut off.2 However, the scarabs of the Montet Jar
predate the common use of scarab-seals beyond Egypt by some
decades,3 and apart from this important group, scarabs of purely
Egyptian type have not been found in association with the tore-
wearers.

The evidence of the sacred area deposits cannot be adequately
associated with the contemporary developments, firstly in the
absence of stratigraphical evidence, secondly because the objects
published from the town in the interim report4 comprise clearly
a very small selection only. Moreover, though it may be neces-
sary to revise this impression if the full pottery evidence from
Byblos is published, it would appear that the pottery ascribed to
the stage of the new type of domestic architecture ranges from
surely Early Bronze Age forms5 to probably Late Bronze Age
forms ;6 the general impression is that the stratification is con-
fused, though it may be necessary to revise this impression should
full evidence become available.

There are therefore many difficulties in interpreting the Byblos
evidence. But the general impression is that it is a centre in which
the old urban culture of the Early Bronze Age, the greater part of
the third millennium, was strong. It received the new influences
of the nomadic groups which had a strong metallurgic tradition
(perhaps comparable with that of the modern 'tinkers' who in the
East are very similar to the gypsies), and out of this amalgam it
fairly rapidly produced a new urban civilization. This civiliza-
tion, fully established by the time of the tombs of the princes of
Byblos contemporary with Ammenemes III and Ammenemes IV
of the second half of the nineteenth to the early eighteenth

1 §'» r4> J9 ff« 2 See below, pp. 593 f.
3 See above, p. 547 and below, p. 594. 4 §vn, 4, pi. vi.
5 E.g. §vn, 4, pi. vi, 2nd row, and bottom row left.
6 E.g. ibid. 4th row, 2nd from left; bottom row, 2nd from left.
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century B.C, spread northwards to Ras Shamra and southwards
to Palestine.

The new culture, of which the material evidence appears both
to north and south, covering a distance of at least 300 miles
from north to south, demands a centre of development and
expansion, and this it seems very likely that Byblos and its district
provide.

The evidence derived from three sources, the archaeological
remains, the textual evidence from Egypt1 and that from Meso-
potamia,2 combines to present a very coherent picture. The
interests of the successive dynastic rulers of Mesopotamia, Syria
and the Mediterranean coast are patent, though it is not always
possible to identify the regions named, for, from the time of
Sargon (2371—2 316 B.C), more and more the Mesopotamian rulers
tend to take account of the Amurru, and the accounts show that
groups, some still nomadic and others clearly largely settled, are
included under this description. The expansion in Mesopotamia
may have had the character of peaceful infiltration in the first
instance, but at least by the time of the Third Dynasty of Ur
there were warlike thrusts.3

The Egyptian picture is similar. Ipuwer's statement that
Egyptians no longer go to Byblos4 is confirmed by the fact that
no Egyptian rulers between Phiops II and Sesostris I, that is to
say, between c. 2175 B.C. and 1971 B.C, are represented in the
epigraphical finds from Syria. The penetrations of bedawin into
the Nile Valley may have been halted in the time of the Eleventh
Dynasty, but conditions in Syria may not have been affected.
Moreover, the Twelfth Dynasty records refer continually to
bedawin and dwellers in the desert, and opponents to law and order
are found down to the time of Sesostris III (1878-1843 B.C).
while, when there is trade, it is in flocks and herds, therefore with
a pastoral rather than an urban people. The Beni Hasan illustra-
tions of Asiatics confirm the continuance down to this time of
the E.B.-M.B. culture of Syria-Palestine, for some of the
Asiatics have fenestrated axes, and many of the other weapons
would fit those that appear in the Byblos deposits.5

Disruptive elements thus appear in Syria and Palestine in the
1 See sects. 1-111 of this chapter.
2 See sect, iv of this chapter. 3 See above, p. 564.

See above, p. 532. 6 See above, p. 552.4
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last third of the third millennium B.C., just as they do in Egypt
and Mesopotamia. The newcomers were strangers to the urban
civilization of the coast and of the North Syrian part of the Fertile
Crescent, just as they were in the great river valleys. The epi-
graphic evidence is clear that the majority were Semites speaking
the western branch of the language,1 and it is therefore to be
presumed that they represent nomadic groups emerging from the
Syrian desert to occupy the more fertile bordering areas. But
there is linguistic evidence for the presence of non-Semites, as
yet not identified,2 and it seems reasonable to ascribe to them the
great progress in metallurgy which is so especially evident at
Byblos, and it is also reasonable to expect that their origins will
be found to the north-east, where close parallels for many of the
metal forms are to be found.

The archaeological picture of an abrupt destruction and disrup-
tion of the pre-existing urban civilization in Syria and Palestine
is completely in accord with the literary evidence. The literary
evidence suggests an evolution from the tribal, nomadic or semi-
nomadic way of life to a settled way of life ; for instance, in the
earliest Execration Texts there are several rulers in most of the
territories, and in the later ones there is only one for most terri-
tories,3 while the account of Sinuhe, in the time of Sesostris I,
suggests that the economy was one of nomads engaged in settling
down.4 The archaeological evidence concerning this transitional
stage is not as complete as it almost certainly would be if more key
sites in Syria had been sufficiently excavated. In Palestine the
evidence is clear that the newcomers made little progress towards
urban life or an agricultural economy, except perhaps at Megiddo.
Everywhere, even at Megiddo, the next stage, out of which an
urban civilization grew, represents a new external influence. In
at least some sites in Syria a new culture would seem to appear
abruptly and for most of the others the evidence is lacking. At
Ras Shamra, for instance, the objects found in the tombs of
U.M. 2, which provide the only published material so far avail-
able, are completely new and owe nothing to the preceding stage.
Only at Byblos there would seem to be a real transition, in which
objects attested in the Middle Bronze Age culture of Syria and
Palestine appear together with those of the intrusive Intermediate
Early Bronze-Middle Bronze culture. Byblos may be the centre
of the area in which developed the Middle Bronze Age culture
that spread to the north over Syria and to the south over Palestine,

1 See above, p. 564. 2 See above, pp. 565
3 See above, pp. 54.1 and 555. * See above, p. 553.
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and in the evolution of this culture Amorite nomads and northern
metallurgists may have played a part.

The chronology of this stage in Syria and Palestine need not
correspond exactly with that of the appearance of the nomads in
Egypt and Mesopotamia. The strong kingdoms of the river
valleys would resist the nomadic incursions much longer than the
little city states of Palestine and longer than the kingdoms,
probably loosely organized, of North Syria.1 The Palestinian
evidence would seem to suggest that the Early Bronze Age
civilization did not last for so very long after the Early Bronze III
stage, linked with Egyptian finds of the Fourth Dynasty.2 That
is to say, the break may have come as early as the twenty-fifth-
twenty-fourth century B.C. This could be in reasonable agreement
with the Mesopotamian evidence that the Amurru were begin-
ning to attract attention by the time of Sargon of Akkad (2371—
2316 B.C.). On the evidence of Byblos, they did not force their
way to the Syrian coast until after the time of Phiops II, early in
the twenty-second century B.C., and the Mesopotamian evidence
suggests that the Third Dynasty of Ur still tried to maintain
control in North Syria.3 Such a gradual spread of nomadic
infiltration would be perfectly reasonable. For the chronology of
the end of the period, there is the evidence of the major incursion
of Amorites into Mesopotamia a little before the beginning of
the First Dynasty of Babylon {c. 1894 B.C.), showing that they still
included invading and nomadic groups at that date. In North
Syria and Palestine objects indicating Egyptian connexions begin
to appear on a number of sites at least by the time of Sesostris I
(1971-192 8 B.C), and even if the scarabs ascribed to this king are
not necessarily contemporary with his reign, the evidence for the
beginning of the full Middle Bronze Age in Palestine suggests
that it was gradual, brought by a few groups that settled down
on sites that became the flourishing towns of Middle Bronze II.
From at least the twenty-fourth to the twentieth centuries B.C.
Syria and Palestine were overrun by nomads, amongst whom the
Amorites predominated, with a culminating period of complete
nomadic control in the two centuries c. 2181-1991 B.C.

1 See sect, iv of this chapter. 2 §v, 2, 130 ff. and 159.
3 See above, p. 560.
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CHAPTER XXII

BABYLONIA, c. 2120-1800 B.C.

I. THE THIRD DYNASTY OF UR

T H E ancient kingship of Sumer, so gloriously regained by Utu-
khegal with his expulsion of the Gutians, was his for a very brief
space, his reign lasting for not much more than seven years,1

coming to an abrupt end, and his city of Uruk therewith losing
the sovereignty. During these years and for some three decades
longer the great impulse of national sentiment and strength which
had thrown off the enemy seemed to have exhausted itself in that
one exertion. Of Utu-khegal himself nothing more was preserved
by the historical memory of his country than his one heroic act
and a story about his fate.2 But the hazard of modern discovery
has been kinder; at Ur and in its neighbourhood inscriptions
have been found which show the sovereign concerning himself with
the affairs of that city, and thereby they explain the origin of the
Third Dynasty of Ur which was to supplant Uruk—by conquest,
according to the king-list's unvarying phrase, but nothing is
known of a war. In the first of these inscriptions3 occurs the name
of Ur-Nammu, not yet king but only deputy over the city for
Utu-khegal, on whose behalf he undertook to restore a part of the
great temple at Ur, a work of which so much remains to this day.

The Third Dynasty of Ur began therefore with the appoint-
ment of its first member by the preceding king, who doubtless
selected one of his principal adherents, perhaps not a native of
the place he was given to rule. Another inscription, upon modest
little clay cones from unknown sites,4 is of Utu-khegal himself.
These cones are dedicated to the deities Ningirsu and Nanshe,
the owners of Lagash, and relate that Utu-khegal fixed the
boundary of their possessions 'to the man of Ur' . It is natural
to conclude from this that a boundary dispute had arisen between
Ur and Lagash, in which Ur was the aggressor, and that Utu-
khegal was called upon, in his superior capacity, to decide,
whereupon he drew the boundary between two cities as Mesilim
had done in a former age when the disputants were Lagash and

1 G, 19, 120 f. 2 %\, 27, ersterTeil, 55.
8 G, 15, no. 30; %i, 29, 52. 4 §1, 18 ; §1, 60, nos. 18-20.

[S9S]
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Umma,1 each then, as now, being the domain of its divine land-
lord. Several of these little clay cones have been found and no
doubt hundreds of them were made to fix in a low wall which,
together with a canal,2 marked the boundary. The aggressive
' man of Ur', to whom the award is clearly indicated as a rebuff,
can be no other than Ur-Nammu, and it is not unlikely that the
offence given by this adjudication contributed to his casting off
allegiance to Uruk, and possibly provoking a contest in which
the rebel was successful.

Sparsity of information about the history of the Third Dynasty
of Ur, how it won, sustained, and finally lost its sway, is one of
the major disappointments of Babylonian records. The geographi-
cal extent of its authority, even if it should not be compared with
that conquered by the kings of Agade,3 was certainly wide, but
no royal inscriptions make any mention of it, and few discoveries
outside the nearer Babylonian limits shed any light upon it. Most
of the information which exists is in the date-formulae appended
to business documents, that is, the official ' names' given to each
year by which almost every administrative or legal tablet was
concluded. This cumbrous system had been in use long before,
but with the Third Dynasty the formulae are, for the first time,
preserved with tolerable completeness. Valuable as these are, their
shortcomings as historical evidence are manifest—their extreme
brevity, their arbitrary selection of one among the events of a
year to give a designation to it,4 their preoccupation with purely
ceremonial occasions, and their dependence for chronological
value upon our having the means to fix their order. For reasons
unknown the obvious and much more satisfactory method of
dating by the regnal years of kings was not brought into general
use until the Kassite period.5 In respect of the Third Dynasty
we are fortunate enough not only to possess most of the formulae
but to know also their official order,6 and can therefore take full
advantage of such information as they afford. This does not
apply to the whole period. At the beginning the dates of Ur-
Nammu are largely unknown and unfixed, and even for the first
half of his successor's reign they are not well attested, and have
little interest. Again, at the end, when the dynasty was sinking
under converging attacks, the gallant and effective struggle of

1 See above, p. 118; §i, 40, 87.
a G, 33, 188 (i); §i, 2, 16; §1, 30, 27, no. 28.
3 §iv, 12, 80; §1, 57; §1, 24; A, 34, 59 ff.
4 For the method used see G, 7, 26 ff.; G, 31, 12 ff.
6 See CAM. i3, ch. vi, p. 197. e %\, 54; §1, 57; G, 5, vol. 11, 140 ff.
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Ibbi-Sin is but faintly adumbrated by the mention of events
which cannot be observed in a fixed order.

Ur-Nammu reigned eighteen years, counted probably from
his breach with Uruk. By no means so many date-formulae can
be attributed with certainty to these years.1 One of them shows
him appointing a son to the priesthood of Uruk, another marks
a step to security, when 'the wall of Ur was built'. From a boast
put into his mouth by a hymn2 it appears that he still had to
finish purging the land from the Gutian invaders, but the only
positive military achievement which is attested (and that by him-
self) is a victory over Nammakhni, the ruler of Lagash, as
recorded in the prologue to his laws.3 This forcible reversal of
the diplomatic defeat inflicted by Utu-khegal can hardly have
been a major event in the rise of Ur to sovereignty, for even amid
the general collapse left behind them by the Gutians there must
have been stronger rivals than Lagash. Most interesting of the
date-formulae preserved is that which proclaims that 'he made
straight the road from below to above', which can be understood
to mean a march from the lower sea (the Persian Gulf) to the
upper sea (the Mediterranean, on the north Syrian coast), but
nothing more is known about it and there is no external evidence,
unless some doubtful indication of a palace-building at the site
now called Tell Brak, on the Upper Khabur,4 may be thought
enough to attest the presence of Ur-Nammu in the farther north-
west. But nearer home was the city of Mari, on the Middle
Euphrates, which clearly owed him no allegiance, for it was then
under independent governors whose names have been found in
the recent excavations ;5 one of these had a daughter taken by
marriage into the family of Ur-Nammu,6 in the same way as the
second king of Ur allied himself with neighbours on his north-
eastern borders. Moreover, tablets of this period found at Mari
do not bear the date-formulae of Ur,7 and in those formulae
themselves, through the whole course of the dynasty, there is
little appearance of the Euphratean lands or of Syria until, in
the fourth year of Shu-Sin, the 'wall of Amurru' was built,8 and
this, so far from a measure of conquest, was a defence against
invasion from that quarter. There is the same complete want of

1 §1,4.1, 397; §1, 57, 10 ff. 2 §1, 4, ii, 123, line 90; A, 7, 46, n. 12.
3 See below, p. 620, and above, p. 459; §1, 39.
4 §1, 50, 68 ff.; see above, pp. 506 ff.
6 §1,44, 152; A, 27, 21 f.,n. 3. 6 §i, 5.
7 §1,9, 168 ;§ i , 33, 185 ff.; §1,44, 152; §1,62, 174 f.
8 See below, pp. 609 f.
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information concerning any activity of Ur-Nammu in the districts
beyond the Tigris, where his successors had to fight so many
campaigns.

The fragmentary Laws of Ur-Nammu have recently received
an, at least probable, addition with the publication of two parts of
tablets found at Ur.1 The laws thus preserved deal with sexual
offences, with defence of women against such charges, with
punishment of a slave-girl who presumes to set herself on a level
with her mistress, and with wrongful acts in connection with land
belonging to others. Juridical comments upon these have now
been published by V. KoroSec,2 J. Kli'ma,3 and J. J. Finkelstein.4

Perhaps in tacit acknowledgement of his limited sway he forbore
to take the conquerors' title 'king of the four regions', which was
assumed afterwards by his dynasty.5 The largest attributions of
power and wealth to him are made in some extant hymns of
praise, one uttered by himself,6 extravagantly celebrating the
benefits he had conferred upon Ur and the glories vouchsafed to
him by the grateful gods ; indeed, he was hailed as a god himself
in a song7 which, amid much conventional eulogy, has a passing
allusion to the ' righteousness' of the king, that is, to his laws.8

Somewhat more explicit is another hymn about him9 which
was evidently composed to honour the king's exertions and
munificence in restoring the temple of the divine ruler at Nippur.
A last poem,10 by contrast, is concerned with the death and
obsequies of Ur-Nammu, his laments and the mourning of his
family and city, consoled by the knowledge that rich gifts to the
underworld deities have secured for him a fitting place among the
shades. But the style of boast and flattery, as vague as it is vain,
which swelled these courtly compositions and set the pattern for
many others in the following generations, is destitute of real
information upon the actual events of the reign or upon the
personality of the monarch.

Inscriptions of Ur-Nammu11 are found upon bricks, clay cones,
and stone door-hinges from the numerous buildings and other
works which he dedicated to the presiding gods in his capital and
his subject cities. These works, of which imposing remains still
survive, were undertaken principally in and about Ur, Nippur,

1 A, 13. * A> I ? .
3 A, 16. * In J.C.S. 22 (1968-9), 66 ff.
6 §1,29, 52. 6 §1, 4, ii, 118 ff.; §vn, 9, 113; §1, 55.
' §1, 46, 45 ff.; G, 4, part 44, pi. xm ; G, 12, 89; §1, 38, 6, n. 11.
8 §1, 39; §1, 6i;§vn, 3, ioiff. 9 G, 8, 87 ff.; §1, 4, ii, io6ff.;§i, 55.

10 §1, 4, i, 10 ff.; A, 19, 11, 17. " §i, 30, 24 ff.
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TJruk, and Larsa. Probably in virtue of his rule at Nippur he
assumed a new title ' king of Sumer and Akkad ' j 1 and there he
built the temple of Enlil, leaving to his son as tradition required
the renovation of Tummal,2 shrine of the god's consort. At Uruk
his chief operations were upon the zikkurrat or temple-tower of
the goddess Inanna and the enclosure surrounding it,3 a worthy
counterpart to the greatest of all his monuments, the tower of
the Moon-god at Ur. Of this the main structure still exists,4

impressive alike by its plan, its mass, and the excellence of its
construction and materials. Two or three later kings who under-
took to repair this gigantic pile have left traces of what seem by
comparison pygmy hands upon it. The last builder, Nabonidus,
relates that it was begun by Ur-Nammu and carried on by his
son,5 but that even he did not complete the work. Substantially
it was the achievement of Ur-Nammu, and the story of its build-
ing was related by him in picture and word upon a great stone
monument, of which a few scenes remain.6 Of the inscription7

nothing is left but the mention of certain canals which the king
dug out, among these being one which is the subject of a clay
cone8 found at Lagash—the canal called Nanna-gugal, of which
he made 'its reservoir like a sea'. This waterway, it is added, was
a boundary-mark which must have divided the territories of
Lagash and of Ur, and since Ur-Nammu goes on to celebrate
the 'justice' he had established we may surmise that his canal
took a different line from that imposed upon Ur in the days of
his subordination to Utu-khegal.

Canals indeed figure prominently in the surviving texts of
Ur-Nammu, and it is likely that restoration of the country's
means of communication and water-supply accounted for much
of his activity in repairing the dire effects of Gutian wastage and
neglect. Nor was his purpose only local, although much work
no doubt accompanied his re-survey of the boundaries of city-
states,9 in which canals were a notable feature. An operation of
much wider importance is attested by clay cones10 found in an
area called Diqdiqqah,11 north-east of Ur, which relate in rather

I §1, 29, 77 ff. 2 G, 16, 61 ff.; §1,59, 44.
3 The modern discoveries are summarized in G, 25, 255.
4 §1,64. See Plate 49(a). 6 §'» 4S» 25° f-5 §•» 64» 133-
6 G, 35, vol. v, 397 ff.; §1, 4, i, 5 ff. (refs.). See Plate 4 9 ^ ) .
7 G, 15, no. 44 ; §1, 30, 27 (Ur-Nammu 29).
8 G, 33, 188 ( i ) ;§ i , 2, 16; §1, 30, 27 (no. 28).
9 §1,42, 64 ff.

10 G, 15, no. 50; §1, 30, 27 (no. 26); G, 27,14 ff.; §1, 32, 181 ff.; §1, 39,46.
I I G, 35, vol. v, 18 ff; §1,32.
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obscure terms that merchant-ships from Magan were again able
to berth in a harbour at this place thanks to the operations of
Ur-Nammu who had restored its direct communication with the
open sea. This attests the resumption of an overseas trade which
had flourished under the Dynasty of Agade, but its range is now
found to be more restricted, for the remoter Meluhha1 (wherever
that is to be sought) is never mentioned, and seems no longer to
lie within the orbit of voyages from southern Babylonia.2

To whatever limits confined, the reign of Ur-Nammu was
beyond doubt a time of increasing power and wealth, sufficiently
witnessed by his many great public works, although the tablets
of administration, which furnish ubiquitous evidence of thriving
activity under his successors, make but a scanty appearance in his
time. A like progress may be assumed for the earlier years of his
successor, a famous king whose name is invariably written with
the signs SUL (or DUN)-CI, the reading of which is uncertain,
but it is known that the name ended in r; for the present he can
be called Shulgi.3 He reigned most probably forty-eight years,4

but of these the first twenty-one seem to have passed with little
distinction, and the events commemorated by the date-formulae
are almost entirely religious observances of a local character. The
most interesting exception gives a glimpse of foreign affairs ; his
eighteenth year was that in which a daughter of his ' was raised
to the ladyship of Markhashe', the Elamite district (Barakhshe,
Warakhshe)5 which had played so prominent a part in the history
of the Agadean kings. But there is no information how this
alliance (if such is meant) was brought about—conquest is in no
way indicated. In all of these earlier years tablets are still rare,
and nearly all of those extant were found at Lagash.6 In the
capital itself, among more than seventeen hundred tablets of this
period published from the excavations,7 not one is dated before
the twenty-fourth year of this reign, the same in which these
become common at other centres of the administration. It may
be concluded that new regulations were issued at this time for
strict collection and control of the revenues and outgoings, and
this is also attested by a date-formula8 (probably of the twenty-
first year) which records that the king, by divine commandment,
set in order the registry of lands belonging to the supreme god
of Nippur and his consort. From care of this real estate the same

1 See above, pp. 439 and 453. 2 G, 27, 15.
3 §1, 57, 14, n. 14. 4 §1, 24; §1, 56.
6 See above, pp. 432 and 436. 8 G, 9, 36 f.
' G.23. 8 §1,24, 153 ;§i, 57, 18.
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rigour of book-keeping extended into all other branches of
revenue, expenditure, and temple-business, and henceforth the
accounting was so multifarious and minute that even single
articles or heads of cattle and temporary lists were consigned to
tablets, large or (mostly) small, of excellent quality and writing.
Such ' business documents of the Third Dynasty' are now by far
the most numerous in modern collections of cuneiform tablets.

While it is not possible to explain, for want of evidence, why
this increased activity should have been postponed, much con-
trary to usage, until almost half-way through a long reign, it
seems clear that the new fiscal control from the twenty-first year
of Shulgi was imposed as a mobilization of resources to support
a policy of expansion. The twentieth year was named as that when
' the men of Ur were sworn in as archers', and the twenty-fourth
carries the record of the first foreign conquest. This campaign
set the direction for all that were to follow, as moves in the never-
ending struggle against the mountain-peoples of the north and
east. Its objective, or at least its conquest, on this occasion was
a place called Karakhar,1 as yet unlocated, but its occurrence in
company with other localities, attacked in subsequent campaigns,
makes it certain that all of these are to be found in southern
Kurdistan, among the troublesome neighbours or the elusive
victims of later Assyrian kings. Some fixed points determine the
general situation of all; Urbilum, captured in later expeditions
of Shulgi and of his Son, is the town called by the Assyrians
Arba'ilu and now Irbil, in the plain between the two Zab rivers.
Another place, Simurrum, has been sought in the neighbourhood
of Altin Koprii on the Lesser Zab,2 or to the south of this, being
a neighbour to the land of Lullubum, which lay in the district
of Sulaimaniyyah, as indicated by the rock-reliefs of Naram-Sin ;3

and finally the town of Shashrum, conquered by Shulgi and by
his son, may with sufficient confidence be found at the place
called in the following age Shusharra and now bearing the little-
altered name of Shemshara, an ancient mound ' on the right bank
of the Lesser Zab, eight kilometres south-east of Rania and five
kilometres west of Darband-i Ramkan (Sungasur Gorge)'.4

Other towns listed as destroyed in the unremitting wars of
Shulgi and his son in this region are Kimash and Khumurti,5

named with Madqa, from which Gudea had obtained asphalt,
1 § iv , 2 , 57 j § i , 22 , 118 f.; § iv , 6, 15; A, 22 , 2 4 ; A, 3 3 , no. 153 .
2 § iv , 6, 15, n. 8 ; § iv , 1 2 ; §1, 22 , 123 ; § iv , 2 , 114 .
3 See above, p. 4 4 3 . 4 § iv , 6, 7 0 ; A, 22 , 2 4 .
5 § l , 2 2 , 118 ; §1, 2 3 , 1 0 5 , 1 1 . 9 .
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and therefore likely to be near the places associated with the
present petroleum industry; and Kharshi, which seems to be
identified by a seal-inscription1 as near Tuz Khurmatli, on the
'Adhaim river. Although the suggestion that Shashrum was an
older form of the name of Ashur itself2 has now been superseded
by the discoveries at Shusharra (Shemshara), noticed above, it is
evident that so much concern with the immediately neighbouring
lands of the later Assyrian kingdom implied control of the
Assyrian territory itself by the kings of Ur, and there is direct
witness of this. From Ashur itself comes a stone tablet dedicated
by Zariqum,3 calling himself governor of Ashur, 'for the life of
Amar-Sin the mighty, king of Ur, king of the four regions',
whereby it is certain that Ashur was a vassal-city of Ur under its
next king. Hardly less clear is the testimony of certain stone
figures found in the excavations there; a headless statue and a
relief,4 perhaps also a female figure,5 are in a style which assigns
them to the Third Dynasty. More recently the aforesaid dis-
covery of written documents at Shemshara has revealed how the
rule of these neighbouring lands passed naturally to Assyria itself
when a powerful kingdom had been established there following
upon the collapse of Ur under the flood of West Semitic immi-
gration, and how the troubles of controlling the borderlands with
their alien and unruly inhabitants were then transferred to the
new overlords.

Compared with the almost boundless conquests achieved by,
or at least attributed to, the greatest kings of Agade, these wars
of the Ur Dynasty may appear local,6 but they were far from
being mere jars with neighbours, although perhaps waged as
much with the ultimate purpose of defence as of acquisition.7 The
theatre of war was at a mean distance of 400 miles from Ur, by
the road up the east bank of the Tigris, rendered difficult by the
successive tributaries to be crossed and by the nature of the
ground. Reason enough for these repeated expeditions of Shulgi
and of his sons, in which the same places may be ' destroyed' as
often as 'nine times',8 may be found in the opponents, among
whom still appear the Gutians,9 unreconciled to banishment from
their long supremacy. But these were only one of several peoples

1 G, 33, 174 f.; §iv, 2, 57 j §iv, 8, 11.
2 G, 5, vol. 11, 144; §iv, 11, 148 f.
3 §1, 10, 2 f.; §1, 28; §1, 30, 36, no. 15. 4 G, 2, pis. 38/7 and 23a.
5 G, 1, pis. 38 f. 6 § i v , 12, 80. ' §1,48, 16; §1, 34, 298.
8 Simurrum and Lullubum (Shulgi, year 44).
9 See above, p. 597 ; §1, 43, 153.
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having in common the character of hardy mountaineers, difficult
to encounter, and inhabiting towns and villages of simple con-
struction, easily restored after the retirement of each punitive
expedition—such troublesome neighbours have continued to
pose a problem unsolved by a succession of governments in
Mesopotamia even down to the present day. At this time a fresh
element of unrest was making its presence felt—the people called
Hurrians,1 first discernible in the period of Agade, were now
gathering strength in the north-east, and a number of individuals
with names characteristic of this nation appear in the tablets of
the Third Dynasty. As yet it seems that they were still mostly
confined to the lands east of the Tigris, and that the spread of
their population to northern Mesopotamia and Syria took place
in the succeeding generations.2 One of their homes was the
oft-stricken Simurrum, and it was perhaps there that Shulgi cap-
tured a persistent enemy, Tappa-darakh, as the omens recorded ;3

it is almost the only detail preserved concerning the wars of Shulgi.
More to the south, and despite the nominal rule of an Elamite

king of Simashki,4 the ascendancy of Shulgi over the settled land
of Susiana, with its appendages to the east and north, was well
established, and what can be discerned of his policy there is
described in the next chapter. From the north-west of Babylonia,
the region of the Euphrates, there is virtually no news, and peace
seems mostly to have been kept. A slight allusion to Mari and
Rapiqum appears in a fragmentary letter to the king,5 there is
one mention of 'booty from Amurru' towards the end of his
reign,6 and not long beforehand two of the date-formulae
appointed were 'year' [and 'year after'] 'the wall of the land was
built \7 Nothing, however, is known of the location or purpose
of this defence, but it might be at least supposed a predecessor
of Shu-Sin's wall against western invaders, so that Shulgi may
have found in his later years a necessity to hold this other front
while his main strength was employed in the east. It is true that
a very different picture of the situation in this quarter is suggested
by one or two isolated tablets8 which record the delivery of single
sheep to the official cattle-park from the governors of four cities
not merely of the middle and upper Euphrates (Mari, Tuttul,

1 §iv, 2, 50; see below, pp. 624 f.
2 §iv, 8, 18 f.; §iv, 3 ; §v, 3, 232 ff.; see C.A.H. n3, ch. 1, sect. iv.
3 §1, 21, 259 f.; §iv, 12, 75 ; §1, 22, 120 f.
4 For the reading Simashki (instead of Simask), see J. R.Kupper, Iraq 31(1969),

24-7. 6 § i , 7, 12.
6 §v, 3, 156. ' §1, 54, 17; A, 19, 11, 18 f., no. 42.
8 §1, 58, I2o;cf. §1, 25, 18.
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and Ibla) but of farthest Syria (Byblos itself). Two of these
governors have the title of ensi, normally given to local officers
appointed by the kings of Ur over their subject cities. But in the
total absence of supporting evidence this is not enough to make
it seem likely that the dynasty of Ur really held any effective sway
in the north-west.

The very little more that tradition has to relate about a king
who was nevertheless held to be one of the outstanding figures of
the past may suggest that the want of historical records for this
period was a real omission, not a mere accident of time. Chronicles
and omens, which contribute so much to our knowledge of the
Agadean kings, do not entirely omit Shulgi, but what they have
to tell of him is jejune, unimportant, and not wholly trustworthy.
He was remembered as a builder of the Tummal at Nippur,1 and
he appears in two passages of the chronicles ; one of these, from
a tablet found at Ashur,2 relates that the god Marduk 'gave to
Shulgi the son of Ur-Nammu the kingdom over the whole of the
lands', but 'he did not fulfil the ordinances, he defiled its ritual,
and his sin (was grievous)'. In this passage, apart from the
neglect of Ur-Nammu as king, the ignoring of everything but
the election by Marduk and the forfeiture because of impiety
betrays not only the bigotry but perhaps also the ignorance of the
compiler. His preoccupation makes it certain that the Ashur
chronicle was a copy of a Babylonian original, and it was at
Babylon where the other chronicle concerning Shulgi was found.3

Its notice of the great king is no less trivial and biased—he
' cared greatly for Eridu which is on the shore of the sea, but he
sought after evil, and the possessions of E-sagil and of Babylon
he brought forth sacrilegiously'. The care for Eridu, as a rival
seat of the god Ea, may have seemed to this partial scribe almost
as criminal as the plunder of Marduk's temple, and it is possible
that Shulgi did in fact despoil Babylon on behalf of his work at
Eridu. A like accusation against Sargon reveals the same distor-
tion in this writer's view of history, and his allegations are the
more improbable or irrevelant as Babylon was not, in the days
either of Sargon or of Shulgi, a place of much importance, though
it did receive a royal appointee as governor4 in the latter years of
Shulgi. One or two quite insignificant references in omen-texts,5

and the beginning of an alleged self-description,6 are all that we

1 §i, 59. 2 §1, 27, erster Teil, 53 ff.
3 § 1 36 vol 11 11; G 2 9 2 6 6 4 § 1 6 3 27; §1 35 15 f

§i, 59. 2 §1, 27, erster Teil, 53 ff.
§ 1, 36, vol. 11, 11; G, 29,266. 4 §1,63, 27; §1, 35, 15 f.
G, 30, no. 5 ; G, 26, no. 19; §1, 21, 259 ; see above, p. 603.
§1, 27, erster Teil, 81.
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have from later generations concerning one of the greatest kings ;
unless indications are deceptive, not very much more was long
remembered.

But at least until the succeeding age—the Old Babylonian
period—Shulgi remained a conspicuous figure in the scribal
schools, where two kinds of literary texts concerning him were
studied and freely copied by pupils. One of these was letters,
written by or to the monarch,1 and preserved apparently more
for their style as courtly addresses and elegant compositions than
for the importance of their contents ; for most of their lines, when
addressed to the king, were occupied by reiterated salvoes of
extravagant compliment. Several of such letters belonging to the
reign of Shulgi have been identified.2 The best preserved are a
report from Ir-mu,3 a royal representative abroad, and what is
apparently a reply to this from the king. Ir-mu was a very
important and powerful officer, probably the one who, under the
name of Ir-Nanna, was able later to build a shrine at Lagash to
the reigning king and dedicate it with an inscription detailing his
great domains and calling himself 'high commissioner'.4 In the
days of Shulgi he was (if the same) in charge of a military force
and detailed to represent his king in discussions with border
chieftains. The letter of Ir-mu5 relates to an occasion of this kind,
when the opposite party was an independent or rebellious ruler,
perhaps designated by his own name or by a title, but not other-
wise known, and having his realm in some northern district no
less vaguely called Subir (Subartu). The envoy reports that he
was received by this potentate and his court without the becoming
marks of respect, the ruler behaving in his presence with ostenta-
tious freedom. He was, nevertheless, entertained honourably,
which did not save him from some insults by the servants. What
was the outcome of this mission does not appear. Shulgi's answer
was discontented but ineffective—he complains that his represen-
tatives did not so act as to compel proper deference from the
opponent, and he seems to exhort them to bear themselves more
imperiously, but nothing solid can be gathered from the empty
phrases which occupy most of the letter.

The other kind of literature, in which Shulgi is more prominent
than any other king, is the royal hymns, where he appears saluted
with almost divine honours from his court-poets, or speaking of

1 §1,12,1 fF.;§i, I5 ,73 ;§ i , 11,3,11. 27;A, 19,11, 18 f. (nos. 42, 43).
2 See §1, 11 ; §1, 43, 153 ff. 3 Otherwise read Arad-mu, Irda-mu.
4 G, 33, 148 f., 202 f. ;§ i , 30, 38.no. 13 ; § 1, 25, 9 f.; A, 33.no. 183.
6 G, 22, 331 ff.; A, 5.
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himself in a like strain. Some thirty of these hymns are still
extant, in whole or parts j 1 amid much verbiage of extravagant
eulogy appears some light upon the personality and even upon
the achievements of their hero. The blessings of his rule and the
signal favour which he received from the gods are naturally
common topics, but this favour was bestowed not upon a stranger,
however meritorious, but upon a kinsman, a descendant himself
of gods and kings; his father (i.e. ancestor) was, he declares, the
ancient demigod-king Lugalbanda, and his mother the goddess
Nin-sun, mother also of Gilgamesh, whom Shulgi therefore freely
called his 'brother'.2 Going still farther, he audaciously claimed
a like relation with the Sun-god himself.3 A boast which he makes
of his education and literary talent4 might suggest that some of
these fulsome effusions of his own praise were of his own composi-
tion. More factually, the king sometimes refers to his military
successes in terms which clearly recall the manifold ' destruction'
of places so prominent in the date-formulae.5 The enemies inhabit-
ing these are grouped under the name of ' Gutians', evidently as
a general designation for the mountain-peoples, of sinister
memory. Most informative of all, though concerning a matter
more important to the king's pride than to his history, is the
hymn6 which celebrates a journey made by him at wondrous
speed in the same day from Nippur to Ur and back, in defiance
of a raging storm of wind and hail. This feat was made possible
not only by Shulgi's own physical powers (described, of course,
as superhuman), but by using the roads and relay-houses which
his prudence had constructed.7 Such were the bubbles of regal
vanity and of hireling adulation, which were blown anew with the
old breath in many of the succeeding reigns, until a desert orator
came forward with the bare truth 'no king is powerful by him-
self'.8 But upon Shulgi, at least, in a period of greater consolida-
tion, no such verdict could have been justly pronounced.

As if literary pre-eminence were not enough, a recently pub-
lished text9 ascribes also to Shulgi the title of first royal musician,
traditionally claimed by David. It reckons up no less than eight
instruments upon which he was a master-performer, including the
lyre of thirty strings, and the instrument so strangely named
after the Sargonic king of Kish, Ur-Zababa; (see above, p. 418).

1 §1,16, 62 f.; §1, 17, 141; §vn, 9, 113; §vn, 9.
2 §1, 16, 74 ff.; A, 34, 69. 3 §1,16, 76.
4 §1, 13, 172 ; G , 22, 69. 6 §1, 17, 146 f.
8 §1, 16. 7 §i, 16, 81 f. See A, 23, 83, no. 1.
8 See C.A.H. n3, ch. 1, sect. 11. 9 A, 11,1, no. 81; also A, 15, 261.
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The half-century-long reign of Shulgi ended with his burial in
a splendidly built, and doubtless richly furnished, sepulchre at
Ur,1 but not a trace of his family's remains or of their funeral
pomp has survived the disaster which was to overwhelm the last
of his line. Meanwhile, the succession of Amar-Sin (or Bur-Sin),2

his son, followed without any appearance of domestic strife or
revolt, in strong contrast with the experience of the Agadean
kings. The legitimacy of the Third Dynasty was accepted by the
people, and the splendour of Shulgi's reign continued to adorn
the nine years of his son. There was little respite in the north-east,
and the second year of the new reign received the name 'year
(when) King Amar-Sin ravaged Urbilum', renewing the chastise-
ment inflicted five years before by Shulgi. Likewise the sixth and
seventh years were called after expeditions against Shashrum and
some new names in the date-lists—Khukhnuri with two other
localities perhaps to be read Bitum-rabium and Beshru, and
another town called Iaprum.3 The first of these, Khukhnuri, was
afterwards described by Ibbi-Sin as the 'bolt of the land of
Anshan (or, Elam) ',4 and may perhaps therefore be sought east
of Eshnunna : others are unknown but not likely to be far away.

These are all of the incidents which appear in the dates, apart
from religious ceremonies, and the evidence of the tablets draws
no very different picture. In sundry districts and towns, even
upon the eastern frontier, commanders and governors are ap-
pointed by, and hold their office in submission to, the king of Ur,
often undisturbed from one reign to the next. But there are signs
that the empire was consolidated, even if not extended, by Amar-
Sin, for governors are found installed for the first time in Mar-
khashe, Simanum, Khamazi, and even in the newly subdued
Khukhnuri.5 From the east and north a continual traffic of
'messengers'6 thronged the roads into Babylonia, testifying to
and perhaps securing the peaceful condition of the realm. In this
happy situation Amar-Sin was able to devote much of his ample
revenue to temples and public edifices; he worked extensively at
Nippur, where he seems to have received some special mark of
favour from the god, which he included in his titles,7 but his
principal activity was in the capital itself, where several important

1 G, 35, vol. xi, 345 ff. and vol. xn, 358 f. See Plate 5o(<»).
2 I.e. according as the name was read in Sumerian or Akkadian: the question

is open. 3 §VIII, 3, 53; A, 33, p. 105 (no. 111).
4 G, 15, no. 88 ; §1, 54, 38 (i); G, 5, vol. 11, 146; §1, 11, 2, n. 16.
6 §1, 35» l 6 - 6 §IV» 5;§J> 34» 280 ff.; A, 33.no. 1.
7 §1,29, 133.
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buildings are named in the inscriptions, and others found in the
excavations have proved to be his. Most of all, his monument
was the vast temple and tower called the apsu in Eridu, where the
remains of his great structures cover the site and have been inves-
tigated by recent excavators.1 Here the credit belongs to him
more than to his father, despite the beginning made by the latter
and the 'great care' of the sacred city for which he was praised
—or perhaps blamed—by the chronicler. Later tradition knew
hardly anything about Amar-Sin : as though in derision of our
ignorance an omen2 mocks us with the detail that he died from
the ' bite' of a shoe, presumably a poisoned foot. He had built
on to the funerary dwelling of his father in Ur a smaller addition
with a similar plan,3 which also included two vaults for the
principal burials.

In regular succession again he was followed on the throne by
Shu-Sin (or Gimil-Sin), whom the king-list calls his son, but more
direct evidence establishes that he was a brother.4 From the date-
formulae it might seem that his reign was mostly peaceful, but
one of the troublesome neighbours in the north-east, Simanum,
had to be punished in the third year, and similarly Zabshali in
the seventh. The bare mention of these names is supplemented
by the remains of some inscriptions5 graven upon trophies and
monuments which the victor dedicated in Nippur. These inscrip-
tions were copied by scribes, and consequently something of their
contents survives while the monuments have long disappeared—
just as similar copies are the source of much that is known about
the kings of Agade.6 Both of the campaigns figuring in the
date-formulae were represented by sculptured or cast figures.
From conquered Simanum captives were carried away and were
settled in a new cantonment which the king founded near Nippur,
probably as a labour-camp for slaves to toil upon his public works.
Of Zabshali more details are preserved from the copied inscrip-
tions. The principal enemy was named Indasu, called governor
of Zabshali (but Ziringu, and perhaps another, bear the same
title). Together with him some ten more princes are named, with
the places over which they ruled ; the monument showed the king
setting his foot upon the neck of Indasu, followed by the other
captives, each marked with his own name, and the whole scene
might be imagined not much unlike the celebrated sculpture of
Darius at Bihistan. From Zabshali and its neighbouring lands

1 §i, 49; §i, i, 91 f. 2 §1,21,261.
3 G, 35, vol. xi, 355 ff.; A, 32, p. 7, no. 33. i §1, 57, 20 f.
5 §1, 11, 31. 6 See above, p. 417.
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was brought back a rich spoil of metals,1 copper, tin, bronze, but
also gold, out of which the king made a figure of himself2 which
he set up before the supreme god Enlil.

Despite all this, the peace in the east was uneasy, for although
Shu-Sin was able to put in his officers as governors of Elamite
cities (Urua3 and Susa4), and to exact the homage of a temple
erected to his 'divinity' in Eshnunna,5 he found it necessary to
entrust the warding of the eastern marches to a lieutenant with
exceptional powers. For this responsibility he chose Ir-Nanna,
governor of Lagash, who subsequently built there a shrine in
honour of his master, upon the door-hinge stones of which he
inscribed his titles. He was, first, 'high commissioner' (sukkal-
maKf of the king, and bore as domestic offices the governorship
of Lagash and the priesthood of the god Enki. Others of his
styles are governor (enst) or commander (sakkana)1 of a number
of towns and districts on the eastward frontiers, the best-known
of which are Urbilum, Khamazi, and Karakhar, all familiar from
the wars of Shulgi, and also the ^-people8 or Subarians, at that
time living in the country east of the modern Mosul, perhaps
including Assyria itself, which was certainly subject in the reign
of Amar-Sin. Over this extensive lordship the exertions of Ir-
Nanna, whatever they were, sufficed to keep order among or
against the petty princedoms which existed in a state of semi-
independence interspersed between the vassals of the king.

But no doubt the weightiest reason for this appointment of a
commissioner in the east was the emergence, early in the reign
of Shu-Sin, of a new danger menacing the empire of Ur as it had
the Akkadian empire under Shar-kali-sharri.9 The fourth official
formula was 'year (when) the wall of Amurru was built', and a
fuller version adds that the •wall was called Muriq-Tidnim,
' keeping away Tidnum',10 which was another name for the tribes
of western origin and the lands from which they came. A double
shadow began to fall again over Babylonia, but it could not close
in until the successor of Shu-Sin was exhausted by a long and
not unsuccessful defence. In what circumstances the tribes
attacked is quite unknown, but it seems clear that they were
defeated in battle and forced to flee by the way they came, along
the Euphrates, pursued by the royal troops who advanced some

1 §1, 48, 16; §i, 48, 247 f.; A, 21, 195; A, 32, 7, no. 34; A, 19, n, 19, no. 43.
2 §1, 11, 2, n. 36. 3 §1, 25, 6, n. 73. * See below, p. 567.
s §11, 7; A, 34, 66. 6 §1, 29, U4f. ' § 1 . 2 5 , 8 .
8 A recent summary of the discussion concerning these in § 1,11,16 ff.; A, 29,16.
9 See above, p. 455. 10 §v, 3, 156; §v, 2, 3o;seealso A, 1.
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distance upstream1—how far is not clear. The question depends
largely upon the location—whether at Hit2 or farther north3—
of a town Duddul or Tuttul; in view of what follows the nearer
seems the more likely. How slight a confidence was inspired by
this victory is shown by the decision to build a defensive line
against a fresh advance of the Amorites, a measure of doubt, if
not of despair, whether in Babylonia, in China, or in Britain, when
the limits of power are thought to have been reached, and bar-
barians are to be fenced off, no longer subdued in their own
haunts.

This defence for the kingdom of Shu-Sin was ominously close
to its heart. A fragmentary Sumerian letter gives some curious
and surprising particulars about the extent and location of the
' Fender of Tidnum'. Its writer was Sharrum-bani, probably not
the same as one of that name who had been already a city-
governor in the reign of Amar-Sin ;4 the receiver's name is
missing; it was not the king himself but rather a minister, for
Sharrum-bani introduces himself as 'expert of the committee,5

your servant', that is, a member of the board of technicians
assembled by the king to plan and execute the great work. His
instructions were to take advantage of the repulse of the Amorites
and to build a wall so as to bar their further access. The work
would involve the breaching of the banks both of the Tigris and
the Euphrates (perhaps to fill a moat), but he was to take care
that the breaching did not overwhelm the fields. The earthwork
began from the Apkallat canal, and certain other intermediate
points marked the line, but their names are not adequately
preserved for the most part. There is, however, a clear statement
that the (total ?) length of the wall was 26 danna or beru^ that is
to say some 275 kilometres or 170 miles.

There are two principal arguments which suggest that the wall
ran across the country in a region not far north-west of Baghdad.6

The first is its beginning from the Apkallat canal—this name was
already modified in a later syllabary to Aplakkat, which may be
supposed the same as the Pallakottas canal cleared by Alexander
in a later age, and this stream is associated with the town of
Pallukat, generally sought in the modern Fallujah.7 Secondly,
the length of the wall, about 170 miles, although much greater

1 Refs. in §1, n , 2, n. 24; §1, 30, 38, no. 9. See Plate 49 (c).
8 See above, p. 424.
3 §1, 22, 121; §1, 58, 121. 4 § i , 25, 15.
6 gal-zu ukkina. A, 11, 11, no. 183; §1, 3, 20 f.
6 Its location recently discussed in §1, 3, 20 f. ' §1, 3, n f.
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than the distance between the rivers at their closest, requires that
it should have been situated where they approach each other, for
the wall must have rested against some natural bastions on the far
sides of each river. For the western end the neighbourhood of
the present Lake Habbaniyah is strongly suggested, for the
eastern there is only the possibility that a 'Fortress before
the Mountain'1 (which was easily carried or outflanked by the
nomads)2 lay near a ridge of high ground between Fallujah and
'Aqarquf. If subsequent discovery is able to confirm this siting
it will be necessary to conclude that Shu-Sin was already narrowly
constricted by the twin pressures which were finally to crush his
successor. As for his great wall, it proved even more ineffectual
than such barriers have always been in the end. No more is
heard of this vast and vain work, even if, as seems likely, it
furnished a line or a foundation for similar works in later ages.
Babylonia has no natural defences, and they were not to be
provided by an artificial rampart so long that it could have hardly
been effectually garrisoned.

The reign of Shu-Sin closed in this uneasy equilibrium, and
his son Ibbi-Sin entered upon a tenure of twenty-four years,3

destined to be illuminated by flashes of glory and heroic episodes,
with which the king himself may be fairly credited, though it was
to close in utter disaster. His first two years were untroubled and
devoted to civil duties. Then came a routine chastisement of
Simurrum, one of the troublesome north-eastern neighbours, then
two or three more years of peace, during which, however, the
approach of danger was signalled by the need to repair the walls
of Ur and Nippur. Chronology after this is uncertain4—more
date-formulae are preserved, with much interesting information,
but no list of their order has been found. It is best, consequently,
to consider in distribution the events which the formulae briefly
indicate as occurring upon the two warlike fronts and at home.

To begin with the east—Ibbi-Sin in his sixth year repeated the
policy of attempting to secure the fidelity of a foreign prince by
a marriage-alliance, and sent his daughter Tukin-khatta-migrisha
to the ensi of Zabshali, doubtless with as little permanent result
as before. A later occasion upon the eastern frontier was one of
triumph, for in a long formula Ibbi-Sin claims that he 'smote
like a tempest Susa, Adamdun, and the land of Awan, subdued
them in one day, and captured their ruler.' This prisoner may be
identified as one of a local dynasty which had recently occupied

1 %\, 3, 2i f.;§i, 31, 39; G, 7, 47, no. 207; §v, 4, 73; A, 19,11,18 f., no. 42.
2 See below, p. 615. 3 §1, 57, 38, n. 149. * Ibid. 43.
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the throne of a border state named Simashki.1 His defeat was not
severe enough to bring down the state, for a successor upon the
throne of Simashki was certainly the wreaker of the great Elamite
revenge upon the city of Ur. An ally was found by the insurgents
in the land or city of Khukhnuri, the old opponent of Amar-Sin,
for over this enemy too Ibbi-Sin boasted of a resounding victory;
he calls it 'the bolt of the land of Anshan', and says that he smote
it 'like a tempest and a deluge'. These valiant exploits staved off
calamity for a considerable time, but it is only too clear that the
successes were far from decisive. Other allies of the Elamites, at
least in the final struggle with Ur, were the ^-people ;2 however
these are to be identified, they seem to have lived in more primi-
tive communities, not such as to suffer much from a mere burning
and devastation.

Events at home were closely bound up with those on the
Euphrates front, but the defect of chronology obscures the
picture. It may be assumed that pressure on this side was
continuous, since it had first been felt before the fourth year of
Shu-Sin, but with the reign of his successor the menace became
formidable. This coincided with the emergence of a dubious
figure Ishbi-Erra, the ' man', that is governor, of Mari; not, as
it seems, a westerner himself but a time-serving vassal who was
able to turn the western invasion to his own advantage. There is
no doubt that the invaders had easily passed the unavailing wall
of Shu-Sin, and were already in the northern parts of the home-
land early in the reign of Ibbi-Sin. Two models of the ominous
sheep's liver found at Mari3 show the fatal marks which accom-
panied the loss of part of his kingdom—not so much a revolt as
detachment of his territory under Amorite lordships. Ibbi-Sin
was not without his successes against these intruders, for one of
his dates celebrates a year in which ' the Amorites, a torrent force
which from of old knew not a city, made submission' to him.4

Cowed as a vanguard may have been by this reverse the following
hordes were but little affected and evidence of the inroads of
Ishbi-Erra soon became ubiquitous. There are tablets5 which
contain lists of articles in gold, silver, bronze, and copper,
collected from the temple-treasuries to pay 'the price of Isin',6

1 See below, pp. 635 and 657.
2 See above, p. 609, n. 8.
3 G, 30, 42, nos. 6 and 7; G, 26, nos. 89 and 93.
4 G, 23, 278.no. 13.
6 G, 23, 225 f., nos. 702 and 704; §1, 47, I24f.; G, 7, 46 f.; § 1, 48, 180.
* G, 23, no. 702.
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whether as a ransom for the city or to buy supplies for the capital.
It is certain that negotiations were going on between the two
rulers, possibly up to the eve of the Elamite raid which obliterated
Ur and led to the captivity of Ibbi-Sin. In the year of triumph
over Susa, Adamdun, and Awan a tablet from Ur1 registers the
issue of a travelling allowance to three men described as ' mes-
sengers of Ishbi-Erra' and a ' man of Isin'. By this time, therefore,
Ishbi-Erra was in possession of Isin, and the fear which he
inspired is proved by this payment to his envoys, perhaps the
bearers of other unwelcome messages.

To judge by the cessation of documents bearing the official
date-formulae of Ur, the defection of various cities began early
in the reign of Ibbi-Sin.2 But Isin seems to have retained some
degree of loyalty until about the twelfth year of its nominal over-
lord,3 after which Ishbi-Erra began using independent formulae
as a ruler in his own right. Many scraps of information about the
manoeuvres of this man and other wavering vassals are conveyed
by a number of letters, very imperfectly preserved in later school-
copies.4 One of the more complete5 is from Ishbi-Erra himself,
written at the time when he was still active in the service of Ur.
He had been sent, he writes, to buy supplies of grain in the cities
of Isin and Kazallu, north-west of the capital,6 and had laid out
the great sum of twenty talents of silver, with which he had
amassed a vast quantity of provisions. But the invaders had broken
in and were spreading everywhere, and because of the general
insecurity Ishbi-Erra had concentrated his stores in Isin ; he now
had to find transport to Ur, and his letter asked for 600 barges
to be sent up for this purpose. It ended with an encouragement
to the king that he should press on with his war against Elam,7

not being deterred by fears for his own country, since (the writer
assures him) there was a great surplus of provisions in hand, and
all the cities, particularly Isin and Nippur, were firmly held by
him (probably in usurpation). Ibbi-Sin's reply to this reveals the
strait to which he had been reduced8—he was willing to pay
double the cost of the grain, but he had not the barges to send,
his agent must try to find these among the northern cities. As to
Isin and Nippur, the king behoved to grant formal confirmation
of the authority which Ishbi-Erra had already assumed.

1 G. 23.no. 1421. 2 §1,31, 38. s Ibid. 43 ; §1, 57, 44.
4 For a list of the parts available see §1, 11, 3, n. 27.
6 Sh 3i . 3 ? f - : H 3>2if.
8 For the site of Isin §1, 32, 178 and pi. xxvm; for Kazallu §1, 42, 59 ff.
7 §1, 8, 274f . ;§ i , 3, 21 f. 8 §1,31,41.
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A similar correspondence, of which something is preserved,
was going on with the governor of Kazallu, a man who seems to
have borne different names at different periods in his career. He
is once addressed, by the king, as Puzur-Numushda, but again as
Puzur-Shulgi,1 and in either name there is a letter from him to
the king.2 The alternation is significant, in that he probably
changed his name when renouncing the allegiance of Ur, his
style of Puzur-Shulgi being official and indicative of loyalty to
the empire. Further, it is of interest that a Puzur-Shulgi, so
named and not likely to be a different person, was one of the
'messengers' of Ishbi-Erra to whom a viaticum was paid by
Ibbi-Sin, as related above. The letter of Puzur-Shulgi (or Puzur-
Numushda) reports the successful usurpation of Ishbi-Erra, and
his attempt to add Kazallu to the cities which had already fallen
under his sway. He had sent a messenger with a summons to
surrender; the message was a mixture of boasts and promises,
detailing the lands which had already acknowledged his rule,
along 'the banks of the Tigris and Euphrates, the Apkallat and
Me-Enlil canals,3 from the land Khamazi to the sea of Magan'.
To these he announced that he would soon add Nippur and Ur
itself, and would fortify his own capital Isin. All this, writes
Puzur-Shulgi, he has already accomplished; he has seized
Nippur, plundered Khamazi, installed his own nominees in
Eshnunna, Kish, and elsewhere, and severely chastised those who
sought to resist. The letter ends with a despairing appeal to a
master who no longer had power to help, for Ibbi-Sin was penned
closer and closer in his own territory.

A letter from him to the same vassal,4 possibly a reply to the
above, throws light upon the position in the north—reinforce-
ments, it seems, had already been sent to Kazallu, but had not
come into action, for fear of Ishbi-Erra, who had already begun
his revolt, with so much success that (the king bitterly concludes)
he must have been elected by the gods to rule over Sumer, despite
his mean origin and alien birth. Yet Puzur-Numushda should
beware—when Ishbi-Erra is master of everything he will be un-
mindful of those who helped him to triumph, and will not confirm
them in the rule of their cities, as they expected. But the hard-
pressed king had not yet abandoned hope: the god Enlil (he
continues) has brought in the Amorites from their deserts, and
he seems to rely also upon alliance with Elam.5 Evidently the

1 §1,25, i8,n. 84; §1, 11, 3, n. 27; A, 5, 534. 2 G, 22, 333 f.
3 §i»32» 177; §i,3. IS-
1 §1, 15, 6off.;G, 22, 334 f. s G, 7,49.
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political situation was one of sudden change, with the friends of
today becoming the foes of tomorrow. Especially surprising is it
to find Ibbi-Sin, at some moment in his reign, looking for aid to
an Amorite invasion, for it appears from other places in the letters
that the beginning of disaster for Ur had been the breaching of
the 'Amorite wall'. One extremity of this had been the 'Moun-
tain ' so described in the letter of Sharrum-bani,1 and this key-
point was defended by a stronghold called 'Fort before the
Mountain'. In one of Ibbi-Sin's letters2 there is a bitter com-
plaint that the commander of this, named Puzur-Marduk,3 had
by cowardice or treachery abandoned it to the enemy, thus
allowing them to turn the whole flank of the defences.

Neither the course of events nor the final agency of the
conquest which led to the downfall of Ur can be accurately
described. It was not, at least outwardly, a steady progress of
decline, but an era of vicissitude. There was a year remembered
for a natural disaster when ' a great flood by the will of the gods
devastated the bounds of heaven and earth ',4 but Ibbi-Sin was
still able to save his city from the wrath of nature as from the
envy of man. Other years were tranquil, and once the king had
even leisure to admire 'a huge ape which its country captured'5

and sent to him. Upon the whole success predominated and at
last seemed secure, with victories over the Amorites and the
Elamites, and favourable signs from the gods in heaven, when
'for Ibbi-Sin, king of Ur, the Moon-god his beloved rose
brightly',6 and even this seemed to be outshone in a 'year (when)
the god Enlil yoked the splendour of Ibbi-Sin upon the lands '7

—a plain reference to the appearance of the Yoke-Star (Jupiter)
standing in a region of the sky known as the 'way of Enlil',
accompanied with other circumstances interpreted as a presage
of triumph. But the downfall of an empire, which was in fact
portended, required a more fatal sign; an eclipse of the moon
was observed with terror by the citizens on the 14th of the
month Adar,8 'beginning in the south and ending in the north,
beginning in the first watch and ending in the last'. It bore a
message to the doomed emperor, ' desolation of Ur, destruction
of its walls'. Even the sign of Jupiter found its true interpreta-

1 See above, p. 610. 2 §1, 31, 41.
3 A letter from this man to the king, G,J, 47, no. 208; §1, 11,3,11. 27, but it now

appears that the letter was sent to Shulgi: A, 19, 11, 18 f., no. 42.
4 G, 23, 278, no. 21.
6 G, 23, 278, no. 22; G, 27, 12, n. 21.
6 G, 23, 278, no. 11. ' Ibid. no. 14.
8 But with hope by modern chronologers, §1, 52, 50 ff.; §1, 53, 89 ff.
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tion, after the event, in one of the darkest passages of the
astrologers' books—' if the Yoke-Star rises with its face towards
the west and looks at the face of heaven and no wind blows at all,
there will be famine, the ruler will meet the fate of Ibbi-Sin, king
of Ur, who went in bonds to Anshan'.1 The gods, or the star-
gazers, had cruelly paltered with the people's faith.

A reference in the correspondence of Ibbi-Sin with his lieu-
tenant, described above,2 suggests that he may have relied at one
moment upon Elamite aid against Ishbi-Erra. In this fragile
alliance too were the people of the land of Subartu; for the date-
formulae of Ishbi-Erra (which he was certainly issuing before the
fall of Ur)3 relate once that 'he smote the man of Subartu and
Elam \ 4 The wavering passions and faithless conduct of the actors
in this many-sided drama are exposed by another of the liver-
models found at Mari—'when the Subarians sent unto Ishbi-
Erra, but then the Subarians turned elsewhere, this (liver) was
thus disposed'.5 The situation was chaotic, every party fighting
the other, but rushing desperately into short-lived leagues ; Elam
and Ur were equally threatened, but they had not the wisdom to
combine. Meantime, the city had come into desperate straits,
and famine prices were prevailing. Tablets found at Ur indicate
the values of oxen, sheep, barley, dates, and oil, first in terms of
each other, and then in silver, at a level of prices multiplied many
times the normal for that period,6 and still more exorbitantly
above those which kings were accustomed to boast or beseech
for their prosperous reigns. Despite these marks of distress the
tablets detail fairly large supplies of all these commodities, and
might be taken to show that Ur had not then, at least, sunk into
the plight of Samaria, where 'an ass's head was sold for fourscore
pieces of silver'7 before its miraculous deliverance.

In the final catastrophe, as all the evidence agrees, it was
chiefly the peoples of the east and north who turned upon Ur
and sacked it with a ferocious thoroughness which was never
forgotten in Babylonian tradition. The perpetrators named are
the Elamites and the Subarians, to whom are added the Gutians,
as the historic enemies. This national disaster was commemorated
in two poetical lamentations which, amid much pathetic but
prolix detail of ruin and longing for recovery, have some allusions

1 G, 34, 236. 2 See above, pp. 614 f.
3 §'» 57. 43 f-; G> 7» 49 a n d 6 z : A> 28> l 6 a n d 2O-
4 §i, 6, 9 ; G, 7, 49. 6 G, 30, no. 10; G, 26, no. 43.
6 G, 23, 247, no. i2O7;cf. §i, 31, 42 ; §1, 51, 80; A, 34,68.
7 II Kings vi. 25.
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to actual or believed occurrences at the time. According to these,
devastation was by no means confined to Ur, but widespread over
much of Sumer and Akkad. The first lament has two lists of
destroyed or occupied cities,1 the second has one,2 very much
fuller. All include many cities in the south, some in the middle
of the country.3 It may be observed that in all of them figure
Isin itself and Nippur, while Kish, Kazallu, and Eshnunna also
make an appearance. Since these cities were respectively the
capital of Ishbi-Erra and subsequent acquisitions of his,4 it is not
possible to regard all the places named as victims of a single
invasion from the east. To the authors of the laments, citizens of
Ur and witnesses of the collapse of its rule together with its walls,
all the cities of Sumer and Akkad were limbs of the body centred
in Ur, and their disaster was one, whether inflicted by easterners
or westerners—for Tidnum too is once numbered among the
destroyers. But wherever else ruin descended it was in the capital
that the drama centred and has left traces even until today, for
the excavations have revealed abundant evidence of plunder and
devastation which no later building-up was able to obliterate.
Never again was Ur to play an important part in history, and
Ibbi-Sin became the typical figure of an ill-starred king, remem-
bered only for his captivity and death in a strange land.

II . THE KING AND HIS OFFICERS

The attempt made in the preceding pages to follow the fortunes
of the Third Dynasty of Ur has met at every turn a tantalizing
want of information due to the singular unwillingness of the age
to record even the triumphs, much less the failures, of its kings.
For the internal conditions of the land at this time there is, on the
contrary, a wealth of documentation which is hardly less embar-
rassing ; it is copious beyond measure, and yet is very one-sided.
The 'business-documents' of this dynasty, which are ubiquitous
in all collections of tablets, begin to be abundant with the expan-
sion of conquest in the middle years of Shulgi. Visibly under the
impulse of the king himself a most meticulous system of book-
keeping was instituted, and since this clerking was consigned to
admirably made tablets in a fine clear style of writing, we are now
in possession of ample records, from five of the main centres of

1 §1, 37; G, 7, 50 ff.
2 §1, 14, 377 ?•; G, 8, 189 ff. ;§i, 19, 59 fF.; A, 16, 171 f.
3 G, 7, 56. 4 See above, p. 614.
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the kingdom,1 concerning administration of temple or royal
properties, ranging in contents from digests of accounts over a
period of time2 to half-a-dozen lines registering the receipt of
a goat. The impression produced by this soulless industry is that
of a rigid bureaucracy, a system highly congenial to the Sumerian
mind and having its roots deep in their past.3 The 'scribe' is
everywhere, busily employed in the presence of almost as many
overseers and checkers, without whom not the slightest affair can
be transacted.

Over these again stood greater officers, such as the managers
of the temple workshops4 or the city governors or the stewards5

of the temples who administered the whole of their estates and
activities.8 Above all of them, at the apex of the pyramid, was
the king himself. It has already been observed that his was the
impulse which set in motion this formidable accounting machin-
ery, and there is evidence that Shulgi was himself the inspirer of
more efficient methods of business, for he rearranged the
calendar,7 set up a bureau of standards,8 and issued accurate
weights which were preserved and imitated to the latest days of
Babylonian history.9 Far more than this, the king was the prin-
cipal contributor to the wealth and offerings of the temples, the
head to whom all officials owed their appointments, and he is
individually acknowledged as master of all these underlings upon
their seals, a few of which are engraved with the image of the king
upon the seat and in the attitude of a god, making a presentation
of an office and a special mark of favour to the owner of the seal,
which itself bears a statement that it was conferred by the king.10

A superior rank among his servants was held by the governors
of provinces and cities, with the titles of sakkana or ensi,n and
it is in their position that we may best understand the assumption
of divinity by the kings of the Third Dynasty. There is some
reason to believe that the revival at this period of the old Sumerian
ideas was strict (in reaction against the Gutian oppression), and
one of the most deep-seated of these had been the representation
of the city-god in earthly affairs by his agent, the ensi. In the
older centuries of the Sumerian states interference by the lugal,
even in such important matters as the personality of the governor,

1 §l, 34, Introd., ix. 2 Ibid. 239 ff.; §11, 9, 16 ff.
3 §ll, 13; §11, 14; §11, 15. 4 §1,48, 166 ff.
6 §11, 23, 122 ff. 6 §11, 10.
7 §1, 57, 17 ff. 8 G, 23, no. 179.
• §vi, 7, no. 118; §11, 18, 181, n. 11.

10 G, 13, 146; G, 14, pi. 54A; §11, 19, 119 f.; §1, 30, lists of seal-inscriptions.
See Plate 51 (&). u §1,25,8.
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seems to have been limited, he being content with formal acknow-
ledgement and possibly some payment of tribute and service.1 But
the formation of a great empire by the kings of Agade had put
an end to this easy condition, and the constant unrest of the
Sumerian cities under their rule had obliged them to take care
that only men well-affected towards themselves were placed in
positions of control there. The king had thus openly assumed the
function of a god, and a god he must become.2 In the dynasty of
Agade this need must already have been sensible, and no doubt the
vast accession of power and width of sway won by such a mighty
figure as Naram-Sin helped to make him appear superhuman.

In the Third Dynasty of Ur this assumption of divinity
coincided similarly with the great expansion in the middle years
of Shulgi.3 Vainglory and popular superstition supported it, but
it may also have been deemed a necessary measure of policy to
justify the otherwise inadmissible appointment of an earthly
governor by another human. There is, indeed, one example of a
governor (ensi) who was himself deified,4 presumably upon the
sole account of his achievements, but this must be regarded as
anomalous and perhaps merely a piece of flattery. These new-
minted gods caused to be set aside or built for them their own
temple in each city,5 receiving the daily provision and special
allowances for their images. Thus they lived among their people
and upon their own estates and set their own stewards to manage
their properties; in short, they fulfilled the strictest ideas of
human life and divine government. As there could not well be
two masters in a house, it may be supposed that they often tended to
dispossess the older patron-deities of their privileges ; it has been
noticed above that a city governor is found to have taken the king's
name to the exclusion of the old god of his city,6 and to have been
ready to lay it aside when the power of Ur was visibly doomed.

The other side to this conception of the royal office was the
necessity of doing right, of ' shepherding' the people under their
charge,7 or committed to the rule of an agent with a like respon-
sibility. At the outset of this period is found the beginning of
legal regulation in Babylonia.8 What the state of formal justice
was under the old Sumerian rulers of the Early Dynastic age we
have little ability to judge. But the language and proceedings of
Urukagina certainly suggest that the ensi of that time was

1 See above, pp. 103 f.
2 §n, 4 ; §11, 5; §11, 6. 3 § i , 29, 6off. 4 §11, 20, 17 ff.
6 §11,7, 2 ; G, 15, 18 f., no. 8 1 ; §11, 24, 257 ff.; A, 34, 56 ff.
6 See above, p. 614. 7 §11, 8, 41 ff. 8 See above, p. 598.
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regarded as so entirely the god's representative that justice was
administered by him under his ' contract' with the god, and thus
depended upon his own sense of propriety and his own integrity
alone,1 so that he could, like Urukagina, quite alter custom and
rule, if it seemed to him unjust, and would have the full authority
of the god to do so. But now, again, the king had become in an
effective measure the local god of each city and found himself
thereby obliged to let his will be known in more precise terms,
which would apply to an area far wider than one city. Few
Sumerian laws survive which are or may be of Third Dynasty
date,2 but it is significant that, in the closely sequent period,
compiling of 'codes' of law was undertaken by several kings,
that of Hammurabi being not unique, but only the first known
and the best preserved. This widespread activity does no more
than create a supposition that the ideas of fixed law and regular
justice were realized in the preceding dynasty, but there is much
more positive evidence. Among the multifarious tablets of
administration more than 150, mostly from Lagash, form a
special class3 concerned with proceedings and decisions of the
law-courts in cases of family transactions, debts, purchases, and
criminal offences. These proceedings were heard occasionally
before the king himself, but more often by city-governors or
members of an order of judges, many of whom, residents in
Lagash, are named in the tablets.

I I I . ECONOMY AND WEALTH

To give any sufficient description of the economic system over
which the king thus reigned supreme is hardly yet possible, in
spite of the superabundant material of one kind offered by the
business documents—and indeed also because of this super-
abundance. For although very large numbers of these tablets
have been published4 perhaps as many more are known to be
extant, and to resolve their endless details into a comprehensive
picture of the whole society is a task which only the future and
perhaps the application of techniques now evolving can expect to
master. How these records were kept is partly revealed by clay
dockets attached to the boxes or jars which contained various

1 §vu, 3, ioo ff.
2 See above, p. 598; §1, 39; §11, 16, 101 ff.; §11, 2, 11 ff.; §11, 17.
3 §11, 3, erster Teil, 147 ff.; §11, 12.
4 §111, 17, 215 ff; §1, 34, Introd., viii f.
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classes.1 Upon these labels were inscribed the container to which
they belonged, the kind of records which it contained, and the
date-formula; from the second entry it is possible to summarize
the principal orders of accounts which were kept. The simplest
were the single lists or mere notes of commodities received and
issued. These details were digested and summarized and a kind
of balance struck in the larger tablets called ' reckonings ',2 which
totalled the receipts and outlays over periods of time.3

The two other principal classes of documents, according to the
container-tickets, and according to the surviving material, were
the offering lists, detailing the food and treasures offered to the
gods upon ordinary and special days ;4 these tablets yield inciden-
tally much information about the divine 'inhabitants' of the
temples, their daily life and service, the religious calendar of
the months and years,5 even the topography and furnishings of the
various buildings in which the cult was performed. Most interest-
ing of all, perhaps, are the tablets called 'inspections' which
survey the stocks, personnel, output, expenses, and work in hand
of the large workshops6 which were maintained by the temples
to supply their own needs and probably to furnish a quotum to the
court,7 even perhaps to sell in the market, but there is little
evidence about the disposal of the produce. Wool,8 dates,9 and
onions10 seem also to have been distributed in part under a like
system. It may be supposed that the surplus produce of the
temple estates and manufactories was also put on sale in this way
to private consumers.

It has already been said that the abundant evidence of business
activity in this period is mostly confined to the temple economy,
which covered so many undertakings that it may be considered
as no inadequate index of the general economy of the land. But
it has the disadvantage that no reliable notion is given of the
extent and importance of private property. Just as before, in the
old Sumerian oeriod, the accident of the preponderance of one
kind of record on!y has perhaps distorted our view of the affairs
and even the polity of that time,11 so the Third Dynasty appears
in its business documents as too exclusively a world of officials12

1 §111, 5 ; §!!!, 21 ; §11, 3, erster Teil, 17.
2 §1, 34, 239 £".; §11, 9. 3 §111, 1, 108 ff.
4 §111, 4. 5 §11, 10, 527.
6 G, 23, no. 1498 ; §1, 48, 166 ff. 7 §11, 10, 529.
8 §11, 3, zweiter Teil, 12 ; §1, 48, 80 and 100; §111, 1, n o .
9 §1, 48, 102 ; §111, I, 109 f.

10 §111, 1, 124 f.; A, 12.
11 See above, pp. 130 f. 12 §1, 34, 291.
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and serfs,1 between whom the private citizen is scarcely visible.
Yet among the endless lists there appear 'contracts',2 using
already the form and many of the clauses found in the more
numerous deeds of the succeeding age, and letter-requisitions3

(but these are probably official). A book of legal phrases, in
Sumerian and Akkadian,4 which in its extant version belongs
mostly to the succeeding period, yet takes some of its formulae
out of clauses already exemplified in the private deeds of the Ur
dynasty. From both of these sources it may be learnt that
property in slaves and houses was bought, sold, and exchanged,
though most land, perhaps, belonged to temples and certainly
most of the accounts concerning it, including surveys of estates,
are records of its cultivation and produce for the profit of these
corporations.5 Borrowing of commodities is also a prominent
article in these documents, and there is no proof that the borrow-
ing was always from the temple stores. Among the objects of
dealing in this form were cattle, birds, metals, bricks, reeds, and
especially wool, an item in the life of the land hardly less impor-
tant than cereals. Grain, dates, and silver were loaned at interest,
the time of due repayment, often after the harvest, being specified,
guarantees of payment given, penalties fixed for non-fulfilment,
an oath required by the life of the king, and the deed was con-
cluded with names of witnesses and notary and the official date.
Such tablets were produced as proof in the courts of law.6 From this
description it will be clear that the general form of the Old Baby-
lonian ' contracts' had already been moulded in the preceding age.

A factor in the economy of the Third Dynasty which cannot
be overlooked because it is so prominent in the account-tablets
was the raising of large and small cattle, and the great numbers
of these which were maintained prove in their turn the fertility
of the soil and the abundance of the grain-crops. Apart from a
religious text glorifying the Moon-god of Ur,7 which professes
to reckon the number of his cows only in multiples of 36,000,
there is the more factual evidence of the constant motion of flocks
and herds in and out of a central cattle-park, 'The House of
Puzrish-Dagan',8 near Nippur, at the site now called Drehem.9

Lists register, similarly, the quantities of barley and bran fed to
animals upon a sheep-run near Lagash ;10 it appears that in one

1 §11, 3, erster Teil, 95 f.; §111, 9. 2 §11, 3, dritter Teil, 32.
3 §111, 15, 98; A, 33. 4 §11, 16, Einleitung, ii f.
5 §1, 34, 272. 6 §11, 3, erster Teil, 121 ff.
7 A, 11,1, no. 68; §111, 22, i5ff.; A, 19, 13.no. 7.
8 For this name see §1, 26, 34. 9 §1, 34, 212 ff. 10 §ri, 20.
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month there was maintained a stock of over 22,000 sheep, nearly
a thousand cows, and still more of other meat cattle; in three
months fodder was provided for over 50,000 sheep and 1500
oxen, and this was but one of many such stations. If anything
like a comprehensive figure could be reckoned for the whole
country it would, on this proportion, be massive.1 Another neces-
sity which employed a great many hands was the grinding of the
grain crops; this was largely a female occupation but in some
places women were outnumbered by men, and always helped by
children. A typical account of one mill2 which employed about
forty hands gives a register of the names of all workers, the kind
of work they were doing, and their output, and it shows that their
wage accounts were made up daily, these wages being in kind,
consisting of the primary articles of diet, barley, beer, and oil,
some of which it was permissible to forego in one kind so as to
have more of another.3

Wool working was the other principal occupation of women
and girls,4 though again not to the exclusion of men. The kinds
of wool used, the operations performed, the colouring, and the
cloths manufactured and made into garments give rise to a wealth
of technical terms which can hardly be interpreted in detail. The
wool-workers and tailors were, in the capital at least, but one
department of a great manufactory, of which we possess compre-
hensive surveys. One such establishment comprised no less than
eight workshops ;5 apart from the clothiers there were (1) car-
penters and joiners who turned out furniture6 (tables, chairs,
boxes, shrines, and cabinets) as well as constructional work,
(2) carvers of wood and ivory, who decorated this furniture with
inlaid work, and made small figures, (3) smiths,7 of precious and
base metals, with whose work was closely associated that of (4)
the jewellers,8 who produced all kinds of little figures and orna-
ments and often enriched with gold mounts the beads and other
miniature products of (5) the cutters and engravers of gems and
semi-precious stones. The last two shops were occupied by (6) the
leather workers9 and (7) those who used reeds10 and bitumen for
making mats11 and baskets and for waterproofing the seams of
boats.12

1 §111, 16, 218. * §m, 19.
3 I. J. Gelb in J.N.E.S. 24, 230 ff. 4 G, 23, no. 1554; §111, 2.
8 G, 23, no. 1498 ; §1, 48, 166 ff. 6 §vi, 8, 187.
7 §111, 6 ; §1, 48, 170 ff. 8 §1, 48, 140 ff.
9 §111, nos. 7, 10, 11 and 12 ; §111, 14. 10 §111, 8.

11 §111,13. 12 IAM.i$iu, 18, i46ff.
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IV. FOREIGNERS FROM THE EAST

The foregoing sketch of the economy which reigned in southern
Babylonia under the Third Dynasty of Ur gives a measure of the
contrast between its wealth and the primitive condition of its
neighbours. Babylonian caravans and ships had travelled near
and far in search of the primary resources needed to support this
complex civilization, and had brought back as associates or slaves
inhabitants of the foreign lands, some of whom remained to make
a career or at least a living for themselves in the empire, while
others returned to inflame their ruder countrymen with tales of
the riches to be plundered if ever the strong man armed grew
weak. Even while guard was fully maintained the population of
Babylonia was unequally affected by peaceful immigration of
foreigners from the two directions, north-east and north-west,
which had never ceased to pour their bolder spirits into the
wealthy plain, favoured by the lack of natural boundaries to
keep them out. This inflow was no doubt continuous and
mostly unnoticed, producing a turmoil only when it became
too violent.

In this period the accession from the eastern frontier is notice-
able chiefly in the names of a people, using neither the Sumerian
nor the Akkadian language, who, whatever they may have called
themselves, are now most often known as Hurrians, a name
certainly used by themselves afterwards in their own documents ;
they were the ' Horites' of the Old Testament.1 This people was
to form, in later centuries, a distinct and powerful nation under
their own kings, but for a long time after their first appearance
they are found only as individuals. That first appearance may be
placed under the Dynasty of Agade, when a few names more or
less certainly identified with this people are borne by local rulers,
some said to have been conquered by Naram-Sin.2 The geographi-
cal position of their kingdoms (Karakhar, Markhashe, Simurrum,
Tukrish, to which other names can be added subsequently—
Shashrum, Simanum, Urbilum), although only a few of these
have been definitely located,3 was in most cases within that area
which was the persistent enemy of the kings of Ur, bounded by
the Tigris, the Diyala, and the mountains to the east. Only
Urkish, a place prominently identified with the Hurrians by their

1 §iv, 2, 51 and 69 ; see also C.A.H. 113, ch. 1, §iv.
2 § iv, 2, 5 5 ; see above, p. 444.
3 See above, p. 601 ; A, 22, 24.
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two most ancient surviving monuments,1 has been sought as far
west as the tributaries of the Khabur.

Continual hostilities did not prevent inhabitants of these lands
beyond the Tigris from moving more and more frequently into
Babylonia, so that in the tablets of the Third Dynasty is found
a quotum of Human names, most of them, it is true, still dwelling
in their home-lands east of the Tigris, where men of this stock
are mentioned as governors of cities. But in Babylonia itself there
is a sprinkling of these names, some borne even by minor officials
who soon showed the thoroughness of their assimilation by
giving, in certain instances, Akkadian names to their sons.2 If
these foreigners cannot be said to have introduced a serious or
disturbing factor into the life of Babylonia, even less noticeable
was the admixture of another eastern race, the people called Su,
the Shubaru or Subarians.3 These tribesmen, against whom one
of the campaigns of Sargon had been directed,4 were also origin-
ally inhabitants of a district east of the Tigris, but seem to have
spread themselves widely at an early period over North Mesopo-
tamia, whither the Hurrians were to follow them in the years
after the end of the Third Dynasty. Indeed, these two peoples
were so alike in origin and destiny that their difference has been
argued mainly upon dissimilarity of names.5 There was little
difference in the status of their immigrants, who came for the
most part as menials or even slaves, occasionally made their way
upwards in the society which adopted them, and in either case
sank unperceived into the mass.

V. THE AMORITE INVASION

Far different was the effect of a much more weighty migration
from the north-west, bringing in those forces which were to aid
in subverting the kingdom of Ibbi-Sin and, after a second
conflict, to expel the Elamites and set up new kingdoms with
most of the old traditions in the Babylonian homeland. In the
reign of Shu-Sin began an inflow of those western Semites who
were called martu or amurru, Amorites, propelled down the valley

1 §iv, I O ; § I V , 8;§iv,4; A, 2 5.; see above, p. 565. See Plate 50^) , (c).
2 §iv, 2, 60. 3 Ibid. 108.
4 Ibid. 34 f.; see above, p. 430 f.
6 A copious discussion upon the origin, individuality, and components of Hurrians

and Subarians has not produced a conclusive result: recent contributions are §iv, 9 ;
§iv, 3;§iv, I ; § I , 11, 16 ff.
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of the Euphrates by indefinable forces. Neither the name nor,
essentially, the people were new; as well as the occurrence of
individuals in the older tablets,1 references to their barbarous
character were put even into stories about Lugalbanda and
Enmerkar, old kings of legend in the First Dynasty of Uruk,2

but these are perhaps anachronous. Equally uncertain is a
c Khuwaruwash king of Amurri' in a Hittite version of the revolt
of seventeen kings against Naram-Sin.3 As a menace to Baby-
lonia they first appear in the reign of Shar-kali-sharri, who
defeated them at Basar,4 when the double threat from east and
west was hanging over him, as later over Ibbi-Sin. Little more
is heard of this people until the reign of Shu-Sin, when they came
in force upon the north-western quarter of Babylonia and not
only compelled the withdrawal of the power of Ur from whatever
it held in Syria but could be checked from actual invasion only
by the desperate expedient of building the 'Western Wall'.

These intruders were regarded with distaste by the native
Babylonians, who looked upon them as barbarians, had many
scornful things to say about their manner of life, and even
regarded their territorial god Amurru as a crude nomad who had
not so much as a house when he came towards the civilized
districts and had to be provided with a decent establishment and
a wife before he could be admitted to the divine society.5 Yet this
hostility was almost more of a class than of a national feeling;
these Semites were not of the same tribes nor even of the same
language among themselves, and none of them were utterly alien
to the society of the great southern cities, which already contained
as ordinary citizens a large admixture of Semitic immigrants,
who differed from the newcomers only in being assimilated to
the predominantly Sumerian civilization. Infiltration from the
Syrian steppe to the alluvium was, in truth, an unceasing process,
which caused no alarm, and even had its advantages, when it was
gradual. But when circumstances, always invisible to us, quick-
ened this flow, as at the times of the Akkadian and afterwards the
Amorite invasion, the immigrants seized power by their very
weight and provoked an indignant reaction which took on the
unreal appearance of a national resistance. In turn these strangers
themselves were assimilated and though they modified they never

1 §v, 3,150.
2 See above, p. 100 ; §v, 3, 159 f.; G, 7, 31 f.; A, 1, 330 ff.
3 §1, 27, zweiter Teil, 68 f., line 12.
4 See above, p. 455 ; §v, 3, 149 f.; G, 7, 35; A, 1, 236 f.
6 §v, 4, 74 f.; G, 7, 32 f.; §11, 8, 6; see above, pp. 563 f.; A, 1, 90 f.
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could have transformed the society which had striven to reject
them. It was possible to speak of driving out Gutians, but after
a comparatively few years who could have found the Akkadians
or the Amorites, to cast these out from the land where they had
ceased to be distinguishable ?

The Amorite invasion evidently had all of these characteristics ;
there is no doubt that 'Amorites', that is, men of Syrian origin,
were always entering Akkad and Sumer between the days of
Shar-kali-sharri and of Shu-Sin. These are not always distinguish-
able in written records, for they bore (or assumed) names common
to the land where they came to sojourn.1 On entering the country
they were recruited as soldiers or as a menial class of' coolies ',2

some having been brought in as slaves, and it is these, no doubt,
who are sometimes shown upon monuments wearing a peculiar
short dress and occupied in lowly tasks.3 'Amorite' was indeed
a designation signifying 'workman' (a term which in Babylonian
ideas applied to both civil and military duties),4 and their work
was done in groups under their own officers,5 with ranks such as
'general', 'chief, 'lieutenant', 'overseer', 'scribe', the functions
of which are barely definable. Though all (when distinguished
particularly) were called martu or Amorites it is possible to trace
earlier and later waves of these Syrians coming into the south
country. The earlier, beginning under the Third Dynasty of Ur,
is marked by a set of names characterized by the ending -anum ;6

a later, which followed after the rise of Ishbi-Erra, had names of a
very distinctive cast, which are the earliest representatives of what
is now called the West-Semitic dialect. Despite the extraordinary
limitation of a material confined to a mere set of names,7 with no
other literature, it is beyond doubt that a real difference was found
between the language of these newcomers and those both of the
Semitic-speaking Babylonians and of previous western immi-
grants. The clearest indication is the verbal form of the third
person which began with ia-, whereas Akkadian used the form
beginning with *-.8 In addition the West-Semitic names contain
both ordinary words and special divinities which were unknown
to Akkadian and peculiar to the language (that is, the names) of
this people.9

With this criterion it is possible to discern that the forces
1 §v, 3, 153 f. 2 Ibid. 195 ; G, 7, 38. 8 G, 32, 142; A, 1, 344 f.
4 G, 3, vol. xvi, 54/5; A, 1, 339 ff., 356 f. 6 §v, 3, 185 ff.; G, 7, 37.
6 §v, 5;§v, 3, 154 f.; G, 7, 41 f; A, 1, 213, 224 f.
7 §v, 1, 5 ff.; A, 14; §v, 2, 47.
8 See above, p. 564; A, 1, 195 f., 218. 9 §v, 1, 3 ff.; G, 7, 39 ff.
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which contributed to the overthrow of Ur were somewhat in
advance of the tribes with West-Semitic speech. The kings of
Isin bore Akkadian names, but the founder of the kingdom at
Larsa was Naplanum,1 whose name was of the older 'Amorite'
style first found under the Dynasty of Ur. West-Semitic names
come into Larsa with the later kings Abisare and Sumuel,2 then,
with the establishment of a third parallel dynasty at Babylon,
about the same time as these, West-Semitic names appear at once
in the royal family and become common in the documents of
private business. The evidence, given its limitations, is thus fairly
clear ; at a point of time before half-way through the dynasties of
Isin and Larsa a new wave of Syrian invaders, with a characteristic
dialect, appeared in southern Babylonia where, although unable
to subvert the established if inglorious kings who nominally
divided the land, they conquered several cities and finally set up,
at a place almost unknown before, a third kingdom which was
eventually to devour the survivor of the other two. At about the
same time men of this stock were found ruling in Kish and
Sippar, in the neighbouring land east of the Tigris, and up the
Euphrates at least as far as Mari.

VI. CHANGE IN ART

The long-sustained infiltration, sometimes the inrush, of foreign
elements and the resultant change in the population is clearly
marked for us by its effect upon the representational arts of the
country. The period of the Third Dynasty of Ur and of the
succeeding, mainly Amorite, kingdoms is still not very well
supplied with surviving artistic productions, even after the more
recent discoveries both in the capital city and at certain outlying
places such as Mari and Eshnunna. It is now evident that stone
sculptures continued to be produced in all the principal centres at
a high level of technical ability, both in relief and in the round,
though our evidence suggests that the latter was the more in
favour. The most important monument executed in relief was the
great stele of Ur-Nammu at Ur.3 This work appears to have
been, when complete, a vividly descriptive presentation of all the
episodes attending that king's building of the Moon-god's temple
at Ur, of which imposing remains are still to be seen. Both the

1 §v, 3» 155 f-; A, 1,319 f. 2 G, 7,108 f.; A, 1,360 f.
3 G, 14, 51 and pi. 53 ; §vi, 7, 285, no. 306; §vi, 1, vol. 11, 774 ff. See Plate

49 (')•
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religious preliminaries and the actual operations were depicted in
detail, so that the whole, had it survived, would have been the best
illustration we could have of contemporary life.

The most striking difference it shows from the style of the
Early Dynastic and Agade periods is in the costume of the
principal figures. This dress first comes to notice in the statues
of Gudea; it is a wide shawl, with fringed edges, draped round
the body and thrown over the left shoulder (leaving the right
arm and shoulder bare), with one of the corners tucked into the
first fold of the garment and another edge of the shawl supported
over the left arm. The material seems to be of smooth texture and
is sharply distinguished from the shaggy fleece-like robe worn by
the earlier Sumerian figures—this is now reserved for gods.1 No
longer is there, in the figures of this time, the preponderance of
shaven heads which marks the style of the earlier ages. Again it
is the heads of Gudea which lead the change of fashion; one,
perhaps two,2 of these are still shaven, but the rest wear a kind of
turban with an exaggeratedly thick band made of some fabric
which displays symmetrical tufts or curls. The same form of
head-dress continues in the Ur and Amorite dynasties as a close
fitting cap with a less bulky bandage; in the case of a bronze
figure from Mari3 this cap is garnished with horns to mark the
' divine' nature of the wearer.

Another difference in the sculpture is the apparent preference
for harder stones. Once more the change comes in with the
statues of Gudea. It was made possible by an increasing access
to, or at least exploitation of, foreign supplies, such as Gudea
describes.4 Something may be due also to improved methods of
stone-working, but of this there is no clear evidence. The statues
themselves are undoubtedly much better rendered, and beginning
from the Gudea figures the level remains generally high. Among
the Gudeas there are indeed some markedly inferior, especially in
the fault of a squat appearance, a lack of proportion being accen-
tuated by shortness or even absence of the neck. Under the
Amorite dynasties the costume remains much as it was under the
kings of Ur, save that there is an increasing tendency to decora-
tion ; the robe is more richly ornamented, and the beards are
fancifully dressed. These characteristics are particularly noticed
upon examples of the more provincial art which come from
Ashur,5 Mari,8 or Eshnunna.7 Two beautiful little female heads

1 E.g. §vi, 6, pis. 119-23, 132; A, 34, 9 f. 2 §vi, 5, 168 f., pis. xvi, XVIII.
3 §vi, 4 ; § i , 9, 164 f.; §vi, 9, 74 f. 4 See above, p. 460.
6 §vi, 9, 52 f. and 57 f. 6 §vi, 6, ph. 108 f. 7 §vi, 9, 72 ff. SeePlate 51 (a).
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found at Ur1 give an indication of what the capital made and
might have yielded if the Elamite sack had not been so thorough.

A still more notable change was in the style of the cylinder-
seals which, in fact, underwent two alterations within the periods
of Ur and of the Amorites. The first was the more complete, for
it meant turning away entirely from the highly varied, closely
packed, narrative themes of the Agade period and reducing the
device almost to a bare uniformity of subject. This produced the
familiar 'introduction scene', in which three figures only are
essential, and occasionally there are less.2 It can hardly be
doubted that the centralizing effort of royal policy brought about
the imposition of this style. Most of the surviving seals and
impressions are those of officials in various ranks, with whom the
expression of individual piety, or interest in the scene, gave place
to the need for an act of homage to the king or the local governor,
that is, the inscription became paramount. In a few of the Third
Dynasty seals the royal prescription of the device is peculiarly
apparent; these examples actually portray the king in the dress
and attitude of the gods (except perhaps for the horns) seated on
the throne in the god's usual place, and receiving, like him, the
owner of the seal, sometimes with his advocate. The monarch
tenders to his worshipper a small vial, and the inscription declares
that the king 'has presented to him' (this seal), no doubt along
with his office, a prerogative which, in certain cases, he seemed
to have usurped from the god himself.3

The second change began to come into the seals under the
dynasties of Isin and Larsa, but was not in full vigour until about
the middle of the First Dynasty of Babylon. The 'introduction
scene' continued to be the common device and the individuality
to depend mainly upon the inscription, but most often now the
god was standing, not seated, and there is a preponderance of
western weather-gods, Amurru or Adad.4 The escorting deity
now hardly ever takes the owner by the hand, but is generally a
goddess and stands beside the owner, holding up hands in prayer
for him. Yet whatever the fresh elements of the population may
have been able to effect in altering certain styles of art, the
remarkable absorptive power of the old Sumerian civilization was
still impressively demonstrated. Barbarian leaders began almost
instantly to play the traditional part of kings, to adopt language,

1 G, 35, vol. vi, pi. LXII; §vi, 2, 39 and pi. xxd; together in G, 32, pi. x ;
§vi, 12, pi. 24; §vi, 1, vol. 11, 782 ff.

2 G, 13, 146 ff. For two later manifestations see §vi, 11, 18 and §vi, 3, 85.
3 §11,19;§11, 22 ;§i, 30, 39 f. SeePlate 51^) . 4 §v, 4, 12 f. and 54f.
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expression, and modes of thinking accepted from their Sumerian
predecessors, while the subjects, though they introduced no small
changes in the social and economic structure of the country,
adopted with equal rapidity and thoroughness a city life under
gods and kings, conformed with the general pattern of their
physical and cultural environment, and produced articles of use,
devotion, and luxury little different in their various kinds from
the traditional types. It cannot be observed that any new art was
invented or any old one discarded by the Amorite kingdoms, if
compared with the Early Dynastic cities of Sumer. Indeed, in
a few details such as the reintroduction of clay cones1 and bronze
figures2 as bearers of foundation records, this age went back to
the customs of its remoter forerunners.

VII. SUCCESSORS OF THE UR DYNASTY

After the few stirring years when Ishbi-Erra was engaged in war
and intrigue against the last king of Ur, and then in a struggle
with his Elamite associates3 from whom he finally wrested the
devastated city,4 his reign, of thirty-three years in all, was devoted
to the defence of his capital5 and his territories6 by the building
of fortifications, to the discharge of his religious functions as king,
and to the forming of widespread commercial relations—with
cities of the Upper Euphrates, the eastern lands of Karakhar and
Simurrum (old enemies of the Third Dynasty),7 and even with
overseas Tilmun.8 He had no scruple (though he had several
competitors) in assuming, while the empire of Ur yet subsisted,
the divine designation9 and also the title of universal dominion,10

and he plainly regarded himself and his city of Isin as the legiti-
mate successors of Ur in the old Sumerian tradition of struggle
for the 'kingship'. Accordingly, it is this dynasty which con-
cludes the Sumerian king-list, and the obvious attention given to
its compilation at this time, bringing down the tale of succession
from ' the Flood' to the present, evinces the ambition of Isin11 to
claim a supremacy as of right amid circumstances which were far
from assenting to it.

1 §1, 40. 2 §vi, 10. See Plate 51 (c).
3 §1, 6, 9 (10^, 11 a); G, 7, 62.
« §1, 6, 14 f. {206, 21), also p. I8(E) ; G, 7, 63.
6 §1, 6, 16. 6 §1,6, 8 f. and 11; G, 7,62 f. 7 See above, p. 601.
« G, 7,64- 9 Si, 29.63. 10 G, 7,60.

11 §vn, 11, 46.
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Even while Ishbi-Erra was struggling to free himself from the
failing grasp of Ur, similar local potentates, former vassals of
the empire or newcomers, were active in setting up ' kingdoms'
for themselves in their own cities and as much of the neighbouring
territories as they could control. Almost at the same time as
Ishbi-Erra1 arose a parallel founder of a dynasty at Larsa, one
Naplanum, of whom nothing more is known than what can be
inferred from the form of his name2—he was the first of the
immigrant Amorites to make himself a ruler in Babylonia. East
of the Tigris, and thus farther removed from the old seat of
power, rulers at Eshnunna3 and also at Der,4 not far away, set
themselves up as 'gods', as royal benefactors, as independent
rulers, and even as conquerors.5 In the following generations
appeared yet others, including that which was finally to absorb
them all—a veritable 'heptarchy' (if the number be taken no
more strictly in Old Babylonian than in Old English history),
more or less flourishing within limits much narrower than the
recent dominions of Ur, and little exceeding the old homeland of
Sumer and Akkad.

Amid this growing confusion the parallel dynasties of Isin and
Larsa settled down as best they could to divide a limited realm
which they ruled long but uneventfully. That they could thus
subsist for about two centuries less than a hundred miles apart
without more than occasional jars simply proves their weakness.
Nearly all that is known of these obscure kings has to be gathered
from date-formulae of their years, incompletely preserved and
sometimes lacking a fixed arrangement. Their few inscriptions
are limited to building-records,6 and in later tradition there is
nothing but a slight anecdote concerning the succession of a
'gardener' Enlil-bani, to his master Erra-imitti on the throne of
Isin.7 Even the date-formulae mostly concern religious occasions,
thus leaving their age one of the dimmest in Babylonian history.
But it is hardly probable that more evidence would have much to
reveal about the unenterprising figures who occupied the twin
thrones of Isin and Larsa for so many years. Each of the cities
could boast one ruler of some distinction, but their achievements
were different and although their reigns partly coincided, neither
city challenged the other.

1 §vn, 12; G, 7, 21; L. Matous in Arch. Or. 20, 295.
2 §v, 5, 237; A, 1, 371. 3 G, 7, 66 f.
4 Ibid. 68 f., with n. 327; A, 33, p. 107.
5 Ibid. 73 ; see below, p. 661.
6 Listed in G, 7, 187 ; §vn, 8. 7 %\, 36, vol. 11, 12 and 15 ; G, 7, 140 f.
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A recently-published Sumerian text1 has revealed an important
incident in the broils of cities during these rather uneventful
years. The city of Larsa was attacked and reduced to great straits
(described in very conventional language) by an uncertain enemy,
perhaps the Babylonians. The inscription was set up by King
Sin-iddinam, the sixth king of Larsa, to accompany a silver statue
of his father Nur-Adad, which, according to the ideas of the
times, was to address the Sun-god in the terms of the inscription.
Nur-Adad, to whom the tablet ascribes a special election by the
Sun-god, waged a victorious campaign by means of which he
restored the water-supply of Larsa and overcame the enemy.
Sin-idinnam claims for himself the rule over Ur, Larsa, Eridu,
and Lagash.

At Larsa it was Gungunum, the fifth king, who in a reign of
twenty-seven years won a certain meed of military glory. His
arms were directed against the eastern boundary-lands; in the
king's third year is recorded the devastation of Bashimi, a city
belonging to the Elamite king, and in the fifth year an attack was
pressed home into Anshan itself. The land was overrun and,
though no more than the bare event is recorded in the date-
formulae, some further details are perhaps to be gathered from
an inscription of Anum-muttabil, governor of Der,2 who claimed
to have smitten the heads of Anshan, Elam, Simashki, and to have
conquered Warakhshe: but it is uncertain whether these two
rulers were contemporaries, and thus whether the date-formula
and the inscription relate to the same campaign.3 It is significant
that about this time the long line of kings who had lorded over
Elam from the city of Simashki came to an end, the last of his line
being Indattu II.

After this success early in his reign Gungunum devoted him-
self to peaceful works until his nineteenth year, when in circum-
stances unknown he defeated the army of Malgium, a place on
the Elamite border,4 built relay-houses along his roads, as the
great Shulgi had done before him,5 and set in order the waterways
of his realm.6 An event of importance in his reign was the
transfer of Ur into his authority from that of Isin. This is,
strangely, not recorded in any date-formula, and has been revealed
only by inscriptions found at Ur ; why the transfer was made, and

1 A, 3.
2 G, 33, 176 f.; see, for this and the following, below, p. 661, and §vm, 3, 65.
3 §VII, 12, 305 ; but also G, 7, 73, n. 350.
4 Unlocated, but see §vn, 6, 94 f. 5 See above, p.606 with n. 7.
6 G, 7, 112 f.
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by what process, warlike or peaceful, is unknown. An ancient
and especially sacred institution at Ur was the office of high-
priestess to the Moon-god,1 which was always held by daughters
or sisters of reigning monarchs. Ishme-Dagan, fourth king of
Isin, had accordingly dedicated his own daughter,2 who took the
sacerdotal name of Enannatum, after a pattern prescribed by
custom. In several inscriptions this lady calls herself only
'child of Ishme-Dagan, king of Sumer and Akkad', but in three
she invokes blessings upon the life of 'Gungunum, mighty
man, king of Ur ',3 whereby it appears not only that Gungunum
had taken over the charge of Ur from the king of Isin, but that
he had, out of scruple or perhaps by agreement, allowed the
daughter and nominee of the former masters of the city to remain
undisturbed, in return for an overt expression of her homage.4

This transfer, unexplained and only indirectly attested, took place
under Lipit-Ishtar, himself the most considerable figure of his
line after its founder.

The glory of Lipit-Ishtar sprang from a work of peace notable
rather for what still remains of it than for any unique quality it
had in its own age. In a date-formula at the outset of his reign,
and in various inscriptions,5 he refers with pride to his having
' made righteousness' in Sumer and Akkad. The phrase employed,
both Sumerian and Akkadian, became almost a hall-mark of the
Old Babylonian kings from Ishme-Dagan of Isin downwards, and
was often embroidered with other phrases announcing in high
but vague terms the reforms and justice which the ruler had
bestowed upon his land6—the tradition of these goes back to the
beginning of the Third Dynasty and even, in the earlier period,
to Urukagina.7 There is ample evidence to prove that the imme-
diate significance of the phrase was a cancellation of charges upon
certain classes or individuals arising out of social conditions or
out of specific contracts ; a typical example is the clause in a later
enactment (of the Babylonian king Ammisaduqa) decreeing that
all inhabitants of certain cities and lands in the king's dominions
who had been compelled by debt to sell themselves or their
families into slavery should be forthwith released and restored to
freedom,8 'since the king has made righteousness for the land'.
Either in connexion with such proclamations or later in their

1 See above, p. 435. 2 §1, 57, 42 ; G, 7, 76, n. 372.
3 G, 33, 206 f.; G, 15.no. 297; A, 32, no. 64.
4 §vn, 4. 8 G, 7, 93 f.; §vn, 9, 114.
6 §i, 16, 78 ff.; §11, 11, 196 ff.; G, 7, 80 ff.; A, 8.
7 See above, pp. 140 ff. 8 §11, n , 40 f. sect. 18'.
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reigns1 a number of kings issued ' codes' of laws, as best exempli-
fied in the celebrated 'Code of Hammurabi', generally garnished
with a prologue and an epilogue setting forth the king's services
to the gods and to men, and embodying those rules and principles
of conduct which he ordered to be observed and was prepared to
enforce. These were by no means always changes, for much of
each 'code' appears in the others, so far as their preservation
allows of a judgement, but they aimed to demonstrate their
authors' attachment to justice, as opinion at the time conceived it.

Some later material bearing upon the 'righteousness' (mes-
arum) decreed by kings has now been obtained; there is a new
edict of King Samsuiluna of Babylon and discussions by J. J.
Finkelstein and J. Klima.2 The laws of Lipit-Ishtar have also
received a probable accession.3

The laws of Lipit-Ishtar, so far as they are preserved,4 are
written in Sumerian ; it is possible that an Akkadian version was
also published. The existing provisions, all from the latter part
of the document, treat a variety of civil causes—hire of boats,
care of orchards, regulations concerning slaves, possession of a
house, family laws concerning marriage and inheritance, nearly
all of which have more or less close analogies with the better-
known laws of Hammurabi, nearly a century and a half later in
date. Even more markedly is this the case with the laws of
Eshnunna,5 large extracts of which have recently been recovered ;
it has been reckoned that the substance of about three-quarters
of these reappears in the Hammurabi ' Code', and the rest are
concerned with similar subjects.6 The date of these laws, which
are written in Akkadian, is not certain—the extant copies seem
to be of about the time of Dadusha, a contemporary of Ham-
murabi himself, but their composition may go back to the age of
the earlier legislator, Lipit-Ishtar.

Eshnunna was not the least among the powers contending for
mastery or at least independence in these centuries of division.
Like many other cities it had broken away in the last days of the
Ur Dynasty and proclaimed its own kings, only to fall later under
the precarious sway of Isin.7 Emerging gradually from this, in
proportion as the grasp of Isin loosened, Eshnunna was to have
its years of glory under three kings, Naram-Sin, Dadusha, and
Ibalpiel II, whose reigns occupied the century ending with

1 §vn, 3, 103. 2 A, 20; A, 8; A, 16. 3 A, 2.
1 §vn, 14; G, 22, 336ff.;G, 7, 95, n. 463; A, 2; A, 16; A, 17.
5 §vn, 7; G, 7, 166, notes 897, 902.
6
 §II, 2, vol. 1, 9. 7 G, 7, 66 ff.; A, 34, 90 ff.
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Hammurabi. The first of these even made himself for a while
king of Assyria,1 and all three were prominent in the affairs of
Upper Mesopotamia, the last of them being directly concerned
in putting an end to the Assyrian rule in Mari,2 and attaining a
height of power such that he could at one moment be reckoned
the equal both of Hammurabi and of Rim-Sin.3 But fortune
declared for Hammurabi, and in rapid succession both Larsa and
Eshnunna fell before him. Being somewhat out of the direct path
of the invaders, Eshnunna had no West-Semitic names of kings
until the end of their line; on the contrary, its faith in the old
tradition is testified by the Sumerian names Ur-Ninmar and
Ur-Ningizzida borne by two of its earlier kings.

A like resistance, however unavailing, to the all-pervasive in-
flow of the tribes is still better attested at Uruk, the very kernel
of Sumerian culture, which also makes its appearance in this
'heptarchy'. Not only did two of its kings similarly bear Sumer-
ian names, Anam and Irdanene,4 but the former, when he
repaired the city wall, recalled with patriotic pride that it was an
'ancient work of the divine Gilgamesh'.5 The anxiety of these
kings to rescue their city and its treasured values from the
enveloping flood of tribesmen, whose aid they nevertheless did
not scruple to call in against their local enemies, is exposed by
a curiously prolix and embarrassed letter,6 mingling explanations,
excuses, appeals, and protests, which Anam addressed to Sin-
muballit of Babylon, the father of Hammurabi. Not unexpectedly
in view of the West-Semitic names among his predecessors, Sin-
muballit is addressed as the acknowledged ruler of bedawin tribes
called Amnan-Iakhrur and Iamutbal, which had established them-
selves mainly in the neighbourhood of Sippar and in a district
east of the Middle Tigris.7 It is in singular contrast with the
deep distrust of the nomads manifested by Anam in his letter
that Sin-kashid, the first of this line of kings at Uruk, took pride
in his title as chief of the Amnan.8 The purpose, in fact, of this
oddly rambling screed is to justify and to maintain Anam's refusal
to admit into his city the tribal auxiliaries sent by Sin-muballit as
a military reinforcement, almost certainly against Rim-Sin of
Larsa, although no enemy is named. It appears also from the
letter that ever since the early days of the dynasties at Babylon
and Uruk, when Sabium and Sin-kashid were kings, there had

1 Ibid. 164; §v, 3, 8, n. 1 and 210, n. 3 ; see CAM. I3, ch. vi, pp. 209 f. and
C.A.H. i3, sect. in. 2 §v, 3, 38. 3 See C.A.H. n3, ch. i, sect. 11.
4 §vn, 1, 35 fF.; G, 7, 118. 5 G, 33, 222 f., 2i>. 6 §vn, 1, 56 fF.
7 §v, 3, 74 f.; G, 7, 106 f. 8 J. J. Finkelstein in J.C.S. 20, 102.
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been continual co-operation (as there was also a marriage alli-
ance)1 between the two kindred families. But the Babylonian
branch had later, as it seems, taken over the headship of the
tribes, for Anam appeals to a friendship only once interrupted in
the past, and protests his loyalty in the present. Since the letter
was found at Uruk it was evidently not despatched, and may
perhaps be regarded as a draft for an actual missive which should
be better considered and kept more to the point.

After seven kings each had reigned at Isin and Larsa in a
mutual forbearance which they durst not violate, their impotence
was exposed by the setting up of a third power within an even
shorter distance on the other side of Isin. At Babylon, which
herewith comes for the first time into history as a capital city, the
Amorites founded a dynasty which established itself without
effective opposition from either of the constituted kings. Absence
of hostility from Larsa is partly explained by names of the two
contemporary kings, Abisare and Sumuel, which show that the
Amorites had gained a footing at the same moment in that older
seat of power. Isin itself, since the reign of Lipit-Ishtar, was
probably no longer formidable, and the kings, both of Babylon
and of Larsa, were then more preoccupied by a danger from the
town of Kazallu,2 where a turbulent character named Iakhzirel
continued to give trouble for several years, notwithstanding the
defeats which the armies of Babylon and of Larsa are alleged by
the date-formulae to have inflicted upon him.

Thus the three major dynasties which now divided Sumer and
Akkad included by no means all the independent rulers of that
day. Petty kings set themselves up in cities hard by the greater
seats of power and were little molested by these. At about the
same time as Sumuabum possessed himself of Babylon other
Amorite chiefs were ruling over Kish, only a short distance away,
others were at Sippar, a related line has been noticed at Uruk,
others again at Marad,3 and elsewhere, all of them revealed by
no more than a few date-formulae or by their names in oaths
ratifying private contracts. As an epitome of its age may be
viewed the inscription which Ashduni-arim,4 a minor potentate
otherwise unknown but calling himself king of Kish, has left
written upon appropriately diminutive clay cones which sort ludi-
crously with the pompous language in which his achievements
are set forth. The four regions of the world (no less) were at

1 § vir, 1, 6 f.
2 §v, 3, 202 f.; G, 7, i26f. s G, 7, 127 ff.; A, 1, 329-
4 §vn, 15; G, 4, part 36, pi. 4 ; G, 21, 143 f.; G, 7, 130 f.
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enmity with him, and he fought for eight years until his army
was reduced to three hundred men. But the gods of Kish came
to his aid; he took provisions, went out a full day's march, and
in forty days he subdued the hostile land. Then he repaired the
wall of Kish and of another place and put in order two canals.
The success was real, but only among dwarfs could so small a
figure boast himself a giant.

VII I . INTERVENTION FROM ABROAD

When the gaze is lifted to a wider horizon than Sumer and Akkad
alone still other faces are seen bearing in upon that centre. With-
drawal of the power of Ur had left in fragments the whole of the
world once under its sway, and some of these fragments had
coalesced into powers now able to exercise considerable influence
in the opposite direction. The greatest of these was certainly
Subartu, a land which had been in various conflict with Sumerian
and Akkadian rulers since the Early Dynastic period.1 Though
its limits are always hard to define there can be no doubt that it
included, at this time, the city and land of Ashur, or that its
rulers, whatever the extent of their authority, may be identified
with the early kings of Assyria, known both by their own inscrip-
tions2 and from their inclusion in the royal lists of that country.3

One of these, Ilushuma, who lived in the generation before
Sumuabum,4 founder of the First Dynasty of Babylon, and uses
the old title islak of the god Ashur, has left two inscriptions in
which, after relating his continuance with building the temple of
Ishtar, he adds that he established the immunity of Akkad,
specifying as recipients of his benefit the cities of Ur and Nippur
in Sumer together with Awal, Kismar, and Der of the god
Sataran in the lands east of the Tigris. These he decreed to be in
the same status as Ashur with respect to freedom from taxation,
for this is the meaning of the term he employs.5 If he imagined
these arrangements were likely to be long-enduring he was much
deceived. There is no record from the south which gives any hint
of this Assyrian incursion, nor of the king at whose expense it was
made. Despite the suggestion of permanence, it can have been

1 See above, pp. 117 and 430 f.; A, 29, 16 ff.
2 §1, 10. 3 See CAM. i3, ch. vi, pp. 195 f. and 202 f.
4 This is now generally concluded (e.g. C.A.H. i3, ch. vi, p. 203), although a late

chronicle (§1, 36, vol. 11, 14) seems to make these two contemporary; further
discussion in G, 7, 92. 5 §vn, 5, 120 ff.; §vm, 5; G, 32, 179 f.; A, 3, 24 f.
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no more than a raid, and the six next successors of Ilushuma,
although there were powerful kings among them, did not again
interfere in the affairs of Sumer and Akkad.

Nearly a hundred years after this a new dynasty was founded
in Assyria by Shamshi-Adad, the greatest figure of his generation,
who was to exercise upon the politics of Babylonia an influence
which far outmatched any of the principalities established there.
His own inscriptions1 claim the control of' the land between the
Tigris and Euphrates', and boast the tribute of the kings of
Tukrish2 and the 'upper land', districts to the east of Assyria.
Far wider conquests in the west are announced not only by him-
self but by much other evidence. The history of his origin and of
his reign does not belong to this place,3 but he seems to have been
a freebooter chief who had in his earlier days been obliged to
escape into Babylonia before a danger which threatened him,
evidently from the reigning king of Assyria. After certain years
of exile strength or opportunity allowed him to re-enter Assyria
with forces sufficient to depose the reigning king and raise
himself to a throne which he occupied for thirty-three years. That
he afterwards interposed strongly in the affairs of Babylonia is not
directly attested, but one who wielded decisive power in two of
the neighbouring states must have largely controlled the fortunes
of the south itself in the period of native decline before a limited
supremacy was achieved by Hammurabi. The death of Shamshi-
Adad is known to have occurred after the tenth year of Ham-
murabi,4 so that his reign in Assyria had extended back over
Sin-muballit's reign in Babylon. But he was not paramount in
the south for all this time, as is proved by the freedom of those
kingdoms to indulge in mutual strife, which they could never
have done under an effective overlord. Nevertheless it is at least
probable that the early years of Hammurabi himself were passed
in a state of deference, if not subservience, to this formidable
neighbour.

The later years of the dynasties of Isin and of Larsa coincide
with the middle years of the First Dynasty of Babylon, and thus
for some sixty years they were sharing a territory of only moderate
extent, without more than occasional collisions. The date-
formulae of all three cities exhibit sporadic conflicts, both with
one another and with places farther afield. But these broils were
intermittent, and not apparently of much importance, the three

1 §1, 10, 22 f. 2 G, 32, 200; §iv, 2, 57; A, 10, 99.
3 G, 32, 198 ff.; see C.A.H. n3, ch. 1, sect. 1.
4 See CAM. i3, ch. vi, p. 210, and references there.
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being, in fact, too weak or too much subject to pressures from
outside to indulge in a struggle to the death. This became a
possibility only with a change in the ruling family at Larsa, where
after the brief and violently interrupted reign of Silli-Adad1 the
throne was taken by Warad-Sin, as a nominee of his father,
Kudur-Mabuk.

The advent of this family, father and two sons, to power in
Larsa and Ur is an event of which no specific record exists. But
in several inscriptions Kudur-Mabuk alludes to enemies who had
done mischief to Larsa and its Sun-temple, of which he proclaims
himself the vindicator. In one place these enemies are specified
as the armies of Kazallu and Mutiabal,2 and Kudur-Mabuk
boasts of having expelled these from Larsa, pursued them into
Emutbal and discomfited them, and then captured Kazallu and
beaten down its wall. The same victory is also commemorated in
the second year-formula of Warad-Sin,3 and must therefore have
been won in the first year of his reign, preluding his occupation
of the throne. The father's patronage in this appointment is
repeatedly attested by the son, who includes his father in prayers
for blessings to be vouchsafed in reward for his pious foundations.
Throughout all his reign, and even into that of his brother Rim-
Sin, who came to the throne twelve years later, the father's in-
fluence was predominant; the origin and the rise of such a
commanding figure are consequently of interest.

First, his name itself is significant in the same sense as his
father's, whom he often mentions, Simti4-Shilkhak, for there can
be no doubt that these are Elamite : Kudur(Kutir)- is unmistak-
able, although -Mabuk, which should be a divine name, is
unknown,5 and again -Shilkhak perhaps derives from, and
certainly recalls, the king Shilkhakha,6 who reigned not much
before this time, and was celebrated through a long line of
Elamite dynasts. These names, consequently, leave no doubt that
both father and son had passed their lives at least on the border
of Elamite territory, and had probably assumed names in compli-
ment to the Elamite court. But secondly, in seeming opposition
to this stands a curious title ' father7 of Amurru', or ' of Emutbal',
double both in form and content, for as well as the geographical
difference, it is also written both in Sumerian and Akkadian. The

1 G, 7, 150; A, 34, 81 f. 2 §vm, 4, 122. 3 G, 15, no. 266, 13.
4 Probably the Elamite Temti- (§vm, 3, 70, n. 7).
6 As with the familiar'Chedorlaomer' (Kutir-Lakamar)—see below, p. 666, n. 4.
6 See C.A.H. n3, ch. vn, sect. 1; §vm, 3, 70; §VIII, 1, 35, n. 35.
7 See C.A.H. n3, ch. vn, sect. 1; §vm, 3, 71.
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location of Emutbal is fairly well fixed1—it lay in the plains east
of the Tigris and in front of the mountains, the district traversed
by the Diyala river. On the other hand, the name Amurru
denoted for the Babylonians their north-west in general, the home
of those Amorites whose invasions dominated the history of this
period. The seeming contradiction must be explained by the
movement, probably a generation before, of the Amorite tribe
Iamutbal which, instead of following the Euphrates downstream,
had crossed the steppe and settled in the east-Tigris land,2 where
their chiefs had accepted some kind of vassalage to the Eparti
kings of Elam.3 It was, therefore, from this neighbouring chief-
taincy that the powerful tribal leader Kudur-Mabuk had moved
into the boundaries of Larsa during a period of decline, possessed
himself of the city itself, driving out an enemy in brief possession,
and set up there as kings in succession his two sons who were for
a while to revive its fortunes.

Warad-Sin has left a number of wordy inscriptions, chiefly
upon clay cones from buildings which he repaired in Ur and
Larsa, but his rule extended over Nippur and some other minor
cities as well.4 Perhaps the most interesting event of his un-
troubled years was the appointment of his sister to the high
dignity of priestess to the Moon-god at Ur, an office customarily
reserved for the closest female relatives of kings.5 The solemn
occasion was registered as one of the year-formulae, a ceremonial
name Enanedu, in the form prescribed by ancient usage, was
assumed by the new abbess who later in the reign of her second
brother was able to restore her 'convent' at Ur with funds
provided by him after his final victory over Isin. Of this work
she had composed a memorial written upon clay cones in a high-
flown Sumerian style ; this was recovered and perused with satis-
faction by Nabonidus in the last years of Babylonian independence,6

and has lately reappeared after another twenty-five centuries.7

Rim-Sin, who succeeded his brother, must have been a young
man at his accession, for not only was he to reign sixty years8

but it would seem that some natural anxiety recalled Kudur-
Mabuk to supervise his first steps in kingship, for the father's
name occurs again in dedications by his son.9 This tutelage cannot

1 §v» 3> T77 and 216. 2 Ibid. 216.
3 See C.A.H. 113, ch. VII, sect. 1 for the Eparti kings; §vm, 3, 71, for the title

alia; A, I, 335.
4 G, 7, 174 f.; A, 32, no. 75; A, 6. 5 See above, p. 634.
6 §VIH, 2, 164 ff. ' §vn, 4. 8 G, 7, 22.
9 G, 33, 218 and 220 ; G , I5,nos. 141,142; A, 32, no. 87.
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have lasted long in Rim-Sin's reign, which began to unroll quietly
enough in the company of the rival dynasties of Isin, now in its
decline, and Babylon, now approaching the verge of its greatest
days. These early years have nothing to record but religious
buildings, care of canals, and dedications of statues representing
Kudur-Mabuk, his brother Warad-Sin and, surprisingly, his
predecessor Sin-iddinam.1 The first warlike enterprise is men-
tioned in the date of his fourteenth year, when 'the army of
Uruk, Isin, Babylon, Sutium, and Rapiqum, and Irdanene, king
of Uruk, were smitten with weapons', an event related in similar
terms upon clay cones found at Ur,2 which add the picturesque
detail that he trod with his foot upon the head of the hostile king
of Uruk as though he had been a serpent. This struggle was in
itself no more than characteristic of the petty warfare which had
been endemic since the strong control of Ur had disappeared,
but it was nearly the end of the local dynasty at Uruk,3 and it
foreshadowed the contest for supremacy with Isin and Babylon,
whereas the more distant alliance with Rapiqum4 and of the Sutu
nomads must have been the outcome of a temporary political
grouping.

In this fourteenth year of Rim-Sin the last king, Damiq-ilishu,
was on the throne of Isin, and Sin-muballit recently come to that
of Babylon. The succeeding years were divided between civil
undertakings and desultory warfare in which Rim-Sin captured
several towns of little account and uncertain location; in his
twenty-first year he claims a victory, which he used mercifully,
against Uruk. At length, in his twenty-fifth year, he appears as
beginning the decisive struggle with Isin, for he announced the
capture of a ' city (of) Damiq-ilishu' with thousands of prisoners
whom he brought captive to Larsa and 'established his victory
for ever'. Despite this emphatic language and the name of
Damiq-ilishu it is difficult to construe this as the capture of Isin
itself, for that triumph was not expressly claimed until five years
later, and it is still more curious that in the seventeenth year of
Sin-muballit, a year which fell between the twenty-fifth and the
thirtieth year of Rim-Sin, a capture of Isin is actually recorded
by the king of Babylon.5 The strange situation that a complete
victory over Isin was related on at least two and possibly three
occasions within five years, and that by two different rulers, is

1 G, 5, vol. ii, 161, no. 208. Possibly explained by the presence of then-existing
figures, see A, 3.

2 G, 15, nos. 138, 144. s §vn, 1, 38 ; G , 7, 156.
« §v, 3,38,11.2. 5 G , 7 , 158 f.
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not one that we can elucidate with the slight information that we
have. What is certain is that Rim-Sin upon his thirtieth year
published a long and almost lyrical date-formula to describe how
'with the exalted weapon of Anu, Enlil, and Enki the true
shepherd Rim-Sin captured Isin, the royal city, with every one
of its inhabitants, as many as there were, and then bestowed life
upon its widespread people, and made his royal name famous for
evermore'.

Thus ended the kingdom saved by Ishbi-Erra out of the ruins
of Ur and lost by Damiq-ilishu two and a quarter centuries after-
wards. Its fall left the dominion to be contested by two powers,
so long its rivals, Larsa and Babylon itself. The decision was to
be delayed for another thirty years, during which Rim-Sin rested
so complacently upon his laurels that he suffered no other reckon-
ing of time than 'year x (after) he captured Isin', thereby cutting
off our only supply of historical information. This royal lethargy,
however, was by no means typical of the times, for there is
massive and ever-growing testimony that the reigns of Rim-Sin,
of Hammurabi, and of his son Samsuiluna embraced the period
when literature, crafts, and all kinds of learning, true and false,
were cultivated and even created with an ardour and achievement
never matched again. Concerning these something may be
reserved for a more general survey of what is called, from its
dominant figure, the age of Hammurabi.
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CHAPTER XXIII

PERSIA, c. 2400-1800 B.C.

I. THE ELAMITE KINGS OF AWAN

T H E history of Persia before the migration of the Medes and the
Persians in about iooo B.C. is almost entirely limited to the
history of Elam. This is because Elam, south-west Iran, alone has
left behind any documents worthy of mention from the pre-
Persian era. Only very few remnants of Akkadian inscriptions on
rock reliefs survive from the non-Elamite part of south-west Iran.
From the remainder of Persia there is silence until the coming of
Zoroaster, the great prophet of eastern Iran (probable dates, 630-
533 B-c)-

Compared with the long duration of the Elamite Kingdom, the
actual number of documents surviving is indeed pitifully few.
They are partly in Akkadian, and partly in Elamite, and to an
overwhelming degree come from the age-old capital of Elam, Susa,
which has been under excavation by a French archaeological
mission ever since 1897. A further difficulty is that Elamite,
being related to no other known language, is still insufficiently
understood.

The ethnological definition of the Elamites also causes great
difficulties. The most reasonable assumption is that which holds
the Elamites to be the Proto-Lurs, whose language became
Iranian only in the Middle Ages.1 The Elamites wrote the name
of their country in cuneiform as Haltamti or liatamti, which they
probably pronounced altamt. This word may mean 'God's Land',
if it is composed of hal 'land' and tamt [tdmpt] '(gracious) Lord'.
For the Sumerian and Akkadian neighbours, Elam (written with
the Sumerian sign (NIM) was connected with the idea of 'high-
land'2—and rightly so, because although its frontiers fluctuated
with the course of centuries, they always included not only the
low plain of Susiana (with the river network of the Karkhah, the
Ab-i Diz, and the Karun), but also the mountains and plateaux to
the north and east of Susiana.

1 G, 4, 61 ff.
2 §1, 17, 20 ff.; G, 15, 26.
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This link between the plain and the mountains, which endured
for thousands of years, is one of the fundamental factors of
Elamite history. It was broken only when the Medes and the
Persians conquered all the mountain lands of Elam in about
600 B.C. It was this union between fertile, artificially irrigated
ploughlands and the mountains, rich in wood and metallic ores,
that rendered possible an Elamite civilization on a high level, with
its own distinctive characteristics.

The political merging of Susians and highland Elamites prob-
ably succeeded only after bitter quarrels and fierce fighting. The
way to political unity led through the federative composition of
the Elamite state. The links in the federation were evidently
formed by consanguinity between overlord and the principal
chiefs, and these links were further strengthened by marriages
between brothers and sisters. The form of succession resulting
from this will be discussed in greater detail in volume 11, chapter
VII of this History, as this problem first becomes tangible in the
Old Babylonian period. But unmistakable glimpses of it are
caught as early as the third millennium B.C.

The earliest mention of Elam probably goes back as far as the
seventh century of that millennium. The half-legendary king
Enmebaragisi of the First Dynasty of Kish is recorded in the
Sumerian king-list as having 'carried off the arms of the land of
Elam as booty'.1 Thus as early as this the historian can recognize
the leitmotiv of relations between Elam and Mesopotamia, one of
hereditary enmity, mitigated at the same time by equally persistent
economic and cultural exchanges, for Mesopotamia needed the
products of the Elamite highlands, timber, metallic ore (lead,
copper, tin and silver), stone (alabaster, diorite and obsidian), semi-
precious stones and also horses. The countless campaigns of the
Sumerians and the Akkadians against Elam were due to the need
to control these important materials. At the same time they fol-
lowed the political aim of warding off and keeping in check the
Elamites, who were always ready to plunder the lowlands. In this
context should be mentioned the legend, historically quite cred-
ible, of the famous Sumerian king of Uruk, Gilgamesh, who, a
generation after Enmebaragisi, is said to have penetrated even
into the lands beyond Elam.2

However, Elamite attacks on Mesopotamia, attracted by the
riches of its civilized cities, are equally numerous. Thus the
Sumerian king-list, somewhat later, probably between 2600 and
2550, records dolefully that the kingdom of Ur 'was smitten with

Mi. x 3. 8a ft i G, 14,541.
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THE ELAMITE KINGS OF AWAN 647

arms, its kingship taken to Awan'.1 The name of the victorious
Elamite, who founded a dynasty of three kings, is not recorded.
The king-list gives only the first syllable of the third king's name;
it may have been Kurishshak.2 The site of Awan has not yet been
identified with certainty; occasional notices in cuneiform texts
indicate the area of the present-day Dizful on the north-east rim
of Susiana. Susa, lying on the north-west rim of the depression,
evidently then served as an entrepot for the lively trade between
Elam and Mesopotamia.

There was thus at this early date a powerful Elamite kingdom
of Awan which was able to exercise authority over Mesopotamia
for some considerable time.3 About 2550 B.C. a king of Kish,
of whose name once again we possess only the first syllable,
was able to shake off this overlordship. 'Awan was smitten
with arms', says the Sumerian king-list, 'its kingship was taken
to Kish.'4

After a period of presumed unrest in Elam, a new dynasty of
twelve kings emerged in Awan.5 Of the founder, Peli (the name is
not absolutely certain), and of his six successors we know nothing
but their names.

By the time of Sargon of Agade (about 2371-2316) we are
treading on firmer historical ground. His policy of expansion
enabled him not only to master the mountain tribes of the Zagros
(the Su people) but also to banish the Elamite danger for some
time to come. The more detailed of the two Sargon inscriptions
which relate his campaign against Elam also gives us the first
synchronism, and hence the first certain date in Elamite history;
that is, about 2325 B.C. the king Lukh-ishshan was on the throne
at Awan as the eighth ruler of the dynasty of Peli.6

In spite of the brevity of its wording, the inscription gives
important indications. We learn that under Lukh-ishshan there
was a viceroy of Elam named Sanam-Simut, and also a governor
of Khukhnur named Zina.7 His territory lay in the Bakhtyari
mountains of western Persia (Anshan), or more accurately near
the present-day Malamlr/Izeh.8 Khukhnur was later named the
'Key to Anshan',9 and in fact to this day Qal'a-i Toll near
Malamlr commands the road from Susiana to Isfahan. The

M'. i3»95- M L 19. 8ff-
3 §1, 18, 128. « §1, r3, 96.
5 §1, 20, 1 ff.; M/m. D.P. 23, iv.
6 %\, 2, 114, J; §1, 20, 2. 7 G, 2, 28, no. 19.
8 Deduced from two tablets from Malamlr {Mim. D.P. 23, no. 270, 1; and

no. 273, 1). The name Aiapir for Malamlr is late Elamite.
9 §11, 21, 146 (no. 103).
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inscription also gives us the name of an otherwise unknown
Elamite district of Gunilakha, and its governor Khidadida[ ].

From all this it is evident that the structure of the Elamite state
was in the nature of a federation. 'Governors' (Elamite hal-
menik, Sumerian ensi, and Akkadian issiakkum) ruled over the
various provinces. The governors were under the control of a
'viceroy' (Jakanakkum in Akkadian, written GIR . NITA). The vice-
roy was subject to the actual king of Elam {zunkir in Elamite,
lugal'm Sumerian, and sarrum in Akkadian). Whether the kings
of Awan resided in their original home (in the vicinity of Dizful),
whether they reigned from Susa, or whether they had two capitals,
our sources do not show; but the first is the most likely.

From what this Sargon inscription says about the conquered
ruler of W(B)arakhshe, it can be recognized that this state, allied to
Elam, also had a federative structure. We do not learn the name
of the king of Warakhshe, but only that of his brother, Dagu, and
of the 'judge' of Warakhshe, Kumduba; perhaps these two per-
sons held the regency for the defeated ruler. It is important to note
that Warakhshe also had a viceroy, a certain Ul[ ], who,
evidently as a result of the Akkadian conquest, was succeeded by
the viceroy Sidgau.

The second Sargon inscription may not have been composed
until after a further expedition of the ruler of Agade against the
stubborn East. It repeats the names of several persons mentioned
in the first inscription, amongst whom is the viceroy Sidgau. Thus
he must have played an important part, and was confirmed in his
office as a vassal of Sargon. A new figure is the governor [ ]ru
of Sherikhum,1 the Elamite ' Sealand'. If this region between the
Anshan mountains and the Persian Gulf was not subjected by
Sargon until his second campaign, then it must have fallen at the
end of his reign, about 2316.

The most important conclusion to be drawn from the two
Sargon texts is that both Elam and its north-western neighbour
Warakhshe had a definitely federal composition. We shall find
this to be the case in Elam for the next 800 years.

However, it must be admitted that the persons mentioned in the
inscriptions remain mere shadows to the historian. It appears as if
Sargon was content to allow the conquered rulers to retain their
positions, but as his vassals. The booty that he carried off to Agade
was great, for these inscriptions were mainly lists of plunder, re-
counting the cities sacked by Sargon, amongst which we find
Awan and Susa. That Sargon himself entered Susa as a victor has

1 §i, 2,166, N.
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been deduced from a stele of the king found there ;x but probably
this stele was a plundered trophy brought to Susa by some middle-
Elamite ruler. Nevertheless, there is no need to doubt Sargon's
conquest; the finds show a widespread Akkadization of Susa from
that time onwards, continuing into the thirteenth century.

Amid the meagre evidence of the Sargon inscriptions, a fresh
fact is that Lukh-ishshan, the king of Elam, was the son of a
certain Khishep-ratep.2 But the latter was not his immediate pre-
decessor, for according to the Elamite king-list3 this was Kikku-
siwe-temti. Judging by the Elamite system of succession in later
times, it is permissible to assume that these two kings were
brothers; that is, the younger Lukh-ishshan succeeded his elder
brother Kikku-siwe-temti on the throne of Awan. Being of the
same generation, he did not long survive his brother, for the
second Sargon inscription4 acknowledges Lukh-ishshan *s son
(bearing the same name as his grandfather, Khishep-ratep) as
king of Elam, and the ninth of the Awan kings of the house of
Peli. As he was of the next generation, we can ascribe to him a
long reign. Thus it is likely that Khishep-ratep survived his over-
lord Sargon as a vassal in Elam for some considerable time.

When Sargon was succeeded by his son Rimush (about 2316—
2307), the kings of Elam and Warakhshe, Khishep-ratep and
Abalgamash, took this opportunity to make an alliance to throw
off the yoke of the Sargonids. The leaders were evidently the
new ruler of Warakhshe, Abalgamash, and his viceroy Sidgau.
The third member of the alliance was the prince of Zakhara,
with his viceroy Ungapi.5 The district of Zakhara evidently
bordered on Warakhshe towards the north-west, around the
modern Ham.

The campaign of Rimush against these eastern rebels has been
related above (chapter xix). It will be enough to repeat here that,
according to the victor's inscriptions, a disastrous defeat was
inflicted upon the country of Warakhshe, with the slaughter of
more than 17,000 men and the capture of 4000 more. Amongst
the latter were the deputy-kings Sidgau and Ungapi, but the
kings themselves of Warakhshe and of Zakhara presumably
escaped. As for the king of Elam, he appears to have come off
lightly; however, his country was severely pillaged as is evident
from vases discovered in Nippur and Ur, which were dedicated to
the gods by Rimush as booty from Elam ' after he had subjugated

1 G, 2, 29; Mi!m. D.P. 10, 4 ff. See Plate 52 (a). 2 §1, 2, 114, 116.
3 §1, 20, 2. 4 §1, 2, 116.
5 §1, 2, 122 ff., I and J.
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Warakhshe and Elam '.1 From this booty the king of Agade also
dedicated to his god Enlil ' thirty pounds of gold, three thousand
six hundred pounds of copper and six slaves of both sexes'.2

A further document listing the rebel princes subjected by
Rimush gives the name of a certain Zinuba, the brother of a ruler
of an unnamed land, together with his 'regent' (in Sumerian
sukkal) Epir-mupi.3 However, as the latter appears on a tablet
which describes various campaigns as governor (ensi) of Susa,4

the unnamed land is evidently Elam, and so Zinuba must have
been viceroy of Elam, and a younger brother of king Khishep-
ratep. If this followed the regular pattern of succession in Elam,
Epir-mupi, being governor of Susa, was probably the eldest
son of Khishep-ratep. Epir-mupi's son Lamgium is mentioned
in the obelisk of Rimush's successor Manishtusu.5

According to the Elamite king-list Khishep-ratep was succeeded
by an otherwise unknown king Khelu of Awan.6 His viceroy was
evidently a certain Eshpum,7 perhaps his younger brother. His
accession may well have coincided with the seizure of power in
Agade by Rimush's brother Manishtusu (about 2306-2292).
Eshpum caused a statuette of Manishtusu to be made in Susa, and
dedicated it as 'his servant' to the goddess Narundi, in whose
temple it was subsequently found.8 By chance a seal-impression
of the oracular priest of the temple, Egigi, who was installed by
Eshpum, has also been found at Susa.9

During the reign of Naram-Sin (about 2291—2255), the suc-
cessor of Manishtusu and the last great king of Agade, not only
Elam but the whole of western Iran advanced into the clear
light of history. However, the sources mention nothing of a war
between the king of Agade and Elam; so evidently it did not par-
ticipate in the general revolt of the highland peoples. This is
confirmed by a treaty between Naram-Sin and the king of Awan,
his vassal, which is also the first important document of Elamite
history. It is a badly damaged clay tablet inscribed in six columns
and on both sides, and was found in Susa.10 The most astonishing
fact is that it is written in Elamite, whereas all other documents of
the Sargonic age up to Naram-Sin are in Akkadian. Although in a
very early form of the language, the Elamite of the treaty shows

1 §1,2,128. 2 §1, 2,124.
3 §1, 2, 122; A, 5. 4 Mint. D.P. 14, 5.
6 Mint. D.P. 2, pi. 1, col. 3. 6 §1, 20, 2.
7 Mint. D.P. 14, 4, read thus by §i, 6, 48 and 198.
8 Mint. D.P. 10, 1. 9 Mint. D.P. 14, 4.

10 Mint. D.P. 11, pi. 1; §1, 14, no. 3; A, 10.
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all the signs of the so-called classical Elamite of ten centuries
later. Unfortunately our understanding of this most important
document is limited by lacunae and breaks in the tablet, as well as
by our still very limited knowledge of the Elamite vocabulary.

The main question is, with whom did Naram-Sin conclude this
treaty ? G. G. Cameron1 rightly suggests that the partner would
have been king Khita of A wan. However, the problem cannot
be resolved with certainty. On the other hand, the fact of such a
solemn treaty proves that Naram-Sin valued the alliance of the
king of Elam highly, perhaps as a precaution against the danger
threatening from Gutium in the north. Apparently the document
was solemnly guarded in the temple of In-Shushinak, the chief god
of Susa, where it remained among the debris until the present age.

The following can be interpreted of the contents of the treaty:
it begins with this appeal: ' Hearken (goddess) Pinikir, and you
good gods of heaven.' In all, over thirty-five divinities are listed by
name in the first two columns (see sect, in below), summarized by
the emphatic statement: 'Even the kings pay homage to the gods.'
It continues: 'A king is the faithful servant of the god Nahhunte,
a king is subject to the god In-Shushinak.' The end of the second
column reads: 'A king is faithful to the goddess Siashum, to the
god Napir, and to the goddess Narundi.' In the third column the
Elamite king asserts: 'Naram-Sin's enemy is my enemy; Naram-
Sin's friend is my friend.'

A recently undertaken closer study of this oldest document of
Elamite history reveals that Agade had asked military aid from
Elam.2 Naram-Sin sent an envoy to Susa with rich gifts, and
Khita complied with the request of the king of Agade by
detaching troops headed by an Elamite general who was to fix
the details of the treaty with Naram-Sin's prime minister. Besides,
the king of Agade probably married a daughter of Khita. This is
to be inferred from certain passages in the treaty purporting that
the Elamite king wishes Naram-Sin's wife male offspring as a
legitimate successor to the throne. Khita further agreed to place
statues of Naram-Sin in the sanctuaries of Susa; he expressly
mentions such a statue in the temple of In-Shushinak. Naram-
Sin evidently concluded the treaty of alliance with Elam during
the earlier part of his reign which began c. 2291 B.C. amid a
revolt of his subjects,3 possibly towards 2280 B.C.

The fact that Naram-Sin himself made this treaty with the king
of Awan may be deduced not only from the document but also

1 G, 2, 34. 2 A, 10, 95.
3 See upon this above, pp. 444 f.
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from an inscription found on a statue dedicated in Susa. It refers
to Naram-Sin's minister and oracular priest Sharrish-takal, who
dedicated this image in Susa on behalf of his master to an other-
wise unknown divinity.1 We may infer that this act of worship was
connected with the ceremonies of the signing of the treaty
between Naram-Sin and Khita. We also know of this minister
Sharrish-takal through a seal found at Tello.2

Kutik-In-Shushinak, whose name was previously known only
from Akkadian sources as Puzur-In-Shushinak, is one of the most
important historical figures of ancient Elam.3 He has left to
posterity a large number of inscriptions, not only in the Akkadian
language and script, but also in the so-called 'proto-Elamite'
script. This linear writing, deciphered only in 1961, has revealed
the name of its last user Kutik-In-Shushinak as meaning 'the
prote'ge' of the god In-Shushinak'. That he used his own native
script alongside the Akkadian from the very beginning shows
unmistakable national pride.

All indications go to show that Kutik-In-Shushinak was gover-
nor of Susa as a vassal of Naram-Sin during the lifetime of king
Khita of Awan. This is the modest title he gives himself on an
Akkadian door-post inscription, and also several Elamite stone
inscriptions.4 His father Shinpi-khish-khuk was probably a
younger brother of king Khita. Some time later, probably in the
reign of Naram-Sin's successor Shar-kali-sharri, about 2250,
Kutik-In-Shushinak was promoted. On four inscriptions of con-
siderable length, one of them bilingual, he bears the title 'gover-
nor of Susa, viceroy of the land of Elam '.5 Khita would still have
been ruler of Awan at that time. Although Kutik-In-Shushinak
was not yet king, he was able to increase his power to the extent
that he could undertake widespread campaigns. Officially these
were measures taken by a loyal vassal; in fact they show the
decline of his overlord, Shar-kali-sharri.

The first campaign was occasioned by a rebellion in Kimash
and Khurti, and thus upon Mesopotamian soil, to be precise in
the upper Diyala region, and it is possible that the king of Agade
had requested his Elamite vassal Kutik-In-Shushinak to subdue
this rebellion. At the same time Khupsana (in Elam) was also
subjected. An inscription on a limestone statue of Kutik-In-
Shushinak tells of the warlike deeds of this 'viceroy of Elam'. To
this is added a list of over seventy places which were 'thrown

1 Mim. D.P. 6, pi. i , no. 2; §1, 2, 142, no. 15.
i §1, 2, 142, no. 18. 3 See Plate 52 (i).
4 Mint. D.P. 6, 7; §1, 2, 156, no. 3. See A, 4. 5 Mini. D.P. 6, pi. 2, 1.
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beneath his feet at one blow'1—doubtless an exaggeration. Only
a few of these are known elsewhere. One such place is Gutu,
which is evidently the home of the Gutians. This would seem
to mean that Kutik-In-Shushinak's first major campaign was
directed against the north-west mountain country to take pressure
off the king of Agade by attacking the Gutians. On the other
hand, the mention of Khukhnur in this list proves that the inscrip-
tion records several campaigns, for it can be demonstrated that
Khukhnur lies in the Bakhtyari mountains on the eastern rim of
Susiana. The inscription concludes with the proud assertion that
the king of Simashki2 himself had come of his own accord, and
had 'seized the feet of Kutik-In-Shushinak', in other words, ac-
knowledged his suzerainty. It was the princes of Simashki, in
Elam, who succeeded the kings of Awan, of whom Kutik-In-
Shushinak was the last. In all probability Simashki was the
territory to the north of Susiana, centred upon the present-day
Khurramabad in Luristan.

The rise of Kutik-In-Shushinak reached its peak when he suc-
ceeded to the throne of Awan as heir of Khita, probably about
2240. In two of his Akkadian inscriptions3 he calls himself
'mighty (dannum) king of Awan', and in Elamite linear inscrip-
tions 'king of the land, an elect, a victor'.4 On a stele he claimed
that the god In-Shushinak 'looked graciously upon him and gave
him the four quarters of the earth' .5 The last remnant of vassaldom
to Agade has now vanished, when claim is laid to supremacy over
the bounds of Iran and Mesopotamia.

Kutik-In-Shushinak was responsible for a great deal of build-
ing in the sacred acropolis at Susa, and presented numerous
sacrificial offerings to his 'lord In-Shushinak'. In addition the
cutting of a canal near Sidari is ascribed to him. In the same
inscription he boasts that 'he gave just judgements in his city'.6

If we consider that the fairly numerous inscriptions surviving can
be only a small proportion of those originally written, we can
appreciate that in this ruler Elam found the embodiment of its
national greatness. Evidently Kutik-In-Shushinak felt himself
protected and encouraged by the gods. With great feeling he
claims (as far as my interpretation of the very difficult Elamite
inscriptions can be considered correct) that his splendid religious
services had brought him fame as a reward from the gods, ' they

1 §1, 158, no. 6.
2 For this reading of the place-name, see above, p. 603, n. 4.
3 §1, 2, 158 and 160. 4 §i, 11, 13f.
5 Mint. D.P. 10, 9; §1, 2, 158, no. 8. 6 §1, 2, 156, no. 5.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



654 PERSIA c. 2400-1800 B.C.

made me victorious, they gave me the land'.1 Or in another place
' I possess this land (Elam). As an elect of the divinity, the land
was preserved for me.'2

But the fall of the kingdom of Awan followed unexpectedly
after the greatness of Kutik-In-Shushinak's power, and the
Elamite script disappeared together with the proud national
ruler. Like its weakened neighbour and erstwhile overlord, the
kingdom of Agade, Elam probably fell a victim to the anarchy
brought in by the Gutians.

II. THE ELAMITE KINGS OF SIMASHKI

The Elamite king-list of Susa3 shows, following after the twelve
kings of Awan, a similar number of kings of Simashki—a new
dynasty from the mountains of Luristan to the north of Susiana.
The exact correspondence of the number twelve seems artificial,
and must be regarded with caution. We shall consider only those
kings of Simashki who through contact with their western neigh-
bours emerge, albeit indistinctly, into the light of history.

Scarcely any of these kings of Simashki has left behind any
record, perhaps because they lived in Simashki (Khurramabad ?)
and not in Susa. During the entire period of Gutian rule, which
ended miserably under Tirigan, about 2120, that is for over a
century, Elam is named only by inscriptions of Gudea of Lagash.
On one of his statues Gudea boasts that he had conquered 'the
city of Anshan in Elam with arms',4 and on a cylinder he claims
that 'Elamites came from Elam, Susians from Susa' to help him
build the temple of his god Ningirsu.5 Thus during the rule of the
Gutians over northern Babylonia Elam seems to have come under
the control of the princes of Lagash.

During the second century of the kings of Simashki, Elam again
presents to history a picture of weakness, this time under the
suzerainty of the Third Dynasty of Ur, which began in 2113
with Ur-Nammu. Whereas the lowlands of Susiana fell to the
Sumerians, the highlands to the east (Anshan) remained half-
independent, whilst Simashki in the north seems to have been
in effect free, but also without history.

The most important ruler of this dynasty was Shulgi (about
2095-2048) who, as a result of his far-reaching policies, has left

1 §1, 11, I4ff., Inscription D. 2 Hid. Inscription H.
8 §1, 20, 2. * §11, 20, 70, iv, 64 (B); §1, 2, 184.
5 §n, 20,104, xv, 6 ff. (A); §1, 2, 218.
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in Elam numerous traces of his long reign. In his eighteenth year he
married one of his daughters to the governor of Warakhshe, and in
his thirty-second year another to the governor of Anshan.1 In this
diplomatic manner the quasi-vassaldom of the mountain lands on
the east and west borders of Susiana was reinforced. However, in
the case of Anshan it was of little avail, for the date-formulae of
Shulgi specifically mention a punitive expedition against Anshan2

only a few years after the marriage, and another year of Shulgi
was named as that in which 'Anshan was laid waste once again' .3

Shulgi undertook no fewer than nine campaigns against the
mountain peoples further to the north-west, the notorious
Lullubi,4 and this also applied to the regions on the edge of the
Iraqi-Kurdish mountain territory (Simurrum/Altin Koprii,
Urbillum/Irbil, Karakhar, Kharshi, Kimash, etc.).

On the other hand Susiana, after its conquest by Shulgi in the
twenty-eighth year of his reign (2078), seems to have accepted
Sumerian rule willingly, for shortly after we hear of a governor of
the Third Dynasty in Susa who may not even have been an
Elamite.5 It is quite certain that one Zariqum, whom Shulgi's
successor appointed to Susa as governor in 2043, was not an
Elamite. Shulgi had appointed him governor of Ashur, a post he
held for six years before his transfer to Susa, where he remained
until 2035-6 Appearances thus show that peaceful circumstances
prevailed in Susa under strict Sumerian control. This calm may
have been because Shulgi evidently considered it of importance to
win the allegiance of the native priesthood. Excavations in Susa
have revealed evidence of extensive building activity on his part in
the temple of the god of the city, In-Shushinak. It appears that
Shulgi founded a new temple, for he expressly states on a stone
tablet that he, the mighty king of Ur, Sumer and Akkad, had
built the beloved temple 'for his king, the god In-Shushinak'.7

In addition Shulgi's votive offerings for the newly-built temple of
In-Shushinak were very numerous. Several of these have been
preserved, for later Elamite rulers incorporated them as dedica-
tory gifts into the foundations of later temples.8 Shulgi also
established a holy place in Susa to a goddess, for two of his
Sumerian officials dedicated an artistically-worked mace9 to this
'Mistress of the city' for the benefit of their king. A cornelian
bead has also been found in Susa, which Shulgi dedicated to ' his

1 §11, 20, 230. 8 §11, 20, 231. 3 §11, 14, 18.
4 §11, 20, 232. 8 G, 2,50. « §11, 8, 221.
7 Mim. D.P. 7, pi. n ; Mint. D.P. 6, pi. 6, no. 1; §11, 20, 192 (p).
8 Mim. D.P. 7, 61 ff. 9 Mim. D.P. 14, 22.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



656 PERSIA e. 2400-1800 B.C.

mother, the goddess Ningal' (the wife of the Sumerian moon-
god) ' for the salvation of his life' j 1 this however may have been
looted from Ur by the Elamites.

Towards the end of his forty-eight-year reign, Shulgi devised a
new form of defence for the kingdom of Ur, which endured for
three more generations before recoiling upon its founders. As far
as can be gathered from the Sumerian economic documents, this
consisted of keeping the tumultuous mountain-peoples in check
by means of Elamite 'foreign legionaries', that is, by mercenaries
to strengthen the Sumerian garrisons, above all in the threatened
frontier-province of Lagash. These 'legionaries' came from Susa,
Anshan, Simashki and other Elamite regions; someof them were
prisoners of war. These Elamites were formed into groups of five
to twenty-five men, and received a daily ration of barley bread and
beer. They were under the command of a high dignitary in the
service of the kings of Ur who bore the title of 'Grand-Regent'
(sukkal-mah), and may be considered as commander of the frontier
guards against Elam and the eastern mountain peoples.2 As
sukkal-mah, he gradually gained so much power that he was able
to found a kind of dynasty in Lagash. His high rank made a deep
impression on the neighbouring races. From this a later Elamite
dynasty evidently took the proud title of sukkal-mah?

Under this system of Elamite 'foreign legionaries' in the
service of the kings of Ur, Elam long remained quiet. As a
result Shulgi's successor, Amar-Sin (2947-2039), took little notice
of his eastern neighbours. In the year 2041 he undertook a cam-
paign against Khukhnur in Anshan, which was laid waste ;4 such
an undertaking assumes complete control of Susiana. Three years
earlier he had transferred the Akkadian Zariqum (mentioned
above) from Ashur to Susa as governor. He was installed cere-
moniously in the presence of ten highly-placed witnesses, and
remained in this office for more than eight years.5 At the same
time Amar-Sin appointed a new governor of neighbouring
Warakhshe called Libanugshabash. One of his governors in
Elamite Awak (the site of which is unknown), Sharrum-bani, a
Semite like Zariqum in Susa, actually remained undisturbed in
office for eighteen years:6 a.pax Sumerica reigned in Elam.

Whereas Amar-Sin himself undertook no building in Susa,
several inscribed tablets have been found of his successor, Shu-

1 Mim. D.P. 6, 22.
2 §11, 17, 139; §11, 12, 1 ff.; §11, 13, 294?.; §11, 6,passim.
3 §1, 10, 128. 4 §11, 20, 144.
5 §11, 18, 152 IT. s G , 2,53.
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Sin (2038-2030). The tone of the four identical texts1 is no longer
as reverential as those of his father Shulgi; they proclaim proudly
'the divine Shu-Sin, beloved of the god Enlil, the mighty king,
king of Ur, and king of the four quarters'.2 There is now no trace
of any reverence towards In-Shushinak, and therewith to the
Susians.

In the sixth year of Shu-Sin, the figure of a king of Simashki
appears from the shadows of history for the first time since the fall
of the kingdom of Awan two hundred years earlier; his name was
Girnamme. The Susian king-list3 names him, however, as the first
of the twelve rulers of Simashki, which cannot be right. A tablet
gives us a valuable synchronism, which records that an agent of
king Girnamme in Ur had received several sheep for his main-
tenance at the court of Shu-Sin. This envoy from Simashki was
present at the same time as a messenger from Libanugshabash,
the governor of Warakhshe.4

As his father Shulgi had done, Shu-Sin married one of his
daughters to the governor of Anshan. In the second year of his
reign (2037) a representative of this governor, a certain Dai-
Salkhupa, son of Akuta, arrived in the capital city Ur. The prin-
cess began the long journey into the Bakhtyari mountains richly
equipped with many jars of oil, butter, cream, sour milk, beer,5

etc. She could hardly have guessed that her brother Ibbi-Sin
would be taking the same road thirty years later as a prisoner of the
king of Elam.

In the meantime her father Shu-Sin, the ruler of Ur, attempted
to maintain his position by force. During his reign of only nine
years he twice undertook campaigns against rebellious mountain
tribes in the Zagros, against the so-called Su people. The first
expedition was evidently in quest of booty—lead, copper, and
bronze—which was carried to the temples of the chief divinities of
Nippur. From the plunder of gold Shu-Sin caused a statue of
himself to be cast.6 Ziringu, the governor of Zabshali (or in
Elamite texts Zapzali) was taken to Ur a prisoner. Zabshali is
probably to be placed in the mountains of Luristan to the west of
Khurramabad, on the upper Karkhah. The second campaign, in
which Shu-Sin apparently did not take part himself, was also
mainly directed against Zabshali, where a new governor Indasu
had allied himself to other highland princes. All eleven of them
were taken prisoner, and carried off to Mesopotamia in the

1 §1, 10, 69, n. 1, corrected by R. Borger in Arch.f. Or. 19 (1959-60), 163.
2 §i, 2, 292, no. 1. 3 §1, 20, 5. * §11, 10, 7 ff.
6 %u, 22, 384. 6 See above, p. 609.
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eleventh year of Shu-Sin (2038).1 His building activity in the
temple-quarter of Susa shows that his rule over Susiana was
unimpaired.2

But when Shu-Sin's younger son Ibbi-Sin succeeded to the
throne of Ur III in 2029, it was felt in Elam that the time for
liberation was drawing near. It does not of itself mean much that
the Sumerian tablets in Susa break off in the third year of Ibbi-
Sin; the paucity of material could be responsible for this. But
it is certain that in 2021 the king of Simashki was sure enough
of his strength to attack the southern lowlands from his own
mountains.

It was now of no avail to Ibbi-Sin that he had married his
daughter Tukin-khatta-migrisha to the governor of Zabshali four
years previously.3 The cities of Susa, Adamdun and Awan in
the north of Susiana rebelled. Ibbi-Siu, now alone, accepted the
challenge. After careful religious preparations, he led a lightning
campaign against Elam, retook these cities,4 and their ruler
was led prisoner to Ur. This ruler may be the one who in the
Susian king-list appears as Lu... luhhan5, a successor of King
Girnamme.

Five years later, probably in 2017. despite the reduction of his
power in Mesopotamia, Ibbi-Sin again marched into Elam, which
had now become rebellious. This time he attacked Khukhnur.6

The fourteenth year of his reign was entitled 'the year in which he,
with a great army, marched against Khukhnur, the key of the
land of Anshan, and made it obedient*.

This was the last attempt of the declining Third Dynasty of
Ur to keep Susiana in subjection. The attacks of the West Semitic
Amorites and the desertion of Ishbi-Erra of Mari had undermined
Ibbi-Sin's power. Thus the new king of Simashki, in alliance with
the prince of Zabshali and with the other Su peoples of the
Zagros was able to overrun southern Mesopotamia at one onset.
Ibbi-Sin, who had defended himself desperately in Ur, was
obliged ' to leave his palace and go into the land of Elam, from
Mount Sabun, the "breast" of the mountain, to the end of
Anshan', as a Sumerian dirge informs us—evidently along the
Kablr-Kuh right across Susiana, and thence to the road from
Malamlr to Isfahan ' like a bird that has fled from its nest, like a
stranger who (does not return) to his native country'.7 'The Su-
people and the Elamites, the hostile people' reduced Ur 'to

1 §11, 3, 31; §11, 20, 234. 2 M/tn. D.P. 10, 12; Mim. D.P. 25, 211.
3 §n, 11, 37. * §11, 19, 14.
6 See Sollberger in R.A. 64. 6 §11, 21, 146. ' §11, 5, 379 and 382.
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mounds of ruin and ashes.'1 The king of Simashki lodged an
Elamite garrison, which perhaps had been assisted by the 'foreign
legionaries', in the temple-acropolis of Ur. The statue of the
Sumerian moon-god Nanna and other divine images were carried
off to Anshan together with the captive Ibbi-Sin. There, exiled in
Elam, died the last king of Ur.2 As the people of Mesopotamia
realized, a period of their history had come to an end.3 These
revolutionary occurrences made a great impression on the people,
and were long remembered in dirges and omens.

Unfortunately none of our sources reveals the name of the king
of Simashki who overthrew the kingdom of Ur. The Susian king-
list is unreliable, as it cites three names between Girnamme and
Lu. . . luhhan, who, as can be proved, reigned in succession. After
Lu. . . luhhan it names a king Kindattu, whereas it is very prob-
able that a ruler of Simashki, whom the list does not even
mention, must be inserted before him. We consider this king,
Khutran-temti, to be the conqueror of Ibbi-Sin.

This king of Simashki was preserved in the memory of Elamite
posterity; for in the twelfth century Shilkhak-In-Shushinak
places him first in his table of ancestors, before all the four kings of
Simashki who were then known.4 To deserve such a leading posi-
tion, Khutran-temti must have performed some great feat—the
overthrow of the kingdom of Ur. This agrees with a year name on
a tablet discovered in Susa: 'year in which Khutran-temti caused
his statue to be cast in bronze'.5 It is probable that he entered
Susa triumphantly, having thrown off Sumerian rule, and as a sign
of this, dedicated his bronze statue in the temple of In-Shushinak,
about the year 2005.

However, Elam under the kings of Simashki was not permitted
to enjoy its independence from Mesopotamia for long. The in-
heritance of Ur was assumed by the vigorous princes Ishbi-Erra of
Isin and Naplanum of Larsa who must have been concerned to
regain Susiana at least. Thus it is not surprising, when in 1993,
only thirteen years after the fall of Ur, Ishbi-Erra ' smote Elam
with arms', notably in the same year that he married his daughter
Libur-nirum to the son of the regent {sukkal) Khubasimti.6 The
latter, evidently an Elamite (Khuban-Shimti), may have been a
son of Khutran-temti, and thus after the Elamite custom 'gover-
nor' of Susa. The scanty evidence leaves no doubt that the heirs to
the kingdom of Ur continued the earlier policy of Mesopotamia

1 §", 2, 50. 2 §n ,2 , 51. 3 G, 14, 569.
* %i, 12, 69, no. 48a. 6 Mim. D.P. 24, no. 385.
0 §11, 2, 62.
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towards Elam, military pressure combined with diplomatic
marriages.

After the time of Kindattu (about 1990—1970), who to us is a
mere phantom, there followed once more a distinct personality as
a ruler in Elam, Idattu I, king of Simashki, as he is named in the
Susian king-list, whose full name was Indattu-In-Shushinak, son
of Pepi and ruhusak of Khutran-temti.

The Elamite expression ruhusak still presents a problem. As it
corresponds with mar ahati in Akkadian diplomatic language, its
principal meaning ought to be 'sister's son',1 and this is doubtless
connected with the Elamite system of succession through the
female branch.

An Akkadian inscription found in Susa gives Indattu-In-Shu-
shinak, whom we must regard as a grandson or a great-nephew
of Khutran-temti, the following title: ' Governor of Susa, viceroy
of the land of Elam.'2 This title was also borne by the last ruler of
Awan, Kutik-In-Shushinak, before he became king. Although
this implies vassaldom, it would hardly be towards the lords of Isin
or Larsa, but rather towards the overlord of Elam, the king of
Simashki, Kindattu, whom we assume to have been his grandfather.

Indattu-In-Shushinak must still have been 'viceroy' when he
ordered this Akkadian inscription, which shows that he was an
active builder in Susa. The inscription tells of the dilapidated
fortifications of the city, which he repaired, of a new exterior wall
and of a brick temple. The limestone basin on which the inscrip-
tion stands was dedicated by him to the god In-Shushinak for the
benefit of his life.

"W hen Indattu-I n-Shushinak became king of Simashki (in about
1970 ?) he appointed his son Tan-Rukhuratir to the governorship
of Susa according to custom. He also married him to Me-kubi,
the daughter of Bilalama, governor of Eshnunna. The Babylonian
bride evidently brought a rich dowry to Susa, for she founded a
special temple there to Inanna as goddess of the sacred acropolis.3

Her father-in-law Indattu-In-Shushinak then bore the title of
'King of Simashki and Elam',4 which is its first appearance.
Father and son, Indattu-In-Shushinak and Tan-Rukhuratir, in
loyal conjunction, erected buildings within the sacred quarter in
Susa, as is shown by their brick-inscriptions. Almost a thousand
years later, King Shilkhak-In-Shushinak could refer to them with
praise as architects when he restored the temple of In-Shushinak.5

1 See, concerning this, C.A.H. n3, ch. vn. 2 Mim. D.P. 6, 16.
3 Mim. D.P. 14, 24 f. 4 Mim. D.P. 14, 26.
6 Mim. D.P. 3, 57, no. xxxix; 56, no. xxxvi.
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In about 1945 Tan-Rukhuratir succeeded his father Indattu-
In-Shushinak. His marriage to the Babylonian Me-kubi pro-
duced a son, who later (about 1925?) followed his father Tan-
Rukhuratir on the throne as Indattu II. Considerable building
activity in Susa was also undertaken by the second Indattu
whilst he was still 'governor' under his royal father. Inscriptions
show that he rebuilt the surrounding walls of the temple quarter
using fresh baked bricks instead of the old construction with
bitumen mortar.1

Later Elamite kings who, as we have seen, possessed reliable
information about their predecessors, ended the line of the kings of
Simashki with Indattu II. In fact the last rulers of this line do seem
to have lost power. Otherwise the condottiere Anum-muttabil,
viceroy of Der (Badrah), a contemporary of Bilalamaof Eshnunna,
would never have been able to assert that he had ' smitten the head
of the troops of Anshan, Elam and Simashki, and captured Warakh-
she'.2 This internal weakness of the kingdom of Simashki is con-
firmed by the expedition against Bashimi made by Gungunum,
the fifth ruler of Larsa, about 1930; Bashimi is probably in the
neighbourhood of the present-day Basht (between Bihbahan and
Fahliyan). Two years later Gungunum boasts of a further victory
in Anshan.3 Evidently the prince of Larsa was able to win a last-
ing influence in Susiana; a tablet found in Susa gives the Sumerian
date-formula of his sixteenth year.4

In the ancestral tables of the middle Elamite period, a certain
Eparti follows immediately upon Indattu II. As they are silent
concerning his ancestry, we may assume that he was the founder
of a new Elamite dynasty.5 The fifth king of his house was a con-
temporary of Hammurabi of Babylon (1792-1750). If we allot a
period of seventy-five years for these five kings, the house of
Simashki may be presumed to have vanished around i860 B.C. But
it remains uncertain which rulers of this dynasty occupied the
previous half century (about 1910 to i860). The Susian king-list
is unreliable with regard to Simashki. It cites as eleventh king
Indattu-napir, and as twelfth and last Indattu-temti.6 History
tells us nothing about them, as the Mesopotamian sources remain
silent concerning Elam throughout this period. The impression is
created that Susiana and the south-west Iranian highlands re-

1 §n, 20, 182. 2 §n, 20,176. s §n, 16,304 f.
* Discovered by G. G. Cameron (G, 2, 66).
6 M/m. D.P. 11, no. xcvi, line 18.
9 §1, 20, 5. G. G. Cameron considers both names false; yet the name Indattu-

napir at least existed (M/m. D.P. 10, no. 21, line 4).
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mained left to their own devices, untouched by the struggle for
power in Mesopotamia, where political factors were leading up to
the foundation of Hammurabi's empire. The fall of the kingdom
of Simashki is thus wrapped in the same darkness as the end of the
kingdom of Awan. The following dynasty of 'kings of Anshan
and Susa' was founded by Eparti and stabilized by his son Shil-
khakha. These, who for generations merely styled themselves
'grand regent' (sukka/-ma/j), will be included in a subsequent
chapter.1

III . RELIGION IN ANCIENT ELAM

Sparse and brief as our documents are, they nevertheless reveal
distinctly what an overpowering influence religion exercised upon
the rulers and people of ancient Elam. This religion had much in
common with that of neighbouring Mesopotamia, but a well-
defined Elamite character is always present. Typical of these
Elamite characteristics is a reverence for the female element in
magic and in powers of the underworld, together with a particular
preference for the worship of serpents. At all times Elamite
religion had a strong savour of the magical and the uncanny, which
impressed even the hard-tempered Assyrians. For Mesopotamia,
Elam was always the land of witches and demons.2

In the following paragraphs we shall consider the few historical
and archaeological testimonies before the Old Babylonian period,
for clarification of the ancient Elamite religion. But for the sake of
clarity we shall also consider aspects of the middle and later
Elamite periods.3 It is certain that Elamite religion (as indeed
everything Elamite), displays an almost incomprehensible con-
tinuity throughout thousands of years.

In our earliest document, the treaty between Khita of Awan
and Naram-Sin of Agade,4 which can be dated approximately
2280, we encounter almost all the divinities who composed the
Elamite pantheon at the time of the fall of the kingdom to Ashur-
banipal, about 644. In these one and a half millennia even the
order of the gods has scarcely altered. The Elamite gods first enter
into the light of history in the twenty-third century, and they do so
in a definite order, which indicates that the pantheon was even
then very old.

1 C.J.H. 11s, ch. VII. 2 §m, 17,5 f.
8 Upon Elamite religion in these periods see C.A.H. 113, chap. xxix.
4 §1, 14, no. 3; A, 10.
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The Khita treaty begins with the following appeal, 'hearken
goddess Pinikir (Pinenkir1), and you good gods of heaven'. At
the head of the pantheon, and indeed standing apart from the
others, is a goddess. This fact alone reveals the Elamite attitude
towards the numinous. In later ages Pinikir is described as
'Commander of heaven'.2 On many occasions she appears in
theophorous personal names among the common people;3 and a
middle-Elamite princess, a daughter of the famous Shilkhak-
In-Shushinak, was named after her Utu-e-hihhi-Pinikir ('I have

3 w w w \

dedicated her womb(?)toPinikir').4 TheAkkadians sawinPinikir
a type of Ishtar.5 Everything points to the conclusion that she
was the 'great mother goddess' of the Elamites.

Because of this it has been suggested that Pinikir can be identi-
fied with the Elamite goddess Kiririsha.6 She is not in fact men-
tioned in the treaty, but this may be due to the fact that Kiririsha
means 'Great Goddess', in which case it is not so much a personal
name as an epithet. If this were so, Kiririsha would merely be a
title of Pinikir. But the matter is not quite as simple: from our
scattered sources it is clear that Kiririsha was at home in the south-
east, the ' Sealand' of Elam, and that her main seat was at Liyan
(Bushire) on the Persian Gulf. All the texts found there are dedi-
cated to this goddess.7 Hence the earliest extant Elamite docu-
ment, the fragment of an inscription of an unknown ruler of
Liyan, probably comes from the sanctuary of the goddess there;
this prince describes himself as her 'servant'. Gradually the
'great goddess' penetrated into Susiana, and middle and late
Elamite kings erected temples and chapels to Kiririsha in various
places. In Susa she bears the proud title 'mother of the gods' and
'mistress of the high temple, the lady who takes care (?) of all'.8

Kiririsha nevertheless was not simply confused with Pinikir.
King Untash-napirisha,9 for example who built a zikkurat in
Chogha-Zanbil in about 1250, erected a chapel there for Pinikir,
as well as one for Kiririsha.10 On the warrior bronze of the late
Elamite period now in the Louvre, both goddesses together with
their temples are named in one and the same inscription.11 This is
not all, for about 710, in Aiapir (Malamir), a prince Khanni

1 The most accurate phonetic reproduction may be pi-ne-en-ki-ir, in Mint. D.P.
23, 181, line 6.

2 §111,7, 287, note 13.
3 E.g. MSm. D.P. 22, no. 3; Mem. D.P. 24, no. 338.
4 §1, 14, no. 40, line 16. 6 §111, 3, 327.
6 §111, 15, 102. ' §111, 22, passim.
8 §1, 14, no. 54, obv. 1, 3; no. 47, obv. 1-2. 9 A, 9.

10 Mim. D.P. 32, 58 and 63/64. " Mim. D.P. 11, fig. 18.
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appealed to both Kiririsha and to Parti, whom he described as
'good Mother of the gods'.1

The confusing picture presented by our sources of a double
or triple 'mother goddess' is explicable by historical development;
it reflects the federal structure of Elam. In early days each
province evidently had its own mother goddess, Susiana its
Pinikir, the 'Sealand' its Kiririsha, the Malamlr province of
Anshan its Parti. Doubtless this list will be increased when
further evidence comes to light from other parts of Elam.

It seems that these 'mother goddesses' were the original rulers
of the Elamite pantheon. Slowly, and unwillingly, they made
way (probably in the second millennium) in favour of male
divinities. But they were never removed from the group at the
summit. In the hearts of the people they were sure of a favoured
position. This is proved by the countless clay images of the so-
called 'naked goddess', holding her breasts in both hands,
representing Pinikir or Kiririsha. These idols form a constant
feature throughout the archaeology of Elam.2

Surprisingly the Elamites do not seem to have been troubled
by the duality of a ' great mother goddess'. It never fully came to
an intermingling of the two, as has been suggested. It is true that
Kiririsha rose in esteem throughout Elam, but the traditional
local mother goddess remained in honour. As a precaution,
sanctuaries were founded to both the local and the immigrant
goddess. But it seems that more than two mother goddesses were
never recognized in one place, and in Liyan Kiririsha remained
permanently without a rival. This exceptional honour paid to the
mother goddess by the Elamites has a parallel with the Lullubi,
where king Annubanini had himself portrayed on his reliefs to-
gether with, and only with, Inanna (Ishtar). She reaches out to
him the ring of lordship, she leads enemies captive to him. Her
symbol is the eight-pointed star.

If we return to our earliest document, the Khita treaty of about
2280, we find the second place among the gods invoked taken
by Khumban. Contrary to the many mother goddesses, Khum-
ban remained the principal male divinity in all Elam throughout
the whole of its history. His name is probably derived from the
root hiipa 'to command'. Khumban is thus the 'commander of
heaven' and husband of the mother goddess, who bears a
feminine version of this title. It is not for nothing that she (as
Kiririsha) is also called 'Great Wife'.3 From this marriage was

1 § HI, 9, 113. 2 Mint. D.P. 36, 67.
3 §1, 14, no. 45, obv. 1, 3.
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descended the god Khutran, who takes only the fifteenth place
in our list (out of thirty-seven divinities). In one inscription
Khutran is described as 'beloved mother's son' {ruhu hanek) of
Kiririsha and Khumban ;x the normal word for son (sak) seems to
have been considered unworthy for the offspring of a divine
marriage.

The leading position of Khumban in the Elamite pantheon is
reflected in his titles. He is the 'keeper' (kukki), the 'powerful
god' (nap azzak-ri),2 the 'great lord',3 the greatest of the gods,
under whose (magical) protection (kiten) stands a king.4 In the
last-mentioned phrase (although very late) we encounter the
significant Elamite word kiten (in Akkadian kidinnum),5 which
was of great importance in legitimacy from the very earliest times.
The word describes the numinous ban, the mysterious tabu of the
godhead. Upon this magical 'protection' the rulers of Elam
based their power, they were the administrators of the kiten vis-a-
vis their subjects. Apparently each god had his own kiten; but that
of Khumban was the most powerful, the special numen of rulers.

The gods of the chief cities were strong competitors of Khum-
ban for the first places in the Elamite pantheon, chief among
whom was In-Shushinak. His name derives from the Sumerian
nin-shushinak 'lord of Susa', evidently dating back to some remote
period of Sumerian influence in Elam; but this foreign name for a
national Elamite god is still remarkable.6 As Susa rose to be the
unquestioned capital of Elam, In-Shushinak rose with it into the
neighbourhood of Khumban; yet he was listed only in sixth place
in the Khita treaty. At this time a king of Awan ruled Elam, and
even for the kings of Simashki who followed. In-Shushinak had a
merely local importance. He first appears in a leading position
during the Old Babylonian period. In the middle Elamite period
he forms part of a definite triad together with Khumban and
Kiririsha,7 mostly in the order Khumban-Kiririsha-In-Shushinak,
and occasionally Khumban-In-Shushinak-Kiririsha; he never
attained the first place.

It seems significant that in the arrangement Khumban-In-
Shushinak-Kiririsha referred to above, the goddess is specifically
entitled 'great wife'. This would seem to indicate that Kiririsha
was wife not only to Khumban but also to In-Shushinak.8

1 §i, 14, no. 45; vi, 18-vii, 1 f. 2 §1, 14, no. 45; vii, 13-14.
3 §1, 14, no. 47, obv. 1. 4 §111, 9, 107.
5 See upon this C.A.H. n3, ch. VII. 6 §111, 2, 55.
7 §111, 15, 102.
8 So also F. W. Konig (§111, 15, 102).
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Inevitably we are reminded of the remarkable relations between
the leading members of the Elamite royal families: legitimacy
descending through the female branch, when a king died his
brother usually inherited the throne together with the royal
widow, who may well have been the sister of both rulers. It
appears that relations between the principal gods Khumban, In-
Shushinak and Kiririsha reflect the state of affairs within the
ruling houses of Elam.

As In-Shushinak was originally a local god, we find similar
parallels in other Elamite provinces. In Khukhnur (Qal'a-i Toll,
in Anshan), the god Rukhuratir takes the equivalent place.
Logically, in the Khita treaty, a Susian document, he is missing in
the same way as is Kiririsha, of the 'Sealand'. Legal texts from
Malamir denote clearly that Rukhuratir's position was parallel to
that of In-Shushinak. In Susa the list of witnesses always begins
with the sun-god and In-Shushinak, whereas in Malamir they
begin with the sun-god and Rukhuratir.1 It must be emphasized
that both in Susa and in Malamir it was customary to swear by In-
Shushinak (not by him alone, but he is always mentioned); so that
In-Shushinak was the god of oaths for all Elam. This may be due
to the fact that In-Shushinak was originally a god of the under-
world. The sources from which this deduction is made belong to
later ages, but they probably reveal the position in ancient Elam.
It is noteworthy, however, that in legal texts the sun-god and In-
Shushinak appear together as divine witnesses—evidently as
rulers over light and darkness, over life and death.

Two goddesses, Ishme-karab and Lakamar (or Lakamal)2 sup-
ported In-Shushinak in his position as 'judge of the dead'.
Apparently neither of these is mentioned in the Khita treaty, and
so caution is needed for the earlier period. But in the Old Baby-
lonian period Ishme-karab frequently appears in theophorous
names, and she also functions as a goddess of oaths in Susa to-
gether with In-Shushinak.3 Lakamar can first be traced on Iranian
soil in the middle Elamite period,4 and if In-Shushinak can correctly
be viewed as originally a god of the underworld, probably his
only assistant at that time was Ishme-karab. As her name makes
good sense in Akkadian ('she who has heard the prayer') it is
possible that she arrived in Elam only with the Akkadians.

1 Mint. D.P. 22-4, passim. 2 §m, 25, 169.
3 Mim. D.P. 22-4, passim.
* The oldest reference to her outside Iran is probably in the name of 'Chedor-

laomer' (i.e. Kutir-Lakamar) in Genesis xiv. 1; he is unknown to the native
inscriptions.
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Returning to the list of gods in the Khita treaty we find, after
Pinikir and Khumban, that a foreign god Aba takes the third
place. The king of Awan had doubtless given this favourite god of
Sargon of Agade1 such a prominent position for reasons of diplo-
matic politeness towards his partner Naram-Sin. For the same
reason several other Sumero-Akkadian gods were also mentioned
in the treaty; they are Ninurta (sixteenth in the list), the goddess
Nin-karrak (nineteenth in the list) and the goddess Ashkhara
(thirty-first in the list); the latter is no doubt identical with the
Mesopotamian Ishkhara.2

During the Old Babylonian period that followed, when Susa
was subjected to overwhelming Mesopotamian influences, the
fashion for Akkadian personal names went so far that the divine
element was derived almost entirely from the Sumero-Akkadian
pantheon. The gods who figure in these are Adad, Ea, Enki,
Enlil, Erra, Ishum, Kabta, Martu, Nanna, Ninshubur, Sataran,
Sin and Shamash, and the goddesses Ishtar, Lama, Ningal and
Ninkhursag.3 It would be wrong, nevertheless, to read anything
more into these names than the fact that during the early Baby-
lonian period everything Mesopotamian was in fashion in Elam.
The actual acceptance of Sumerian or Akkadian divinities oc-
curred only in very few cases. In early times we find Nergal, Enki
(Ea), and the goddesses Ninegal ( = Inanna) and Anunitum; and
in the middle Elamite period Adad, Nabu, and the goddess
Shala. The only figure to play a permanent part from the early
Babylonian period until the end of Elam, was the goddess Ishme-
karab.

The fourth place in the list of gods in the Khita treaty is
occupied by an otherwise unknown figure, Zit, apparently a god
of healing, as the abstract word zitme signifies 'health'. Next, in
front of In-Shushinak, follows the sun god Nahhunte (at that
time still spelt Nahitt).

Nahhunte has often been held to be a goddess, but his mascu-
linity stands beyond doubt, for he is invoked as 'protecting lord'
in a middle Elamite text.4 That he was the sun god of the
Elamites has long been known from an Akkadian syllabary.5 The
word nahhunte, besides its divine sense, simply means the sun
itself, and is found in the curse-formula 'he shall make no name
for himself under the sun'.6 The word may well be derived from

1 J.J.O.S. 59 (1939), 491, notes 16 and 17; 492, note 18; see above,
p.437, n. 1.

2 §111, 2, 90. 3 Mim. D.P. 22-4, passim.
* f 1, 14, no. 54,1 5. 5 §111, 28, 758. « §m, 4, 27.
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nan 'daylight',1 and a verbal root hunte, which is still not clear,
but which together may mean 'day-bringer'. Nahhunte is a
frequent element in theophorous names, for example the famous
king Shutruk-Nahhunte of the early twelfth century (' he whom
the sun god leads aright').

Just as in the legal texts of the Old Babylonian period in Susa,
Nahhunte immediately precedes In-Shushinak in the Khita
treaty. Both gods are thus closely and prominently associated in
legal matters. This will explain the quotation from the Khita
treaty cited above (p. 651: 'a king is the faithful servant of
the god Nahhunte, a king is subject to the god In-Shushinak.'
Nahhunte was in fact the Elamite 'god of law'. Legal cases were
heard in his temple grove in Susa.2 His particular domain was
trade. He fixed rates of interest, he standardized the weights and
measures.3 As a 'capitalist' he entered into business partnerships
with human associates. A classic example of this is given by a
tablet of the Old Babylonian period, found at Susa, which reads
' in city and country, for (business) with silver and gold, Nahhunte
and (a certain) Arad-kubi are partners as was his father. What his
father had done (in business) he had done for the sun god.'4

Nahhunte and his partners were principally concerned with
lending capital and corn (both to men and women). Annulment of
debts and payment of interest usually took place in the month of
the 'great goddess' (August).5

As well as a sun-god, there was also a moon-god in Elam
throughout its history, whose name however was always written
as a logogram from earliest times, so that his Elamite name cannot
be identified with certainty. Most probably the moon-god was
called Napir, because of his epithet sipakir-ra 'the luminous'.6

Because of missing lines his name is not to be found in the list of
gods of the Khita treaty, but it appears in the text itself.7 The
Elamites considered the moon-god as the 'father of orphans'.8 In
early days he is not mentioned very often, but a late Elamite text
refers to the magical aura (kiten) of the ' luminous god Napir, the
protector of the gods'.9

In the Khita treaty to which we have just referred, the god
Napir twice appears closely connected with three goddesses,

1 §m, 13, 221.
2 Mint. D.P. 23, no. 320. 3 Mini. D.P. 23, no. 185; no. 310, line 18.
4 Mint. D.P. 22, no. 119.
6 Mini. D.P. 22, no. 124; 23, nos. 179, 180, 273. 6 §111, 8, 411.
7 §1, 14, no. 3,11, 23 and ix, 8: (d)na-ap-[ir~\.
8 Mint. D.P. 22, no. 67, line 27. 9 §111, 9, 110.
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evidently as a group of witnesses to oaths. These goddesses are
Shiashum (seventeenth in the list of gods), Narundi (in twentieth
place) and Niarzina (twenty-seventh in the list). All three goddesses
appear to be sisters to the ' great goddess'. Thus, for example,
we find Shiashum in women's theophorous names such as
Shiashum-amma 'the goddess Shiashum is a mother', or Par-
Shiashum 'offspring of Shiashum'.1 In the late Elamite period
she is entitled 'keeper of the palace of the gods'.2

In ancient Elam the goddess Narundi enjoyed special favour.
Khita's successor Kutik-In-Shushinak dedicated a temple with
images and inscriptions to her. On a white limestone statue of the
goddess3 he appeals to her in Akkadian: listen (to my prayer),
preserve my rights' .4 Narundi sits bare-footed, in a pleated skirt,
on a throne with arms, decorated with six heraldic lions; un-
fortunately her head is missing. In her right hand Narundi seems
to be holding a beaker for libations, in her left hand perhaps a
palm-fan.5 The fragmentary inscription of Kutik-In-Shushinak in
obscure linear script begins (assuming it has been correctly
deciphered) with the affirmation, 'victory (mete) was granted by
Narundi'.6 It seems that in Susa at that time, about 2250,
Narundi was honoured as a goddess of victory—together with In-
Shushinak. This would explain why the Elamite governor under
Manishtusu should have dedicated a statue of his Akkadian over-
lord to Narundi in Susa.7 The ordinary people had an affection for
this goddess, as seen in the Elamite woman's name Narundi-
ummi ('Narundi is a mother to me').8

The divinities Shimut (or Simut) and Manzat also formed part
of the 'leading group' of the Elamite pantheon. The god Shimut,
as would be expected from his importance, occupied the seventh
place in our earliest source, immediately after In-Shushinak. He
was described as the 'mighty herald (perir) of the gods'.9 With
remarkable emphasis middle Elamite inscriptions call him ' god of
the Elamites' (nap hatamt-ir).10 In theophorous names we meet
Shimut repeatedly, a striking example is in the name Shimut-
khumban,11 which confirms our translation of the divine name
Khumban as 'commander'. No less important was Shimut's wife,
Manzat (or Manzit), although she occupies only the eighteenth

1 Mint. D.P. 22, no. 162, line 11; no. 5, line 11; no. 76, line 23.
2 §111, 27, Bronze plaque, rev. lines 30 f.
3 See Plate 52 (c). 4 Mint. D.P. 14, 18.
5 Mim. D.P. 14, plate IV. 8 §1, 11, 15 f.
7 Mint. D.P. 10, plate 1. 8 Mim. D.P. 22, no. 66, line 7.
9 §1, 14, no. 54, i, 7-8; §111, g, n o . 10 §1, 14, no. 53, line 24.

11 Mtm. D.P. 28, no. 471, 11.
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place in the Khita treaty,1 between Shiashum and the foreign god-
dess Ninkarrak. A middle Elamite king calls her 'great lady': he
also dedicated a wooden image to her, which he placed 'in the
temple of Manzat and Shimut, the god of the Elamites' ,2 Manzat
also appears frequently in personal names of the Old Babylonian
period in Elam.3

No temple has survived from the early Elamite period, not even
the foundations of one. The only idea we can form of them is from
cylinder seals of the third millennium.4 On these the ancient
Elamite temples are shown as rather high, rectangular buildings,
on a form of terraced foundation, their brickwork ornamented on
the facade by false niches. The actual temple is recognized by the
two high door frames close to each other; but only the left-hand
door seems to have been used as an entrance. A reed-curtain
covers the top half of the door. The right-hand frame seems to
have been a false door. The roof of the temple was flat, formed of
several horizontal layers (of wooden beams ?). A row of small
rectangular windows between door frames and roof served to
ventilate and lighten the interior.

The most striking feature of the temple was three huge horns,
rising out of the walls on both sides. This is a characteristic of
Elamite temple architecture that has not been observed pre-
viously. Middle Elamite inscriptions show that these horns
(husa) were an important component of all temples; Shilkhak-In-
Shushinak boasts that he had restored twenty 'horn-temples'.5

About 644, Ashurbanipal tells how he had caused the 'horns of
cast bronze' to be removed from the zikkurat of Susa, and a
sculpture from his palace in Nineveh showed the sanctuary on top
of this very zikkurat with two massive pairs of horns on the front.6

We know virtually nothing of the interior decoration of
ancient Elamite temples, but assume they contained the countless
votive statues and other dedicatory gifts mentioned by Elamite
documents of all periods. The statues represented both the gods
and the members of the ruling families. Presumably they stood
on shelves and in niches. About 2250, Kutik-In-Shushinak dedi-
cated an alabaster statuette of himself to an unknown divinity; the
last king of Awan wears a sacral pleated garment, his hands being
folded on his breast. In the accompanying Akkadian inscription
appears the remark that the statuette was made ' neither of silver,

1 §i, 14, no. 3, 1, 20: (d)ma-zi-a[f\.
3 §111, 7, 285 ff. 3 §m, 26, 149 f.
4 §111, 20, 106, fig. 19 and plate xxiv, fig. 3.
5 \i, 14, 48, line 273. 6 §m, 10, 35.
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nor of gold, but of alabaster', so that no one else might use it.1

Kutik-In-Shushinak invokes the curse of the gods In-Shushinak,
Nahhunte and Narundi on any future thieves: 'Nergal shall
destroy their progeny.'2

At the time of the kingdoms of Awan and Agade, an acropolis3

with its holy precinct probably existed already at Susa, distinct
from the lower city on the river. Kutik-In-Shushinak's temple
building for his god was, according to his inscriptions, completed
with a great portal that was named ' completion of this house of
god', and was anointed with twenty measures of oil when con-
secrated. The foundation peg consisted of bronze-covered cedar
wood4 to the dedication of which Kutik-In-Shushinak refers on
several monuments in both Akkadian and Elamite. The building
known as the 'high temple' {kizzum) probably had the form of a
richly decorated sanctuary, on which the pairs of horns mentioned
above were mounted.

Other gifts of the same king for the consecration of the temple
included silver implements, a tabu-sign of In-Shushinak of gold
and silver, a long sword, a massive four-bladed axe, and much else
besides. He also commanded musicians to sing and play every
morning and evening in the doorway of the temple of In-
Shushinak.5 An Elamite musical instrument named after the
mountain Sabun (Kablr-Kuh ?) became well known and popular
in Babylonia, where it was known as 'sabitum'.6

At the consecration of his new temple Kutik-In-Shushinak
arranged for the daily sacrifice of ' a sheep at the high temple, a
sheep at the low temple'.7 In the Old Babylonian period the
kizzum, that is the high temple of In-Shushinak, and the foreign
gods Nergal, Enki and the goddess Ninegal were all regular
recipients of sacrificial sheep. Each received a 'barley-fed' sheep
as a daily sacrifice. It is possible that such a sacrifice was also
made daily before the throne of the ruler and in front of his
statue.8 We know only of one occasion where sacrifices were made
for a distinct material aim: when sheep were sacrificed in front of a
giant statue of a lion in Susa, probably at the city gate,9 at the
beginning of a campaign. Not only the king, but the queen also
appeared as donor of the daily temple-offering.

1 A similar phrase is found later in Mesopotamia in an inscription of Gudea of
Lagash: see R. Borger in Bi. Or. 18 (1961), 153.

2 Mim. D.P. 2, 64.
3 In Sumerian Uru-anna, later in Akkadian Slum el&m 'acropolis', §111,23, 139 f.
4 See below, p. 675. 5 §1, 2, 156, no. 5.
6 §11, 5, 382. 7 §1, 2, 156.
8 Mim. D.P. 10, no. 34. 9 Mim. D.P. 10, no. 69.
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Two special occasions for ritual sacrifice of animals are note-
worthy in ancient Elam. The most important was the festival of
the goddess known as the 'mistress of the acropolis' who was
doubtless the mother goddess Inanna (i.e. Pinikir or Kiririsha).
This festival took place during the new moon at the beginning of
autumn. Full-grown fattened sheep were sacrificed inside the
holy grove of the goddess in a ritual manner known as giisum. This
day was called the 'day of the flowing sacrifice', which must refer
to the blood of the victims. The accounts of the royal chamberlain's
office marked the beginning of the purification (e/ul) not only of
the sacred precinct but also of the palaces of the king and queen.
The requisite beasts for sacrifice were taken from the crown flocks
during the month of Abum (September), and were written off in a
good bureaucratic manner by the responsible secretaries.1

A special day was also dedicated to the god Shimut. Every
year—it seems to have been on 25 Adar, that is in the middle of
May—a bull was slaughtered for his festival which was named
tuga. Once, it seems, the king Gungunum of Larsa himself pre-
sented the bull for the festival of Shimut. For this purpose he had
the bull fetched from the region of Zaban, on the Lesser Zab, to
Susa, where it was kept in the royal cowsheds until the day of the
festival.2

From the very earliest days numerous priests with their
servants were attached to the temple buildings in the acropolis of
Susa. Apparently these performed their ceremonies naked, to
judge by the Elamite seals and several small finds from stratum D
at Susa onwards—that is before the time of the Akkadian empire.
A bitumen carving of the period shows naked priests with a
sacrificial lamb, crowned with a pair of snakes.3 On a seal of the
governor Eshpum (about 2300, in the reign of Manishtusu)
priests are recognizable wearing nothing but a crown of horns,
and in some cases a loin-covering in the shape of a snake.4 The
crown of horns is the visible symbol of their relations with the
divine. Representations of gods in ancient Elamite sculpture
regularly show this crown of horns, and the horns fastened to the
temple walls confirm this symbolic relation to the supernatural
world.

Scarcely anything is known about the organization of the
Elamite priesthood. There was certainly an oracular priest (if not
several ?); the governor Eshpum had one named Egigi.5 In what

1 Mim. D.P. 10, 36, no. 24; 23, no. 5; 38, no. 27.
2 Mim. D.P. 10, nos. 3 and 14. 3 §m, 20, fig. 43, 9.
4 Mim. D.P. 14, pi. in, no. 1. 8 Mim. D.P. 14, 4.
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way these oracular priests were consulted we cannot tell, perhaps
partly through reading the omens at animal sacrifices, perhaps
partly by means of a trance, as practised by shamans. The Elamite
word for priest remained constant for centuries, saten\ we know
only the Akkadian word pasisu rabu1 for high priest. Priests also
administered the landed properties of the gods, which were
certainly of great extent. Thus, in the Old Babylonian period, a
large field in Susa belonging to the goddess Anunitum was let out
by her on lease through the agency of a priest.2 Priestesses (in
Akkadian maratbiti, 'daughters of the temple') also had a place in
the economy; a document relates that they had demanded and
received considerable quantities of barley.3 A priestess, together
with a capitalist, sold a house; the deed of sale still preserves the
imprint of her finger-nail.4 Within the female priesthood a special
group was formed by women who had dedicated themselves to the
service of the great goddess (in Akkadian iharitu). We know of
them only through economic texts, which prove that they possessed
and administered real estate.5

IV. CIVILIZATION OF ANCIENT ELAM

The most important work of ancient Elamite art, in point of size, is
a relief cut in the rock-face at a place of worship high up on the
ridge of a range of mountains in southern Anshan, to the north-
west of the present-day Fahliyan on the road from Bihbahan to
Persepolis. This Kurangan relief has rightly been ascribed to the
age of Gudea (about 2150) by its discoverer.8 The main panel, led
up to from the left side by flights of steps, shows a pair of gods
crowned with horns, together with five worshippers. The bearded
god sits on a coiled snake which he holds in his left hand, whilst
pouring out the water of life from a vase held in the right hand.
(On the relief he is pouring backwards and forwards, by which is
meant to the five worshippers, who are supposed to be in a row
together, in front of the divine couple.) No doubt the god
represents Khumban, and the figure sitting near him must be the
'great goddess' whether she be called Pinikir or Kiririsha. In
front of the gods stands an altar. The five worshippers, dis-
tinguished by their long robes, have their hands raised in devotion.

1 Mtm. D.P. 10, 28, no. 11. 2 Mint. D.P. 22, no. 101.
3 Mim. D.P. 28, no. 471. * Mint. D.P. 23, no. 240.
5 Mim. D.P. 23, no. 288, 2-7.
6 §iv, 7, 78; G, 6, 5; G, 16, 27 f. See also C.A.H. 11s, ch. xxix, and Plate

53 (*), « •
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In the rock walls on both sides of the steps the figures of a whole
procession of worshippers have been carved, to the number of
about forty. To distinguish them from the five principal wor-
shippers, who doubtless belong to the royal family, they are clad
only in half-length skirts. Their leaders are distinguished by their
larger dimensions. All are beardless and, with one exception (pos-
sibly the chief priest), wear their hair woven into a plait, and have
their hands folded in front of their bodies.

The Kurangan relief presents us with a probable representation
of ancient Elamite worship, which evidently took place for pre-
ference on high places, either natural (as here) or artificially created
(as in Susa). The upper classes of the population went to such acts
of worship in long rows, and took up position on the steps or
terraces in a prescribed order. One and a half millennia later
the relief of an Elamite prince, Khanni, in Aiapir (Malamlr,
c. 710 B.C.) gives a similar picture of a long procession of people
up to an altar table.1

The Kurangan sculpture certainly displays Sumerian influence
in the representation of the divine couple with crowns of horns
and vase of the water of life, but the Elamite elements predomi-
nate. This rock-relief has only one parallel in Iran, on the rocks of
Naqsh-i Rustam near Persepolis. There the Sassanian Bahram II
(A.D. 276-93) had his own image carved on top of an Elamite
relief that has much in common with Kurangan; but in my
opinion the original relief can be ascribed only to the middle
Elamite period, and is thus roughly a thousand years later than
that of Kurangan. The elements in this which are particularly
Elamite consist of the procession on the steps and the use of a
coiled snake as a throne for the gods. Mesopotamian art knows
only representations of a serpent god, the upper part of whose
body degenerates into the coils of a snake,2 and even this motif of
the serpent god, which is also found at Susa,3 is probably of
Elamite origin.

The snake is indeed a leitmotiv of Elamite culture.4 Even the
earliest pottery from Susa abounds with the serpentine form. As
an apotropaic symbol they appear on lids of jugs and pots. On
cylinder-seals of the Akkadian period from Susiana snakes are
particularly frequent.5 The Elamite fertility symbol of two copu-
lating snakes even penetrated as far as Egypt.6 The motifs of the

1 Mim. D.P. 3, plates 28-30.
2 §iv, 10, plate xxi, b and/. 3 Mim. D.P. 29, 57.
4 §iv, 23, passim. 6 §iv, 21, 172.
8 §iv, 1, 127.
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serpent on the tree of life, and the horned snakes as door-keepers
are found in Elam from the earliest times onwards.1

Another example of ancient Elamite art is found in the stone-
relief commissioned in Susa by Kutik-In-Shushinak about 2250.
It shows the god In-Shushinak on his knees, with a divine crown
of horns on his head, his long beard well trimmed, holding with
both his hands some object that rests on the ground. This may
well be the peg of bronze and cedarwood mentioned in several
inscriptions. Behind In-Shushinak stands a female figure in a
long robe, her hands raised in prayer, perhaps the goddess
Narundi. A giant snake coils above the couple. Near this there
is an Elamite inscription in linear script, dedicated to the god
In-Shushinak, which is unfortunately incomplete.2

Figures engraved upon seals give us a better idea of ancient
Elamite art than the few surviving reliefs. Connoisseurs recognize
their high quality.3 The masters of Elamite art preferred the
symbolic to the merely descriptive. They also preferred animals to
men, though they often gave human attributes and activities to
their animal figures. As ancient Elamite and Mesopotamian
sculpture were closely related, it is difficult to determine the speci-
fically Elamite elements. As well as the serpent motif, a definite
preference for the fantastic was one of the specifically Elamite
characteristics, which showed itself in ever-new composite beings
and in fabulous beasts.4 The gryphon, a mixture of eagle and lion,
was an Elamite invention. The gryphon has been found in Susa at
such an early date that its appearance in Egypt can be ascribed to
a borrowing from Elam.5 The deeply rooted inclination of the
Elamites towards the uncanny and the fantastic is most visibly
presented in glyptic figures. As one author has said, these pro-
ducts are 'sometimes comical, sometimes gruesome, but always
convincing'.6

A remarkable attainment of the ancient Elamites was the
development of their own script. The so-called 'proto-Elamite'
script—the designation applied to the earliest pictographic stage
in contrast with the later Elamite 'linear script'—is first found in
Susa at the level Q,b. This epoch, within the Jamdat Nasr period, is
later than Uruk level IV a, in which the Sumerian script first
appears.7 Despite differences in detail there are sufficient resem-
blances to show that the proto-Elamite script was developed

1 §iv, 23, 180 and 193.
2 §1, 11, 3 ff.; see Plate 53 (a). 3 §111, 20, 122; A, 8, 20 ff.
4 §iv, 17, 30 f. 5 §iv, 1, 126.
9 §iv, 10, 25. ' §iv, 9, I I .
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from the Sumerian. However, with its masterly 'abstract' repre-
sentations—for example the animal pictures of Susa A pottery—
Elam would certainly have been predestined to develop a pictorial
script of its own, but evidently the need arose earlier in Sumer
than in Susiana.

The proto-Elamite script can be dated back roughly to about
2900. It spread itself out over the highlands of Iran by the trade
routes, as shown by finds near the present-day Kashan.1 As in
Sumer, the script was originally, and remained for a long time, a
series of pictograms; animals, jugs, vases and other objects can be
recognized. On a particularly attractive tablet horses are cata-
logued. Only the heads are reproduced, with the following varia-
tions : if the mane stands upright, a stallion is meant, if the mane
hangs downwards, it represents a mare, and if there is no mane at
all, the animal in question was a foal.2

These tablets are exclusively economic documents, inventories,
delivery notes, or receipts. We can only guess at their contents, as
the meaning of many symbols is not yet known, and probably
never will be known with any certainty. The interrelation of the
proto-Elamite and the Sumerian scripts is particularly clear in the
numbers, which are partly identical. But it would be a mistake to
assume that this was a plain borrowing by Elam. For as well as the
sexagesimal system of the Sumerians with the figures 1, 60, 600
and 3600, a foreign decimal system was in use in Mesopotamia
for measuring corn during the Jamdat Nasr period.3 This was
probably the Elamite system, which according to the proto-Elamite
tablets included the figures 1,10, 100, 300, 1000, io,ooo.4

One of the systems of fractions in use in Mesopotamia shows
similar Elamite influence. It is based on the ancient Elamite
system of weights, a binary system, which had the following
fractions, -^, ^ , -j^, £, £ and £.5 This series of fractions in the
archaic texts from Uruk has been described as 'particularly
strange'.6 The more closely the economic and cultural relations
between Elam and Mesopotamia are examined, the clearer it
becomes that both sides practised give-and-take at all times.

In the course of the succeeding centuries the proto-Elamite
script developed—parallel with the Sumerian—from a picto-
graphic script with several hundreds of word-symbols to a syl-
labary with scattered word-signs. The Elamite 'linear' script was
probably formed by about 2500. We know it only through a

1 §iv, 11, 65 f. 2 See Mint. D.P. 17, 15, tablet no. 105; A, 14.
3 §iv, 8, 49. 4 List in Mim. D.P. 31, 40.
6 §«v, 3, 138. 4 §iv, 8, 49.
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meagre dozen stone inscriptions of Kutik-In-Shushinak of about
that date; they were first deciphered at any length in 1961 .x Their
syllabary in the last stage contained 65 to 70 signs, of which 44
have been identified so far (42 syllable signs or monosyllabic
words, and two polysyllabic word signs).

It is not yet possible to compare the Elamite linear script with
the proto-Elamite pictorial script; the material found so far is too
scanty. The characters are usually written from top to bottom, but
occasionally the reverse is found. Sometimes the lines begin in
the left-hand corner, and sometimes in the right-hand corner; and
occasionally a change of direction of 180 degrees is made within a
single line, but never inside a word itself. As the symbols of the
Elamite script were partly developed from the same pictograms as
the Sumerian, many signs are the same in both scripts, which has
led some to suppose they were pronounced alike. But this is true
only of the sign ki; and even that is a coincidence; on the other
hand the Sumerian sign lum represents lu in Elamite; hi becomes
hu, and so on.2

The use of the Elamite linear inscription under the patriotic
and last king of Awan, Kutik-In-Shushinak, was of short dura-
tion ; it died out with him, and was finally replaced by the cunei-
form script. The scribes at Susa, however, adapted the foreign
script in their peculiar Elamite manner. In fact, until the fall of
the kingdom, the Sumero-Akkadian cuneiform script underwent
its own development in the writing schools of Elam.3

These differences are visible principally in the syllabary. As is
shown by the oldest surviving Elamite document from the time of
Agade (the famous Khita treaty), the chanceries of Susa had
adapted the almost purely syllabic principles of the native linear
script to the borrowed cuneiform. Apart from two 'Sumero-
grams' (names of gods), the document contains nothing but
syllable signs, and more often open syllables (such as ka, ak) than
closed syllables (such as kap, sum).* The Elamite scribes had thus
thrown overboard the tedious ballast of logograms and other
ambiguities still preserved by their Mesopotamian colleagues. In
a deliberately rational manner the Elamites had exploited all
inherent possibilities of cuneiform up to the threshold of an
alphabetic script. This step however they never took, not even
when they assisted, about 520 B.C., in moulding the Old Persian
cuneiform, which was a script half syllabic and half alphabetic.
And yet the Sumero-Akkadian cuneiform was basically unsuited

1 §1, 11. 2 Ibid. 3 §1, 12, 41 ; A, 6.
* §1, 14, no. 3, passim.
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to reproduce the Elamite language, with its nasal sounds and
multiple consonants; for example, cuneiform groups te-ip-ti and
te-im-ti in fact represented tempt 'lord'. In other respects Elamite
phonetics were in no way suited to the Akkadian cuneiform. The
confusion in the texts is correspondingly great.

Elamite, as yet not fully mastered, was an agglutinative (non-in-
flective) language, and was related to no other known language. As
the bilingual and trilingual inscriptions of the Achaemenid period
contain a very limited Elamite vocabulary, this must be deduced
from internal evidence in the original documents.1 This language,
as one would expect from such a conservative people, altered
astonishingly little over the centuries. It was rich in possibilities of
expression, corresponding with the cultural and creative talents of
its users. This makes it the more regrettable that so little of Elam's
history and nothing at all of its literature has come to light SO far.

The Elamite calendar was so overwhelmed by foreign influence
during the period of Akkadian rule in Susiana that it is difficult to
envisage it in its original form. Only two Elamite month-names
were still in use under Babylonian rule. Two names (Adar and
Abum) were borrowed from Mesopotamia, but were given to
other months. The remaining eight month-names present a chaotic
mixture of titles under Sumerian or Akkadian influence, and of
Elamite names, which are very difficult to arrange in order.2

The following list3 enumerates the month-names of the original
Elamite calendar with their approximate equivalents. Numbers
III and IX—XI are very uncertain; the only complete certainties
are numbers I and V.

I
II

III

IV

V

VI
VII

VIII
IX
X

XI
XII

Lanlupe
llalpat
Kizir-zu{n)-

kaliki
Elamat

Zi/i/itum

Hurlupi
Papakum
Alalima
Kazzip
Tati
La(n)}}um
Tarpit

October
November
December

January {Alame in the Achaemenid period, when it was also
IV)

February {Zillatam in the Achaemenid period, when it was
also V)

March
April
May (Alilitt in the Achaemenid period, but then it was VI)
June (Month of the smiths?)
July
August
September (and intercalary month)

1 For further information upon the Elamite language see §iv, 1 5; §iv, 4; §111, 7.
2 Some other details concerning the Elamite calendar may be found in §iv, 5, 41,

note 4; §111, 19, 45; §iv, 16, 260, note 56. 3 §iv, 14, I2ff.
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Elamite seal-impressions of the third millennium give us a
good insight into daily life. We can observe the manifold occupa-
tions and the environment of the people of Susiana.

The landscape is cut up by water channels, between the reed-
strengthened banks of which fishes are seen. Buffaloes, mountain-
goats, and chamois graze beneath the pines, cedars and terebinth
trees. Many kinds of animals appear in the grass of the plains, or
in the undergrowth, grazing peacefully or fleeing before lions.1

In this scene the Elamite appears as a hunter, naked, or dressed
only in a loin-cloth, armed with bow and arrow and a spear or pike.
Followed by dogs—large short-tailed Molossians, or another
breed with tail erect—he hunts the red deer, antelope, wild pig, or
even the great felines.2 Naked fishermen drag giant turtles to
the shore.3 Cattle graze in the fields, behind them peasants and
milking-vessels can be seen.4 Herdsmen drive the goats home to
their pens, made of crude bricks, their gates flanked with a strong
tower ;5 doubtless these belonged to the palace or the temple. Men
with three-pronged hoes work in the fields; women, their skirts
spreading downwards, gather fruit.6

In the cities thriving activity reigns. Labourers work with tools
and implements, whilst a procession passes by: four men carrying
a cult-statue in front of which sits a musician.7 In the potter's
shop men work on stone jugs; whilst one polishes the handles,
others smooth down plates by rubbing them against each other.8

Women, too, are employed in workshops; sitting on low wooden
stools they are occupied in weaving, pottery, or baking.9

The people are particularly busy around the granaries; the
seals show us silos made of mud-bricks with a long row of domes.
The facade is decorated with false niches, above which narrow
apertures beneath the flat roof serve to illuminate and ventilate the
store rooms. Workmen loaded down with sacks or jugs carry their
load on their heads or their shoulders up ladders or flights of steps
on the outside of the building to the apertures in the, domes.10

A terrace-like foundation isolates the store from the earth; but
there were other silos that were half-underground, as is proved by
a mathematical text found in Susa.11 Near the stores scribes sit
cross-legged, and record on their tablets the quantity of grain

1 §iv, 17,16. 2 §iv, 17, 26.
s §iv, 24,16. 4 G, 8, 93.
6 §iv, 2, 39. 6 Mint. D.P. 29, 23.
7 Mini. D.P. 29, 19. 8 Ibid.
9 §iv, 17, 32 f. 10 §iv, 2, 43 f.

11 Mini. D.P. 34, 84, no. xiv.
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brought to the silo. The royal cup-bearer also sits cross-legged,
whilst filling his qa measure, or removing the bungs from his
jugs.1 From lists of witnesses we learn about professions in
ancient Elam. There were peasants and labourers, fishermen and
gardeners, butchers, washermen, smiths, carpenters and potters,
merchants, scribes, notaries and priests.2 Although this list is
incomplete it reveals quite clearly the variety and stratification of
professional and hence social classes in ancient Elam.

The dead in the third millennium were buried in earthen
coffins, and later in ribbed clay coffins, which were often covered
with bitumen or pitch. The dead man's skull was usually covered
with a cloth to which fine leaves of gold, silver or bronze were
sewn. Grave gifts consisted of clay, bitumen, alabaster and copper
vessels, often decorated with fine reliefs; as well as needles, bead
necklaces, silver bracelets, gold and silver ear-rings, cylinder seals,
weights and clay idols.3 All this proves that the Elamites had
some conception of an after-life, in which the various burial gifts
would be of use. However, we can know nothing about their ideas
of life after death since we have not as yet discovered any burial
texts from Elamite antiquity.

1 §IV, 17, 32. 2 Mini. D.P. 22-4, passim. 3 §iv, 6, 347 f.
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CHAPTER XXIV(a)

ANATOLIA, c. 2300-1750 B.C.

I. INTRODUCTORY

T H E period with which this chapter is concerned is of particular
interest to the historian, for it is during these five and a half
centuries or so that the greater part of Anatolia came to be domi-
nated by newcomers from the north, speaking a variety of Indo-
European languages, and having a culture, religion, economy and
customs which had little in common with those of the earlier
populations. During this period were laid the foundations for
the historical kingdoms of the later second millennium, but their
beginnings are hidden by the veil of illiteracy, lifted (but only
in Central Anatolia) in the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries
B.C. To visualize events during the later centuries of the third and
the beginning of the second millennium—the Early Bronze Age 3
and Middle Bronze Age 1 periods of the archaeologist1—we are
almost entirely dependent on evidence from excavation and
exploration,2 since the earliest written records—the so-called
Cappadocian texts—do not appear till the very end of the period
with which we are concerned. Being mainly concerned with trade
and litigation, they shed only occasional light on the political
conditions in Central Anatolia. Historical texts are extremely few.

We have seen, as the end of the second Early Bronze Age
approached, a sequence of migratory movements culminating in
a great invasion, perhaps of Indo-European newcomers, which
divided the peninsula diagonally into two almost equal parts,
causing immediate and unmistakable changes in the south and
south-western regions.3 Widespread destruction is followed by
an overall decline in material culture. Throughout the wide cultural
provinces of the previous period, the entire Konya plain and the
southernmost part of the south-west Anatolian region, evidence
of settled occupation becomes rare, and one may suspect a
corresponding relapse into nomadic conditions. Although the
Konya plain recovered by the beginning of the Middle Bronze

1 See below, p. 693, Table 3.
2 Mainly by members of the British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara.
3 See above, ch. xvm and §1, 5, 18
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Age, c. 2000 B.C, these conditions seem to have persisted in
Pisidia and Central Lycia throughout the second millennium. The
Aegean coast south of the Troad and the plain of Edremit, as
well as the Caicus valley,1 remain almost a complete blank on
archaeological maps until the appearance of a Middle Bronze Age
culture, datable there to c. 1900 B.C, whereas it is interesting by
contrast to infer from recent finds that Caria emerged from
obscurity several centuries earlier.2 On the off-shore islands,
Poliochni (VI) and Thermi were not reoccupied until a period
corresponding with the fifth settlement at Troy, whereas the site
of the Heraeum on Samos has a good representative series of
buildings and pottery covering Troy III and IV, but seems to be
deserted in the period Troy V.3 From these changes along the
Aegean coast something may be learned regarding Anatolian
trade with the Cyclades and Greece.4

In the areas of Central and Pontic Anatolia, which appear to
lie beyond the limits of the Indo-European migration, local and in-
digenous cultures persisted and no significant changes are observed
until about 2200 B.C., when a new epoch is introduced by the famous
' Cappadocian' painted pottery, about which more will be said
presently. By this time contact had been re-established with the
Indo-European-dominated west and nearby Paphlagonia had itself
obtained a western-type culture.5 For in the western settlements
that had survived the great migration distinctive new cultures had
again begun to evolve, and by about 2100 B.C. a general resurgence
of civilization is to be observed. At Kliltepe and Bogazkoy in
Cappadocia a new Middle Bronze Age culture can now be
recognized and its influence spreads southwards towards the
Konya plain. South-eastward also, in Cilicia, new developments
are evident.6 Both here and across the Amanus range in the
plain of Antioch it is an intrusive painted pottery culture which
appears, perhaps associated with a south-westward expansion of
the Hurrians. Elsewhere the transition from Early to Middle
Bronze Age culture seems to have been a smooth domestic process,
unaffected by foreign influences. At individual sites, such as Troy,
new wares take the place of old; but the arrival, for instance, of the
so-called grey 'Minyan' pottery, which is now known to have
been in use long before in neighbouring areas, suggests rather
a peaceful acquisition than a foreign intrusion.

1 §1,2,95.
2 Unpublished evidence from Yokan Mazi, Damhbogaz, etc.
3 §1, 6. 4 §1, 4, ch. vin.
8 \i, 1, 188 f. 6 §1,3, 62 and 348 f.
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For the first time in the history of the place Troy 111-IV would
appear to have fallen into some sort of provincial isolation, which
lasted until the foundation of the sixth settlement. The beginning
of the Middle Bronze Age, to which the latter corresponded in
time, also saw the reoccupation of the western seaboard generally
after a lacuna (at present conjectural) which may in places have lasted
since the end of Troy I. Here and throughout Anatolia, the Middle
Bronze Age appears to have been a period of remarkable pros-
perity, to which the final phase of the Early Bronze Age may be
regarded as a prelude. The decline which set in towards its end in
the eighteenth and seventeenth centuries B.C. should perhaps be
attributed less to the termination of the metal trade with Assyria,
the beneficial effects of which can hardly have been felt beyond the
limits of the high plateau, than to the rise of an aggressive new
power in Central Anatolia, the Hittite 'Old Kingdom'.

II. WESTERN ANATOLIA AFTER THE
LUWIAN INVASION

When we take a further look at the evidence upon which these
broad conclusions are based and observe how cultural develop-
ments in the various provinces are reflected in the material
remains available to us (pottery, architecture, and metalwork) we
note first of all a breakdown of the old ceramic provinces and a
new tendency towards greater uniformity in ceramic design and
technology. The use of wheel-made pottery brought about a
general decline of the vessels most commonly in use, for these
were now usually left plain or covered with a carelessly applied
red wash. Better examples were coated with red slip and burnished
in the old tradition. Among distinctive shapes, the two-handled
drinking cup or depas amphikypellon became popular along the
west coast, in Cilicia, and at such island stations as the Heraeum on
Samos, the elegance of the tall Trojan form contrasting favourably
with clumsy local variants. Inland this vessel was less popular,
but its rare appearances, for instance at Kiiltepe and Alis.ar, show
an interesting preference for the wide 'beaker' type from Cilicia.
Chance finds of this type have also been made along the trade route
leading from the north-western province to Central Anatolia, but
these have little interest owing to the uncertainty of their strati-
graphical context. Bowl-shapes, by contrast, are now fairly uni-
form throughout western Anatolia, everted rims being a new
characteristic. Beak-spouts, with which jugs are still often
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provided, become distinctively elongated, and where surface
ornament is concerned, plain incised designs are most common.
Although the general repertoire of shapes shows greater uni-
formity than ever before, there are obvious local variations in their
respective popularity.1 For instance, all over the north-west the
wheel-made plate is common; in the south-west it is not. 'Tan-
kards', 'face-urns' and depas cups, characteristic of Troy III,2

are unknown in the south-west until the period of Troy IV, when
a small variant of the depas form appears, standing on a foot and
ornamented with horizontal grooves. This shape with the same
decoration is also found at Tiryns, and at Lerna in Early
Helladic III it is painted in local fashion. The askosor 'duck-vase',
on the other hand, common in the Cyclades as well as in Samos,
Calymnos and in the Izmir region, occurs in Troy IV and in a
contemporary setting at Beycesultan. Troy IV jugs and cups have
been found in Early Cycladic graves near Chalcis in Euboea, and
Early Helladic III 'patterned ware' was imported into Troy IV.
Lentoid jugs with cut-away spouts are another feature of the
Troy IV phase, found simultaneously at Troy, Yortan, Beyce-
sultan (X), Heraeum (IV), and in the Chalcis graves. Then there is
the bifoil or trefoil-mouthed jug, an innovation of this period, and
a forerunner of a long series in the second millennium B.C.

More notable still is the sudden appearance of strap-handles
rising vertically above the rims of cups and bowls—a feature
borrowed from metal prototypes. These are found simultaneously
at Beycesultan (XII) and in the Akhisar-Manisa, Bahkesir,
Tav§anh and Inegol-Iznik3 areas, that is, in the hinterland of the
Aegean and Marmara seaboards, whereas in the coastal areas
themselves vertical loop handles are preferred. The 'metallic
strap-handle' does not appear here until the arrival of the' Minyan'
wares of the second millennium, which again are often hori-
zontally ribbed or grooved. In south-western Anatolia these
handled cups take the place of the depas forms. In the inland area
at this period the general standard of design shows a livelier
imagination than that of the Trojan potters, who in their tem-
porary impoverishment during the Early Bronze 3 phase seemed
to lack the capacity for invention. For instance, cups with
pedestals and two handles, which appear inland during the
Troy III phase, are belatedly imitated in a less developed form in
Troy IV;4 'bead-rim' bowls which first appear in Troy V have

x §1, 4, ch. vui; §n, 3, 76 f. 2 §11, 1, 26, 31 f.
3 New evidence from recent explorations.
« §1, 5, 117, figs. 2, 23; §11, 1, 126 (A 37).
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long been known elsewhere1 and grey 'Minyan' ware also makes
a late appearance on the coast.2 To distinguish the early period of
uniformity and decline from a subsequent renaissance when the
country reverted to a regional regrouping such as had existed
before the Luwian invasion the author has suggested the following
subdivision of the Early Bronze 3 phase:—E.B. 3 a corresponding
with Troy III and IV and E.B. 3^ with Troy V.

In the architecture of the third Early Bronze Age period, we
find no great evidence of change and little distinction. E.B. 3 a
houses at Troy, Heraeum (IV), and Tarsus are rectangular and
sometimes of the hall-and-porch type. The best examples of these
latter are found at Beycesultan (X-VIII) and in a 'palace' in the
early ' Cappadocian' level at Kiiltepe.3 At Beycesultan an increas-
ing use of timber, in foundations and superstructure alike,
characterizes the E.B. 3 phase and those which follow it. The
megara have porches both in front and behind, as in Troy II,
and are likewise free-standing, with a great raised circular or oval
hearth, benches and obtuse-angled 'sleeping-platforms'. The
Kiiltepe 'palace' is remarkable in that it reproduces a form of plan
(already known at Poliochni V and Troy II^),4 comprising a great
hall-and-porch unit with large 'sleeping-platforms' and a range
of subsidiary rooms on one side. The main hall again has benches
and a huge circular raised hearth, in this case surrounded by
four wooden columns, an arrangement exactly repeated in Mycen-
aean palaces of nearly a millennium later. The appearance of this
typical west Anatolian building-form in so remote a setting as
Cappadocia may serve to emphasize the contact that was main-
tained between Central Anatolia and the Luwian-occupied areas.
Supplementary evidence of this was found among the pottery
in the Kiiltepe 'palace', for wheel-made plates and cups of
Cilician E.B. 3 manufacture were found beside early 'Cappa-
docian' vessels painted with patterns which are repeated as
incised ornament on pottery of the E.B. 3 a period at Beycesultan.6

III . CENTRAL ANATOLIA

Ceramic developments in Central Anatolia may now be considered
in greater detail. The third Early Bronze Age period must be
taken to start a little later here than in the south and west, corres-

1 §11, 1, 242 (A 23) and Beycesultan VIII (i.e. Troy IV).
2 §1. 4» J7 f- 3 Sh 4. 97 ff-» fig- 2 and §11, 2, 187, fig. 4.
4 §11 4, 154, figs. 12, 13. 5 §11, 5,20.
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ponding in fact chronologically with the beginning of Troy IV.
We are thus brought immediately into contact with the begin-
nings of the so-called Cappadocian ware, the origins and sig-
nificance of which have in the past proved so controversial. In
the eastern half of the Halys region there was at this time a sudden
and general increase in the use of painted pottery. The earliest
Cappadocian ware, known as 'Intermediate',1 was really no more
than an improvement on the simple painted ware of Ali§ar \b,
which has a much wider distribution in the area than was believed
until recently. This ware gradually developed into more sophisti-
cated products culminating in a true polychrome pottery, the
development of which can now be followed through its full
sequence of phases at the site of Kiiltepe,2 and its indigenous origin
is no longer in doubt. This of course disposes of the theory, once
commonly maintained, that the appearance of this ware symbolized
the arrival of the Hittites, newcomers with an Indo-European
language.3 Its home in fact was the eastern Halys area and
Kiiltepe in particular, from where it spread westwards to the
Bogazkoy—Alaca region and southwards to the Develi plain,
Acigol, Acemkoy near Aksaray, and Zincirli, at the eastern end
of the plain of Konya. If indeed any ethnic label should be attached
to i t ' Khattian' would be more suitable, denoting as it does a pre-
Hittite and non-Indo-European origin. But we must also be
prepared to think of the Cappadocian pottery as a comparatively
late invention of the Hattic people long established in Central
Anatolia. There would then be no obstacle to associating them
with the destruction, in about 2200 B.C., of Alaca Hiiyiik by a
people using this pottery, which has in the past been too easily
coupled with the Hittite invasion. The identity of the dynasty
buried in the Alaca royal tombs has not yet been established, but
a new clue has been provided by the discovery of similar tombs at
Mahmutlar and Horoztepe,4 which fall within the Pontic province
to the north. Here an identical tradition of craftsmanship in
metal is found surviving throughout the twenty-second century
B.C. ; and it is therefore tempting to think of the Alaca-tomb rdgime
as a temporary extension of Pontic domination in the western
Halys country, brought to an end about 2200 B.C. by Khattian
Cappadocians.5 This is by no means proven, but it provides a
promising alternative to the 'Hittite invasion' hypothesis.

1 §m, 3, 236, figs. 232 ff. 2 §111, 4, 77-80, figs. 22-6, 29,35 ff.
3 §m, 2, 44.
4 §111, 2, 481 ff., pis. 35-52 and §111, 5, 53 ff. See Plate 54 (a).
8 §1, 5, 66.
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Rivalry between Pontus and the Halys peoples, which came to a
head with the Kashka wars in later times, may have been a long-
standing tradition.

More must now be said of the actual character of the Cappa-
docian painted pottery.1 First, it is accompanied in smaller
quantities by a red, brown or bufF monochrome ware, very similar
to that already in use in E.B. 2 (Ali§ar 1̂ ) times. Inverted rim
bowls, with or without handles, bars or plastic crescents, all
have earlier prototypes at Alis.ar. Cups with everted rims and
rounded or carinated profiles recall western fashions, but they
often have a pointed base, unknown in the west. Jugs with tall
funnel-necks are an innovation. Beak-spouted jugs now appear,2

though only in very large sizes, and a variety of two-handled jars
with everted rims ranges from storage jar to pithos size.

Three phases have now been detected in the evolution of this
pottery. In the first, 'intermediate ware' still predominates;
vessels are decorated with simple patterns in red or purplish-
brown paint on a reddish buff slip—and there are also small
' fruitstands' ornamented with vertical bands of paint. In the
middle period dark brown to black or red paint is used on an orange
or buff polished slip, and in the last phase bichrome painting in
black and red is common on a red slip with cream-slipped panels.
Patterns are exclusively geometric—groups of parallel lines, often
with heavy borders, zigzags, lozenges, chequer-patterns, wavy
lines and so on. Pot-hook spirals and swastikas are common, and in
the latest phase complicated panel-fillings surrounded by lozenge
borders sometimes strongly recall textile patterns, from which
indeed many of these motifs may have been derived. At Ktiltepe,
this attractive pottery continued in karum Levels IV and III (Late
Cappadocian), whereas on the city mound it was used even later,
in fact into the period contemporary with Level II of the karum.3

The earlier Cappadocian phases are known only on the mound.
In the karum itself useful parallels with Cilician pottery can be

established. Bowls with elaborate 'cross' decoration (Late Cappa-
docian) found in karum IV contexts have counterparts at Tarsus
dating from the beginning of the Cilician Middle Bronze Age,
and Cilician painted pottery of the same period is found as an im-
port in karum IV and II. Parallel with the middle Cappadocian
ware are grey bottles of Syrian workmanship as well as Cilician
E.B. 3 vessels. Through these synchronisms,4 the transition from
Cilician E.B. 3 to the Middle Bronze Age can be correlated with

1 See above, p. 686, n. 2; and Plate 54 (&), (c). s See Plate 55 (c).
3 §111,6, 25. i §11, 3,64.
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that from middle to late Cappadocian [kdrum IV) or, in terms of
western Anatolia, from E.B. 3 a to E.B. 3^, about 2100 B.C.

Turning to evidence other than ceramic, the subject of con-
temporary architecture has already been touched upon in reference
to the 'palace' on the Kiiltepe mound. A further example which
suggests itself is the citadel at Ali§ar, which was at this time
fortified with a mud-brick enclosure-wall on log foundations.1

Among the smaller objects there is a striking series of alabaster
figurines found at Kiiltepe in the early and middle Cappadocian
levels (twenty-second century B.C). TWO principal types can
immediately be distinguished—one representing a seated goddess
and the other, more abstract, consisting of a disc-like body from
which project up to three heads with pigtails and conical head-
dresses. Still others are shown holding children. Occasionally
more elaborate group-subjects are attempted. In one example,
a male figure is holding a lion and in another, found at Zenzidere,
three standing figures in short skirts are freely carved with their
hands folded on their breasts.2 The symbolism of these objects is
difficult to interpret; but the predominance of a goddess figure is
natural in Anatolia and compatible with pre-Indo-European
religious beliefs. Comparative material from western Anatolia
is unfortunately lacking and at Beycesultan the E.B. 2 shrine-
complex was not rebuilt, nor did investigations penetrate below
the Middle Bronze Age shrines in the second area.

IV. EASTERN CULTURES

The sudden and conspicuous appearance of painted pottery in
Central Anatolia during the final phase of the Early Bronze Age,
is not, as it proves, an isolated occurrence. East of the Cappadocian
area and beyond the Antitaurus painted pottery related to Cappa-
docian has been found in the plain of Elbistan,3 and a large province
of other painted wares stretches from Malatya to Divrigi and
from Divrigi to beyond the Euphrates.4 In the handmade painted
pottery of this area two main shapes are characteristic, a globular
jar with thickened rim and a shallow bowl with inverted rim.
Lugs take the place of handles, which do not occur. The pottery
is painted in a brown or blackish paint on a buff to yellow slip.
Designs are simple but very distinctive, consisting of horizontal
bands with zigzags, triangles, or multiple chevrons, often left ' in

1 §111,3, 210, fig. 207. 2 §m, 4, 71 ff., figs. 1-21.
3 §iv, 7, 86. 4 §iv, 1, 202 ff.
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reserve'. The lowermost band usually shows a fringe reminiscent
of textile designs. More will perhaps be learned about this pottery
when the excavations at Arslantepe near Malatya are finally
published.1 In the Sivas district, still another painted ware was
found at Maltepe2 overlying deposits of the E.B. 1 period, but
quite unlike the wares just described. The contemporary pottery
of the eastern provinces is quite different and shows connexions
with the areas south of the Caucasus and with Azarbayjan. In
the east generally, black burnished wares continue, mostly plain,
but sometimes ornamented with fine incision as at Karaz,
Tepecik near Erzurum, Trialeti above Tiflls and Ziilfiibulak,
north-east of Van.3 Peculiar knobbed handles, known as
'Nahcevan lugs' are still common and they have recently been
found on black incised pottery at Nalchik north of the Caucasus.4

The latest Early Bronze Age pottery of Tazehkant near Tabriz5

continues the old shapes but without the incision prevalent in the
earlier (E.B. 1) ware; a change which accompanies the substitution
of rectangular houses for the earlier round ones. Other links
with the steppe region north of the Caucasus are suggested by
the presence of several East Anatolian metal vessels in the famous
royal tomb at Maikop on the Kuban,6 which is usually dated c.
2300 B.C. or a little later. Apart from the little animal sculptures
which have frequently been compared with the not dissimilar
metal figures of animals from Alaca and Horoztepe, one might
mention the occurrence in this tomb of meerschaum and, as its
only known source is at Eskisehir in West Anatolia,7 trade-links
with that area must be inferred. Finally, at Trialeti tumuli have
been found to contain black burnished pottery with shapes and
incised ornament, which seem related to that of East Anatolia at
this period.8 The use of burial mounds was a practice at this time
alien to Anatolia, and was probably introduced from the direction
of the Pontic steppe. This first appearance of tumuli at Trialeti,
on a barren upland suitable to the lives of pastoral people, could
well indicate the arrival in Eastern Anatolia of Indo-European-
speaking people from the north; and the termination soon after-
wards of the East Anatolian Early Bronze Age might well have
the same significance. A date of c. 2100 B.C. suggested for the
arrival of these people at Trialeti, and about 2000-1950 B.C. for
the end of the period in Eastern Anatolia,9 could suggest the

1 §iv, 9, 151 f. 2 §iv, 8,662, pis. cxxivff., figs. 28-65.
3 §iv, 4, 406 ( a i i 7 , a i59) ;§ iv , 1, 186, figs. 64 ff.
4 §iv, 5, 18, fig. 5: 4-5. 5 §iv, 2. 6 §iv, 6, pi. n, 9; pi. exxx, no. 330.
7 §iv, 3, 22 n. 1, 23, 46 and map. 8 §iv, 1, 176. 9 §iv, 1, 178.
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movement of Indo-European elements westward during the
Ktiltepe II (c. 2000-1900 B.C.) period. The trail of burnt or
deserted settlements from the eastern borders to the Kayseri
region is suggestive. Whatever happened, these disturbances
were serious enough to prevent the reoccupation of numerous
sites during the following Middle Bronze Age, and nothing is
known of events in Eastern Anatolia for the next half millennium.

V. A PONTIC CULTURE

While discussing events in Central Anatolia during the E.B. 3
period, some reference has already been made to its northern
neighbour, the high culture of which is chiefly known from the
contents of a number of partly robbed royal tombs. Only one of
these was found intact. The beginning and end of this interesting
culture are still a matter of speculation and it is possible that, as the
excavator suggests, these burials may even have continued into
the twenty-first century B.C.1 In addition to Horoztepe there are
similar graves at Mahmutlar and Kayapinar,2 but as the condition
of these tombs was mostly disturbed little can be said about the
burial habits. It would appear that the cemeteries, like those of
Alaca and Tekkekoy,3 were extramural. Our knowledge of the
Pontic E.B. 3 culture depends almost entirely upon discoveries
in such graves and, since these consist almost exclusively of metal
objects, it is metallurgical detail which merits attention. The
Alaca tradition of metalwork is not only continued, but enriched.
New types of cult-object, such as sistraf appear; weapons also,
including a new class of swords with a prominent mid-rib,5

crescentic axes and beautiful but effective-looking socketed battle-
axes.6 There are new forms of metal vessels such as bowls, cups,
fruitstands and basket-handled 'tea-pots'. Metal tables on human
legs are another invention, and there are appealing but somewhat
clumsy figurines, one of which represents a naked deity suckling
her child.7 This copper figure and another in silver,8 with gold
hair and cross-bands over the breast, show bolder realism in
modelling than was ever attempted at Alaca. Large bull figures
are now set on detachable pedestals and among the smaller
figures of bulls and deer there is an example where twin animals

1 §ni, 5,58.
2 §v, 6, 324 ff., figs. 15, 19. 3 §v, 3, 382 ff.
4 §111, 5, pis. XII, XVII, 1-3. 6 §111, 5, pi. XVIII, 15-19.
6 §111, 5, pi. XVIII, 3-7; §111, 2, pi. 40, 3.
7 §111, 5, pi. x. See Plate 55 (a). 8 Ankara Museum (unpublished).
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are mounted on a single base.1 The crescentic axes2 and a spear-
head with a 'poker-tang'3 suggest relations with north Syrian
metalwork, which is itself based on Mesopotamian tradition. But
the bulk of the finds represents the native Pontic (and Alaca)
school of craftsmanship. At Horoztepe swords and spearheads
of the slotted type seem to have increased in popularity since
Alaca times. Both here and at Mahmutlar, the crescentic axes
with their alien associations look less impressive than the fluted
and finely decorated battle-axes of Pontic design.

The appearance has been mentioned above of some north Syrian
influence among the products of Pontic metal-workers. The first
manifestation of this influence may in fact be regarded as a more
general characteristic of the E.B. 3 period in Anatolia.4 New
features such as ' poker-tangs' on spearheads, daggers with three
or five rivets,5 round-heeled daggers in Ali§ar III and Kultepe
kdrum IV6 all point in this direction. But the adoption of such
innovations as these did not affect the general character of Anatol-
ian industries, nor do they seem to have reached regions so
remote from Syria as the western provinces. They did, however,
penetrate as far as Trialeti and the Tiflis area7 and it is interesting
to speculate whether it was by land or by the Black Sea that con-
tact was here established with the centre of north Syrian metal
trade near distant Carchemish and Til Barsib. It is also certain
that Anatolian metalwork in its turn extended its influence to
Caucasia. The animals from Maikop,8 the shaft-hole axe from
Karaz,9 the silver pins from Horoztepe10 all point to this. Other
apparently southern features such as the 'transverse' axe may
however have reached the Caucasus by an alternative road from
Mesopotamia.11 The sources of the tin that was needed to produce
the bronzes of Horoztepe and Alaca are still unknown.

VI. TRANSITION TO THE MIDDLE BRONZE
AGE, 2100-1900 B.C

The last century of the third millennium B.C. and the first of the
second saw a sort of cultural renaissance in Western Anatolia
and the first budding of the Middle Bronze Age cultures in

1 §m, 5, pi. XVII, \a-b. 2 §111, 5, pi. xvm, 1-2. See Plate 55 (i).
3 §111, 5, pi. VIII, 6. 4 §v, 5, 90, 113 ff., map 4, fig. 9: 2, 4, 6.
6 §v, 5, 99 f., map. 2. 6 §v, 5, 100 f.
7 §v, 4, 516, fig. 293 (Zages, Ge"orgie).
8 §v, 2, pi. XLI; cf. pi. XLII, 6. 9 §iv, 4, 376 and 409, a 174.

10 Ankara Museum (unpublished). u §v, I, 115, pis. i.\b and \.\\a.
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692 ANATOLIA, c 2300-1750 B.C.

Central Anatolia and Cilicia. Everywhere there are manifest
signs that the rate of cultural progress is rapidly increasing; new
sites are founded, new wares abound, new tools and weapons
appear and trade becomes brisker than it had been for a long
time. It is a period of transition during which new cultures are
born out of old, a period in which old and new exist side by side.
There are no sharp cultural breaks between the Early Bronze
Age 3 period and the following Middle Bronze Age, just as there
are none between the Middle and Late Bronze Ages, except in
Cilicia. This continuity of the culture development should not be
obscured by a conventional terminology with its sharply defined
periods. Troy V and Beycesultan VII—Via are still called Early
Bronze Age, whereas contemporary cultures in Central Anatolia
and Cilicia are already labelled as Middle Bronze Age, each for a
good local reason. Nothing can be gained by forcing them all
into a chronological strait-jacket and the terminology depends in
each case on whether one stresses this period's links with the
past or with what follows. Archaeologically speaking the period
from c. 23/2200—12/1100 B.C. is a cultural entity, not a succession
of E.B. 3, M.B. and L.B. cultures. It is sharply defined from the
periods that precede and follow it (Late Chalcolithic—Early
Bronze Ages 1 and 2 and the Iron Age) by catastrophic invasions,
but in itself it is indivisible. The chronological labels are kept only
for the sake of convenience but they have no cultural implications.
Various cultures can be chronologically linked by a useful series
of synchronisms based on specific pottery shapes or features. Of
these, the 'red-cross' bowl and its 'multiple-cross' variant, which
have been found at no less than twenty-five sites, must be con-
sidered the most important.1 At Tarsus in Cilicia these occur (in
a peculiar shape on three voluted feet) just before the beginning
of the Middle Bronze Age, in the very last building-level of the
Early Bronze 3 period. At Troy also they are already present
in late Troy IV, but are most characteristic of Troy V. Inland
they have been found at a great many sites, of which Beycesultan
(VII-VItf), Kusura ('transitional'), Polath (11 and 12) and
Karaoglan (IV) show their stratigraphical context. Their absence
in Central Anatolia is noteworthy, but in the Late Cappadocian
{karttm IV) period at Kiiltepe, a 'patterned cross' bowl provides
the eastern variant, and this finds a Middle Bronze Age parallel
in Cilicia.2 Volute handles and feet, neatly rolled in this period,
occur at Troy V (and perhaps already in IV), Poliochni (VI),

1 §vi, 15,321 ff.
2 §11 .3, 64; §i, 3, fig. 289 (813), 290 (811, 812).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



693

o
u

•%

a.

h
o
•X

C
lL

IC
IA

" <O -1v^ a.

S
O

U
T

H
-

W
E

ST

i

Q B

Early —>••«— Middle Bronze Age

—

« g
•=3

oo ****

oo

1

1
1

a
o

OO CO

Late
Cappadocian

II
I >

Cilician Middle Bronze Age

c f.

B
ey

ce
 -

Su
lta

n
V

Middle Bronze Age

i r

r? ~ =

Cappadocian

id
dl

e

ar
ly

U

E
.B

Cilician E.B. 3

•* ™ 8

= 2 * R ' =

Marmara Grey-ware Province

§ >

b

21 >
H ™ H ~

Early Bronze Age 3

i i 1

t̂ 8 O O 0 C

•• M cJ c» c* c

I

!

V C
am

br
id

ge
 H

ist
or

ie
s O

nl
in

e 
©

 C
am

br
id

ge
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 P
re

ss
,  

20
08



694 ANATOLIA, c. 2300-1750 B.C.

Maltepe near Afyon, Beycesultan (X-VI«), Heraeum (IV) as
well as at Mersin, Tarsus, Kabarsa and Tartah in Cilicia1 in late
E.B. 3 contexts. A third West Anatolian feature is the imitation
plastic handle or 'eyeglass',2 used on bowls and apparently more
common inland than on the coast, where it would seem to belong
to the Middle Bronze Age (e.g. at Bayrakh). It is found in the
south-west: occasionally at Kusura, frequently at Beycesultan
(VIII—V) and is very common on E.B. 3^ bowls from the
Tav§anli—Kiitahya region and the Inegbl and Eski§ehir plains.
In the Konya plain it is found at Karahuyiik-Konya (IV and V),
Sizma and other sites; but it is apparently not known in the Ankara
region or Cilicia. In Central Anatolia, it occurs in the earliest
pottery of Bogazkoy (Level WH 9), contemporary with karum IV
at Kiiltepe, from which site comes an unstratified stone bowl with
the same motif.3 Another was found on an Early Helladic bowl
at Zygouries in the Peloponnese.4 Features such as these there-
fore serve as useful links between the various E.B. 3^ cultures
of the west and Cilicia and Central Anatolia in the east and they
testify to the existence of much trade and contact.

A glance at the Late Cappadocian remains (c. 2100-2000 B.C.)
found in the karum (the trading-settlement) at Kiiltepe, which
belongs to this period, bears out the idea of increasing welfare in
Central Anatolia. Not only does the Late Cappadocian pottery
here reach its highest development in the bichrome painted ware,
but a significant change simultaneously appears in the lay-out of
the settlement itself. Near the foot of the great mound on which
the old walled city stands a new suburb or lower town, two-thirds
of a mile long, comes into being, possibly surrounded by an outer
defensive wall. This is the area which in later times (karum
Level II) becomes karum Katies, the foundations of which, in
Level IV, are laid upon clean soil in a hitherto uninhabited area.
Since the evidence of written texts does not become available
until its third rebuilding (Level II), it is not known whether its
original purpose was to accommodate the first merchants, be
they local Anatolian or Assyrian, or merely to take a surplus
population from the city above. In any case another notable cera-
mic development corresponds with its foundation. This is the
appearance of a new wheel-made monochrome ware,o ften mis-
called 'Hittite', which is considered by its excavators to have no

1 §1,4, 129, fig. 2: 10; §n, 1, fig. 251: 19, 2 i , 2 3 ; § i , 3, fig. 273:448, 445 and

fig- 355 = 447,445•
2 §1, 4, 124, fig. 2: 24 and much new evidence; §vi, 15, 332 ff.
3 § I I , 1, 227. 4 Ibid.
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TRANSITION TO THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE 695

connexion with the monochrome Cappadocian ware that preceded
it.1 This ware, which awaits detailed publication, is the ancestor of
the fine red, brown, and buff fabrics that are the glory of the
later Middle Bronze Age levels at Kiiltepe. The appearance
of a similar wheel-made monochrome ware at this same period has
been observed at other sites in Central Anatolia (Alaca Hiiylik
and Bogazkoy lower city, Level V), and beyond the Halys at
Ahlatlibel, Etiyoku§u, Karaoglan and Polath II in the Ankara
region, which all suggest that it is part of a wider distribution.
The 1961 excavations at Bogazkoy have now shown that the
earliest occupation of the site is due to people arriving with
pottery that is strikingly similar to that of Beycesultan Via in
south-western Anatolia. Once again we find in this earliest burnt
level (WH g)2 wheel-made wares accompanied by hand-made red,
grey or black-washed burnished wares of a new type besides
imported Cappadocian ware. At all the Central Anatolian sites
mentioned, this new monochrome burnished ware is said to be
foreign to the region and the parallels quoted would tend to
confirm this. At Beycesultan, on the other hand, this Via
pottery itself arrives comparatively late and is mixed with earlier
local wares such as the cups and beakers in wheel-made buff ware
with string-cut bases which also occur at Bogazkoy, Kiiltepe
and other sites. At Beycesultan, there is evidence to suggest that
this pottery comes in from the north and in the Tav§anli-Kiitahya
region, surface finds have established its presence. It is perhaps
in this area of north-west Anatolia that its origin should be sought.
That contacts were not entirely one-sided is clear from the appear-
ance of Central Anatolian shapes at Beycesultan, among which
we may mention the Kiiltepe type of 'tea-pot', now occurring
side by side with local versions of the same shape. Such contacts
with the west seem to be prolonged throughout the later history
of the karum.

Although little is as yet known of the earlier occupations in the
Kiiltepe karum (Levels IV and III)—a situation now paralleled
at Bogazkoy in the lower city—Level II brings Kiiltepe and
indirectly much of Central Anatolia into the light of history, owing
to the arrival of literate Assyrian merchants, who made their
home in this suburb by permission of the local ruler. Their records,
written in cuneiform, reveal the existence of other similar trading
establishments, widely distributed over Central Anatolia in the
twentieth century B.C. Since the contents of these texts, their
archaeological context, and the facts which they reveal about

1 §111,4, 77. * §vi, 5, 23.
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contemporary Anatolia arc dealt with in a succeeding part of this
chapter, it remains here only to add some supplementary con-
clusions, made from unpublished or less familiar archaeological
evidence.

The Cappadocian and Kultepe II phases roughly coincide in
their western distribution towards the Salt Lake (Tuz Golii),
the Aksaray region and the plain of Bor, which may imply control
of the great silver mines of Bulgar and Bereketli Maden in the
Taurus above the Cilician Gates. Certain finds in the regions of
West Anatolia, the Konya plain and Cilicia suggest contact and
trade with the karum of Kultepe; they include, for example,
Cilician Middle Bronze Age painted pottery-jugs and pedestalled
cups, a Troy V knife, etc. These connexions, like the obvious
links with Karahuyuk-Konya,1 might easily be attributed to
the independent activities of Anatolian merchants. Luwians
are attested in the Kultepe tablets and it is not impossible that
the original karum of Kultepe (and perhaps that of Bogazkoy also)
was founded for trade with the western and southern regions long
before the participation of the Assyrians.

The benefits reaped by local traders, not necessarily in contact
with the Assyrians themselves, but certainly with their Anatolian
agents at Kultepe, are perhaps best reflected in the prosperous
Middle Bronze Age culture in the Konya plain.2 About twenty-
five large mounds of city-size are scattered over the district,
though of these only Karahuyiik-Konya has yet been excavated.
At that site vast walls with impressive double gates and bastions
at regular intervals surround a town the size of Kultepe; and its
contemporary cultures (Levels I and II), with roots in the Early
Bronze Age, seem hardly inferior to that of the famous Cappa-
docian city, to which its debt, though striking, is strictly limited.
In Karahiiyiik II there were copies of Kultepe cylinder-seals,
only their cuneiform inscriptions being omitted. In Level I,
side by side with seals of the Tieszkewicz type—possibly a local
adaptation—there is a fine collection of impressions evidently
made with metal stamp-seals, where animal shapes and other
signs are enclosed in a pretentious border of spiral and guilloche
ornament. These were found in a large building which may have
been the local ruler's palace. In Level I also the so-called kantharos,
a quatrefoil cup with two handles and a fine high pedestal base,
is more common than at any other site in Anatolia and it is
doubtless from here that it reached Middle Minoan Crete,
probably by way of the Calycadnus valley.3 It was certainly

1 §vi, 1, 373 f-; §vi, 2, 30 f. 2 §vi, 15, 311 ff. s §vi, 15, 327.
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through this same valley that the Middle Bronze Age inhabi-
tants of the plain conducted their trade with Cilicia, and painted
wares from this region are found along the trade route and at
Karaman.1

This ware is distinguished by its designs in matt paint on a
plain or polished white or cream surface and its preference for
low pedestalled bowls and 'eye-jugs'.2 Metope-patterns, dots,
'butterflies' and 'eyes' are among its most typical patterns.
Equally notable is the comparative rarity in Cilicia of beak-spouted
vessels, 'bead-rim' bowls and other characteristic 'plateau'
shapes. But when these disparities have been mentioned there
remains little at this period to distinguish the common run of
ceramic fashions above and below the Taurus, for the cultures of
Cilicia and the southern plateau seem to share a common root in
the Early Bronze Age. In Cilicia indeed it is thought that the
fashion for painted pottery may be derived from the plain of
Antioch, where 'eye-jugs' and pedestal-bowls may antedate their
appearance in Cilicia, but this is as yet by no means proven, and
it is equally possible that both may actually be a local reflection
of the widespread fashion for painted pottery on the southern
plateau in the E.B. 3 period, but executed in an inferior technique.
Certainly the priority of appearance invalidates attempts to derive
it from the Khabur ware in northern Mesopotamia.

In the Ankara region the sequence of events is not yet clear.
At the unpublished site of Karao^lan, a final Early Bronze Age
phase with white-painted cups and bowls, often with cross decora-
tion,3 is followed after a general destruction by pottery with
Kiiltepe \b (?) affiliations, among which beak-spouted jugs with
pointed bases and a rhyton are found.4 Other finds include grey
burnished and incised vessels, red cups with two handles and
other sherds that look like Beycesultan Via. This monochrome
ware is also reported from Ahlatlibel and Etiyoku§u and Polath II
and probably belongs to the very end of the Early Bronze Age. Its
parallels at Bogazkoy and Kliltepe have already been pointed out.
At Polath II, the last phase of western E.B. 3 b is again destroyed by
fire and Level III produces a painted ware that might be described
as a decadent local imitation of Cappadocian ware.5 This clumsily
painted pottery marks the beginning of the local Middle Bronze
Age and has been found at a number of other sites between the

1 §vi, 15,324.
2 §1, 3, 164, fig. 295: 860, 859, and fig. 386, top row.
3 §vi, 4, figs. 21-4. * §vi, 3, pis. m i , LV.
5 §vi, 10, 58, fig. 13: 1-8.
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Halys and Sangarius rivers, perhaps marking a movement of
refugees from further east. The destruction of Karaoglan,
Polath II and Gordion1 all suggest some upheaval in the area,
followed by a change of culture. Westward again, in the plain
of Eskisehir, surface exploration has shown that many sites with
E.B. 3 pottery were deserted after the end of the period. In the
Emirdag region there are traces of a painted late Early Bronze Age
pottery which may have links with a few pieces from Polath II or
with the painted wares of E.B. 3 period at Karahiiyiik-Konya. At
Gordion, Tez, and Hisar the first Middle Bronze Age remains are
of Central, not West, Anatolian type. West of Eski§ehir, from
Kiitahya to the lake of Iznik, there are again traces of destruction
and desertion of many sites at the end of the Early Bronze Age 3.
The fortified sites of Tav§anh, Kopriioren, Oyucek went up in
flames and so did C. akirca and Yenikoy on the northern shores of
Lake Iznik and numerous other sites are deserted.2 Finally,
when Troy itself is reached, one finds in the sixth settlement a
culture which is clearly not of native growth, and indications are
that its origin should be sought in the last mentioned area directly
to the east. The interpretation of these far-reaching disturbances
will be discussed presently.

In the south-west at Beycesultan3 the transition from Early to
Middle Bronze Age is well documented. During the earlier
E.B. %b (Levels VII and VIF), the traditional red-washed
pottery is still prevalent together with more commonplace wheel-
made cups and bowls on string-cut bases, jars with plastic and
volute handles, bead-rim bowls, etc. In Level VI a, a significant
change takes place. Fine wheel-made wares now appear in a
variety of colours which include black, deep red, red, orange,
pink, buff, cream and—rare in these south-western parts—grey.
The vessels are slipped and burnished, and incised or •pointille
designs, white-filled or not, are frequent. Shapes include
enormous beak-spouted vessels, smaller ones with squat or
biconical bodies and miniatures of the same vessels. There are
jugs with round mouths (already known at Troy IV and
Heraeum IV), jugs with cut-away spouts, Yortan-like bird vases,
and a conspicuous pattern-burnished beak spout in grey ware.
Bowls with one or two handles are common and all these vessels
are also copied in the local red-wash ware, which clearly demon-
strates their foreign origin. That we are here dealing with northern

1 §vi, 16, 51 and §i, 5, 10 and pi. 1, i.
2 §1, 5, 10 and pi. 1, i, supplemented by new evidence from 1960-1 surveys by

the author and D. H. French. 3 §1, 4, 126, fig. 2; pi. xn, d-e.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



TRANSITION TO THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE 699

elements is beyond doubt and proved by numerous parallels in
the Tav§anh—Ktitahya and the Bursa—Iznik region, where there is
a whole E.B. 3 culture complex with exactly these shapes.
Other vessels again point to the north. There is a fine depas of
classical Trojan shape, but painted, cups with high-flung handles,
ribbed bowls which look like forerunners of the north-west
Anatolian shapes of the Middle Bronze Age. Red-cross bowls,
lids with red crosses, jars on volute feet, all have parallels in the
Troy V culture of the north-west. The shapes of the intrusive
northern wheel-made class are also purely West Anatolian, a point
which must be borne in mind, for it is exactly this class that
appears in the Ankara region, at earliest Bog"azkoy and in the
kdrum IV of Kiiltepe. The significance of this distribution cannot
yet be assessed and must await the publication of the eastern
material.

Of the E.B. 3^ metalwork of the region little is known, but a
knife with curling tip occurs at Denizli,1 Troy and Kiiltepe lb,2

where it must be regarded as an import. The imitation in pottery
of basically metal forms, combined with the appearance of a fine
grey ware, prevalent in the north-west but appearing in the south-
west with Beycesultan VI a and emulating the elegant shapes
peculiar to metal vessels, may well suggest a more intense
exploitation of the numerous silver deposits of western Anatolia.
Like the sites in the Tav§anh region, Troy V and Beycesultan
were surrounded by defensive walls, but little is known of
domestic architecture other than that buildings were constructed
on a rectangular plan.

it is not until the full Middle Bronze Age is reached at Beyce-
sultan (Level V) that there is at last an abundance of architecture
to supplement the evidence of pottery, which is essentially the
same as that of the previous level, shorn of its northern mono-
chrome wares. The eastern of the mound's twin summits is
crowned by the ruins of an enormous palace,3 almost eighty yards
in diameter, while the broader hill top to the west is covered by
a complex of other public buildings within its own enclosure wall.4

There is also for the first time a substantially built temple5 and
the whole city is fortified with a wall that takes in much of a lower
terrace near the river. The examples thus provided of contemporary
forms of building in the more heavily wooded parts of Anatolia
are in themselves of great interest, providing as they do a

1 %y\, 17, 56, pi. XLVIII, 3 (Denizli). See Plate 55 (d).
2 ivi , 17, 56, fig. 62, pi. XLVIII, 2. 3 §vi, 13, 32 ff.
4 §vi, 11, 96 f. 5 §vi, 12, 35 ff.,fig. i.
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traditional basis for the native architecture of Turkey up to the
present century. Walls have a substructure of undressed stone,
sometimes standing on log foundations, and above this are panels
of mud-brick in a framework of timber, which is tied into the roof
beams above. Upper stories are more lightly built of timber and
have wide, open balconies for summer use. A peculiarity is the
treatment of floors which are usually left unpaved, but covered
with a bedding of rushes or (presumably) woven matting. The best
local craftsmen were carpenters and joiners rather than masons,
for few dressed stones were ever found, in marked contrast with
the well-built walls of later Troy VI. But the character and sheer
size of these buildings suggest, by their unmistakable dignity,
the attributes of a capital city and the state of which it was at this
time the administrative centre can be identified with the kingdom
of Arzawa, so frequently mentioned in the Hittite records. Its
total destruction by some enemy at a date which has been esti-
mated on archaeological grounds at about 1750 B.C, corresponds
closely enough with the beginning of the Old Hittite Kingdom to
suggest that the place was sacked during some Hittite raid. It is
however clear that the town was evacuated before this happened
and the only finds of value from the palace are a number of silver
bracelets and a fine earring dropped in the courtyard. The latter
has a good parallel in a gold one found at Kopriioren near Klitahya.

The north-western province is the next to be considered, and
it should at once be observed that here evidence for the transition
from Early to Middle Bronze Age is of more than regional
significance. For the arrival of the Troy VI culture with its grey
' Minyan' pottery in the Troad, the Caicus valley and the Aegean
coast north of Izmir is now usually considered as related to the
movement which brought Middle Helladic culture into Greece,
and with it, as is generally thought, the first speakers of the Greek
language.1

The American excavators of Troy agree that the Troy VI
culture is not derived from Troy V2 and link the appearance there
of grey ' Minyan' ware with its arrival in Greece. Other scholars3

suspect them of underestimating the element of continuity and
draw attention to the persistently Anatolian character of the
Troy VI culture, which they think lacking in alien elements. In
fact, both views may in a sense be right, but both are based on an
estimate of finds which is limited to the site of Troy itself or,
at most, the Troad. If, however, one discards these parochial

1 See C.A.H. n3, ch. xxxix, sect. in.
2 §11, 1, 226. 3 §vi, 6.
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limitations and views the wider background of events in Western
Anatolia generally, one can see the phenomenon of the grey
'Minyan' ware in its proper context, and one finds that its own
strictly Anatolian character is no less obvious than that of the
red-washed, red-coated and ordinary grey wares, which were
already present in Troy V. In fact, what at Troy itself appear to
be innovations, prove to have been for a long time familiar features
of contemporary culture, as in the Tavsanh region or around the
lake of Iznik. It is understandable, therefore, that scholars as yet
unaware of recent discoveries in the interior of West Anatolia,
when faced with the simultaneous appearance of grey 'Minyan'
on the Greek Mainland and at Troy, should have wrongly located
its common source or even suspected its arrival at Troy from
Greece. This view must certainly now be corrected. Recent
archaeological surveys1 have shown that the best known criteria
of the Troy VI culture have a distribution-range which, far from
being limited to the Troad or the Aegean coast, extend inland to
the regions of Akhisar, Manisa, Bahkesir, Biga, Bursa, Inegol,
Yenisehir, and Iznik in the hinterlandof the Aegean and Marmara
seaboards, and extending on to the plateau as far as Bozuyiik,
Tavsanh and Kopriioren. At Troy itself, it may be possible to
distinguish between the ordinary grey ware of the fifth and the
grey 'Minyan' of the sixth settlement, but further east such a
distinction is meaningless. Here we find the same shapes in grey
wares, some with the soapy quality of 'Minyan', others darker in
colour and even black, but all these wares are burnished (like
much of the Greek grey 'Minyan'). With them are red and buff
burnished wares, often with the same shapes, red-washed and
wheel-made plain wares, all familiar both in the E.B. 3 and in the
early Middle Bronze Age contexts. Much of the simpler wares
of the two periods is in fact indistinguishable when unstratified.

In the area east of the Sea of Marmara, pattern-burnish is
extremely common on ordinary grey and red and on grey' Minyan'
wares. Common on the grey ware of Troy V, it appears but rarely
on the 'Minyan' ware of Troy VI,2 when its popularity seems to
be waning. In the Marmara area, the shapes with which this
pattern burnish associates itself are of the Troy V period (or
earlier), and at sites further south, including Beycesultan, their
stratification is dated by such features as red-cross bowls which
do not survive the end of the Troy V period. At Kopruoren the

1 By D. H. French (1959-60, 1961) and the author (1955, 1960), unpublished.
See provisionally §1, 5, 15 ff., pi. 3 and §vi, 14, 61 ff.

2 §vi, 7, 76 ff.
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cross form reappears in the actual pattern of the burnishing on
the interior of soapy bowls of' Minyan' fabric and round the lake
of Iznik multiple cross patterns are a frequent ornamentation on
the grey bowls. Although such patterns are features of the Troy V
period not only at Troy but throughout western Anatolia, they
are unknown in Troy VI, or the Middle Bronze Age. All this
tends to show that in these areas up to two hundred miles east
of Troy there existed in the Troy V (or broadly speaking Troy
III—V) period a culture or cultures distinguished by the use of
pattern-burnished grey (and red) ware and by its preference for
certain shapes that may be considered ancestral to those of the
grey 'Minyan' ware of Troy VI. This was evolved from local
antecedents, independently of any possible influence from Troy
itself. Recent evidence from the plains of Bahkesir, Akhisar and
Manisa strongly suggests that these areas also partook in the
early development of this pottery—developments totally absent
at Troy itself or on the Aegean coast, throughout the E.B. 3
period.

This theory is based on abundant though still largely unstratified
material. But if, as seems likely, it is proved to be correct, first
there can be no longer any doubt about the Anatolian origin of
the Troy VI grey 'Minyan' and its offshoot in Middle Helladic
Greece, even if the grey wares of Early Helladic III Lerna provide
an—as yet isolated—parallel to the Anatolian development.1

Secondly, this ware will be unmistakably recognized as a late
arrival in the Troad and on the Aegean coast and Caicus valley,
from an original home in areas further east. It is perfectly possible
that on the west coast new shapes were developed, which have
no counterparts further east, but which, like the goblets, become
more popular in Greece than they ever were in Anatolia.

The shift in population from the interior to the coast, indicated
by the archaeological remains, would seem to be no more than
one incident in a movement of peoples or groups from east to
west, as noted earlier in this chapter, which culminated in the
arrival of Middle Helladic people with grey ' Minyan' and other
wares in mainland Greece. This subject is still controversial2 and
the view of the present writer may conflict with those expressed
by others in this History? But since an event so important as the
arrival of the Hittites in East Anatolia may be related to, if not
instrumental in producing this movement, a word must finally
be said about the archaeological evidence from which it can be
reconstructed and about its probable repercussions.

1 §vi, 8, 299 ff. 2 §i, 5, 1 ff. 3 See Index.
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At the conclusion of chapter xvm we discussed the evidence
for a migration into western and southern Anatolia at the end of
the E.B. 3 period, and in endeavouring to identify it with the
arrival of a particular people, we claimed the Luwians as the most
likely candidates. The general opinion that Hittites, Luwians,
Palaeans all migrated simultaneously into Anatolia at the end of
the Early Bronze Age, c. 1900 B.C., a theory not disputed until
1958, is flatly contradicted by archaeological evidence. Hittito-
logists are now agreed that both Luwians and Hittites were
already present at Killtepe II in the twentieth century B.C. With
the former, who may have been merchants, we are not here
concerned, but the presence of Hittites, combined with an
attractive theory1 that Kanesh (Kultepe) was transformed into
Nesha by Indo-Europeans, would seem to agree with the Hittite
appellation of their own language as nasili, that is, 'of Nesha'.
Admittedly, one previously held opinion2 that the Hittites were
responsible for the destruction of Kultepe II, has come to seem
less plausible. But this need in no way impair the validity of our
conclusion, supported by an accumulating volume of evidence,3

that the indigenous culture of East Anatolia was disintegrated
at this period by some convulsive movement of peoples from east
to west. The burning or desertion of a line of settlements along
the eastern approaches to Kanesh, probably between 2000 and
1950 B.C, has its own unmistakable significance. Nor can we
ignore similar evidence found, for example, at Polath where
painted pottery of eastern affinities suddenly appears after the
destruction of a west Anatolian settlement corresponding with
Troy V. When one adds to these the disturbances already recorded
in the Eski§ehir plain, the destruction of many sites in the Marmara
area at the end of E.B. 3 b, the appearance of elements from this
region in the Troad and on the Aegean coast, followed by the
Middle Helladic invasion of Greece, a most convincing picture
is then created, not of independent disturbances, but of a single
coherent chain of movements. If the arrival of the Hittites in
Khattian Central Anatolia can be posited as the event which gave
this movement its initial impetus, or for that matter if the one is to
be in any way associated with the other, it will be a great deal
easier to imagine Hittite immigration from an easterly direction
than to bring them from the west, against the tide of contemporary
displacements, as some scholars are disposed to do for philological
reasons.

1 §vi, 9,46 ff. 2 §1,5, 10, 14, 33. 3 §iv, 1,178.
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TROY III-IV-V

VII

FOLLOWING the destruction of Troy II, three further settlements
rose one after the other on the site, all carrying on, with no
discernible break, the culture that had gone before and all assign-
able to the closing stages of the Early Bronze Age. Since Schlie-
mann in clearing the central part of the mound dug away, without
adequate plans and records, almost all the deposit, averaging some
six feet deep for each of these settlements, our only real strati-
graphic information is derived from soundings by Dorpfeld and
the work of the Cincinnati expedition.

The Third Settlement, which covered more ground than the
Second, had a town plan with blocks of small houses separated by
narrow streets. There may have been more stately buildings in
the middle of the citadel, and perhaps there was a fortress wall,
but no remains of these have survived. Characteristic of the
architecture is the custom of building exterior house-walls entirely
of stone instead of using crude brick for the superstructure.
Implements of copper, stone, bone, and terracotta exhibit little
change from what had preceded. Crude figures of animals in
terracotta seem to be an innovation. The pottery is hardly dis-
tinguishable from that of Troy II in shapes and fabric. Face pots
and face lids are common as are also tall slender two-handled cups.
Flaring bowls occur in countless numbers.

Troy III endured through four chronological phases which are
marked by superposed strata, some six feet deep altogether and
suggesting a span of at least a century. How the town came to its
end is not known, but there is no sign of a large conflagration.
External relations continued to be primarily with the west, as is
shown by a large quantity of imported Early Helladic pottery.
Connexions undoubtedly also subsisted with Central Anatolia
and Cilicia, but the evidence is still inadequate for precise
synchronisms.

The Fourth Settlement was larger than the Third, but similar
in its general lay-out. It certainly had a fortification wall, one
section of which has been identified. What buildings stood in the
central area of the citadel cannot now be determined, but there
may have been a ruler's residence. Private houses seem now
again to have been constructed with foundations of stone and a
superstructure of crude brick. The minor objects and pottery
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recovered differ very little from those of Troy III, and again a
clear continuity of culture is evident. Some small changes and
developments may be noted, such as the gradual disappearance of
flaring bowls and an innovation in the use of straw for tempering
the clay in the making of coarse pottery; but there is nothing to
point to any intrusion from outside.

The deposit, ranging from six to nine feet in depth, usually
consists of three, in some places of five strata that seem to mark
phases, and it is likely that the period lasted considerably more
than a century. No traces of a great fire were observed, and it was
not possible to ascertain what brought an end to the settlement.
Imported Early Helladic pottery still occurs in some abundance,
making it clear that relations with the Aegean continued to be
maintained. Troy IV must also have kept in touch with the south
Anatolian and Syrian coast, and perhaps via the same route with
the central plateau.

The Fifth Settlement, like its predecessor, was undoubtedly
a fortified stronghold, though little if anything of the wall itself
has survived. Again we do not know what buildings occupied the
middle of the citadel. In the outer fringes, however, new houses
were erected, apparently of more complex plan than those of
Troy IV. The walls were relatively thin and neatly built; hearths,
ovens, and corner seats or benches are fairly regular features.
Housekeeping had also improved, as a result of which most of
the floors were found tidily swept and clean. The culture is never-
theless the same as that of the preceding settlements and there is
no indication of appreciable outside influences. But in the minor
objects and the pottery signs of gradual change and development
are not lacking. The pottery both in fabric and shapes registers
an improvement over what had gone before; well-made shallow
rounded bowls bearing on the inside or the outside, or on both,
a large cross painted in red bands are distinctive. Red-cross bowls
of the same kind have been found at many places in central and
southern Asia Minor and corresponding vessels are familiar in
Early Helladic contexts on the Greek mainland.

The accumulated debris of Troy V had an average depth of
five feet; it lay in some places in four clearly marked strata, and
here too it is clear that we have to deal with successive phases that
must have spanned a hundred years or more. The continued
presence of imported Early Aegean pottery demonstrates that
shipping still plied the seas to the westward; to what extent and
how relations with the east were maintained is a more complicated
question; but contacts were no doubt becoming more easy and
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frequent. The stratum representing the final phase of the settle-
ment has yielded no evidence of a destructive fire, and the precise
manner in which Troy V met its end is an unsolved problem..

Exact dates for Troy III, IV and V cannot be given, but it is
likely that the three settlements together, with allowance for their
twelve strata and phases, must account for some three or four
centuries. The terminal date may provisionally be set some time
between 1900 and 1800 B.C., but this figure depends on con-
jecture and analogies with the Aegean, where, however, the
chronology has not yet been unshakably established.
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CHAPTER XXIV(^)

ANATOLIA IN THE OLD ASSYRIAN
PERIOD

VIII. HISTORY

T H E oldest contact of Anatolia with the Akkadian-speaking
peoples appears to go back to the time of the Dynasty of Agade.
A legendary account, the so-called epic King of the Battle?- relates
that a group of merchants from the Anatolian city of Purush-
khanda sent a delegation to the king Sargon of Agade, urging
him to undertake a campaign to their city and vividly describing
the wealth of their country. Sargon is reported in the legend to
have, after some hesitation, acceded to the merchants' request
leading his troops to Purushkhanda.

Another historiographical text, the Legend of Naram-Sin,s

implies that the city of Purushkhanda belonged to the realm of
Sargon's grandson. Here it is related that a strange host, descen-
ding from the city of Shubat-Enlil in the country of Subartu, i.e.
from northern Mesopotamia,3 invaded Naram-Sin's kingdom,
first attacking Purushkhanda and then, turning east and finally
south, advanced toward the heartland of the Akkadian Empire.
It is significant that Hittite versions of both of these tales have
come to light at Bogazkoy and that Sargon's exploits in Asia
Minor are alluded to by the Hittite king Khattushilish I (c. 1650
B.C.) in an historical inscription;4 for this tends to show that
the later population of Anatolia considered the Old Akkadian
period the beginning of their country's recorded history. It is
further worth noting that in the King of the Battle one of the
principal actors bore the name of Nur-daggal, which stands for
Nur-Dagan. Since, in the belief of the Akkadians, the lands
dominated by the god Dagan lay west and north-west of the city
of Tuttul (near the mouth of the river Balikh)5 the name Nur-
Dagan perhaps implies that the merchants of Purushkhanda were
not Akkadians but western Semites who were anxious to enter
into commercial relations with Akkad.

1 See above, ch. xix, sect. 1, with references; also Arch.f. Or. 20 (1963), 161 f.
a See above, ch. xix, sect, in; §vm, 5.
3 §vm, 12, 331, n. 2. * §vin, 7. 6 §vm, 13, 15, n. 1.
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The first ruler whose contacts with that part of Asia Minor
which, in the Hellenistic period, was called Cappadocia, are well
attested is Erishum I of Assyria (c. 1941—1902 B.C.).1 TWO copies
of an original inscription of this king2 recording his building
activity in the complex of the Ashur temple in the city of Ashur
were excavated in 1948 at Kiiltepe,3 a site near the modern village
of Karahuyiik, not far from Kayseri in central Asia Minor. With
this ruler began an era in the history of Asia Minor which is
characterized by close political and economic ties with Assyria.
The latter country, in the middle of the twentieth pre-Christian
century, had initiated a policy of expansion which, to judge by
two royal inscriptions of this period, served the purpose of
establishing commercial relations with foreign countries. In an
inscription dealing with his campaign to Babylonia, Erishum's
father, King Ilushuma (c. 1962-1942) remarks: 'The freedom
of movement4 of the Akkadians and of their children I established.
Copper for them I washed. From the marshy regions and the city
of Ur and the city of Nippur, the city of Awal and the city of
Kismar, the city of Der of the god Sataran up to the City [i.e
Ashur] I established their freedom of movement.'5 Accordingly,
Ilushuma compelled the then overlord of Ur and Nippur, King
Ishme-Dagan of Isin, and three vassal states of his, to grant the
merchants of Akkad access to their cities and the right to market
in these their own goods as well as merchandise which they pur-
chased in Ashur. The phrase about 'washing copper' for them
implies, on the other hand, that Ilushuma kept a state monopoly
on the native copper found in countries dependent upon Assyria
and processed through crushing and washing; but he obviously
granted the Akkadian traders the privilege to purchase this copper
from him and to sell it in their own country as well as in southern
Babylonia. State monopolies of the copper trade existed in most
ancient Near-Eastern countries. They were motivated by the fact
that weapons of war were made of copper. By keeping the sale of
the red metal in his own hands, a ruler could determine who was
allowed to make, to market, and to own weapons.6 However,
Ilushuma's son, Erishum, relinquished this last state monopoly

1 Dates assigned here to these Old Assyrian kings are some forty years earlier
than those of the general scheme followed in C.A.H. Some explanation will be given
in the following chapter.

2 At this period the Assyrians used the title 'king' (larrum) only for the national
god Ashur. Their earthly rulers bore the titles waklum 'overseer', issiakkum 'priest-
prince' or ruba'um 'prince'.

3 §vni, 10. 4 adurar; see §vm, 20, 27, n. 57.
5 §vm, 25, 115, lines 49 ff. 8 Cf. 1 Sam. xiii. 19 ff.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



HISTORY 709

also, at least in so far as Assyria proper was concerned. In one
of his inscriptions unearthed in Ashur he writes: ' I established
the freedom of movement of silver, gold, copper, lead, wheat,
wool', and two other commodities.1

Three sites in Asia Minor attest the eminent success of this
Old Assyrian trade policy. Near the afore-mentioned village of
Kiiltepe, the ancient city of Kanesh, thousands of inscribed clay
tablets have been found, attesting the activity of Assyrian mer-
chants who dispatched goods from their homeland to Anatolia,
sold them there, and sent back to Ashur gold and silver, at least
part of which was to be used for the purchase of more merchan-
dise for export. Smaller archives of the same nature were found at
Alisar, the ancient city of Ankuwa, and at Bogazkoy, the site of
the famous city of Khattum, or Khattusha, where, several
centuries later, the Hittite kings established their residence.

In view of the commercial character of these archives, historical
data are rather scanty. For the purpose of estimating the length
of the period covered by the archives mention must be made of
the date formulae which are found on numerous juridical docu-
ments, in particular promissory notes. In the manner practised
by the Assyrians throughout their history, the years in these date-
formulae were named after an eponym-official called timum
(limmuf appointed annually at Ashur. Lists of these officials
made it possible to ascertain their sequence, and the practice
of making the king timum in one of the early years of his reign
served to co-ordinate the eponym-list with the king-list. How-
ever, neither of these lists has yet been found in Asia Minor.

The number of eponyms named in date-formulae on tablets
from Asia Minor thus far amounts to about eighty-four.3 Of
these six occur on tablets from Bogazkoy, five on texts from
Ali§ar, and the remaining seventy-three on Kiiltepe tablets.
There is some evidence, both archaeological and calendric, which
indicates that the eighty-four years represented by these officials
were not consecutive years, but that an older period of some
seventy years, designated by the excavators of Ktiltepe as ' level
I I ' must be distinguished from a very short later period, called
by the excavators ' level \b'. The occurrence in the texts of some
royal names combined with a prosopographic analysis of some of
the prominent merchant families makes it possible to delimit the
two periods. The name of King Ikunum, who appears to have

1 §vm, 9,11, no. 11, lines 20 ff.; §vm, 19, 99. 2 See below, p. 742.
3 §vm, 2, 79 ff.; corrections in §VIII, 18, 34 ff.; additions in §vm, 21, 348 f.

and in §vm, 3, 62 f.
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ruled for only a few years, occurs in a promissory note from
Kiiltepe.1 His father, Erishum, was involved in one of the
typical business operations which, however, dragged on beyond
Erishum's lifetime, throughout Ikunum's reign, and into that of
his son, Sharrum-ken.2 One of the documents recording this
transaction is a letter, now preserved in the University Museum
of Philadelphia,3 which bears an impression of the seal of King
Sharrum-ken.4 It is addressed to a merchant named Pushu-ken
who is known from numerous letters and documents as the head
of one of the prominent business houses. Mention is made in the
letter of an interview which Pushu-ken had with Sharrum-ken's
father, Ikunum; and whereas the latter addressed the merchant
as 'my son', King Sharrum-ken respectfully called him 'my
father'. Accordingly, Pushu-ken, while younger than Ikunum,
must have been considerably older than King Sharrum-ken.
Pushu-ken's father, Sinea, on the other hand, who thus would
have been a contemporary of Erishum I, does not appear as an
acting person in the texts. It is, therefore, reasonable to conclude
that the older period, represented by Kiiltepe level II, began
during the last years of King Erishum I, which means around
1910 B.C.

Pushu-ken's sons and daughters are known to have carried on
the business after their father's death. A grandson of his, another
Pushu-ken, son of Buzazu, appears as a witness in an unpublished
Kultepe text. The same three successive generations are traceable
in the family of another outstanding member of the Assyrian
business community, Enlil-bani. His father, Ashur-malik, was a
contemporary of Pushu-ken, and, like the latter, the first acting
member of the family appearing in the texts. One of Enlil-bani's
sons, Nab-Sin, is mentioned in numerous texts, either under his
own name or as 'Enlil-bani's son'. The three generations, or
seventy limum-years, of the level II period, must accordingly
have covered the years from around 1910 to 1840 B.C.

The above-mentioned letter in the Philadelphia Museum is
not the only document attesting the rule of Sharrum-ken during
the period covered by the Kultepe texts. A tablet in Edinburgh5

records a judgment by the highest court of Assyria which, as was
traditional in the ancient Near East, was presided over by the

1 §vin, 15, 184; see below, p. 711.
2 §vm, 19, 101. 3 §vm, 19, 99 f.
4 On the legend of this seal see below, p. 711.
5 §vm, 4, no. 327. Three more impressions of Sharrum-ken's seal are now

known, §vm, 16, plate v, fig. 4, and §vm, 2, figs. 1-5.
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king. In fact, the text begins by stating that the king (waklumf-
sealed the case-tablet. The cylinder-seal which was rolled over the
envelope bears this inscription: ' Sharrum-ken, priest-prince of
Ashur, son of Ikunum, priest-prince of Ashur.' A further text
written under Sharrum-ken's rule2 lists, among various items
carried by a caravan, ' five garments of Puzur-Ashur, son of the
prince', obviously referring to Sharrum-ken's son and successor,
Puzur-Ashur II, as crown-prince. However, there is as yet no
evidence to show that the archives covered either the reign of
Puzur-Ashur II or that of his son, Naram-Sin.

The period in which the bulk of the Kiiltepe texts originated
thus being definitely established, it is possible to interpret another
group of seal impressions to which historical significance was
attributed when they first became known. A case-tablet in the
Louvre Museum was sealed with a cylinder bearing the following
legend: ' Ibbi-Sin, the mighty king, king of Ur, king of the four
quarters [of the world]; Ur-Lugalbanda, the scribe, the son of
Ur-nigin-gar, is your servant'. This legend first led scholars to
the belief that the tablet in question was written at the time of
the last king of the Third Dynasty of Ur3 {c. 2029-2006 B.C.),
a conclusion which appeared all the more legitimate since the
script as well as the seal impressions of the Kiiltepe tablets bear
a considerable resemblance to those of the Ur III period. Yet a
closer examination of the envelope and the enclosed tablet reveals
that the seal was rolled over the case not by the scribe Ur-Lugal-
banda but by an Assyrian royal scribe who, by using this seal,
wished to emphasize that he was the legitimate successor of the
royal scribe from Ur. An analysis of the persons involved in the
text further reveals that they are all Assyrians, and that the
scribe's royal lord was King Ikunum, the son of Erishum, and
predecessor of Sharrum-ken.4 Two tablets recently excavated at
Kiiltepe bear a seal with the legend: ' Ibbi-Sin, the mighty king,
king of Ur' . In this case, the Assyrian owner of the seal had his
own name, Amurru-bani, engraved on the cylinder besides the
name of the king of Ur.5 Even though the secondary use of the
Ur III seals is thus proved beyond doubt, it remains an open
question whether, slightly more than a century before the estab-
lishment of the Assyrians, the city of Kanesh and parts of the
surrounding country had been under the domination of Ibbi-Sin
of Ur. The very presence of the cylinder-seals from Ur at Kanesh

1 See above, p. 708, n. 2. 2 §vm, 6, no. 58, line 24.
3 §vm, 24. 4 §VIII, 15, 184.
6 §vm, 22, 124.
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may be taken to point in this direction even though no other
supporting evidence has come to light as yet.

As regards the later period of Assyrian settlement in Central
Anatolia, a text acquired in the years before systematic excavations
were undertaken at Kiiltepe is dated by the eponym Awilia.1 This
official is known by texts from Chagar-Bazar as well as from
Mari2 to have held office at the time when Iasmakh-Adad ruled
over Mari, which means in the last few years of the reign of King
Shamshi-Adad I (i813-1781 B.C.).3 Since, according to the
previous computation, the older period ended around 1840 B.C,
or some 25 years before the accession of Shamshi-Adad I, it is
obvious that the year named after Awilia belonged to the later,
or l\b\ period of Assyrian occupation. The conclusion that this
later period coincided with Iasmakh-Adad's rule over Mari is
compatible with its comparative shortness as evidenced by the
dearth of tablets as well as by the small number of eponym-years
as compared with those of the older period; for Iasmakh-Adad's
rule lasted no more than nine years.4 It was preceded by some
four or five years during which Shamshi-Adad reconquered from
Iakhdunlim of Khana the region of Mari and Terqa as well as
the Khabur valley. Since, during these years, the newly con-
quered region was not incorporated yet into the Assyrian Empire,
no limum dates were being used at Mari. Instead, the documents
were dated by formulae in Babylonian style recording events of
Shamshi-Adad's reign.5 Even so, this conquest restored the
communications between Assyria and Asia Minor which, of
necessity, had been interrupted when the king of Khana expanded
his realm by conquering seven neighbouring kingdoms, including
Zalmaqum in northern Mesopotamia.6 With Iasmakh-Adad's
defeat and the installation on the throne of Mari of Zimrilim,
hitherto king of Khana, these communications obviously were
interrupted again; for Zimrilim ruled not only over the Euphrates
valley down to the Babylonian border but also over the Khabur
valley and northern Mesopotamia. Accordingly, the later period
of Assyrian activity in Cappadocia is likely to have lasted for no
more than fourteen years, i.e. as mentioned before, nine years of
Iasmakh-Adad during which Assyrian limum dates were used at

1 §vm, 4, no. 276;§vn, 2, 43 f.
2 §vm, 1,vol. VII, I7o,withn. i.ThatAwilia'seponym-year occurred in that part

of Iasmakh-Adad's rule which fell before his father's death can be inferred from
§vm, i , vol. VIII, no. 9.

3 Cf. §vm, 14, 445 ff. 4 Ibid.
5 §vm, 23, 53, nos. 1-4; add perhaps the formula in §vn, 1, vol. vm, no. 45.
6 §vm, 23, 52, no. 2. On the conquests of Iakhdunlim of Khana see §vni, 11.
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Mari and five years with names in Babylonian style preceding his
accession. If the Mari texts contain altogether about eighteen
different names of eponyms1 this is due to the fact that they cover
three unconnected periods of Assyrian overlordship, viz., several
years (including that of Ibni-Adad) before Shamshi-Adad's acces-
sion, several years of Sumu-iamam,2 and the years of Iasmakh-
Adad.

Whereas the end of the later period thus appears to be histori-
cally well established, the question remains to be answered what
caused the apparent eclipse of the Assyrians between the end of
the older and the beginning of the more recent epoch. In this
respect attention must be called to the occurrence on tablets from
Kiiltepe and Alisar of the names of several non-Assyrian princes
who are known from Hittite sources. A promissory note exca-
vated in 1925s bears this unique date formula 'When Labarsha
took over the princely functions'. Regardless of whether this
take-over was a legitimate accession to an ancestral throne or a
seizure following a conquest, the new ruler does not appear to
have interfered with the activities of the Assyrian merchants; for
the text stipulates that the debt recorded in the promissory note
was payable as soon as the creditor, who bore the Semitic name
Idi-Ishtar, should return from Khattum. The mention of Khattum
raises the question whether it was the throne of this city-state to
which Labarsha acceded and whether, accordingly, this Labarsha
is identical with the King Labarnash who, according to Hittite
tradition, heads the list of Hittite kings of the so-called Old King-
dom.4 Labarnash was accorded a special place in Hittite history
because he allegedly enlarged his original kingdom by conquering
the entire territory which separated it from the sea. If, however,
it was Kanesh where Labarnash took over the throne, this date
formula would represent the moment when a native replaced a
Semite as prince of Kanesh.5 For the present discussion it is
important to note that the Assyrian merchants, while finding this
accession an event sufficiently important to replace with this
unusual formula their usual dating by month and eponym, did
not discontinue or interrupt their commercial activities.

A similar conclusion can be reached with respect to the city of
Zalpa; here it can be shown that, about the time of the second of

1 Seventeen of these in §vm, 23, 53 f.; the eighteenth is Akhiia-aia whose eponym-
year occurs in §vn, 1, vol. vm, no. 52.

2 §VIII, i r .
3 §vm, 8,1 no. 178, lines 2 ff.; §ix, 13, 114.
4 See C.J.H. n3, ch. vi, sect. iv. 5 See §vm, 1 5, 181 ff.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



714 ANATOLIA IN THE OLD ASSYRIAN PERIOD

the three generations of Assyrian merchants traceable in the
level II period, a political change took place, Assyrian domination
of the city being replaced by that of a native ruler.1 Yet there too
the Assyrians continued their business without interruption, no
doubt because the native rulers found it to their own advantage
to maintain the export-import trade at a high level.

The names of several local princes are mentioned in texts deal-
ing with the affairs of the native population. The most note-
worthy among these princes occur in the divorce record of a non-
Assyrian couple which contains the following clause:' In the hand
of Pitkhana, the prince; Anitta [was] commander of the fortress '.2

The Hittite inscription of a King Anitta, son of Pitkhana, found
at Bogazkoy, relates how this king, extending his father's con-
quests, took over large parts of eastern Anatolia and, after having
conquered and destroyed Khattusha, the subsequent capital of the
Hittite kings, assumed the title 'great king'. Proof of the
identity of this King Anitta with the ' commander of the fortress'
of the Kiiltepe tablet is furnished by one of the documents exca-
vated at Ali§ar. Dealing with the release of six native prisoners,
this text contains the clause: ' In the hand of Anitta, the great
prince; Peruwa was commander of the fortress'. Another text
from Ali§ar, obviously somewhat earlier, refers merely to ' Anitta,
the prince'.3 Still another text from Ali§ar, this one from the
Assyrian settlement, refers to the ruler of the town as 'the
princess' and her ' commander of the fortress', it being a priori
uncertain whether this princess preceded or followed Anitta.4 To
round out the evidence concerning Anitta, it must be mentioned
that a dagger bearing the inscription ' palace of Anitta, the
prince', was unearthed on the mound proper of Kiiltepe—that is
to say, not in, or near, the Assyrian settlement which was located
in the plain surrounding the mound.5

Owing to the fact that three of the native witnesses of the
divorce record mentioning Anitta's father, Pitkhana, can be
traced in documents involving Assyrians, it is possible to inte-
grate these native rulers into the three-generation scheme
previously established for the Assyrians. The first of these wit-
nesses was Khaduwa, who appears also in two documents6 listing

1 §vin, 15,196 ff.
2 Literally, 'chief of the stairway'; see the text §ix, 19, no. 214, studied in

§vm, 17, 2, i n ft.; and see C.A.H. n3, ch. vi, sect. in.
3 §VIII, 6, nos. 49 and 1 respectively.
4 Ibid. no. 5. 5 §vin, 2, 78.
6 §ix, 19, no. 158; also in §ix, 3, no. 163; see§vin, 17, 2, 124 f.
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bundles of cloth which were presented as gifts to various natives,
among them Khaduwa and the 'chief of the weapons'. These
textiles are said to have been brought up 'to the palace', whence it
seems that, as in the afore-quoted divorce record, Khaduwa was an
official of the local prince. Now the list of textiles also states that
the kdrum at the place where this prince resided received some of
the items for the account of Shu-Ishtar, son of Ilish-tikkal, and
he is attested as a contemporary of the well-known Imdi-ilum,1

who belonged to the first generation of Assyrian merchants.
Two more of the witnesses in the first-named deed of divorce

are found again in another deed of divorce2 in the company of a
certain Ennanum, son of Alabum, and this man again is attested3

as a contemporary of Imdi-ilum.
From all this it results that Pitkhana was himself a contemporary

of the first generation of Assyrian merchants, and probably
a vassal of the Assyrian king, for in the second deed of divorce
mentioned above4 it is said that two of the natives concerned in
the action swore an oath ' by the City' (i.e. Ashur). Furthermore,
according to the afore-cited list of textiles,5 Pitkhana's principality
was the seat of a kdrum, and it will be shown6 that the Assyrian
governing-body was called kdrum only in those city-states where
the local ruler had submitted to Assyrian supremacy.

Consequently Anitta and the conquests which prompted him
to assume the title ' great prince' fell within the second generation
of Assyrian merchants at Kanesh. It is therefore unlikely that his
expansionist policy was the cause, or a contributing cause, of the
abrupt end to the older period of Assyrian occupation at Kiiltepe.
As will be seen below, the end of the 'level I I ' period is more
likely to have been brought about by circumstances which made
the caravan traffic between Assyria and Asia Minor unprofitable.

IX. PEOPLES AND GOVERNMENT

At the time of the Assyrian penetration into Asia Minor this
region was divided into a considerable number of small city-states
each of which was ruled by a native prince (rubd'um) or princess
(rubdtum). Establishing a pattern of domination which subse-
quent generations of Assyrian rulers followed throughout their
country's history, the Assyrians left these rulers unmolested on

1 §vin, 4, no. 298; §ix, 26, v, 41 b. 2 §vm, 4, no. 6.
3 §vm, 8, 11, no. 78. 4 §vm, 4, no. 6.
8 §ix, 19, no. 158. 6 See below, p. 722 f.; §vm, 15, 189 ff.
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their thrones if they were willing to submit to Assyrian supre-
macy. A vassalage treaty was concluded and sworn to by the two
contracting parties by their respective gods, and the local prince
became a ' son' of the Assyrian king who frequently sent a female
member of the royal house to marry his new vassal and troops
to protect his kingdom.1

Among the few non-commercial documents that have come to
light at Kiiltepe there are several which allude to the oath of
allegiance sworn by a native ruler to the Assyrian authorities.
In one of these texts it is reported that messengers of the Assyrian
governing body of the town of Durkhumid had' requested an
audience with the prince of Tamnia in order to make him swear
the oath; however, the prince refused to have the oath admi-
nistered by the envoys from Durkhumid, asking instead that' his
fathers', the authorities of Kanesh, should come and administer
the oath to him.2 In another letter, the Assyrian administration
of the town of Wakhshushana reports to its superiors at Kanesh
that a message arrived from the prince of the city-state of Wash-
khania informing the Assyrians that he had acceded to his
father's throne and added: 'Make me swear the oath!'3 In an
unpublished letter, finally, the prince of the town of Khurumu-
[. . .] writes to the Assyrian authorities at Kanesh: ' I am your
son! I hold on to the oath.'4

To judge by the name Peruwa borne by the youngest member
of the afore-mentioned dynasty of Kushshar, ethnically at least
some of the native princes were Indo-Europeans, either Hittites
or Luwians.5 The same seems to be true of the princes Warshama
and Warpa known to have ruled at Kanesh.6 As regards the
subjects of these rulers, the numerous documents dealing with
the affairs of natives contain male and female personal names
which can be regarded as Hittite or Luwian.7 On the other hand,
it cannot be denied that among the geographical as well as among
the native personal names a considerable number are Hurrian.
It is certainly not a mere coincidence that the Cappadocian city
name Ullama recurs as Ulamme in the region of Nuzi, near
Kirkuk, where it is found in documents from the fifteenth pre-
Christian century written in Akkadian by a Hurrian population.

1 §vm, i, vol. vi, no. 26; §vm, 12, 343 f. 2 §VHI, 2, 73 f.; §vm, 18, 27 ff.
3 §ix, 28, no. 14; §ix, 22, 17 ff.
4 anaku mlrakunu mamltam ukal.
6 Texts relating to the god Pirwa are written in both Hittite and Luwian, §ix,

25, 68 ff.
6 On the former §VIII, 3; on the latter §ix, 4, no. 122, lines 15 f.
7 §vm, 9,74ff.;§ix, 10, 48f.;§ix, 8, 133 ff.
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Hurrian also are the Anatolian town-names Taishama,1 Taia,2

Khurrama, and possibly Mama.3 Since, according to the Mari texts,
Hurrian princes4 ruled over parts of northern Mesopotamia, from
the slopes of the Tur-'Abdln westward, in the time of Shamshi-
Adad I, it might appear that the region about the headwaters of
the Khabur, subsequently the heart-land of the great kingdom
of Khanigalbat, had previously been the centre of a Hurrian
territory extending far beyond the Euphrates into Asia Minor.

Among the Hurrian personal names occurring in the Old
Assyrian tablets the most typical are Zigi (' the little one'), Irwi-
sharri ('The Lord is King'), Enish(ar)ru ('God is King'), and
Taia, all of which are well known from the Nuzi documents.5

Unlike the Indo-Europeans whom the Assyrians contemptuously
designated as ' barbarians' (nu'a'u), the Hurrians appear to have
dealt with the Assyrians on equal terms. Enishru was one of
the most influential merchants in Kanesh who controlled a con-
siderable part of the trade in cereals and other agricultural pro-
ducts, buying grain futures from the Indo-European farmers and
granting them loans at high rates of interest. His daughter,
Khatala, married an Assyrian.6 Another Hurrian, Irwi-sharri,
was treated like one of their own men by Pushu-ken, the afore-
mentioned prominent Assyrian merchant, and his associates.7

Among the Semitic population, a distinction can be made
between the Assyrians and the Amorites. The members of the
Assyrian business community who left the bulk of the Old
Assyrian texts belonged to the same aristocratic families which,
in the mother country, furnished the eponym officials. Usually,
the senior member of the family resided in Assyria and directed
from there the export-import business with Cappadocia. The
younger generation, in the meantime, managed the subsidiaries
of the firm in the different towns in Asia Minor, especially in
Kanesh, returning to Assyria only when the head of the family
died or retired from business. Frequently their wives remained in
Assyria, taking care of their houses and bringing up their children.
In these cases, the men concluded temporary marriages with
native women in Cappadocia, with the understanding that the
alliance could be dissolved at any time by either of the contracting

1 §vm, 3,6, lines 5,9,19; also Taifah(we)'m the Nuzi text §ix, 2,23, lines 5,6,31.
2 §VIII, 3, 35, line 11. 3 §ix, 24, 53 ff.
4 E.g. Shukru-Teshub of Elakhut, CAM. 11s, ch. 1, sect, iv
6 For Hurrian personal names in the Old Assyrian texts see §ix, 8, 155 ff., but

also O.L.Z. 60 (1965), col. 148, n. 1.
6 §vm, 8, 1 nos. 3, 67, 69. ' §ix, 19, no. 276, lines 14, 19.
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parties against payment of divorce-money. Whenever the Assy-
rian husband was ready to return permanently to his homeland,
he paid off his native wife and took, if he so desired, the children
with him to Assyria.

Even the smaller communities had their own temple of
Ashur, the national god, which contained the deity's statue,
emblems, and cult objects. In a letter addressed to their superiors
at Kanesh, the authorities of one of the provincial towns wrote
that thieves entered their local temple of Ashur and stole all the
gold and silver objects including a golden sun from the god's
breast.1 Golden suns as votive gifts for Ashur and other deities
are repeatedly mentioned in the business letters, in one instance
as much as one mina, or approximately one pound, of gold being
spent for its manufacture.

In many of the aristocratic families at least one daughter was
dedicated to the service of Ashur or one of the other protective
deities of Assyria. In two letters, the wife of a prominent mer-
chant writes to her husband in Kanesh:' The little girl has grown
considerably; arise, come here, and lay her in Ashur's lap and
grasp your god's foot.'2 The title of at least some of the priestesses
was gubdbtum, whereas some others served as qadistum. In
messages to their relatives abroad these priestesses frequently
promised to pray to their god or gods for the addressees. Other
typically Assyrian deities figuring prominently in the religious
life of the community were Sin, the Moon-god; Ishtar, the planet
Venus; Ishtar-sad, the star Sirius; Adad, the weather god; and
Shamash, the Sun-god. Besides, each family or clan had its own
protective deity which was usually referred to as 'my god' or
'your god' or 'our god', frequently also as 'the god of our
fathers'.3 In tablets recording the last will of some of the
prominent merchants, it is sometimes stipulated which among
the testator's heirs should inherit the statues of these family
gods. That these figurines belonged to the most valuable assets
of a family can be gathered from the fact that, in case of a financial
crisis, they could be pledged as security for a debt.

As regards the language used by the Old Assyrian merchants,
it is a highly literary but archaic Akkadian dialect which, how-
ever, exhibits most of the features distinguishing the later
Assyrian dialect from Babylonian.4 To mention only a few,
regressive vowel harmony is applied consistently, the shift of

1 See the text partly translated in §ix, 14, n .
2 §ix, 26, in, pi. 20, lines 38 ff. 3 §ix, 18, 51 ff.; §ix, 11, 35 ff.
4 §ix, 16, 39 f.
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initial wa to u is in the state of development, the treatment of the
weak verb closely parallels that of Middle Assyrian. In contra-
distinction to Middle Assyrian, however, mimation is used by
most scribes and probably the m was pronounced throughout.
The shift ofst to // had not yet taken place, and double consonants
are rarely expressed in writing. The characteristically slanted
cuneiform signs, while bearing a certain resemblance to those
used under the Third Dynasty of Ur, differ radically from the
Middle Assyrian forms; d, t, and/ are not distinguished in writ-
ing, nor are g, k, and q or z, s, and s. The plural sign MES" is
unknown, the plural being indicated after ideograms by the
symbol HI.A. The use of ideograms is very limited, and deter-
minatives before personal and geographical names are rarely
employed, but word dividers are very frequent. The rows of
script are usually separated from each other by straight lines
drawn with a ruler. The scribe's name is not given in the text
unless a scribe appears among the acting persons. Many letters
and juridical documents are enclosed in clay envelopes on which
the seals were impressed. Sealed single tablets are very rare and
record only transactions involving natives.

The second Semitic element of the population of Anatolia at
the time of the Old Assyrian texts was formed by western Semites
whom the Assyrians called Amorites.1 Whereas there is no doubt
that many of these Amorites were permanent residents of Assyria
who came to Asia Minor with the Assyrians, there is evidence to
indicate that others had settled in Anatolia, perhaps even before
the arrival of the Assyrians. To be sure, there are no written
records in the Old West Semitic language spoken by the Amo-
rites, but it is significant that the term by which the Old Assyrian
tablets designate the priests of Akkadian as well as of non-
Akkadian deities is kumrum, the Assyrianized form of the
Aramaic term for priest. The passing of this word into the Old
Assyrian language was obviously the concomitant of the reception
into the pantheon of several West Semitic deities. Evidence to
this effect comes from personal names containing theophorous
elements such as Dagan,2 Tibar (occurring in the name Shu-
Tibar),3 Laban,4 and Ilaprat. The latter deity's name occurs not

1 §vm, 4., 148, note a. That these were not nomads is established in §ix, 23.
a For this god as ruler of western Mesopotamia and northern Syria see the

inscription §ix, 12, 37 ff. ('Sargon D21).
3 §VIII, 8,1, no. 96,11. 3 f.The god Tibar belongs to Mt. Tibar in Palestine, see

§ix, 7, 191 ff. and§ix, 21, 357 ff.
4 The frequent name Shu-Laban reflects the worship of the Moon-god in the

region of the Lebanon.
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infrequently in solemn affirmations together with that of the
Assyrian national god. Thus we find in a letter addressed by a
priest to his son:' May Ashur and Ilaprat look on [as witnesses], '*
or, even more characteristically, ' may Ashur and Ilaprat, the god
of our fathers, look on [as witnesses] !*2 In another letter of the
same correspondence, mention is made of a sun-emblem for
Ilaprat made of fifteen shekels of gold.3 By nature, he appears to
have been a fertility god of much the same type as Tammuz, the
Sumerian equivalent being NIN-SUBUR, 'The Lord Boar'. Some
conclusions about the original home of the cult of Ilaprat can
be derived from the Bible which defines the Hebrew equivalent
of the name Ilaprat, viz., Efrath, as an old name of the city of
Bethlehem.4 In view of the widespread practice of the ancient
Semites in giving towns the name of the principal deity wor-
shipped there it might appear that Ilaprat was originally the god
of the town of Efrath (Bethlehem). This conclusion is well in
line with a statement in Saint Jerome to the effect that, at the
time when the fertility cult of Bethlehem enjoyed the protection of
the Roman overlords of Palestine, the sculptured head of a swine
adorned the gate by which one left Jerusalem for Bethlehem.5

Another west Semitic god whose name is a theophorous ele-
ment in Old Assyrian personal names is Amurrum; this deity,
too, is invoked by some of the writers of Old Assyrian letters in
the formula ' May Ashur and Amurrum, the god of my father,
look on [as witnesses] ! '6 It is not without significance that the
god Anna, who was considered by the Amorites the father of
their god Amurrum,7 was recognized by the Semitic as well as by
the non-Semitic inhabitants of Kanesh as their city's patron god.
Evidence to this effect is contained in two contracts in which the
oath is sworn by Ashur, Anna, and the prince,8 a formula in
which (as in contemporary Babylonian documents from Sippar,
Larsa, and elsewhere) the first-named deity was the god of the
country and the second the numen of the city in which the con-
tract was concluded. The fact that a west Semitic deity was the
patron god of Kanesh tends to indicate that the Amorite com-
munity of this city looked back to a long and well-established

1 §ix, 4, no. 15, lines 17 f.; §ix, 18, 51.
2 §ix, 26, in, pi. 16b, lines 4 ff. 3 §ix, 27, no. 30, lines 3 ff.
4 As in Gen. xxxv. 19; xlviii. 7; Ruth iv. 11; Micah v. 2.
5 Eusebi Chronicorum libri duo [ed. A. Schoene), vol. 11, 169 (year 2153 of

Abraham).
6 E.g. § ix, 26, v, pi. 1 a, lines 31 ff. 7 § ix, 23, 37.
8 §VHI, 8,1, no. 32, lines 10 ff. An unpublished contract names in addition an

official, the rait sikkitim.
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tradition. It is well in line with this conclusion that Kanesh
was, so far as can be judged by the material at present available,
the only town in Anatolia where the local prince, at least at one
time, was a Semite.1

As the Amorites were assimilated to the Assyrians to such an
extent as to be almost indistinguishable from them, it seems
hazardous to attribute to them a particular function in the trade
between Ashur and Cappadocia. Yet it deserves mention that a
town in the immediate vicinity of the city of Ashur was named
Amurrum and that this town or suburb was the place where the
caravans destined for Asia Minor were assembled.2 As there can
hardly be any doubt that the town of Amurrum was so named
because the majority of its inhabitants were worshippers of the
god Amurrum, it would thus appear that these westerners were
particularly active in the shipping and transportation business.

For their governing body the Assyrians used the term karum
followed by the name of the respective city: karum Katies, karum
Purushaddum, etc.3 The actual seat of the government was the
karum-house which, at least in so far as Kanesh was concerned,
was situated in the plain at the foot of the mound on which the
ekal/um, or residence of the prince, was located. Whereas primarily
the karum was an office where collectors of revenue were
stationed,4 the function of these Old Assyrian establishments in
Anatolia was manifold: first, they collected tolls and taxes from
the arriving caravans and had the power to enforce the payment
of these duties in cases where the merchants tried to circumvent
them. To judge by one tablet,5 the karum Kanesh, for this purpose,
occasionally dispatched envoys to cities such as Khurrama and
Timilkia where the so-called 'danger-road' {harrdn sukinim)
branched off from the main highway to Kanesh in the direction
of Durkhumid, Zalpa, and Khattum.6 Since by way of this road
merchandise could be conveyed without passing through the
customs offices at Kanesh, these envoys, who are known to have
'seized' some of the travelling merchants, obviously acted to
enforce the payment of the import duty. Secondly, these bodies

1 §ix, 22, 24 ff.; §vm, 15,181 ff.
2 §ix, 23, 48 and 62 ff.
3 Besides these two the following are attested as seats of a karum: Durkhumid,

Khahhum, Khattusha (Bogazkoy), Khurrama (near modern Elbistan), Nikhriia,
Tawinia (in the region of modern Sungurlu, § ix, 6, 12), Urshu, Wakhshushana,
and Zalpa (Alaca Hiiyiik, see §ix, 5, 239); see also §ix, 22, 66, n. 280.

4 §ix, 22, 37 ff. The designation ot both seaports and nverports as karum is
obviously due to the collection there of import duties (miksi kari neberi, §VIII, 9, 1,
no. 51, col. iii, 6). 6 §ix, 17, no. 76. 6 §ix, 15, 103 f.
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were the superiors (fathers) of the native princes who had sub-
mitted to Assyrian supremacy.1 Thirdly, they functioned as
courts of justice and saw to it that their decisions were carried out.
An instance of this kind may be quoted ;2 a merchant had left a
debt unpaid in the town of Shinakhutum which belonged to the
district administered by the karum Purushaddum. This latter body
ordered the merchant to return to Shinakhutum and to pay the
debt within ten days. It dispatched one of its own officers to
accompany the delinquent debtor and to make sure that the debt
was actually paid. In another case3 the karum Purushaddum had
paid a debt for two Assyrians, and then entrusted the same
officer with the task of collecting the money in equal parts from
the two debtors. Fourthly, the karum provided storage facilities
for merchandise and, lastly, acted as a financial institution, extend-
ing credit to, and maintaining accounts of, individual merchants
and groups of merchants.

The karum Katies had special functions in so far as it was the
superior of all the others. Together with the ' envoy of the City
[i.e. Ashur]', it received orders from the government at home
which it transmitted to these others. In one instance, the metro-
politan government requested ten minas of silver for the con-
struction of fortifications ;4 the karum Kanes was advised to levy
this amount from the others under its control and forward the
money to Ashur. The karum Purushaddum., too, had special
functions. To judge by the legendary traditions referred to above,
Purushkhaddum appears to have held a privileged position since
the very beginning of Anatolian history. It obviously owed this
status to the proximity of copper deposits and the ensuing con-
centration of trade in copper and copper products. According to
researches conducted on the site in 195 8 by J. Lewy, the city is most
likely to be buried under the huge mound known today as Acem
H uy iik located some ten miles west-north-west of Aksaray. As indi-
cated by the name Maden§ehir, 'Mine City', of a district (today
completely abandoned) south of Aksaray, mines appear actually to
have existed in that region. In the Old Assyrian as well as in the
Hittite period, Purushkhaddum, obviously owing to its wealth,
was the seat of a ' great prince' {rubaum rabtum). As regards the
karum of Purushkhaddum, it appears to have controlled the
mining operations in the city's surroundings, because it was one

1 See above, p. 716. 2 §vm, 8, vol. 1, no. 21.
3 Ibid. no. 26.
4 See in particular the letter §ix, 4, no. 1, translated in §ix, 8, 197, discussed in

§ix, 22, 65 £F.
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of the main centres of supply of raw copper. It sold large
quantities of copper-ore to the Assyrian merchants who dis-
patched it to the smelting-furnaces, operated mainly by natives;
by this process they were said either 'to make [it] long-lasting'1

or ' to turn the copper into refined [metal] '.2 This was then either
sold or used as currency in Asia Minor.

Towns under the jurisdiction of the kdrum Kanes which were
too small to have a kdrum of their own were ruled by a body called
'the decade', apparently a group of ten of the town's senior
citizens.3 In those parts of Anatolia, however, where the local
princes had not submitted to Assyrian rule but were nevertheless
anxious to maintain trade relations with foreign merchants, the
Assyrians were organized in what the Kiiltepe texts call wubartum
or ubartum.* The settlements so designated were located at some
distance from the native community of the same name, and they
comprised not only merchants but also military personnel. As
was customary in the ancient Near East, soldiers and officers
were settled on farmland in the surroundings of the native towns,
thus fulfilling a double function—while holding the natives in
check and being ready to defend their region in case of an
emergency, they were self-supporting farmers5 who paid their
taxes to the government. The Assyrian authorities thus were
able to control the roads over which their merchants and military
supplies travelled while, at the same time, avoiding sieges of
unfriendly towns the conquest of which might have been costly
in material and human lives. On the other hand, it is self-evident
that friction between the native troops stationed in the citadel
of the town proper and the Assyrian soldiers in the surroundings
was almost unavoidable. In fact, whenever the texts allude to
hostilities between the Semites and the natives, they occurred in,
or near, w«£<?r/#w-settlements.6

X. THE ARTICLES OF TRADE

The merchandise which the caravans transported from Ashur to
Asia Minor consisted almost exclusively of commodities called
subat kutanu and annukum, textiles and a metal. From the rather

1 ka"unum; §ix, 26, I, pi. 19^, lines 1-5, and pi. 22a, lines 1 ff.
2 eri'am ana dammuqim tu'arum. 3 §vm, 4, 255, n. a.
4 §vm, 15, 189 ff. The following wuiartum-settlements are found in the texts:

Ankuwa (modern Ali§ar), Badna, Karakhna, Khanaknak, Mama, Shalatiwar,
Shamukha, Tukhpia, Ullama, Washkhania, and possibly Kushshara (see §ix, 24);
§ix, 22, 59, n. 251. 8 §ix, 22, 62 ff. 6 § VIII, 15, 195 1".
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uniform size and weight of the former it can be concluded that a
subat kutdnu was a piece of cloth sufficient for one garment for a
grown-up person.1 For transport, the cloths were either wrapped
in other cloths or put into bags designed to preserve the mer-
chandise from the hazards of the weather. These containers were
then loaded on asses at a rate of about twenty-five parcels to each
animal. In addition to the cloths packed and sealed in the con-
tainers, most shipments comprised some pieces designated as
' cloths on hand'. These were sold en route by the ass-drivers and
other caravan personnel and thus served to defray their travel
expenses. Besides cloths of Assyrian manufacture, the merchants
frequently re-exported cloths which they themselves bought from
foreign traders such as e.g. Babylonians.2 The prices of the parcels
of cloth varied considerably not only in accordance with the quality
but also depending upon supply and demand. The sale-price in
Asia Minor amounted to approximately three times the purchase
price in Assyria,3 which is not surprising if the length of the haul
and the hazards of the journey are taken into consideration.

The identity of the metal annukum has been for many years a
matter of controversy, some maintaining that it was lead whereas
others believed that it was tin. At present, the evidence is over-
whelmingly in favour of lead; in the first place, because this metal
is found in abundance in the valley of the Greater Zab river, in
the immediate vicinity of the capital city of Ashur, in territory
under Assyrian control. In the second place, numerous leaden
objects, pots and figurines as well as heavy sarcophagi, were dis-
covered by the excavators both at Kultepe and at Ashur, whereas
no objects of tin were found in either place. The purpose of the
lead-exports to Asia Minor is not expressly stated in any of the
extant texts since it was known to all concerned. Yet the unusual
abundance of silver in circulation among the Assyrians in
Anatolia suggests that the primary use of the lead was in the
production of silver. As is well known, lead ores such as galena
contain a small percentage of silver which can be recovered by the
so-called cupellation process. This method, which all primitive
metallurgists were able to carry out,4 is based on the observation
that lead is easily oxidized while the noble metals, silver and gold,
remain unchanged. In antiquity, there probably was enough
wood in the valley of the Greater Zab to generate the tempera-
tures necessary for the de-silvering process at, or near, the place

1 §x, 2, 183, n. 6.
2 Cloths of Babylonian make were called 'cloths of the Akkadians'.
3 $ix, 8, 289. 4 §x, 4, 79 ff.
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in Assyria proper where the lead was mined. However, large
amounts of lead are also needed in de-silvering copper ores, for
this requires two cupellation-processes—in the first the copper
is oxidized and the non-oxidized silver is dissolved in the lead;
in the second the silver is separated from the lead. Now since,
at the time of the Old Assyrian texts, Asia Minor possessed a
highly developed copper industry, it is likely that the de-silvering
of copper ore was the primary purpose of the lead imports. In
fact, the mention in several texts of the copper centre Purush-
khaddum as the ultimate destination of such lead consignments
and as the place of origin of the silver expected to ' come forth'
in the process,1 supports this conclusion. It also accounts for the
abrupt end of the Assyrian caravan traffic to Asia Minor which,
as was seen above,2 cannot be explained on the basis of political
developments. But as soon as the natives of Asia Minor dis-
covered that their own country was rich in galena, the shipments
of lead from Assyria became uneconomical and therefore had to
be discontinued.3

The price of lead fluctuated less than that of textiles. The
average quantity of the metal obtained at Ashur for 1 shekel of
silver varied between 12 and 16 shekels, to all appearances
depending upon the percentage of silver it contained or was
assumed to contain. The sale-price in Anatolia averaged 1 shekel
of silver for 6-8 shekels of lead.4 The lead was carried by asses,
each being loaded with a maximum charge of i\ talents5 (i.e.
approximately 150 pounds). The asses used for this purpose
are described in the texts as ' black asses', which probably means
that they belonged to the dark-haired, particularly strong breed
known to-day as Damascus asses.6 The owner in Ashur pur-
chased the asses for each journey and the driver sold them upon
the arrival of the caravan at its destination. As the texts never
mention caravans proceeding from Anatolia to Assyria, the sale
and subsequent re-purchase of the beasts of burden apparently
was more economical for the owner than an empty east-
bound trip would have been. The equipment which, together
with the food for the asses, was likewise purchased at Ashur for
each journey was also sold on arrival in Asia Minor.

Among the articles traded by the Assyrians wool is sometimes
mentioned. The best wool came from Mama, a caravan station in

1 E.g. §ix, 27, no. 205, line 20. 2 See above, p. 715.
3 According to §VIII, 2, 42 the tablets from the later level of the Assyrian settle,

ment at Kultepe make no mention of caravan-traffic.
4 § ' x , 8, 280. 6 §x, 2,183 ff. « § i x , 23, 74-
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the plain of Elbistan in eastern Anatolia, whence it was shipped to
both Kanesh and Ashur. Agricultural products play a certain part
in the local trade between various Anatolian cities, but the major
article of the intra-Anatolian commerce was copper. It was trans-
ported both on donkey-back and by waggon. Large quantities,
up to 10,000 minas,1 were sent from the producer to the processor,
from there to the fabricator, and finally on to the eventual user.
In the trade with natives, copper served as currency. For this
purpose it was shaped into the form of small tools such as sickles,
axes, or plough-shares which were weighed out to the recipient.

The silver and gold which the Assyrian merchants traded for
their lead and textiles was not transported to Ashur by caravan
but was carried by trustworthy, speedy messengers. These were,
to all appearances, the same men who carried the mail between
the capital and the distant province. So far as can be seen, they
left both cities at regular intervals throughout the travelling
season which extended from spring into the late autumn. During
the cold and rainy season communications, both east- and west-
bound, came to a standstill and it seems that at least four months
elapsed before traffic was resumed. This is not surprising since,
no matter by which route they travelled through northern Meso-
potamia, the caravans had to pass through difficult mountainous
terrain once they reached the Antitaurus chain. In fact, some
of the road junctions frequently mentioned in the texts such as
Khurrama, modern Elbistan,2 lie as high as 3300 feet above sea
level, while the mountains surrounding it reach a height of almost
9000 feet. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume that these roads
became impassable by the end of October or early in November.3

In Anatolia itself, particularly between Kanesh and the towns
further west, communications remained open much longer. Be-
fore reaching Asia Minor other climatic problems had to be
reckoned with. Nowadays the direct road leading westward from
Ashur through the desert and north of the Jebel Sinjar to the
Upper Khabur is passable only in spring and in the autumn,
since the river Tharthar alongside which this road runs is dry
during the summer months. According to the Arab geographers,
however, the Tharthar was, in antiquity, a navigable stream.
There is as yet no evidence whether in the Old Assyrian period
the caravans were able to proceed on this road during the hot
season, or whether they travelled, like the merchants in the
Islamic period, from the region of Ashur and Nineveh northward

1 § VIII, 19, 93. 2 §ix, 24,52.
8 For climatic conditions in Anatolia see §x, 1, 111 ff.
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along the Tigris up to Jazirah-ibn-'Umar, continuing from there
westward toward Nisibis and then on to the Euphrates which
they crossed, probably in the region of Malatya. From there
they travelled, by way of Timilkia (Darende), Tegarama (Guriin)
and thence directly westward to Kanesh; or else they could cross
the Euphrates further south near Kizilin and journey from there
to Kanesh via Khurrama (Elbistan).1

XI. MEASURES, WEIGHTS, AND
TIME-RECKONING

Whereas the weights occurring in the Old Assyrian texts are
those used throughout the centuries in both Assyria and Babylonia
(viz. the talent, the mina, the shekel, and the grain, being to each
other in the relation of 3600:60:1 ij^s), the measures of capacity
differ markedly from those known from later Assyrian sources.
These latter, being used mainly for grain and cereal products,
were adapted to the carrying capacity of the domestic ass in such
a way that 1 ass-load comprised 100 qa, which means 100 times
the minimum daily grain ration of a primitive worker. Since, as
was mentioned before, the 'black asses' which were the basic
means of freight shipment of the Old Assyrian merchants were
a particularly strong breed, it is not surprising that the unit of
capacity reflecting the load carried by these was larger than that
in the later Assyrian texts. The Old Assyrian unit was called the
sack (naruqqum) and comprised 120 qa;2 the sack was sub-
divided into 4 jars (karpatutri), each of which contained 30 qa.
A further sub-unit not attested in other sources was the sarsar-
anum, which contained one half of the volume of a jar, or one-
eighth of a sack. With regard to the measures of surface also the
Old Assyrian texts do not agree with the later Assyrian. Whereas
the Middle Assyrian texts use a system based on the Babylonian
measure iku as unit, while the Neo-Assyrians used as a unit the
surface seeded with 1 ass-load of grain, the Old Assyrian texts
reveal the use of a surface measure subtum, i.e. 'residence'3. It
represented a lot large enough to build one house and was sub-
divided into 60 ' (surface) shekels'. If, as it has been suggested,4

the subtum was equal in size to the Old Babylonian SAR, it would
have measured 144 square cubits, or 324 square feet. However,
since the houses excavated at Ashur as well as at Kanesh are of
much larger size, this identification is open to doubt.

1 §ix, 8, 96 ff. 2 §x, 2,192 ff. s §x, 3. «§x, 3, 221.
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As mentioned above,1 the years in the Old Assyrian texts from
Asia Minor are named after the limum, eponym-officials who
held office at Ashur for one year. Yet the date formulae from
Cappadocia exhibit an important deviation from the usual
Assyrian scheme. Very frequently, one finds, instead of the well-
known date formula 'month A, limum B, the son of C , the
following wording: ' month A, limum of the hand of B, the son of
C The fullest version of this formula reads: 'limum [was the
one] who took over (isbutu) from the hand of B, the son of C \2

This fuller wording as well as the interchange of the 'hand*
formula with the version ' limum who [was] after (warki) B, the
son of C' makes it clear that it designates the year as that of the
successor of B, the son of C. The frequent use of such ' successor'
formulae suggests that it was a consequence of the long distance
which separated Kanesh from the mother country. Yet under
normal travelling conditions a messenger on horseback who left
Ashur immediately after the name of the new eponym had been
announced could have reached Kanesh about three weeks later.
Instead it can be shown that in every year at least three, but
frequently as many as four and sometimes even five months are
dated with the successor formula. This makes it clear that in the
period in question the annual change of eponym took place at
the beginning of winter when the regular messenger service
between Ashur and Kanesh had ceased.

A further important difference between the calendar of the
texts from Asia Minor and that of the later Assyrian sources is
the frequent occurrence of seasonal festivals in the date-formulae.
These festivals which occur predominantly in loans of agricultural
commodities are the following: of Anna, of Barqa (or Birqd), of
Nibas, of Harihari, and of Duhduhanim. At the time when only
four of these festivals were known the view was expressed that
they marked the beginning of the four seasons. As by now the
number has risen to five, this view can no longer be maintained.
It is likely, however, that each festival marked the beginning or
the end of a certain agricultural activity, so that the loan in
question was expected to be paid back from the sales price which
a farmer received for his crop or else in kind from the crop itself.
This is all the more likely since the contracts stipulating payment
of a loan at one of the five festivals interchange with others in
which the loan was to be paid 'from the wage for ploughing','at
the time of the threshing floor', 'at the taking of the sickle', 'at
the falling of the sickle', and the like.

1 See above, p. 709. 2 §vm, 18, 20, n. 3.
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CHAPTER XXV

ASSYRIA, c. 2600-1816 B.C.

I. THE PRE-SARGONIC PERIOD

T H E north-east corner of Upper Mesopotamia, where the river
Tigris runs from north-west to south-east, constitutes the region
usually designated as Assyria. The narrow valley of the Tigris
river and those of its tributaries are studded on both banks with
ruin mounds covering major and minor Assyrian towns several of
which served as royal residences. The knowledge about some of
the cities buried under these mounds was never lost. That the
mound of Nimrud, on the east bank, close to the point where the
Greater Zab flows into the Tigris, was the town of Kalakh men-
tioned in Genesis x. 11 was told by the natives to a British
representative of the East India Company who explored the site in
1820.1 They even knew that the country to which this town had
once belonged was named 'al-Assur'. In much the same way, the
natives of Mosul were well aware that the huge ruin mound
across the river from their city covered Nineveh, the metropolis to
which, according to the Book of Jonah, this prophet had been
sent and where he died. Small wonder then that these sites attracted
the curiosity not only of Bible scholars but of all those interested
in the ancient world, and that excavations were undertaken which
filled the museums of Europe's capitals with Assyrian antiquities.

Only at a much later time archaeologists turned their attention
from the Neo-Assyrian to the Old and pre-Assyrian levels of the
two ruin mounds which, by their size and the importance of their
buildings stood out among all the others, namely that of the royal
city of Ashur, today Qal'at Sherqat, and Nineveh the most im-
portant mound of which is known today as Koyuncik, the smaller
one as Nabi Yunis. At Ashur archaeological evidence precedes by
only a few centuries the period in which Mesopotamia and
Assyria belonged to the Old Akkadian Empire. As was pointed
out by the excavator of Ashur,2 the extensive earth movements of
later Assyrian kings who tried to create a level foundation for
their buildings on the rocky slopes of the temenos may have
destroyed the remains of earlier periods of the city's history. The

1 G , 9 , 3f.
 2 G, 1,71.
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rather frequent changes of the bed of the Tigris river and its
affluents may likewise account for the scarcity of pre-Sargonic
remains at Ashur and some of the lesser mounds. In the region of
Nineveh, on the contrary, as well as on sites such as Samarra1 and
Tepe Gawra2 a millennia-old stratification precedes the Sargonic
level.

Since at least some conclusions with regard to the early popu-
lation of Assyria can be derived from a comparison of this strati-
fication with that of Babylonia and northern Mesopotamia, it is in
order briefly to summarize it according to the results obtained at
Nineveh3 and Arpachiyah.4 In the earlier levels, referred to by
the excavators as Nineveh 1—3, the remains, particularly the pot-
tery, are closely related to that of Al-'Ubaid and Tell Halaf, a
ruin mound near the headwaters of the Khabur river in northern
Mesopotamia. In fact, the very existence of an agricultural, un-
defendable village community in close proximity to Nineveh such
as that of Arpachiyah is a feature most characteristic of the pre-
Sumerian urban centres such as Ur, Eridu, etc. in southern
Babylonia. The level Nineveh 4 corresponds to the Jamdat
Nasr period in Babylonia, which is the earliest tablet level in that
country.5 Level Nineveh 5, on the other hand, is apparently
earlier than the First Dynasty of Ur.6 The comparison suggests
that the early population of Assyria was more or less identical
with the pre-Sumerian population of southern Babylonia; the
absence of any remains corresponding to the so-called Early
Dynastic period of Babylonia makes it clear, on the other hand,
that Sumerians never occupied Assyria.7

The evidence pointing to the identity of the pre-Semitic popu-
lation of Assyria and the pre-Sumerian inhabitants of Babylonia
is not limited to the superficial similarity of the pottery and other
material remains. The combination of cuneiform signs with
which the city name Ninua 'Nineveh' was written was used also
for the name of a south Babylonian town, one of the typical rural
communities in the immediate vicinity of Lagash, named Nina.8

The close relation between the city names Ninua and Nina be-
comes apparent if it is remembered that they are to each other in
the relation of the variants Nuzue and Nuza of the name of the
well-known Hurrian city of Nuzi, south of the Lesser Zab.9

Whereas there is no direct evidence to indicate whether the divine

1 §i ,7- 2 §i> H- 3 §i> 16.
4 §1,17. 8 §1,16, 141. 6 Ibid. 174. 7 §1, 27, 96.
8 C.A.H. i3, ch. in, sect, vm; G, 16, 20 f. Feldstein A, col. in, 11.10 and 92 f.,

col. iv, 1. 4. 9 §1, 26.
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patroness of the pre-Semitic city of Ninua was identical with the
fish-goddess Nanshe worshipped in the Babylonian city of Nina,1

it is significant that the goddess Ishtar of Ninua was one of the
principal deities worshipped by the inhabitants of the Hurrian
city of Nuzi and other towns in its vicinity.2 Other geographical
names follow a pattern similar to that of Ninua and Nina: the
name of the very old south Babylonian city of Uruk is obviously
identical with Urkish; this latter name is augmented by an ending
-// found in country names such as Tukrish and Mukish. The
country of Urkish, located in northern Mesopotamia, was, in the
period immediately preceding Sargon of Akkad, the homeland
of a king Tisatal, an inscription of whom has been found.3 This
king's inscription as well as his name are Hurrian, whence it is
apparent to which ethnic element the population which chose
these and similar geographical names belonged: their language
was that which is nowadays commonly called Hurrian, but to
which the name Subarian would be equally applicable.4 This
conclusion is well in line with the findings of the excavator of
Ashur in the oldest stratum of the Ishtar temple at Ashur; he
describes this building as 'ein churritischer Breitraum'.5

Two further Assyrian geographical names must be mentioned
in this connexion. The one is the city name Baltil or Baltila which
was used by later Assyrian kings with reference to the earliest
precursor of the city of Ashur.6 Baltila, too, is a Hurrian name,
being identical with a personal name found not infrequently
among the Hurrian population of the Nuzi region.7 In fact, the
very feature that a personal name figures as a town name is a
characteristic of a Hurrian population; whereas the Semites were
wont to name their cities for the deity that was worshipped there,
it was customary among the Hurrians that a prominent citizen
such as for instance the scribe Apil-Si(n) gave his name to the
community which he founded and where he lived. Other town
names of this type in the Nuzi region are Ili-malik-we; Pukhi-
shenni-we; Irimadad-we, standing for Iriba-Adad-we; Wardish-
pak-we standing for Warad-Tishpak-we, etc. That the founder
of Baltila worshipped the Hurrian god Tilla, whose name is
known from theophorous personal names such as Tekhip-Tilla,
Pai-Tilla, Elkhip-Tilla, Akip-Tilla, Khishmi-Tilla and so on, can
be inferred from his own name which has the meaning 'Knowing

1 §1, 23; see also below, p. 763.
2 §1, 9, no. 49,1. 48; no. 140,1. 9; §1, 22, no. 491,1. 2; no. 690,1. 2; no. 799,

1. 15. 3 §1, 21; §1, 20, 213 f. 4 §1, 25.
B G , i , 7 2 . s §1, 14., 467 ff. 7 § i , 5, i n .
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is Tilla', the verbal stem pal- having the meaning 'to know'.1

To judge by the legend of a seal impressed on an Old Babylonian
tablet from Larsa,2 this god Tilla figured as the son of the storm
god Enlil who, throughout the ages, played a role in the pantheon
of the city of Ashur.3 To be sure, the legend of this seal defines
Baltil and not Tilla as a 'mighty hero and son of Enlil'; but it is
likely that the owner of this seal concluded from the ancient
city name Baltil that a god of this name must have existed be-
cause, as was mentioned before, among the Semites it was cus-
tomary to name a city for the god worshipped there rather than
for its human founder.

In a passage from Nabonidus's stela from Hillah dealing with
Marduk's wrath against Babylon which prompted him to take up
residence abroad, the king refers to the country in which the
tutelary god of Babylon took refuge as the land of Subir,4 and to the
city where he established his temporary residence as Baltila.5 As
Nabonidus, who was a descendant of the Assyrian royal family,6

can be trusted to have been well acquainted with Assyrian tradi-
tion, this passage suggests that, at the time when the capital city
was called Baltila, the country was named Subir, a name which
occurs also in the variant forms Subar and Subartu. That these
forms as well as Shubar and Shubartu are synonyms can be
gathered, inter alia, from texts which deal with the role the
Subarian deities played in the later Assyrian rituals. Whereas
some such texts speak in this connexion of 'gods of the land of
Shubari',7 others designate the same gods as those of Subarti.8

In fact the variation between an unsuffixed masculine form and a
form including the Semitic feminine ending -ti occurs also in
names of other non-Semitic countries such as, for example, Elamu
and Elamtu.

The reason why, in contrast with the archaic city name Bal-
tila, the country name Subartu was not used by the later Assyrians
as a designation of their country in ancient days must be sought
in the derogatory sense with which this designation was used by
non-Assyrians. An early example of this usage is provided by a
date formula from Eshnunna, in which the army of Iasmakh-
Adad, the son of King Shamshi-Adad I (i 8 15-1783 B.C.),9 is

1 §1,19,322, sub 2.
2 For the tablet: %\, 8, no. 192; for the seal: §1, 1, 147, sub A 532B.
3 See below, pp. 766 f. 4 §1, 10, 73 f., col. 1,1. 35, col. n, 1. 18.
8 Ibid. col. 1,11. 17 and 24. ° §1, n , 35 ff. with notes.
7 %\, 3, 199,1. 56. 8 §1, 2, 29, 2. Seite, linke Kol., 1. 15.
9 For this date see below, p. 751.
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referred to as 'the host of Shubartu and Khana.'1 A well-known
example from a later period is offered by an inscription of the
Babylonian king Marduk-apal-iddina II, the biblical Merodach-
Baladan (721-710 B.C.), who designates his Assyrian adversary,
King Sargon the Younger (721-705 B.C.) not as 'king of Assyria'
but as the 'Subarian' and his army as 'the host of Subir'.2 The
Assyrians themselves used this terminology only when quoting
astrological omina, to all appearances of Babylonian origin. Thus,
an astrologer reports to the Assyrian king that ' [If the moon is
seen] in the month of Nisan, on the 30th day, [the land of Su]-
bartum [will devour] the Akhlamu'. He adds by way of explana-
tion: 'We are Subir.'3 The origin of the derogatory sense of the
names Subir, Subartu, etc., must be looked for in the custom,
traceable in a considerable number of Old Babylonian texts, of
importing Subarian slaves because they were highly appreciated in
Babylonia. The use of Subarian slaves thus became so widespread
that the term Subarum or, in Old Assyrian, Subrum, eventually
became a general designation of a slave.4 In the historic period few,
if any, of the original Hurrians were left in Assyria proper. When
the Akkadian-speaking Semites arrived and settled in Assyria, they
obviously pushed the Subarians into the east-Tigridic foothills
of the Kurdish mountains and into the mountainous regions of
northern Mesopotamia where they are actually traceable at the
time of Shamshi-Adad I.5

II. THE SARGONIC PERIOD

The Sargonic Period is well attested at Nineveh, both archaeo-
logically and in inscriptions. On the site of the Ishtar temple,
identified as such by numerous fragments of several duplicates of
a building inscription of Shamshi-Adad I6 and of later Assyrian
rulers,7 a solid rectangular building of unburnt brick was un-
earthed in what the excavator called the sixth level.8 It was
identified as belonging to the Sargonic Period by stone cylinders
the oldest of which bears an Old Akkadian inscription; this
text,9 only partially preserved, is the duplicate of a monument
erected at Nippur by king Naram-Sin, the fourth king of the

1 §1, 13, 448. 2 §1, 4, 133,11. 9 and 17; §1, 10, 60, col. 1,1. 29.
3 G, 14, no. 62,11. 1 f. and 4. * §1, 15.
5 See above, p. 717; §1, 12, 331, n. 2.
6 §11, 20, 105 ff. and plates 81 ff.; G, 2, 9. 7 §11, 20, 57 ff.
8 Ibid. 58; §1, 27, 96. 9 §11, 15; §11, 23, 280^.
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Sargonic Dynasty. To be sure, the original of this monument is
not known, but a copy made by an Old Babylonian scribe was
found at Nippur.1 The evidence that Naram-Sin's realm com-
prised Nineveh is well in line with the statement contained in
Shamshi-Adad's inscription, namely that the previous builder of
the Ishtar temple at Nineveh was' Manishtishu, the son of Sargon,
king of Akkad'. From Ashur, too, comes information attesting
the rule of the third Old Akkadian king over Assyria. A short
inscription engraved on the point of a spear dedicates that object
to ' Manishtusu, king of the universe'.2 Some further texts from
the Sargonic period found at Ashur, among which is a purchasing
contract engraved on a stone tablet, were never published.3

Important information about the city of Ashur in the Sargonic
period is furnished by the Old Akkadian texts from Nuzi which
repeatedly refer to Ashur (always spelled A-surKl)^ implying at
the same time that administrative personnel of the Akkadian
kings, among others one Akhu-tab and one Puzur-ekallim, were
stationed in the city. That Ashur was an important administrative
centre of the Akkadian Empire can be gathered also from the
remains of palatial buildings belonging to this period. At least
one prominent archaeologist dates the so-called Old Palace, a
huge building adjoining the temple tower of Enlil, to the Sar-
gonic period on the strength of its striking similarity with the
palace built by Naram-Sin at Tell Brak.5 A private house of almost
palatial dimensions which the excavator himself dated to the
period here under discussion yielded a mace-head of haematite
with the inscription 'Rimush, king of the universe',6 which
recurs on a mace-head found at Ur.7 In fact, what is perhaps the
oldest Assyrian royal inscription was found in the ruins of the
Ishtar temple at Ashur. It can be dated with fair certainty, be-
cause the shape, of the signs, the choice of the words, and the
orthography are those of the Old Akkadian period.8 It reads:
'Ititi, the issiakkum (PA), the son of Inin-labba, dedicated (this
object) to Ishtar out of the booty (made in the campaign against
the city) of Gasur.' For the dating of the text it is further signifi-
cant that the names Ititi and Inin-labba occur repeatedly in the
Old Akkadian texts from Nuzi, which city is either identical with,
or in the immediate vicinity of, Gasur. Ititi's title issiakkum is one

1 §n, 17, no. 36; §n, 16, 209 ff. 2 §n, 24, 85; §11, 9, 109, n. 206.
3 G, 6, 230, sub §6. 4 §11, 14, p. xi.
6 §11, 13, 27 f. and 63.
6 §11, 18, plate 22^, item no. Ass. 20580; cf. pp. 5 f.
7 §11, 5, no. 10. 8 §11, 1, 53 and plate 64a; G, 11, 259.
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of the well-known designations of the Old Assyrian rulers who, as
will be pointed out in greater detail below, did not use the title king.

As this inscription makes it clear that the conquest of the
Nuzi region which, owing to its wealth in gold and in agricultural
products, was a bone of contention between Assyria and Baby-
lonia throughout the ages, started from Assyria, the question
arises whether the Akkadians did not have a more solid base of
operations in Assyria than they had in Babylonia. In fact, in many
respects the impression the Akkadians left in Assyria was deep
and permanent. In so far as the language is concerned, Old
Assyrian is the only Akkadian dialect which has preserved cer-
tain features typical of the Old Akkadian language; one of the
most characteristic ones is the use instead of the usual ina, 'in',
of the short form in, the n of which was assimilated to the following
consonant. While the shape of the signs of the two dialects differs
conspicuously, a common feature is the consistent use of GA for
ga, kd, and qd. Also certain personal names are common to Old
Akkadian and Old Assyrian: first, the frequent occurrence of
names of the type Ititi, Buzuzu, Silulu, Sulili, etc. Typical of the
personal names of both dialects is further the use of forms without
an ending such as Laqip, a name frequent in Old Akkadian as well
as in Old Assyrian. The use by the Assyrians of typically Old
Akkadian names is of particular significance. Even as many other
Semites, the Assyrians of the Old Assyrian period used to name a
child born shortly after the death of his or her grandparent for
this deceased ancestor. Underlying this habit was the idea that
the soul of the deceased, inseparably attached to his name,
entered the body of his youngest descendant and thus lived on in
his family. Therefore the use of Old Akkadian names in the Old
Assyrian period can be taken to indicate that many of the pro-
minent Old Assyrian families proudly traced their ancestors back
to Old Akkadians.

The most significant impact, however, which the Akkadians
left in Assyria was ideological. Whereas in Babylonia the memory
of the Sargonic kings was despised1 and their actions condemned
as offensive to their national god,2 the Assyrians throughout
their history cherished their memory and tried to emulate them.
Whereas in Babylonia they were remembered as foreign con-
querors, the later Assyrians thought of them as their very own.
Foremost among the ideas which, in the eyes of later generations,
were embodied by the kings of Akkad was the creation of a uni-

1 §11,3, 91 f.
2 §n, 2, 14, no. 41 ; G, 8, 8 f; A. Falkenstein in Z.A. 57 (1965), 43 ff.
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versal empire, comprising what later princes used to call kissat
matati, 'the totality of the countries'.1 Rarely was a Babylonian
king interested in 'widening the bounds of his country'; with the
exception of some Kassites, who were influenced by Assyrian
ideas, they did not use titles such as sar kissati, 'king of the uni-
verse', sar kibrat erbettim, 'king of the four regions (of the world)',
etc. The Assyrians, on the contrary, were expansion-minded
throughout their history. As will be pointed out in greater detail
below, the time of the empire builders Sargon and Naram-Sin was
for the Assyrians a golden age, for the eventual return of which
they hoped at periodic intervals; whenever computations revealed
that the time was approaching when a new universal empire
would materialize comprising all the lands 'from the Upper Sea
where the sun sets to the Lower Sea where the sun rises',2 a
king of Assyria chose the throne name Sargon in the belief that
nomen est omen. The first Assyrian ruler who adopted both the
title larrum 'king' and the more ambitious and programmatic
'king of the universe' was Shamshi-Adad I, who actually as-
sembled an empire of impressive proportions under his sceptre;
the last was Nabonidus, king of Babylon, who tried to emulate
his illustrious ancestor, Esarhaddon.

The idea of a universal empire as that created by the Akkadian
kings and aimed at by subsequent generations of Assyrian rulers
had its origin in the cult of the moon which, throughout Assyrian
history, played an important role in the pantheon.3 The moon was
the prototype of a universal god in contrast to the various national
deities. It is visible everywhere; it was worshipped and had
sanctuaries wherever Semites settled or travelled. In southern
Babylonia, Sin's holy city was Ur, on the fringe of the desert
whence his original worshippers came. In Mesopotamia, the
centre of moon cult was Harran. In the Lebanon, the moon was
worshipped as Laban, 'The White One', as attested by Old
Assyrian personal names such as Shu-Laban, Laban-na'da and
the like. In Palestine, one of his holy cities was Hazor, in the
Arabian peninsula among others Tema4 and Hureidha.5 Since it
was assumed that each of the national deities bestowed upon the
king of his choice the region which was the centre of his worship,
the moon-god evidently could convey the entire Semitic world
upon the king he selected. Nabonidus, when speaking of his
royal ancestors, clearly expressed this idea: 'Esarhaddon, the
king of Ashur, and Ashurbanipal, his son, upon whom Sin, the

1 E.g. §n, 8, plates 26 fF., col. 11,11. 37 f. 2 §11, 12, 23,11. 13 f.
3 See below, p. 768. 4 §1, 11, 37 ff.; §11, 10, 155 f. 6 §11, 19.
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king of the gods, bestowed the totality of the countries.'1 Sargon
the Younger, in turn, expressed the same idea in a prayer to Nin-
gal, Sin's divine consort, by asking for 'the rule over all the
inhabited places to the end of days'.2 That the moon cult actually
was popular under the Old Akkadian dynasty is evidenced by the
name of the fourth king, Naram-Sin, which means 'The beloved
one of Sin'.

The Assyrian rulers showed their reverence for Sargon and
Naram-Sin not only by their conquests. The Babylonians bitterly
resented it when a king built his residence in a city other than
Babylon; this resentment is traceable from the earliest times down
to the end of their empire: in the Chronicle concerning Sargon
and Naram-Sin, they blame the founder of the Akkadian dynasty
for having built, near Akkad, 'a likeness of Babylon'.3 With the
same bitterness they blamed Nabonidus, in the so-called Verse
Account, for having built, in the far-off oasis-town of Tema, a
palace as his residence like the palace of Babylon.4 In fact,
Nebuchadnezzar II prides himself on not having built for himself
a residence outside of Babylon itself, not having embellished any
holy city beyond Babylon.5 The Assyrian practice, throughout
the ages, differed radically from this narrow-minded nationalism.
Whereas the kings of the Puzur-Ashur dynasty6 appear to have
resided at Ashur, Shamshi-Adad I transferred his residence far
to the north, to Shubat-Enlil, in northern Mesopotamia.7 That no
one in Assyria resented this transfer can be concluded from the
fact that Shamshi-Adad remained throughout Assyrian history
one of the most beloved figures whose name was chosen by later
princes over and over again, because it was a symbol of success
and prosperity for the country. Other equally successful rulers
built new residences such as Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta, Kalkhu,
Nineveh, Dur-Sharruken, and from all that is known their
subjects were happy and satisfied with their activities. In fact,
far from being arbitrary, these changes in the royal residence
appear to have been dictated by a religious principle. It was be-
lieved that the ten deities representing the moving and the fixed
stars took turns in ruling the universe; and the earthly ruler of
the 'totality of the countries' was assumed to reside in one of the
cities dedicated to the cult of the deity whose turn it was to rule
the world and its inhabitants. When Sargon of Akkad founded his

1 §11, 8, plates 26 ff., col. 11,11. 37 f. 2 §11, 11, 133, no. 7,1. 7.
3 G, 8, 8,11. 18 f.; §11, 2, 14, sub no. 41. 4 §1, 11, 59.
5 §i, 11, 38. 6 See below, pp. 754 ff.
7 See C.A.H. n3, ch. 1, sect. 1; §1, 12, 331, n. 2.
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empire, Ishtar, the patron goddess of the city of Akkad (Agade),
was assumed to rule the universe.1 When Shamshi-Adad estab-
lished his residence at Shubat-Enlil, the rule of Enlil, which is
alluded to in a birth-omen from Nineveh, was thought by him to
have begun. Particularly characteristic was the belief in the
dawning of the age of Ninurta or Shulmanu, the planet Saturn,
whose holy cities comprised, among others, Jerusalem in the west
and Kalkhu in Assyria. It was at that time that Kalkhu became the
residence of the Assyrian kings and that royal names composed
with theophorous elements alluding to the Black Planet became
current in the dynasty, the most prominent examples being
Shulmanu-ashared (Shalmaneser) I and his equally illustrious
son, Tukulti-Ninurta I. When the rule was assumed to have
again passed to the planet Venus, Nineveh became the royal
residence, and several indications point to Harran, the moon-god's
holy city, as the king's residence during the last decades of
Assyrian rule when the moon-god's term was assumed to be
imminent or to have begun. That here again the Assyrians
perpetuated a belief common to the Semitic world but strange to
the Babylonians is evidenced, inter alia, by the prophecy in Micah
iv. 8 according to which its former domination would eventually
return to Jerusalem. A personal name such as Pale-Shamash,
borne in Babylonia under the Amorite dynasty, also bears witness
to the common Semitic origin of this belief. It is likely that the
length of each deity's rule was assumed to be 350 years, a span of
time which will be discussed in greater detail below.2 Eventually,
however, the cycle was assumed to end with the moon-god's rule,
which then would last for ever.

Further ways in which the Assyrian rulers showed their
devotion to the principles presumed to have been laid down by
Sargon of Akkad are based on the so-called Legend of Sargon?
In the second part of this composition, Sargon admonishes
'whichever king will arise after me' to repeat his exploits as the
most noteworthy of which he lists an expedition to Dilmun (i.e.
the island of Bahrain in the Persian Gulf), the capture of the city
of Der (today Badrah slightly more than one hundred miles north-
east of Babylon), and the conquest of mighty mountains with the
help of copper axes.4 The first Assyrian king who emphasized in
one of his inscriptions that he had heeded Sargon's advice is
Ilushuma5 who mentions not only that he established 'the free-

1 G, 8,3,1. 1. 2 Pp. 741 ff.
3 G, 8, 87 ff. 4 §1, 14, 463 with note 276.
8 More correctly Ilu-shumma; on the etymology see below, p. 767.
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dom of movement of the Akkadians and of their children',1 but
also that he conquered the city of Der.2 Several kings stressed
their adherence to the principle of breaking through the moun-
tains with copper axes which amounts, of course, to the creation
of roads through the mountains establishing communications
between various parts of the world. Evidently for an empire
builder nothing is more important than communications between
the various parts of his realm. Tiglath-pileser I mentions his
doing so after having crossed the Tigris on his way to Armenia;3

so does Ashur-bel-kala in his Annals.4 Sargon the Younger, too,
prides himself on having followed his older namesake's advice in
his campaign against Urartu.5 Tukulti-Ninurta I let it be known
in one of his inscriptions6 that he was familiar with Sargon's
admonition.

The Old Akkadian period in Assyria ended in a catastrophe
which is well attested both archaeologically and in literature. In
the area of the Ishtar temple at Nineveh7 as well as in the ruins
of the same deity's shrine at Ashur8 evidence of violent destruc-
tion following a conquest was clearly discernible. Literary evi-
dence is contained in the Legend of Naram-Sin9 which, as shown
by the existence of the Old Babylonian version,10 is obviously
an early outgrowth of the Babylonians' wrath against the dynasty
of Akkad. The story, in brief, tells that a strange-looking host,
which was for good reasons identified with the Lullubi11 (subse-
quently the eastern neighbours of the people of Nuzi), invaded
Naram-Sin's realm, overrunning first Purushkhaddum in Asia
Minor, penetrating then into northern Mesopotamia, a region
which here, as frequently in the Old Babylonian period,12 is called
Subartu, taking the principal city, Shubat-Enlil. The invaders
then conquered Gutium and Elam and finally Babylonia, where
they eventually reached the Persian Gulf. That some sound his-
torical information is contained in this tale can be gathered from
the results of the excavations at Tell Brak, in the valley of the
Hirmas river. They revealed, in the first place, that Naram-Sin
of Akkad was in firm possession of northern Mesopotamia,
having constructed an elaborate palace at the site of Tell Brak
which was located on the caravan road linking Assyria with Asia

1 §iv, 29, 115, 11. 49 ff. a Ibid.
3 G, 3, 39, col. 11, 11. 7 f. and 65, col. iv, 1. 67; G, 2, 108 ff.
4 %l\, 22, 82, 11. 33 f. 6 §11, 21, 1. 24.
8 §11, 7, vol. 1, no. 18,1. 7.
1 %\, 16, 129. 8 G, 1,74. 9 §11, 6; §11, 4.

10 §11,4. u §11,6,95. 12 §1, 12, 331, n. 2.
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Minor. Several items discovered in the ruins of this palace were
definitely imports from Asia Minor,1 hence it is likely that the
legends linking the Sargonic kings to the region of Purushkhad-
dum are historically well founded. The archaeological evidence
at Tell Brak further reveals that Naram-Sin's palace was sacked
by an invader and there is every reason to connect this sack with
the invasion of the Lullubi. On their way from there to Gutium,
Elam and Babylonia the barbarians naturally followed the course
of the Tigris river, thus passing through Assyria and destroying
both Nineveh and Ashur as they proceeded.

III. KING-LIST AND CHRONOLOGY

In many respects, Assyrian chronology is easier to reconstruct
than Babylonian, because the Assyrians from the earliest periods
on were deeply interested in chronology and therefore did them-
selves much of the work which the modern historian has to do
when attempting to restore Babylonian chronology. The Assyrians'
interest in history, which is traceable in their inscriptions from
the Old Assyrian period down to the end of the empire, was
prompted by the belief in the periodic recurrence of historical
events. This belief, in turn, was based to all appearances on the
assumption of an interconnexion of events on earth and the motion
of the stars: since, owing to the large planetary periods, certain
heavenly constellations recur at periodic intervals, events on
earth were expected to repeat themselves periodically. Yet lack
of precision obviously impaired the earliest astronomical ob-
servations, whence it is not surprising that round numbers which
had a special magical appeal replaced the actual numbers of years
of the planetary periods.

The oldest occurrence of this way of thinking is found under
the Puzur-Ashur dynasty which immediately preceded the reign
of Shamshi-Adad I and in Shamshi-Adad's own inscriptions. In
his afore-quoted building inscription from the Ishtar temple at
Nineveh,2 Shamshi-Adad remarks that, since the end of the
dynasty of Akkad, to which Manishtusu, the previous builder,
had belonged, '7 j«ra-periods' had elapsed. The length of this
span which, according to Shamshi-Adad's computation, separated
the dynasty of Akkad from 'the capture of Nurrugu' in the be-
ginning of his own reign can be easily determined from the prac-
tice of later Assyrian kings to reconstruct sacred buildings after

1 §11, 13, 29. 2 See above, p. 733, with n. 6.
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350 years, or a multiple of this number, had passed since the
previous construction or reconstruction. A particularly pertinent
example is offered by the afore-quoted Annals of Tiglath-pileser
I.1 This king reports that the Anu-Adad temple at Ashur had
fallen into decay and that King Ashur-dan, Tiglath-pileser's
great-grandfather, demolished the old structure but refrained
from rebuilding it because only 641 years had elapsed since
the previous construction. After the structure had lain in ruins
for another sixty years, so the text reports, which means al-
together 701 years after the previous work, Tiglath-pileser him-
self proceeded with the reconstruction.

Among numerous other pertinent examples, that of Ashur-
banipal's report on the restoration of E-khulkhul in Harran may
be quoted. This building, according to the king's account,2 had
previously been restored by Shalmaneser, the son of Ashurnasir-
pal; its walls collapsed so that its reconstruction became necessary
and it was dedicated in Ashurbanipal's accession year, 669 B.C.
A glance at the king-list shows that exactly 350 years separate
this year from the previous builder, Shalmaneser II, who died in
1019 B.C.3 An even later example of the reckoning in 350-year
periods is preserved in an inscription of Nabonidus who, naively,
used Assyrian tradition in trying to reconstruct Babylonian
history. He states that Hammurabi, the previous builder of the
Shamash temple and the temple tower at Sippar, restored it
'700 years before Burnaburiash'.4

Applying this evidence to Shamshi-Adad's inscription from the
Ishtar temple at Nineveh, he obviously believed that the shrine
which Manishtusu of Akkad had built was ripe for being re-
constructed in his own day because 350 years had passed since
the end of Akkad. That similar calculations had been carried out
by Shamshi-Adad's predecessors can be inferred from their
names, Sharrum-ken (Sargon) I, his fourth predecessor, and this
king's grandson, Naram-Sin of Assyria, Shamshi-Adad's second
predecessor. The omission of the names of Sargon of Akkad's
two sons and successors, Rimush and Manishtusu, shows con-
spicuous familiarity with the tradition according to which both
of these kings met a violent death. Yet not only in Assyria the
expectation of a new universal empire like that of the Old Ak-
kadian kings was current in this period. Approximately during
the first decade of Shamshi-Adad's reign a king named Naram-
Sin ruled over Eshnunna.

1 See above, p. 739, n. 3. 2 §111, 20, 170 ff. and particularly 172, 1. 51.
3 Cf. §111, 22, 127. * §1, io, 238,11. 20 ff.
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The data necessary for such computations were ascertained by
the Assyrians with the help of two compilations, the Assyrian
king-list and the limum or eponym canon. By co-ordinating these
two lists Assyrian scholars had developed a workable system of
recording events in their actual sequence at a time when in
Babylonia the compilers of the so-called Sumerian king-list un-
critically added the dynastic list of one city-state to that of another,
enumerating them as if they had followed each other even if
they had actually overlapped or even ruled simultaneously. The
eponym canon was an outgrowth of the habit of the Assyrians
of naming the years from an annual official, the limum,1 a term
derived from a root meaning 'to circle, to encircle',2 and hence
denoting a 'cycle'. It has been shown that, in the Neo-Assyrian
epoch, the office rotated among the high officials and governors
of the various provinces of the vast Assyrian empire of those days.3

In some cases, however, the lot seems to have decided who was to
become limum.*- Consequently, a man could become eponym for
the second time after a comparatively short interval.5 In the
older periods it appears that, rather than provincial governors,
the /wwaw-officials were hereditary princes of some of the pro-
minent and important Assyrian cities, a conclusion which was
reached on the basis of the evidence concerning the eponym
Ashur-mutakkil,6 his father, Ashur-daiian, and his son who were
the rulers of the fortress city of Qabra on the Lesser Zab7 and
belonged to the time of Eriba-Adad I8 and Ashur-uballit.9 At
least from the Middle Assyrian period on the royal house was one
of the families entitled to hold the eponym office; in the Old
Assyrian period, however, there is no evidence to this effect,
none of the rulers being mentioned as an eponym.

The Assyrians had two ways in which they transmitted the
names of the successive eponyms. Each holder of the office
received a stela which was erected beside that of his predecessor;
the whole row extended over a large square in the city of Ashur,
near the fortification wall. Each stela was inscribed with the name
and the title of the respective official.10 The other way of preserv-
ing the knowledge of the names and the sequence of the limum
officials consisted in inscribing clay tablets with their names, their

1 Thus in Old and Middle Assyrian; only in late Assyrian a form limmu was
used; see G, 13, 554. 2 G, 13, 541.

3 §111, 6, 6 ff. * §111, 16, vol. 2, 230,11. 174 f. and 231, n. 40.
6 §m, 10, no. 437,1. 26. 6 §111, 5, 23.
7 §1, 13, 441, n. 3. 8 Or rather Irlba-Adad; see below, p. 753.
9 §111, 12, 8ff. and 24 f. 10 §m, I.
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titles, and the most important event that took place during their
year in office.1 As persons such as businessmen, court officials
and scribes dealt with numerous dated documents in their daily
work, they obviously possessed tablets with the eponym list; the
average citizen, however, who was only occasionally confronted
with the necessity of ascertaining the number of years that had
elapsed between two eponymies, could consult the row of stelae
and simply count the number of stelae separating those of the
two men in question.

The stelae excavated thus far cover only office holders in the
Middle and early Neo-Assyrian periods; it is not known whether
for the earlier eponyms any such monuments existed. However,
the existence of clay tablets recording the names of the eponyms
of the early Old Assyrian period can be inferred from a remark in
the king-list according to which the names of the limunt officials
whose tenure of office coincided with the reign of the rulers
named in the pertinent section were 'eaten up ' 2 (col. 1, 11. 25—6),
an expression referring to the surface of a clay tablet the script of
which was rubbed off. This remark makes it obvious that the
practice of naming the years from eponyms preceded by far the
eighty-four officials known from the texts from Asia Minor.3

As regards the king-list, there exist three major copies of it
representing what had become, in the Neo-Assyrian period, the
'standard version'. The oldest of the three, poorly preserved,
ends with the year 912 B.C.4 The second one, which was excavated
at Dur-Sharruken, modern Khorsabad, is much better preserved
and was written in 738 B.C. by a scribe of the Ishtar temple of
Arbela who copied it from a tablet at Ashur.5 The latest, in the
best state of preservation, ends with the year 722 B.C. and be-
longed to a priest of the Assyrian national god.6 Among various
other related compilations one deserves special mention because
of the remarkable scholarly endeavour to which it bears witness.
It lists in one column '82 kings of Assyria from the time of
Erishu, the son of Ilushuma, to Ashurbanipal, the son of
Esarhaddon', and in the second column ' 98 kings of Akkad from
the time of Sumulael to Kandalanu' attempting to establish syn-
chronisms between the two lists.7

The first section of the ' standard version' lists seventeen men

1 §111, 23 and §111, 27. Additional lists are scattered throughout Assyriological
publications. 2 §111, 15, 515 f.; G, 11, 279, n. 84.

3 See above, p. 709. * §111, 17.
6 G, 11 and §111, 7. • §111, 7.
7 §111, 24 and 25.
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who are summarized as '17 kings, tent-dwellers'. Of these
seventeen men, the penultimate, Ushpia, is known as an early
king of Assyria from two building inscriptions of later Assyrian
kings, Shalmaneser I1 (1272-1243 B.C.) and Esarhaddon2 (680—
669 B.C.), both of whom reconstructed the Ashur temple at
Ashur. In accordance with the principles outlined before,3 each
of the two kings secured first the foundation stone of the building
deposited by the previous builder in order to make sure that a
full cycle of years had passed since a previous reconstruction.
Both kings report that the first known builder of the principal
national shrine of the Assyrians was Ushpia and that the next one
was Erishum (more correctly, in this period, Irishum),4 the son of
Ilushuma; yet neither of the two subsequent builders, while
taking great pains to determine as exactly as possible the intervals
between Erishum, the following builder, Shamshi-Adad I, and
themselves, attempts to date Ushpia of whom, however, at least
one of the subsequent builders must have found a record. As
regards the thirteenth of the seventeen tent-dwellers, Abazu, it
has been suggested that he was the person who dedicated the
afore-quoted spear point to Manishtusu, king of Akkad.5 Upon
closer examination, however, it turned out that the donor of the
spear point was named Azuzu6 and that therefore no chrono-
logical conclusions could be based upon his alleged occurrence in
this section of the list. However, the name of the ninth tent-
dweller, Didanu, furnishes the clue to the nature of the list of
Ushpia's predecessors. In Genesis xxv.3, it is stated that a Dedan
was the ancestor of the Ashurlm; by further making this Dedan a
grandson of Abraham, the Jewish tradition obviously makes him
the chieftain of a nomadic tribe which journeyed around with
Abraham between Mesopotamia and Egypt. In fact, a second
among the tent-dwellers, Khanu, who immediately follows
Didanu, is definitely the tribal ancestor of the Khanians who are
now well known from the Mari texts where they appear partly
settled in the region of Terqa, but partly still roaming the adjoin-
ing desert as nomads. The name Kharkharu of the fifth tent-
dweller admits a similar explanation. In the Neo-Assyrian period,
Kharkhar was a province of Media;7 as it is known from the Mari
texts that several of the nomadic tribes passed into east-Tigridic
territory and then returned to Mesopotamia, so that geographical

1 §11, 7, vol. 1, no. 13, col. in, 11. 32 ff. 2 §111, 4, 3, col. in, 11. 16 ff.
3 See above, p. 741. 4 See below, p. 767.
6 §11, 24, 85. 8 §111, 2, 2; cf. §n, 9, 109, n. 206.
7 G, 10 vol. 11, 462, s.v.
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names such as Idamaraz, Iamutbal, Karana, etc., chosen for such
tribes occur both east and west of the Tigris, the name Kharkhar
may well be that of another tribal ancestor whose name remained
attached to the Median province. Imsu (no. 7 in the list) is a
younger variant of the Old West Semitic personal name which
occurs as Iamsum in the Mari texts.1 Since the king-list does not
claim any family relationship between the fifteen predecessors of
Ushpia, it thus becomes apparent that the tent-dwellers were not
successive Assyrian kings but the ancestors of the nomadic tribes
which constituted the Assyrian nation. They thus closely parallel
the twelve sons of Jacob who figure in Jewish tradition as the
ancestors of the twelve nomadic tribes of which the Israelite
nation was composed. By placing Ushpia, the first known builder
of the national shrine, at the end of the section of tribal ancestors,
the original compiler of this part of the king-list wanted to indicate
that the construction of the Ashur temple at Ashur marked the
end of the nomadic period of the Assyrian people; he probably
visualized Ushpia as the actual founder of the Semitic city of
Ashur. In attempting to date this period of Assyrian history it
must be kept in mind (1) that it must have preceded the Sargonic
period, because, as was mentioned before, the Old Akkadian
texts from Nuzi attest the use of the city name Ashur and thus
indirectly the worship of the god Ashur for that period; and (2)
that the extant archaeological remains at Ashur attest a period
of about two hundred years prior to the Sargonic period.

The second section of the king-list must have been copied from
a royal inscription, for it is drawn up in the style of the Old and
Middle Assyrian texts in which a king lists not only his father but
several of his more distant ancestors. Typical in this respect are
the inscriptions of Ashur-uballit I (1362—1327 B.C.): 'Ashur-
uballit, priest-king of Ashur, (is) the son of Eriba-Adad; Eriba-
Adad, priest-king of Ashur, (was) the son of Ashur-bel-nisheshu;
Ashur-bel-nisheshu, priest-king of Ashur, (was) the son of
Ashur-nirari...." In this way Ashur-uballit proceeds backwards
for seven generations to Puzur-Ashur III.2 In exactly the same
manner the king-list begins with an Aminu, son of Ila-kabkabu
whose ancestors he traces back for nine generations until he
reaches Apiashal, the son of Ushpia, which means the two men
who terminated the tent-dweller section. The king-list sum-
marizes these men with the remark: ' i o kings who were their
ancestors'. The question has, of course, been asked by modern
scholars whose ancestors the. compiler of the list had in mind. It

1 §m, 9, 41. 2 G, 4, 42 ff., nos. 4 and 5.
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was suggested on the strength of the name Ila-kabkabu (the
West Semitic reading of the name being well assured by brick in-
scriptions from Ashur),1 that they were the ancestors of Shamshi-
Adad I who was the son of an Ila-kabkabu.2 Yet it is difficult to
see why the compiler should not have inserted Shamshi-Adad's
ancestors immediately before Shamshi-Adad, but should have
separated two allegedly consecutive generations by at least ten
other persons. Moreover, the name Ila-kabkabu is not unique,
other bearers in the period of continuous West Semitic immigra-
tion into Mesopotamia being well attested. Since, on the other
hand, the list continues with a section beginning with Sulili, the
son of Aminu, Aminu being the last of the ' ancestors', it need
not be doubted that the men listed in inverse order were the
ancestors of this Sulili. The reason for this insertion is not dif-
ficult to guess: the dynasty which begins with Sulili was even-
tually overthrown and replaced by Shamshi-Adad I who, in turn,
was succeeded by his son, Ishme-Dagan. After Ishme-Dagan's
death, a lengthy struggle between competing contenders appears
to have taken place and it is therefore possible that a partisan of
the Sulili—Puzur-Ashur dynasty should have inserted the long
line of their ancestors in order to prove that they were the legiti-
mate successors of Ushpia.

At some place prior to the accession of this dynasty the king-
list must be assumed to be incomplete, the gap spanning the
period when Assyria was under the domination of the Third
Dynasty of Ur. Evidence to this effect is furnished by an in-
scription unearthed in the ruins of the Ishtar temple at Ashur
in which a Zariqum who calls himself 'governor' (sakkanakkum)
of Ashur dedicates a chapel in the temple to the goddess Belat-
ekallim for the life of Amar-Sin, king of Ur.3 Since no king of
this name figures in the king-list and since, moreover, the two
authors of dedicatory inscriptions to kings of Akkad, Azuzu and
Ititi, are not mentioned either in this compilation, it is a legitimate
conclusion that the Assyrian king-list comprises only sovereigns
who were responsible only to the god Ashur and not to any
human being. This conclusion is in line with later sections of
the 'standard version' where gaps are attributable to foreign
domination.4

That the group of kings headed by Sulili, the son of Aminu,
actually began their rule in the period of Ibbi-Sin when the power
of the Third Dynasty of Ur declined rapidly is well supported by

1 §m, 13; §n, 24,94, n. 57. 2 §11, 9,33 ff.
3 G, 4, 2 f., no. 11; §111, 8. 4 See below, p. 749.
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the fact that Kikkia, the second ruler of this group, is mentioned
in two building inscriptions of later kings, namely Ashur-rlm-
nisheshu1 and Shalmaneser III.2 Whereas the former king
speaks of Kikkia only as the earliest known builder of a 'wall'
which he himself renewed, the latter specifies, though not in the
same text in which he mentions Kikkia, that the wall was that of
the city of Ashur,3 a conclusion which is confirmed by the fact
that the pertinent inscription was unearthed in the foundation of
the old fortification wall, north of the temenos.4 Numerous
instances from all periods of Assyrian and Babylonian history
demonstrate that the construction of a fortification wall around a
capital city was the first, and perhaps partly symbolic, action of a
prince who had won his independence; inversely, the destruction
of the wall of a city always followed a conquest, even if it was a
matter of peaceful surrender to an overlord.5 It is therefore ap-
parent that Kikkia was the first ruler who succeeded in throwing
off the domination of the kings of Ur and in restoring Assyrian
independence. Even though some setbacks appear to have
occurred—Shalmaneser III lists among the early builders of the
fortification wall Puzur-Ashur, the founder of the illustrious
Old Assyrian dynasty, and Ikunum, his fourth successor8—
Assyria rose rapidly to the rank of a major power once its in-
dependence was firmly established.7 The king-list enumerates, as
Kikkia's successors, four kings, including Ilushuma, and sum-
marizes these six princes with the afore-quoted remark that the
/maw-officials who held office under their rule were 'eaten up'.8

That this damage to the list was of comparatively late date is
shown by the fact that, at the time of Tukulti-Ninurta I (1242-
1206 B.C.), the length of Ilushuma's reign was known. This ruler,
in reporting about his restoration of the sanctuary of the goddess
Ishtar Ashuritu, the consort of the national god, relates that since
the previous restoration by Ilushuma 720 years had gone by. Since,
as will be outlined presently by the example of Esarhaddon's
report on the early builders of the Ashur temple at Ashur,9 it was
the practice to figure from the beginning of one builder's rule to
the beginning of the next builder's rule, it is apparent that
Tukulti-Ninurta comprised in his figure the number of regnal
years of Ilushuma. As he himself, however, did not complete the

1 G, 4, 34 ff., no. xrv. 2 §111, 16,1, 391,1. 17.
3 Ibid. 260, rev., 1. 6. l G, 4, p. 35, n. n .
5 §111, 11, 267, n. 1; 280; §111, 14, 30 with n. 4.
6 §111, 16, 1, 391,11. 17 f. 7 See below, pp. 754 ff.
8 See above, p. 743 with n. 2. 9 See below, pp. 748 and 750 f.
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sanctuary within his accession year, it is apparent that he figured
twenty-one years for Ilushuma's reign and left one year for him-
self to complete the project, thus allowing, as customary, two
350-year periods between the previous builder's death and his
own inauguration of the new sanctuary. Hence the exact number
of Ilushuma's regnal years was known to him as twenty-one.

In the following section, the 'standard version' enumerates
the six princes separating Ilushuma's rule from that of Shamshi-
Adad I. Beginning with Erishum I, the list specifies for each of
the subsequent rulers how many years he ' exerted the kingship'
{sarrutta epus). In doing so, the compiler, in accordance with the
general Assyrian practice, used the post-dating method, counting
the year in which a ruler died and his successor acceded to the
throne as the last full year of the king who died. The next king's
first, accordingly, was the first full year following his accession to
the throne. A certain difficulty arose, of course, in cases where a
king did not survive his accession year. In these instances the
king-list writes his name followed by the remark: tuppisu sarrutta
epus. While the exact meaning of this expression is unknown, it
can be shown from several instances that the Assyrians inter-
preted it as meaning 'he exerted the kingship for less than a year'.

In the section beginning with Erishum I, the number of his
own regnal years, namely forty, is the only one preserved in the
extant copies of the list; those of the other immediate predeces-
sors of Shamshi-Adad I are broken or rubbed off so as to be
illegible. However, the two afore-quoted building inscriptions
from the Ashur temple at Ashur1 make it possible to recover at
least the sum of the lost numbers. Shalmaneser I reports that
from the reign of Erishum to that of the next builder, Shamshi-
Adad I, 159 years had elapsed.2 Esarhaddon, on the other hand,
lists the same lapse of time as 126 years.3 If it is taken into con-
sideration that Shamshi-Adad, according to the king-list, ruled
over Assyria for thirty-three years, it becomes apparent that the
two reports agree in so far as Shalmaneser includes these thirty-
three years whereas Esarhaddon's number excludes them. It
results that the five successors of Erishum I ruled together for
eighty-six years.

Shamshi-Adad I, as was mentioned before, was one of the most
beloved and celebrated rulers who ever occupied the Assyrian
throne. The 'standard version' acknowledges this special con-
dition by describing, in a short annalistic excursus, this great

1 See above, p. 744. 2 See §11, 7, vol. 1, no. 13, col. in, 11. 36-41.
3 §111, 4, 3, col. in, 1. 22.
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empire-builder's career prior to his accession to the throne. It
then continues to relate that 'he caused' his predecessor, Erishum
II, 'to arise from the throne, and exerted the kingship for thirty-
three years.' Under Shamshi-Adad's son and successor, Ishme-
Dagan I, Assyria experienced a period of decline which culminated,
at the end of his rule, in a catastrophe the nature of which is not
known. The difficulties which Assyria encountered in these years
are clearly reflected in the king-list tradition. In the 'standard
version', one list gives Ishme-Dagan forty regnal years, the other
fifty. With him, however, it ends the Shamshi-Adad dynasty
and continues with an Ashur-dugul who is characterized as the
'son of a nobody', which means a man not of royal descent. It
continues to state that, during the six years of his rule, six other
'sons of a nobody' arose, but not one of them ruled beyond his
accession year. The last of these six is Adasi, whom all the sub-
sequent Assyrian rulers regarded as the founder of their dynasty.
However, the 'standard version' here leaves out rulers who are
attested by at least some fragmentary king-lists from Ashur. One
of these precious fragments1 draws a line after Erishum II in
order to indicate that with him the dynasty ends; it then lists
Shamshi-Adad and Ishme-Dagan, followed by Mut-Ashkur who
is known from the Mari texts as Ishme-Dagan's son and heir-
apparent and, as the fourth member of the dynasty, Talmu-
Sh[arri], 'Great is the King', a name well known from the Nuzi
texts. This Hurrian name of Mut-Ashkur's son and successor
is not surprising if it is remembered that, in a desperate attempt
to end an extended war with King Zaziya of the Hurrian tribe of
Turukku, Ishme-Dagan arranged a marriage between Zaziya's
daughter and his own son, Mut-Ashkur, the future king.2 That
this Hurrian on the royal throne who was considered a foreigner
and probably maintained himself only with the help of troops
from his maternal homeland, Turukku, infuriated the Assyrians
can be gathered from two pieces of evidence. There is, in the
first place, a fragmentary inscription from Ashur in which a
certain Puzur-Sin, who calls himself with the usual title ' priest-
king of Ashur,' prides himself on having removed from the throne
a man of 'foreign seed, of non-Assyrian flesh',3 who is further
said to have been a descendant of Shamshi-Adad. Since this same
Puzur-Sin reports that he demolished this foreigner's palace and
built instead a sanctuary, he must have been able to maintain
himself on the throne for at least some years. The second piece of

1 §111, 19, no. 14; §11, 9, 31. 2 §111, 3, vol. 11, no. 40.
3 §",9, 32-
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evidence is the lack in the 'standard version' of any reference to
either Mut-Ashkur or Talmu-Sharri, which lack is well in line
with the afore-stated principle of omitting men who were de-
pendent upon a foreign ruler.

It thus becomes apparent that the rule of at least three kings
following Ishme-Dagan I, viz. this latter's two descendants and
Puzur-Sin, is missing in the 'standard version'. In order to ascer-
tain the correct, or at least approximately correct, datings of the
Old Assyrian kings, sources other than the 'standard version'
must therefore be used; this all the more since there is some evi-
dence to indicate that the 'standard version' is incomplete in still
another period, namely when Assyria was part of the empire of
the kings of Khanigalbat. With the help of building-inscriptions
of various Assyrian kings who, as was stated before, were very,
thorough in ascertaining the interval between two successive
reconstructions of a sacred building, it can be shown that,
besides the 'standard version', there existed a more complete,
and therefore 'longer' list of kings. In starting this analysis it
must be pointed out that both Shalmaneser I and Esarhaddon in
their afore-quoted inscriptions dealing with the reconstruction of
the Ashur temple at Ashur used the 'standard version'. The
basic information with the help of which the rule of these two
kings can be dated is provided by the entry in the eponym canon
that in the month of Siwan of the ninth year of king Ashur-dan
III an eclipse of the sun took place. Astronomical computation
furnished several possible dates of this eclipse, but by comparison
with certain data contained in Ptolemy's canon of Neo-Baby-
lonian rulers and the mention of lunar eclipses in various sources it
could be determined beyond doubt that the solar eclipse men-
tioned in the eponym canon was that of 15 June 763 B.C. Starting
from this date it is possible to determine, with the help of the
'standard version' and the eponym canon, the reigns from Ashur-
uballit I (1362-1327 B.C.) down to the end of Ashurbanipal's
reign. Shalmaneser I reckons 580 years from the beginning of
Erishum's reign to his own. Deducting from this the afore-quoted
159 years from the beginning of Erishum to the end of Shamshi-
Adad I, one obtains 421 years from the end of Shamshi-Adad to
the beginning of Shalmaneser I. If minor differences in the
various copies of the 'standard version' are taken into considera-
tion, one obtains 422 years for this interval,1 whence it is apparent
that Shalmaneser used a king-list almost identical with the extant
ones. Esarhaddon, in turn, reckons 434 years from Shamshi-Adad

1 G, 11, 2,86 f.
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to Shalmaneser, having probably reckoned fifty years for Ishme-
Dagan I instead of the 40 years of the Khorsabad version. There
are, however, building inscriptions in which the computation
is based on a different king-list. One of these is the afore-
mentioned inscription of Shalmaneser's son and successor,
Tukulti-Ninurta I,1 in which he gives the interval between his
own reign and that of Ilushuma as 720 years, figuring, as was
pointed out before, from the beginning of Ilushuma's reign to
which he assigned twenty-one years.2 Deducting from the
remaining 699 years the 159 years which, according to Shal-
maneser, separated the beginning of Ilushuma's successor,
Erishum I, from the end of the reign of Shamshi-Adad I, one
obtains 540 years for the interval from the end of Shamshi-Adad
to the beginning of Tukulti-Ninurta I. Accounting, furthermore,
for the thirty regnal years of Shalmaneser, Tukulti-Ninurta's
reckoning yields 510 years for the interval from the end of
Shamshi-Adad to the beginning of Shalmaneser for which, as was
just pointed out, the latter king reckoned 421 years. Since it is
obvious that Tukulti-Ninurta was well acquainted with the king-
list perused by his father and the computation contained in his
father's inscription, it is apparent that he made use of a king-list
which contained eighty-nine years more than the 'standard
version'. The reason why, among the two available king-lists, he
chose the longer one is easy to grasp if the significance of the
700-year span of time is kept in mind. In terms of the Christian
Era, Tukulti-Ninurta's dating indicates for the end of Shamshi-
Adad's reign the year 1782 (i.e. 1242 + 540) B.C. Taking into
consideration the one-year leeway which the kings themselves
allowed in reckoning the interval between their own rule and that
of the previous builder, the year adopted for Shamshi-Adad's
death in these pages is 1783 B.C.

Exactly the same dates as those from the inscription of Tukulti-
Ninurta I are obtained with the help of the chronological data
contained in the afore-discussed report of Tiglath-pileser I on his
restoration of the Anu-Adad temple.3 He reckons 701 years from
his own reign to that of Shamshi-Adad, the previous builder; as he
ruled from n 14 to 1076 B.C., his computation and that of his
great-grandfather, Ashur-dan, yield the year 1815 for the be-
ginning of Shamshi-Adad's reign.

Thus the king-list perused by these rulers of the twelfth
century yields the years 1815 to 1783 for the thirty-three years

1 See above, pp. 747 f. 2 See above, p. 748.
3 See above, p. 741, n. 1.
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of Shamshi-Adad's rule. It will be noted that the complete cor-
respondence between their date and that of Tukulti-Ninurta I
makes it clear that these two rulers based their computation on
the same king-list. The only difficulty resides in the naming by
Tiglath-pileser of Shamshi-Adad, the son of Ishme-Dagan, as the
previous builder; yet if it is assumed that his king-list was of the
type of the afore-mentioned small fragment from Ashur, mention-
ing four members of the Shamshi-Adad dynasty instead of only two
of the 'standard version', this error is easily explained, because
this list does not state the kings' patronymics.

IV. THE OLD ASSYRIAN PERIOD

Unlike Babylonia, Assyria is not a naturally rich country. The
narrow Tigris valley with its comparatively high mountains on
both banks yielded hardly enough agricultural products to
support its population. Yet being, in contrast to the sedentary
Sumerians and Hurrians, the descendants of a nomadic, which
means a travelling population, the Assyrians looked beyond the
narrow borders of their own land in order to supplement their
resources by trading with other countries. It goes without saying
that, in order to carry on a profitable trade with other nations, the
Assyrians had to have products of their own which they could
exchange for food or other foreign merchandise. One such pro-
duct was woollen textiles, in the mass production, the spinning,
weaving, and dyeing of which they appear to have developed an
early lead over other peoples. Sheep could easily be raised in the
hilly region along the banks of the Tigris river. A certain amount
of trade could also be carried on, and actually was, by buying
foreign merchandise and re-selling it to others, transporting the
goods over long distances. It is particularly significant and not
due to a mere coincidence that the oldest private Assyrian docu-
ments were unearthed at Nuzi1 and attest the commercial
activity of the Assyrians there as well as in Arrapkha.2 Familiar
Old Assyrian names such as Puzur-Ashur and Sin-rabi leave no
doubt about the nationality of the businessmen. That they, like
subsequently the merchants in Asia Minor, came from the city of
Ashur can be inferred from the typical reference ina alim, ' in the
City (j)ar excellence)' ,3 a manner of speaking about the city of
Ashur which is familiar not only from the documents from Asia

1 §n, 14, nos. 223-7. 2 Ibid. no. 224,11. 1 and 7.
3 Ibid, no. 227, rev., 1. I.
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Minor but also from the Shamshi-Adad correspondence ex-
cavated at Mari.1 The persons with whom they traded were local
men, as can be gathered from names such as Tishpak-bani which
was borne by a person described as a resident of Arrapkha.2 The
mention of a caravan3 referred to by the usual Old Assyrian term
suggests an exchange of merchandise on a considerable scale. It is
further important to note that, scanty as the available material is,
it still permits us to conclude from certain linguistic features that
the Old Assyrian letters from Nuzi are slightly older than the
oldest texts from Asia Minor. Aside from the archaic genitive
form a-ha-im to which attention was called years ago,4 the
spelling i-ir-dd-ka,5 'your servant', instead of the more conven-
tional Assyrian erdaka6 shows that the shift from i to e before r
had not even begun at the time when the pertinent letter from
Nuzi was written. This is a very characteristic feature of the
archaic Assyrian language; King Erishum's scribes, for instance,
spell their royal lord's name consistently with an initial i and not
with the e used by the late scribes of the 'standard version' of the
king-list, who probably no longer understood the name.7 It is not
without interest to note that, at least in the Middle Assyrian period,
the scribes were well aware of this difference in the pronunciation
between the older language and their own. The royal scribe who
wanted to use an archaic spelling wrote I-ri-ba-dAd-dd'when writing
the name of the father of Ashur-uballit I.8 In the latest texts from
the older level of Old Assyrian tablets from Kanesh, on the other
hand, the shift from i to e before r and h is in its early stages.

In consideration of these linguistic features it appears there-
fore reasonable to place the Old Assyrian texts from Nuzi
slightly before those from Asia Minor, which means either in
the early years of Erishum's long reign or toward the end of that
of Ilushuma. The fact that they possibly antedate the penetration
of Asia Minor which, as was seen, began on a large scale in the
later years of Erishum's reign9 makes it significant that one of the
two fairly well-preserved letters mentions a payment of x minas of
silver,10 while the other one speaks of two items of gold11 the larger
of which amounted to no less than one third mina and five shekels,
which is equivalent to almost half pound of gold. Moreover,

1 §1, 13, 444, n. 2. 2 §n, 14, no. 224, 1. 2.
3 Ibid. 11. 9 and 15; cf. §iv, 19, 454.
4 §iv, 19, 459 with note 35 followed by §iv, 1, 68, n. 24.
5 §11, 14, no. 223,1. 5. 6 § i v , 26, 271.
7 For the meaning of the name see below, p. 767.
8 §11, 8, plate 16,1. 26. 9 See above, pp. 708 f.
10 §11, 14, no. 223,1. 18. u Hid. no. 224,11. 6 and 9.
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mention is made of several 'hundreds' of copper said to have
been paid out in Arrapkha.1 Thus these letters exhibit one of the
features which are a most striking characteristic of the Old
Assyrian texts from Asia Minor, namely the great wealth in
precious and other metals in the possession of private individuals
which bears no comparison with the corresponding amounts
mentioned in contemporary Old Babylonian documents. Since
the excavator of the archaic levels of Nineveh stresses the paucity
of metals in the early periods of Assyrian history,2 the question
arises as to the source of this wealth. Whereas the gold is easy to
trace as coming from the Nuzi region where placer gold was
recovered from the river Zab and its affluents and where oc-
casionally real estate taxes were paid in gold,3 the question still
remains as to how the Assyrian merchants got this gold and the
large amount of silver into their possession. As military might
never creates wealth but is rather the consequence of the accumu-
lation of wealth in a country, one must look for a technical dis-
covery having, as so often in history, created the wealth which, in
turn, produced the political power of a nation. The texts from Asia
Minor suggest the nature of this discovery: it was the production
of silver first from lead ore and subsequently from copper ore.
With an abundant supply of lead in their own country and thus
(once the discovery that it contains silver was made) a wealth of
silver in their hands, the Assyrian businessmen could penetrate
every foreign market they wished.

There is actually evidence to show that the penetration of
foreign markets was the guiding principle of the Assyrian rulers
prior to Shamshi-Adad I. Little is known so far of Puzur-Ashur
whom his three successors, Shallim-akhum, Ilushuma, and
Erishum, name as their ancestor. He rebuilt the fortification
wall of Ashur and thus appears to have firmly established As-
syria's independence which, after Kikkia, appears to have been
temporarily lost again. An inscription of his son and successor,
Shallim-akhum, was discovered at Ashur in the oldest level of the
courtyard of the Ashur temple.4 It relates that the god Ashur
had requested him to build a temple and that he complied with
this order 'for his own life and the life of his city', a formula
which recurs in all the building inscriptions of the period prior to
Shamshi-Adad. It is a further characteristic of all the royal in-
scriptions of this period that the kings do not use the title 'king'
(sarrum), but call themselves issiakkum5 of the city of Ashur.

1 §n, 14, no. 224,11. 7 f. 2 §1, 16, 145. s E.g. §iv, 11, nos. 228 and 229.
4 G, 4, 4 ff. 6 Spelled out in §iv, 12, 224,1. 4.
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This title denotes in Babylonia a city-ruler who exercises his
functions in the name of an overlord bearing the title 'king' .
The use in Assyria fully agrees with this basic meaning, the only
difference being that the overlord in Assyria was the divine ruler,
the title king being, in this period, strictly reserved for the
national god, Ashur. 'Ashur is king, (the earthly ruler's name) is
Ashur's issiakkum' is a kind of credo which occurs on the seal of
the afore-discussed1 Assyrian prince of Kanesh2 as well as in the
inscription of Erishum to be discussed presently. Equally charac-
teristic are several letters found in Kanesh which the king himself
had addressed to some of the prominent merchants of this city; in
the introductory clause of these letters, the ruler used for himself
the modest title waklum, 'overseer'. The reluctance to use the
title 'king' sharply distinguishes the Assyrians from the Baby-
lonians, who believed that, in the beginning of all things, 'king-
ship descended from heaven'.3 It is, on the other hand, a feature
which the Assyrians share with the Israelites and other peoples
descended from nomads; as is known from the Mari texts, the
nomads called their chieftains 'fathers' so that, for instance, the
heads of the various clans constituting the tribe of the Khanians
were 'the fathers of Khana'.4

It is not without interest to note in this connexion that at least
some of the linguistically Sumerianized Amorites who ruled in
Babylonia between the Sargonic period and the rise of Assyria did
not use for themselves the title 'king' either; Gudea of Lagash,
for instance, speaks of his god as 'king' and of his goddess as
'queen', but for himself he uses the more modest title 'city-
ruler'. The theme of Shallim-akhum's inscription that the god
Ashur demanded a sanctuary which he, the earthly ruler, hastened
to build is another trait which the Assyrians of the Old Assyrian
period shared with those Amorite princes of Babylonia. The most
detailed description of the manner in which the earthly ruler
received such an order in a dream-vision is contained in the
famous Cylinder A of Gudea of Lagash;5 pictorial representations
of such visions are very numerous, too,6 one of the most famous
being that of Ur-Nammu of Ur receiving from the moon-god the
order to build his sanctuary at Ur.7

1 See above, pp. 710 f.
2 This is perhaps the place to state that, in so far as Old Assyrian is concerned, the

name of this city was Kanish and not Kanesh as in the Hittite sources. Except for one of
the latest level II tablets, the name is always written Ka-ni-il, //and ^/being carefully
distinguished by the Old Assyrian scribes.

8 §iv, 9, 70,1.1. 4 §iv, 4, 15,1. 29. 5 G, 16,90 ff.
6 Cf. below, pp. 767 f. 7 §iv, 14, planche 1.
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Shallim-akhum's son and successor, Ilushuma (1962—1942
B.C.), was the first king of Assyria who had the power to take a
hand in Babylonian affairs. In order to understand this develop-
ment, a few data of contemporary Babylonian history must be
called to mind. After the downfall of the Third Dynasty of Ur,
two powers that had been allies against Ibbi-Sin, shared the
spoils of their victory, namely Kazallu in northern Babylonia
and Isin in the south. One of the kings of Kazallu was Sumuditana,
who is known from tablets from Kish to have been the overlord of
that city. Evidence to this effect comes from contracts in which the
oath was sworn by Sumuditana and Numushda, the patron god of
Kazallu.1 With Sumuditana's death, however, Kish succeeded in
freeing itself from the supremacy of Kazallu; for in the year named
from Sumuditana's death, the oath was sworn by a Iawium and
Zababa, the patron god of Kish.2 At the same time as Iawium,
Sumuabum of Babylon made himself independent of Kazallu,
constructing a fortification wall around his city; this event gave
its name to Sumuabum's first two regnal years as independent
king of Babylon and to Iawium's second and third, the oath in
these two years being sworn by Iawium and Zababa.3 Yet after
about nine years of independence,4 Kish was conquered by a
certain Manana as attested by several year names: First, the oath
was sworn by both Manana and Nanna and Zababa and Iawium,5

the year being named 'Manana seized the throne'.6 There fol-
lowed a year 'after that when Manana seized the throne',7 and
finally a year 'Manana became king',8 the reference obviously
being to his having seized the throne at Kish. That Manana was a
foreign conqueror results from the fact that under his rule Iawium's
real estate buyer Sisu-nawirat was replaced by a Shumshunu-
watar, and that the oath in the contracts by Zababa and Iawium
was replaced by an oath by Nanna and Manana. After Kish had
fallen to Manana, Sumuabum could not maintain himself on his
throne for any length of time. A date formula from Eshnunna
reports that 'Sumuabum was driven away to Der'.9 Since many
other date formulae of Manana and his successors have come to

1 §iv, 10, 101, sub K, and §iv, 13, no. 1,11. 15 f.
2 §iv, 25, no. 3,11. 13 and 24.
3 §iv, 25, no. 4; for the year name also §iv, 13, no. 11.
4 Besides the three years just listed, §iv, 28, 193 sub nos. 7, 8 (2 years), 10, n

and §iv, 10, 100, sub D. 5 §iv, 10, 99; §iv, 13, no. 7,11. 12 f.
6 §iv, 10, 279, sub F 51; §iv, 25, no. 5, 11. 8 ff.; §iv, 13, no. 7, 1. 25: traces of

name Manana visible on photograph.
7 §iv, 23, 2, 76, sub gg. 8§iv, 13.no. 16; §iv, 23, 2,76,subhh.
9 §iv, 6, 191, sub no. 113.
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light at Kish and other sites,1 there can be no doubt that both
Kish and Babylon remained subjected to the rule of this dynasty
for at least one generation. In fact, a prosopographic investigation
into the contemporary dated documents from Sippar, Maradda,
and Dilbat reveals that Sumuabum and Sumulael, the second in-
dependent king of Babylon, who again started his rule by con-
structing the fortification wall, were separated from each other by
at least one generation.2

The afore-mentioned date formula from Eshnunna suggests
at the same time the place of origin of the Manana dynasty.
Der was the capital of Iamutbal, a state which, as is well known
from an inscription of Kudur-Mabuk, a later conqueror coming
from Der, was devoted to the cult of the moon-god Nanna or Sin.
It is well in line with the conclusion that Manana's dynasty origi-
nated in Iamutbal that one of his successors was named Sumu-
Iamutbal.3

It was, to all appearances, this dynasty of Der in which
Ilushuma saw a danger to free communications and against which,
therefore, he undertook his campaign. In his brick inscription
from the temple of Ishtar at Ashur,4 in the passage quoted above,5

he lists Der as one of the cities which he opened for trade to ' the
Akkadians and their children'. It is likely that the 'Akkadian'
king in whose favour he acted was Sumuabum. This identifica-
tion suggests itself not only because the catch-line of the afore-
cited Chronicle concerning Sargon and Naram-Sin6 makes the
two kings contemporaries, but also because there is at least one
year name from Sippar from Sumuabum's rule which, being in
Akkadian and not included in the list of his year names as king
of Babylon,7 indicates that he ruled as a vassal king of Kazallu
long before he and Iawium made themselves independent. The
absence from Sumuabum's as well as from Iawium's list of year
names of a formula stating that either of them became king con-
firms the conclusion that the accession to the throne of both men
preceded, possibly by a considerable number of years, their first
year as independent rulers.

Ilushuma's reference to his providing the Akkadians with
copper is significant in more than one respect; primarily because it
shows that he had enough copper at his disposal to provide for his
own needs and in addition sell some to his Akkadian friends,
obviously in exchange for merchandise of which he was short.

1 §iv, 22, 1, p. 212; §iv, 23. 2 §iv, 3, 102a. 8 §iv, 21.
4 § iv, 29. 8 See above, p. 708.
6 G, 8, 14,1. 14. ' §iv, 27, no. 1, left edge; no. 2, left edge.
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It further indicates that he did not hesitate to arm the people of
northern Babylonia, of whose loyalty he must have been fully
certain. In fact the friendship and co-operation between the First
Dynasty of Babylon and the Assyrians extended over many genera-
tions; the last testimony is Hammurabi's campaign to Ashur and
Nineveh, which was directed against the king of Eshnunna and
in the course of which he recovered the gods of both cities and
restored them to Ishme-Dagan.1 Was Sumuabu, whose name
appears as Su-abu in the afore-mentioned chronicle, a descendant
of the Su-abu who figures as no. 11 among the tribal ancestors in
the first section of the Assyrian king-list ? Or did the Assyrians see
in these kings of Babylon the successors of the dynasty of Akkad ?

The question remains as to the origin of Ilushuma's abundant
supply of copper. As the evidence discussed previously indicates
that Asia Minor was opened to Assyrian trade only at the time of
Erishum,2 the copper is likely to have come from the famous
mine of Ergani Maden, where a very high-grade copper is said
to have been mined in antiquity.3 As it contains some tin, it
could be used as bronze for making weapons without any addi-
tions. It is probably this site which the Old Assyrian merchants
knew as Kharana,4 and to which they referred not only as the
place of origin of copper but also as a station on the caravan road
between Ashur and Kanesh,5 located close to the point where the
caravans crossed the Euphrates river into Asia Minor. Its
possession by Ilushuma would explain not only his ample supply
of copper and that of the merchants doing business at Nuzi, but
it would suggest that this was the gateway through which, one
generation later, the penetration of Asia Minor, both commercial
and partly also military, took place.

To judge by the afore-discussed events in Babylonia, Ilushuma's
attempt to keep the Manana dynasty of Iamutbal in check does
not appear to have met with lasting success. It is also worth
noting that his name was never chosen again by an Assyrian
king, which tends to show that posterity did not consider him a
successful ruler. The restoration of the temple of Ishtar of
Ashur6 is the only major construction of his that is known.

His son Erishum (1941-1902 B.C), on the contrary, must
have been an outstanding ruler. His most far-reaching decision
was alluded to before; it was he who decided to leave the initiative
for commercial transactions on a large scale entirely to his

1 §1, 12, 350 f. 2 See above, pp. 708 f.; also §iv, 7, 48.
3 §iv, 2, 44. 4 §iv, 20, 22, n. 95.
5 Hid.; §iv, 7, 118. 6 See above, pp. 747 and 751.
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individual subjects which means, in modern terms, he initiated, or
at least perfected, the first experiment of free enterprise on a large
scale. To be sure, there were various public institutions such as
the administrations of the major temples, and that of the capital
city, and the king himself, who took part in the exchange of mer-
chandise between Assyria and Asia Minor. But the main financing
was done by private bankers who, accordingly, bore the main risk
of the long haul of merchandise from Ashur to the various cities
in Asia Minor, but who also earned considerable profits if the
transaction was successful. On principle, the business was carried
out as follows: The banker entrusted a certain amount of capital,
frequently two minas of gold or a multiple of this amount, to a
commercial traveller or one of the merchants who set out from
Ashur to settle for several years in the distant province. The
recipient of the capital pledged himself to return twice the amount
which was designated as his 'sack' or 'pouch', after a specified
number of years, usually after four years. If any profits beyond
the amount he had to pay back accrued to the salesman, they were
divided between the contracting parties at a specified ratio,
either 1:1 or II2.1 The hired hands, such as ass drivers, mes-
senger boys and other personnel, were also paid by being given
an opportunity to take part in the business. They received, at the
outset, a certain capital which was called their ie'u/dtum, a term
indicating that they could use this money as they saw fit. They
had to pay back the same amount at the end of the journey. The
men usually invested the money in woven materials which they
purchased in Ashur and sold at a profit in Asia Minor or on the
road. The profit they made was the payment of their labour. In
later periods, this method, under various designations, became
the usual way of paying hired hands.2 The Assyrians in the Old
Assyrian period must have developed this method of payment out
of the experience that there is no limit to the individual's ingenuity
when he is given an opportunity to make a profit.

The ample funds which Erishum generated by levelling tolls
and taxes on his businessmen were, at least in part, invested in
construction activity in the capital city. He rebuilt the Ashur
temple at Ashur with all its auxiliary buildings,3 and he built a
sanctuary for the god Adad on the site where subsequently a
double sanctuary, dedicated to Adad and Aim, was erected by
Shamshi-Adad I and rebuilt by Tiglath-pileser I.4 Besides brick
inscriptions from these sanctuaries, only a rather fragmentary

1 §iv, 16, 308 ff. 2 §iv, 15; §iv, 18, 188, with n. 2.
8 G, 4, 10 ff., nos. 1-8. * See above pp. 741 and 751; G, 4,16 ff., nos. 9-11.
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alabaster statue with an inscription of about twelve lines was
found in the ruins of the Ashur temple;1 but at Kanesh, a long
and most interesting inscription of Erishum was excavated in a
building which had served as a scribal school, the text apparently
having been used as a specimen of good styling.2 The inscrip-
tion deals with the construction of the 'sacred mus/al', which
is what might be called in modern terms 'the supreme court
building'. The structure was known from an inscription of Adad-
nirari I (i304-1273 B.C.), who rebuilt it but who, to all ap-
pearances, had not been able to determine the previous builder.
However, the excavator of the structure which is located at the
foot of a steep trail leading up to the temple tower of Ashur had
found bricks inscribed with Erishum's name.3 One of the two
gates of this building, most likely that leading up to Ashur's
temenos, was called 'Gate of the oath of the god of the Land',
whereas the other, obviously that leading down to the abyss, was
the 'Gate of the Divine Judges'. From Erishum's inscription
the names of these seven divine judges are known; one of them is
called 'Justice', another one 'He listens to Prayer', a third one
'His Word is true', and so on. It may be mentioned here that the
' gate of the god' is several times mentioned in legal documents
from Asia Minor as the place which a person had to enter
in order to swear an oath or make a solemn declaration before
the judges.4 Some texts mention legal decisions rendered by 'the
City', and it is likely that it was in the w«//«/-building that the
judges representing the City held their sessions. One such legal
decision makes it clear that the ruler himself presided over the
supreme court sessions. It begins with these words: 'Seal of the
waklum; the City rendered judgment (thus).'5 The case tablet
of this decision bears the seal of Erishum's grandson, Sharrum-
ken (Sargon I of Assyria), which was discussed previously.6 In
one instance, a merchant owed a considerable amount of money
to one of the eponyms. Three other men were inscribed in the
promissory note as guarantors, and the court of the City then
ruled that one of the guarantors had to pay the debt. In this case
it is likely that the court of the City was involved in the matter
because the creditor was the eponym who appears to have had
the function of a finance minister.

1 §m, 26,159.
2 §iv, 12, 10; some improved readings §iv, 8, 48, n. 243; §iv, 24, 145 f., n. 1.
3 G, 1, plate 30 and pp. 68 and 120 f. and 121, n. 1.
4 §iv, 5, no. 286. s Ibid. no. 327.
6 See above, pp. 710 f; also below, pp. 767 f.
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Under Erishum's son and successor, Ikunum, the fortification
wall of the city of Ashur was rebuilt. This is known not only from
the mention of Ikunum as one of the previous builders in the
afore-cited building inscription of Shalmaneser III,1 who lists
Ikunum's restoration after that of Puzur-Ashur, but also from
one of the texts from Kanesh2 which deals with a message from
the City to the kdrum Kanesh informing it that their contribu-
tion to the cost of the fortification wall had been set at ten minas
of silver. The prince, so it is reported, had written himself for the
money and his message was to be read to each of the karum
organizations in Asia Minor; then the money which was collected
was to be sealed and sent to Ashur as soon as possible. It would be
interesting to know which other cities outside of Asia Minor had
been ordered by Ikunum to send contributions. The peculiar
fact is that numerous Assyrian settlements in Asia Minor and in
northern Mesopotamia are mentioned many times in the Old
Assyrian texts, and also Gasur-Nuzi is mentioned; but no city
in Assyria proper except Ashur is referred to in any of the docu-
ments. Nor do any of the royal inscriptions of this period make
mention of any building activity in any city other than Ashur. It is
not known either whether the fortification wall had been de-
stroyed or damaged in a war or whether it needed repairs because
of ordinary wear only. It is known, however, that the contem-
porary kings of Eshnunna pursued an aggressive policy and the
possibility must be reckoned with that an enemy army had ad-
vanced as far as the capital city. Ikunum's reign does not appear
to have been very long; for not only did the afore-mentioned
business transaction which had begun under Erishum3 drag on
until the reign of Sharrum-ken, but, to judge by the pertinent
information contained in Ashur-rim-nisheshu's account, also the
restoration of the fortification wall of the capital city was com-
pleted by Sharrum-ken. This king's reign must have been
remembered by posterity as the apogee of the Old Assyrian period
representing an age of wealth and of power for the country. For
reckoning in terms of the 'long' king-list, about three 350-year
periods later, an ambitious young king chose the name Sargon
the Younger in the hope of bringing back the golden age of his
two older namesakes.

At the time of Sharrum-ken's second successor, Naram-Sin of
Assyria, events took place which threatened to upset the peace

1 See above, p. 747 with n. 6.
2 § v, 2, no. 1; § iv, 7, 197; § iv, 20, 65 ff.
3 See above, p. 710; J.A.O.S. 78 (1958), 101.
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and prosperity which seem to have characterized Sharrum-ken's
rule. The 'standard version' of the king-list tersely reports:
'At the time of Naram-Sin, Shamshi-Adad went to Babylonia.'
For what purpose and under what conditions he went is not
known. On the positive side, however, it is known that Ibiq-
Adad II of Eshnunna had conquered Rapiqum,1 and it is further
known from previous and subsequent captures of this border
town that the Assyrians considered Rapiqum in unfriendly
hands a danger to their security and to their lines of communica-
tion.2 And it can further be shown that the end of the rule of
Ibiq-Adad II of Eshnunna occurred a few years before Shamshi-
Adad's accession to the Assyrian throne. Dadusha's last year
corresponded with Shamshi-Adad's 29th;3 Dadusha ruled for at
least eleven years;4 his brother and predecessor, Naram-Sin of
Eshnunna, ruled for at least twelve years ;5 at least two years must
be reckoned for Iqish-Tishpak and his father, Ibni-Erra,6 and
besides there are at least six year names that are thus far un-
attributable. It becomes apparent that Naram-Sin of Assyria
despatched Shamshi-Adad, at that time a subject of his, with an
army to Babylonia, to drive Ibiq-Adad II away from Babylonian
soil. That Shamshi-Adad was successful in this undertaking can
be inferred from the appearance on the throne of Eshnunna of
two men, Ibni-Erra and Iqish-Tishpak, who obviously did not
belong to the dynasty of Ibiq-Adad II and separated the rule
of this king from those of his two sons. They must have been
placed on the throne by the victorious Assyrian army, but they
could not maintain themselves once the Assyrians withdrew
their troops.

Acting like many a successful army commander throughout
history, Shamshi-Adad then seized, on his return from Babylonia,
first Ekallatum and then, after having resided there for three
years, Ashur. To judge by the Khorsabad copy of the ' standard
version' of the king-list, Erishum II, the last ruler of the Puzur-
Ashur dynasty, must have ruled for at least two years, because in
the fragmentary line which contained the number of his regnal
years the plural sign after year is preserved. Thus it is most
likely that, for the final phase of his usurpation, Shamshi-Adad
awaited the death of his overlord, Naram-Sin of Assyria.

1 §iv, 6, 127. 2 §1, 13, 442 ff. 3 Ibid. 445.
4 Ibid. 440, n. 1. 6 §iv, 23, 1, 82. 6 Ibid. 1, 78.
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V. THE RELIGION

Since, aside from the few afore-mentioned texts from the school
of scribes, all the documents excavated in Asia Minor come
either from commercial or administrative archives, it is not sur-
prising that texts of purely religious contents are very scarce.
One such text has been known for many years,1 some others have
come to light in the excavations of the past decade. The former
text is a poem describing an evil demon, a daughter of Anum,
whom her heavenly father cast down to earth because of her
evil scheming. Yet even the evil demon's actions worked out for
the benefit of mankind—' the godless person she straightforwardly
attacked', and of the lions which might have represented a major
threat to the travelling merchants, she weakened the limbs. An
interesting feature of the text is contained in the introductory line
of the poem; it states that the demon' is one'. This' oneness' which
appears here for the first time in Akkadian literature obviously
means 'she is unique', in so far as she is 'pure* (line 1), on the
one hand, and 'evil', on the other, even as her actions work out
for the best although they are the result of wicked planning.

Another religious text of which so far only a summary trans-
lation has been published2 appears to deal particularly with the
problems confronting the travelling merchants. It tells of a black
dog lying in wait for a caravan. This black dog demon may pos-
sibly embody thirst, because the text continues to speak of the
daughters of the sweet-water god Ea and of drawing pure water
from the river. This latter reference is of particular interest
because, as is well known from the abundant material from
Lagash, one of the daughters of Ea was intimately connected
with the rivers and canals around this Babylonian city; it was
Nanshe, the divine patroness of Nina whose identity with the
original patroness of Nineveh was suggested above.3 A similar
relationship may well exist between another religious text from
Kanesh4 and a text from Lagash; for so far as can be judged from
the few words of the Kanesh text published in translation only,
both invoke reeds and reed thickets as the gods' favoured plants.5

Religious features such as these, common to the Babylonian
city of Nina and the Old Assyrian material, may well bear wit-
ness to Ninevite influence on the religion which otherwise is
overwhelmingly dominated by the national god, Ashur.

1 §iv, 24. 2 §v, 1, 20 f. 8 See above, p. 731 with n. 1.
* §v, 1, 21. 6 For Lagash see G, 16, 6, sub h.
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Even though texts of a purely religious nature are rare,
allusions to religious subjects are sufficiently numerous to pro-
vide information about the ideas of the Assyrians in the early
centuries of their history. Their national god Ashur embodied
for them more or less their homeland and their capital city. While
the people of Sippar swear their oaths by Shamash and their king,
those of Babylon by Marduk and their king, the Assyrians swore
by ' the City and the prince' (nis alim u rubaimf- or ' the City and
the lord'.2 The fact mentioned above that the supreme court
building was at the foot of the Ashur temenos also suggests that
it actually represented a religious court over which the king pre-
sided as Ashur's earthly representative. It is significant in this
respect that, on the seal with which he legalized the judgement
of the city,3 Sharrum-ken (Sargon I of Assyria) was called
'issiakkum of the god Ashur',4 whereas in other instances the
title is followed by the 'City of Ashur'5 and again in others by
'the divine City of Ashur',6 thus proving without any doubt the
identity, in the view of this period, of the god and the city. When a
man had to be absent from the city of Ashur for an extended period
of time, the members of his family who remained in Assyria
urged him to 'come and see the eye of Ashur',7 or, in another
instance, 'to seize Ashur's foot'. Ashur was assumed to disap-
prove of a person who, for the sake of earning more money,
remained absent from his city for an extended period of time.
Two women, after having consulted various priestesses and
women-seers in the capital city, write to Imdi-ilum, one of the
prominent members of the Assyrian business community at
Kanesh: 'Ashur warned you over and over again. You love
money, (but) neglect your soul; can you not do Ashur's will in
the City! Urgent! When you hear this message come and see
Ashur's eye and save your soul! '8 In a letter written by the afore-
mentioned Pushu-ken, who corresponded repeatedly with the
royal house, he mentions that he 'asked the god' for a certain
number of years before he set out to Asia Minor; and he obviously
was afraid to incur Ashur's wrath by extending the leave of
absence he had been granted. All this notwithstanding the fact
that there were sanctuaries of Ashur in the major cities of Asia
Minor.9 It was probably in order to exculpate those merchants

1 §iv, 5, 277, n. c.
2 Ibid. 11, 15, n. a; 76, n. d.; cf. the frequent personal name IH-alum, 'My God

is the City'. 3 See above, p. 760. 4 §v, 5, pi. v, Abb. 4.
s G, 4, 4 ff. 6 Ibid. 4, n. 3. ' §iv, 8, 75.
8 §v, 2, no. 5. 9 See above, p. 718.
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whom their business compelled to spend the greater part of their
lives in Asia Minor that a certain religious theory extended
Ashur's rule from the homeland on the Tigris to the far-off pro-
vince. Instead of being merely 'god of the land' (as he was called
in the afore-discussed supreme court building) or 'king of the
land', Ashur was sometimes called Sharra-maten, 'king of the
two lands', the second land of Ashur obviously being the region
around Kanesh. However, the merchants' wives who remained in
Ashur do not appear to have been convinced by this solution.

The 'City' which thus appears to be virtually identical with
the god Ashur was also an administrative organ. The envoy of the
city, together with the kdrum Kanesh, was the executive power in
Asia Minor, and the afore-discussed letter requesting a contribu-
tion to the construction of the fortification wall by Ikunum was
transmitted to the pertinent officers by 'the envoy of the City*.
This same administration called 'the City' also took part in the
profitable business of sending merchandise to Asia Minor for
sale there; in many cases the lead shipments from Ashur are
reported to have been provided with the 'seal of the City*. That
here again the ruler himself presided over the city organization is
suggested by a letter in which, even though the beginning is broken,
the formula 'before Ashur and my god I will bless you', indicates
that it was written on the king's initiative, for only he uses this
formula.1 The letter deals with the shipment of merchandise
among which was a large amount of lead 'with the seal of the
City'. A letter addressed by the kdrum Kanesh to all the kdrum
organizations under its jurisdiction and to its own envoy in Tukhpia
deals with a shipment of lead belonging to the City.2 The paral-
lelism between this letter and that dispatched by the same sender
to the same addressees on behalf of the ruler when he wished to
raise funds for the fortification wall makes it clear that here again
the owner of the lead was the organization headed by the 'prince'.

As was intimated above when discussing the functions of the
supreme court building, one of the important attributions of the
god Ashur was the administration of justice. It will be recalled
that one of the gates of this building was named from the 'oath of
the god of the land'. Oaths invoking the 'god (or) goddess of the
oath' are said to have recently come to light in the excavations
at Kanesh.3 It is also worth noting that in Kanesh, in the absence
of a building such as the musldl at Ashur, testimony was given

1 §v, 3, 1, no. 189J. y+ 7.
2 §v, 8, plate 34a, no. K. 155, now numbered K. 326.
3 §v, 1, 20.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



766 ASSYRIA, <:. 2600-1816 B.C.

and judgements were rendered in the presence of 'Ashur's
dagger' or 'Ashur's boomerang',1 the idea being that the one
who gave false testimony or who passed an unjust judgement
would be struck down by these weapons. This idea appears, in
fact, to be expressed in Erishum's muildl inscription, but the con-
text is too fragmentary to make out what would have happened to
him who 'arose for false testimony' and to the judge who pro-
nounced a false judgement. Honesty and dependability were, of
course, vital in a business community in which, at least among
the Semites, much of the business was done on credit.

By his nature, the god Ashur is the heavenly sphere referred to
in the Epic of Creation by the Sumerian designation AN.§AR. Yet as
the genuinely Sumerian pantheon does not contain a deity of this
name and function—closest to it would be the Sumerian AN—it
is obvious that AN.SAR is a comparatively late Sumerianization of
the Assyrian god's name. That Ashur was originally a deity of west
Semitic origin can likewise be inferred from the Epic of Creation
where Ashur is said to be the son of Lakhmu and Lakhamu.
The fact that these two divine names appear in the variant forms
Lakhma and Lakhama, i.e. with the ending a of the Amorite deter-
mined state, suggests a-priori that they belong to the west. If it is
further remembered that in the western part of the Fertile Crescent
city names are frequently composed of a divine name preceded
by beth, 'house, residence of (e.g. Beth ' Anath, Beth Dagon, Beth
Shemesh, Beth El, Beth Ba'al), it is apparent that 'Bethlehem' is
a name of this type containing the divine element Lekhem. As
west-Semitic Shemesh appears in Amorite as Samsum, Lekhem is
bound to appear as Lakhmu. In other words, Ashur's father and
creator is one of the deities worshipped in 'Beth Lekhem'. This
conclusion is well in line with the evidence referred to above,2

that Ilaprat, another deity worshipped by the Assyrians of the
Old Assyrian period, likewise originated in Bethlehem.

Second in importance among the gods of the city of Ashur was
Enlil, who had both a temple and a temple tower. The origin of the
cult of Enlil which, at first approach, seems surprising in a
country where Sumerian influence was virtually non-existent,
becomes manifest from a passage in an inscription of Esarhaddon3

who connects the cult of Anu and Enlil with Baltil; accordingly,
he was of the opinion that these cults actually belonged to the
pre-Semitic period of the capital city. That this opinion is correct
in so far as Enlil is concerned is apparent from the important

1 §v, 6. 2 See above, p. 720.
3 §111, 4, 2,11. 27 ff.
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role the weather-god plays in the Hurrian pantheon.1 When
Tiglath-pileser I and others allude to the sanctuary of the 'Old
Lord' {belu labiru)? they obviously refer likewise to the weather-
god of the former Subarian population without, however, using
for this Hurrian deity the Sumerian name Enlil. In fact, it may
have been during the Old Akkadian period that this name was
applied to the pre-Semitic weather-god of the capital city. Among
the Old Assyrian merchants, the cult of this deity was not
popular. Only a few men bear theophorous names composed with
the element Enlil.3

Far more popular was the west Semitic weather-god Adad
from whom almost one-tenth of the men in the Old Assyrian
texts were named; it may be stated here that, at least in so far as
Assyria is concerned, the pronunciation of this divine name was
Adad as evidenced not only by Middle Assyrian spellings such
as that already quoted4 and by the Nuzi name Re-sa-dd-ad-we, but
also by Old Assyrian writings such as Si-la-da-ad? Among the
Assyrian rulers of this period even as among their Babylonian
contemporaries names composed with the element sumu or, in
the Amorite form used in Babylonia, sumu, 'the holy name', are
rather frequent. Ilu-sum-ma has the meaning 'God is really
the holy name', while Erishum (i.e. Irishum) signifies 'He who
shepherds is the holy name'. Outside the royal family, however,
these names were not popular. Very popular, on the contrary, was
the astral Ishtar, both as the planet Venus, as which she appears
under the name Ishtar kakkubum, 'Ishtar, the star', and as
Ishtar-sad, the star Sirius.6

Some significant insight into the religious ideas of the Old
Assyrian period can be derived from the scenes depicted on the
seal impressions which are found on the letters and documents
from Asia Minor. Taking as a typical example the finely en-
graved seal of Sharrum-ken,7 one sees to the right a deity seated
on a throne; in the style of the period, the god is characterized
as such by the archaic sheepskin frock and the horned crown.
Before the deity's head there is a lunar crescent including a
sun-emblem, characterizing the seated deity as Ashur, the god of
the heavenly sphere comprising both the sun and the moon. A
lower deity, likewise with a horned crown and a sheepskin frock,
but walking and raising one hand toward the seated god in the
attitude of adoration, introduces the king, whom he holds by the

1 See above, pp. 731 f. 2 G, 3, 87,1. 87; §1, 3, 200,11. 20-32.
3 §iv, 8, 32. 4 See above, p. 753.
5 §iv, 8, 2. « §v, 4. 7 §v, 5, plate v, Abb. 4.
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hand, into the presence of the supreme god. The lower deity is
characterized as the moon-god by the lunar crescent behind his
head. This scene which recurs on many Old Assyrian seals with
individual variations is easily explained as a dream vision which
the king beheld when he retired for his sacred sleep on the summit
of the temple tower. Frequently it was an order for the construc-
tion of a sanctuary which the god conveyed to the king in such an
interview. However, as is known from an inscription of Senna-
cherib as well as from biblical passages, in the course of the inter-
view the supreme god was also expected to bestow upon the
human being that sublime wisdom which was to enable him to
give authoritative orders agreeable to his divine lord.1 It is in
full agreement with this religious idea that, according to the
results of the excavations at Ashur, the temple towers belong to
the oldest buildings traceable in the city.

It is equally significant that the god introducing the king into
Ashur's presence was the moon-god. For this shows that Sin, who
was the royal family's patron god in the Neo-Assyrian period,2

played a preponderant role in Assyria's state religion already in
the Old Assyrian period. Among the Old Assyrian merchants,
one-tenth of the theophorous names are composed with the
divine element Sin. The percentage is even higher if names com-
posed with Laban (the moon-god's name in the Lebanon region)
or with elements such as Washib-Uri are included in the count.
Several priests of the moon-god (kumrum) are mentioned in the
texts. Incidentally, it should be stated that, in spite of various
spellings, the pronunciation of the moon-god's name in Assyria
throughout the centuries was Sin; this can be gathered from spell-
ings such as Si-in-is-me-a-ni,3 Si-in-rabi* Si-ri-me-ni? etc. The
frequency of personal names composed with the divine elements
Ishtar, Sin, and Shamash shows that basically the Assyrians were
worshippers of the heavenly bodies. That these deities also
figured as the protective gods of the various tribes and clans can
be gathered from exclamations such as ' May Ashur, Amurrum,
and Ishtar kakkubum, the gods of our fathers, look on as wit-
nesses!'6 The strong west-Semitic ties which the Assyrians of
this period still maintained in spite of their having been sedentary
for more than half a millennium are shown by the fact that the
gods most frequently mentioned in these exclamations as the
'gods of my father' or of 'our fathers' are Amurrum, Ilaprat,

1 §i, 11, 84 ff. - Ibid. 73 ff., with n. 198.
3 §v, 3, 1, no. 97,1. 16. 4 §11, 14, no. 224,1. x + 8.
5 \v, 9, no. 23, 1. 2; no. 20,1. 3. 6 §v, 7, 43 with n. 71.
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and Ishtar kakkubum, all three of whom belong to the western
part of the Fertile Crescent. In view of the preponderant role
which the cult of the stars played in Assyria ever since the Semites
replaced the original Subarian population, the possibility must be
reckoned with that those portions of the Epic of Creation which
deal with the creation of the heavenly sphere and of the stars
originate in Assyria in the Old Assyrian period and not in
Babylonia where they are without parallel.

VI .THE CALENDAR

The fifth tablet of the Epic of Creation begins by relating that
the creator assigned to each of the great gods his position in the
sky, each star or stellar constellation being the image of one of
the gods.1 He then defined the year as consisting of twelve
months to each of which he allotted three constellations so that
ten days corresponded to one constellation. The month thus
was divided into three ten-day periods. Calendars of this type
are well known to have been in use by the Egyptians and by the
Arabs who, at least linguistically, divide the month into three
decades of days. The Old and Middle Assyrian calendar was of
this type. The following are the names of the months as used in
the Old and Middle Assyrian periods: Ab sharrani; Khubur;
Sippum; Qarratum; Tanmarta; Ti'inatum or Sin;2 Kuzallu;
Allanatum; Belti-ekallim; Narmak Ashur sha sarratim; Narmak
Ashur sha kinatim; Makhur ill. Several of these names betray
the astronomical origin of the calendar: Tanmarta, '(heliacal)
rising',3 was, at least theoretically, the month of the heliacal
rising of Sirius, the brightest of all the fixed stars. As mentioned
before, this star was represented in the pantheon of the Old
Assyrian period by the goddess Ishtar-sad. Belti-ekallim, the
name of the ninth month, was the name of a goddess re-
presented in the sky by the large fixed star Vega (a Lyrae), the
heliacal rising of which occurred in the course of the fourth month
after the rising of Sirius. The name of the twelfth month, Makhur
ill, 'Meeting of the gods', refers to the conjunction of the moon
and the Pleiades preceding the latter's heliacal setting.4 The
second month, Khubur, 'the nether world', was the month of the
heliacal rising of the Pleiades which represented the Evil Seven,
a group of seven deities hostile to mankind who were believed to

1 §vi, i, 136. 2 §vi, 6, 36, n. 4.
3 §vi, 2, 91. 4 §11, 10, 144 with n. 2.
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reside in the nether world. Hence the early part of the second
month was dedicated to the service of these evil spirits.1

Besides the time-unit month, the Assyrian calendar contained
a time-unit called hamustum which had originally contained five
days. For the sake of convenience, however, two such periods
were usually joined so as to form ten-day units, traces of which
are still found in documents from the time of Ashur-uballit I.
These periods, even as the years, were named from officials, so
that each ten-day period bore the names of two men.

The eponym year did not have the same length as the com-
mercial year, for the annual change of eponym moved slowly
backwards through the months; hence the eponym year was
determined either by an astronomical phenomenon such as the
heliacal rising of a certain star or by an agricultural season. The
commercial year, on the other hand, appears to have comprised
365 days, the extra five days most likely having been added in
the form of an intercalary month every six years. To be sure,
intercalary months are mentioned neither in the Old nor in the
Middle Assyrian texts. However, there is evidence that at the
time of the eponym change a month was sometimes doubled in
such a way that the month which ended one eponym year was
repeated as the first month of the next eponym year. In this way,
for instance, the month Narmak Ashur sha kinatim of eponym A
was followed by the month Narmak Ashur sha kinatim of the
eponym A +1 .

Even as in other countries and ages where a calendar based on
a year of 365 days was being used,2 the months of this calendar
moved slowly forward through the seasons or, in other words, the
seasons moved slowly backward through the months, the speed of
this move amounting to one month every 120 years. An adjust-
ment of the Assyrian calendar to its original seasons was made in
the reign of Shalmaneser I (1272-1243 B.C). However, since
after this calendar reform the months continued to move slowly
away from the seasons to which they belonged, the Assyrians
turned increasingly toward the Babylonian luni-solar calendar.
Double dates equating an Assyrian and a Babylonian date occur
at the time of Tiglath-pileser I, and eventually the Assyrian
dates together with the Assyrian month names became entirely
obsolete.

1 §vi, 5- 2§vi,4»4ff-
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CHAPTER XXVI(«)

GREECE, CRETE, AND THE AEGEAN

ISLANDS IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

I. DEFINITION OF THE INQUIRY

T H E Bronze Age in lands bordering the Aegean Sea was a
period of roughly two millennia that followed the age of Neolithic
cultures. The name is not perfectly accurate; men did begin to use
metals more or less systematically in this time, but chief among
them at the outset was natural copper, not yet deliberately alloyed
with tin. None the less the phrase has useful connotations, reflecting
the Greek memory of an older yeVos /xeponcav avdpconaiv ^aXxetov,
and it is firmly established. The terms Chalcolithic and Copper
Age, logical and correct in themselves, are now best reserved for
Anatolia and other areas where their meanings have won accept-
ance.

As a source of confusion the name of the metal is of minor
consequence. More perplexing are the formidable quantities of
material remains that have been gathered in three generations of
archaeological research, for they beckon the student of this area
to conclusions more positive than are in fact justified. Since
written records are lacking in Greece during the early period with
which we are here concerned, one must rely upon stratification
and comparison of objects at the known sites in order to establish
a relative chronology. An approach to absolute dates may be
made through proven relationships with Egypt and Mesopotamia,
but these are few in number and less exact than one is often led to
suppose. New and promising methods of dating, including
particularly the process of radiocarbon (C—14) analysis, are still in
experimental stages and the results they yield must be regarded
objectively. Important facts to bear in mind are that much of the
excavation in the Aegean area was carried out by pioneers in the
field, often without adequate means, before proper methods had
been devised; that superficial exploration and the testing of
stratified sites by trial trenches alone have sometimes given de-
ceptive results; and that objects of similar appearance are not
necessarily contemporary or directly related to each other.

These limitations accepted, one may turn with confidence to

[ 7 7 « 1
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the real advances in knowledge that have been made, thanks to a
goodly company of philhellenic scholars from many lands.

Geographical divisions had a significant influence on events
and on the development of civilization in Greece, in early as in
later times. Certain general similarities of culture in the Early
Bronze Age seem indeed to have existed, and these have some-
times been taken as proof of a widespread uniformity: simple
village life, peaceful communication, primitive but somewhat
idyllic existence before the age of the palaces in Crete and the
succeeding era of Mycenaean power. But a picture of that sort
is not accurate. There were fortresses and relatively great wealth
in some places, poor hamlets in others; there were inland people
and coastal people, farmers and seafarers. Discoveries in recent
years have altered the image of amiable savages dwelling in
fraternal if rather unenterprising accord, and have substituted a
more realistic appreciation of the facts.

Macedonia and Thrace in the north are large and rich by
Aegean standards, and had cultural relations extending into the
Balkans and north-western Asia Minor. Southward, beyond
mountain barriers, are the wide plains of Thessaly. The valley of
the Spercheus makes a transition to east-central Greece, which
embraces Phocis, Locris, Boeotia, the Euripus and Euboea.
Attica, as always, had local peculiarities while maintaining con-
tacts with northern neighbours, with the islands of the Aegean,
and with the nearer parts of the Peloponnese. Corinthia and the
Argolid make up a fairly unified district, which also looked to-
ward the Cyclades and Crete. Achaea, Arcadia, and Laconia,
archaeologically less well known than the eastern regions, were
inhabited in this period and not isolated. The Spartan land may
have had contacts with Crete from very early times onward.
Messenia and Elis, beyond big mountains, were not altogether
cut off from the Aegean world but naturally had another outlook,
as did the north-western mainland and the Ionian Islands.

In the following account these areas will be surveyed separately,
not exhaustively but with attention to some of the principal
archaeological evidence, and with outlines of stratigraphical
observations at a few characteristic sites. A truly historical treat-
ment cannot be undertaken at present, but some general con-
clusions will be summarized. The accepted terminology is
employed, the major periods being called Early, Middle, and
Late (E., M., L.), while the cultural areas are designated by the
words Helladic, Cycladic, and Minoan (H., C , M.); 'Mace-
donian' and 'Thessalian' as parallel designations are not yet
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Map 13. Early Bronze Age sites in Crete.

sharply defined. Chronological divisions of the periods, often
three in number, are called phases and marked with roman
numerals; occasionally there are smaller subdivisions which are
distinguished by letters.

II. NORTH-EASTERN GREECE
MACEDONIA AND THRACE

Sites of early settlements abound in the broad plains of Macedonia
and Thrace, but archaeological investigation has not yet moved
far enough to provide a clear image of the cultures that they
represent. Surveying and recording of the mounds began at the
close of the First World War, when various services and facilities
of the French Armie d'Orient were usefully employed to this end.
The report of these activities by Leon Rey is of basic importance.1

Thereafter exploration was extended by others, especially W. A.
Heurtley, who tested many of the mounds and incorporated his
observations in a comprehensive handbook that appeared in 1939.2

A few Neolithic sites have been properly excavated, but the Early
Bronze Age is known chiefly from surface explorations and sound-
ings. These show more than a score of sites around Thessalonica
and northward in the valley of the Axius and the basin of Lanka-

Mn.6. 8 §11, 1.
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dhas, a concentration in Chalcidice, and a scattering westward in
the valleys of the Tserna and Haliacmon rivers. The long coastal
strip eastward from Mount Pangaeum to the Hebrus awaits
exploration; remains assignable to the Early Bronze Age are
known at Dikili Tash near Philippi,1 and one cannot doubt that
the whole region was inhabited in this period.

At Kritsana, the site of a small settlement in Chalcidice, six
building levels were distinguished in the test pits.2 All are assigned
by Heurtley to the Early Bronze Age, though Neolithic sherds are
plentiful in the first strata. Whether there was truly a chronological
overlapping of the cultures, here or at other places in Macedonia
where mixtures of this sort have been noted, is not yet ascertained.
Pottery reminiscent of late Troy I is found in the early strata at
Kritsana. This probably indicates some contact with the Troad,
and the presence of similar wares and shapes (for example incurving
bowls and hori2ontal lugs with flaring ends) in E.H. I contexts at
Eutresis in Boeotia suggests a further extension of the same in-
fluences.3 The earliest stratum at Kritsana produced a copper pin
and one piece of Melian obsidian. From succeeding deposits
came jugs with high spouts, cups and tankards, and handles
belonging apparently to askoid vessels. These may well represent
the stage of ceramic development that is seen in the middle phases
of the Early Bronze Age in Greece (E.H. II) and western Asia
Minor. Sauceboats, which are hallmarks of the second E.H.
phase in the south, are not well attested in Macedonia.4

Burning is recorded in the third and fourth levels at Kritsana,
but neither here nor elsewhere in this region is there clear evidence
of an invasion or a sudden change of culture. Progress is gradual,
reflecting neither the disaster of Troy II nor the abrupt breaks
that may be seen at the end of E.C. II and E.H. II in the
islands and north-eastern Peloponnese. A single sherd of E.H.
Ill patterned ware, small but unmistakable, was found in the
sixth layer at Kritsana and indicates some slight contact with the
south in this period, a time when the Argolid seems also to have
been in touch with Troy IV. Bored hammer axes begin to be
used earlier in Macedonia and Asia Minor than in southern
Greece, and small terra-cotta double hooks ('anchors') are re-
ported in the lowest strata of the Chalcidian site, whereas they
appear only in the fourth settlement at Lerna.5 These are dis-
tinctive objects, and a proper understanding of their wide dis-

M u . 3 - 2 §11, i, 17-22. » §ir, 1, 166-7; §111, 7, 137-48.
4 §11, 1, 190, no. 312.
6 G, 5; G, 9; G, 26; §111,9, vol. xxv, pi. 47; vol. xxvi, pi. 42. See Plate 60 (c).
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semination may ultimately give a useful clue to interrelationships.
Wheel-made pottery is reported in stratum III at Kritsana, the
technique having come perhaps from north-western Anatolia
where it was known from Troy lib onward. Horses are said to
have appeared in central Macedonia in the Early Bronze Age,
but exact contexts are not given and the zoological evidence needs
verification;1 equus caballus is not surely attested in southern
Greece or north-western Asia Minor till the Middle Bronze Age.

It seems not improbable that bearers of Bronze Age culture
arrived first in Chalcidice and moved steadily onward into the
region of the Axius and westward, superseding the earlier
population but settling occasionally on the same village sites and
adopting local ways. Some Neolithic sites, on the other hand,
were abandoned. Of the architecture little can be said at present;
houses were apparently small and crowded, their walls built of
crude brick, usually on stone socles. Further excavation could
quickly provide much information. The sites are easily recognized
standing conspicuous in the plains, often in the form of a high
rounded eminence on a broad flat table. One which exhibits this
characteristic shape is Vardarophtsa on the bank of the Axius,
where tests revealed strata and objects that correspond in most
respects with those seen at Kritsana.

THESSALY AND THE SPERCHEUS VALLEY

Investigation of prehistoric sites in Thessaly began effectively
with the work of Tsountas in the years 1901-32 and was carried
on and extended by Wace and Thompson in 1907—io,3 others
contributing supplementary researches. After a long interval
excavations were resumed in the 1950's by the German Institute4

and by Greek archaeologists. The results have made the Neolithic
cultures relatively well known, but, as in Macedonia, major
settlements of the Early Bronze Age have not been examined ex-
tensively. Here too sites abound, since the rich soil supported a
large population; but deposits are deep, containing tons of disin-
tegrated crude brick from the walls of buildings (stone was far
away in the hills); hence archaeological digging is slow and costly.

The area is large and local variations are so numerous that
ceramic wares and chronological phases have tended, even more
than elsewhere, to be designated by the names of sites where they
are best known or most typical. The painted pottery of Dhimini is

M»,i ,88. M»,7-
8 §n ,8 . « %n, 4; §11, 5.
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the hallmark of Tsountas's second Thessalian period, Neolithic in
character. Long recognized as probably somewhat later are the
two classes called after Larissa and Rakhmani. A question re-
mained whether these three overlapped each other in time or
were successive, and whether the E.H. period of southern Greece
was contemporary, at least in part, with the stages represented by
them. The German excavations at Argissa and elsewhere seem
now to show that the Larissa and Rakhmani classes, themselves
distinct, are clearly later than that of Dhimini. Milojcid assigns
them to a Copper Age. The Early Bronze Age, which he finds to
be roughly contemporary in Thessaly with that known in the south,
follows in sequence.1

Few examples of the architecture of this period have been
discovered. At the sites around Larissa house walls were made
almost entirely of crude bricks and clay. Sometimes wooden
posts gave extra support. Stratified debris shows that the occu-
pation, notably at Argissa, lasted a long time; slow change and
development are evident in the pottery, which may be assigned to
three stages. In the earliest of these one may see affinities to Troy I;
the second yields bowls and other vessels that have distant
parallels in E.H. II. Glazed ware (coated with Urfirnis) and
fragments of sauceboats are reported both here and in the
vicinity of Volo, but this material has not yet been published in
detail. Anchor hooks of terra-cotta occur in the late strata at
Argissa, where also there are evidences of widespread destruction
by fire.

Soundings made in 1909 at Tsani Magula2 in the great south-
western plain of Thessaly showed that settlements of the Early
Bronze Age followed those of the Neolithic period. Glazed ware
is said to have begun in the third of the eight strata that were
distinguished. It is not common, being perhaps an imported
product. The shapes resemble those of E.H. I and II (shallow
bowls and askoi), but high-swung handles and a small bowl with
everted rim may possibly be related to types that occur further
south in E.H. Ill, and one terra-cotta 'anchor' was found.

Places in the south-eastern region, Phthiotis, were occupied
also in the Early Bronze Age, among them certainly Zerelia and
probably Phthiotic Thebes.3 Some of the objects from the upper
(post-Neolithic) strata at Zerelia suggest parallels of a general sort
with materials of Troy II—IV and of middle and later E.H.
phases in Central Greece. With these was found a small seated
ithyphallic figure in terra-cotta, unlike anything known in the

1 §n, 5,19. 2 §11, 8, 135-49. 3 §11, 8, 150-69.
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south and matched only by another similar but larger figure from
the region of Larissa.

In the valley of the Spercheus, the border land between Thes-
saly and central Greece, a large mound near Lianokladhi was
tested by Wace and Thompson in 1909, giving useful and
promising results.1 Above a Neolithic layer there is a second
layer, quite distinct, which contains the local version of glazed ware
in shapes assignable to middle phases of the E.H. period, for
example bowls and askoi. In the third principal layer, again sharply
set off, remains of a house were found, its walls straight but the
angles irregular. Some of the pottery is in wheel-made grey
Minyan ware, ring-stemmed goblets being plentiful. Vases with
linear decoration in dull paint are also abundant, and the settle-
ment has been assigned without question to the Middle Bronze
Age. It must now be noted, however, that some of the shapes and
patterns seem very close to those of the fourth settlement at
Lerna (E.H. III). The significance of this similarity is not alto-
gether clear. Surely the whole thick layer represents more than a
single phase of occupation, since it contains a typical M.H. cist
grave above one room of the house. Possibly it represents a stage
that began in the final years of the Early Bronze Age and con-
tinued into the fully developed M.H. period.

III . CENTRAL GREECE: THE EASTERN SHORES

The regions from Mount Oeta and the range of Callidromus south-
ward to Cithaeron, comprising chiefly Phocis, Locris and Boeotia of
classical times, yield abundant evidence of habitation in the E.H.
period. The valleys are small but fertile and water is not lacking,
the river Cephissus flowing through them into Lake Copa'is, which
drains partly underground into the Euripus. Central Euboea is geo-
graphically related to this area of the mainland but is yet insular and,
not surprisingly, shows numerous connexions with the Cyclades.
The rich Crisean plain and western Locris should be taken with
this region also, though shut off by Mount Parnassus and looking
naturally across the Gulf of Corinth to the Peloponnese.2

Orchomenus was one of the principal centres from very early
times, but the report of the excavations of 1903-5 leaves much in
doubt. The same is true of the old explorations of Phocian sites.
Eutresis near Leuctra, south-west of Thebes, provides the most
reliable key to developments at the beginning of the Bronze Age.

1 §n, 8,171-92. 2 §m, 10; §111, 20.
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EUTRESIS IN BOEOTIA1

Eutresis was occupied in the Middle and Late Neolithic periods,
and then again, probably without a chronological interruption,
at a time when heavy grey-brown pottery2 of sub-Neolithic types
was in use. This ceramic ware resembles some early fabrics of the
Cyclades, Lemnos, Lesbos, and Troy I closely enough to indicate
that it belongs to the same cultural stage and, one may infer,
roughly to the same period. It may be thought to carry over
traditions of the latest Stone Age, but the threshold has been
passed.

Early Helladic I, with its characteristic red burnished pottery,
is represented in a long series of successive buildings and habi-
tation-levels at Eutresis. Miss Goldman observed many, begin-
ning with cuttings in virgin soil that marked the places of round
huts. At least eight levels were noted in the supplementary
excavations of 1958. Early in the sequence was a round building,
a precursor perhaps of the Rundbauten at Orchomenus but
singular in having a deep well-like shaft at its centre. This was prob-
ably not a well, since water was more easily accessible at a spring
nearby; one may surmise rather that it was associated with worship
of chthonic powers. The succeeding structures seem to have been
rectangular, and there were many pavements made of pebbles or
rough cobblestones. Samples of carbonized wood taken from the
lower, but not the lowest, strata yielded C-14 dates of 2670 + 59
B.C. and 2673 ± 72 B>c>3

The red burnished ware of this period, which is found also in
north-eastern Peloponnese, is exemplified abundantly at Eutresis
in bowls and small jugs and jars.4 Notable also are a large two-
handled basin in buff ware with red bands, and numerous sherds
with incised and stamped patterns which are a characteristic
feature of Cycladic decoration. Trade with the islands was
undoubtedly maintained. Miss Goldman assigned to the end of
E.H. I a neat rectangular house that was discovered on the
southern plateau at some distance from the chief mound of
Eutresis.5 It contained a store of objects, including one sauceboat,
an early example of the vessels that become plentiful and typical
in the succeeding phase, E.H. II.

The change from the first to the second main phase seems
quite clear at this site, where, if one may judge from the small
areas sampled, it occurred quickly. Buildings become larger;

1 §in, 7; §111, 13. 2 See Plate 56 (a). * G> I?>

* See plate 56^) 6 §111, 13, 12-15.
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objects of copper appear more frequently; in pottery, which is
still handmade without the wheel, the biscuits are thinner and
harder, often coated with glaze (Urfirnis), and new shapes appear:
in addition to the sauceboat there are askoi, squat pyxides, and a
multitude of small saucers.1 These changes may indicate the
arrival of other people with new ideas—presumably a peaceful
incursion since there are no signs of violence—or an improvement
in communications, or technological discoveries that affected
economic conditions. Comparable developments took place else-
where in central Greece and in parts of the Peloponnese.

Early Helladic II is represented by a series of houses, streets,
and floor-levels at Eutresis. Most notable among the remains
discovered is House L, a large building, rather irregular in plan,
with three rooms.2 The western, innermost, of these (Room III)
had a pan-hearth, bothroi, and a stone bench. It has been sug-
gested that the room, and perhaps the whole building, served
religious purposes, a theory strengthened by the discovery that it
stood beside a big funnel-shaped cavity that still existed in the
ground over the much earlier tholos and shaft of E.H. I. House L
was altered and repaired more than once and may be supposed to
have been in use over many years altogether. C—14 analysis of char-
coal from the earliest floor in room III gave a date of 2431 + 58 B.C.3

There is no evidence that House L was immediately superseded by
any other building in E.H. II, but it is possible that strata have been
lost here, or even that the area was left vacant for a time. There
are no signs of a general conflagration or other major disaster at
the end of this phase, a fact conspicuously in contrast with evi-
dences of destruction at the corresponding stage in the Argolid.

Remnants of walls and floors testify to a succession of houses in
E.H. Ill, among them an ample rectangular megaron, House H,
and some very small horseshoe-shaped structures. Hearths were
built beside the walls rather than in the centre of the rooms, and
small basins of unbaked clay were made in the floors for domestic
activities of some kind. The pottery is now distinctly different
from that found in earlier strata. Sauceboats die out and the re-
pertory of E.H. II is replaced by other shapes: the two-handled
tankard, bowls with everted rims, jugs and jars of new forms.
Patterns are drawn frequently in white paint on a dark ground,4

but with this style there occur also a few examples of dark linear
decoration on a light ground, like that employed at Peloponnesian
sites in E.H. III.5 New contacts with the Cyclades bring the

1 See Plate 57(a) and (i). 2 §111, 13, 15-20; §111, 7, 151-7. 3 G, 17.
« See Plate 59 (a). 5 See Plate 59 (i).
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characteristic jug shape, with narrow back-turned spout, that
begins in the islands (for example, Paros and Melos) in E.C. III.
Terra-cotta 'anchors' are reported much earlier than this at
Eutresis but are wholly absent in E.H. III.

This final stage of E.H. habitation ended with a general burn-
ing of the town, the evidence being recognizable in a stratum of
ashes and cinders almost everywhere. A few traces of a 'transi-
tional' stage have been noted, but the next higher level follows
directly, containing all the typical marks of a M.H. settlement.

LOCRIS, PHOCIS

The three clearly distinguishable phases of the E.H. period at
Eutresis deserve close attention, since stratification of this kind
has not been reported at many other sites. There is, however, no
lack of Bronze Age settlements in the general area. Cirrha below
Delphi was occupied in E.H. II, if not earlier, and in E.H. III.1

Burning at the end of the Early Bronze Age is reported, but the
evidence is not wholly certain. Orchomenus had a notable series
of round buildings in its initial E.H. stage (probably E.H. II
rather than E.H. I) and these were succeeded by other archi-
tectural complexes, which seem to have gone on without inter-
ruption throughout the Bronze Age. One depas amphikypellon2

and a fragment of a second were found there, both of local
manufacture, imitations of the well-known vessels of Troy II
and Troy III. The late stage of the E.H. settlement at Orcho-
menus is characterized by apsidal houses and many bothroi. As
elsewhere at this time in central Greece, there is a distinctive type
of pottery bearing rectilinear decoration in white paint on a dark
ground. This is known as the Ayia Marina class, after a big
mound in the Phocian plain that was tested in 1910 and 1911 but
never thoroughly excavated.3 The ware appears to be a counter-
part of Peloponnesian pottery with decoration in the dark-on-
light style; the relationship between them needs further study.

THE EURIPUS, EUBOEA

Early Helladic settlements are found along either side of the
Euripus. At the village of Dramesi, south of Aulis, sherds repre-
senting the whole Bronze Age have been picked up on a mound
that may mark the site of Homeric Hyria.4 On the Euboean

1 §111, 10. 2 §111, 19, pi. xxm, 1; §v, 6, vol. 1, 2, figs. 381-2.
3 §i", 27. * §111, 4.
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shore just north of Chalcis a promontory called Manika1 has
remains of a considerable town that seems to have been sur-
rounded by a wall of defence. On the landward side was a
cemetery, the tombs being small chambers approached by vertical
shafts in the rock. Surprisingly few E.H. burial places have been
found anywhere, and the tombs at Manika have scarcely any paral-
lels; one at Corinth, assignable to E.H. II, and another in the area
of the Athenian Agora, believed to be of earlier date, may be cited.2

Among the offerings in the Euboean tombs were pots and stone
objects of E.C. types and a series of long-beaked jugs that find
parallels in Anatolia. Clearly the inhabitants of Manika, like those
of other towns on the eastern coasts of Greece, were seafaring
people who engaged in trade across the central Aegean. That some
of them came originally from the Cyclades is not unlikely, but of
this one cannot be sure.

Two bowls of heavy gold and one of silver, with incised recti-
linear patterns, are among the treasures of the Benaki Museum in
Athens.3 They are said to have come from Euboea, and may have
been in a single tomb (this is uncertain, and even their genuine-
ness has been questioned). If not made locally, these very fine
pieces may have been imported from the Cyclades or from Asia
Minor, probably in an early phase of the Early Bronze Age.

ATTICA AND AEGINA

Burnished red pottery like that of the early strata at Eutresis has
been found in various places in Attica, showing that here too the land
was settled in the first stage of the Early Bronze Age. The valleys
and plains are smaller and agriculturally poorer than in Boeotia
today. Probably there was more woodland and better earth in the
third millennium B.C., but even then the inhabitants looked to the
sea. Their settlements are generally near the coasts, often on little
promontories,4 and sea-food was a principal element in their diet.

These first successors to the extensive Neolithic population
may well have reached Attica from the islands. The earliest settle-
ments have not yet been thoroughly investigated. In the second
E.H. phase, of which more is known, contacts with Cycladic
culture are clearly marked. Graves at Ayios Kosmas,5 the Cape
Colias of classical Greek times, were stone-lined cists, often built
with a small symbolical doorway that could not have been used in

1 §111, 24, 1-20; §m, 31, 292-306. 2 §111, 15; §111, 26, 235.
3 §111, 25, 11-14, 211-12. 4 See Plate 57(r).
5 §111, 22.
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practice. Similar graves have been found at half a dozen other
coastal sites, all being of types known from cemeteries in Syros
and elsewhere among the islands. The burials themselves and
many of the funerary offerings, pottery with incised and impressed
decoration, stone vessels, and figurines of white marble, are
wholly Cycladic in character, whether their connexion with the
islands was immediate or remote.

Not only the burial customs, which are especially revealing,
but the ways of life in general suggest affinity with the people of
the central Aegean. Most conspicuous are the great quantities of
obsidian from Melos that appear all along the Attic coast.1

Obviously it was imported in a rough state, to be chipped and
worked into blades and other tools, some for local use and some
for trade with inland settlements.

Domestic architecture is seen best at Ayios Kosmas, where
two successive strata of E.H. remains were distinguished by
G. Mylonas. In plan the houses are roughly rectangular, made up
usually of two rooms and a small courtyard that opens on to a
narrow street. Some of the roadways were paved, and the pot-
holes filled, with beach pebbles. From the arrangement of the
buildings it seems almost certain that the roofs were flat, with
only a slight pitch for drainage. Hearths and traces of built
furniture were found in the rooms. The characteristic pottery of
both phases includes sauceboats, askoi, and small saucers typical
of E.H. II, and it is to this stage that the entire early settlement
should be assigned.2 At the end it was destroyed by fire, like many
other establishments of this age, probably by the same wave of
invaders who sacked the Argolid. Ayios Kosmas was deserted
thereafter for a long time. Only a handful of stray potsherds
assignable to E.H. Ill and the M.H. period came to light in the
excavations.

Changes in the level of the coast have caused sites of this kind
to be partially eaten away by the sea. It is not known whether
Ayios Kosmas and certain of the other sites were fortified in E.H.
times. Some undoubtedly were; among them, for example, small
acropolises at Raphina and Askitario in eastern Attica,3 inhabited
in E.H. II, and a considerable town across the southern waters in
the island of Aegina.4 The site of the latter is a headland near the
modern port, marked now by a lone column of a classical temple.
It was partially excavated but the results have not been fully pub-

1 hm, 34-
2 Pace the excavator, §111, 22, 157-62; cf. Archaeology, xm (i960), 81.
3 §111, 29; §111, 30. i §111, 33, 11.
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lished. Segments of massive circuit walls, built in successive periods
of the Bronze Age, were uncovered. Pottery of E.H. II was found
here, and it appears probable that at least one of the walls belonged
to the same flourishing period as is attested in Attica, in the third
settlement at Lerna in the Argolid, and at Chalandriani in Syros.
The settlement in Aegina continued to be occupied in E.H. Ill
but objects assignable with certainty to that phase are notably
rare on the Attic mainland.

THE NORTH-EASTERN PELOPONNESE

Corinthia and the Argolid, though broken by much barren hill
country, are yet thrown together geographically by the great
barrier of mountains on the west. Their centres are two rich well-
watered plains, where the chief cities were to be established in
classical times, but many other smaller valleys supported flourish-
ing settlements. Rarely united, these were yet closely interrelated
at all times. In the Early Bronze Age the whole region was popu-
lated; scores of sites are known and a dozen of them have been
excavated in the past half century.

Neolithic villages preceded a number of these. There has been
a question whether material elements of the latest Stone Age
culture persisted for a time alongside the earliest Helladic, since
pottery of both types was found together in intermediate layers at
a few places, for example at Corinth itself and at Gonia nearby.1

Evidence of conflict has not been observed, and one supposes that
the earlier stock was indeed not wholly destroyed when the new
people arrived, but it now appears probable that the cultures were
distinct and successive.

The E.H. period was of long duration in this area. It may be
divided for analysis into three principal phases, E.H. I, II and III,
which correspond approximately with those observed elsewhere,
notably at Eutresis in Boeotia. Some of the sites were inhabited
in all three of these successive phases, others in only two; some
may have thrived in one only. The earliest phase is not well
defined as yet. Red and brown pottery, slipped and burnished to
varying degrees of lustre, is found at representative settlements
from the Isthmus south to Asine. Simple rounded shapes are
normal at these sites, as in central Greece, and a few incised pieces
in the same strata show that here also relations with the Cyclades
began—or were maintained—at the beginning of the Bronze Age.

1 §m, 3; §m, 32.
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LERNA IN THE ARGOLID

A mound beside the Lernaean spring, south of Argos, was ex-
cavated in the 1950's and yielded extensive information about the
second and final phases of the period.1 The strata were remarkably
well preserved at this place, and a brief description of them may
be useful. Underlying the E.H. are Neolithic deposits more
than three metres in depth, assignable to major periods called
Lerna I and II. These go back probably to the earliest pottery-
making culture and end with traces of an occupation that may be
related to the' Larissa' and' Rakhmani' stages in Thessaly. There-
after, during a considerable interval, the site was apparently not
inhabited, since nothing assignable to E.H. I came to light in the
excavations.

Lerna III was founded by new settlers and was occupied
throughout the long period of E.H. II. Soon after their arrival
these people levelled the site, cutting away the higher parts and
filling the hollows, and then turned it into a fortified citadel,
encircling it with a double wall which had interior compartments
and projecting towers. Large buildings occupied the space
inside this fortress. Solidly constructed, each may have stood for
many years, but occasionally they were razed and replaced. In
one part of the site this happened at least six times. A palace,
known as the 'House of the Tiles', which replaced a similar
building of earlier date, was the last and finest in the series.2

Rectangular in plan, about 12 metres by 25 metres, it was divided
into many rooms and corridors and had stairways leading to at
least one upper storey. The main entrance was at the eastern end,
the back door being at the west, and another door, which led
directly to the upper apartments, being on the north side. The
brick walls and their stone socles were coated with plaster, and the
gabled roof was covered with flat rectangular terra-cotta tiles.
There were wooden jambs in some of the doorways and heavy
timbers must have been used in the superstructure. This palace
seems to have been in the course of construction or remodelling,
and the walls of the citadel to have been temporarily dismantled,
when a great fire destroyed them, marking the end of the period.

The pottery of Lerna III belongs to classes already well known.
It is all handmade. Some is coated wholly or partly with glaze,
some has a light-coloured lustrous slip, and much is plain. The
sauceboat, most striking of E.H. shapes, belongs exclusively to
this period. With it occur askoi and small saucers, basins, two-

1 §111,9. 2 See Plate 58(a).
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handled jars, and lentoid pyxides.1 Painted decoration is rare on
these pots. Big pithoi are encircled by raised bands, which often
bear impressions of rough cylinder seals. Valuable property was
stored in jars and boxes, and these were secured with clay that was
stamped with small round seals.2 Here the designs are deftly
executed and display extraordinary versatility in a strictly limited
field. One regrets the lack of other decorative art from this
period; it may have been executed only in perishable materials.

An era ended at Lerna with the burning of the House of the
Tiles, and in the whole surrounding region there are evidences
of a similar catastrophe. To be sure, fires occur accidentally every-
where from time to time, and one cannot always be sure which are
contemporary, but it is extremely probable that the great round
building at Tiryns,3 which had a roof of similar tiles, fell at the
same time as the palace of Lerna III. There was a disaster also at
nearby Asine,4 where one of the burnt buildings had been roofed
likewise with tiles. Everywhere the debris contains broken sauce-
boats. A few miles further north, at Zygouries in the valley of
Cleonae, houses of the same age were destroyed in a general
conflagration.5 Corinth seems to have been abandoned as a result
of this wave of violence, which left its mark on Attica also. Quite
clearly, a foreign invader had conquered the land. Just how far
his domination extended is not yet ascertainable.

At Lerna the debris of the House of the Tiles must itself have
formed a huge mound. Here a strange thing happened. People
carried away a vast amount of the fallen matter, leaving only a
low convex tumulus, circular and c. 19 metres in diameter, to
mark the place of the great building.6 A ring of stones was set at
the border, and for some time—decades perhaps—nobody en-
croached upon the awesome ground within it.

New inhabitants soon occupied the area around the tumulus
and built a town of different character. There were no great
fortifications. The houses were relatively simple, many being
apsidal in form and comprising a large rectangular hall with its
central hearth, an open portico with one or two wooden columns
between antae at one end, and a semicircular room at the rear.
It has long been known that apsidal houses of this type were
built in M.H. times, but we see now that they were introduced
before that, in the fourth main period at Lerna which spans the
final phase of the Early Bronze Age, E.H. III. Shorter than the

1 See Plate 56 (</). 2 §111, 14.
3 §111, 21, vol. in, 80-8. 4 §111, 11.
5 §111, 6. 6 §in, 9, vol. xxv, 165. See Plate 58(1}).
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preceding phase, it was yet not negligible. Generation succeeded
generation, and remains of no less than five substantial houses
have been found in some parts of the site, one above the other
in sequence.

A new array of pots and artifacts appears also in Lerna IV.
There are no more sauceboats, and other old forms drop out. In-
stead one finds tankards and small cups, two-handled bowls with
everted rims, and round-bodied jars with flaring mouths.1 Recti-
linear patterns occur often, drawn usually in dark semi-lustrous
paint on light ground, occasionally in light paint on dark surfaces
as in Phocis and Boeotia. Bowls are made in a thickly slipped
ware, red, brown, or black, and a few of them in a light grey ware
that is indistinguishable from the fabric known as Minyan. Some
vases of Lerna IV, especially those in grey ware, show unmistak-
able marks of the potter's wheel. Imported vases are rare, the
most notable being ajar of Trojan shape, probably from Troy IV.
Small anchor hooks in terra-cotta occur in this period. Near the
level of transition to Lerna V was found a bone object with a row
of hemispherical bosses on one side, related to similar pieces from
Troy, southern Italy, Sicily and Malta.2

The transition from the fourth to the fifth period at Lerna
occurred without any violent interruption. There were certain
changes in customs, as will be shown in a later chapter, and it
is not improbable that another wave of new settlers arrived at
this time. Lerna V was a typical M.H. town.

THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS IN ARGOLIS AND CORINTHIA

Archaeological evidence from previous excavations in Corinthia
and Argolis seemed to indicate that cultural development was
gradual and peaceful throughout the Early Bronze Age, and that
it ended with violence at the time of a M.H. incursion.3 But a
discrepancy between the sequences of major events at Lerna and at
neighbouring settlements is highly improbable. Local differences
existed of course even in small districts; here, however, it is a
question of an overwhelming invasion by foreigners, and the
testimony of the recent excavations cannot be ignored. Only by
an heroic stretch of the imagination could one suppose that
marauders took Lerna and maintained themselves there for some
150 years, supplying pottery and other goods to neighbouring
communities of the older population, before a second wave of
migration came to destroy the rest of the towns. A more plausible

1 See Plate 60(a) and (i). 2 G, 8; G, 9. 3 G, 13; G, 31, 81-3.
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interpretation of the evidence is that the foreign invaders reached
the Argolid together and defeated the local population at the end
ofE.H. II.1

Chance, clearly, has played a deceiving role at some of the
sites excavated earlier, particularly at Zygouries and Asine where,
as a result of erosion, the strata representing E.H. Ill were almost
entirely lacking above the burnt houses of the preceding towns.
The painted ware of this period occurs sporadically at many of the
sites. At Tiryns it is plentiful but in a layer not easily accessible
below the Mycenaean palace. Only at Lerna has the layer been
found intact.

Absolute dates derived from C—14 analyses indicate that the
House of the Tiles and certain smaller buildings immediately
preceding it spanned at least parts of the twenty-third and twenty-
second centuries B.C.2 The great fire may have occurred around
2100 B.C., and the new settlement, Lerna IV, may have lasted
until the middle or the end of the twentieth century. There is
considerable variation and latitude in the results of the several
tests, however, and these dates cannot be taken as precise.

In summary, we may say that the region was inhabited from the
beginning of the Bronze Age. Early Helladic I, a period about
which not enough is yet known, is represented by deep deposits at
some sites and may well have occupied several centuries. Early Hel-
ladic II is widely represented from the isthmus southward through
the valleys of Phlius, Nemea, and Cleonae to the Argive plain
itself and eastward in Epidauria and the Hermionid. Since this is
the time of the sauceboat, a shape that is distinctive and often to
be recognized even in small fragments, one may be led to give the
period undue prominence when surveying the material evidence,
but we can scarcely be wrong in seeing it as a long and prosperous
era. There was trade throughout the region; it is known, for
example, that big pithoi from the hand of a single, perhaps
itinerant, potter were used at Zygouries, Tiryns, and Lerna.3

Commercial relations were maintained with the Cyclades and
probably also with Crete directly, as well as with central and
southern Peloponnese and the mainland north of the gulf. It is
important to observe that certain seals and sealings from Asine4

that have often been adduced as evidence of synchronisms with
the Aegean islands and Egypt belong not to the last phase of the
Early Bronze Age but to E.H. II, a time of seafaring when

1 The argument is presented at greater length in §111, 8.
-• 2 G, 17. 3 §111, 8, 293.

4 §111, I I , 234-9; §v, 7;§v, 10.
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mariners undoubtedly coasted the eastern Mediterranean and
may even have crossed straight over to Africa.

Some of the old towns and villages were reoccupied in E.H. Ill
after the invasion; not all, and not in every case at the sites that one
might think most favourable. Corinth seems to have been aban-
doned,1 while certain of the smaller places in the district flourished
again. Some new sites may have been settled at this time. They
were presumably less numerous than those of E.H. II.

About the origin of the newcomers we can only guess. The
apsidal houses that they built, derived in form, one supposes,
from simple huts and tent-like structures, point to a pastoral and
semi-nomadic ancestry, perhaps in the north. The connexion may
be very remote, however, since architectural types are persistent
in a culture over long periods, if changes of natural surroundings
do not compel people to adopt other forms. The pottery of the
period might be expected to offer a clue, since it exhibits dis-
tinctive shapes and decorative patterns, but nothing quite like it
has been found in other regions. It is rare even in Boeotia, and
scarcely known farther north. Probably the closest parallels are
to be seen in the painted wares of E.C. Ill, for example in the
later phases of the first city at Phylakopi in Melos, and this fact
coupled with ties between Lerna IV and Troy IV gives reason to
look for connexions in the east. Further study of the bored stone
hammer-axes and other domestic tools of E.H. Ill may shed more
light on the problem.

IV. THE CENTRAL PELOPONNESE AND
THE WESTERN COASTS

ACHAEA, ARCADIA

The narrow strips of habitable land in Achaea, where steep slopes
below Cyllene and Aroania come down to the Corinthian gulf,
have not been thoroughly searched for early remains. Settlements
probably existed there, where the soil is good and water plentiful,
as also in the upland valleys of northern Arcadia. The central
plateau, on the other hand, is known to have been occupied. A
mound near the village of Ayioryitika (Hageorgitika) in the
eastern part, where the main road from Argos enters the plain,
yields evidence of habitation in E.H. times after a long Neolithic
period. Another strategic area, in western Arcadia, around
Heraea where routes descend to Elis, is reported to be the source

1 §i"> 8,300.
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of a rare and wonderful object, a gold sauceboat that was acquired
by the Louvre in 1887, long before the date and associations of
the shape were known.1

Asea in the south-central part of the province was excavated
thoroughly in the years 1936-8.2 The site is high on a rocky
eminence that dominates one of the valleys and the main road
from Tripolis to Megalopolis, presumably always a chief path of
communication. There was a settlement here in Neolithic times
and throughout the Bronze Age. Walls of rectangular E.H.
houses were found. Some of the pottery is probably assignable to
E.H. I; much belongs certainly to E.H. II, and only a little to the
final phase. There had been disturbance of the ground through
constant rebuilding at this site, obscuring the stratification, but the
sequence seems very similar to that of the Argolid. Fragments
of E.C. pottery, found chiefly in the lower strata, show that
relations with the islands had also been established early, even
in this remote region of the interior.

LACONIA

Laconia has been much more intensively studied, and though
excavation of E.H. sites has not advanced far yet, surveys show
that the whole valley was settled in this period.3 Evidences of
habitation appear at a score of places and more are being found.
Since observation has been limited chiefly to surface reconnais-
sance it is not surprising that readily identified fragments, like
those of sauceboats and in general of vessels bearing charac-
teristic coatings of slip and glaze, should dominate the list, perhaps
more heavily than statistics from excavations will ultimately
support. At present one sees a heavy preponderance of the types
that belong to E.H. II in the Argolid and a lack of those which
are characteristic of E.H. Ill, for example the distinctive pat-
terned wares and new shapes. It remains to be determined whether
the sequence of events and development in Laconia was different
from that in the north-eastern districts across the barrier of
Mount Parnon.

Recent investigations of a site at Ayios Stephanos have revealed
a series of cist graves, some of which contained pots that are
typical of E.H. II.4 As noted above, burials of that period have
been unaccountably rare at the mainland settlements examined
up to now, and those which have been found are almost all at

1 §iv, 5. See Plate 56(f). 2 §iv, 10.
3 §iv, 19; §iv, 20. * §iv, 17.
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places with strong Cycladic affinities. In form these graves of
southern Laconia resemble those of M.H. cemeteries.

The Laconian gulf looks southward toward Crete, and it
will be surprising if evidence of relationship with E.M. culture
is not forthcoming. There are stepping stones on the way.
Early Helladic pottery and much obsidian are reported from
a large site on the islet of Elaphonisi off Cape Malea,1 and
the soil of Cythera has produced both Helladic and Minoan
objects. A veined marble jug found there is closely related to
E.M. II vessels from Mochlos.2

MESSENIA; MALTHI

Sites of a dozen or more E.H. settlements have been recorded in
western Peloponnese.3 Only one, Malthi in Messenia, has been
thoroughly excavated, and even there certain questions are left
unanswered. The term Helladic itself must indeed be applied
with some reserve to the early period in this region, for the word
is associated with a typically Aegean culture which was thinned
out and altered when it first reached the west coast, coming into
contact with other influences from the Adriatic sphere. These
different strains and the purely local developments have yet to be
analysed and defined. A systematic gathering of the evidence has
begun \ it is a fruitful field for research.

The settlement at Malthi4 was on the top of a large rocky hill
commanding a chief passage from the northern Messenian plain
to the sea. Its surface is very uneven and the ancient deposits
have suffered from erosion. Below the remains of a large fortified
town of the Middle and Late Bronze Ages walls and debris of
earlier habitations were found. The most ancient pottery is
assigned to the Neolithic period; next come deposits and remains
of straight and curving house walls that the excavator dated in the
time of E.H. II and III. Three graves seem to belong also to this
period. There were two architectural levels, and at least one of the
apsidal houses could be shown to belong to the older of these.
Precise distinctions could not be made in most cases. In the
associated strata there was very little glazed ware of E.H. type;
some jars have a shape that is not unknown in E.H. II, but no
sauceboats or askoi could be recognized with certainty; and the
few fragments of patterned wares that were called E.H. may be
intrusive. The ceramic sequence is confused by constant recur-

1 §iv, 20, part ii, 146-8. 2 §v, 30, 53; §iv, 20, part 11, 148-60.
3 §iv, 14; §iv, 16. 4 §iv, 18.
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rence, throughout all strata from Neolithic to Mycenaean, of
coarse vessels with rough incisions which were classed together
in the publication as 'Adriatic Ware'. In eastern Peloponnese
these are closely paralleled in the earlier phases of the M.H.
period but not at other times.1

Thus at the present stage of our knowledge it seems not
improbable that Malthi, after a modest occupation in Neolithic
times, was nearly or quite abandoned till the late phase of the
Early Bronze Age, and that it was resettled only after the civili-
zation of E.H. 11 had collapsed in the north-east. Further evidence
of activity at this time is being accumulated; a remarkable
tumulus with pithos burials,2 said to be one of many in the region
around Pylus, is perhaps to be dated in E.H. Ill rather than in
the fully developed M.H. age. The exact chronology remains
hypothetical, however.

THE COASTAL REGION, ELIS

Habitation in E.H. II is attested along the coast. Sauceboats
and other pots in fabrics unquestionably assignable to this phase
have been recorded at Ayia Analepsis near Methone and north-
ward at various sites to Pheia, the sanctuary of Olympia, and Dyme
at the mouth of the Corinthian gulf.3 Recently a very early grave
was discovered at Elis.4 Communication with the Aegean was
doubtless maintained by sea, and it is significant that marble
figurines of Cycladic types appear on these western shores.5

Obsidian is found also, but it is not yet known whether this came
from Melos or across the Ionian Sea from Lipari.

THE NORTH-WEST

On the northern shore of the Corinthian Gulf, over against
Patras, there were settlements at Kryoneri in the Neolithic and
Middle Bronze Ages but E.H. objects have not yet been found
there. Pottery of the Early Bronze Age is reported further north
at Astacus and across the water in Cephallenia and the little
island of Meganisi,6 as well as at excavated sites in Ithaca and
Leucas. Prehistoric sherds from Dodona7 are difficult to classify;
they are probably not older than the Middle Bronze Age and

1 §iv, 18, pi. i, i ; cf. §iv, io, fig. 106. 2 §iv, 12, fig. 55.
3 §iv, 13. 4 Ergon, 1961, 178-9.
5 §iv, 14; §iv, 15. 6 §iv, 3.
7 &,„ 8
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seem to indicate affinities with Macedonia. A site in Corfu1 has
yielded pottery of sub-Neolithic types quite unlike that of Aegean
Greece but suggesting parallels with Molfetta in Apulia.

ITHACA AND LEUCAS

The settlement at Pelikata near the northern tip of Ithaca was
carefully tested by W. A. Heurtley in 1930-1.2 Little remained
of the houses, which had been demolished repeatedly by the
earthquakes that afflict this region; the debris was often found to
consist of stones from fallen walls, packed into hollows to level the
ground. This tidy practice has been observed at other E.H. sites
also. In spite of the ruinous state of the architectural remnants,
none the less, it is clear that Pelikata was occupied in two of the
main phases that are known in eastern Greece. Certain of the
areas examined produced pottery that must be assigned to
E.H. II: sauceboats, askoi, saucers, basins, and jars. In two
other areas these types were rare but there was material character-
istic of E.H. I l l : patterned ware, including a bit of an imported
tankard and a sherd with a frieze of opposed triangles and vertical
strokes; numerous two-handled bowls with everted rims;3 and a
terra-cotta double hook. Significantly, the same two areas yielded
some Minyan ware in the upper levels. The excavator rightly
observed that these elements reflected a strong influence from
north-eastern Peloponnese, a conclusion now reinforced by our
knowledge of the fourth settlement at Lerna.

Dorpfeld's unshakable conviction that modern Leucas was
ancient Ithaca, and that the house of Odysseus was to be sought
there, sustained him through years of excavation with meagre
returns and led ultimately to valuable discoveries, a cave at the
south end of the island, occupied in Neolithic times and there-
after, and cemeteries of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages in
the Nidri plain on the eastern shore.4 His interpretation and
dating of the tombs were mistaken but his report of the facts is
clear and sound. The earlier group comprises thirty-three round
tumuli over circular stone platforms, with burials in the mounds
and, occasionally, just outside. The circles range from 2-70 metres
to 9-60 metres in diameter. On them the dead were burned,
according to Dorpfeld, but not completely consumed, before the
remains were placed in individual graves. The first of these
graves were built in the platforms themselves and those which

1 §iv, 4. 2 §iv, 9.
3 §iv, 9, fig. 20; cf. §in, 8, pi. 70, i, and cf. Plate 6o(^). 4 §iv, 6.
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followed were set in the covering mound or near it. Pithoi con-
tained some of the skeletons, while others were placed in cists
that were constructed with large flat slabs or walls of smaller
stones; still others in plain pits, which, however, may have held
wooden sarcophagi.

Funeral gifts, found chiefly in the pyres, include gold and
silver ornaments; bronze blades, tools and a fishhook; flint points
and obsidian blades; and numerous pots. Sauceboats, askoi,
squat pyxides, and certain bits of plastic decoration show un-
mistakably that there were direct connexions with Aegean
culture of the second E.H. phase and presumably that the
settlement here represented was roughly contemporary. Yet this
cemetery remains unique except for resemblances in the tumuli
of Messenia and elsewhere in the western Peloponnese, which are
clearly later in date, and one may not assume that the Leucadians
were wholly of the stock from which the E.H. peoples came.

V. THE ISLANDS OF THE AEGEAN

Obsidian, the hard black volcanic glass that splits to make sharp
points and blades, provided the early people of the Aegean area
with many of their cutting implements. There are beds of it in
several of the islands, but by far the most important source is a
high ridge, now called Dhemenagaki, near the eastern shore of
Melos. Big lumps of the substance lie thick on the surface.
Gathered here from remote Neolithic times onwards, it was trans-
ported not only to the other islands but virtually to all parts of
Greece, the northern Aegean and western Asia Minor, if not
further still.

The wide distribution of obsidian is clear testimony, if any
were needed, that people moved about freely among the Cyclades
in the Early Bronze Age. There are scores of islands in the
archipelago, almost all having bays and harbours that offer shelter
to small craft. The land is steep and rocky, poor in water, soil and
vegetation. Agriculture was never very rewarding; fishing and
trading were always the natural pursuits of men. Stylized repre-
sentations of ships and waves and fishes appear in the decoration of
their early pottery. It is not clear just how the ships were built, but
we may suppose that oars and sails moved them easily from one
harbour to another in fair weather, over the length and breadth
of the Aegean and occasionally well beyond its limits.

Fixed settlements were plentiful in the Cycladic islands, most
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of them being situated on the bays and promontories, but some
inland. Not many have been excavated; certain of them have been
covered and largely obliterated by the towns of later ages, down to
modern times, as people continued to choose the same sites for the
same reasons as the earliest inhabitants, but even more have been
lost by erosion. Since clay for brick-making was scarce, the walls
of houses were often built all of stone and when they fell they
were scattered down the hill-sides instead of remaining in heaps
and gradually forming mounds. One site in Melos, at a place
called Phylakopi on the north coast, was systematically investi-
gated in the years 1896-9 and again briefly in 1910.1 This has
provided much of the stratigraphical information that we have.
The rest comes principally from the fruitful researches of
Chr. Tsountas who explored widely and excavated hundreds of
tombs in various islands during the period 1894-8.2 In the
twentieth century excavation in the Cyclades has not been exten-
sive. Clearly much new work is needed.

The big islands on the eastern side of the Aegean, though
showing relationships with the central group, are more directly
associated with Anatolia in the Early Bronze Age. Reliable
testimony is provided by full reports on sites in Lesbos and Samos3

and by preliminary reports from Chios and Lemnos.4 Little is
known of the early period in Thasos and Samothrace, where the
principal connexions were presumably with the north.

PHYLAKOPI IN MELOS. EARLY CYCLADIC III

At Phylakopi the excavators distinguished three successive archi-
tectural periods. The latest is marked by remains of a palace and
segments of a great defensive wall that belong obviously to the
Late Bronze Age, and the preceding period is clearly assignable,
on the evidence of imported pottery, to the Middle Bronze Age.
Houses of the first settlement have therefore been dated logically
to E.C. times. Chronological problems remain, however; for
this early period in the islands spanned many centuries and its
subdivisions are not easily determined.

Below the footings of the first walls at this site there were
deposits of earth that contained pottery of a different kind, ob-
viously still more ancient. It resembles the type found in a cemetery
at Pelos (sc. TPJXO?) further inland.5 No architectural remains
could be associated with these very early deposits at Phylakopi.

1 §v, 2;§v, 11. 2 §v, 28. 3 §v, 19; §v, 22.
4§v, i8;§v, 4. 6§v, 13-
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It seems probable that there was a long interval, with very little
if any substantial habitation of the site, between the time of the
Pelos wares and the establishment of the so-called first city. The
latter may well have been contemporary, throughout much or
most of its existence, with the third E.H. period on the mainland.
Certain ceramic shapes and some of the incised patterns that are
typical of Phylakopi I find their closest parallels in period IV of
the settlement preceding the Samian Heraeum, in Troy IV and V,
in the fourth period at Lerna, and even in the first Middle Hel-
ladic phases in the Argolid and at Eutresis.1 The first painted
wares of Phylakopi ought probably to be recognized as counter-
parts of late E.H. patterned wares on the mainland. Rare or
wholly absent at the Melian site are certain types of objects, for
example frying pans and sauceboats and marble vessels, that are
common in other islands—an indication that the first real town
at Phylakopi was not built until their time had already passed.

THE SEQUENCE OF EARLY CYCLADIC PHASES

It is convenient to refer to initial, middle, and late phases of the
Early Bronze Age in the islands as E.C. I, II and III. These
terms are not yet precise; one must bear in mind that the phases
are not necessarily co-terminous with those on the mainland (still
less with the E.M.), and that they may not correspond exactly
at all places in the islands themselves. With these reservations,
however, we may say that Phylakopi I represents E.C. Ill in
Melos. The preceding stage is to be found elsewhere.

In 1915a limited excavation by Rubensohn in the Phrourion
of Paroikia in Paros revealed parts of a settlement in which both
straight and curving walls occurred.2 The pottery matches that of
Phylakopi I and II; nothing, or almost nothing, of earlier types
was found. The site was occupied, then, in E.C. Ill and M.C.
times. In the same island, however, other places had been investi-
gated previously (in 1897) by Tsountas. He opened tombs at
Pyrgos and cleared remains of houses among which there were
rectangular and apsidal forms.3 Apparently similar to those of the
Phrourion, they are in fact earlier. A goblet from one of the rooms
is closely related to mainland vessels of the second E.H. phase
and the pottery in general belongs to a large Cycladic class that is
best exemplified in Syros.

1 §111, 13, figs. 255-6. 2 §v, 25.
3 §v, 28, parti, 168-75.
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CHALANDRIANI IN SYROS. EARLY CYCLADIC II

At Chalandriani on the north-eastern coast of that island more
than five hundred tombs were cleared by Tsountas in 1898.1 The
early town (not excavated) and the cemeteries occupied a sloping
terrain high above the shore. The summit of a nearby rocky hill,
Kastri, which is all but isolated by deep ravines on the landward
side, was fortified with a thick wall and projecting U-shaped
towers. Inside the fortress there were scant remains of rooms or
small buildings, once more illustrating apsidal and rectangular
plans.

Chalandriani, the centre of what is often called the 'Syros
culture', was an important place and its foreign relations are
significant.2 The fortifications on the acropolis are obviously
similar to those of the third settlement at Lerna (E.H. II) and
belong probably to the same epoch. In the debris were found
part of a depas amphikypellon of Troy II or III, a jar with seal
impressions which have been likened to designs of the First
Intermediate Period in Egypt but may be even earlier, a remark-
able silver diadem assignable to E.C. II, and crucibles and moulds
for manufacturing copper tools. There can be little doubt that the
stronghold flourished in the second phase of the E.C. period.

The cemetery must have been used over a long period but the
graves are consistent in type. They were small walled chambers
with corbelled slab covers of a form that is paralleled at Ayios
Kosmas in Attica. Regularly there was a doorway in the side,
symbolical rather than practical. Single burials were normal; in a
few graves intermediate floor-slabs were inserted above one group
of bones to make a resting place for the next. Offerings were
plentiful: copper pins and tweezers, colouring matter in decorated
bone tubes, marble figurines, stone vessels (relatively few in
number), frying pans and jars in burnished ware with incised and
stamped patterns, sauceboats and saucers duplicating those of the
mainland, and fine pots with linear decoration in lustrous dark
paint on a light ground.3 This painted ware is of, or very near, the
class that occurs in E.H. II (not E.H. Ill) at Peloponnesian sites.
It appears in other islands also, for example in Siphnos and Naxos.4

Correspon dences between Chalandriani and the stratigraphically
certified remains of E.H. II on the mainland are sufficient, it
would seem, to prove close relationships and contemporaneity.

1 §v, 28, part 11. 2 §v, 7; §v, 10. 3 See Plate 61 {a).
4 Papathanasopoulos, G.A., Ru/tActSt/ai Na|ov,I . In Arch. Deltion, 17 (1961/2),

104-51.
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Further, it seems probable that this flourishing centre was wholly,
or almost wholly, abandoned at the end of the period which we
are calling E.C. II, since parallels with the third phase (for
example, in Melos and Paros, and in E.H. Ill) are lacking. The
beginning of the settlement at Chalandriani, on the other hand, is
not so easily correlated with developments elsewhere. That there
was an established culture in the islands still earlier, in what one
may call E.C. I, is not to be doubted, but its chronological limits
cannot be sharply defined as yet.

EARLY CYCLADIC I

The graves at Pelos contained pottery that must be assigned to
one of the first stages of the Early Bronze Age, chiefly jars and
pyxides with simple incised patterns. This is the stage of the so-
called 'Pelos culture', to which objects in Amorgos, Antiparos,
and other islands have been attributed, largely on typological
grounds and not without disagreement among the experts.
Certain pieces from Naxos, as yet inadequately published, may
belong to it. Schachermeyr observes that some of the vases and
figurines have an underlying Neolithic character; this is true,
though the line of development to the period of Chalandriani is
also clear. A steatopygous figure in marble from Naxos, if not
truly Neolithic, looks back to the Stone Age, as does another
(of Cycladic origin ?) that was found in Athens, and there are
further examples in museums.1 Recent excavations at Kephala in
Ceos have produced pottery of primitive types, including some
with burnished patterns and part of a scoop-like vessel that
finds a close parallel in Sesklo, possibly contemporary with the
'Dhimini period'.2 Until further evidence is forthcoming E.C. I
must be left suspended between late Neolithic times and the
period when imported elements of E.H.II become recognizable
in the islands. The existence of a real break or distinct change
between E.C. I and E.C. II has not been demonstrated.

MARBLE OBJECTS AND POTTERY

Marble is found in many of the islands, and the people used it
from earliest times as material for their splendid craftsmanship,
producing vases of many shapes and a long and wonderful series
of human figures.3 The latter have been discovered throughout

1 §v> 9; §v» 17; §v> 31- 2 Hcsperia, xxxi (1962), 265 and pi. 9 2 / .
3 §v, 31.
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the Cyclades; they occur also in Crete and on the mainland,
brought perhaps by islanders who settled for a time at coastal
centres to trade. The types differ. Truly steatopygous female
statuettes are rare, but small flat fiddle-shaped 'idols', thought to
be derived from a squatting Neolithic type, are plentiful. They
vary considerably in shape; some have cursorily incised features
and there is a general resemblance to Trojan types, with which
they are roughly contemporary. More distinctive is the class of
naturalistic but highly stylized figures, standing with arms crossed
over the chest.1 Most but not all are female. Sexual characteristics
are not emphasized, and only in a few instances is the abdomen
swollen slightly to suggest pregnancy. The head is elongated and
tilted backward; the features sketched, sometimes painted. These
figures are block-like, austere, and yet delicate; rigidly uniform
as a class but displaying infinite minor variations. Although
generally about 20 centimetres high, they range in fact from tiny
miniatures to three-quarters life size. The largest, and many of the
finest, are from Amorgos. Most attractive of all is another series
depicting musicians, a standing flute-player and a seated harpist
from Keros, a harpist from Naxos and two more from Thera,
marvellously joyous people.2

Most of the figurines and statuettes were found in tombs, but
some come from houses in the settlements. Hundreds of them
are known. Clearly they had a special significance to the islanders,
and at a time when representations of human beings were very
rarely made on the mainland. Their chronology has not been
determined precisely. The little flat ones may be typologically
closer to an old tradition, but they overlap the naturalistic class.
Both kinds appear in the E.C. I and II phases; they were much
less common, if indeed they were made at all, in E.C. III.

Heavy dark-coloured burnished pottery is characteristic of the
early period. Many pieces are decorated with incised or stamped
patterns or both.3 There are a few basic shapes. The name 'frying
pan' is a technical term; these objects are not pans at all, for the
ornament is on the flat side and was meant to be seen. They would
serve as lids but surely had some further special significance,
equipped as they are with strange projecting handles and marked
often with a female pubic triangle. They occur at Ayios Kosmas in
Attica and at Manika in Euboea, where Cycladic influences are
very strong in E.H. II, but also at other mainland sites in E.H. I
as well as E.H. II contexts. Stamped patterns are normal at
Chalandriani but not at the more ancient island sites which go

1 See Plate 62 (a). 2 See Plate 62 (4) and (c). 3 See Plate 61 (6).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



THE ISLANDS OF THE AEGEAN 799

back to E.C. I.1 Another typical pattern is made up of impressed
triangles (Kerbschniti) so arranged as to leave a zigzag band. True
and 'false' spirals joined by tangent lines are common in many
variations; the basic motif is thought by some to show a derivation
from northern Bandkeramik. These designs appear not only on
frying pans but on a series of jars with rounded bodies and tapering
necks, standing usually on a high foot, a shape seen also in
marble (E.C. I and E.C. II). The pyxis, another common form
in the islands, is often decorated with simpler hatched patterns.

From the various elements of early culture in the Cyclades that
are summarized above one derives an impression of general
uniformity in the first phases. Contacts with lands on the borders
existed, but evidence of' colonization' from one side of the Aegean
or another has not been forthcoming. Therefore the question of
origins must be left unanswered at present. As to the course of
events, it is here suggested that a very long period of gradual
development was brought rather suddenly to a close at the end of
E.C. II, in a period when there is evidence also of sharp distur-
bances both in Asia Minor and in parts of the Greek mainland.
The following stage, E.C. Ill , of which we have caught a glimpse
in only a few of the islands up to now, appears to have been
distinctly different from what went before and to look forward
rather toward the Middle Bronze Age.

VI. CRETE

Successive phases of the Early Bronze Age in Crete were analysed
by Sir Arthur Evans and designated E.M. I, II and III. His
contemporaries, and most of those who carried on and extended
the investigations, adopted the same terminology and in general
the same basic system of relative chronology. This was outlined
comprehensively and with great clarity by J. D. S. Pendlebury
just before the Second World War.2 Gaps and discrepancies were
indeed recognizable already, as must soon be the case in any rigid
system of archaeological and historical classification. Evans him-
self had not failed to observe them, though he and his followers
were sure that the framework was essentially right. Since the war
new excavations and studies have revealed further problems, and
efforts to examine these objectively have produced a change in
nomenclature, the period between the Neolithic and the beginning
of the great palaces being called simply Prepalatial, without

1 §v, 7. 2 §vi, 13.
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sharply defined subdivisions. In this there are obvious advantages,
as in the altered names of the succeeding periods, M.M. and L.M.
being apportioned to Early (Proto-) and Late (Neo-)Palatial and
Postpalatial.1 But Evans's terms are so firmly established in arch-
aeological usage that they may not be wholly replaced.

Long Neolithic and M.M. sequences exist and can be observed,
at Cnossus particularly but also at Phaestus. At no site yet known,
however, is there any extensive series of E.M. remains in place
between the Neolithic layer and that of the first Palatial period. It
is assumed that the palace builders often cut away debris of the
preceding age. Undoubtedly this happened, for levelling and
grading are obviously necessary when major construction is
undertaken; but the resulting debris had to be dumped some-
where, and one might expect to find greater masses of earth
containing E.M. potsherds than have in fact been discovered
near the palace sites. For this and other reasons various students
of the problem have been led to conclude that E.M. never existed
as a major chronological stage but was a local, provincial, phen-
omenon contemporary with the Early Palatial period of the great
centres.2 This theory cannot be disproved altogether at present,
but although it accounts for certain inconvenient lacunae in the
evidence it creates too many other contradictions to be convincing.

The habitation of Crete was not uniform. The island is nearly
160 miles long, its impressive landscape being dominated by big
mountain ranges; these divide the cultivable area into relatively
small plains. The western part seems scarcely to have been
occupied in the Early Bronze Age.3 Concentrations appear in the
north-central region around Cnossus, in the south-central through-
out the Messara before Phaestus, and in the eastern, especially
around and below the Gulf of Mirabello. Connexions among them
exist clearly enough, but there are differences. Cnossus, an
important centre in Neolithic times, played a lesser role in the
E.M. period, while vigorous and fairly rapid progress appears to
have taken place first in the east and then in the south.

EARLY MINOAN I

Settlements of the first E.M. phase are generally near the shore.
The people may have been seafarers, and it seems not improbable
that they came from Asia Minor; hence their landfall in eastern
Crete and certain resemblances between their pottery and that of
Anatolian coastal lands. Incised vases of very early Cycladic type

1 §vi, 14. a G, i;§vi, IO;§VI, 11. 3 See Map 13.
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(the ' Pelos group') appear here also, and there is pottery of a sub-
Neolithic character, for example the tall chalices of Pyrgos,
dark-faced and decorated with burnished patterns.1 The latter
may be likened, though only in a general way, to late Neolithic
wares of the Greek mainland and of the Troad and Samos, if not
still further east. A distinctive class of pottery with linear patterns
in red-brown paint on a light ground occurs in the Messara,
where it may be divided into two successive sub-phases, and in the
east.2 A scrap of copper was found in an E.M. I context in
Mochlos. Crude seal-stones and figurines can be assigned to this
early stage only tentatively and on stylistic grounds. Traces of
rectangular structures in Mochlos may represent the first houses
of the period. The dead were buried in caves and rock shelters,
but also (for example, at Leben) in the first of a series of big
circular tombs.3

EARLY MINOAN II

The second E.M. phase develops from the first without inter-
ruption but with suddenly accelerated progress. Eastern Crete
continues to lead, while the south gains and the north-central
region still lags. There is an elaborate complex of buildings at
Vasiliki, the thick walls having stone socles that supported crude
bricks and a framework of timber, all coated with fine red stucco.4

Tombs also were now constructed with some care: rectangular
houses of the dead occur in the east, larger tholoi in the Messara.5

The latter went on being used thereafter for centuries and ulti-
mately held hundreds of burials with their funeral gifts. The
objects are of great archaeological interest, comprising a varied
array of pottery, jewellery, and other items, but in most of the
tombs they lay in confusion after the many successive burial
ceremonies and can now be dated only by style. Stratified
settlements of the E.M. period have not been found in the
Messara. This is one of the facts that was taken by Aberg and
others to indicate that the tholoi were not in fact earlier than the
M.M. palaces, but contemporary with them, and that all so-called
E.M. objects were to be ascribed to that time also. In reply
Pendlebury pointed out that objects of E.M. types were not
found with those of M.M. in the palaces, and he predicted that
the early settlements would be discovered ultimately, perhaps
under some of the modern villages which occupy the permanently

1 §vi, 18. See Plate 63 {a). 2 See Plate 63 (i).
3 G, 27, 120-4. 4 §VI» 15; §vi, 16.
5 §vi, 19.
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favourable sites. In any case, the sequence of burials observed
recently in a few of the tombs makes Aberg's theory untenable.

The pottery of E.M. II includes grey ware and red-on-white
patterned ware, descended from the preceding phase, and a
distinctive class of red-brown mottled ware that is associated
particularly with Vasiliki ;* in some cases the mottling was deliber-
ately controlled for its decorative quality. Tall beaked jugs of
Anatolian type are characteristic, as are squat jugs with fantasti-
cally long horizontal spouts (a shape that persists later in modified
form). Anthropomorphic and theriomorphic vessels begin. A
splendid series of stone vases, inspired undoubtedly by Egyptian
prototypes but Minoan in character, is found in Mochlos and
elsewhere.2 The materials—limestone, alabaster, variegated
marble and breccia—occur locally. There are boxes carved of
steatite. A famous lid with a figure of a reclining hound3 is
thought to have Syrian connexions. Copper is now relatively
common: tweezers, pointed tools, a double axe-head, and dagger
blades that develop from a short triangular to an elongated form.
Fine gold jewellery occurs in the tombs in Mochlos.4 The seal-
stones and figurines, most of which come from big common
graves, are hard to date accurately.

Sir Arthur Evans saw a parallel between Libyan tholoi and those
of the Messara. The stone bowls provide further evidence of con-
tact with Africa, probably in the most prosperous era of the Egypt-
ian Old Kingdom, from the Fourth to the Sixth Dynasties, though
objects of this sort obviously might survive over long periods and
therefore they rarely furnish exact dates. Relationships with the
Aegean area also were undoubtedly maintained; production of
glaze-paint for pottery may have been learned from E.H. Greece,
and figurines of Cycladic type were imported or copied. Anatolian
influences persist in E.M. II but there is no evidence of new
migrations.

EARLY MINOAN III

It is generally agreed that the third E.M. phase marks a transition
from the culture of the Early Bronze Age to that of the Palatial
period in Crete and that there is a certain chronological over-
lapping of M.M. la, especially at Cnossus, with E.M. Ill in
other parts of the island.5 To what extent these periods coincided
is not yet certainly known. Again the architectural and strati-

1 See Plate 6$(it). 2 §vi, 17; §vi, 21, figs. 152-75.
3 §vi, 15, fig.5; §vi, 21, figs. 146-7.
4 §G, 15, 55-8; §vi, 2i , figs. 200, 202. 6 §vi, 6, 137-8.
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graphical evidence is meagre. Only a few poor houses were
built over the ruins of the E.M. II complex at Vasiliki. Old
cemeteries continued to be used in east Crete and in the Messara.

Another class of pottery becomes popular at this time, taking
root firmly in the eastern and southern regions, where it persisted,
but being superseded sooner through rapid development at
Cnossus. In the new technique vases large and small were often
coated with lustrous black slip and on this ground designs were
drawn in dull white or cream-coloured paint.1 At first geo-
metrical patterns prevailed, but curves and spirals followed.
Old shapes persisted, with gradual modifications in E.M. Ill,
while new shapes were being introduced, for example those of
the hole-mouthed jars and various small cups and jugs which were
to be carried on into the M.M. period. A bridge-spouted jar that
was made in Crete at the time of transition, E.M. III-M.M. la,
was found in a tomb at Lapethus in Cyprus with red polished
pottery of Early Cypriote III.2 Jewellery and metalwork in
E.M. Ill were like their precursors, copper daggers keeping the
elongated form. Stone vessels were now less colourful. Seals of
steatite and ivory with carved handles and designs including
human and animal figures, found in tomb deposits of the Messara,
are generally thought to belong to this period.

Numerous objects of Cycladic origin make their appearance in
E.M. III. Pyxides in brown ware with incised and impressed
patterns, like those of E.C. Ill in the first city at Phylakopi, were
found at Pyrgos. Marble figurines of the developed Cycladic
type are plentiful, especially in the Messara, and are copied in
bone in Lasithi.3 Ships and fishes appearing in the designs on
seals have been taken as prototypes of the marine motifs that
became popular in later Minoan times, but they should be
recognized principally as descendants of E.C. prototypes. Close
synchronisms are not established by many of these objects, since
the finding places allow wide margins. The figurines and the
maritime designs are earlier, in origin at least, than E.M. III.
Phylakopi I, however, may well be contemporary, and a corres-
pondence with the First Intermediate Period in Egypt, suggested
by similarities among the seals, would seem probable.

Looking back over the E.M. period, one sees that its first
elements are bound up with a very early, sub-Neolithic, stage of
primitive Aegean culture, and that its third phase extends to a
time not far from 2000 B.C. The absolute date of the upper limit

1 See Plate 63 (<r). 2 §vi, 3.
8 B.S.A. xxxvi (1935-6), 116-22.
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is not known, but evidence from the Greek mainland and Asia
Minor proves that the Bronze Age began near the outset of the
third millennium and developed gradually. To reduce or eliminate
the E.M. period as a chronological entity is therefore to regard
Crete as an unaccountably slow and backward part of the Aegean
world, living a primitive life until the bright civilization of the
Palatial age came almost overnight into flower. Though not quite
inconceivable, this course of events appears extremely improb-
able. Rather, Minoan history should be seen as roughly parallel
with that of neighbouring lands.

VII. CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY

After an extensive survey of the material remains one may hope
to discern at least an intelligible sketch of human life and ex-
perience in the Early Bronze Age, but no amount of diligence in
counting sites and artifacts can make up for the lack of contem-
porary written documents, and any general picture that emerges
will necessarily be somewhat tentative, containing many blank
spaces.

It is clear that the people of the Aegean area were not a single
race or an altogether homogeneous cultural group. Part of the
human stock must have survived from Neolithic times, and new
elements made their way into various districts at different junc-
tures throughout the long period in question. When they settled
and established themselves, there was inevitably a fusion of popula-
tion and customs among neighbouring communities. Whence the
several migrations came is not yet determined; anthropological1

and archaeological data are still far too meagre to fix their origins
and the routes they followed—if indeed these can ever be fixed.
There is no reason to doubt that the chief impulses began ulti-
mately in richer lands of the east and moved through Anatolia, or
perhaps rather along its coasts, to the Aegean, but the process was
not continuous. Influences directly from Egypt were slight in the
early periods; those from the north seem not to have penetrated
significantly into the Greek peninsula, and of those from the west
only vestiges can be seen along the shores of the Ionian Sea.

Archaeological observations indicate that cultural traditions were
seriously interrupted at various times in this period. Neolithic
ways of life were superseded rather abruptly in most areas with
the coming of other people who knew the fashioning of copper tools
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and weapons,1 although stone and bone continued to be used long
afterwards for many purposes. Early in the third millennium a
current of new influences seems to have spread from north-
western Asia Minor into Macedonia and southward, sporadically
and somewhat diluted, into central Greece. About the same time
or perhaps a little earlier a parallel movement must have brought
people to the small islands of the Aegean, where Neolithic
settlements appear to have been scarce. Crete, which on the
contrary had supported human communities for several thousand
years already, was also affected. Logic suggests that the first E.H.
occupants of southern Greece itself must likewise have come by
way of the islands, but at each step along this path we find the
evidence less convincing. Objects made in Samos and Chios look
Anatolian and can be likened, for example, to others from Iasus,
Smyrna, and Troy.2 The forms had undergone a sea change,
however, before they reached the Cyclades and Crete, and still
more before their counterparts appeared in Euboeaor the Argolid.
These facts do not disprove the theory, nor do they prove that the
movement was slow and halting. In new environments people
may well have changed and adapted their ways quickly. The
Hellenizing power that the land of Greece has demonstrably
possessed in historical ages, quite apart from deliberate human
agency, presumably was active long before any people who could
be called Hellenes had come into existence.

Minor shifts in the course of development are observable in
the early strata of this period at some excavated sites. Doubtless
many were of local character. Then in certain regions—Boeotia,
for example, as seen at Eutresis—there was a more general
alteration. This is the stage which for convenience we mark as the
transition from E.H. I to E.H. II. It occurred also in other
places on the mainland, some sites being occupied now for the
first time or after a long interval. How far it extended is not
clear. In the Cyclades the dividing line eludes precise definition;
in Crete a new phase of development begins obviously with
Early Minoan II. If another migration accounts for these changes
it must have been a singularly peaceful one, for signs of destruction
and capture are not visible.

The second main phase of the Early Bronze Age has left the
greatest quantity of material evidence, the most striking types of
objects, and the most impressive architectural monuments. These
are described at some length in the foregoing account. Examples

1 Copper was worked at Kephala in Ceos.
2 §v, I; §v, 6; §v, 20.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



806 GREECE IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

of them have been found over a wide area from the Spercheus
southward and westward and among the islands on either side of
the Greek peninsula. They are not well attested in the north but
perhaps still await discovery, for their presence at Troy is beyond
question. This was a prosperous era, a time of enterprising men
who sailed the seas; sensitive imaginative people, one must think,
who brought home wealth and new ideas from their journeys.
Some were rich enough to attain a measure of power in their
districts and presumably to rule as princes from their palaces at
centres like Tiryns and Lerna, or from forts like the one at
Chalandriani in Syros, maintaining contact with their royal
cousins on the Hellespont. It was a microcosm, admittedly, and
no more to be compared with the great monarchies of the third
millennium than the Cephissus is to be compared with the Nile,
but none the less an astonishing advance over anything that had
preceded it in the Aegean.

Then toward the end of the millennium there came another
marked change, with sudden violence in the Argolid, perhaps
more gradual in central Greece, palpable also in the Cyclades if
the slender store of evidence has not deceived us. Crete seems
not to have been affected immediately, and signs of the event
are scarce in the north and north-west. The new phase, which we
call E.H. Ill, appears clearly at Lerna as a stage of culture quite
different from that which went before, reflecting an invasion by
people of other antecedents, who came we know not whence.
It was more than a local raid, since these people stayed and
established themselves over a considerable area, but the full
extent and nature of the occupation are as yet not known. There
are puzzling gaps in the evidence; for example in Attica, where
much excavation has yielded few traces of the settlements that
are attested in neighbouring provinces. Some of the material may
have been overlooked up to now; or we may ultimately conclude
that Attica was partially abandoned in this period. Almost cer-
tainly population was reduced along the whole eastern coast of
central Greece and in many of the Cycladic islands.

One wonders what happened to the survivors. Some un-
doubtedly were absorbed in the new communities. Others may
have made their way to Crete, where conditions were relatively
stable, and have joined in the final development of E.M. culture
which led to the age of the palaces. A general relationship
between the Early Helladic and Cycladic peoples on the one hand,
and the Minoan on the other, has long been recognized. Fleeing
before an invasion, a number of the former might well seek
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refuge in a kindred land, themselves too poor and wretched to make
a conspicuous impression at the moment, but bringing with them
some of their former customs and a measure of the enterprise and
imagination and grace that were soon to appear so brightly on the
soil of Crete.

In the Argolid—to which we keep returning not only because
it was a crucially important area but also because it is archaeo-
logically best known at present—the new towns and villages
maintained themselves through a period of many generations,
perhaps as long as two centuries, which makes up the final phase
of the Early Bronze Age. In some ways this period marks a
transition or a beginning, rather than an end, for in it are found
few elements of E.H. II and relatively many that are carried on
into M.H. times. However, it is not truly a part of the suc-
ceeding age, and the accepted terminology should be retained.
At more than one site there were in fact distinct breaks at the
close of E.H. I l l ; elsewhere the life of the communities appears
to have gone on without serious interruption, rapidly adopting
the new features that were then introduced. These, and the
conclusions that may be drawn from them, will be described in a
later chapter. Tentatively we may place the change at the begin-
ning of the second millennium, noting that imported pottery of
M.M. la style occurs for the first time in the earliest M.H.
stratum at Lerna.
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CHAPTER XXV 1

CYPRUS IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

I N Cyprus, as in other regions, the course of the Bronze Age has
been divided into three main stages, Early, Middle and Late. Each
stage is further subdivided into three phases, I, Hand III, which, in
their turn may be split into subperiods, A, B, and C. By analogy
with Early, Middle and Late Helladic, Minoan and Cycladic in
Greece, Crete and the Islands respectively, the terms Early, Middle
and Late Cypriot (abbreviated to E.C., M.C. and L.C.) are used.

The beginning of the Early Cypriot period synchronizes fairly
closely with the disastrous end of the E.B. 2 period in Anatolia,
c. 2300 B.C.; it may, indeed, prove to have been a direct outcome
of this major Anatolian catastrophe. Its duration seems to have
been between four and five hundred years; the transition to the
Middle Cypriot stage is an ill-defined process, but may with some
probability be placed in the century between 1900 and 1800 B.C.,
in view of synchronisms with Crete demonstrated by Minoan
vases and weapons found as imports in north Cyprus.

The account that can be given of the Early Cypriot period is
very imperfect, depending almost wholly as it does upon the evi-
dence of cemeteries and their contents. Only at the very end of the
period is it possible to draw on evidence provided by settlements.

VIII . THE IDENTITY OF THE
EARLIEST BRONZE AGE SETTLERS

The Early Cypriot period starts with acute uncertainty, which is
aggravated by serious controversy among those best qualified to
describe its beginnings. To start with, it is not known with what
degree of continuity the gap is to be bridged between the residual
Chalcolithic communities and the bearers of the new culture. That
the end of Chalcolithic I was catastrophic has already been
seen to be a reasonable inference from the long tale of abandoned
settlements of that period. Chalcolithic II, which occupies the
200-year interval between the end of Chalcolithic I and the start of
E.C. I, is at present so ill-defined that the future may even show
that */ contains the real beginnings of the Early Bronze Age. The

[808]
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lack of a firm chronological landmark within this shadowy period
is a great handicap to any attempt at resolving its difficulties.

The focus of Early Cypriot controversy lies in the problem of
the period's beginnings.1 On the one hand, there is a sequence of
tomb groups from the Vounous cemetery at Bellapais on the north
coast which was held by J. R. Stewart2 to illustrate the de-
velopment of material culture continuously from E.C. I down to
M.C. Ill, though 'E.C. I at Vounous does not mark the very be-
ginning of the Bronze Age'. Nevertheless, in Stewart's view, the
earliest tombs at Vounous provide the earliest evidence of Early
Cypriot culture yet identified. On the other hand, however, there
is the so-called Philia culture,3 a phase of the Early Bronze Age
which takes its name from a group of sites (all but one of them
cemeteries) located among the river valleys in the western half of
the central plain; offshoots have been identified at Nicosia,4 at
Vasilia5 on the north coast, at Anoyira and Sotira on the south
coast.6 Differences between the material culture of E.C. I at
Vounous and the Philia culture can be seen in a comparison of
pottery fabrics and shapes, types of copper tools and weapons and
certain small objects.7 These differences have been regarded
either as of chronological significance8 or as of regional importance
only,9 representing variations upon an original parent culture
which developed in Cyprus. Stewart, indeed, visualized the
Philia culture as an inbred regional phenomenon,10 standing aside
from the main course of the Early Cypriot period, with a separate
identity to be traced as late as M.C. III. This explanation raises
serious difficulties, particularly in view of the distribution of
the Philia sites.

The main focus of Philia-culture sites lies in the Ovgos valley,
near the villages of Dhenia, Philia, Kyra, Khrysiliou and Morphou.
The contents of graves found in this area give a clear picture of
the material culture of the Philia stage.11 Though much of the
pottery belongs to the Red Polished class, there are also painted
wares (Red-on-White ware, in Dikaios' terminology) and Black
Slip-and-Combed ware.12 While Red Polished ware is also the
principal fabric of the classic Early Cypriot sequence in the Vounous
tombs, there is no counterpart in that sequence for the painted and

1 G, 2, 13; §vm, 4, 2 0 2 - 3 ; §VIII> IO> 577-8° ; §VIII> " ; §VIII» J 5 -
2 §vm, 15, 269-72. 3 §vm, 4, 190-1 .
4 §vui, 15, 269. s §vm, 15, 216.
6 G, 2, 14. 7 Especially the Philia pendants.
8 § VIII, 4, 190-1.
0 §vm, 15, 296. 10 §vm, 15, 269-70.

1 1 §vm, 4, figs, L-LII. 12 §vm, 4, fig. 83.
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812 CYPRUS IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

combed wares of Philia. Dikaios has related1 to the contents of
the Philia-stage grave-finds of pottery from a test excavation in
a small settlement site at Alonia, in Kyra village. Black Slip-and-
Combed pottery and Red Polished material from this site have
close parallels in the cemeteries. Red Lustrous, Red-and-Black
Lustrous and Black Lustrous Pottery look back to the Chalco-
lithic II material illustrated by Ambelikou. This evidence favours
a very early date within the E.C. period for the Philia culture.
Nevertheless, it does not imply that the transition from the Chalco-
lithic period to the Early Bronze Age in Cyprus took place with-
out outside interference. This is • clear enough from the many
signs of novelty in material culture, including the appearance of
new pottery shapes (particularly jugs with flat base, tall neck and
cut-away mouth)2 and the introduction of a considerable series of
metal objects. There was also a new attitude to the disposal and
care of the dead. Innovations of this kind imply that the Early
Bronze Age was inaugurated by newcomers to Cyprus, who first
established themselves in the Ovgos valley. In this case, then, the
cultural stage at Vounous which has been called Early Cypriot I3

should be regarded as a secondary phase. There are typological
arguments to support this view; shapes of pottery vessels which
belong to the Philia stage, particularly the beak-spouted jugs, have
recognizable counterparts in the earliest Vounous tombs,4 which
are demonstrably more advanced. This is most easily seen in the
manner in which flat bases diminish in size as the period advances.
Philia-stage jugs were made with relatively5 broad flat bases
for people who must habitually have stood their vessels on level
surfaces. This trivial detail deserves emphasis; the broad flat
base had not been a characteristic of the Chalcolithic pottery
series, and it does not appear again in Cypriot ceramics until a
developed stage of the Late Bronze Age. In fact, during the
Early Cypriot period the flat base degenerated first into a stump,6

then into a nipple and finally disappeared,7 leaving round bases
almost ubiquitous, irrespective of the type of vessel. It is
tempting to argue from the vessels to the appointments of the
houses in which they were used, and to infer that the bearers of
the Philia culture came from a considerably more sophisticated
environment than that of the residual Chalcolithic culture which
they encountered on arrival in Cyprus. They and their de-
scendants coalesced with the native population, succumbing to

1 §vm, 4, 190. 2 §vm, 4, fig. 80. See Plate 0\(b). 3 §vm, 14.
4 | v m , 15, fig. JLV. 5 §vm, 15, fig. LIV.
6 §VIII, 15, fig. LXI. ' §VIII, 15, figs. LXV1-LXVII.
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THE EARLIEST BRONZE AGE SETTLERS 813

their influence sufficiently to adopt changed standards in many
aspects of their lives; it was not to be the only time that such a
process took place.

The end of the second phase of the Early Bronze Age in
Anatolia was accompanied by widespread destruction and disaster,
in which hundreds of settlements were affected ;x the progress of
an implacable invader is seen in this tale of desolation. The move-
ment seems to have spread from the north-west towards the
south-east, and to have rolled up the E.B. 2 population before
its advance. However destructive its effects, there must have
been survivors who managed to escape. Mellaart has pointed2 to
affinities between E.B. 2 pottery types of the Konya plain region
and Philia-stage pottery in Cyprus; he suggests that the latter
may have been the result of these upheavals in Anatolia. Certainly,
the coincidence of massive disturbances in Asia Minor and the
appearance of newcomers in Cyprus are too striking to be over-
looked. If for the moment a precise archaeological horizon in
Anatolia cannot be shown in which all the characterizing features
of the Philia stage are present, this does not disprove the
association.

The date of the Anatolian catastrophe has been fixed at
c. 2300 B.C.;3 this harmonizes satisfactorily with the date pro-
posed for the first appearance of the Philia stage in Cyprus. The
distribution of sites implies that the newcomers made their land-
fall in Morphou bay and their initial settlement in the Ovgos and
Serakhis valleys; the Philia-stage graves in the Bronze Age
cemetery at Ayia Paraskevi, just south of Nicosia, may belong
to this first phase.4 The next phase is full of uncertainty, and
the evidence is clearly far from complete. It should include the
northward expansion to the coast at Vasilia, at the west end of the
Kyrenia hills4 and perhaps the rather surprising move outwards
to the south side of the island at Anoyira and Sotira.5 The latter
sites lie on the south side of the Troodos massif, nearly forty miles
away from the original focus.

If the new arrivals in Cyprus had seen the river valleys of the
western plain as the ideal zone of settlement, their descendants
were of a different mind, for their sites have been found in
greatest profusion sheltering at the mountain foot on both sides
of the Kyrenia hills6 in regions which had been quite densely
occupied during Chalcolithic I. The evidence of surface survey

1 See above, pp. 406 f. 2 Above, p. 407.
3 Above, p. 404. 4 Arch. Reports, 1955, 41. 5 G, 2, 14.
6 G, 1, 138-9.
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816 CYPRUS IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

suggests that Early Bronze Age settlement avoided the old Chal-
colithic sites, here as elsewhere. The Philia-stage site at Vasilia
seems to be intermediary between the culture in its purest form in the
Ovgos valley and the developed E.C. I which is typified by Vounous \
this site and its E.C. I contemporaries may already have developed
their distinctive characteristics, while something much closer to
Philia still survived at Vasilia. Recent fieldwork has shown1

that the large number of sites on the seaward side of the Kyrenia
hills is equalled by those on the southern, inland side, particularly
those that are close to the Kyrenia pass in the lands of Aghirda
and Krini to the west, Dhikomo to the east. Both sides of the hills
are well furnished with springs, both sides command extensive
areas of well-drained and easily cultivable soils. Water and agri-
cultural land determined the choice of site, and access to the sea
was evidently of comparatively minor importance.

The next stages in the Early Bronze Age settlement of Cyprus
are more difficult to follow, since the relative chronology of the
large number of sites that have been located, but remain un-
excavated, is largely unknown. However, it is clear that from at
least the end of E.C. I at Vounous onwards there was a substantial
expansion of settlement in many parts of the island. Of several
sites in the Karpass peninsula, that at Rizokarpaso2 was probably
the most important. In the Mesaoria there is little sign of occupa-
tion save on the south-east side, at Kalopsidha, Akhyritou and
Pyla. On the south coast, between Larnaka bay and the mouth of
the Kouris river at Episkopi, there was a considerable succession
of sites in one or other of the river valleys which form the natural
boundaries within the region. The sites at Kalavassos3 (im-
mediately adjoining a copper ore-body) and Episkopi4 itself were
the principal centres. An important group of sites was established
before the end of E.C. Ill in the valleys of the Pediaios and
Yalias rivers, where these leave the Troodos foothills to enter the
central plain.5 There were at least four main foci of settlement
of this type, at Politiko6 (site of ancient Tamassus), Margi,7

Alambra,8 and Ayios Sozomenos. It may be significant that these
sites are quite close to the copper-mining areas on the east and
north-east sides of the Troodos foothills, and that they command
the heart of the island's inland communications. There was very
little trace in the E.C. period of the extensive manner in which
the Paphos region had been settled in the Chalcolithic period.

1 G, i, map facing p. 144. 2 G, 1, 153, no. 143.
3 G, 1, 150, nos. 51-3; %\, 8. 4 %v\\\, 16. 5 G, 1, 139.
6 §vm, 6, 5. ' §VIII, 8, 146-52. 8 §vm, 6, 19-27.
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THE EARLIEST BRONZE AGE SETTLERS 817

Because excavation has concentrated on cemeteries at the ex-
pense of occupation sites, nothing is known of E.C. architecture
until virtually the end of the period. A part of a settlement which
was probably founded during E.C. Ill b has been investigated at
Alambra-,1 it continued to be used until M.C. I, possibly even
later. Here was found a house with two-roomed plan, rectilinear
in intention if not in execution. The lower courses of the walls
were of masonry, the upper, it seems, of mud-brick. The type of
roof was not established. Domestic installations included a large
courtyard where beasts could be penned, a built oven, grinding
equipment, and hearths. Two periods of occupation were separated
by a destruction level.

Contemporary with the Alambra house is the well-known
terracotta model of an open-air sanctuary, found in a tomb at the
Founous cemetery.2 The model shows a circular sacred area en-
closed by a low temenos wall, for whose type of construction no
hint is offered. The shrine is entered by a single doorway with
raised lintel. Within, the architectural appointments are of the
simplest. To left and right of the doorway are rather irregularly
planned pens in which oxen are tethered; they may well be
sacrificial beasts. The cult images are set against the temenos
wall almost opposite the doorway. On either side of the images are
low benches on which some of the participants are seated.

Most information about the E.C. period comes from its
cemeteries. These were found outside the occupation sites, but at
no great distance from them. Though the slopes of a hillside
provided a popular location, cemeteries were often sited on a level
plateau, as at Dhenia3 and Nicosia, Ayia Paraskevi. In rare cases,
as at Vrysis tou Barba, Lapithos, they are found in low-lying flat
land. Many of the cemeteries that were first opened during the
Early Cypriot period continued to be used into the Middle
Bronze Age, and cases occur, as at Dhenia and Nicosia, where
this continuity was maintained until an advanced stage of the
Late Bronze Age. The tombs of the Philia stage stand aside from
the types characteristic of E.C. I at Founous and elsewhere. With
the exception of Vasilia, most Philia cemeteries contain simple
oval pit-graves, excavated in bed-rock, or even in superficial
deposits of earth.4 At Philia, however, irregularly shaped burial
chambers, preceded by a short entrance passage, were hollowed
out of the edge of the rocky plateau at whose flank the cemetery
is situated.5 Naturally weathered hollows under a capping of

1 §vm, 6, 19-27. 2 G, 3, pi. 9; §vm, 2; §vin, 3, 118-25. See Plate 64(0).
3 Op. Ath. iv, 225. * §vm, 15, 216. 6 §VIII, 4, 160-5.
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818 CYPRUS IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE
harder rock may have stimulated the construction of this type of
grave. The Philia-stage tombs of Vasilia are very much more
pretentious.1 A particularly fine example is as much as 16 m. in
length from the beginning of its entrance passage to the end of
the inner chamber. The chambers are usually, though not in-
variably, subrectangular in plan, the greatest dimension being
between 3 and 4 m.; they were often reinforced by a buttress left
standing in the back wall. Structural refinements include a
lining of plaster on the faces of the entrance passage, niches in a
chamber wall and, in one case, a small aperture connecting the
tomb chamber with the world above, possibly used for making
offerings in a continuing cult of the dead. So elaborate, indeed,
are the tombs of Vasilia that the community to whom the
cemetery belonged may have maintained a special necropolis
staff, in the Egyptian manner.2

Dating from the beginning of E.C. I at Vounous a type of tomb
was used which varied only in detail throughout the rest of the
Early Cypriot period.3 A cave-like chamber was quarried in the
bed-rock, reached by a short entrance-passage. The doorway
between passage and chamber was sealed by a large stone slab,
not infrequently reinforced by a structure of small stones.
Occasionally the facades were cut to resemble door-frames, and
in one case at least the doorway was decorated with incised
ornament.4 It was not uncommon for more than one chamber to
be opened from a single entrance passage. During E.C. I it was
customary to use each chamber once only, though it was quite
normal for two bodies to be buried simultaneously. Later, the
practice grew of reopening burial chambers to make secondary
interments. In E.C. I the dead were laid on their sides in a con-
tracted position. As the period advanced, the bodies were ex-
tended on their backs. It was probably not until the very end of
the Early Cypriot period that the custom started of sitting the
dead against the walls of the tomb chamber, a habit that continued
into the Middle Bronze Age. At all stages of the E.C. period,
from Philia onwards, a very liberal allowance of grave offerings
was given to the dead. These offerings consisted chiefly of pottery
vessels of varying types, whose role in the funeral rite was to
serve as containers of foodstuffs; it is quite usual to find the bones
of food animals preserved inside basins or jars.5 By analogy, jugs
and pitchers can be assumed to have held liquids; cups and bowls

1 §vm, 15, 218-19. 2 §vm, 15, 294.
3 §vm, 3; §i, 14. 4 §vm, 12; §vm, 15, 217.
6 §vm, 14.
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were for eating and drinking. Other gifts included terracotta
models of household goods, such as spindles,1 brushes2 and knives
with their sheaths.3 The latter might suggest that metal was too
precious to be given to the dead, but in fact copper objects are
relatively common. Weapons include the highly characteristic
rat-tanged swords and dirks,4 and daggers whose perishable hilts
had been pinned on with metal rivets. Tools5 are represented by flat
axes, chisels and awls, while care of the person is suggested by de-
pilatory tweezers and razors.6 Plain pins and toggle pins hint at the
garments in which the dead were clothed at the time of their burial.
Objects of gold and silver have only rarely been recorded.7

Little imagination is needed to see the motive for providing the
dead with the type of gifts so far enumerated; they presuppose a
belief in some kind of existence after death for which food and
clothing, tools and weapons were essential. Other objects found
in the graves are more difficult to interpret in this role. Amongst
them are the so-called plank-shaped figures of terracotta,8 ex-
tremely stylized representations of female figures, whose incised
ornament suggests draped rather than nude figures. A kouro-
trophos is a rare variant,9 and another type appears to show a
wedded pair in a bed.10 Very occasionally, elaborate models of
terracotta were given to the dead, like the shrine already mentioned
and a model, also from Founous,11 depicting two ox-drawn ploughs
at work in the fields, accompanied by preparations for sowing the
newly cultivated ground. While the religious significance of this
group escapes us, it is of extreme interest for showing a type of
plough and a method of cultivation still in use in Cyprus at the
present day.12 Similar plastic work often decorates pottery vessels
with figures of animals or birds,13 not to mention such domestic
scenes as bread-making and corn-grinding, and other ploughing
representations,14 all providing valuable pendants to the genre
models themselves. Without evidence from settlements it is
impossible to decide whether these elaborate vessels were only
used as grave-gifts, still less whether they figured in the furnishings
of such sanctuaries as the original of the Vounous model.

The E.C. episode in the development of Cyprus resulted from
the arrival from Anatolia of bands of refugees, who had escaped

1 §vm, 3, 130. a §vm, 3, 129-30. s §vm, 3, 129.
4 §vm, 15, figs. 97-8. 5 §vm, 15, fig. 100. 6 Ibid.
7 § vm, 15,254.-6. 8 §vm, 15, figs. 92-4. See Plate 64 (c).
9 §vm, 1, pi. 38:106. 10 §VIII, 15, fig. 94:3.

» * v i a , 3, 127-9. 1 2 G , 4 , 8-9.
13 G, 3, pi. vi; §vm, 3, pis. 14-17. 14 §vm, 15, 278-80.
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from the destroyers of E.B. 2 culture in that region. They appear
to have mixed with, and not to have destroyed the sparse Chalco-
lithic II population they encountered in the area of Morphou bay,
their first landfall. They introduced metallurgical skills, new types
of pottery and methods of decorating it, particularly incision;1

they were also responsible for new ways of treating the dead.
All this is clear from their graves and grave-offerings; the future,
when their occupation sites begin to be excavated, will no doubt
show other innovations for which they were responsible. As
the E.C. period developed, human society prospered considerably,
spreading widely throughout Cyprus, though most successfully
amid the foothills on both sides of the Kyrenia mountains and in
the river valleys to the east and north-east of the Troodos massif.
Yet, by the end of the E.C. phase, this pattern of settlement was
already breaking up, shifting, and rearranging itself, no doubt in
response to the political and economic factors which account for
the changed character of occupation and culture in the Middle
Bronze Age.

Self-sufficiency may be taken as the keynote of the E.C. period;
very few material objects found in E.C. contexts are of foreign
origin, and the evidence is even slighter for the trafficking overseas
of Cypriot-made goods. Indeed, much of the evidence for the
foreign relations of Cyprus during the E.C. period is confined
to typological comparisons that suggest themselves between
Cypriot artifacts and those of other regions;2 the value and signi-
ficance of such comparisons vary from case to case. The meagre
nature of the cross-references between Cyprus and the areas
adjacent to her during the Early Bronze Age is largely responsible
for the extremely fluid nature of the chronological framework of
the E.C. period.3

It was at one time seriously proposed4 that the copper ores of
Cyprus were unworked until after the end of the Bronze Age,
notwithstanding the remarkable liberality with which the E.C.
dead were equipped with copper objects as grave gifts. The series
of metal objects is very much sui generis^ and only the tiniest
proportion can have been imported; all the rest must have been
made within the island. The 'remotely conceivable alternative'
that raw copper was imported from a neighbouring region can
surely be dismissed; it cannot be doubted that copper was mined
and smelted in Cyprus from E.C. I onwards. It should be noted

1 §vm, 4, 168-70. 2 §vm, 15, 274-80.
3 G, 2; §vm, 4, 204; §vin, 11; §vm, 15, 282-5.
4 B.S.A. 30,74-85.
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that most of the richest E.C. sites, in whose graves the highest
proportion of metal objects has been found, were located at
considerable distances from the nearest possible mining areas.
A trial excavation has been made by Dikaios, but not yet reported
fully, in an E.C. Ill settlement at Ambelikou,1 in the heart of
the copper-producing area. Finds included clay crucibles, stone
and terracotta moulds for casting axes. It is doubtful whether
Ambelikou was a manufacturing centre that served a wide area
with finished goods, despite its position. But it, and other
settlements of the same kind within the 'copper-belt', probably
were responsible for mining and smelting, and for marketing
raw copper to such main centres of population as Founous,
Lapithos, Politiko and Alambra. Each of these centres presumably
supported an industrial quarter where the finished goods were
manufactured. However important to the island's economy its
copper deposits may have been, it is quite clear that in the E.C.
period, as later in the Bronze Age, the location of the copper-
belt was far from being the determining factor in forming the
settlement pattern; water, agricultural land and grazing grounds
were of pre-eminent importance.

Though the date at which Cyprus first caught the attention of
her neighbours as a source of copper is uncertain, this may well
have taken place before the end of E.C. Ill, by which time
objects imported from abroad begin to appear with greater
frequency. Earlier, the evidence of contact is slight. For the
Philia stage, vessels of calcite found at Vasilia2 may be direct
Egyptian imports, though satisfactorily dated parallels have not
yet been adduced. Egyptian influence has been proposed for the
terracotta genre models3 and the comparable plastic work on
pottery vessels. Such modelling originated in Egypt during the
Old Kingdom, but the idea may not have reached Cyprus until the
Twelfth Dynasty. Egypt may also have been the ultimate source
for the faience beads which first occur in E.C. Ill grave groups.4

A plain-ware pitcher of non-Cypriot type and fabric was found in
an E.C. I tomb at Founous;5 it has been attributed to the calici-
form series of M.B. I, but may have come from Lebanon rather
than Palestine. From a M.B. II a context at Ras Shamra (Ugarit)
have been reported fragments6 of bowls of Red Polished Ware,

1 ///. Ldn. News, 2.3.46, 244-5; §VI". n . 148-9-
2 §VHI, 15, 259-60. 3 §vm, 15, 278-80.
4 §vm, 15, fig. 105, pp. 264, and 280.
5 §vm, n ; §vm, 15, 276; §vm, 10, 339-40; §vm, 17.
6 §VIII, 15, 281.
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decorated with incised linear patterns. These are almost certainly
from Cyprus; but this particular class of decorated bowls was
current for a long period, from E.C. II to M.C. I—II, so that the
synchronism is less precise than could have been hoped for.

In view of the close ties which developed between Cyprus and
the Aegean area during the Late Bronze Age, it is interesting
that objects from Minoan Crete should constitute a high
proportion of the goods that reached Cyprus1 from abroad during
the final phase of the E.C. period. These objects include two
bronze daggers from graves at Vounous2 while at Lapithos has
been found a painted bridge-spouted pottery jar,3 as well as one
or two daggers and a razor of bronze.4 It is improbable that
these goods came at second hand from markets in the Levant
which had direct trade contacts with Crete. On however modest'
a scale direct trade contacts must have existed between Crete and
north Cyprus. No corresponding Cypriot objects have yet been
found on Minoan sites; the return trade may have included raw
copper, but there is no means of proving this hypothesis.

The date of the arrival of the first Philia-stage settlers in
Cyprus may be placed soon after 2300 B.C.5 The interval between
this event and the development of the Vounous version of E.C. I
is uncertain, though it is suggested that the phase was con-
temporary with M.B. I in Western Asia. The end of E.C. I may
fall c. 2000 B.C., if a nebulous synchronism with Egypt is valid.6

E.C. II is without a chronological landmark, but the Minoan
imports define the end of E.C. Ill with reasonable precision.
The E.M. Ill ( = M.M. la at Cnossus) painted pot found in an
E.C. llli tomb at Lapithos,7 on the one hand, the MM. II
Kamares cup from a late M.C. I group at Karmi3 on the other,
place the end of the E.C. period near the middle of the nine-
teenth century B.C.

Though the E.C. period can be defined both in terms of its
material culture and its occupation pattern, it is virtually im-
possible to interpret its succession of phases in terms of history
once the naturalization of the original Philia-stage settlers had
reached the Vounous E.C. I stage of development. This must now
await the investigation of settlement sites and the closer analysis
of regional variations in material culture which can then be
attempted. For the time being it can be no more than a suspicion
based on the increasing proliferation of weapons buried with the

1 B.S.A. 55, 109-27. 2 §vm, 3, 137-8; §vm, 14,330. 3 §vm, 7.
4 B.S.A. 55, H I . B §vm, 4, 204.
6 §vm, 15, 282. ' §vni, 7. 8 Op. Ath. iv. 202-4.
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dead that by E.C. Ill, at least, Cyprus had become divided into
mutually hostile tribal federations. A further guess would equate
such federations with the areas of some of the much later city king-
doms. The hostility implicit in the evidence would have resulted
from the strains imposed by a steadily increasing population on
the enjoyment of such basic amenities as land, water, communica-
tions and raw materials.
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CHAPTER XXVII

IMMIGRANTS FROM THE NORTH

I. THE PROBLEM OF THE INDO-EUROPEANS

FOR several thousand years before the third millennium B.C.
the new way of life based on agriculture, which had developed in
the Near East and perhaps also in certain adjacent areas, spread
out of these regions into lands which lay around them. There
is no doubt that it was disseminated mainly by peoples or smaller
groups who migrated out of its original centres. Then the trend
was largely reversed. In the third millennium 'barbarians'
moved into Mesopotamia. Semites from poorer lands to the west
settled in the south in such numbers that their language super-
seded that of the Sumerians, although they adopted Sumerian
civilization. Gutian invaders from the highlands to the east
ruled southern Iraq during the twenty-second century, but they
proved less assimilable and were eventually expelled.1 After
c. 2000 B.C. similar intrusions had more important results. The
infiltration of Semitic tribes, 'Amorites', from Syria into Meso-
potamia continued,2 but the migrations which caused the greatest
changes appear to have come from further north.

In many cases the names of the incoming peoples have not
been preserved in the records of older civilized states or in
documents in their own languages. The earliest of them spoke
languages of various types and affiliations. But most of those
who came from the north and who are identified for the first
time after c. 2000 B.C. spoke languages which belong to the
'Indo-European' family.

It is generally accepted that the languages which are classed as
Indo-European were disseminated over the region in which they
are first found in early historical times by actual migrations and
not merely by processes of borrowing. They are so similar in
basic vocabulary and grammatical inflection that the resemblances
between them cannot plausibly be explained as coincidences or as
the results of borrowing among prehistoric languages which were
not derived from a single earlier 'ancestor'. Words for members
of the family which they share include cognates of English
'father', 'brother' and 'sister': cf. Latin pater, Greek j

1 See above, pp. 454 ff. 2 See above, pp. 625 ff.

[82+]
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Sanskrit pitar-\ Latin frater, Sanskrit bhrdtar-, Greek fypqp
(with the secondary sense of 'member of a clan or brother-
hood'); Latin soror, Sanskrit svasar-, Lithuanian sesud, Old
Slavonic sestra. Names for common animals and objects include:
Latin ovis, Greek 6(f)i<;, Sanskrit avis, Lithuanian avis, 'sheep',
English ewe; Latin equus, Sanskrit asvas, Old Irish ech, Gaulish
epo-, Old English eoh, 'horse'; Greek (F)OIKO<;, Sanskrit vesas,
'house', Latin vims, 'district'. Among words for common
actions are: Latin fero, Greek <£ep&>, Sanskrit bhardmi, English
bear, 'carry'; Sanskrit vasdmi, Greek decra (aorist), Gothic wisan,
'stay, pass the night'; Latin mulgeo, Middle Irish bligim, Greek
ajxikyo}, Lithuanian mel&u, Old Slavonic mlizq, Albanian miel,
'milk'; Greek ei/xt, Sanskrit asmi, Avestan ahmi, Lithuanian
esnii, Old Slavonic jesmi, Gothic im, 'I am'. Similarity in in-
flexion is obvious, for example, in the present tenses of this verb
in Greek and Sanskrit: cf. Greek eijj.1, el, eon', l<j\iiv, icrre, elcri
(eimi, ei, esti, esmen, este, eisi), Sanskrit asmi, asi, asti, smas, stha,
santi (cf. Latin suni); in those of a verb with the sense ' go': Greek
eTfXL, el, elcn, Zfiev, ire, laa-i (eimi, ei, eisi, {men, ite, last), Sanskrit
emi, esi, eti, imds, ithd, ydnti-} and in the imperfect tenses of the
related verbs fyipai and bhardmi in Greek and Sanskrit: cf. icfrepov,
e^epes, €<f>epe, icfrepofxev, e^epere, i<j)epov (epheron, Spheres, Sphere,
ephSromen, ephSrete, Spheron); abharam, abharas, abharat, abha-
rdma, abharata, abharan.1

The language-groups and isolated languages which were
classed without doubt as Indo-European at the end of the nine-
teenth century are the Celtic, Italic, Germanic, Baltic, Slavonic,
Iranian and Indie groups, Albanian, Greek and Armenian. No
contemporary document mentions a people who may be identified
with the 'Indo-Europeans',2 the original speakers of the postu-
lated parent language. But it seems inconceivable that languages
so similar as those which make up the Indo-European family
would have been in use in lands extending from Ireland and
Norway in the west, across Europe and the Pontic3 area, to

1 G,2ti3ff.;G,4,439ff.(Tab«iUe);G,7,i9ff.;%i,io,378flF.;§i,i2,i4ff.,249ff.
2 Throughout this chapter Indo-European has a linguistic sense, indicating that a

people so called spoke one of the languages classed as Indo-European, or that it is
thought to have spoken an extinct language related to these. Indo-Europeans has the
meaning explained above in the text. Aryan should be used only of the peoples who
spoke proto-Indic or proto-Iranian languages; see pp. 837 f.

3 I.e. the region which comprises the lands lying to the north of the Black Sea, the
Caucasus and the Caspian Sea, approximately from the River Dniester in the west to
western Kazakhstan in the east, and the zone of temperate steppe lands to the north of
them.
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Anatolia, Iran and northern India in the east at the beginning
of history, unless they had been spread by extensive migrations
out of some centrally situated area in late prehistoric times.

The role of Indo-European peoples in the ancient world has,
however, been romanticized and perhaps exaggerated. They have
been portrayed too often as the incarnation of northern virility
sweeping down in massed chariots to bring new vigour to a
decadent south. It is still impossible to identify with certainty the
region from which their migrations started, and their historical
importance has recently been questioned, and even their existence
at any time as a distinct and coherent people. It is now recognized
that in prehistoric times, as today, communities which used the
same language may not have shared a single culture or have
been homogeneous in physical type. So one may postulate the
existence of a prehistoric people who 'spoke dialects of ' primitive
Indo-European' without reviving the myth of an 'Aryan race*.

Nevertheless, the conclusion that northern peoples, mainly
Indo-Europeans, caused major political changes and introduced
new social traits in the Near East and the eastern Mediterranean
area in the second millennium B.C. should now be re-assessed.
It is justifiable to concentrate on Indo-European migrations.
Among the newcomers from the north only the Hurrians1

demonstrably spoke a non-Indo-European language, and they
were in part led and ruled by men of Indo-European origin.
From the standpoint of Near Eastern and Mediterranean history
it is the effects of immigration from the north that are most
important. But the problem of the region of origin of the Indo-
European movements, the so-called 'homeland',2 is not irrelevant.
Until this 'homeland' has been identified and the original Indo-
Europeans can be associated with one or more archaeologically
attested cultures, our account of their historical role, and in
particular of the development of their society and its impact on
others, will be incomplete.

To judge by later 'Volkerwanderungen' the course of the
early Indo-European movements was not simple and they prob-
ably lasted over several centuries. Movements of groups large
enough to cause a change of language may well have been pre-
ceded by sporadic incursions or immigrations of scattered small
groups, and Indo-European migrants may in some cases have

1 C.A.H. II3, ch. i, sect. iv.
2 I.e. the region in which the Indo-Europeans lived immediately before their

primary dispersal, and in which their language reached the stage of its development
which has been reconstructed by linguistic comparison.
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amalgamated with linguistically alien peoples before arriving in
literate areas, or have driven alien peoples before them. The
Hurrians who appear in northern Mesopotamia and Syria c. 1800
B.C. may have been driven south from the Caucasus in this way.

The past sixty years have brought both new languages and
advances in linguistic method to the study of the Indo-European
problem. The language usually called ' Tocharian' came to light
in Buddhist and Hindu religious texts of the eighth century A.D.
which were found in Chinese Turkestan between 1893 and 1897.1

The German excavation of Bogazkoy—Khattusha2 in central
Turkey led to the rediscovery of the three 'Anatolian' Indo-
European languages of the second millennium B.C., Hittite,
Luwian and Palaic.3 The decipherment of the 'Minoan Linear
B' texts from the Bronze Age sites of Epano Englianos (probably
Pylus), Mycenae and Cnossus has proved that Greek was in use
in the Peloponnese by c. 1300 B.C. at the latest.4 Recent dis-
coveries and research have also brought a better understanding of
Indo-European languages known only from onomastic material
or a small number of texts (Venetic, Illyrian, Thracian and
Phrygian, to name the most important), and of their position in the
Indo-European language-family; and it has been recognized that
Lycian and probably also Lydian belong to the new 'Anatolian'
or Hittite-Luwian subgroup. The advance in method which is
most important for Indo-European studies is that of 'linguistic
geography', or more precisely 'historical dialectology', which
has been utilized in reconstructing the process by which the Indo-
European language differentiated into the dialects from which
the known historical language-groups and isolated languages
evolved.5 The second new line of study which will be valuable if it
proves successful is 'glottochronology'. This deduces the date at
which related languages began to diverge from the proportion of
their basic vocabularies which has changed. It has yielded a
likely date for the divergence of certain Indo-European language-
groups, but its general validity is still doubtful.6

In reconsidering the question of the early Indo-European
migrations it will be best to discuss first the earliest attestations
of Indo-European languages in written documents; secondly,

1 §v, l ;§v , 13; §v, 14.
2 The present author considers that the transcriptions of some Hittite names in

this History do not indicate their probable pronunciation in all respects: see Trans.
Philol. Soc. 1951, 122 ff.; §11, 49, 12, 25 f.

3 See pp. 830 ff. 4 Seep. 839.
8 See pp. 863 ff. 6 §1,8; §1, 13; §1,15.
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archaeological evidence for movements which might have
brought the earliest known Indo-European languages into the
lands in which they appear; and after that the linguistic and
archaeological evidence for the location of the 'homeland' and
for primary migrations out of it.

At the end of the third millennium B.C. the lands from which
Indo-European languages appear to have been introduced into
parts of the Near East were inhabited by peoples at a neolithic
or chalcolithic cultural level. One people with such a relatively
primitive culture would rarely, if ever, have adopted the language
of another unless immigrants had introduced it into its territory.
It is only the languages of highly civilized peoples that are
borrowed by other peoples without migration and consequent
ethnic admixture having occurred. If it appears that an Indo-
European language replaced one of a different type in some area
at the edge of the region of urban civilization c. 2500—1500 B.C.,
it may be assumed that it had been introduced there by im-
migrants, and archaeological evidence of their migration should
be sought. On the other hand, every migration which resulted in
a change of language in prehistoric or protohistoric times will not
necessarily have left its mark in the archaeological record. In
some cases immigrants clearly became dominant, and their
language superseded that of a pre-existing population, while at
the same time their arrival was followed by no noticeable change
in material culture. Moreover, it is often difficult to decide
whether a change in the material culture of an area was the result
of immigration or just of the introduction of new artifacts, styles
or methods into it by trade or imitation.

The phenomena which are usually thought to indicate extensive
alien immigration are widespread destruction of settlements and
the appearance of whole assemblages of new artifacts. When the
two appear in conjunction it may be considered likely that
immigrants have introduced a new language into an area in
question. When such evidence indicates the arrival of immigrants
in an area at a time shortly before that at which a particular lan-
guage is first recorded in it, it will be reasonable to conclude that
this language has been introduced by those immigrants. When no
such evidence indicates extensive migration into an area during a
period of some four or five hundred years before the time when a
particular language is first attested in it, it will usually be impos-
sible to connect the introduction of this language convincingly
with any still earlier migration into the area v/hich may be de-
duced from archaeological data. And, on the other hand, the
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earliest known language of an area may sometimes have been
introduced into it only shortly before the time of the oldest records
in that language, without there being any obvious archaeological
indication of the movement which brought it in.

Archaeological evidence for the introduction of Indo-European
languages into the areas in which they are first recorded should
therefore be sought, but it may not always be forthcoming. It may
prove even more difficult to obtain evidence of that kind for the
location of the ' Indo-European homeland', the region from which
all Indo-European peoples are thought to have dispersed. Ideally
it might be possible to trace the course of one or more migrations
right from an apparent region of origin to localities in which
Indo-European languages are found in early historical times.
But no migration has yet been traced in this way, and the chances
that any will be are not good. Warlike, primitive peoples who
migrated into territory inhabited by more advanced populations
in prehistoric times must often have dominated them, and have
adopted their culture, and then have led them on to further con-
quests. In such cases the continuity of their own culture will have
been broken.

If the entire course of relevant migrations cannot be traced by
archaeology, there are three alternative ways in which the ' home-
land' may be identified. First, it may be possible to associate an
archaeologically attested culture with the original Indo-Europeans
(i.e. the people who spoke the postulated ancestral language before
their dispersal and its differentiation). If so, the spread of the
culture may indicate the initial stages of their expansion. Secondly,
vocabulary shared by historical Indo-European languages may
indicate the habitat of the Indo-Europeans and the level and
nature of their material culture and society before their dispersal,
and this may assist in associating an archaeologically attested
culture with them. Thirdly, the linguistic similarities and dif-
ferences between historical Indo-European language-groups may
reflect the process by which the original Indo-European language
differentiated into dialects and by which these dialects then dis-
persed and developed into the languages and groups which were
current in historical times.
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II. THE EARLIEST KNOWN
INDO-EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

(a) ANATOLIA

A T the end of the nineteenth century it was almost universally
agreed that Vedic Sanskrit was the oldest recorded Indo-European
language and that it and Homeric Greek were the least modified
derivatives of the ancestral tongue. The discovery that a language
with Indo-European characteristics was in use in Anatolia at
least as early as 1500 B.C. was unanticipated. The earliest known
native languages of the region (other than Phrygian, thought
to be a late arrival) were regarded as non-Indo-European. The
available evidence suggested that the civilization of the Hittites
(Assyrian Khatti, Egyptian Khetd) had its centre in northern Syria
and that the monuments in Hittite style found north of the Taurus
Mountains reflected northward political expansion.1 The only
documents which could reasonably be attributed to the Hittites
were inscriptions in a 'hieroglyphic'2 script, which had not been
deciphered, of the tenth to eighth centuries B.C. Unexpected new
information came with the excavation of the extensive pre-classical
site at Bogazkoy (or Bogazkale), near Sungurlu, about ninety
miles east of Ankara, which was undertaken by the Deutsche
Orient-Gesellschaft and the Deutsches Archaologisches Institut
between 1906 and 1912. Cuneiform tablets in Akkadian found
at the site identified it as that of Khattusha, the capital of an
earlier Anatolian Hittite state of considerable importance, of the
seventeenth to thirteenth centuries. The much larger number of
cuneiform documents from the site which were written in lan-
guages other than Akkadian brought a further surprise. One
of these, now known as 'Hittite', the principal native idiom of
the early state, had unmistakable Indo-European characteristics.
For example, the word which proved to mean 'I am' was esmi
(cf. Greek ei/zi, Sanskrit asmi), and that for 'water' was wattar.
In morphology, features such as a class of verbs in -nu- with
inflexion closely similar to that of their Greek counterparts was
striking (cf., for their formation, Hittite arnumi, 'bring', Greek
opvvfju, 'urge on').3 Historians outside Germany at first hesitated
to accept that this Hittite language was Indo-European in type

1 CAM. 11,3 ch. vi, sect. 1; §11, 22, 1 ff.
2 §11, 26, 44 ff.; §11, 37, Preface, v ff., 247 ff.; §11, 49, 6; C.A.H. 113, ch. vi,

sect. 11.
3 § 11, 10, 5 ff; § 11, 19, 56 ff; § 11, 26, 37 ff.
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and that Indo-European immigrants brought it into central
Anatolia by the eighteenth century B.C. at the latest; but more
thorough comparative study of the Hittite texts during the 1920s
put the conclusions of the philologists beyond doubt.

Texts from Bogazkoy provide limited but plausible information
about the origin of the Anatolian Hittite state. Its founders were
two kings of Kushshar, a central Anatolian city whose site has not
yet been identified. They unified the surrounding regions under
their rule during the seventeenth century B.C. The next king of
their line, Labarnash II (Khattushilish I), captured Khattusha and
made it his capital. Khatti then became the dominant state of
Anatolia, a 'world power' on a par with Egypt, Babylon and
Assyria, from the beginning of the fourteenth century until its
obliteration at the end of the thirteenth.1 The extant Hittite
texts were almost all written during the fourteenth and thirteenth
centuries, but some are certainly copies of originals of the seven-
teenth or sixteenth. A few fragments in Hittite are reported to
have been found at Bogazkoy in a level dated to the sixteenth
century.2 No text contains even any tradition or legend about the
immigration which had evidently introduced one or more Indo-
European languages into Anatolia before this time. In addition to
Hittite3 three other previously unknown Anatolian languages of
the second millennium were identified in the Bogazkoy material,
those now known as Luwian, Palaic and Khattic.4 Luwian was soon
seen to be Indo-European and a close cognate of Hittite.5 It was
in use at least as early as the fifteenth century in the south-western
part of Khatti proper (i.e. the territory of the Hittite state after its
establishment c. 1675 B-c#> approximately from the Kizil Irmak
(River Halys) and the plain of Konya in the west to the mountains
in the region of Malatya in the east). In the fourteenth it was
demonstrably in use in the area known to the Hittites as Kiz-
zuwadna (Cilicia) and in Arzawa, which lay immediately to the
west of Khatti proper, though its limits are uncertain. Palaic was
the language of the district Pala, incorporated in Khatti, and it
appears to have been no longer spoken in the fourteenth century.
It is known only from ritual texts and its Indo-European charac-
ter and close relationship to Hittite and Luwian were first

1 CAM. 113, ch. xxi(a); CAM. 113, ch. xxiv, sects, I-IV.
8 §11,43 ;§n, 51,12 f.;C.^.#.n3,ch.vi,sect. 1. See also :R.Naumann,M.D.O.G.

86(1953), 21 ; B . Landsberger, J.CS. 8 (1954), 52; A. Goetze, 7.0.5.9(1955),
22, J.C.S. 11 (1957), 70 and nn. 183, 184; Bull. A.S.O.R. 146 (1957), 26.

3 I.e. the principal or official language of the Anatolian Hittite state c. 1700—
1200 B.C.; cf. %\\, 24. 4 Cf. CAM. 113, ch. vi, sect. n.

6 §11, 9, 215 ff.; §11, 36, 8 ff., 131 ff.; §11, 42.
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demonstrated in 1948 -1 Khattic is a non-Indo-European language
with no obvious extant cognate, and it must also have passed out of
vernacular use by the fourteenth century.2 Its preservation in
Hittite rituals shows that at least one non-Indo-European idiom
remained in use in central Anatolia until the time when the Hittite
state was formed, or somewhat later. Recent research has shown
that three other ancient languages of Anatolia are closely related
to Hittite, Luwian and Palaic. These are Lycian and Lydian,
known from fifth- and fourth-century inscriptions in modified
varieties of the Greek alphabet, and the language of the 'Hittite
hieroglyphic' inscriptions, which date from the thirteenth century
to the eighth.3 Within this new 'Anatolian' or 'Hittite-Luwian'
language-group, 'Hieroglyphic Hittite' and Lycian are specially
closely related to Luwian. A detailed comparative study of the
'Anatolian' Indo-European languages among themselves has
still to be completed. Hittite, Luwian and Palaic give the impres-
sion of having differentiated within a 'linguistic continuum'.
(A people is said to live in or to form such a continuum when its
constituent tribes or other linguistic subdivisions live near enough
to each other, or otherwise are in sufficiently close contact, for
linguistic changes to spread through them all.) No pronounced
relative archaism indicates that any one of them was introduced
into Anatolia before the others.

Anatolia cannot well have been part of the area out of which
the first Indo-European migrants dispersed. There are no signs of
Indo-European linguistic influence on languages in use to the
south of it in the third millennium, and the currency of Khattic in
the vicinity of Khattusha as late as c. 1700 B.C. is a counter-
argument. Moreover, prehistoric Anatolia enjoyed a largely
continuous cultural development, and influences stemming from
it which may imply considerable emigration are only to be ob-
served in one sector, to the west and north-west.4 The presence of
Indo-European languages as established local idioms in the central
Anatolian area in the fourteenth century is thus sufficient proof
that Indo-Europeans had immigrated somewhat earlier. More-
over, their arrival is put back to the beginning of the seventeenth
century by evidence from the Bogazkby material alone. The
written tradition of Khattusha clearly began in the seventeenth
century, if not earlier, and diachronic linguistic differences be-
tween the earlier and later compositions in Hittite indicate that

1 §11,40. 2 §n, 33.
3 §11, 23, 17 ff.;§n, 35; §11,37; §11,38; §«, 39; §".45; §"» 5°-
4 §iv, 14, 118 ff.; see C.A.H. i3, ch. x, above, pp. 596 ff., 774 f. and 805.
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this language was in use at the city from that century onwards at
least. Further, since there is no evidence for a change of ruling
class there, or permanent conquest, between the reign of Labar-
nash II and the fifteenth century, it is probable that Hittite was
the language of the kings of Kushshar who created the historical
Hittite state.

Earlier onomastic evidence shows that the Indo-European
immigration had taken place by the end of the twentieth century.
During the nineteenth and eighteenth centuries Assyrian mer-
chants maintained trading colonies at a number of native cities in
central Anatolia. The most important so far investigated was at
Kanesh, modern Kiiltepe, near Kayseri.1 The cuneiform com-
mercial documents of these stations are written in Akkadian, but
they contain many obviously native names. Certain of them have
Indo-European stems or inflexions, some of which reappear in
Hittite as it is known from the Bogazkoy texts: e.g. Takshanu-
man{-)\ the stem taksk-, cognate with that of Greek T£KTO>V and
Sanskrit taksan, 'carpenter', reappears in the Hittite verb
takk(i)smi, 'join'.2 A language of the Hittite-Luwian group was
evidently in use in central Anatolia at least as early as the end of
the twentieth century B.C.

Only the occurrence both in names in these ' Kiiltepe texts' and
in Hittite, as we know it from the archives of Bogazkoy, of some
idiosyncratic linguistic feature, or of a considerable number of
shared stems, would prove that the language to which the names
belonged was directly ancestral to Hittite; but no feature suggests
that it was not. Most recent studies conclude that the Indo-
European ancestors of the Hittites entered Anatolia from the
north-east, but philological arguments for this view seem to have
been overvalued. Even if it can be shown that the historical
Hittite state came into existence as the result of the annexation of
city-states situated in the western part of it by others lying in the
eastern part, this will not imply that previous Indo-European
immigration into the region as a whole must also have come from
the east.3 Nor is it likely that the Hittites learnt to use cuneiform
before they entered Anatolia and therefore in a more easterly
region.4

One document in Hittite, the so-called 'Anitta(sh) Text',
throws some light on conditions in central Anatolia in the cen-

1 See above, pp. 709 ff.
2 §11, 1, 3 ff.; \n, 2, 15 ff. See above, pp. 713 ff.
3 §11, 46, 1 ff.; cf. author, Bi. Or. 10 (1953), 120 f.
4 §n, 13-
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turies immediately before the formation of the Hittite kingdom.1

The earliest extant version dates from c. 1400 B.C. or a little
earlier, but the text itself is in archaic Hittite and may reasonably
be attributed to the seventeenth century. It purports to record the
deeds of two kings of the city of Kushshar, named Pitkhana(sh)
and Anitta(sh), who are now known from references in contem-
porary documents from Kiiltepe and other Cappadocian sites to
have lived in the time of the Assyrian trading colonies (in the
nineteenth century or the eighteenth).2 The exploits of the two
rulers were mainly the conquest of adjacent cities which are
mentioned later in Hittite texts but have not yet been identified on
the ground. A puzzling feature is the inclusion in the narrative
of what is apparently the alleged wording of an inscription set up
by Anitta. There are difficulties in assuming that the text was
composed in the eighteenth century or that it was based on
written records of that time. The Hittites probably did not adopt
the variety of cuneiform in which the Bogazkoy tablets are
written until the seventeenth century, and it is doubtful whether
one of their scribes could have read a cuneiform inscription
which had survived from the time of the trading colonies. Such a
monumental document might, however, have been written in a
script less aberrant from the main line of Mesopotamian cunei-
form than that used in the Kiiltepe tablets. The text, at all events,
is unexpectedly factual in tone and probably contains accurate
tradition, however transmitted. It shows us a pair of city-state
dynasts still operating on a parochial scale in comparison with
the kings of Khatti in the seventeenth century, and it gives no
indication whether they or their people were recent arrivals in
central Anatolia or, conversely, whether they were threatened by
attack from outside it. The achievement recorded of Pitkhana
(the father) is that he captured the city of Nesha(sh), which has
been proposed as the first centre or capital of the Hittites, since
they used a word nasili (also nesili., nesumnilt) in referring to their
own Indo-European language. Anitta destroyed Khattush (later
Khattusha), where Khattic must still have been current in view of
its continued use in religious rituals after the city had become the
Hittite capital.

1 §11, 41, 37 ff.; C.A.H. n3, ch. vi, sect. in. See also: E. Forrer, Die Boghazkoi-
Texte in UmscArifi, 11 (Leipzig, 1926), Nr 7, 30; J. Friedrich, Alte Or. 24/3
(1925); B. Hrozn>>, Arch. Orient. 1 (1929), 273 ff.; H. Otten, M.D.O.G. 76
(1938), 43 ff.

2 On the date of their reigns see: §11, 41. See C.A.H. i3, part 1, p. 212, and
above, pp. 714 ff. C.A.H. n3, ch. vi, sect. HI.
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The names Pitkhana and Anitta are neither demonstrably
Indo-European nor clearly non-Indo-European. The only possible
Indo-European name in the text is that of the god of Nesha,
Siusmis; its first syllable has been equated with the stem *dyeu-1

of Zeus, Juppiter and Sanskrit Dyaus, but there is no independent
support for this etymology, since the Indo-European sequence
*dy- is not represented in any other Hittite word except the pos-
sibly related siunas, god'. A dagger bearing the name of Anitta has
been found in the destruction level above Level 1 b of the palace
at Ktiltepe—Kanesh, and it is tempting to link this evidence with
the statement in the text that he captured Nesha, to equate the two
places, and to deduce that he transferred the capital of a growing
kingdom there, only to be brought down by the attack of an un-
identified enemy before he could consolidate his power. But all
this is uncertain. What is clear is that the events recorded in the
text are not obviously to be interpreted as part of a large-scale
invasion or militant immigration from outside central Anatolia.
On the evidence, Pitkhana and Anitta were operating as rulers of
an already established city-state, in competition with rivals who
ruled similar kingdoms. Nothing shows which of these was Indo-
European-speaking in the eighteenth century, though one or
more presumably were so, in view of the Indo-European names in
the Kiiltepe texts; and no philological evidence indicates how long
before the nineteenth century Indo-European immigrants had
arrived in central Anatolia. Probably they established themselves
at first only in one district, or in a few, and did not succeed in domi-
nating the whole region until the seventeenth century. If so, they
may well have been few in number and may have caused little
cultural change.

The circumstances in which the Luwian language or its
immediate ancestor was introduced into Anatolia are also obscure.
Luwian is first directly attested in cuneiform texts of the four-
teenth or thirteenth century from Bogazkoy. It was evidently in
use in the sixteenth in territory immediately to the west of that in
which Hittite was spoken. The Hittite 'Law Code', whose earliest
version appears to go back to that century, mentions revisions of
rulings concerning Luwians. Other evidence shows that Luwian
was spoken in the fourteenth century in Kizzuwadna (Cilicia)
and over a considerable territory to the west of Khatti, Arzawa.2

It is uncertain whether it was spoken in the north-west, the ex-
treme west, or the south-west of Anatolia in Hittite times. The

1 The asterisk denotes that a word, sound or sequence is reconstructed or not
found in extant texts. 2 §11, 12, 21, 91 f.; %\\, 19, 49; §11, 46, 17 f., 23 ff.
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people known to the Hittites as Lukka(-) presumably spoke it,
or at least a language almost identical with it. The Lycian
language is closely related to Luwian, either by direct derivation
or collaterally, and it can hardly be doubted that the Av/aoi of
Hellenic times were descendants of the Lukka people. (The
location of the land of the Lukkans within western Anatolia is
disputed. The statement in the Amarna Letter No. 38 that
Lukkans were frequently raiding towns in Alashiya, apparently
Cyprus, supports the view that their country corresponded with
later Lycia.1) It is reasonable to assume that Luwian was in use in
Anatolia at least as early as Hittite, but no unambiguous con-
temporary document proves that it was. Neither the name Ihaa
(H. T. Bossert's transcription of the 'hieroglyphic Hittite' signs
on the seal from Beycesultan VI c. 2000—1900 B.C.),2 nor the
stems Kukun and Lukk(a), which occur in an Egyptian inscrip-
tion of the twenty-first century at Byblos,3 belong without doubt
to the Indo-European vocabulary of Luwian. (The Luwian
recorded at Khattusha had clearly, like Hittite, taken over many
words and stems from pre-Indo-European languages.) It is also
doubtful whether specifically Luwian names occur in the docu-
ments of the Assyrian trading colonies.4 Nevertheless, the de-
duction that Luwian was current in most of western Anatolia from
c. 2300 B.C. onwards is not improbable in itself.

Most recent discussions of the interrelation of the languages
of the Hittite-Luwian group seem to accept that they evolved
from dialects of a single primary derivative of Indo-European
(often termed ' proto-Anatolian') and that they developed in
contact during the centuries which preceded the period of the
Bogazkoy archives. By implication, no one of them represents a
language or dialect which came into Anatolia much before the
others. A number of features common to Hittite, Luwian and
Palaic are most naturally explained as the results of the differentia-
tion of related dialects which were still in contact. The Indo-
European sound-system had certainly undergone similar simpli-
fication in the three languages; similar innovations had been made
in the system of verbal inflexions in Hittite and Luwian, at least;
and in all three languages sentences regularly begin with an
introductory particle (nu- in Hittite and Palaic; a- orpa- in Luwian)
followed by enclitic pronouns and modifiers, as in Hittite nu-

1 C.A.H. 113, ch. XXII (&), sect. ix.
2 See S. Lloyd and J. Mellaart, A.St. 8 (1958), 97.
3 See W. F. Albright, Bull. A.S.O.R. 155 (1959), 33 f.; see above, pp. 408 ff.
4 §11, 32; §11, 34, 104 f.
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war-at-si appa pier, 'And (I say) they gave it back to him'. The
patterning of the initial complexes, which have no close parallel
in other Indo-European languages, is similar in the three lan-
guages, but the elements employed differ.1 This suggests parallel
development, perhaps under the influence of the same substrate
language or of a group of such languages which were related
among themselves. It has been claimed that Luwian is archaic in
comparison with Hittite and that it must therefore have been
introduced into Anatolia earlier.2 The supposedly significant
feature is its retention of Indo-European -/- unchanged before
-/-, while in Hittite it is assibilated (cf. Luwian asti, 'is', and Hit-
tite eszi, with z pronounced much as in modern German). It is,
however, at least as likely that the languages differ in this respect
because -/- was assibilated before -i- in Hittite alone, at a time when
it and the cognate dialects were already established in Anatolia.
A similar reliance on retention of Indo-European -t- before -i- as
a significant feature would lead to the conclusion that the West
Greek dialects were the first to be introduced into Greece; they
have -/- in SiScori, 'gives', etc., while the southern and eastern
dialects, undoubtedly in use in Greece earlier, have SiSwcri, etc.,
with assibilation.

Linguistic evidence thus permits only two firm conclusions
about the immigration of Indo-Europeans into Anatolia. One
group, almost certainly those who became the dominant element
among the historical Hittites, entered the central region in the
nineteenth century B.C. at the latest. The ancestors of the Luwians
and the Palaeans had probably arrived in more westerly areas by
the same time, but not necessarily much earlier. Trie 'proto-
Anatolian' language may already have begun, while still out-
side Anatolia, to differentiate into the dialects which developed
into Hittite, Luwian and Palaic. But the differences between
these languages are not so great as to imply that the peoples
who spoke the dialects from which they evolved lost contact
with each other for a considerable time either before or after
entering Anatolia.

(i) NORTHERN MESOPOTAMIA AND SYRIA

In these areas the earliest appearance of an Indo-European
language is again in onomastic material. Akkadian and Hurrian
texts of the sixteenth to fourteenth centuries found in them contain

1 §11, n , vol. 1,63 c, 131 ff., 147 ff.; §11, 35 (53), 161 £; §11, 36, 144 f.
2 §iv, 10, 26. Cf. §11, 19, 48 ff., 61 f.; §11, 42, 91 f., 109 ff.
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personal names which are clearly Indo-Iranian ('Aryan'):1 cf.
Artatama with Sanskrit fta-dhdma, 'abiding in the Law'; Bira-
shena with Sanskrit Fira-sena, 'possessing an army of heroes'.2

Names of gods previously known from the Veda appear in the
lists of deities which are invoked as guardians of the oath in
Hittite treaties with a ruler of Mitanni: cf. Mitrashshil, Uru-
wanashshil, Indar, Nashattiyana in the treaties with Mitra,
Varuna, Jndra, and the Ndsatyd in Vedic mythology.3 A treatise
on the training of chariot-horses found at Bogazkoy, written in
Hittite but attributed to a certain Kikkuli(sh) of Mitanni, has
several technical terms of obvious Indo-Iranian origin, e.g.
panzawartanna, 'course of five circuits', cf. Sanskrit fanca-, 'five',
and -vartana-, 'turning'.4 The individuals who bore the Indo-
Iranian names were rulers of states in northern Syria and Meso-
potamia in which the dominant language in the fourteenth
century (that of a ruling minority, anyway) was Hurrian. The
currency of Indo-Iranian names and technical terms among them
shows, at the least, that they were in cultural contact with an
'Aryan' people, or that their ancestors had been. In all probability
'Aryans' had become the rulers of Hurrian-speaking communi-
ties5 and had led them in their conquests in Syria. The Indo-
Iranian branch of the prehistoric Indo-European-speaking people,
or part of it, must thus have been living in an area close to north-
ern Mesopotamia, probably in northern Iran, in the fifteenth
century at the latest. It is still not agreed whether the names and
loanwords reflect the proto-Indo-Iranian language as it was
before it differentiated into proto-Iranian and proto-Indic groups
of dialects, or a proto-Indic idiom. They certainly show no
specifically Iranian features, and one element in them, aika-,
'one, single', reappears in Sanskrit but not in Old Iranian.6

Moreover, the change of *s to h which is characteristic of Iranian
is shared by Armenian and Greek, and this suggests that the pre-
historic Indo-European languages from which the three derived
remained in contact relatively late. Rulers like Artatama were
probably outliers of the migration which took Indo-European
speech into northern India. The Iranian group of languages is
first attested in the inscriptions of the Achaemenid kings in Old
Persian of the sixth and fifth centuries B.C. It is doubtful whether

1 See p. 825, n. 2.
2 §111, 2; §III , 6, 12 ff.; §111, 10, 149 ff.; C.A.H. n3, ch. xvn, sect. n.
3 §" , 52, 55; §m, 14.
4 §11,9, i8off . ;§n, 30, 15 ff.
6 See p. 826, n. 2. 6 §111, 6, 36 ff.
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the language of the Kassites who dominated Babylonia in the
seventeenth to fourteenth centuries contained any Indo-European
element.1

(c) GREECE

The Greek language was demonstrably in use in the Peloponnese
and also at Cnossus in Crete, though there perhaps only among a
minority, in the thirteenth century B.C. at the very latest.2 Proof
of this has come with the decipherment of the 'Minoan Linear
B' script of the Late Bronze Age tablets of Cnossus, Epano
Englianos (probably Pylus) and Mycenae by M. Ventris in
1952.3 Certain deficiencies of the script for representing Greek,
and above all the conventions of abbreviation which were evidently
observed in using it, have the result that a considerable proportion
of the words in the texts have not yet been identified with known
or reconstructed Greek words. But there is a decisive consensus of
opinion that the decipherment is correct. One strong argument
for its validity is the nature of the Greek which it yields. This is
archaic in certain respects even in comparison with the language of
the Homeric poems. Other features classify it as either a dialect
ancestral to the Arcado-Cyprian group of the classical period or
one belonging to a still only slightly differentiated eastern or
south-eastern dialect-group.4 If the lowest date proposed for the
Linear B tablets of Cnossus is accepted, the linguistic evidence
will indicate the early part of the thirteenth century as the latest
possible time for the introduction of Greek into the Peloponnese.
On the more generally accepted dating it indicates the fourteenth
century or the fifteenth.

(d) OTHER AREAS

In areas other than the Aegean, Anatolia and the Near East,
Indo-European languages are first attested at dates which range
from the sixth century B.C. onwards. In Italy, the earliest Latin
inscriptions date from that century. The Celtic language-group
is first represented by short inscriptions in Gaulish of the last
century B.C. and by slightly earlier borrowings in Greek and

1 §111,1, 102 ff., 122, 192 ff.
2 This terminus post quern is based on the low date which L. R. Palmer has pro-

posed for the Linear B tablets from Cnossus; see now L. R. Palmer and J. Boardman,
On the Knossus Tablets (Oxford, 1963); M. H. Popham, 'The destruction of the
palace of Knossos and its pottery', in Antiq. 40 (1966), pp. 24-8.

3 C.A.H. 113, ch. xxxix. « Ibid.
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Latin; the Germanic by onomastic material in Greek and Roman
sources of that and subsequent centuries.1 The linguistically most
archaic compositions in Indie and Iranian languages, the Veda
and the oldest parts of the Avesta, certainly go back to the first
centuries of the first millennium B.C. at least. The Veda may have
been composed c. 1000 B.C. or even somewhat earlier.2 But the
earliest extant manuscripts of both these corpora are of the Christian
era, and neither contains a historical reference which gives a
precise date for the composition of its most archaic sections. The
earliest contemporary documents in an Indie language are in-
scriptions of King ASoka of c. 250 B.C. The Slavonic and Baltic
language-groups, Armenian, Albanian and Tocharian, are first
represented in texts of the European Middle Ages or late anti-
quity. A number of Indo-European languages of the Graeco-
Roman period are either known only from exiguous contemporary
documents or are postulated as independent idioms on the basis of
onomastic material, mainly in Greek and Roman sources. Of the
former, Phrygian was spoken in central Anatolia from the seventh
century B.C. to the fifth A.D.; Venetic was in use in the vicinity of
Venice from the sixth to the second century B.C; Messapic,
probably an Illyrian language, is known from inscriptions in
south-eastern Italy of the fifth and subsequent centuries B.C.
Illyrian, Thracian and Dacian were autonomous Indo-European
languages, the two latter being closely related to each other and to
Phrygian.3 The evidence for the Indo-European character of the
languages of the Siculi and the Ligurians seems inconclusive.4

III . ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE FOR EARLY

INDO-EUROPEAN IMMIGRATION

Evidence from archaeology for the arrival of Indo-European
immigrants may be expected above all in Anatolia and Greece,
because it is in those countries that Indo-European languages
are recorded at the earliest dates. The 'Aryan' names in Syrian
and Mesopotamian documents of the second millennium were
evidently borne by minorities in Hurrian- and Semitic-speaking
populations, and so do not imply extensive Indo-European im-
migration. In both Anatolia and Greece and in the intermediate

1 G, 7, II ff.;§l, IO, 57ff.;§v, 16, 59 ff.
2 Seep. 851.
» G, 7, 98 ff.; %n, 8, 333 ff., 594 ff.; §v, 16, 39 ff.; §v, 17, 157 ff.
4 G, 7, 160 ff., §V, 16, 43 ff.; §V, 17, 173 ff.
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Thracian area the archaeological record is complicated and there
are still troublesome gaps, although recent surveys and excava-
tions have added much new information.

(a) ANATOLIA

Discussion of the ethnic prehistory of this region may well begin
with the reconstructions recently advanced by J. Mellaart.1 They
are difficult to evaluate at present because they are largely based
on his own extensive investigations, the results of which have not
yet been published in detail. But it should be useful to examine
how far they correlate with the conclusions which are most
naturally drawn from the linguistic data.

Mellaart finds strong archaeological indications of large-scale
or very disruptive movements into north-western Anatolia at
two points in the Anatolian Early Bronze Age: at the end of his
cultural phase 1, when Troy I was destroyed, c. 2800 B.C. accord-
ing to his dating (c. 2600 B.C. in previous systems); and at the end
of his phase Early Bronze 2, c. 2300 B.C, when Troy II and other
settlements suffered destruction.2 In each case the evidence which
he has adduced is mainly of cultural change and catastrophe within
western Anatolia itself; but in each he sees the initiating cause in
invasion or immigration from Thrace or the lower Danubian
region. He suggests that the first series of migrations brought
the Luwian language into the Troad, and that after an interval
of four or five centuries, during which the descendants of the
immigrants lived in north-western Anatolia, perhaps largely as
nomads, the second series, initiated by further movements out of
Thrace, spread Luwian over the rest of western Anatolia. In
central Anatolia the evidence is more complex. At no time between
c. 2500 and c. 1800 B.C. does there appear to have been a move-
ment as extensive and as destructive in its effects as that which
occurred in the western region c. 2300. Three phenomena might
seem to indicate the appearance of a new people in the central
region in the last centuries of the Early Bronze Age: (1) the
appearance and spread of the so-called ' Cappadocian' painted
pottery c. 2200 B.C.;3 (2) destructions dated c. 2100-2000 B.C. in
a region extending from Bayburt, near Erzurum, in the east to
Eski§ehir in the west and southwards to Aksaray;4 (3) the ap-
pearance of monochrome pottery of the so-called 'Hittite' type in
the Ankara region, in the adjacent areas east of the River Halys

1 §iv, ro;seeabove,pp. 37ifF.,4o6ff.,68iff.and69iff. 2 See above, pp. 406 ff.
3 §11, 3, 48 ff.; see above, pp. 686 ff. 4 See above, pp. 689 and 703.
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(Kizil Irmak) and in northern Cappadocia (e.g. in Level IV of the
karum at Kiiltepe) c. 2100-2000 B.C.1 Mellaart associates the
arrival of the Hittites (i.e. the immigrants who introduced the
Indo-European language from which the historical Hittite
language developed) with the destructions, which he dates to just
before c. 1900 B.C. He concludes that the Hittites entered central
Anatolia from the north-east, from the Caucasian region.

A conclusion that one or more of the 'Anatolian' Indo-
European languages, or a language ancestral to them, was intro-
duced into Anatolia c. 2300 B.C. does not conflict with compara-
tive linguistic evidence. They are all archaic in certain respects in
comparison with Greek and Sanskrit; and if Greek is thought to
have been introduced into Greece c. 1900 B.C, it is not im-
probable that a language ancestral to Hittite or Luwian or both
should have come into use in Anatolia some four hundred years
earlier.2 It is hardly possible to decide on linguistic grounds
whether earlier invaders of c. 2800-2600 B.C. would have
spoken an Indo-European language of proto-Anatolian type, or
indeed of any other kind. Calculations about the length of time
during which Indo-European existed as a unitary language
and about how long it took to differentiate into the known
historical language-groups are too uncertain. If immigrants do
appear to have entered Anatolia from Thrace c. 2800-2600 B.C,
it will only be justifiable to regard them as Indo-European if
their culture is both highly specialized and closely similar to that
of later waves which can be identified as Indo-European.

The feature of Mellaart's reconstruction which does seem to
conflict with the conclusions of most philologists about the
interrelation of the 'Anatolian' Indo-European languages is his
deduction that (proto-)Luwian and (proto-)Hittite were intro-
duced at opposite ends of the Anatolian peninsula and at times
some four hundred years apart. Prima facie, at least, Hittite,
Luwian and Palaic look like closely related languages, derived
from the same dialect of Indo-European, which had remained in
contact throughout the time during which they had differentiated;
unless, indeed, their differentiation began only after that ancestral
dialect had been introduced into Anatolia. In either case, the im-
migrants who came to speak these three languages presumably
entered Anatolia by the same route during a relatively short period.

The archaeological evidence on which Mellaart bases his con-
clusions is itself not free from difficulties. The migration which
appears to have taken place in western Anatolia c. 2300 B.C.

1 See above, pp. 694 ff. 2 See pp. 845 ff. and 866 ff.
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would certainly have been of the kind which Indo-European
peoples are known to have made in later times, and it might well
have spread a new language southward through the region. But
neither this movement nor the one postulated for c. 2800 B.C.
has been reliably connected with an antecedent migration in a
more northerly area which might have initiated it. There appears
to be much less evidence for destruction of settlements and for
cultural change at appropriate times in south-eastern Europe than
in Anatolia itself. The Thracian region has not yet been well ex-
plored and the chronology of relevant sites there is notoriously
difficult. But it appears that at least in the early part of the Early
Bronze Age cultural influences from Anatolia were meeting others
from the north in the Thracian region. At all events, the archaeo-
logical evidence does not indicate a simple process of successive
migrations from the north through the Thracian region into
Anatolia.

To consider the problem in a broader context, no Anatolian
culture of the late Early Bronze Age or the early Middle Bronze
Age has been shown to be derived from an earlier culture which
might be attributed to the Indo-Europeans or to one branch of
them before their dispersal. The customs and the material equip-
ment of the Hittites of the historical period have traits which are
typical of some Indo-European peoples at the end of the second
millennium B.C. and in the first millennium. One such trait was
the practice of cremating the dead and burying the bones of
individuals separately in urns. This was characteristic of the
peoples of the 'urnfield' cultures which extended, in the first
place, over much of central Europe from the thirteenth century
onwards.1 Texts recovered at Bogazkoy in the second series
of excavations show that the bodies of Hittite kings were cre-
mated,2 and excavation of the cemetery at Osmankayasi near the
Hittite capital in 1952 has proved that the rite was not reserved
for royalty alone.3 At Osmankayasi the dead were buried in a
grotto, not in an 'urnfield' in the strict sense, and interments of
unburnt corpses as well as of ashes were made apparently through-
out the period of its use. But the custom of urn-burial after
cremation was certainly well established. The cemetery was in use
in the seventeenth century, and possibly earlier, some three
hundred years at least before urnfield cemeteries are known in
Europe. The rite of cremation was virtually unknown elsewhere
in Anatolia and the Near East before c. 1500 B.C. Significantly, a
fifteenth-century text from Nuzi in the Hurrian region mentions

1 G , 6 , 18 ff. 3 §11, 4; §11, +4. 3 §n, 4, 22 ff.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



844 IMMIGRANTS FROM THE NORTH

the cremation of a king named Parattarna, perhaps an 'Aryan'
dynast.1 Cremation had become the normal rite in northern
India by early historical times and the descriptions of the funerals
of Patroclus and Hector in the Iliad2 show that it was known to
Greeks of the early Iron Age, though not practised in Mycenaean
communities. It seems probable that the Indo-European element
in the Hittite population introduced the rite into Anatolia, but
up to the present there is no evidence that it was customary in any
area farther to the north before the thirteenth century. It is found
only sporadically in Europe and the Pontic region before that
time. Only future archaeological discoveries will solve the
question whether it developed in Anatolia in the second millen-
nium or was introduced from an area of origin elsewhere.

All early historical Indo-European communities had domesti-
cated horses, and many used war-chariots. In Anatolia the earliest
known occurrence of the bones of horses is in Troy VI. Skeletons
of a powerful breed which must have been domesticated were
found at Osmankayasi.3 These finds at least accord with the view
that Indo-European immigration began before 1900 B.C. It is
doubtful whether any Indo-Europeans knew the war-chariot
before coming into close contact with peoples of the Near East,
probably in the second quarter of the second millennium.4 A
Hittite text mentions the use of chariots at the siege of Urshu in
the seventeenth century, but it was written some time later and
may be anachronistic.5 Certain features of Hittite monarchy and
society which may be Indo-European will be discussed later.6

In the third millennium, the splendour of the late E. B. Age
tombs at Alaca Hiiyiik, of c. 2300—2200 B.C, points to an aristo-
cratic society of the kind which several historical Indo-European
peoples developed, but there is no other indication that Indo-
Europeans had settled in the vicinity of the site by that time.7

The archaeological evidence which, according to Mellaart,
shows that the Indo-European ancestors of the Hittites migrated
into central Anatolia from the east c. 1900 B.C. also seems in-
conclusive. It has not been shown that the destructions which
occurred in central Anatolia about that time took place in sequence
from east to west, or that new cultural traits appeared after them.
It now seems to be agreed that the ' Cappadocian' style of pottery

1 §n, 4, 30; Bull. A.S.O.R. 93 (1944), 16.
2 IliadXXIII, n o ff.; xxiv, 782 ff.
3 §11, 4, 60 ff.; §11, 5, 113; C. W. Blegen, Troy, vol. m/i (Princeton, 1953), 10,

397, 403. 4 See p. 873. 5 C.A.H. n3, ch. vi, sect, iv, 19 f.
6 See pp. 874 ff. 7 See above, p. 686.
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was not brought in by Indo-Europeans.1 It may have originated
in Anatolia, and it certajnly does not appear to have developed
from any similar style known-in more easterly areas. It may be
that the appearance of monochrome 'Hittite' pottery c. 1900 B.C.
reflects the arrival of the (proto-)Hittites and perhaps also of the
people who spoke Palaic, further to the west.2 If this pottery
proves to have appeared first in the Tav§anh-Kiitahya area,3 it may
be deduced that the (proto-)Hittites entered Anatolia from the
north-west at about the same time as the (proto-)Luwians, and
remained in a north-westerly area in linguistic contact with them
until the twentieth century, after which they migrated further
eastwards. This conclusion fits the comparative linguistic evi-
dence well.4 The view that Hittite and Luwian were introduced
into Anatolia from opposite directions and at a considerable in-
terval implies that two related languages first diverged little while
separated for nearly four hundred years, and then developed in
closely parallel fashion after coming into contact again in Anatolia.
This cannot be said to be impossible. It would, however, be an
exceptional linguistic phenomenon and does not seem probable.

To summarize, while linguistic evidence may be considered to
prove that Indo-Europeans migrated into Anatolia before c. 1900
B.C, the details of the event must still be regarded as uncertain.

(b) GREECE

For over thirty years the general opinion has been that the Greek
language, or at least one or more dialects of it, came into use in
Greece at the beginning of the Middle Helladic period, c. 1900
B.C.5 At that time many settlements were destroyed in Greece, at
least in the southern and central parts, and a characteristic new
pottery appeared, the so-called 'Minyan' ware, usually grey or
yellow.8 An invasion is the obvious cause of these developments,
and archaeology indicates no other considerable intrusion between
c. 1900 B.C. and the fourteenth or thirteenth century, when Greek
is known to have been current in the Peloponnese.7 Recent
research suggests that the assumed immigration may have taken
longer than had been supposed, and that it may have had more
than one phase. At Lerna the severe destruction occurred at the
end of Early Helladic II, not later, and 'Minyan' pottery has

1 §11, 3, 48 ff.; see above, pp. 686 ff. 2 See above, p. 842.
3 See above, p. 694. 4 See above, pp. 836 ff.
5 §iv, 6, 154.
6 C.A.H. 113, ch. iv(rf), sect. 11, 4 ff. 7 See above, p. 839.
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been found there in the latest level of Early Helladic III.1 More-
over, the significance of the appearance of 'matt-painted'
pottery alongside 'Minyan' in the Middle Helladic period is not
yet clear.2 Nevertheless, the reasonable conclusion is that the
first considerable body of Greek-speaking immigrants moved into
central and southern Greece c. 1900 B.C.3 The destruction of
Lerna may have been the work of an earlier wave of proto-Greeks,
or of men who belonged to a different Indo-European people, but
at present it is not useful to speculate about their identity.

The usual view has been that the people who began to produce
'Minyan' ware in Greece came in from the north. But no likely
prototype of this pottery has been reported from a more northerly
area. Published discussions do not make it clear whether the ware
or a similar one occurs in significant quantity in Macedonia and
Thrace or not.4 In 1932 C. W. Blegen found a little similar
pottery in Troy VI.5 Prima facie, this might have been imported
from Greece, or the ware might have been introduced both at
Troy and in central Greece by migrants from further north.
Recent discoveries in Turkey have prompted new and more
complex explanations of its appearance in Greece c. 1900 B.C.

Since 1955 J. Mellaart has reported that grey wares very
similar to Greek grey 'Minyan' were widely distributed in north-
western Anatolia at the end of the E. B. Age and the beginning of
the M. B. Age.6 He believes that the ' Minyan' style developed in
an area about two hundred miles east of Troy in the period Troy V,
and that the ware came into use in areas further to the west,
including the Aegean sea-board, at the beginning of the M. B. Age
in the period Troy VI. He concludes that it was introduced into
Greece from these areas. He reconstructs the course of events as
follows. Proto-Greeks (tribes who spoke an Indo-European
language which developed into Greek) settled in north-western
Anatolia, probably arriving from Bulgaria, during the last cen-
turies of the third millennium. They learnt to make grey ' Min-
yan' ware there and became skilful seafarers. In the twentieth
century they emigrated under pressure from peoples in the
interior, and won new homes for themselves in Greece. Their

1 See above, pp. 786 ff.; CAM. 113, ch. iv(a), sect. 11, 11, sect, m, 21 ff.
2 C.A.H. 113, ch. iv (a), sect. 11, 5 f.
3 No archaeological evidence appears to indicate extensive migration into Greece

between c. 1900 and c. 1100 B.C.
4 C.A.H. 113, ch. iv (a), sect. 11, 7 f.
5 §11, 5, 140 ff.; C. W. Blegen, Troy 11, 1 (1951), 317; in, 1 (1953) 408; iv, 1

(I958) . 319-
6 §iv, 10, 15 ff.; see above, pp. 700 ff.
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arrival in Greece is marked by the appearance of 'Minyan'
pottery and they introduced the Greek language there.

L. R. Palmer has offered a different interpretation of the data.1

He considers that' Luwians' inhabited the north-western part of
Anatolia as well as the central western part at the end of the third
millennium, and that it was they who introduced 'Minyan'
pottery into Greece. The first Greek-speaking immigrants would
have come into Greece during the fifteenth century or perhaps
late in the sixteenth.

These mutually exclusive theories may only be evaluated
provisionally at present. Little information has been published
about the relevant new north-western Anatolian styles of pottery.
But some problems should be pointed out. In the first place,
the possibility that 'Minyan' pottery was introduced both into
Anatolia and into Greece from the north remains open until
Macedonia and Thrace have been well surveyed and it has been
established that no wares which might have been the prototype of
both Anatolian and Greek ' Minyan' ceramics were in use in those
regions between c. 2300 and c. 1900 B.C. Secondly, the develop-
ment and the interrelation of the Anatolian types of pottery which
have been classed as 'Minyan' or 'grey' wares need elucidation.
One at least of the shapes which are regarded as characteristically
'Minyan', the vase with high looped handles, occurs at Beyce-
sultan in a red ware in Level VII (c. 2100-2050 B.C.) and possible
prototypes from the same site are considerably older.2 During the
middle centuries of the third millennium such ' Minyan' shapes
might have been imitated widely, in areas outside Anatolia as well
as within it, especially if they imitated metal vessels which were
luxury articles. It is not unthinkable that a style of pottery which
was brought into Anatolia from the north-west c. 2100—1900 B.C.
should have had features which went back ultimately to an
Anatolian prototype of an earlier period. There was considerable
cultural diffusion from Anatolia into south-eastern Europe in the
earlier phases of the Early Bronze Age. The relative chronology
of the various north-western Anatolian wares of late E.B.A. and
early M.B.A. still seems uncertain. It is not clear what evidence
indicates that the earliest grey ware in the Marmara area was
contemporary with Troy III.3 The occurrence of certain features
of decoration on pottery of Troy V and on the earliest ' Minyan'

1 §iv, 13.
2 §iv, 10, 18; see above, pp. 692 ff.; S. Lloyd and J. Mellaart, A.St. 6 (1956),

126.
3 See above, pp. 701 ff.; §iv, 10, 18.
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of the Marmara area, while they are not found on pottery of
Troy VI, is not to be explained only on the assumption that the
'Minyan' type developed in the Marmara area during the Troy
V period and was introduced at Troy subsequently. The Marmara
area might have been conservative in its use of decoration. The
'Minyan' style, or rather one version of it in which pre-existing
decorative motifs of the area continued to be used, might have
developed there during the Troy VI period. Any important
archaeological discovery will naturally bring with it problems of
this sort which cannot be resolved immediately. But it seems pre-
mature to conclude that the appearance of ' Minyan' pottery in
Greece c. 1900 B.C. must reflect an extensive, direct migration
from north-western Anatolia, while so much is still uncertain about
the history of similar pottery in Anatolia, and while the Thracian
and Macedonian regions are still imperfectly known.

The linguistic data are compatible with Mellaart's reconstruc-
tion of the migrations of the proto-Greeks but do not specifically
support it. Some considerations suggest that proto-Greek de-
veloped in the third millennium in an area to the north or west of
that in which proto-Phrygian took shape, so that it would be
surprising to find (proto-)Greek introduced into Anatolia some
centuries before Phrygian.1 Indo-European migrations may some-
times have crossed or have diverged from the main lines of move-
ment which we deduce. Nevertheless, place-names and personal
names of north-western Anatolia in the Hittite period have no
characteristics which appear to have belonged to, or to have been
inherited from, an early form of Greek. The present writer believes
that the country whose name the Hittites wrote as Ahhiyawa,
apparently based on Greek ̂ A^ou/os or *'A^aiA'a, was Rhodes, or
at least had its main centre there.2 If so, Ahhiyawa will represent a
name which the Hittites took over from Mycenaean Greeks, not a
survival from a form of Greek which had been current in Anatolia
some centuries before their time.

L. R. Palmer's reconstruction, in which the people who intro-
duced 'Minyan' pottery into Greece were 'Luwians', is based
primarily on linguistic evidence. Place-names ending in syllables
which contain -ss-, e.g. Halicarnassus, Larissa, and others in
-nth- or -nd-, are common in south-western Anatolia in classical
times, and also occur in Greece and Crete.3 Comparable names in

1 G, 3,33.
2 See 2?/'.Or. 10(1953), 120 {.Contra, p. 410 above. The name should be written

Akhkhiyawa according to the conventions followed in this History in transcribing
other names from Hittite texts. 3 §iv, 6, 141 ff.
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Map 16 . Map to illustrate movements of northern peoples in the third to first millennia B.C. 
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-assas (probably pronounced [-assas] or [-asas]) and in -andas or
-antas appear in the Bogazkoy texts. Some of the places with
names in -assas were certainly in areas in which Luwian was
spoken. It has long been thought that the distribution of names
of the two types might indicate a prehistoric migration from south-
western Anatolia to Greece. Palmer's new deductions are that
this movement occurred after Luwian had come into use in
western Anatolia; that the formant -assas belonged specifically
to the Luwian language; and that Luwian became at least the
principal language of central and southern Greece, and also of
much of Crete, from the nineteenth century B.C. to the fifteenth.
The theory is attractive in so far as it explains the similarities
between place-names on opposite sides of the Aegean, but there
are difficulties in it. One lies in the variants in -TT-, e.g. Hymettus
in Attica, which are typical of certain dialects of Greek, and in
some comparable forms in classical Anatolia. A sound or sequence
which was written with -TT- in Greek does not seem a natural
development from one which was represented as -ss- in the cunei-
form of Bogazkoy. At the least, the Greek forms must have been
derived from a form of Luwian which was antecedent or collateral
to that which was known at Khattusha.1 Palmer's explanation of
the place-name Parnassus as Anatolian in origin is attractive;
cf. Hittite and Luwian parna-, 'house'.2 And in Greek legend
Pelops came from Lydia or Phrygia and the charioteer who
helped him win his kingdom in the Peloponnese was named
Myrsilus or Myrtilus ;3 cf. the Hittite name Murshilish. Perhaps
individuals or small groups of people who spoke Luwian did
settle in Greece during the second millennium B.C. But the natural
conclusion from the linguistic evidence as a whole is that 'Lu-
wians' did not migrate to Greece in large numbers.4 No charac-
teristic of the Greek language, other than the formants in certain
place-names, has plausibly been explained as Luwian in origin,
and it is inconceivable that the identifiable Luwian elements in
Greek would have been so small if Luwian had been spoken in
Greece for some centuries before Greek superseded it. The
linguistic arguments for Luwian migration to Crete rest on
doubtful interpretations of 'Minoan Linear A' texts.5

It has been suggested that an Indo-European language related

1 §iv, i3)88ff. 2 §iv, 12, 13.
3 Diodorus Siculus, iv, 73; Pausanias, vm, 14, 10-12.
4 §iv, n .
5 See M. Pope, 'The goddess Asasara: an obituary', in Bull. Inst. Cl. St. 8 (1961),

29 ff.
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not to the 'Anatolian' group but to Illyrian was current in Greece
before Greek itself.1 The Adriatic connections of some Bronze
Age pottery in western Greece make this idea worth considering,2

and it is based on more varied linguistic comparisons than is the
theory of a Luwian substrate. But the case for it is still inconclu-
sive. ' Illyrian' itself is a linguistic concept based on rather limited
material.3

It still seems most satisfactory to associate the arrival of the
first Greek-speaking tribes in Greece with the appearance of
'Minyan' pottery there, though it may be that their immigration
began before 2000 B.C. or that a closely related people preceded
those who introduced the Greek language. In the author's opinion
this language was already a well-differentiated idiom before it
was brought into central and southern Greece, and tribes who
spoke one or more dialects of it probably remained behind in
some area to the north, to appear as the 'Dorians' and as speakers
of 'north-western' Greek dialects at the end of the second
millennium B.C. It is still uncertain from which region Greek
was introduced into the Balkan peninsula.

(f) INDIA AND IRAN

Since 'Aryan' personal names appear in northern Mesopotamia
and Syria as early as the fifteenth century B.C., Iran and northern
India are regions in which archaeological evidence for early
Indo-European immigration might be expected. At first sight the
chances of determining when this took place in India look good.
There is no historical account of an 'Aryan' conquest in Indian
literature, but the earlierjiymns of the Rigveda portray a situation
of conflict between the Aryas, the people for whom the poets sing,
and enemies whom they call ddsas or dasyus and regard as racially
different from themselves, dark-skinned men, unlovely and
irreligious.4 The dividing line between events on earth and
mythology is not clearly maintained in these poems and was
probably not even logically conceived. The gods of the Aryas help
them in their fight against the Dasas, who are looked upon as
agents of the supernatural forces of evil and darkness. Conversely,
the gods' struggle against these forces on the superhuman plane
is visualized in terms of the warfare of the Aryas against their
earthly enemies. However, it may be accepted that the poems do

1 §iv, 3;§iv, 4;§iv, 5.
2 See above, pp. 790 ff. See also C.A.H. n3, ch. iv(a), sect, n, 12.
3 §iv, 9. * §111, 7 ,79 ff.; §m, 11,251 ff.
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reflect a historical conflict or preserve the memory of it. There is
much that is realistic in the descriptions of the fighting, and one of
the terms of abuse used of the Dasas is significant. They are called
andsas,' noseless', a natural description of the delicately snub-nosed
physiognomy of the Dravidian Indian from the point of view of
an ill-disposed northerner. The advanced Bronze Age civilization
of the Indus valley declined in the second millennium B.C. and the
final destruction of its two most important cities, those at Harappa
and Mohenjo Daro, appears to have been caused by military
action.1 Closer dating of the events which led to their downfall is
still uncertain, and it is difficult to correlate in detail the archaeo-
logical and literary evidence for invasion and war in the region in
the middle and late centuries of the millennium. Few sites have
been excavated in northern India and their absolute chronology is
hard to establish. The Vedic literature is imaginative or primarily
concerned with religious ritual. It is not demonstrably older than
c. 1000 B.C, although it is often said to be.2 It mentions many
tribes, places and rivers which are probably historical, but for the
most part they cannot be satisfactorily identified or located. The
region known to the poets apparently lay north of the Thar desert,
from the Punjab in the west to the vicinity of Ambala and the
river Jumna in the east, while the river Ganges is mentioned only
once. There are other indications besides this that the Aryas were
migrating or extending their territories during the period in
which the poems were composed, and that this movement or
expansion was in an eastward direction. Some of the river-names
in the poems are thought to survive in Afghanistan (the names
Kubha, Suvastu, Krumu and Gomati being identified with those
of the Kabul, the Swat, the Kurram and the Gumal) and this
suggests that the Aryas entered India from that country. One
river-name, Sarasvati, occurs also in Avestan (in the Vendidad)
in the corresponding Iranian form Harohvaiti. But this hardly
proves that the proto-Indians and the proto-Iranians were still in
contact when the Rigveda and the earliest hymns of the Avesta
were composed. The name may have been remembered by the
Aryas from times before they lost contact with the proto-Iranians,
and it may have been given later to a river in India (perhaps the
Sutlej).

The latest archaeological research indicates a complex or at
least protracted pattern of immigration into India from the north-
west, perhaps lasting over most of the second millennium. It does
not appear that the cities of the Indus valley were overwhelmed in

1 §111, 5, 75 ff. 2 §m,6, 35.
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one sudden onslaught or mass incursion. The first apparently
intrusive culture in the region is the one known by the site name
Jhukar. It was introduced by a people who drove away the in-
habitants of the Harappan town at Chanhu Daro.1 D. H. Gordon
dates its appearance to shortly after c. 1800 B.C., and it is said to
have points of similarity with the cultures of Tepe Hisar III and
Sialk (Cemetery A) in Iran.2 The cities at Mohenjo Daro and
Harappa evidently survived for some time after this invasion.
The former was eventually captured, sacked and abandoned.
That at Harappa fell to a people of an inferior and alien culture,
named Ravi I by Gordon.3 A change in burial customs at Harappa
from inhumation to pot-burial after exposure or cremation may
indicate a second wave of immigrants there. At sites in the Ambala
area and in the eastern Punjab there is also evidence of a new
element in the population at approximately the same time, but
no cultural parallels to it in an area outside India have yet been
suggested.

There is even less evidence at present on which to base a
reconstruction of events in northern and eastern Iran in the
second millennium. Destruction levels and cultural changes
which may reflect immigration are reported at Tepe Hisar, south-
east of the Caspian Sea, and at Tepe Giyan, in Luristan, in each
case at the beginning of the excavators' Level III, and it is natural
to consider whether they mark the arrival of Indo-Europeans,
perhaps proto-Indians. The dates of the two levels are con-
troversial. Those proposed by the excavators seem too high.
Those now generally accepted, c. 2000 to perhaps c. 1550 B.C.,
will give a date for the immigration some centuries before the
earliest attestation of 'Aryan' names in the Near East.4 But it is
possible to assume that a proto-Indian population remained in
northern Iran during the first centuries of the second millennium,
while related tribes were already migrating further to enter north-
western India. There was apparently no radical cultural change in
Iran during Tepe Hisar III or Tepe Giyan III. Gordon's date for
the Jhukar culture (c. 1800 B.C. onwards) is consistent with its
having been introduced into India by an early wave of proto-
Indian immigrants. However, the first effect of Indo-European
immigration into Iran may have been to drive native non-Indo-
European peoples southward. In any case the Aryas of the Rig-
veda may represent a relatively late wave of immigrants. The high
date of c. 1500 B.C. formerly proposed for the earlier parts of the
Rigveda is not based on firm philological evidence and should not

1 §m> S> 79 ff. s §111, 4, 51 f. 3 §111,5, 83 ff. 4 §111,4,60.
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be used as an argument for dating the migration of the Aryas so
early. The Iranians would appear to have followed the proto-
Indians into Iran, presumably displacing or dominating them
there, in the second half of the second millennium at the earliest.
Names with specifically Iranian characteristics appear first in
Assyrian documents of the ninth century.1 A linguistic argument
supports the conclusion. Iranian shares at least one of the features
which distinguish it from Indie, the change of s to h, with Greek
and Armenian (cf. Sanskrit sapta, Avestan hapta, Greek iv-rd,
Armenian evt'n, 'seven'). So proto-Iranian presumably remained
in contact with the dialects from which those languages de-
veloped longer than did proto-Indic, and in a region further to
the north.

(d) OTHER AREAS

In areas other than Anatolia, Greece, Iran and India, direct
evidence of the use of an Indo-European language or plausible
tradition about its introduction is available only considerably
later, at times from the sixth century B.C. onwards, and it is
correspondingly more difficult to identify by means of archaeo-
logical data the movements which brought in Indo-European
speech from its original area. Much secondary migration,
amalgamation and differentiation of Indo-European peoples may
have taken place by the end of the first millennium B.C. In central
Europe, and in the Danubian region in particular, material pro-
gress in the Bronze Age was rapid and diverse. It is generally
accepted that Indo-European peoples, or communities whom
they had dominated, created the more advanced civilizations,
notably those of the Tumulus and Urnfield cultures, which
appeared in these regions between c. 1750 and c. 1300 B.C, and
that migrations out of them introduced Celtic languages into
France and northern Spain, and the Italic languages (at least Oscan
and Umbrian) into Italy.2 It would be inappropriate to treat the
cultural history of Europe in the Bronze Age and the prehistory
of its peoples at length in this chapter. But the geographical
location of all Indo-European groups at the times when they can
first be identified should be stated as far as it can be determined,
since it must be taken into account when the question of the area
of origin of primary Indo-European expansion is discussed.

1 §111, 8; §111, 9. C. Burney informs me that there is substantial continuity in
pottery at Hasanlu in northern Iran between periods V and IV, the latter beginning
c. 1000 B.C, but that a new 'Triangle Ware' appears in the seventh century B.C.

2 G , 6 , 18 ff.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



854 IMMIGRANTS FROM THE NORTH

Onomastic evidence shows that Celts were present in Bohemia
and France in the second century B.C. and there is no doubt that
the peoples of the La Tene civilization in its Middle and Late
phases, when it extended over most of Czechoslovakia, southern
Germany and France, were Celtic-speaking. E. and J. N.
Neustupny, who have treated the question most recently, think
that Early La Tene evolved in Bohemia, southern Germany and
perhaps part of France as the result of successive changes in local
cultures between the thirteenth and the eighth centuries, changes
which suggest no influx of new population.1 They trace the
development of the La Tene culture in Czechoslovakia back to
the Knoviz and Velatice cultures, themselves derived from the
wider Tumulus complex. This implies that a Celtic or proto-
Celtic population was settled in Bohemia as early as c. 1300 B.C.

There is no obvious archaeological evidence for migration into
Italy from the east or north-east on a large scale between c. 2000
and 500 B.C, although there are similarities between the most
important late Bronze Age civilizations of the peninsula, the
Apennine culture and that of the terramare (the settlements of
pile-dwellings and mounds in the central Po valley of c. 1300-
1000 B.C), on the one hand, and slightly earlier cultures in
Hungary and northern Yugoslavia on the other. These re-
semblances suggest that small groups of migrants moved into
Italy from the latter areas. The Terramara culture had the custom
of cremation. In the Iron Age the Villanovans in Etruria and the
vicinity of Bologna practised cremation and burial in urnfields,
and their art shows central European features. Further south in
the same period cremation and urnfield burial occur sporadically.2

In general, this evidence suggests that proto-Italic languages
(represented later by Latin, Oscan and Umbrian, together with
their less well-attested cognates and perhaps Sicel) were brought
into Italy from the north-east between c. 1500 and 900 B.C, but
it is difficult to point to a precise area of origin for the Italic
group outside Italy or to correlate the spread of Latin, Oscan and
Umbrian with particular cultures or movements at the end of the
second millennium. As a language Latin appears to be more
archaic than Oscan and Umbrian and was probably introduced
into Italy ahead of them. The Veneti, at the head of the Adriatic,
were certainly later arrivals from the zone of Urnfield cultures.
Their language should be regarded as an autonomous Indo-
European idiom, though it has points of similarity to the Italic
group. They presumably moved into their historical territory

1 §v, 15, ii7ff., 128, 145 ff. « G, 6,27.
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after the Italic!1 had entered Italy, in the ninth century.2 The
Etruscans constitute a special problem in the prehistory of
northern Italy. At the beginning of the historical period in the
fifth century they are found over much the same territory as the
Villanovan culture, but their language is not closely related to any
western Indo-European group and is not to be explained as pre-
Italic. Only the language of the isolated non-Hellenic stele of
Lemnos, probably of the sixth century B.C., resembles it closely,
but it appears to be related to Lydian and so to the Hittite-
Luwian group ;3 the paucity and shortness of both the Etruscan
and the Lydian texts make the question difficult to resolve. If
the connexion is demonstrated, the ancient tradition4 that the
Etruscans migrated to Italy from Anatolia may be considered
proved, even if there is no clear archaeological evidence of their
arrival in Etruria and the central Po valley. Etruscan presumably
replaced an Italic language, or perhaps one more closely related
to Venetic, in the region of the Villanovan culture.

The Illyrians were recognized as a distinct people by the Greeks
of the classical period, who knew them as warlike neighbours
living to the north-east, in modern Albania and Yugoslavia. Their
language, strictly defined, survives only in place-names and per-
sonal names. Messapic appears to be related to it, but not simply as
a dialect. It shares certain features with the Indo-European lan-
guages of Europe other than Greek, particularly with those of the
Germanic group. It is doubtful whether Albanian is derived from
this Illyrian language or whether it contains any considerable
Illyrian substratum.5

The culture of the historical Illyrians appears to have developed
from one belonging to the Iron Age Hallstatt complex and they
practised both cremation and inhumation.8 They may therefore
have migrated into Illyricum from the north or north-east as
late as the first quarter of the first millennium B.C., perhaps re-
placing Italic peoples who moved into Italy. Some modern
studies have assigned an important historical role to them. They
have been identified with the people of the Lausitz (Lusatian)
group of Urnfield cultures, centred in southern Poland c. 1300-
900 B.C., and it has been supposed that they moved southward in

1 I.e. the prehistoric peoples who introduced the Italic languages into Italy.
2 G, 6, 24; G, 7, 11+ft
3 G, 7,1 5 3 ff.; §11, 10, 74ff.; §n, 23, 25 f.; CAM. iv1, ch. xn; W. von Branden-

stein, Die tyrrhenische Stele vom Lemnos {Mitt. d. Altoriental. Gaelhhaft 8/3; Berlin,
1934). * Herodotus, 1, 94.

6 G, 7, 113 ff. See also N. Jokl, Die Sprache, 9 (1963), 48 ff.
a G, 6, 23.
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large numbers in the thirteenth and twelfth centuries, not only
to settle in Illyricum but also to displace other Indo-European
peoples in south-eastern Europe, and perhaps even to initiate the
migrations which disturbed the Aegean region c. 1200—1100 B.C.
More recently it has been stated that there was no important
expansion of the Lausitz culture,1 and the linguistic evidence for
Illyrian populations outside Dalmatia and Apulia has certainly
been over-estimated.

However, it does seem that the region of the Urnfield cultures
was a source of important movements of Indo-European peoples
in the thirteenth century and shortly afterwards, and these may
well have been the primary cause of the onslaught that destroyed
the Hittite empire. They may also have started the movement of
the Dorian Greeks southwards from Macedonia and have caused
the mass migrations of the 'Peoples of the Sea' from the southern
Aegean area, which the Egyptians halted with difficulty on their
borders in 1232 and 1194 B.C.2 Archaeology does show a great
improvement in armament in the zone of the Urnfield cultures
(from western Rumania to Bohemia and southern Germany) at
the end of the second millennium B.C, and exceptionally rich
graves indicate the development of aristocratic societies organized
for war, like those of the Greeks of the Iliad, the Aryas of India, and
the Celts of early historical Ireland. More information is needed
about events in the extreme south-east of Europe at that time.

The obliteration of the Hittite empire in Anatolia certainly
seems to have been the work of immigrants from Thrace, prob-
ably the ancestors of the Phrygians who occupied the central
part of the Anatolian plateau in early classical times, or a closely
related people. Khattusha itself was sacked c. 1200 B.C; its
archives broke off abruptly and it ceased to exist as a Hittite
city. The next settlement on the site has been defined as Phrygian
on the basis of its pottery.3 The latest Hittite texts say nothing
about the events which led to the final disaster, but they record
that a chieftain with the name Mitash or Midash was giving
trouble on the north-eastern frontier, in Pontus, c. 1230 B.C4

His name may have been identical with that of Midas, the
legendary early Phrygian king who in Greek story was so ludi-
crously punished for his lust for gold. The Phrygians, however,
need not have entered Anatolia from the north-east; a group of

1 §v, 15, i n ff., 122ff.
2 C.A.H. 113, ch. xxni, sects, ix and xn; ch. XXVIII, sect, m ; ch. xxxm, sect. 1.
3 §11, 3, 81 ff.; §11, 19, 186 f.; T . Beran, M.D.O.G. 94 (1963), 35 ff.; E.-M.

Bossert, ibid. 53 ff. * $11, 21.
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them might have established itself in Pontus, which the Hittites
never controlled, before their main invasion of Hittite territory
was launched. So far, there is no archaeological evidence for a
migration from Thrace to north-western Anatolia or from there
to the central region c. 1250—1200 B.C. and no Phrygian settle-
ment has been identified which is certainly older than the ninth
century. On the other hand, the people of settlement VIIB 2 at
Troy, c. 1150 B.C., appear to have been immigrants from Thrace
(among other indications, the 'Knobbed Ware' or 'Biickel-
keramik' which they introduced has its nearest counterpart in
Hungary) ;* and the Phrygian language is most closely related to
Thracian.2 The ancient tradition cited by Herodotus that the
Phrygians were of Thracian origin thus appears to be true.3

The Armenians were first mentioned in sources of the sixth
century B.C. and were at that time already settled in their historical
habitat. Herodotus had heard that they were Phrygian colonists.
Their language has similarities to Phrygian but is apparently not
simply a later form of it.4 No published archaeological evidence
shows when they settled in Armenia.

It is doubtful whether tribes from Thrace were among the very
mixed collection of homeless marauders whom the Egyptians
called the 'Peoples of the Sea'. These were more probably made
up of communities and groups of refugees driven out of western
and southern Anatolia by the attacks of invaders from further
north. Lukkans (Lycians) took part in the invasion of 1232 B.C.
The identification of the other enemy peoples mentioned in the
Egyptian records is less certain.

The historical Indo-European peoples of northern Europe, the
Germans (i.e. all who spoke Germanic languages), the Baits and
the Slavs, appear to have been descended from tribes who did not
take part in the development of the advanced cultures of the
central European Bronze Age. During the second millennium
B.C. cultures of a more primitive kind survived and developed in
the regions in which the Germanic, Baltic and Slavonic language-
groups were centred later. It seems probable that these cultures,
or styles and practices which became characteristic of them, had
been introduced into northern Europe by Indo-European peoples
who spoke the proto-Germanic, proto-Baltic and proto-Slavonic
languages.5 No non-linguistic evidence throws light on the date
of the migration which brought the Tocharians to Turkestan.

1 §n, 5, 165, 169 ff.
2 §11, 26, 71 ff.; §11, 27; §iv, 8. 3 Herodotus, VII, 73.
4 Hit/.; § I I , 8, 333 ff., 594 ff.; §11, 26, 79 ff. 5 See pp. 870 f.
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From the seventh century B.C. to the fifth A.D. the region
extending from the southern Ukraine to Kazakhstan was the
source of successive migrations which disturbed countries lying
to the south and west of it. During that period it was occupied
mainly by the peoples known to the ancient world as Scyths and
Sarmatians.1 To judge by the names of their chiefs they were
Iranians. The name of the Scyths first appears in Assyrian docu-
ments of the region of Esarhaddon, 681-669 B.C, in the form
Ashguzai, and Herodotus records that they were at war with the
Medes in the last decades of the seventh century.2 The first con-
siderable effect of their expansion was to drive the people known
to the Greeks as Ki^e/noi (the Gimirrai of Assyrian sources)
and also a Thracian tribe, the Treres, into invading Anatolia
on several occasions between c. 710 and 645 B.C. The Cimmerian
invaders ruined the Phrygian kingdom, which had shown a certain
vigour and e'clat in the eighth century, and sacked Sardis and more
than one of the flourishing Greek cities of the Aegean seaboard.
They were checked primarily by the Lydians and the Assyrians.
The latter defeated them decisively in Cilicia or the Hatay
district c. 650 B.C. and after this they disappeared almost at once
as a distinct people.3 They were no doubt Indo-Europeans, but it
is uncertain whether their language belonged to one of the known
groups or was an autonomous idiom which died out completely.
The fact that one of their leaders had the name Shandakshatru,
which may be explained as Iranian (cf. either Sanskrit candra-,
'shining', or Avestan zanta-, 'country', from earlier *zantra-\
Sanskrit ksatra-, 'leadership'), is not decisive. They were in close
contact with the Scyths, who were Iranians, and they might have
borrowed names from them. The Scyths and related northern
Iranian peoples were fast-moving nomads who were a recurrent
threat to the settled nations which lived to the south of them,
although they were held back first by the Assyrians, then by
the Persians and the succeeding civilized powers of the Near
East. In the fifth century B.C. the artistic style which the Scy-
thians of the western Pontic region developed spread into eastern
Europe and had a certain influence as far west as Slovakia:4 it
was probably disseminated by small groups of conquerors rather
than by whole tribes on the move.

From the sixth century B.C. onwards, if not earlier, other
Iranian peoples were settled east of the Caspian Sea, at least as

1 C.A.H. in1, ch. ix, sect. 1.
2 Herodotus, 1, 15, 103-6; iv, 1, 11-12. §11, 26, 93 f.
3 C.A.H. in1, 295, 510 f. 4 §v, 15, 136, 144.
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far as Uzbekistan (ancient Sogdiana). It is not yet clear whether
they had lived in these areas from a considerably earlier period,
perhaps from the time of Indo-European unity, or whether they
had migrated into them from the west relatively late. They were
presumably in contact with proto-Turkic peoples, but it is un-
certain to what extent and how early they were influenced by them
or when admixture began.

IV. THE REGION OF ORIGIN OF
EARLY INDO-EUROPEAN MIGRATIONS

The evidence so far outlined gives reasonably consistent, though
somewhat imprecise, indications of the date and area of origin of
the earliest Indo-European movements into the Near East and
adjacent regions. They appear to have begun before 2000 B.C.,
possibly as early as c. 2400-2300 B.C, and to have come from a
zone extending from south-eastern Europe across the southern
Pontic area and perhaps as far as Kazakhstan in the east. Can the
location of the so-called 'Indo-European homeland' be deduced
more exactly from linguistic or from other archaeological evidence ?

(a) LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE

This has been used in two main ways in attempts to locate the
'homeland'. The first is in 'linguistic palaeontology', the object
of which is to deduce from the vocabulary of 'common Indo-
European', as reconstructed by comparison of relevant words in
the historical languages, the physical environment which the
Indo-Europeans knew, and the material culture and social or-
ganization which they had achieved, while they still lived within
a 'linguistic continuum'. Such study has its limitations and risks
of error. In any language over a given period some changes will
occur without obvious reason. Moreover, the Indo-European
languages were first recorded at widely different dates. Also, a
language such as Greek or Hittite, which was adopted in an area
that already had a dense and civilized population, is prima facie
more likely to have borrowed words from a non-Indo-European
language and to have lost inherited equivalents than is one, such as
proto-Germanic, which appears to have been introduced into a
backward and sparsely inhabited area. It is frequently difficult to
decide whether a word which is shared by only a certain number
of 'primary' groups or languages (e.g. by Germanic, Greek and
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Tocharian) should be regarded as 'common Indo-European' or
not. Conclusions will depend on how the original language is
thought to have differentiated into dialects and derivatives. In
most published studies it is accepted that if a word is shared by
Indie or Iranian and Greek, Celtic, Italic or Germanic, it is likely
to be original. This now seems questionable.1 Recent work has
added little to the results which O. Schrader and V. G. Childe
felt able to accept.2

Shared vocabulary indicates that the Indo-Europeans knew
animals of the northern temperate zone, such as the wolf, the bear
and the otter, but not those confined to sub-arctic regions, or to
central Asia, or to Mediterranean, Near Eastern or tropical
countries. There are no common words for the camel, the lion or
the tiger. It is hardly surprising that the Indo-European languages
of Europe share words for trees such as the beech and the pine,
and that these are lacking in Iranian and Indie. Much has been
made of the occurrence in Germanic and Slavonic languages and
Latin of related words for the beech (cf. English beech, Latin
fagus\ Greek ^ y d ? is related but is used of a kind of oak, and
Kurdish buz similarly of an elm). It is argued that, since the Indo-
Europeans knew the beech, their 'homeland' did not lie east of
a line running roughly from Konigsberg (Kaliningrad) to the
Crimea, the eastern limit of its modern distribution. The argu-
ment is impressive, with one qualification. In ancient times
beeches may have grown somewhat further to the east. One
variety grows today near the Caspian Sea.3 Arguments from the
distribution of cognates of the German word Lacks, 'salmon', are
not convincing. The occurrence of words related to German Lacks
and meaning 'salmon' in the Baltic, Germanic and Slavonic
language-groups does not prove that the Indo-Europeans lived in
a region where salmon were found, presumably in northern
Europe. The word has now been identified in Tocharian, and in
that language it has the generic meaning 'fish'. A common Indo-
European word for 'fish', preserved with that meaning in
Tocharian, might well have developed the more specialized sense
of 'salmon' in the northern European groups.4

It may be accepted that the Indo-Europeans were at the
'chalcolithic' cultural stage: they knew one metal, either copper
or bronze (cf. Latin aes\ Gothic aiz; Sanskrit ayas with change of
meaning to' iron'). They practised a primitive form of agriculture,
but apparently depended on stock-farming to a greater extent

1 See p. 865. 2 G, 2,78 ff.;G, 3,21 ff. 3 G, 3, 27.
4 0 , 3 , 2 7 5 0 , 8 , 551 ff. (17 ff.).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press,  2008



REGION OF ORIGIN 861

than did the neolithic peoples of south-eastern Europe. Words
for the cow, the sheep and the pig are common to several of the
early historical languages (cf. Latin bos, Greek /3ov?, Sanskrit
gaus, English cow; English ewe, Latin ovis, Sanskrit avis). They
knew the horse (Latin equus, Irish ech, Sanskrit a'svas) and they
had wheeled vehicles, though not necessarily the chariot. Most
terms for agricultural operations and implements are shared by
European languages only (e.g. English sow, seed; Latin semen;
Old Irish sil; Lithuanian se'ti, Old Slavonic seti). This, however,
does not prove either that the 'homeland' was in Europe or that
the Indo-Europeans as a whole did not practise agriculture before
their dispersal. The Hittites, the Armenians, the Iranians and the
Aryas all settled in countries where the native populations had a
long tradition of advanced agriculture, and they no doubt bor-
rowed words connected with it from them. Moreover, the Aryas
and such Iranian peoples as the Medes and the Persians must
have accomplished long migrations through inhospitable country
before settling in their historical lands, and they may well have
come to depend mainly on their herds in the course of them.
Mobile pastoral nomadism of the kind which the Scyths and later
the Turks and Mongols practised seems to have been a specialized
way of living, not a primitive cultural stage which generally pre-
ceded that of simple agriculture with some stock-farming.

It is reasonable to conclude that the Indo-Europeans had a
patriarchal social organization. There is a considerable common
vocabulary of terms for agnatic relations, and hardly any for
kindred on the mother's side. This accords with the strongly
patriarchal character of society among the Romans, the Aryas and
the early Celts and Germans, though allowance should be made
for the effect of parallel tendencies among peoples who for some
time had lived a migratory life in which wars were frequent. The
Hittites, or at least their aristocracy, about which we have evi-
dence, also had patriarchal institutions. The Decree of King Tele-
pinush c. 1500 B.C. lays down patrilinear rules of succession for the
royal house, and Khattushilish I in the seventeenth century is clearly
concerned to choose a successor in the male line of descent.1

These deductions about the material culture and society of the
Indo-Europeans are unfortunately of limited value as a basis for
associating them with any culture or cultures defined by archaeo-
logy. All cultures of the immediate periphery of the region of
urban life and advanced agriculture in the third and early
second millennia B.C. were at a late neolithic, chalcolithic or early

1 §11, 47, 2 ff., 207 ff.; §11, 48, 188 f.; C.A.H. II3, ch. vi, sects, iv, v.
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Bronze Age stage of development, and all which can be clearly
identified were based to some extent both on agriculture and on
stock-farming. It has been suggested that certain features of the
late neolithic cultures of central Europe, notably the large, pre-
sumably communal dwelling-houses, indicate 'matriarchal'
(matricentric) societies; and that changes in the normal type of
house and the size of settlements point to a change to an economy
based to a greater extent on stock-farming, and with patriarchal
social organization, in the chalcolithic period, c. 2200 B.C.1 If
this were accepted, one might look for the first appearance of
Indo-Europeans in the region at that time. Some deductions about
Indo-European religion may be made on the basis of shared
vocabulary,2 but none imply features which might be identified
in excavations, such as characteristic shrines in durable materials.

Two recent theories about the cultural and social development
of the Indo-Europeans should be mentioned here. The first has
been advocated particularly by H. Krahe. It holds that the Indo-
European peoples first known in central and western Europe, the
Celts, the Italici, the Germans and the Illyrians, and perhaps also
the Baits, had been in contact among themselves for longer than
any one of them had been in contact with any other of the early
historical groups, either because the 'homeland' was in Europe
and they had stayed in or near it, or because they had remained in
contact after immigrating from further east. This prolonged
contact among the 'European' peoples is supposedly proved by
the use in their languages of the same stems and extensions in
forming river-names, and by their having common terminology
for agricultural operations and features of social organization,
tribal government and religion, in all of which they are thought to
have developed common cultural traits.3 The present writer
finds this theory unconvincing. It is to be expected that the
European languages (as defined) should have borrowed from each
other and developed some common features, in view of their
proximity in late prehistoric and in historical times, while those
which are first known farther to the east are likely to have under-
gone greater changes, particularly in vocabulary, since they were
separated from each other and in contact with civilized non-Indo-
European peoples. Moreover, from time to time a word thought
to be a significant common possession of the European languages
and to be absent from the eastern groups is found to have sur-
vived vestigially in one of the latter: e.g. the Hittite word tuzzis,

1 §v, 15, 72 ff., 84 £ 2 Seep. 875.
3 G, 7,48 ff. Contra, G, 3, 3 5 f.
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'army', may well contain the stem of *teutd, 'people', long thought
to be confined to the European languages.

The second theory comes from L. R. Palmer.1 He considers
that the type of monarchy and the system of social classes which
he reconstructs for the Mycenaean Greek states on the basis of
Linear B texts from Epano Englianos (probably Pylus) have
such close similarities to those found among the Hittites and the
early Germans that both must be regarded as inherited from the
time of Indo-European unity. The Indo-European king was
supposedly either a ruler regarded as divine or one with pre-
dominantly religious functions. He was assisted by a 'war-leader',
and the people were divided into commoners and a class of
hereditary nobles. Where an Indo-European people had recently
conquered a territory, the commons might have consisted mainly
of the subjugated native inhabitants, or these might have become
a class of serfs, themselves subordinate to the yeomen of the in-
vading tribes. If this theory is correct, the Indo-Europeans must
have had an evolved type of feudal society which would have needed
a sedentary population as its basis, and early Indo-European settle-
ments should be characteristic of such a society and so identifiable.2

There are, however, objections to Palmer's conclusions. The in-
terpretation of the relevant Linear B texts which inspired them is
not undisputed ;3 among the Hittites the king was both high priest
and commander-in-chief; their feudal system was paralleled in
part in contemporary non-Indo-European states of the Near East;
and in general some similarity of development is to be expected in
aristocratic societies considerably preoccupied with war.

To sum up, linguistic palaeontology supports the general con-
clusion already stated about the region of origin of the first known
Indo-European movements but does not delimit it more closely.

The second line of linguistic investigation which might throw
light on the location of the area from which the Indo-Europeans
dispersed is 'historical dialectology'. This is the reconstruction of
the process by which a postulated prehistoric language differen-
tiated into dialects, and of the development of these into the
historical language-groups which represent it. In the early days of
Indo-European comparative linguistics it was tacitly assumed that
the initial dispersal of the Indo-Europeans took place over a
short period, and that the dialects which were spoken by the

1 §vi, 3. 2 G, 6, 48 f.
3 See M. Ventris and J. Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek (Cambridge,

1956), 232 ff.; Chadwick, Minos, 5 (1957), 117 ff. Cf. L. R. Palmer, Interpretation
of Mycenaean Greek Texts (Oxford, 1963), 186 ff.
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various groups of emigrant tribes only began to diverge con-
siderably after they had lost contact with each other. More recent
studies of the dialects of modern languages have shown that
differentiation may take place in a language which is still spoken
over a continuous area, and that it is a complex process. The
changes in pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary which pro-
duce dialectal variation do not operate in such a way that each
local dialect, as it develops, is characterized at any time by a
number of idiosyncratic features none of which occurs in any
other developing dialect. Each linguistic innovation makes its
appearance over an area which overlaps one or more of those in
which others are developing. The limit of distribution of a
characteristic linguistic feature is termed an ' isogloss'; the term
is also used less accurately of such a feature itself. Certain recur-
rent patterns of change are found in the case of languages which
have differentiated within a linguistic continuum. Dialects in the
central area change most rapidly, those at the periphery or in
isolated areas like mountain valleys tend to be conservative,
retaining archaic linguistic features. If isoglosses between the
earliest known languages of the various Indo-European language-
groups show this pattern, then the reasonable conclusion will be
that the groups were in the same relative positions, when first
attested, as the dialects from which they had evolved had been in
the 'homeland'; and therefore that the initial dispersal was radial,
from an area which was centrally placed in relation to the earliest
known historical locations of the groups. If a language was in
use at the periphery of the whole region in which Indo-European
idioms were spoken at the end of the first millennium B.C. and if
it has characteristics which are best explained as archaic, it may be
considered probable that the dialect ancestral to it was carried out
of the 'homeland' at a relatively early date. On the other hand, if
a single language or group at the periphery shares characteristic
features with a number which form a central group, it is likely that
it was brought to its peripheral position by a late migration.

One difference between two sets of historical Indo-European
language-groups was long regarded as fundamental. It is defined
as the 'centum-satam' distinction.1 It was observed in the middle
of the last century that the Germanic, Celtic, Italic and Greek
languages (the 'centum' languages) have two series of dorsal
consonants, velars and labio-velars2 (or sounds or sequences

1 G, 3,28; G, 7, 22 f.; §1,10,421 ff.; satam is the Avestan word for 'hundred'.
2 I.e. a consonant pronounced with simultaneous closure of the lips and at the

back of the mouth.
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clearly derived from them); while the Baltic, Slavonic and Indo-
Iranian groups, Albanian and Armenian (the 'satam' languages)
have simple velars (or derivatives) corresponding to the labio-
velars of the 'centum' languages, and, contrasting with these
velars, palatal consonants (e.g. like ch in English church) or
derivatives of them, which correspond to the velars of languages
of the 'centum' group (cf. Gk. K\£{F)O<;, Old Irish c/u, Latin
cluor, Sanskrit sravas> Old Slavonic slovo, with meanings 'glory',
'hear' and 'word'; Latin linquo, Greek XetVw with change of *kw

to p, Lithuanian lieku, Armenian elikh, Sanskrit rindkti, 'leave').
Since the two sets of languages formed western and eastern groups,
it appeared that the first important differentiation of Indo-
European was into corresponding groups of dialects, probably
spoken by two bodies of tribes that lost contact at an early stage.
The rediscovery of Hittite and Tocharian proved hard for this
sancta simplicities', both languages reappeared east of the Bosphorus
and both are undeniably 'centum' according to the accepted
criteria (cf. Hittite kuis, Latin quis, ' who'; Tocharian kante,
Latin centum).

The first comprehensive study of the distribution of isoglosses
over the recognized Indo-European language-groups gave the
expected result in one respect. Many clear isoglosses link groups
which are geographically adjacent: e.g. the Italic and Celtic
groups and no others have future tenses in *-bh- (cf. Latin amabo,
Old Irish leicfed); the Germanic, Baltic and Slavonic alone have
instrumental or dative plural case-forms of nouns in -m- (cf.
Gothic sunum, Lithuanian sunumis, Old Slavonic synumi).1 This
suggests that the peoples who spoke the languages which were
ancestral to the main known groups reached their early historical
territories by migrations out of a region situated centrally among
these. Tocharian, however, breaks the pattern, since it has the
'centum' system of dorsal consonants although it is separated
from the other, western, 'centum' groups by the Baltic, Slavonic
and Iranian areas. At first it was supposed that Tocharian must
have been brought to Turkestan by a long, secondary migration
across this 'satam' territory, similar to that which carried a
Celtic language across Europe to Galatia in the third century B.C.

More recent studies have led to discrepant conclusions.
W. Porzig considers that isoglosses confined to the Germanic,
Celtic, Italic and Baltic groups (or to some among these) are so
numerous as to indicate that the Indo-Europeans dispersed from
a region in central or north-western Europe, and that the first

Mi, « .
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large-scale migrations were a series which carried Indo-Iranian,
Hittite, Armenian, Greek and Phrygian eastwards.1

According to a second interpretation, which the present writer
finds more satisfactory, similarities in morphology between the
Celtic, Italic and Hittite-Luwian groups and Tocharian imply
that the dialects from which these evolved were in peripheral
positions in the Indo-European continuum and were probably
the first to be carried out of it.2 The derivative languages share a
feature which formerly appeared to be confined to Italic and
Celtic, and so to be an innovation in them: medio-passive or
passive verbal forms characterized by -r(-); cf. Latin amatur,
Old Irish carthir, 'is loved'; Hittite kittari, 'lies' (cf. Greek
KeiTcu); Tocharian yatar, 'makes'. In this they contrast with
Greek and with Indo-Iranian, Germanic and Slavonic languages,
in which present or other 'primary' medio-passive (or derivative)
forms mainly end in reflexes of *-ai or, more probably, *-oi (cf.
Greek <£epercu, Sanskrit bharate, Gothic bairadd). It seems signifi-
cant that they share three further morphological features: third
person plural forms of active perfect or past tenses in -r(-) (cf.
Latin vixere, 'lived'; Old Irish lotar, 'went'; Hittite eper> 'took';
Tocharian kostar, 'struck'; these also occur in the Sanskrit
perfect); relative pronouns in *k*°i- or *kwo- (cf. Hittite kuis,
Latin quis, Tocharian kus; contrast Sanskrit yas, Greek 09, Old
Slavonic i-ze)\ and relatively incomplete systems of special
feminine grammatical forms.3 (Hittite and Luwian do not have
formally distinct masculine and feminine grammatical genders.)
The peripheral distribution of these features within the early
historical region of Indo-European speech strongly suggests they
are archaic. If this is accepted, several features which have
generally been regarded as primitive because they are common to
Greek and Sanskrit (e.g. the special feminine forms of the par-
ticiples) will more reasonably be explained as innovations, which
developed in a number of dialects which remained in the original
continuum and in contact until a late stage, while other dialects,
which were at the periphery or had already been carried outside
the continuum, were unaffected and preserved the characteristics
of an early phase of Indo-European.

This interpretation gives some support to the view that the
' homeland' was centrally situated relative to the areas in which the

1 Sh H . 2i3ff.Cf. G, 3,32 ff.
2 G, 3, 30 f.; §1, 9. The question will be discussed in the author's forthcoming

books, The Indo-Europeans and The Anatolian Languages.
3 §11, n , vol. 1,76 ff., 135 ff., 167 f.; §11, 49, 82, 115, 141, 145 ff.
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Celtic and Italic languages, Hittite, and Tocharian are first
attested. It suggests that the first Indo-European movements into
Anatolia were among the earliest of all, and that proto-Celtic,
proto-Italic and proto-Tocharian were in use in peripheral parts
of the Indo-European-speaking region early in the second millen-
nium B.C. The peripheral position of the Indie languages in the
first millennium B.C. may appear discrepant, but proto-Indic may
not have been introduced into northern India until the last quarter
of the second millennium.1 From the standpoint of linguistic
method the decisive question in these studies is whether a large
number of isoglosses of various kinds between languages is the
more reliable indication of close or prolonged prehistoric contact
between them, or similarities which lie mainly in morphology and
basic syntax; that is, whether it is thought that changes in these
latter aspects are less likely to spread from one language to another
than are individual words or idioms. The similarities between the
'European' Indo-European languages are largely in vocabulary
and may well result from borrowing in comparatively late times.
Those between the Celtic and Italic languages, Hittite, and To-
charian seem more likely to have been inherited from the time of
Indo-European unity. If these languages are considered archaic,
it is natural to regard the ' centum' system of dorsal consonants
as that of Indo-European at an early stage of its development and
to explain the 'satam' system as the result of secondary changes
which took place only in certain dialects within a residual group.
This implies that the peoples who spoke the dialects from which
Greek and the Germanic, Baltic, Slavonic and Indo-Iranian groups
evolved remained in contact within the original continuum until
relatively late. A number of isoglosses indicate specially close or
late contact between the dialects which were ancestral to Greek,
Armenian, Phrygian and Iranian.2

One further linguistic problem should be mentioned: the
question whether Indo-European was either genetically related to,
or in contact with, any other prehistoric 'proto-language' from
which a recognized historical language-group evolved. There are
a few impressive similarities in vocabulary between individual
Indo-European languages and some of those which make up the
Uralic family (of which the Finno-Ugric is the best known
branch).3 Most of these isoglosses are between Uralic languages
and Iranian only, but some of them may well go back to a time
when Indo-European was still in use in its original continuum,
although already somewhat differentiated into dialects. They

1 See pp. 851 ff. 2 G , 3, 37. 3 §1, 2, 125 ft; §1,4; §1 ,7 ; §m, 6, 37 f.
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certainly suggest that the Indo-European and proto-Uralic
languages were in contact in late prehistoric times, even if they
had not evolved from the same still earlier 'ancestor'. If it is shown
that they were in contact while Indo-European was still sub-
stantially homogeneous, this will support the view that the
Indo-European 'homeland' lay in the Pontic region. The Finno-
Ugrians appear to have lived in the vicinity of the River Oka in
the Russian Soviet Socialist Republic before they migrated
northward in the latter part of the first millennium B.C. and in the
following centuries.1

Theories that Indo-European was derived from a language
which was also ancestral to the Hamito-Semitic family or to a
postulated Caucasic group seem premature. 'Proto-Semitic' has
not yet been reconstructed even as precisely as Indo-European,
and it is still not clear whether the languages of the Caucasus are a
genetically related group. No-one has yet demonstrated systematic
correspondence in grammatical or phonetic structure between the
Indo-European languages and either the Semitic group as a whole
or any considerable group of Caucasian languages. Such similarities
in vocabulary as there are between early Indo-European languages
and Semitic may well be the result of borrowing in the course of
trade.2

(b) ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

The linguistic evidence which has just been reviewed locates the
Indo-European 'homeland' only within wide limits. It restricts
it to a zone which lies between the Alps and the sub-arctic regions,
from central Europe in the west to the Urals in the east. Closer
identifications depend on particular theories about the pre-
historic differentiation of Indo-European or on the conclusion
that it was in close contact with proto-Uralic.

Recent attempts to correlate archaeological and linguistic
evidence about its position have also resulted in several different
conclusions. One view is that the initial expansion took place
between c. 4000 and 2750 B.C. and that Indo-European peoples
already occupied a considerable territory in eastern and south-
eastern Europe by c. 2500 B.C. at the latest.3 The migrations which
are thought to have introduced Indo-European languages into
eastern Mediterranean and Near Eastern countries are regarded

1 G, 2,178; §v, 4,35 ff.;§v, 8, 177 ff.
2 G, 3, 36; G, 4, 33 f., 37 ff.; §1, 3. See also E. Polome" in W. Winter, Evidence

for Laryngeals (2nd ed., The Hague, 1965), 11 f.
* G , i , 138 ff.;G, 4,76 ff., 341 ff-
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as secondary movements out of it. A second view puts the
'homeland' in the northern part of central Europe. P. Thieme
identifies it with the upper valleys of the rivers Vistula, Oder,
Elbe and Weser. He argues that it must have been small because
the Indo-Europeans were not specialized nomads who would
have ranged over an extensive territory.1 A third view regards the
Pontic region as the area of origin. The first theory allows ample
time for the linguistic differentiation which had already taken
place in Hittite and Greek by the middle of the second millennium.
The serious objection to it is that the neolithic and early chalco-
lithic cultures of south-eastern and central Europe and the Ukraine
imply societies and ways of life very different from those which we
find among the earliest known historical Indo-European peoples.
All those cultures (the Vinca, Starcevo and 'Linear Pottery'/
'Bandkeramik' groups in the fourth millennium; the Cucu^eni,
Tripolye, Lengyel and others in the third) are typical of peasant
communities, living by agriculture rather than stock-raising,
occupying the same sites for long periods and migrating only
sporadically and slowly as they needed new lands to cultivate.
Their settlements were mainly unfortified and nothing suggests
that they were ruled by warlike aristocracies of the kind which
the Iliad and the Vedic Hymns show us. There is no obvious
evidence of large-scale migrations out of the region in question in
the second half of the third millennium. If Indo-Europeans were
settled in it during its long period of apparently peaceful de-
velopment, then radical social changes must have occurred among
them c. 2500 B.C. to produce the kind of tribal organization
which would have been effective in migrations and wars of
conquest. The farmers of the Lengyel culture in Czechoslovakia
are thought to have developed cattle-breeding to a greater extent
than their predecessors.2 But nothing indicates a serious climatic
change or general exhaustion of the land in a relevant area
c. 3000-2500 B.C.

It is generally agreed that the people who developed the earliest
agricultural civilizations of the south-east (the Vinca and the
Starcevo) were immigrants from Anatolia. If so, it is most unlikely
that they spoke Indo-European languages. Anatolia can hardly
have been an original centre of Indo-European speech.3 If Indo-
European was the language of any Danubian or adjacent region in
the third millennium it must presumably have been derived from
that of some mesolithic population with which immigrants from
the south-east had amalgamated. Thieme's theory of a northern

1 G, 8, 562 ff. (28 ff.). 2 §v, 15, 53 ff. 3 See pp. 832, 843.
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'homeland' is based on linguistic suppositions which the present
author finds unconvincing: the deductions that Indo-European
first differentiated into 'western' and 'eastern' groups of dialects
and that the Indo-Europeans used for the salmon the word from
which the German Lacks is derived.1 No archaeological evidence
indicates extensive movement southward from the Weser-Oder-
Vistula region c. 2000 B.C.

From the linguistic standpoint there is much to be said for
equating the 'homeland' with the Pontic area or with part of the
zone of steppe lands which lies to the north-west, north and north-
east of it. Such an area is a likely point of departure for the migra-
tions which brought Indo-European languages to Greece, Ana-
tolia and Iran, and a natural centre for the radial dispersion which,
in the author's opinion, best explains the similarities and differ-
ences between the historical Indo-European language-groups. The
identification has also been advocated on archaeological grounds.
There was undoubtedly widespread disturbance of older cultures
in the Danubian area and central Europe at the beginning of the
second millennium, and some evidence points to warlike move-
ments within the Pontic region and from it into the Danubian
region c. 2400—1800 B.C.2 It is suggested that the course of these
migrations is marked by the following complex of cultural
features: burial of the dead in particular contracted positions,
often painted with red ochre, individually or in pairs or in small
groups in pits, usually under a small barrow (kurgan in Russian);
remains of domesticated horses; 'battle-axes', i.e. shaft-hole axes
of particular types in stone but imitating metal prototypes; also,
according to some interpretations, pottery of types classed as
'Corded Ware' (wares decorated mainly with impressions of
plaited cords) or supposed prototypes of them. These features, all
or in part, are traced back to the so-called 'Pit Grave', 'Ochre
Grave' and 'Kurgan' cultures of the Pontic region and its east-
ward extension.

M. Y. Merpert concludes in a recent discussion that the
characteristic 'pit grave' cultural pattern took shape in the Lower
Volga region early in the third millennium and that in the first
place it spread from there into the Crimea and the valleys of the
Dnieper, Don, Donetz and middle Volga.3 M. Gimbutas has
suggested that the sequence of events which disseminated Indo-
European languages began in the steppe lands which lie between
the lower Volga and Uzbekistan. Semi-nomadic tribes of this
region, the 'Kurgan' people in her terminology, supposedly

1 See pp. 860 f. 2 G, 5;§v, 2;§v, 13. s §v, 3, 176 ff, 193 ff.
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migrated into the Pontic lands c. 2500-2400 B.C. They dominated
the people of the Mariupol ('North Pontic') culture in the eastern
Ukraine, and in the northern Caucasus came under the influence
of the civilized inhabitants of Transcaucasia (the upper valleys of
the rivers Araxes-Aras and Murat and the Lake Van area), from
whom they learnt metallurgy, including the design of the 'battle-
axe', and possibly also the use of wheeled vehicles, which they
certainly possessed c. 2300 B.C. With these, together with horses
and a superior armament, they would have been well equipped
for further migrations and conquests.1

This hypothesis of a rapid dispersal of Indo-European peoples
from the Pontic region is attractive, but it has weaknesses.
Merpert's reconstruction would seem to explain the linguistic
phenomena more satisfactorily. If the Indo-Europeans are identi-
fied with the people of his Lower Volga group of 'pit grave'
cultures, his chronology allows time for the incipient differentia-
tion of their language into dialects, which the historical pattern of
isoglosses suggests, before extensive emigration began. If Indo-
European was first introduced into the eastern Pontic area and
then was spread across the whole of central and northern Europe
and into Anatolia and Greece by small groups of migrants during
a period of some five hundred years at the most, it seems unlikely
that a pattern of 'peripheral' and 'central' peculiarities in the
historical languages would have resulted. The archaeological
evidence offers more serious problems. The relevant finds in the
Danubian region, which may be considered true assemblages of
'kurgan' features, do indicate migration from the Pontic region
c. 2300-1900 B.C; and, prima facie, the simultaneous appearance
of'battle-axes' and 'Corded Ware' in north-western Europe and
the Baltic lands points to a similar infiltration by related warlike
tribes or bands. It certainly appears to reflect some immigration of
a new element from the south or south-east.2 The 'battle-axe'
cannot well be a diagnostic of immigration from the north into
Anatolia. It is ultimately of Near Eastern origin and may have
been diffused into Anatolia and from there into south-eastern
Europe by the north-western route across the Bosphorus, as well
as across the Caucasus, even before Indo-Europeans could have
adopted it north of the Black Sea. The objections to regarding
the 'battle-axe' movements into northern and north-western
Europe as part of a primary Indo-European dispersal lie in their
date and in the question of the origin of the 'Corded Ware'
which they apparently introduced; and more generally in the wider

Mv.7- 2 §v, 18,98 ff.;§v, 19,20 ff.
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problem of the definition and relative chronology of all the cul-
tures classed as 'Corded Ware', 'Globular Amphora', 'Pit
Grave', 'Ochre Grave' and 'Kurgan'. Carbon 14 dates for the
appearance of' battle-axe' groups in Denmark and the Netherlands
lie around c. 2400 B.C.1 This is hardly compatible with Gimbutas's
date of c. 2400-2300 B.C. for the arrival of 'proto-Kurgan'
immigrants in the eastern Pontic region, if that is precise.
Merpert's longer chronology makes a rather rapid expansion from
the Ukraine to north-western Europe conceivable, if his second
Pontic phase may be dated c. 2750—2500 B.C.

The problem of the origin of 'Corded Wares' is still more
troublesome. Both Gimbutas and Merpert consider that their
characteristic style of decoration evolved from that of the ovoid
pottery of the 'Pit Grave' cultures in the Middle Dnieper area,
and regard this region as the point of origin of important
Indo-European movements, perhaps those which introduced
proto-Germanic, proto-Baltic and proto-Slavonic languages into
north-western and northern central Europe.2 However, it is still
uncertain whether the characteristic decorative technique and
motifs of European ' Corded Wares' are to be derived from those
of 'pit grave' pottery, or whether all wares which have been
classed as 'corded' belong to the same tradition. L. Kilian has
shown that at two sites in the western Ukraine, Jankovici and
Jackowica, which have been thought to show a transition from
'pit grave' to 'corded' pottery, the types which occur belong to
late phases of the two traditions, which implies that both the
'Corded Ware' and the 'Pit Grave' cultures had had some cen-
turies of independent development by the time in question.3

Pottery belonging to earlier phases of the two cultures has not
been reported from one and the same site. If, as Kilian believes,
the type of 'Corded Ware' found at Jackowica had evolved in
central Germany, and if the 'battle-axe' invaders of northern
Europe were Indo-European groups ultimately of Pontic origin,
then the course of Indo-European migration into Europe was
complex. Indo-European immigrants from the east must have
amalgamated with native peoples in one or more areas in central
or northern Europe, which then became points of departure for
further migrations. 'Reflux' movements to the south and south-
east would then have carried developed 'corded' pottery to the
Ukraine, into areas where 'pit grave' traditions survived. The
main argument against regarding northern or central Europe as

1 %v, 19,25. 2 G, 5,82off.;§v, 3)i8off.;§v, 7.
3§v, 9, 163 ff.;§v, 11, 53 ff.
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the 'homeland' is that no archaeological evidence indicates an
extensive migration out of it to the south-east, or any movement
out of it which occurred early enough to introduce proto-Hittite
or proto-Luwian into Anatolia even by c. 2000 B.C.

The 'Indo-European homeland' must therefore be considered
still unidentified. It is possible that the Indo-Europeans were a
people who ranged over a wide section of the steppe belt, from
which groups of their tribes migrated both into northern Europe
and into the Pontic region at the beginning of the third millen-
nium. It seems probable, however, that the Pontic region was an
important area of origin of Indo-European movements c. 2500—
2000 B.C. even if the continuum over which the Indo-European
language had developed previously was more extensive. Steppe
or plain country, rather than the forests and swamps of northern
Europe, seems the more natural environment for the develop-
ment of a migratory way of life utilizing the horse and primitive
waggons. A more definite identification of the region from which
the Indo-European peoples originally dispersed will not be pos-
sible until a clear account can be given of the evolution of neolithic,
chalcolithic and Bronze Age cultures over the whole of the region
which extends from western Europe to Central Asia.

V. THE IMPACT OF THE NORTHERNERS

The prehistoric Indo-European movements which linguistic
comparison implies are still proving difficult to identify and re-
construct. It does not appear that Indo-European peoples brought
any important practical innovation into Mediterranean and Near
Eastern countries except the use of the horse. Did their arrival
have any lasting effect beyond causing change of language ? They
were evidently able to establish themselves as rulers even where
they were not numerous enough to affect the ethnic characteristics
of the pre-existing population or its basic culture. What made them
successful conquerors or acceptable leaders? It now seems un-
likely that they already had an effective war-chariot. Carts with
solid wheels were in use in parts of the Pontic and Danubian
regions by c. 2250 B.C. but not fast vehicles with spoked wheels,1

according to present evidence. These could hardly have been
made without good bronze tools. The war-chariot was probably
developed early in the second millennium in an area which knew
the horse and was at least at the edge of the contemporary region

1 §v, 19, 76 ff.
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of advanced Bronze Age civilization, perhaps in north-eastern
Syria or northern Mesopotamia (Hurrian areas) or Iran.1 How-
ever, possession of well-trained horses may itself have given the
northern peoples a sufficient military advantage. Even if they
could not fight effectively on horseback, they may have used their
horses for raiding and riding into battle. It has been assumed too
readily that Bronze Age peoples would not have developed the
chariot if they had previously been accustomed to riding. The
chariot was probably devised as a better means of using the breeds
of horse which were available in flat country. It was superseded in
the first millennium B.C. partly because many communities could
no longer afford the cost of chariotry, partly because stronger
breeds of horse and better harness and bits had made cavalry more
effective. At the end of the third millennium the horse was still a
novelty. Even rather inefficient horsemen on small mounts would
have spread terror by their raids and attacks, and they would have
been able to migrate rapidly and defeat and dominate settled
peoples much more numerous than themselves.

The Indo-Europeans also appear to have developed a kind of
tribal society which made for effective leadership in war. De-
ductions about their social organization should be cautious. They
are based on what is known of Indo-European communities living
a thousand years or more after the presumed primary movements,
and the migrations themselves would have promoted parallel
development of institutions which made for success in minor
wars. However, the same general pattern of monarchy is found
among the Hittites of the sixteenth century B.C., in classical
Greek communities of a conservative kind, and again among the
early Romans, the Macedonians in the fifth century B.C., and the
Germans five hundred years later.2 The king appears to have been
chosen for his ability as a leader in war. This is indicated by the
formal acceptance which the earliest Macedonian kings received
from their nobles, even though the succession had become essen-
tially hereditary. All the peoples mentioned had a council of
elders or nobles, or, as in the case of the Germans, an assembly of
all free men of the tribe, or both. Where both existed, the' council'
advised the king, and the 'assembly' approved or rejected what
he proposed. Classical Sparta had its gerousia ('council of elders')
and an apella which all male citizens over thirty could attend.
Rome had its senatus and comitia. Hittite texts of the Old Kingdom
mention two councils: the pankus (apparently meaning 'the

1 §n, 30, 8ff.;§vi, 1,68-71, 77; §vi, 5;§vi ,6 .
2 G, 3, 24 f.; §vi, 3; see also p. 863.
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whole'; cf. Sanskrit bahus, 'great') and the tuliyas. Khattushilish I
commends his chosen successor to thepankus in his 'Testament'.
Telepinush, c. 1500 B.C., calls on the pankus to put a prince and
perhaps even a king on trial before the tuliyas for his ' head' if he
has murdered a relative.1 These passages suggest that the pankus
at least still had important powers in the Old Kingdom period and
formally approved the king's successor. But in both cases the
circumstances are exceptional. Khattushilish had previously dis-
inherited his son. Telepinush was attempting to end dissension
and dynastic murder in the royal family and may have tried to
give new powers to the pankus and the tuliyas. The custom of
having both a hereditary, priestly king and an elected war-leader
does not necessarily go back to Indo-European times. The Hit-
tite king was both high priest and commander-in-chief. It is also
doubtful whether the threefold social division into classes of nobles,
free, land-owning yeomen, and serfs or non-citizens, which is found
among the Hittites and the Germans and in some early Greek
communities, was inherited. It would have developed naturally in
any society in which invaders had dominated an alien population.

Indo-European migrants do not appear to have disseminated
any important body of religious practices or myths. Their chief
deity was evidently a god of the sky and the storm: Zeus in the
Greek pantheon, Juppiter ('father Dyeus')2 among the Romans,
Dyaus in India. The Greeks and the Indie peoples also worshipped
similar 'heavenly twins', the Dioskouroi and the Vedic Nasatyii
and AsVinau. Indie and Iranian languages share some ancient
religious and social vocabulary with the Celtic and Italic, e.g. a
word for some kind of priest, Latin flamen, Sanskrit brahman.3

In general Indo-European peoples who moved into civilized
lands adopted the culture and beliefs of the peoples whom they
conquered, or assimilated their own to them. Their contribution
lay in introducing or stimulating more effective political organiza-
tion. In Anatolia Indo-European immigration was followed within
a few centuries by the formation of what was almost certainly the
first large, coherent state north of the Taurus, the kingdom of
Khatti. 'Aryans' became the leaders of Hurrian migrants and
conquerors in Syria. The Medes and Persians were the first
peoples of Iran to impose their rule on Mesopotamians without
becoming culturally assimilated themselves, and the Persians far
surpassed the Babylonians and the Assyrians as organizers of an

1 §11, 47, 29 f., 207 ff.; §11, 48, 190 f.; §vi, 2; C.A.H. 113, ch. vi, sect, v; C.A.H.
113, ch. xxiv, sect. v. 2 Derived from earlier *Dyeus-pater.

3 G, 2, 80 ff.; §1, 10, 399 ff.; §1, 16.
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empire. The strong fortifications of Mycenaean cities and the
extent of Mycenaean trade and colonization speak for enterprise
and organizing ability which went well beyond what the Minoans
had shown. Moreover, in two areas, central Anatolia and Greece,
Indo-European conquest notably accelerated cultural borrowing
from highly civilized countries in the second millennium B.C. TO
judge by the rich offerings in Mycenaean, Scythian and Celtic' royal
graves', the warrior aristocrats of early Indo-European peoples had
a well-developed taste for 'conspicuous consumption'.This led them
to trade with the wealthier peoples of the south when they could not
conquer them, and the borrowing of more advanced techniques and
artistic styles and even of systems of writing followed naturally.
The Indo-European migrations at the beginning of the second
millennium caused the frontiers of urban civilization to advance,
even if those of c. 1300-1000 B.C. temporarily pushed them back.

Speculation about an Indo-European or northern 'spiritual'
contribution to the thought and society of the Mediterranean
world is now suspect. However, peoples who had for some
centuries lived a semi-nomadic existence in steppe lands would
certainly have differed in outlook and society from the long-
established peasant and urban communities of the south, and it
would be surprising if the northerners did not cause some change
in attitudes and customs in the lands in which they settled. At
least, rulers and aristocrats of northern origin were perhaps less
bound by religious conservatism than their native predecessors.
Throughout the Near East in the second millennium the role of
the king as military leader was emphasized at the expense of his
functions as priest. The relatively equalitarian character which
may be deduced for Indo-European tribal monarchy may also
have had some effect. Although Hittite monarchy and religion
conform closely to Mesopotamian patterns by the fourteenth
century, non-Mesopotamian traits may be seen in the exceptionally
strong anthropomorphic conception of the gods which allowed a
Hittite king to address them as beings who might be brought to
reason like a liberal human ruler,1 and perhaps also in certain
relatively humane tendencies in law and the treatment of enemies.
Iranians produced in Zoroastrianism one of the first religions
based on ethical principles rather than on the conception of gods
as capricious forces of nature. In Greece, it may well have been
the Indo-European pattern of tribal kingship which provided the
basis from which city-state democracy developed, when the
Greeks for the second time reached an urban level of civilization.

1 §»i, 12,39+ff-
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(A) EGYPT

PREHISTORY
B.C.

Before 12000 Lower and Middle Palaeolithic Periods
Upper Palaeolithic 1
(Nomadic food-gatherers)

c. 12000 Upper Palaeolithic 11
(Camps of fisherfolk in the Kom Ombo Basin)

c. 8000 Final Palaeolithic or Mesolithic Period
(Introduction of bow and arrow)

c. 4500 Neolithic-Cuprolithic Period
(Tasa-Badari and Naq2da 1 Cultures)

c. 3500 Naqada 11, Faiyum B and Ma'adi Cultures

KINGS FROM THE FIRST TO THE TWELFTH DYNASTIES
EARLY DYNASTIC PERIOD

First Dynasty: c. 3100-2890 B.C.

Horus Name
Narmer
Aha
Djer
Djet
Den
Anedjib
Semerkhet

s»

Personal Name
Men (Menes)
Iti (Athothis)
Iti (Athothis)
Iterty
Khasty
Merpebia (Miebis)
Iiynetjer

Second Dynasty: c. 2890-2686 B.C.

Horus Name

Hetepsekhemwy
Reneb
Nynetjer

Peribsen*

Khasekhem
Khasekhemwyf

* Seth name.

Personal Name

Hetep
Nubnefer
Nynetjer
Weneg (Wadjnes)
Sened (Sethenes)
Peribsen
Aka (?)
Neferkasokar (?)
('lacuna' in lists)
Khasekhemwy

t Horus and Seth

Tears of Reign

47

55-60
7
8

25

Years of Reign

45-47
J9

8
21 (?)
17

name.

[994]
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OLD KINGDOM

Third Dynasty: c. 2686-2613 B-c-

Horus Name Personal Name

Sanakhte Nebka
Netjerykhet Djoser
Sekhemkhet Djoser Teti
Khaba ('lacuna' in lists)

Huni (Nysuteh?)

Tears of Reign
l9
X9
6
6

2+

Sneferu
Cheops
Redjedef
Chephren

Fourth Dynasty:

24 years
23

8

c. 2613-2498 B.C.

Baufre(?)
Mycerinus
Shepseskaf
Dedefptah?('Thamphthis')

4
2

Userkaf
Sahure
Neferirkare Kakai
Shepseskare Isi
Neferefre

Fifth Dynasty: c. 2494-2345 B.C.

7 years

10

7

Sixth Dynasty,

Teti 12 years
Userkare i(?)
Meryre Phio(p)s I 49
Merenre Antyemsaf I (9) 14

Nyuserre [3]!
Menkauhor Akauhor 8
Djedkare Isesi 39
Unas 30

• c. 2345-2181 B.C.

Neferkare Phiops II 94(?)
Merenre Antyemsaf II I
Netjerykare
Menkare (?) Nitocris 2(?)

FIRST INTERMEDIATE PERIOD

Seventh Dynasty: c. 2181-2173 B.C.

Neferkare, 'the Younger'
Neferkare Neby
Djedkare Shemay
Neferkare Khendu
Meryenhor

Neferkamin
Nykare
Neferkare Tereru
Neferkahor

Eighth Dynasty: 2173-2160 B.C.

Wadjkare Pepysonbe (Horus Kha-[bau ?])
Neferkamin Anu
Kakare Ibi
Neferkare
Neferkauhor Kapuibi (Horus Netjerybau)
Neferirkare (Horus Demedjibtowy)

4 +x years
2 years 1 month
4 years 2 months
2 years 1 month
1 year \ month
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Ninth Dynasty: c. 2160-2130 B.C.

Meryibre Achthoes I
Mery-...

Neferkare Shed-...
Nebkaure Achthoes II H-. . . . User(?)...
Setut

Tenth Dynasty: c. 2130-2040 B.C.

Meryhathor (?) Merykare
Neferkare x months
Wahkare Achthoes III

MIDDLE KINGDOM

Eleventh Dynasty: c. 2133-1991 B.C.

Horus Name Throne and Personal Names Date B.C.

Tep(y)a Mentuhotpe(-a) l\ 21 n-2118
Sehertowy Inyotefl / J

Wahankh Inyotefll 2117-2069
Nakhtnebtepnefer Inyoteflll 2068-2061
Sankhibtowy ]
Netjeryhedjet V Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe II 2060-2010
Smatowy J
Sankhtowyef Sankhkare Mentuhotpe III 2009-1998
Nebtowy Nebtowyre Mentuhotpe IV)

The God's Father Sesostris J X " 7 "

Twelfth Dynasty: 1991-1786 B.C.

B.C.

Sehetepibre Ammenemes I 1991-1962
Kheperkare Sesostris I (10) 1971-192 8
Nubkaure Ammenemes II (2) 1929-1895
Khakheperre Sesostris II (3) 1897-1878
Khakaure Sesostris III 1878-1843
Nymare Ammenemes III 1842-1797
Makherure Ammenemes IV 1798-1790
Sobkkare Sobkneferu 1789-1786

(Figures in brackets indicate the lengths of co-regencies.)
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(B) WESTERN ASIA

997

B.C.

35OO-3IOO

PREHISTORY

c. 10000-4300 See Table 6 in C.A.H. i3, Part 1, p. 253.
4300-3500 'Ubaid Period

(Eridu, Qal'at Hajji Muhammad and 'Ubaid pottery)
Uruk Period
(Uruk 12-5 levels)

PROTOHISTORIC PERIOD

3100-2700 Uruk 4, Jamdat Nasr ( = Uruk 3) and Early Dynastic I
(First written documents in Uruk 4^)

SYNCHRONISTIC LISTS OF KINCS

(See following pages)
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THE SUMERIAN PERIOD

DATE

27OO

2600

25JO

245O

237O

223O

2120

2000

SOUTH

LAGASH

Enkhegal
Lugalshagcngur
(// Mesilim)

Ur-Nanshe

Akurgal (son)

Eannatum (son)
(// Galbum?) (// Zuzu)

Enannatum I (brother)

Entemena (son)
(// Lugalkinishedudu)

Enannatum 11 (son)
Enetarzi
Lugalanda (7) 2384-2378

Urukagina (8?) 2378-2371

Lugalushumgal

Puzur-Mama
Some or all of the following:
Ur-Utu, Ur-Mama,
Lu-Baba, Lugula, Kakug

Ur-Baba (14+x)

Gudea (16+x) (son-in-
law of Ur-Baba)

Ur-Ningirsu (5+x) (son)
Ugme (2+x) (son)
Urgar (son-in-law of

Ur-Baba)

Nammakhni (son-in-law
of Ur-Baba)
(// Ur-Nammu)

UK

Meskalamdug
Akalamdug

Mesannipada
A'annipada (son)
Meskiagnunna (brother)

Ananne (•» A'annipada?)

Meskiag-Nanna (son) (36?)

Elulu (25)

Balulu (36?)

Second Dynasty of Ur,
4 kings, names lost

Kaku (// Rimusli)

Elili 11

Third Dynasty of Ur:

Ur-Nammu (18) 2113-
2096)

Shulgi (48) 2095-2048
Amar-Sin (9) 2047-2039
Shu-Sin (9) 2038-2030
(// Girnamme)

Ibbi-Sin (24) 2029-2006

CRUK

Gilgamesh (// Agga)
Uriugal I (son) (30)

Utulkalamma (son) (15)
La-ba-'-[8]um (9)

En-nun-dara-an-na (8)
MES(?)-Hfi (36 i)

Melamanna (6)
Lugal-ki-tiin(?)(36?)

En-PIRIG(?)-du-an-na
Ur-lugal U
Ar-ga-an-de-a (7)
Enshakushanna

Lugalkinishedudu

Lugalkisalsi (son)
Lugal-TAR
(perhaps identical with

Lugaltarsi, titular
king of Kish)

Lugalzaggisi of Umma (25)
(c. 2371-2347)

Urnigin

Urgigir (son)

(Lugalmelam?) (son?)
Kuda

Puzur-ili

Urutu

Utu-khegal (8) 2120-2114
(after defeat of Gutium)

NORTH

risH

Enmcbaragisi

Agga (son) (// Gilgamesh)

Su.-[...]

Dadasig

Mamagalla

Galbum (son)
(// Eannatum?)

TUG-e
Mennunna

I-b(-[IStar] (?)\ perhaps
En-bi-lStar / same king
Lugalmu
Ku-Baba
(// Puzur-Nirakh)

Puzur-Sin (son) (25)
Ur-Zababa

Simudar (30?)
Uai-watar (7?)

Ishtar-muti (ll?)

Ishme-Shamash (it?)

Nannia (7?)
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NORTH

1. AK8HAK, II. AKrAD

KLAMITK COUNTRIES:

I . AWAN

II . SIMA8HKI

/. Akshak:
Zuzu (// Eannatum)

Unzi (30 r)

Undalulu (12)
Ur-ur (6)

Puzur-Nirakh (20)
(// Ku-Baba)

Ishu-Il (24)
Shu-Sin (7) (son)

II. Akkad:
Sargon (56) 2371-2316
(// Lukh-ishshan and

Khishepratep)
Rimuih (9) 2315-2307
(// Kaku)

Manishtusu (15)
2306—2292

Naram-Sin (37)
2291-2255

Shar-kali-sharrI (25)
2254-2230 (// SarUgab)

Anarchy (3) 2229-2227
Dudu (21) 2226-2206
Shu-Durul (15) 2205-

2191

Ilum-Pfl (or Ilshu) (30 ?)

5 other kings, names
damaged, total 136 (?)
years

5 pre-Sargonic kings known
from inscriptions (order
unknown):

Lamgi-Mari
Ikun-Shamash
Iblul-Il
Ikun-Shamagan
Shalim

Apil-kin (// Ur-Nammu)

Iddia-Ilum
Ishma-Dagan
Ithfup-Ilum \ unknown)
Ilum-ishar I
Ntwar-Mer J

nl (order
1 >

Early titular kings o/Kish:
(before c. 2600)

Lugal-e-[x]-gal, king of X
(perhaps X - Uruk)

Urzaged, king of Ki-dingir

Mesilim
(// Lugalshagengur)

Kings of Khamazi and of
Adab, probably titular
kings of Kith:

Khatanish of Kbamazi

Lugalannemundu of Adab

Lugaltarsi of Kish (see
Lugal-TAR of Uruk)

Kings of Umma in the later
pre-Sargonic period:

Ush (or Gish)
Enakalli (son ?)

(// Eannatum)
Urlumma (son)
(// Entemena)

11 (nephew)
(jl Entemena)

Githakkidu (aon)
Bubu

Lugatzaggisi (son)
(// Urukagina)

Dynasty ofGutium,
21 kings, including:

Sarlagab (// Shar-kali-
sharri)

Iarlagtnda (// Nammakhni
of Umma)

Si'um (// Lugalannatum
of Umma)

Tirigan (// Utu-khegal)

Assyria:

Zariqum (vassal of
Amir-Sin)

2700

/. Aiuan:
A dynasty of 3 kings,
namea lost

2600

2550

Peli
Tata
Ukkutakhash

Khishur

Shushuntarana

Napilkhush

Kukku-aiwe-temti

Lukh-ishshan (// Sargon)
Khishep-ratep (// Sargon)

Khelu

Epir-mupi
Khita
Puzur (or Kutik)-In-
Shushinak

2450

2370

2230

Tazitta I
Eparti I
Taiitta II

// . Simashki:

Gimamme (// Shu-Sin)

Lu...-luhhan
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T H E

DATE

2O3O

I94O

1895

i860

1830

1750

OLD BABYLONIAN PERIOD (TO 1750)

LARSA ISIN BABYtON

Ibbi-Sin (see preceding table) reigns over
gradually contracting territory

Naplanum (21)
2025-2005

Emisum (28)
2004-1977

Samium (35)
1976-1942

Zabaia (9)
1941-1933

Gungunum (27)
1932-1906

Abisare (11)
1905-1895

Sumuel (29)
1894-1866

Nur-Adad (16)
1865-1850

Sin-iddinam (7)
,849-1843

Sin-eribam (2)
1842-1841

Sin-iqisham (5)
1840-1836

Silli-Adad (1)
1835

Warad-Sin(i2)
1834-1823

Rim-Sin I (60)
1822-1763

Ishbi-Erra (33)
2017-1985

Shu-ilishu (10)
1984-1975

Iddin-Dagan (21)
1974-1954

Ishme-Dagan (19)
'9S3-'93S

Lipit-Ishtar (11)
1934-1924

Ur-Ninurta (28)
1923-1896

Bur-Sin (21)
1895-1875

Lipit-Enlil (5)
1874-1870

Erra-imitti (8)
1869-1862

Enlil-bani (24)
1861-1838

Zambia (3)
1837-1835

Iter-pisha (4)
1834-1831

Ur-dukuga (3)
1830-1828

Sin-magir (11)
1827-1817

Damiq-ilishu (23)
1816-179+

Sumuabum (14)
1894-1881

Sumulael (36)
1880-1845

Sabium(>4)
1844-1831

Apil-Sin (18)
1830-1813

Sin-muballit (20)
1812-1793

Hammurabi (43)
1792-1750

ESHNUNNA

Ushu-ilia

Nur-akhum

Kirikiri

Bilalama (son)
(// Tan-Rakhuratir
of Elam)

Ishar-ramashshu

Usur-awassu

Azuzum

Ur-Ninmar

Ur-Ningizzidda

Ip(p)i<{-Adad I

(son of Ur-Ninnur)

Sharria

Belakum (son)

Warassa

Ibalpiel I

Ip(p)iq-Adad II (son)

Naram-Sin (son)
(probably same as
king of Assyria)

Dadusha (brother)

Ibalpiel II (son)
c. 1784- I

ELAMITE COUNTRIES
11. SIMASHKI

III. ANSHAN & SUSA

/ / . Simashki:

(Khutran-temti?)

Kindattu

Indattu I

Tan-Rukhuratir (son)
(// Bilalama of
Eshnunna)

Eparti II

Indattu II
Indattu HI
Indattu IV

historicity
doubtful,
perhaps a
period of
domination
,by Larsa

/ / / . An%han &f Susa:

Eparti III

Shilkhakha (son)
Attakhushu (nephew)

Shirukdukh 1

Shimut-wartash

Siwe-palar-kliuppak
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ASSYRIA

(Sulili ?)

Kikkia

Akkia

Puzur-Ashur I

Shallim-ahhe (son)

Ilushuma (son)

Erishum I (40 ?) (son)
c. 1906-1867

Ikunum (son)
c. 1866 i

Sargon I (son)

Puzur-Ashur II (son)

Naram-Sin
(probably same as
king of Eshnunna)

Erishum (son ?)
r-1814

Shamshi-Adadl(33)
1813-1781

Ishme-Dagan I (40 ?)
(son) 1780-1741

Mut-Ashkur (son)

MAM

Is.i-Dagan
Tura-Dagan

(son >)

Puzur-Ishtar
(son)

N. (son) _,

'governors'
of Mari,
exact date
uncertain

Iagitlim
Iakhdunlim (son)

Iasmakh-Adad
(son of Shamshi-Adad I)

Zimrilim
(son of Iakhdunlim)

ALEPPO

Iarimlim I

Hammurabi I
(son r)

KHATTC

Pitkhana

Anitta (son)

DATI

2030

I94O

i860

1830

I7JO
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1002 CHRONOLOGICAL TABLES

(C) CRETE, THE AEGEAN ISLANDS AND
MAINLAND GREECE

B.C.

Before
6000
6000

5000

4500

4000
3500

?3ooo

?25<3O

?22OO

?i9oo

CRETE

Level X at Cnossus

Early Neolithic
Level IX at Cnossus

Middle Neolithic

Late Neolithic

Early Minoan I begins

Early Minoan II begins
(stone vases imi-

tating Egyptian
work of Dyns.
IV-VI)

Early Minoan III
begins:

(seals comparable
with Egyptian
scarabs of Dyns.
VII-X)

Middle Minoan I
begins:

Beginning of palaces
at Cnossus, Mallia,
Phaestus

AEGEAN ISLANDS

Neolithic

Early Cycladic begins

Pelos group of tombs

Syra group of tombs:
(bird-pins have

parallels in Troy I)

:

Middle Cycladic

MAINLAND GREECE

Aceramic Neolithic
Early Neolithic:

(pre-Sesklo cultures
in Thessaly)

Middle Neolithic A:
(Sesklo)

Middle Neolithic B

Late Neolithic of South
Greece:
Dimini culture in
south Thessaly.
(Fortified site with
megaron cf. Troy I)

Early Helladic begins:
(early E.H. pottery
has parallels in
Troy I)

Lerna and other sites
destroyed at end of
E.H. II

? First Indo-European
invaders of Greece

Grey Minyan pottery
appears

Middle Helladic
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CHRONOLOGICAL TABLES 1003

B.C.

18OO

CRETE AEGEAN ISLANDS MAINLAND GREECE

Middle Minoan II
begins:

(at Cnossus)

'Hieroglyphic' Minoan
script

Destruction (? hostile)
of Cnossus, Phaestus,
Mallia, Pseira, Moch-
los, Gournia, Palai-
kastro

1700 Middle Minoan III begins

(Second city of Phylakopi
in Melos importing
both grey Minyan and
M.M.II pottery)
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