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THE present work contains the text of the important New-Babylonian
Chronicle in the British Museum, No. 21,901, with a transcript, transliteration,
translation, notes, etc.  The subject of the document is the war which was
waged between the waning power of Assyria, in alliance with Egypt, against
the combined forces of Babylon, the Medes under Kyaxares, and the
Scythians.  This Chronicle embraces the years B.C. 616-609, ie. the 10th to
the 17th year of Nabopolassar, king of Babylon, the founder of the New-
Babylonian or Chaldacan monarchy, which flourished between the end of the
Assyrian Empire and the Persian conquest of Babylon by Cyrus the Great.

The information given by this Chronicle is of very special interest,
for it supplies the date of the Fall of Nineveh in B.C. 612 and other Assyrian
strongholds, and the fact, hitherto unsuspected, that the Assyrian kingdom
actually survived this disaster and, under the rule of king Ashur-uballit, who
is mentioned for the first time, was transferred to the city of Harran further
westward.

HARRISON AND SONS, LTD.,
PRINTERS IN ORDINARY TO HIS MAJUSTY,

ST. MARTINS LANE, W.C. 2. This Chronicle throws a flood of light on a period otherwise very obscure,
and supplies most valuable historical details concerning it in abundance. As

a contemporary record, from which explanatory comparisons with later

classical traditions can be made, it must always rank as an invaluable
historical authority with the famous ¢ Babylonian Chronicle” (No. 02,502,
and the “Synchronous History ” (K. 4401a + Rm. 854).

This Chronicle was discovered by Mr. C. J. Gadd, M.A., Assistant in
the Department, who has prepared the transcript, transliteration, translation
and notes which are printed in the following pages.

E. A, WALLIS BUDGE.

DEpPARTMENT OF LEGYPTIAN AND ASSYRIAN
‘ ANTIQUITIES, BrITisH Mustum.
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INTRODUCTION.

(1) THE TasLET B.M. 21,901.

Tne tablet which is inscribed with the important text that forms the
subject of this publication is of baked clay, and of a dark brown colour,
measuring 5% ins. by 22% ins. It is fortunately complete as to its length,
though in certain other respects it has suffered damage. Broken into four
pieces when found, it has been rejoined without leaving gaps, except to a small
extent about the middle of the Reverse. Four small chips are missing at
various points round the edges. A more serious kind of injury is the scaling
away of the surface, which has effectually obliterated the inscription towards the
lower left corner of the Obverse, and over two rather considerable tracts of the
Reverse. Ior the most part, however, the text is well preserved and, where
undamaged, presents few difficulties of decipherment. It contains 37 lines on
the Obverse, 39 on the Reverse and upper edge, and one on the left edge,
written in a small, but very neat and cléar, New-Babylonian cuneiform, which
probably, although the tablet is not dated, belongs like other Chronicles to the
Achaemenid period.  That it was actually written in Babylon is rendered very
likely not only by the nature of its contents but by the scribal note which
concludes it, © Whoso loveth Nab@ and Marduk, let him preserve this, and not
suffer it to leave his hands”! It is clear from the existence of a “catch-line”
at the end that the tablet formed part of a series, to which most of the other
extant Chronicles doubtless belonged, and which, in its complete form, extending
from the earliest times to the Persian, and even later, periods, must have
constituted an unrivalled historical document. That the few extracts from this
comprehensive work which have hitherto been rescued should now be reinforced
by a section so interesting and valuable as the present, is onc of those fortunate
accidents which are the more gratifying because of their rarity.

(2) CONTENTS OF THE TABLET.
The text thus preserved belongs to the class of Chronicles, which is best

exemplified, among the documents known to the earlier generation of

! For a similar scribal note, and the probability that it implies an origin from Babylon, see
ZIMMERN, Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie, xxxiv, 191.
B



2 INTRODUCTION.

Assyriologists, by the famous “Babylonian Chronicle” But the most notable
addition to this kind of literature was made by the late Prof. L. W. KING
in his two volumes of “Chronicles concerning Early Babylonian Kings”
(1907),! and it is a curious chance that the whole of this material (apart from
dynastic and date-lists), has hitherto been found in the British Museum, to
which the present text also belongs. In style and language it has the
closest affinity with the “Babylonian Chronicle” mentioned above, being
doubtless a continuation of the same work. Owing, however, to the greater
space which is allowed to each year, the narration, though still extremely
concise, is a good deal fuller than in the former document. For whereas the
“Babylonian Chronicle” deals, in 179 lines, with more than thirty of the
years between B.C. 745 and 0668, our text devotes 75 lines to the years
B.C. 616—609, the 10th—17th years of the reign of Nabopolassar, the founder
of the New-Babylonian Empire, for which reason it has seemed appropriate
to style it the “ Nabopolassar Chronicle.”

By contrast with the last flourishing days of the Assyrian Empire, so
lavishly documented by the numerous and detailed inscriptions of Ashur-
banipal, the history of Assyria after about the ycar 637, and the whole period
of the New-Babylonian kingdom, have been in almost complete darkness.
Soon after that year began the great invasion of the Scythian hordes which
reduced the already weakened power of Assyria to a precarious defensive,
and the last quarter of Ashurbanipal’'s own reign witnessed one of thoese
sudden and dramatic eclipses which are characteristic of Oriental monarchies.
But before the final collapse at least two more shadow kings, Ashur-etil-ilani
and Sin-shar-ishkun, were still to reign at Nineveh, their memory feebly
preserved to us by a few dates upon legal documents, one or two broken
records of their building in Nineveh, Calah, and Ashur, and the faint echo
of the latter’'s name (Sarakos) preserved by a late Greek epitomator. That
the downfall of Nineveh was brought about by the Medes, with some uncertain
measure of help from Nabopolassar, was evident from one or two vague
inscriptional references, but much more from the strong Greek tradition which
made of these events, in however garbled a form, one of the most celebrated
and picturesque stories of ancient history. The New-Babylon kingdom itself,
although it lasted not much less than a hundred years, and attained an
almost unprecedented degree of magnificence, has been historically little better

1 A conspectus of the Chronicles as yet discovered may be found in ROGERS, History of
Babylonia and Assyria, vol. 1, 483 ff. (6th edit.).
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than a blank, since external evidence is of the most scanty, and its own
inscriptions, copious as they are, record nothing but building operations,
and abstain, with an almost sedulous perversity, from any but the vaguest
references to contemporary affairs,

In these circumstances it is not surprising that a newly discovered
document should throw a great deal of light upon the period with which it
deals, and, in fact, everything which this Chronicle relates is entirely new.
And further, since none of the events described are of a religious nature, the
amount of purely historical information conveyed is extraordinary. Though
written with a distinct Babylonian bias, which appears in the normal tendency
to exaggerate successes or the Babylonian share in them, to minimise defeats,
and to gloss over circumstances which might detract from the glory of victories,
this almost contemporary record is, of course, by far our earliest and best
authority for the events in question, and the facts it relates, even if not all the
inferences it suggests, must be accepted without appeal, even though many
of them are nothing less than revolutionary of opinions which have hitherto
been most commonly held, and for which it has seemed possible to quote very
strong evidence. Nevertheleés, it will be seen, in the course of the following
discussion, how naturally all these isolated facts fall into their true place in
the actual context which is now first revealed to us, without necessitating
some of the inferences which have been drawn from them.

The Chronicle, being merely the continuation of a preceding section, as
it was itself followed by another, plunges into its matter without any preamble.
It may well be, however, that it was for the purpose of avoiding uncertainty
that the scribe specifically names Nabopolassar in his first and third lines,
after which he consistently calls him “the King of Akkad.” We are doubly
fortunate, both in that the scribe took this precaution, and in that the beginning
of the text is preserved,

It has usually been supposed that the position of Nabopolassar as a vassal
of Assyria was not materially altered until a short time before the capture of
Nineveh. This remains, in one sense, uncontradicted by the Chronicle, although
Nabopolassar is openly at war with his nominal overlord as early as 616, a
date which would hitherto have been universally rejected. The difference lies,
of course, in the dates assumed for the Fall of Nineveh. While it was
supposed that this disaster occurred in the year 600, it would indeed have
been improbable that Nabopolassar should have defied Assyria ten years

before. But it is the most signal contribution of this Chronicle to ancient
B 2



4 INTRODUCTION.

history that the Fall of Nineveh is now definitely dated in B.C. 612. It is
likely, however, that the campaign of 616 was not the first rebellious enterprise
of the Babylonian king, and, though these earlier events lie outside the purview
of the Chronicle, it will be worth while to examine what other evidence is
available upon this point.

In connexion with the dating of Nabopolassar’s revolt it is important to
consider the progress of his arms in subverting a part of the Assyrian Empire,
as to the fortunes of which we have a few chronological indications. A number
of “contracts” have been published which are dated in certain Babylonian
cities during the reigns of the last Assyrian kings and of Nabopolassar. One
of these, from the city of Sippar, was inscribed in the second year of Sin-
shar-ishkun,! king of Assyria, and, although the precise date of this cannot
even yet be established, we are now in a position to estimate the possible
margin of error.  Ashur-etil-ilini reigned at least four years, and Sin-shar-
ishkun at least seven, according to the dates upon surviving “contracts.” But
the first year of Ashur-etil-ilani was 625, and Sin-shar-ishkun perished (as
will be seen later) at the Fall of Nineveh in 612, Thus there are 13 years
to be divided between these two kings, and 11 of these are already accounted
for, so that Sin-shar-ishkun ascended the throne in one of the three years
621-619 ; his second year fell, therefore, in the period 620-618.  To return
to Sippar, the carliest known date of Nabopolassar quoted in that city is his
12th year,? 7Ze. 614. Hence it follows that Sippar fell into Babylonian hands
sometime between 620 and 614. But the Chronicle mentions no capture of
it in 616-614, so that the event can now be confined within the limits
620—-617. It is natural to assume that the revolt of Nabopolassar began
with his seizure of cities such as Sippar, which lay in the more immediate
neighbourhood of Babylon. It is noticeable, however, that he seems to have
made no attempt upon the great centres of Lower Babylonia, for no expedition
against them is recorded in the Chronicle, and Ercch, at least, was still under
the control of Sin-shar-ishkun, in his seventh year’ Ze. 615-613. Moreover,
the title of “king of Akkad” seems to show that the spherc of authority
assigned to Nabopolassar by his Assyrian overlord was confined to Northern
Babylonia, and excluded the middle and southern regions of the land, which
remained under the direct rule of city-governors dependent upon Assyria,

\ EVETTS, Babylonische Texte, Heft VI. B. p. go.

t UNGNAD, Vorderasiatische Schriftdenkmiler, Heft 111, no. 1.
3 According to the date on a “contract ” published by KiNG, Zeitschr. [. Assyr., iv, 308.

B.C.6l16
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a system which appears to have been devised in earlier times when the
sovereignty was divided between the brothers Ashurbanipal and Shamash-
shum-ukin?

We have seen that the revolt of Nabopolassar began in the years between
620 and 617, but the Chronicle takes up the story in his tenth year, 616.
In the second month he attacked the districts of Suhu and Hindanu which had
been first conquered for Assyria by Tiglath-pileser I, and definitely incorporated
by the arms of Ashurnasirpal in 878. The geographical position of these two
districts can be determined with considerable exactitude from the annals of
Tukulti-Enurta I1 and of his son Ashurnasirpal, but, as this question has been
the subject of a recent study,” it will be sufficient here to summarise the
conclusions. Suhu was a loosely compacted Aramaean district lying on both
sides of the Euphrates, along which its towns were strung, and reaching from a
point some distance above Hit to the bend of the river above ‘Anah, where it
adjoined the neighbouring district of [Hindanu, which secems to have lain entirely
on the right bank of the Euphrates up to a point nearly opposite the mouth of
the Khabtr. The latter district was called after the town of Hindanu, which
may correspond with a place called Giddan mentioned by Isidore of Charax.?
The Aramaean inhabitants of these provinces had never any cause to love their
Assyrian masters, and the ready submission which they made is not surprising.
Nevertheless, Hindanu scems to have been an important member of the later
Assyrian Empire,* and the king of Assyria, though now powerless to save it,
would not tamely acquiesce in its loss. Three months after, therefore, he
appeared from the northward with his army to dispute its possession. Sin-shar-
ishkun—for he it must have been, though his name is not here given—encamped
in the town of Qablinu, where his presence was reported to Nabopolassar who at
once marched upstream. The field of the ensuing battle is uncertain, for Qablinu
does not appear to be mentioned elsewherc in the inscriptions. It must, however,
have lain above Hindanu, which Nabopolassar passed again on his return march,
and below the Balikh, to the towns of which he sent a raiding expedition after
the victory, and should probably be sought in the neighbourhood of the modern
Dér-az-Zar. The Assyrian forces were increased by a contingent of the Mannai,’

1 See STRECK, Assurbanipal und seine Nackfolger, vol. i, cclvii and cdxii.

® By S. HORN, Zeitschr. f. Assyr., xxxiv, 123 ff.

¥ 16/d., 143, n. 2.

¢ FORRER, Provinseinleilung des assyrischen Reickes, p. 106.

5 STRECK, Assurbanipal, vol. i, ceclv ff., has collected all that is known of this people.
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a hardy people living to the south and south-east of Lake Urmiyah, who, after
troubling Assyria for many years, had finally been defeated by the generals of
Ashurbanipal. Their survival is hardly less remarkable than the complete
change in their relations with Assyria, though the latter is paralleled by the still
more striking instance of Egypt, as we shall shortly see. In spite of this alliance,
the Assyrians suffered a defeat, which the chronicler represents as very serious.
This may be an exaggeration, but it is clear that they were driven from the field
and retired up the river to rejoin other allies whom they hoped to find more
effectual. Meanwhile, Nabopolassar occupied Qablinu, and sent a detachment of
his army up the river in the wake of the retreating Assyrians, who had probably
fallen back upon Harran. These troops contented themselves with plundering
three towns in the Balikh region, the last of which, Balihu,! was a place of
importance in the Assyrian province of Harran. Unable to attack Harran itself,
they rejoined Nabopolassar, who returned to Babylon in the following month
(Elul), picking up the spoil of IJindanu on his way.

The Assyrians were not far behind. Having rallied their forces in Harran
they now appeared in the opposite 74l of pursuers, for it is only natural to
suppose that Nabopolassar’s somewhat hasty retreat was occasioned by
intelligence of the new advance against him, though the chronicler discreetly
refrains from allusion to this. The Babylonian king was able to make good his
retreat, and it was already the next month before the Assyrians and their allies
reached Qablinu, the former battlefield, only to find that their intended victim
had escaped. The factor which brought about this complete change of fortune
is indeed unexpected. Egypt, which under Psammetichus I, no longer before
than about 655, had thrown off the Assyrian domination, is now found, under
the same king, and in the year 616, fighting in alliance with her former masters.
The reason for this change of front, and doubtless also for that of the Mannai,
may be found in the universal terror spread throughout Western Asia by the
Scythian irruption. Of its effect upon Egypt we have the testimony of
Herodotus.? Confronted by this menace, princes of all the lands would naturally
look to Assyria as the only possible barrier against the flood ; however much
reduced, her prestige, won by centuries of conquest and rule, could not easily be
extinguished. Hence the present co-operation of Egypt with Assyria, and the
even more notable events which we shall find in the Chronicle for 609, and hence

! For the possible site of this town, see FORRER, Provinzeinteilung, 24 1.
* Book I, 103.
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also the expeditions of Necho II in 608! and again in 605, which ended in the
disastrous battle of Carchemish.?

It was this Egypto-Assyrian alliance which Nabopolassar had now to face.
The chronicler is at pains to assure us that he “hastened after them” up the
Euphrates. Were this strictly true it would be strange indeed that he failed
to meet them. Our suspicion of the chronicler’s candour at this point is
deepened by the haste with which he passes on to the topic of a successful battle
which took place, on his own showing, five months later, and not west of the
Euphrates but east of the Tigris! It is, in fact, most likely that, while
Nabopolassar anxiously awaited the attack of these formidable allies, the
Egyptians advanced ever more and more reluctantly as they moved away from
Syria, conscious that by so doing they were simply exposing the passage which
they bad been sent to guard against the Scythians. In any case, no collision
took place.

The year ends with an event which is introduced very abruptly by the
chronicler, possibly, as suggested above, in order to gloss over the somewhat
unheroic episode which precedes it. The Babylonian and Assyrian armies are
next revealed as operating in the district of Araphu, ze. the classical Arrapachitis,
which is now identified® with the land to the south of the river Diyala, occupying
the eastern half of the territory lying between the Tigris and the table-land
which leads up to the Zagros mountains. This land derived its name from the
city of Araphu or Arrapha, which is possibly to be identified with the modern
Khanikin, and had been governed under the Assyrian Empire by a succession
of officers who were among the most distinguished figures at court. The
description of the battle which followed involves a geographical question.
Though nothing is known of the exact position of Madanu, it is said to be
“of the city of Araphu,” which means simply that it was in the province which
bore that city’s name. It is related that the defeated Assyrians were driven
back to the river Zab, and the word used appears to imply the result of the
actual shock, not a continued pursuit. But in order to reach the Lower Zab
from Araphu they must have crossed not only the Diyala, but also the district
of Arzuhina, centred about the modern Karkak.* Nevertheless, it is impossible

' 1 Kings, 23, 29. Necho did not “go up against the king of Assyria,” but, as Josephus

(Antig., X, 5, 1), rightly says, “to fight against the Medes and the Babylonians.” On this
question, see below, p. 16.

* Jeremiah, xlvi, 2, IT Kings, xxiv, 7.
* By FORRER, Provinz, 441.
10id., 41.



B.C.615

3 INTRODUCTION.,

to believe that the chronicler was capable either of ignoring this, or of confusing
the two rivers, and we must suppose that he is actually describing a pursuit
which was continued for several days, after which Nabopolassar recrossed the
Tigris and carried his spoils home to Babylon.

Encouraged by his success against the Assyrian provinces, Nabopolassar
was early astir in the next year, and boldly carried the war into the enemy’s
homeland by an ambitious attack upon Ashur itself, the oldest capital, and
still one of the four principal towns,! of Assyria. But he had over-cstimated
his strength.  Assyria, even in her last hour, was not for the sword of the
Babylonians whom she had so long despised. Not merely did Nabopolassar
fail at Ashur, but he was compelled hastily to raise the siege and, after a
disastrous conflict with the relieving forces from Nineveh, to flee down the
right bank of the Tigris. The rout continued until a natural rallying-place
presented itself in the famous citadel of Takrit, a town which here appears,
for the first time in ancient inscriptions, under the name which it still
preserves. It seems to have been more usually known, cither by the purely
descriptive style of “Fortress” (birtw)? or by the name of Itwa? derived
from that of the people who inhabited the region. The citadel of Takrit
has attracted the attention of mediacval* and modern travellers no less than
of ancient tacticians. Commander FELIX JONES, who carefully inspected and
surveyed the citadel in 1846, says of it -~ The front facing the river is quite
perpendicular, and cxhibits horizontal strata of stiff clay, red ecarth, fine sand,
and conglomerate, in successive layers, from the water’s edge to its summit
. This isolated cliff is about 130 yards long by 70 broad, and in
height 86 fect from the water’s edge.” A deep ditch, about 30 yards
in breadth, but now filled up with rubbish, conveyed the waters of the Tigris
around the base of the citadel, thus completely insulating and rendering it
impregnable before cannon came into use.”? So the Assyrians found it on
this occasion, and, after a fruitless ten-days’ siege, abandoned their hopeless
task and marched away. We need not suppose, as the chronicler implies,

' Nineveh, Calah, Ashur, Arbela.

» Comm. FELIX JONES (Steam-tripy lo the north of Baghdad, p. 24, n. 1), says of Takrit
“In an old atlas I observe Birtha is marked as situated on this spot.” Cf. E. HERZFELD
Memnon, i, 226 ff.

3 See FORRER, 0p. cit., 47, 104.

« The notices of the Arab geographers are summarised by Sir E. A. W
By Nile and Tigris, i, 107, and by LE STRANGE, Lands of the FEastern Caliphate, 57.

s Op. cit., 22 L.

ALLIS BUDGE,

e —

B.C. 614
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that they were seriously weakened by their losses. More probably they were
disturbed by reports of the impending attack of a more formidable power
than the Babylonians, and were unwilling to be detained longer away from
their homeland.

With the autumn of this ycar the Medes make their first appearance in
the Chronicle.  This was certainly not their first collision with Assyria, for
the disaster to Phraortes narrated by Herodotus ! must at any rate be placed
before the beginning of the Chronicle.  As to the first sicge by Kyaxares, which
was ended by the sudden intervention of the Scythians, the question is more
doubtful. Tt is impossible to follow the tradition that a 28-years’ domination
of the Scythians was ended by Kyaxares before his final attack on Ninevceh,
since this would take back the date of his first attack 612 4 28, ze. 640 at
the lowest, which is out of the question, and we shall be faced with the
curious situation in 613 that the king of Assyria is apparently left free while
his greater enemies, the Medes and Scythians, are engaged in settling their
differences, which are so far composed in G612z that both can join in the
destruction of Nineveh. Whether the so-called first siege might not actually
be the attack in 614 may be postponed for later discussion. In this year, at
least, the Medes do not venture to cross the Tigris, but mercely descend upon
the Assyrian provinee of Avaphu and lay siege to a city.  The name of this
place, and the result of their enterprise, are both obscured by a defect of
the text

In the summer of the next year Kyaxares mached without further ado
against Nineveh itself. At this point an unfortunate break in the record
somewhat obscures the narration, but it is clear that the Medes, discouraged by
the sceming impossibility of their task turned soon upon casier game.  But this
notice of the first step in the final attack on Nineveh has a remarkable interest
as at least a partial confirmation of the tradition which survives in Diodorus?
that the sicge of Nincveh extended into the third year.  Since the city fell, as
we shall see, in 612, the time was doubtless reckoned from this first attempt
in 614. It is quite possible that the Medes did on this occasion sustain three
reverses, as the same author relates? though the chronicler does not sce fit to
record it, having little interest in events at which the Babylonian king was not
present.  This absence, which the Chronicle (L 28) expressly aftests is, of
course, in contradiction of Diodorus, whose “ Belesys,” 7. Nabopolassar, not
only hatched the plot against “Sardanapallus,” but was the moving spirit

' Book 1, 102, 103. 411, 25, 6 (sce p. 28).

C

¢ Book I1, 27, 1 7see p. 29).
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throughout its exccution.  Powerless as yet against the capital itself, the Medes
seem to have carried some of its outworks at the first assault.  Iirst to fall was
Tarbis, the modern Sharif Khian, a few miles north-west of Nineveh.  This
town had been much favoured by the great Sargonid kings,! both as a royal
residence and as a cult centre, but their buildings availed little against the
Median onslaught,  The text of the Chronicle is damaged at this point, but
we next find Kyaxares © pursuing” (perhaps the fugitives from Tarbis, who
may have been cut off from Nineveh) down the bank of the Tigris until he
came upon Ashur, the scene of Nabopolassar’s misfortune in the preceding
yvear. This time the event was far different. The fortifications which have been
made known to us by cleven years of recent excavation went down before the
fury of the barbarians, and there followed a scene of horror which stirs even

the detachied chronicler to an expression of disgust,  Some confused tradition of

this bloody episode may lic behind the story of the last battle fought by
“Galaimenes,”? when the stream of the Fuphrates? ran red with blood.  The
city was completely destroyed on this occasion, but, unlike Nineveh, did nog
remain a ruin for ever afterwards. Tt was at least partly restored by Cyrus
the Great,tis several times mentioned by classical authors,” and has yiclded to
its modern excavators various relics of the post-\ssyrian and Parthian periods

Nabopolassar had sct out to join in the new attack apon his arch-coemy,

t
but Ashur had fallen before he arrived. This may have been accidental, or it
may have been in observance of the precedent set by Merodach-baladan [,
that the king of Babylon should not hurry when the issuc was doubtful.  Over
the ruins of the city the Mede and the Babylonian met, and entered into
a formal alliance. A\ further detail, which the chronicler ignores, was furnished
at this point by the history of Berossus.  According to the versions based upon
this work by Alexander Polyhistor? and Abydenus® the king of Assyria (whom

b Sennacherib bad restored there the temple called E-meslam (RAWLINSON, Cuserf.
Iuscr. of Western Asiayiy 7, Cand D, and i, 5, no. 13), and Esarhaddon built a residence
for the Crown Prince (op. o/t 1, 48, nos. 5, 6, 8.

* Oy “ Salaimenes,” Diodor., L1, 20, 0, ;.

3 S0 Diodorus throughout, instead of Tigris.

© Cyrus Cylinder, L 3¢.

» ¢ Neunophon, Anab. i, 4, 28 (under name of Kuainai); Polybius v, 51 (Libba)
Prolemy V1L § 25 (Labbana) 3 Stephen of Byzantium {Libanai).

5 See ANDRAE, Jostungswerbe von Asswr, Textband, 8, 91 [ 124,

P Iwsebi chronie. (ed. SCHOENE), lib, i, 29, 1619 (sec p. 30).

S Jbid., 1, 35, 2837, 7 (see p. 30,
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Abydenus  rightly calls “Sarakos,” 7ze. Sin-shar-ishkun) sent the general
"' to takec command in Babylon. But the latter, planning
treachery, arranged a marriage between his son Nabukodrossoros (7e. Nebu-
chadnezzar IT) and Amuhean?® the daunghter of Ashdahak? chicftain of the

“ Bussalosoros,

Medes, as a prelude to his attack upon Nineveh.  Though this tradition is
obviously confused, and partly distorted by the desire to give undue importance
to the part played by Babylonia, the Chronicle confirms the fact of an alliance,
and nothing is more probable than that this was cemented by a marriage
between the son and daughter of the contracting parties.  So ended the first of
the years which tradition counts as devoted to the siege of Nincveh., The
capital was still unscathed, but the fall of Tarbis aud Ashur had been a terrible
carnest of what was to come.  Meantime, the besicgers retired home for the
winter.

The next year forms an interlude in the story of the Tast days of Nineveh,
Concerned, as usual, only with the doings of the Babylonian king, the Chronicle
gives none but indirect information about cvents in Assyria.  The Babylonian
energies were spent in chastising revolters in the land of Suhu,* the scenc of the
successful campaign in 616, Doubtless the new outbreak was inspired by
Assyrian intrigues, as it was clearly supported by Assyrian arms.  Nahopolassar
marched up the Euphrates, carried the island-town of Rahilu® at the first assault,
and, though a serious defect in the text obscures the narrative at this point, it
seems clear that he passed on from this success to besicge the more important
town of Anatu, which is the modern “Anah, now lying on the right bank of the
river, but in Assyrian® times, and during the middle ages” built mostly upon an
island in the middle of the stream.  Some details of the tactics adopted arc given
in the Chronicle, but the condition of the text makes it a little difficult to follow
them.  Stones from the river-bank were thrown into the shallow stream to make
a causcway over which the attacking troops could pass to the island and even
bring up their siege-engines.  In the case of Anatu this was built out from the
right, or western, bank of the river, which was probably always occupied by a

b A corruption of Nabopolassar’s name.

2 Or Amuitis, Amuite, Aroite.  Nothing elsc is known about her.

# A corruption of Astyages, and, whether referring to Astvages I {Phraortes) or I, an
anachronisim,

* See above, p. 5.

» See note on p. 33

¢ Tukulti-Enurta U, Azaals, Obv, 69 (ed. SCHEN.

tL¥ STRANGE, Lands of the [lastern Caliphale, p. 106,
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part of the town. When the causeway reached the city wall it was raised into
a mound, according to the regular contemporary siege-methods best described in
Sennacherib's classical account of his operations against the towns of Judah.!
Against Anatu, the Babylonians seem to have failed, and the next information
we have is that the Assyrian king came down and forced his enemy to retire
LEvidently, then, an Assyrian army was operating in Suhu, and the apparent
abruptness of its introduction is perhaps duce to the defective state of the text.
What was it that allowed the Assyrian king freedom to campaign away from
home in this ycar? Obviously therc was no blockade of Nineveh, and no renewed
invasion of the Medes. s to the doings of the latter, which are all-important,
the Chronicle gives no hint.  That their inactivity against Assyria had something
to do with the Scythians, who appear in alliance with them next year, is a
supposition which could be supported by the tradition of Diodorus,” that, after
the first defeats of the rebels, their consternation was completed by news of the

8

approach of a © Bactrian ” army, which was, however, finally persuaded to make
common cause with them, At any rate, the three years” duration assigned to
the siege of Nineveh is correct only in the formal sense that it began in 614 and
ended in 612, with the whole of 613 as an intermission. It is curious, too, that
Diodorus puts the incident of the “ Bactrian ” army between the first three battles,
in which the rebels were defeated, and the fast three, in which they were successhul.
His narrative thus falls into two parts, though he certainly represents the siege
as protracted into the third year after all these events,

In view of such circumstances the question is bound to arise whether the
first sicge of Ninceveh by Kyaxares, in which he was defeated by the sudden
onslaught of the Scythians, was not in rcahty the operations of 614. It is true
that Herodotus,? strictly interpreted, would place the whole of the 28-yeary’
Scythian oppression* between the first and the second attacks of Kyaxares, but
this is impossible since it would give far too carly a date for the first.  In 640, at
any rate, Nineveh was still unthreatenced, whether by Kyaxares or even by his

b Explained and iHustrated by MUISSNER, Orfentalistische Literatursedtung, 1919, 112, on
the word aramima. k

? Book I, 26, 14

P Book I, 100,

1 Herodotus’ story that the Scythian chiefs were treacherously slain at a banquet by the
Medes may be a distorted tradition of the agreement (actually peaceful) under which the two
nations co-operated in the siege of Nineveh. Murder at a feast is a common Greek tale ; apart
from mythology, instances are found, «.¢. in Herodotus I, 191 and 2r1, 11, 100 and Diodorus 11,

20, 4.

B.C. 612

CONTENTS OF THE TABLET. 13

father Phraortes. In fact, it has long been recognized that the war against
Assyria may have been carried on by Kyaxares within the 28-year period of the
Scythian domination, and not nccessarily cither at the beginning or end of that
time, Historical parallcls for this unconcern of conquerors as to the private
quarrels of their subjects, provided only that the tribute is duly paid, can be
found without difficulty. It is certainly disappointing that the Chronicle makes
no reference to external affairs in 613, and that thercfore no light can be obtained
upon this obscure question. But a situation which could permit the formerly
beleaguered king of Assyria not merely to venture out of his fortress but to
carry on a war in a distant province must point to a condition of extraordinary
wealkness in his principal antagonist. The traditions of Herodotus and Diodorus
may perhaps represent the same series of events under different forms, Herodotus
exaggerating the interval between the two sieges, and Diodorus regarding as one
operation that which was actually two, though separated by the lapse of only
one year. But itis best to admit that the Chronicle gives us no decisive evidence
upon this much-debated matter.

The following section of the text, which related one of the greatest events in
ancient history, is unfortunately marred by the damage which the tablet has
suffered at this point.  In consequence of this lamentable accident, many of such
details as the compressed style of the document allowed it to mention arc
much obscured or completely lacking. It would scem that Nabopolassar and
the Scythian king met at an appointed rendezvous and that they were there
joined by Kyaxares, who led the army across the Tigris, and marched up
the left bank to Nineveh. The very name of their objective appears only in

half-obliterated form upon the tablet, but that this scction actually deals
with the TFall of Nineveh would be certain even if the name had completely
disappeared since (1) the end of Sin-shar-ishkun is expressly indicated, (2) the
Babylonian king receives in Nincveh the spoil of Assyrian provinces, and
(3) henceforth the kingdom of Assyria and the struggle against it are
transferred to the west. On this latter point there will be more to say
subsequently, but meantime it will be well to consider the information gained
from this new account of the destruction of Ninevch.

Although the fragmentary state of the text leaves us in much uncertainty as
to the precise share taken by each of the allies in the final operation, the question
is at least solved as to the participation in the victory. Many historians!

! References are given by STRECK, Assurbanipal, cdxxxv, n. 3.
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have inferred from the silence of Herodotus, and from other indications, that
the Babylonians had no part in the destruction of Nineveh, which was the
work of the Medes alone.  The Chronicle, however, expressly brings on the
scene not only Kyaxares, but the king of Akkad and the Scythians
(Umman-Manda)! as well.  There is every reason to maintain the traditional
view that the Babylonian army, though present at the sicge, played only a
subordinate part, and that the weight of the attack was borne by the Medes.
This is indirectly confirmed by Nabepolassar himself, in whose extant inscriptions
there are two passages? which refer only to his operations in Northern Meso-
potamia,® and one othert in which he boasts, in general terms, of having thrown
off the Assyrian yvoke, but even here he is perhaps alluding only to his Meso-
potamian successes after the Assyrian kingdom had been transferred to the
Upper Euphrates.  This is not the language of one who had taken a prominent
part in so resounding a feat of arms as the capture of Nineveh.

The share taken by the Scythians is even more difficult to define. What is
clear, at least, is that their attitude had completely altered since the days when
Kyaxares’ first sicge of Nincveh had been so disastrously ended by the inter-
vention of “the king of the Scythians, Madyes, the son of Protothyes™ It has
already been suggested that the preceding year may have been occupied, if not
by that cvent itsell, at least by the ncgotiations which cnabled Medes and

Scythians to form a coalition against Assyria. In connexion, however, with this

¢ The name of Manda has a long history in the cuneiform documents. for which (especially
for its unexpected appearance in the Hittite lands), the Zeitschrift der dewtschen morgenlandischen
Gesellschaft, 76, 247 ff., may be consulted. In the later times with which the Chronicle deals it
seems to be applied indiscriminately to all the various northern Arvan tribes which overran
Asia Minor and the adjoining lands at this period. It is certainly used of the Cimmerians,
though apparently not of the actual “Scythians” (ASguzai, I8guzai) who are found in the
inscriptions of Esarhaddon. There is no harm in translating it by ** Scythians,” so that it be
remembered that both are purely generic terms to designate northern hordes.  The distinction
between Medes (Madai) and Scythians (Manda) is sometimes lost, for Astayges is called “king
of the Manda ” by Nabonidus (LANGDON, Newbab. Kiouigsinschr., 220, 32y and Cyrus (Cylinder,
13) refers to bis conquest of the bedes as a defeat of the Manda.  So far, however, as this
confusion is said to be illustrated by Col. I1 of the Hillah Inscription of Nabonidus, it will later
be shown that this is a misconception caused by referring that passage Lo the fall of Nineveb,
with which, however, it has nothing to do.

2 See LANGUON, Neubabylonische Konigsinschriflen, p. 6o, 29-31, and p. 66, Col. 11, 1-4.

% Subartu. There is no reference to the country ol Assyria proper, and the name Subartu
15 used in its strict sense, as will be seen later.

Y LLANGDON, ep. cit., p. 68, 17 fi.

* Herodotus, 1, 103 {see p. 205,
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topic, misunderstanding has been caused by a wrong interpretation of the Hlillah
stele of Nabonidus.  Relying on the statement (Col. 11, 3-19) that it was a king
of the Umman-Manda who *“overwhelmed like a deluge ™ the temples of the
gods of Subartu, some writers have maintained that the Scythians were the real
leaders in the attack on Nineveh.,  But it must be asserted, and will be demon-
strated by the latter part of the Chronicle, that this passage does not refer at all
to the IFall of Nineveh, but to subsequent events, and the whole ground for these
opinions thereby disappears.  The classical tradition, preserved by Diodorus,! of
the “ Bactrian ” army which was summoned to the help of Nineveh, and then
persuaded to throw in its lot with her enemics, scems, despite its confusion of
names, to represent the true position of the Scythians, whose part was doubtless
similar to that of the Babylonians, as an allied contingent under the general
leadership of Kvaxares, so far, at least, as this particular operation is concerned.,
Of the Median king bimself we get no glimpse from the damaged text of the
Chronicle, nor is it likely that his pre-eminent influence was mentioned by the
Babylonian scribe.  All that we hear of him is the somewhat disappointing
detail that he marched away in the month after the fall of the city.

About the date of the destruction of Nineveh, as about the whole subject,
there has grown up a considerable literature,” which had not, however, succeeded
i giving any impression of certainty to the results attained.  The evidence was
in fact, insufficient, and there was no prospeet of satisfaction upon these matters
so ong as there was nothing 1o supplement it 1 is certainly the greatest single
contribution of this Chronicle to ancient history that the date of this all-important
event is now sccurcly placed in the month of Ab (7o Juhv——August), of the
year BC, 6120 Inview of this positive and almost contemporary pronouncement
it is unnccessary to scek confirmation further aficld, or to pursuc in detail the
clues by which an answer to this question has hitherto been sought.  But there
is one picce of evidence which deserves a moment’s examination, both for its
own sake, and because it has been thought to provide a limit before which the
IFall of Nineveh could not be dated.  In the year 608, “ Pharaoh-nechoh, king of
IEgypt, went up against the king of Assyria to the river Kuphrates.”t His march
was opposcd by Josiah, the king of Judah, who was defeated and slain in the

VI 26, 1.

? Summarised in STRECK.  Asswrbanipal, vol. iy cdav, n. 4.

¥ Vor this date, see MARTH in foncyclopadia Biblica, vol. i, 795-799.
"Il Kings, xxiii, 29.  There is a less exact notice of the same event in 11 Chron. xxxv, 20,
¢/. also Herodotus 11, 150.
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ensuing battle of Megiddo. Theaccount of Josephus,! however, names the Medes
and Babylonians as the enemics against whom th(,: expedition was directed, and, in
view of the information derived from the Chronicle, this latter version must clearly
be accepted. Necho’s march was evidently but onc among a number of efforts
made by the Egyptian kings to bolster up the falling power of Assyria as the
most reliable support against the northern barbarians. The operations on the
Euphrates in 616, the reinforcements lent to Ashur-uballit in 609, and the
final collision at Carchemish in 603 form, together with the events of 60§,
successive steps in a consistent policy pursued by the Egyptian kings of the
XXVIth dynasty. The only respect in which Joscphus might be called in
question concerns his mention of the Medes. To judge by the happenings
of 610 and 6og, as we find them in the Chronicle, it is much more likely
that the Scythians (Umman-Manda)? were the allies of the Babylonians
against whom Necho went to fight.  These facts must necessarily alter our
whole view of Egyptian policy at this time. So far from being merely
anxious to secure a due share of the spoils of the fallen Assyrian lmpire, it
is evident that the aim of Egyptian kings was, on the contrary, to sustain
at any cost the power of Assyria, as being the only state which had a
common interest with themselves in fending off the Scythian onslaughts,
When Necbuchadnezzar finally defecated Necho at Carchemish it was no combat
of jackals over the lions dead body, but simply the last blow of a long
struggle between Babylon and the northerners on one side and Assyria and
her Egyptian allies on the other.  But, to return to the chronological question,
from which the above has been a nccessary digression, the words of the Old
Testament cannot be adduced as a proof that the downfall of Nineveh was
later than the year 608, sincc the expedition of Necho was directed not
against the Assyrians,® but against the Babylonians and their allies, whether
Scythian or Mede. It is true, of course, that Necho’s campaign implies the
existence of a kingdom of Assyria, with which he was in alliance, but since

U Aulig., %, 5, 1. Nexaw 6 rov Alyvmriov Buriieds dyeipas orparuy €xt rov Bdgpdryy jhaoe
morapdy Midovs mokepnowy xai rovs BuBviwviovs ol tijy 'Acouplov karélvoay dpxiv.

2 Such a confusion between Medes and Manda is, however, found even in Babylonian

texts.  See above, p. 14, note 1.

3 [n any case, the view that this year provided a fermidnis post guent for the Fall of Ninevels
was bound to rest upon the totally artificial interpretation of karédvoar as “ they were (engaged
in) destroying * proposed by v. NYRRUHR, Gesclichte Assurs, 117 Josephus plainly regarded
the Fall of Nineveh as the destruction of the Assyrian Empire, which, in truth, it was, for the
precarious kingdom of Harran had little but a name in common with Assyria,

|
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we learn from the Chronicle the astonishing fact that the FFall of Nincveh did
not involve the end of the nominal Assyrian kingdom, which was simply
transplanted to Harran, the year 608 has no significance in fixing the date
of the disaster.  As to the forty eponym-officials whose names scem to
belong to the period after Ashurbanipal, we have not sufficient information
to tell how they can have been included in the interval before G612,

The details which can be gained from the Chronicle as to the circumstances
of the victory are disappointingly few. In part this is duc to the mutilated
condition of the text; but, even when complete, the document devoted only
two lines to this great cvent! The final sicge lasted from the month of
Sivan to the month of Ab, 7e from about the beginning of Junc till some
time in August, about 2} months. It has been remarked above that the
classical tradition of a sicge extending into the third year is probably based
upon the fact, which the Chronicle supports, that the first phase of the
Median attack took place two years hefore, in 614, There is, however, a
considerable difficulty in regarding as a three years sicge an operation
which was completely suspended throughout the sccond year, and it might
conscquently be held that the three months occupied by the final siege had
been expanded by tradition into three vears.  Awgainst this is the intervention
of the * Bactrian” {70 Seythian)' army, which scems to demand a longer
time, and it is therefore probably better to accept the three years as correct,
on the understanding that the war was by no means continuous ; indecd, the
account of Diodorus seems to fall into two parts, marked first by the failure
and then by the success of the attack?

With a new version of the sack of Nineveh before us, we naturally look
with particular curiosity to sce what support it gives to the famous stories
which legend has imperishably connected with this cvent.  Diodorus® and
Nenophon,* with varying degrees of confusion as to the details, relate that
the capture of the city was rendered possible only by a great storm of rain
and thunder, which caused the river to rise in flood” and sweep away the
wall to a length of 20 stadia. It does not scem likely that the Chronicle,

! Sec above, pp. 12, 15, and below, p. 28 1.

= Some other possibilities have already been mentioned (p. 12 £.), but it is best to suspend
judgment and admit that much obscurity remains upon this question.

1L 2y, 1.

V Anabasis, i, 4, 7-12.

1 s If\{ahum i, & “But with an overrunning flood he will make an utter end of the place
thereof.”

D
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even when complete, made any mention of this mischance, but the conciscriess
of its style seldom permits of details, and there is nothing improbable in the
story itsclf. Morcover, it would agree very well with the season as indicated
in the Chronicle. The heaviest rainfall in the Tigris district occurs normally
in March,! together with the melting of the Armenian snows, with the result
that the river attains its greatest volume in April and May,® and begins to
fall towards the end of the latter month.  The truth doubtless is that
Kyaxares simply took advantage of the devastation caused by an abnormally
high Tigris in the preceding spring to press home his assault upon the only
place in the walls which accident had rendered vulnerable.  The Chronicle
appears to say (though the reading is somewhat uncertain) that three battles
were fought before the city was carried.  In the account of Diodorus there
arc two pairs, as it were, of three battles cach.  The first of these may perhaps
be assigned to the first year of the siege, when the Medes were uniformly
worsted”; the second begins with the successful night attack® and continues
with the two? defeats of “ Galaimenes ”; it is the latter three that are found
in the Chronicle.  Of the tradition that “ Sardanapallus” sent away his family
to a place of safety® when he saw that the city was in danger there scems
to be no trace”  With regard to the most celebrated story of all, the self-
immolation of the fabled Sardanapallus amid the flames of his hoarded
Juxury, we have to suffer a gricvous disappointment, for the text becomes
illegible at the very point where the fate of the Assyrian monarch was to
be described.  One thing at least is certain, that the hero of this episode,
if it occurred, has been rightly identified as Sin-shar-ishkun by modern
historians, following the correct version of Abydenus® who alone has preserved
the name of “Sarakos” instcad of the legendary Sardanapallus.”  The
classical tradition is almost unanimous as to the fiery end of the Ninevite
king, though there docs, indeed, exist another version,? that he was slain by
! See the table in Sir W. WiLLCOCKS, 7%e lrrigation of Mesopolamia, p. 74.

2 Ibid., p. 9.
* Diodorus 11, 25, 6. yevouévns odv rprys mapardfews wihy 6 Bari\evs €vikyore.

Y Jbid., 26, 4-3.

& //’;’-{i‘, 267 6 UE 8\(277'0(77'(57'(“, e e s 81’0’1 ’IUIX(ILS' 6’1’[’K7](T(1V ’T(N\i&‘ ’/\("'(TU/)",O‘U&‘A

b 1bid., 26, 8, and a similar, though much confused, story in Nenophon, Auab., ity 4, 11,
and Ktesias in Athenacus, Deiprosophisiae, xii, 529 .

T Unless this is a confused echo of the transference of the kingdom to Harran.

* In Rusebius, Chron. 1, 35, 28, and 37, 10 (ed. SCHOENE),

Y Nicolaus Damascenus, fr. 9 (Zragm. 1ist. Grace, i, 358 £), and Duris in Athenacus
Deipnosophistae, xii, 528 f.—1529 a,
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the hand of Arbakes (7. Kyaxares), who had enlisted the aid of one
Sparameizes, a confidential cunuch.  Modern critics have doubted the story
of sclf-immolation on general grounds, seeing in it merely a confusion with
the well-known fate of Shamash-shum-ukin,! or a myth projected from a
religious ceremony.?  On the other hand, the rcasons advanced against the
tradition arc purcly speculative, and the ruins of the city show evident marks
of the fire which destroyed it.  ITowever this may be, it is at least certain
that the end of Sin-shar-ishkun is definitely indicated.  Nineveh itself was
‘turned into a mound and a ruin,” and remains so to this day.  With a
supreme, if uncounscious, irony her own end is described in the very phrase
with which her kings had so often vaunted their former conquests,

Now begins the most novel scction of the Chronicle. In spite of the damage
to the text, it appears that a successful sorfic was made by a body of the
defenders who, secing that the doom of the city was incvitable, dirccted their
cfforts to breaking through the ring of the besicoers and making their escape.
In view of what follows, it is a very probable conjecture that the leader of this
enterprise was one Ashur-uballit,? a character who thus makes his appearance on
the stage of history.  Shortly afterwards he and his men are found installed in
the city of 1Jarran, where the new leader (for there can be little question that it
was he) assumed the crown of Assyria. This transplanting of the Assyrian
kingdom to the west, alter the destruction of Nineveh, is certainly the most
surprising information we derive from the Chronicle, and its value can be gauged
by the entircly new light in which it places certain matters that, in its absence,
have been seriously misinterpreted.

The city of [farran, which lay on the road from Nineveh to the Mediter-
rancan, had from carly times formed a sort of western capital of the empire, a
position which had been signalised by the residence there, as provincial governor,
of the Turtan, or commander-in-chief, the officer next in dignity to the king
himself, and it is not very hazardous to supposc that this was the former rank of
Ashur-uballit. Morcover, this city had the advantage of being dircetly accessible
to Ligyptian armics, upon which it is evident that the new king had to rely. In
fact, though the name of Assyria was preserved, the new power was north

! Ashurbanipal, 4unals, col. iv, 46-352,

! 24 ROBERTSON SMITH, Religion of the Sewiites, 373,

¥ It is curious that the last king of Assyria should thus bear the name of one of the greatest
amonyg his predecessors, the contemporary of Amenophis IV of Eygypt, Similarly, the last
Roman emperor of the West was named Romulus Augustus !
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Mesopotamian, and was accurately described as the kingdom of Subartu! by the
new Babylonian inscriptions. In his own building records Nabopolassar says,
“[ slew the Subaraean, and turned the enemy’s land into mounds and ruins.”?
Flsewhere he boasts, “ As for the Assyrians from the land of
Akkad their foot I banished and cast off their yoke.”?  Inthe 1lillah inscription
of Nabonidus it is said that “the king of the Umman-Manda (Scythians), the
fearless, destroyed the temples of the gods of Subartu, all of them.”  Throughout
these references it is most probable that the enemy is the same, though described
indifferently as Subaracan and Assyrian, since, after the destruction of Nineveh
and the removal of its kingdom to Ilarran, the name of Subaracan became
completely merged with that of Assyrian, just as the Greeks of the late Byzantine
limpirc maintained the style of Romans.  While it may be doubtful whether the
vague language of Nabopolassar alludes to his wars with Assyria before or after
the Tfall of Ninevch, it is at least certain that the Nabonidus passage has nothing
to do with that event, but is concerned with the wars against the neo-Assyrian
kingdom at [Jarran, in which the Umman-Manda took the leading part. The
crroncous reference of these words of Nabonidus to the IFall of Nineveh has caused
a good deal of difficulty, which is happily clearcd away by the new information
derived from the Chronicle.  Subartu is not a pedantic cccentricity for Assyria,
nor are the Umman-Manda, in this passage, confused with the Medes, both of
which assumptions had to be made so long as the sicge of Nineveh was thought
to be in question,

Of the remaining events of 612, little can be gained from the mutilated text.
After the victory Kyaxares “rcturned to his land,” and we hear that the
Babylonian king also went back, though evidently not home, since he is next
found in the city of Nasibin where he deals with the prisoncers and slaves captured
at Nineveh,  Still later, Nabopolassar scems to be back again at the ruined
city, where he reccives the plunder from Rusapu, Ze. the district west of
Nineveh about the Jabal Sinjar* Ilere he remained for a short time, it

1 This term, although evidently sometimes used to include Assyria proper, was particularly
appropriate to the position of Ashur-uballit’s kingdom ; see the literature quoted by STRIECK,
Asurbaniped, cdxvii, and UNGNAD, Die dllesten Vilkerwanderungen Vorderasicns, sf The
nomenclature of Nabopolassar’s and Naboenidus’ inscriptions is more accurate and less eccentric
than has usually been supposed.

2 LANGDON, Newbabylonische Kinigsinschriften, 60, 29, and 66, Col. 11, 1.

3 Jbid., 68, 17 ff.

b Sce FORRER, lrowinseinteiluny, esp. 15, 105.

B.C. 611,

B.C. 610.
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would scem, but at this point nothing survives of the text but disconnected
fragments, and it is impossible to follow the course of cvents.

The following year saw a marked relaxation of activities after the
grcat cvents at Nineveh, and the Babylonian king, at least, undertook only
minor operations.  Marching up the Fuphrates to Assyrial he defeated two
tribes whose names are too mutilated to be identifiable, and then turned
upon the city of Rugguliti, which had been captured by Shalmancser 1112 in
356, and given by him a new name (which evidently never came into other
than official usc).  Nabopolassar carricd the city in the late autumn, and
the broken text may possibly indicate that the success was followed by a
slaughter of the defenders.  Operating as he was in the territory of the new
Assyrian kingdom, the fact that he made no attempt to molest the capital
is significant of the feebleness of the Babylonian army unaided, and this is
cven more apparent in the next year, which was spent in fruitless marches
and counter-marches, until the accession of a more formidable ally rendered
possible a serious attack upon 1larran,

A march up the Fuphrates began in the following spring, but, though
unopposed in the field, the expedition scemed likely to have no result, for
the Assyrians remained in their {enced city, which the Babylonians knew
themselves too weak to threaten. The chronicier’s empty boast that their
progress was Cvictorious ” cannot conceal the ineffectiveness which allowed
a whole sumnier to slip by without achieving anything that deserved record.
Their failure is accentuated Dy contrast with the activity that began in the
autumn.  The Scythians, whose help had been hitherto for some unknown
reason delayed, undertook an expedition against 1Jarran itsclf, and in this
Nabopolassar joined ; though the Chronicle sceks to represent the contrary,
we shall hardly be wrong in supposing that his position was subordinate.
The effect of this coalition was striking and immediate.  Ashur-uballit and
his army, in spitc of certain reinforcements which he had received, despaired
of muaintaining the city, evacuated it without a Dblow, and.Afled across the
river, doubtless in the direction of Syria and his Egyptian supporters.  When
the allies arrived the city lay open to them, but its defenceless condition

' The name had shifted with the kingdom ! For, although the names of the two tribes
which he first overcame are mutilated, the city of Rugguliti, at least, is known to have lain in
the ncighbourbood of Til-Barsip (Tall Almar), near the inouth of the Sajlir, see R. C. THOMPSON
in the Lroc. of the Society of Bibiical Archacology, 1912, p. 66 ff.

¢ Shalmanescr I, Aonolith, Col. 11, 35
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could not save it from the pillage of the barbarians.  “ Against that city and
temple,” says Nabonidus,) many years after, “the heart [of the god Sin]
was angry ; he caused the Scythians to attack it, he destroyed the temple
and sent it down in ruins.”  Nabopolassar himseclf sccured rich spoils,
according to the Chronicle, though his plous successor is at pains to absolve
him from the guilt of sacrilege It was by now late in the year, and the
Babylonian king marched away, leaving behind him a garrison, of which
more will be heard in the next ycar.  The city of Harran scems to have
remained, however, in cffective occupation of the Scythians.

It has alrcady been noticed that the cclebrated passage 1n the [lillah
inscription of Nabonidus® refers to these and subscquent events rather than
to the capture of Nincveh, and that the language used there is consequently
much more precise than has usually been supposed.t  There are, however,
other references in the inscriptions of Nabonidus to the Scythian capture of
Hlarran, particularly to the date of this cvent.  In one place, after recounting
the destruction of 1arran and the subscquent repentance of the angered
gods, who now determined that it should be restored, the king continues :
“At the beginning® of my enduring kingship they caused me to behold a
dream,” in which Marduk and Sin commanded him to undertake the work.
Flsewhere” we are told that the temple in Harran had lan in ruins for
54 years since its destruction by the Scythiaus. But since in the first inseription

it is further recorded that the conquest of the Modes (here called the ¥ Manda 7}

¢
by Cyrus took place “in the third year)” it has been assumed that the g4 years
are to be reckoned back from the third year of Nabonidus, Ze. 553, in which
case the capture of IHarran would have been dated in 6oz 7o 553 4+ 5.p.
But, as the words “at the beginning of my enduring kingship 7 are sufficient to
show, the 54 years are to be reckoned back from the accession-year (555) of

Nabonidus, The Chronicle, then, gives the {all of Harran in 610 the years

U LANGDON, Newbab. KNonigsinschriften, 218, 11-13.

2 Jbid., 274, 32-41.

S 1bdd., 272

1 See above, p. 20,

5 LANGDON, op. cit., 218, 8 1.

6 7o in the first year of his reign.

“ LANGDON, op. ¢i7., 284, Col. X, 12 ff,

¥ Or rather 608, on the principle described below ; but the evaluation of this mistaken date
is of no importance,

B.C. 609.
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between this and §55 arc preciscly 5.4, since the remaining fraction of 610 is
not included in the calculation, which takes account only of complete years.
On this point the Chronicle and the stele of Nabonidus mutually confirm
each other in the most conclusive manner.

The following scction in the Chronicle begins without the usual note of
the yecar. There can, however, be no doubt that this is a mere oversight,
since the history of the preceding year had been brought down to the last
month, and the Scythian occupation of Ifarran, which had taken place in
the autumn of 610, was to be contested by Ashur-uballit in the summer of
the following year.  Why his Egyptian allies had not helped him to defend
Harran must remain unknown.  A\s it was, they had by their own neglect
sct themselves the much more difficult task of recapturing it.  If the object
of contemporary Lgyptian policy was, as suggested above to support the
Assyrian power as a bulwark against the northern hordes, the co-operation
with Ashur-uballit in striking at the Scythian stronchold in [Harran was only
one other step in that succession of military efforts which we can now trace
from 616 to Gog, when the issue against Foypt, and very probably the fate
of the nco-Assyrian kingdom, were scttled together at Carchemish.  On this
occasion the allies crossed the Fuphrates and marched upon 1arran to expel

the mixed carrizon of  Seythians and Babylonians who had been installed
there in the previous year.  There s, unfortunately, some doubt as to the
circumstances in which Nabopolassar had left his men in this situation, and
further mutilation of the text at this point only increases the uncertainty.
In some way Ashur-uballit evidently succeeded in getting a number of these
men into his hands, and slew them by taking them up to some high place
and casting them down.  Despite the obscurity of these details, it is cvident
that this success was not connected with the capture of the city. It is
possible that the Babylonians had been holding some small outlying post,
for the attack against the city itsell follows upon the slaughter of these
prisoners.  IFor two months the sicge continued without any success. Nabo-
polassar then arrived and scems to have fought a battle with the besicgers,
though we are left uncertain as to its result, save that we might infer its
success from the ravaging expeditions which followed,  Whether the approach
of the Babylonian army had the cffect of raising the sicge, as the Chronicle

appears to imply, might well be doubted.  The Scythians in Harran were

' See p.o 10,
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scarcely in necd of such help as this to cnable them to sustain all the efforts of
Ashur-uballit and his Egyptian allies.

The last four lines of the Chronicle arc so mutilated that very little is
to be gained from them. This is the more regrettable as they recorded
an cxpedition against Armenial! 1t is very probable, though not quite
certain, that it was the Babylonian army which carried it out, for an casy
restoration of the text in the preceding lines would show that Nabopolassar
was alrcady ravaging the country of Izalla, which lay to the north-cast of
Llarran and would thus be directly upon the read into Armenia. These
cevents concluded the year, and the DBabylounian king rcturned home.  The
“catch-line,” which reproduces the opening words of the next tablet, shows
that he was again in the ficld next year, when we might have expected,
were that text still before us, to have obtained interesting details of the
conflict, which probably occurred in 60§, between Nabopolassar and his allies
on one side, and on the other Necho 1 of Eeypt, fresh from his victory
over Josiah, king over Judah, who had cndeavoured to oppose his march
into Syria.®  No livelier wish could be expressed than that this succeeding
chapter may some day be discovered.

SUMMARY oF [ivests, B.c. 616 609.

YEAR. AMoxrn. —
I
616 Iyyar. Submission of Subu and Hindanu,
(Nabopolassar 10). Ab. Assyrian army reported in Qablinu,
‘ rzth day.  Battle of Qablinu.  Defeat of Assyrians
and Mannacans.  Capture of Qablinu.
lixpedition against Mané, Saliru and Dalihu.
fotul. Return to Babylon.  Iindanu enslaved on the way.
Tisri. Assyrian and  Egyptinn army  reaches  Qablinu.
A battle avoided.
Adar. Battle of Madanu. Assyrians defeated and pursued
to the Lower Zab.  Nabopolassar recrosses ‘[gris
and returns to Babylon with booty.

vl raste, Babylonian form of (rar/u, cf. the Behistin Inser of Darius, Bab. version,
1. 49 and 94. The “city of Uradlu” is presumably TuruSpa, the modern Vin, which was the
capital of the Urartian kings. See STRECK, Zo/tseh /o dssyry xiv, 113 f THUREAU-DANGIN,

Litidme ceonpagie de Sargon, 1 150. * See above, p. I5.
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YEAR, MoONTH. —_
\
615 Iyyar. Siege of Ashur begun by Babylonians.
(Nab. 11). Sivan. ?-th day. Unsuccessful attack on the city.
Siege raised by Assyrian army.  Defeat of
Nabopolassar and flight down Tigris. Rally of
| Babylonians at Takrit. Truitless 1o-days’ siege
| of Takrit by Assyrians. Siege abandoned, and
Nabopolassar retires.
Marcheswan. | Median raid on Assyrian province of Araphu.
614 Ab. Siege of Nineveh begun by Medes. Capture (?) of
(Nab. 12). ¢ Tarbisu. Median siege of Ashur.
? . Ashur captured and destroyed by Medes ; slaughter of
i prisoners. Meeting and alliance of Nabopolassar
. with Kyaxares at Ashur. Both return home.
613 Iyyar. : Revolt of Suhu, with Assyrian support.
{Nab. 13). Sivan. 4th day. Nabopolassar captures Rabilu.
~ Siege of ‘Anah; unsuccessful (?).
Assyrian army retires without achieving anything.
612 ? . Junction effected between Babylonians, Medes, and
(Nab. 14). {  Scythians. March against Nineveh.
Sivan——Ab. \ Siege of Nineveh pressed ; three battles.
Ab. I 2-th day. Capture of Nineveh. Death of Sin-shar-
¢ ishkun and many commanders. The city
; plundered and destroyed. Iscape of a contingent
| of the defenders.
Elul. | 20th day. Departure of Kyaxares.
! The spoil divided at Nisibis. Nabopolassar receives
I booty from the province of Rusapu at Nineveh.
? - Ashur-uballit assumes the throne of Assyria in
| Harran.
Tisri. 2?2 ?
i
|




26 ~ INTRODUCTION

VEAR. . MoNTH. | _—

|
. I
611 Tammuz. | Babylonian expedition to the Upper Euphrates (now
(Nab. 15). Assyria).

Conquest of two tribes or cities.
Marcheswan. | 28th day. Capture of Rugguliti.

610 Iyyar. March to Upper Euphrates.
(Nab. 16). Iyyar— Indecisive operations by the Babylonian army.,
Marcheswan.

Marcheswan. | Junction with the Scythians and march upon
Harran.  Ashur-uballit and Assyrian army evacuate
the city and retire to Syria.  Capture of Harran by
Scythians and Babylonians.  Nabopolassar leaves
' behind a garrison and returns home ; the Seythians
remain in possession of the city.

609 Tammuz, Ashur-uballit and an Fgyptian army advance upon
(Nab. 17). Harran. A Babylonian garrison slaughtered.

 Tammuz— - Unsuccessful siege of Harran by the Assyrians and

s Elul. Egyptians. Nabopolassar advances to relief of his

. troops and devastates the country of Tzalla.
? | Expedition against Armenia ; result uncertain.

i

Sonmi GREEK TRADITIONS CONCLERNING
THE FarL orr NINEVEI.

“[Kyaxares], gathering the whole of his subject- peoples, marched
against Nineveh, purposing to avenge his father and to capture this city.
He defeated the Assyrians in a battle, but as he was besieging Nineveh,
there came upon him a great host of the Scythians, their leader being the
king of the Scythians, Madyes the son of Protothyes. . . . . . .
Then the Medes came to conflict with the Scythians, and, being worsted in
the battle, were deposed from their supremacy, and the Scythians gained
the whole of Asia.” HerODOTUS I, 103, 104.
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Most of these (Scythians) were murdered by Kyaxares and the Medes,
who entertained them and made them drunk, and thus it was that the
Medes got back their mastery and regained sway over those they had ruled
beforc. But also they captured Nineveh—how they did it I will relate
elsewhere — and brought into subjection the Assyrians, except for the
Babylonian portion. ibid., 106.

Ch. xxivi—I. A certain Arbakes, a man of Median origin, remarkable
alike for his valour and for the brilliance of his talents, was in command of
the Medes who were sent as the yearly contingent to Nineveh. In the
course of his command he became acquainted with the Babylonian gencral,
and was urged by him to overthrow the Assyrian supremacy. 2. This
latter was named Belesys, and was the most distinguished of the priests
whom the Babylonians call Chaldaeans. In virtue of his singular proficiency
in astrology and soothsaying he used to foretell the future to the multitude
infallibly, and had alrcady acquired a reputation thereby when he predicted
to his friend, the Median genceral, that he must of a surety become king
of all the lands that Sardanapallus ruled. 3. Arbakes thanked him and
promised him the satrapy of Babylon in the event of success ; and now,
elated by what he conccived to be the voice of a god, he consorted with
the leaders of the other tribes and lavishly entertained them all at banquets
and general gatherings, seeking to ingratiate himsclf with each and all
4. He also made special efforts to see the king with his own eyes and to
behold all his manner of lifc.  To this end he bribed one of the eunuchs
with a golden bowl, was introduced to the court of Sardanapallus, and,
observing for himsclf the luxury and the effeminate extravagance of his
pursuits, was inspired with contempt for so unworthy a king, and encouraged
to cling all the more to the hopes which had been imparted by the
Chaldaean. 5. Iinally he agreed with Belesys to detach the Medes and
Persians, while Belesys himself was to win the adherence of the Babylonians,
and to procurc his friend, the Arabian chicf, for the attempt upon the
supremacy. 6. At the end of the campaigning season fresh reliefs arrived,
and the former contingents dispersed as usual to their homes. Arbakes now
persuaded the Medes to grasp at the sovercignty, and the Persians to
share in the compact as the price of their freedom. Belesys, on his side,
persuaded the Babylonians to stand for their liberty, and went on a mission
to Arabia, where he worked upon the native chief, who had becn a friend
and guest of his, to share in the enterprise. 7. When the annual season

E 2
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came round, all of these gathered a large army and came in full force
to’ Nineveh, ostensibly with the usual relief contingents, but actually to
overthrow the Assyrian Empire. 8. The total number of these four nations
[ have mentioned, when they were assembled in one place, amounted
to 400,000 ; they encamped together and took common counsel as to
their interests. Ch. xxv.—r1. Sardanapallus, discovering their treason,
immediatcly brought against them the other tribal contingents.  On the
first occasion a battle was joined in the plain, and the rcbels were
worsted, and driven with great loss into the hills seventy stades from Nineveh.
2. Afterwards they came down once more to the plain, but as they were
preparing for battle Sardanapallus, having first posted his own army, sent
heralds to the enemy’'s camp to proclaim a reward of 200 talents of gold to the
slayer of Arbakes the Mede, with double that sum and the governorship of
Media to any who should surrender him alive. 3. Similar rewards were
promised for the assassination or capture of Belesys the Babylonian. No
attention being paid to thesc proclamations, he joined battle, killed many of
the rebels, and pursued the rest of the army to their camp in the hills.
4. The followers of Arbakes, discouraged by the defeats, called a council of
their friecnds and cousidered what steps were necessary. 5. Most of them
were for returning to their countrics, sccuring the strong places, and making
such preparations of war material as were possible.  But Belesys the Baby-
lonian declared that the gods promised them ultimate success after labours
and affliction, and with such other encouragement as he could, persuaded
them all to face the dangers before them. 6. A third battle took place, the
king was again victorious, took possession of the rebels’ camp, and pursued the
defeated army to the hills of Babylonia; Arbakes himsclf, after performing
brilliant feats of arms and slaying many Assyrians, was wounded. 7. This
succession of overwhelming disasters reduced the rebel leaders to despair of
victory, and they began preparations to disperse to their several countries.
8. Belesys lay awake all night under the open sky, diligently scanned the
stars, and announced to the despairing commanders that five days’ delay
would bring them unsolicited help and a complete revolution in their fortunes ;
so much his celestial lore perceived as foreshadowed to them by the gods.
He urged them, therefore, to wait these five days and put to the test his
own art and the benevolence of the gods. Ch. xxvi—1, All were therefore
recalled and waited the appointed time, when news came that a force sent
from Bactria to the king was hard at hand advancing by forced marches.
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2. The supporters of Arbakes determined to pick their most vigorous and
active troops and to meet the generals of this force as soon as possible,
intending, if words could not avail to persuade the Bactrians to join in the
revolt, to compel their adherence by force of arms. 3. In the cnd, the
prespect of freedom was welcomed, first by the leaders, then by the whole
army, and all encamped together. 4. Meantime the Assyrian king, alike
ignorant of the revolt of the Bactrians and clated by his former successes, gave
way to negligence, and distributed to his soldiers meats and liberal supplics of
wine and provisions in general to make merry upon.  While the whole army was
thus carousing, the friends of Arbakes learned from some deserters of the slack-
ness and drunkenness which prevailed in the enemy’s camp, and made an
unexpected attack by night. 5. Discipline and preparation overcame the
disorder and neglect of the enemy ; they captured the camp, killed many of the
soldiers, and pursued the rest right up to the city. 6. After this, the king
appointed Galacmenes, his wife’s brother, to command in the ficld, and himself
took charge of the city.  In two battles, fought on the plain before the city, the
rchels  defeated  the Assyrians, slew Galacmenes, slaughtered many of the
opposing force in the pursuit, and as for the rest, cut off as they were from retreat
to the city and thus compelled to cast themselves into the Iuphrates, they slew
them all with few exceptions. 7. 5o great was the multitude of the slain that
the lowing strcam mingled with blood, changed its colour for a considerable
distance.  The king being now beset by a regular siege, many of the subject
peoples revolted, cach falling away to sccure its own independence. 8. Sardana-
pallus, realising the parlous condition of his whole kingdom, sent away his three
sons and two daughters with much trcasure into Paphlagonia, to the governor
Kottas, the most loyal of his subjects, and scnt posts to all those who were
subject to him, demanding rcinforcements, and made all preparations for the
sicge. 9. Now he had an oracle handed down from his ancestors that none
should capture Nineveh by force of arms unless the river first became an enemy
to the city. Imagining that this could never happen, he clung to his hopes,
purposing to withstand the siege and to wait for the levies which were to be sent by
his subjects. Ch. xxvii.—1I. The rchels, encouraged by their advantages, pressed
the siege, but were foiled by the strength of the walls from harming the defenders,
for in those days, artillery, defences for sappers, or battering-rams had not been
invented. Moreover, there was great abundance of all provisions for those in the
city, as the king had attended to this beforehand. Consequently the siege
dragged on for two years, assaults were continually made upon the walls, and
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the occupants were cut off from egress to the country, but in the third year, a
succession of heavy downpours swelled the Euphrates, flooded part of the city,
and cast down the wall to a length of 20 stades. 2. Thereupon the king realised
that the oracle had been fulfilled, and that the river had manifestly declared war
upon the city. Despairing of his fate, but resolved not to fall into the hands of
his enemies, he prepared a gigantic pyre in the royal precincts, heaped up all his
gold and silver and his kingly raiment as well upon it, shut up his concubines
and cunuchs in the chamber he had made in the midst of the pyre, and burnt
himself and the palace together with all of them. The rebels, hearing of the end
of Sardanapallus, burst into the city where the wall was down and captured it,
then arrayed Arbakes in the royal robe, saluted him king, and invested him with

supreme authority. b .
10DORUS 11, 24-27.

Now after Samuges, Sardanapallus reigned over the Chaldacans for 21 years.
But he [ Nabopolassar] sent an army to the aid of Ashdahal, the chicf and satrap
of the Medcs, in order to take Amuhcan, one of the daughters of Ashdahak, as
wife for his son Nabukodrossoros.
ALEXANDER POLYIISTOR
(in WUSERTIUS, (Nronicles 7. 26, 1.4 1G5

After him, Sarakos reigned over the Assyrians,  And, being informed that an
army like locusts was coming up from the sea to attack him, he sent the general
Busalossoros in haste to Babylon.  But the latter, planning revolt, first betrothed
Amuhea, the daughter of Ashdahak, prince of the Medes, to his son Nabu-
kodrossoros. Departing straightway, he marched to attack Ninus, that is to say,
the city of Nineveh. But king Sarakos, being informed of all these things, burnt
himself and his royal palace, and Nabukodrossoros received the rule over the
kingdom and surrounded Babylon with a strong wall.

ABYDENUS
@ (in EusEBLUS, Chronicles 1., 35, 28—37, 13).
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TRANSLITERATION.
OBVERSE.

1. Sattn  X-KAM  md.pabi-apal-usuy  ina  @rdbaiari  wnunan  mal qiladi-x1
id-ki-e-ina kifad »ipurattit dllik-ma

2, mallsu-Ra-a-a matfi-in-da-na-a-a sal-tane ane bbi-Su wl epususv yan-da-at-ta-
Sw-nue a-na panit-Su 15-Ri-ii

3. @al @bi nanan Al ai¥ur D G gabi-li-ni ig-bi-u-tore mdopabii-apal-usur ane
mnfe-fi-Su-n I5-gi-ma®

4. wihabi fdmae XNTI-woar sal-tave a-na lbbe wientan 7@ asSuy epus-ma uniinan
mal q55ur ina pani-Su ittabalkiti ¥-5-ma tafdu? i asSur ma-a-dis ittaSkan:

5. fut-bu-ut-si-nie Ha-a-dis -0t el man-na-a-a - Sa ana vi-su-ti-Su-nu
dlikut!-ni w wnelyabuterls Sa mat afsur

6. ws-sab-bi-ty ina G-mn Sa-a-$n wgab-li-ni is-sa-bat ina erdkabi-ma Sas
akkadi-x1 wunimani2--3u

7. ana  Wwpa-ni-e dusa-fi-rion duba-li-hu i$-pur (23 ma fu-bu-ut-su-nu
ii-tab-tu-nu

8, $il-lat-su-nu ma-al-tane 15-tal-li-nu ilanitt-Su-nu i-lab-Fu-nu ina ok ululi
FSar akladi-57 w0 dniniau-si

G, ana arki-§u [tureaneme tna favrani-Su dngi-tn-da-nie o tlani P-Su ana
babiti-w1 il-ie-ga-a

10, ne @b fa§rits wnnmanit mal yii-siy uw wmitant il wal qi§uy arki Sar akkadi-xr

adi v gab-lt-ni {lleku pl-nine-ma

YR AT Y -THY (B, contrast 1. 33, 34, () pu-rat-tie 5 similarly the name of the
Tigris is written #>}- J784 E&4 in L 16 and (wir) -dig-lat, 5y 3yy ) elsewhere.

2 On the use of the determinative S see THUREAU-DANGIN, Aev. @’ Assyr., xvill, 154.
For the situation and chief towns of Suhu and Hindanu, ¢/ S. HORN, Zeitschr. [. Assyr., XXX1v,
219 I, 142 fl.

S 2R gab, or ta? The place does not scem to be otherwise known.

4 jg-bi--ma 5 doubtless the correct reading, 74-ka§-§am-ma would present insuperable
difficulties of form, tense, and construction.

5 ¢f. Bab. Chron. Col. iii, 40, ki-f i&-ga-a.

6 »»"lYé, common in the Bab. Chron. though used there as a noun, see DELITZSCH. Dre
Bab. Chronik, 27,1, 34, ¢f. Chron,  P.” Col. ill, 15, 20 pani-Su ib-bal-kit-ma.

T (I= . ot abikiu, ¢f- THUREAU-DANGIN, Sargon, 22, 0. 7. This is finally proved
by Cuncif. Texts, xxxvi, 7, 28, 29, a-bi-ik-#/ S7-S7 (=tafti).

§ The restoration 7§-pur (1) is partly conjectural, though the traces support it.
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11, §ar akkadi-k7 la ih-Su-di a-na arki-Su-nu ifi-fi-i5 ina orekaddari nwnonan
mat qa¥Sur w umman " arkadi-x7

12. i-na abipa-da-nu Sa «ug-rap-fue sal-tam ana libbi a-fa-mes epusupl--iia
wuan el aSSur

13. tna pdn  winmani  mal akkadi-kr  ittabalkitut e tafita-Su-ne ma-a-dis
iSkunuti- a-na #drga-ban 11-ta-du-Su-nm-u

14

ilimerépl-Sul-ni u  siséPl-Su-nu  ws-sab-bi-tu-nu  fu-bu-it-su-nu  a-a-dis
iR-b1-tu-nu

15, . . ... §u a-du-tu -Su-nu w0 i-dig-ladt w-Se-bi-vu-ninm-nia ana babili-nr

uSeribut--uni

16

Satte Xi-woaar Far] akkadi-wr  wnonan-Suo id-ki-e-ma kiSad  niridiglar
dlik-ma ina ardbaiari tna 11607 asSur-ni ittadid?
17, [fna dme . . . . x|y Sa @rdbsimant sal-tam ana Wbbi ali epus-ma ala ul

is-bat Sar maa§Siur umman-§u id-kane-mea

1S, Sar akkadi-xi1 wltn aSSur-w7 si-kip-ma adi dutak-vi-i-ta-in® neta$iur RiSad
-dig-lat avki-3u illife-it

19. Sar akkadi-n1  wnman-Su ana  bir-tn S @i tak-vi-i-ta-in wl-te-li [Sar)
mat qf§ur u unmnanidl -su

20. na ell wnniani Savei akbkadi-xr Sa ina s takeyi-i-la-in Fu-lu-mn ld-di-iia

210, X dmdrl sal-tane ana [i6-00-5w-nu epus#é-na ala wl is-bat wmmanin? Sarri
akkadi-K7 Sa ana biv-tu Fu-lu-u

o
1

lafité  mAqSSur  ma-a-did dltakanan Say omadl @SSy w wmoman - |Su
i (P)ypar (PY-ku-mna a-na mati-Su i-tuy

Voadr ey Tyy 50, the interpretation of this group as an artificial means of writing }-aly-la
was divined by DHORME, Rev. o’ Assyr., viii, 60, 97 ; see also MEISSNER in the Orientalistische,
Litevaturzeitung, 1917, 266.  The correctness of this interpretation is placed beyond doubt by
the present text ; L. 15, from Arrapha to Babylon across the NVAN/ZLAT.; 1. 18, pursuit from
Ashur to Takrit down the V.V.L.; 1. 41, march to Nineveh up the NV.V.Z.. The determinative
is sometimes omitted, e.¢. 1. 18, 26?7, and ¢f. 33 f.

2 *:Ul (Y;‘:, ittads, of. 1. 206, 35, 68, but L 20, Zd-di-ma, ¢f. also Bab. Chron. Col. iii, 40,
ina eli Uri it-ta-di dlw. ..., where DELITZSCH (p. 33) proposed to restore the line
((Ej ’;-”»(D, but, apart from the strangeness of such a phrase as (+#/)tarasu, there can be
little doubt that the correct restoration is {(&J2& &J »<), ¢/ 1. 17, 21 of the present text.

3 For other references to Takrit under the names of Itv’a and Birtu see FORRER
Provinzeinteilung. With the ending of the name ¢4 qu-fa-a-a-in (SMITH, First Camp. of
Sennacherib, 1. 36,.

+ The verb may probably be thus restored, ¢/. 1. 37, “the king of Assyria ... . ip-dam-ma”
(if this be the true reading).

[
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23. tna webarapisamnt malpa-da-a-a ana mala-rap-fu () wr-dam-ma  sal-tam
ana libbs «i . ...,

24. Sattu X/I-x4ar tna ovababi malma-da-a-a ana eli ninna-xr ki-i? .

25. . . ... .. oma i-fu-Sapi-ma detay-bi-su o alu Sa pi-pat winwa- ki
is-sab-tu (2y ... ..

~

26, {kiSad il-dig-lat irdi-ma ina el aSSur-xr it-ta-di sal-tawm ana o0 ali
epus-ma

27. alu(?) it-ta-gar tafité nwiSérl vabutetl lim-nist dtakanan fu-bu-ut-su
th-ta-bat §5il{-lat-su i5-ta-lal],

28. [Sar] akkadi-x1 w wwman-3u Sa ana ri-su-ut mapa-do-a-a 115k sal-tam
ul tRSudndt® aly () ... ... L.

29. [Sar akkadil-x1 w e ou-lma-kili-tar® ina eli ali a-ha-mes itamru™  tub-tu
U Su-lum-pin-n (00 a-fua-mes ISkunuplt

30. [ - oL kiSi-tar u wmman-5u ana mati-vu il-tuy Sar akbadi-xr

woumIan-Su ana wnali-Si itur

3L (Sattu XTIT-roaar dna wddaialrd matsu-fia-a-a [ittd) Sarrd akkadi- ki
thbalkitutl-na wnhurtam i-te-ip-5u

32, [Far abkadi-ni wlman-Su id-Lie-pir ane ndd suoy-fin -8k dna @k sinans
Gutu 1 V-rd01
33. [sal-tam ana [ib0i] eluya-fi-i-lu™ ali Sa gabal-tu  pu-rat-tu epuS-ma ina

Ruti-Su-ma alu ts-sa-bot

! Seribal error, »H(Y for »Y(Y.

t Possibly &i7 [is-qgi . . . . . 1¢7 1 3, above, and note , but the traces are quite uncertain,
8 k) - ma e, irdi-ma.
1 Cf Chron. “ P Col. iv, 19, faltie = wisé . . . .. .. lim-nis im-hay.

> Cf. Bab. Chron. Col. i, 36 f.

¢ For this form of the name of Kyaxares sce KING and THOMPSON, Bekistin Inscr. p. lvi.
It was doubtless pronounced, in accordance with Babylonian usage, Uwakishtar, not
Umakishtar, ¢/. the Persian form, Uwakhshira.

© (I Voo, parallel with 1. 30, /-Za-am-r1, and so to be read.

8 C/. Synchron. Hist. Col. 1i, 27, 28,

* (JE] omitted by the scribe.

© Evidently the same as ~ZI] E21Y =1 in the inscr. of Samag-reg-usur, Col. iv, I
(WEIssBACH, Dabylonische Miscellen, Tatel v, and p. 10}, where that governor built a palace
and planted palms. Various other towns in Subu are described as standing upon islands,
Zettschy, J. Assyr., xxxiv, 135 L

F
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34 oo oo v Su th-n abna Sa RiSad virpu-ral-tu a-na pani-Suo it-tav-di-ni

35« o ..o [ana elf] lna-na-ti it-ta-di sa-pi-tam wltu (7Y bal-ri erid Samii

36, ... c LRIy sa-pi-fame ana duri ug-tav-rib sal-tain ana (1067 [ali]
epus-ma ala\?) ul(?) isbat (?)"
37 e e e Sarmd) aSSur o wnonawr-Su wrt-dam-nia Sar o akkadi-xi

o wniman-Su is-fur-ma-lana mati-Si itur]®

REVERSE.

38, [Sattn XTV-riar] Sar akkadi-xr untman-Su td-Li-le-ma . ... .. mat(?)

Sarye unpinan-man-da ane tar-si Sarvi akkadi-x7

30 . . o e e e e e e e s acha-meS E-ta-ain-rn

40. Sar akkadi-x7 . . . . . .. . . . . . ma [Puw-na-RiStar o000
~qa-ni w-Se-bir-ma

Av. RiSad wiri-dig-latd Wikl a0 L o Lo o oL L [dna )i wlinna-Ki]

A 1 72K

420 wlty wdsians adi vdali 111 ta-fra (Pysn (P30 0 0 00 0oL u

43, sal-tane daw-na-tane ana lbbi o ali epulusn wabah! |G ... .. A0 alu
sssabal Lo lafite iSe L] rabnlo e mmaea-diS difasan e

Ao 20 diemi-Su-nieee el si-Saa-iShon o Jar od @i a0 L L0

45. Sil-lat ali mddutn Slat owd-na® iS-tal-ln ala ana tili w kalr-md ativiu)

L

40. Sa md aSSur  la-pan Sarri 5-fi-tamSma emug (7Y Sarvi akkadi-xi ?

[2 AN

47. @dbylult Ao XN-nadr woy-ma-kis-tar w wnman-5u ana mati-Su  ti-tur
arki-su Sar alikadi-x7)

I Reading appears to be =27V - Eﬁ

* The sign might also be 7#, in which case the meaning would be “he desisted,” of. 1. 22.

¢ With the end of this line ¢/ Synchy. Hist. Col. 1i, 7, is-fur-na a-ner madi-§u i-tur,

' On the “threc battles,” (if this be the true reading), sce Introduction, pp. 18, 29.

5 ( Eﬂ re (:C A, mddut (BR. 8710) d-dat mi-na occurs also in L G4 below. The
phrase is a variant of /o ni-na ete. The sume phrase should perhaps be restored in 1. 5.

% For Sajafu = ‘to leap, escape’ sce esp. MEISSNER. Ordent. Lit-Zeituny, 1908, 407, and
THUREAU-DANGIN.  Sargon, p. 4, n. 5 and p. 14, n. 6,

48.
49.

50.

[ a )
Yt

59

6o.

O1.

o L

. wakiaSriti-ma ina ali . .

TRANSLITERATION OF THE TABLET BM. 21,001, 35

a-di dluna-si-bi-ng il-l-ku f-ub-tiow ga-lu-tu' ha[Sie-ti ) ... L L
Y o VU-SA-pU ana pa-ui Sarvi akkedi-x7 ana nintta-rl u-bil-lu-ni  ina
aak(?) oL [edaSSur-uballif)t ... L L.

ina  ethay-va-ne  ana Sarrvu-ul  nda$Sur  ina kussi ittasabed  adi

arah |

Y

tna ninwa-[K7) ..o wltn (P A XX -waar Sa b

J

Sarv ... ... ...

Sattn X V-noaar @abdu{uzd) . .. Sar alkadi-x7 .. .. . ...
ana  wlgfsur ik ...,
mal fa ( )-az (2 )-cu (PY fa-an . .

o omarsy (2y o a ih-Su-ud Ja-[bu - ut - sw- ) - lad -t

Sil-lat-su-nu U . . .

Sal-ta-nis .. . . lanon]an Se

ina wdkarafsanmi Sar  akRadi - K7 pa-ui o upinani -Suo u =160~ ma ina
eli dluyu-pg-gu-li-[7] .. ...,

csal-tane  ana Lbbi i epu¥ -ma  @dbaraksamna dmn XX VI ala

isbat (P) .. .. edu amela ul ... ... ... .. [ana wmat!)-Su itur,

Satie XN Viewair sna eodhalari Sar alfadi-w wmman-in td-ki-e-mie ane

-

mal qgSSur (iekor wltn [@rakalari( P adi ond arafisavina

i mal qfSur Sal-fa-nl§ dlikupl ina wrdbaralisanine i wpne - i~ do
oo Nana vilsu-ut Sarrd akkadi-rr Wkt -ndim-ma

wmmane-Su-nu  ang bt a-ha-mes  ds-mu-fiS-na ana <l fior-ra-nn
lana arkd] md aSsur-fuballif|it Sa ina nelalSur ina fussi wu-5i-bi
ik - e mdoaSSur-w-bal- it w wnonanind owdlgyl oL
dlRup! -1’
U oga-lu-ti for gallutu (7).
? The name of Ashur-uballit must have occurred somewhere in the broken part of this line,
60, below.
Somal ha (Zazs (2 (7, if this be the correct reading, is perhaps to be identified with

alu fra-za-z1¢ mentioned among the conquests of Tiglath-pileser 111, The probable situation of

this

place, not far from the modern Killiz, would also be favourable to this conjecture.

Y Orgall]. ...

” % omitted by the scribe.

S Vor samalin ¢f. Keilscly ifitexte ans Bophalii. 1., No. 2, 060, 20, [e-nu-mila indr-§u 1200

arddni #--§u us-si-tnt-mie-if].

7 Probably to be restored [$a ana ri-su-2i-51d] {ilikw #-ni.
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62.

63.

64.

63.

75

i
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pa-lak amelnakyi - qui-su-nu - t-ma ala w-mds]-Se - rie - ma
N I )

Sar akkadi-x7 a-na Wfay-ra-ni ik-Su-dan-ma
[alln is-sa-bat

Sil-lat ali maduin Flat mid-na Gi-ta-lal ine wdkaddari Sar o akkadi-k7

L SH-HU H-TAS-SCr-T1a

L Su-u ana ati-Su itur ow wpinan-main-da oo oana ri-su-ul Savri akkadi-xv

[ Zkre-nd ] L L te-dfisn

ina  wabdiluzit o mdoqSSur - wdallid Far o omalgiiur wmman Mg - sir
ma-al-tave ... L

ndra  bbalkit - ma  ana ol Wpar - va - pn ana ka - fa - [di
/¢

Su-lu-tu Sa Sarvi akiadi-ie o oana h-0i w-Se-lu-n id-die-mm (P)-ima(?)
i-du-kie ina oli A iar-ra-nn (i-ta-{di

adi @abyluli sal-taom ana 11bbi ali epusvs yiinona nl i .
ul isbat(?)-su

S Sar o akkadi-xr ana viesu-ni wmmani-Su tlie-nne sal-tan (2)

[t i ea-al-da®  =liep

I

alani?’e Sa madali?? raea-di-tu
S g Sali IS-ru-ip

ina f-ni-Su-ma uninian . adi pi-kat
e qypa-a¥-tu®

Cee R all Bl PeSneni delab-tu

Su(PY-du-tu Sa $larri] o hn-ntin na

ana @l e Sar akkadi- K1 ana mati =S itur

Sa[ree NVITT(2)-w 137 dna arh

[So duabltt u donardul i-ra-ap-{ pi| li-ds-su-ur ana qate wl wfesit

| Sar akkadi-xr uninian-Su id-ki-e-ma

I Number of the year omitted by the scribe : sce Introd. p. 23
® Probably to be restored [#f /ea-al-la, the district about the upper waters of the Khibr,

N.E. of Harran.  Whether this might be connected with the expedition to Urartu related in
L. 72 ff. is uncertain. At least the road from Harran to Urartu would traverse Izalla.

152)

§ dluypa-a$-fu o Urarty, ¢/, Behistin Inscr. Babyl Version. 1L 48, 56, 04.
1 With this scribal note compare that of DT, 114 (THUREAU-DANGIN, Rétuels accadicns,
, and the comment of ZIMMERN, Zeitsclr. [ Assyr., xxxiv, 191.

)

9.

10.

Ir.

13

14.
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TRANSLATION.
OBVERSE.
In the tenth year Nabopelassar, in the month of Iyyar, mustered the

army of Akkad, and marched up the Euphrates.

The men of Suhu and [findanu did not fight against him ; their tribute
they laid before him.

In the month of Ab they reported that the army of Assyria [was] in
the city of Qablinu.  Nabopolassar went up against them,
in the month of Ab, the 12th day, he did battle against the army of

Assyria, and the army of Assyria was routed before him, and a great
havoc was made of Assyria,

. prisoners in grcat number they took. The Mannacans who had come to

their aid and the chief men of Assyria

were captured.  On that day the city of Qablinu was captured. Also in
the month of Ab the king of Akkad his army

. sent (?) against the cities of Mané, Sahiru, and Balihu; prisencrs from

them they took,

and carried off a great booty from them, and brought out their gods.
In the month of Elul the king of Akkad and his army

turned back. On his march the city of Hindanu and its gods he took
to Babylon. ‘

In the month of Tisri the army of Egypt and the army of Assyria
marched after the king of Akkad as far as the city of Qablinu

(but) did not overtake the king of Akkad. Ie hastened after them. In
the month of Adar the army of Assyria and the army of Akkad

in the city of Madanu which [is in the territory] of the city of Araphu
did battle against each other. The army of Assyria

before the army of Akkad was routed; they made great havoc of them

and threw them (back) to the river Zab,

their asses and horscs were captured, and prisoners they took in great
number,
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15. his many . . ... they brought with them across the Tigris and made
them to cnter Babylon.

16. [In the cleventh year, the king] of Akkad mustered his army, and marched

17.

10.

20.

[
&)

26.

tD
~3

28.

29.

. made

up the bank of the Tigris, and in the month of Iyyar encamped against
Ashur.

On the — day of the month of Sivan he made an assault upon the city,
but did not capture the city. The king of Assyria mustered his army,

and

. the king of Akkad was driven from Ashur, and as far as the city of Takritain

the Assyrian marched after him along the bank of the Tigris,
The king of Akkad made his army to go up into the citadel of Takritain,
8 g 1
The king of Assyria and his army
against the army of the king of Akkad, which was shut up in Takritain,

encamped.

. For ten days he made assault on them, but did not capture the city.

The army of the king of Akkad which was shut up in the citadel

oreat havoe of the Assyrinns ;. (wherefore) the king of Assyria and

his army ceascd (7), and returned o his fand.

. I the month of Marcheswan the Mede came down upon the fand of

Arrapha, and [made] an assault upon the city of
In the twelfth year in the month of Ab the Mede against Nineveh .
....... and hastened, and the city of Tarbis, a city in the district of
Nineveh they captured (7). . 000 0oL
[down the bank of the Ti]gris he pursued, and cncamped against Ashur.

An assault he made upon the city © ... 0oL

. [the city] he destroyed, and cruel havoe he made of the chief men 5 he

took prisoners from it [and plundered its spoils).

[The king] of Akkad and his army, who had come to the help of the
Mede, were not in time for the assault; the city (?) . .

[The king of AkkJad and Ky[axar]es at the city met one with the other.

Friendship and alliance they established together.

TRANSLATION OF THE TABLET BM. 21901 39

30. [Kyaxar]es and his army rcturned to his land, the king of Akkad and

his army returned to his land.

31. [In the thirteenth year, in the month of IyyJar the men of Suhu [against]!
the king of Akkad revolted and committed hostilities.

32. The king of Akkad mustered his army and marched to Suhu.  In the
month of Sivan, the fourth day,

33 he made an assault upon Rahily, a city which is in the middle of the
Euphrates.  On that day the city was captured

34 e its . . . . he built; stone from the bank of the FKuphrates
they laid (?) down against it

35 00 o [against] the city of Anatu he encamped, and siege-cngines
from the westerly direction

3. ... .« ... the siege engines he brought near to the city-wall
and made an assault upon the city, but did not capturce (?) it,

37 e [the king of Aslsyria and his army came down,? and the
king of Akkad and his army turned

and went back to his land].

REVERSE,

38. [In the fourteenth year] the king of Akkad mustered his army
..... the men (?) of the king of the Umman-Manda to meet the king
of Akkad

300« e e they met one with the other

40. The king of Akkad . ... ... ... . ... and [Kyaxa]res
he made to cross

41. by the bank of the Tigris they marched . .. . ... ... .. against
Ni[neveh] . . ... .. .. they . .. .

42. From the month of Sivan to the month of Ab three battles (?)

I Omitted in the original.
2 Or “desisted ” if the reading be ip-damr-mu.
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44.
45.

46.

47.

49.

50.

51

52,

53

54-

55.

56.
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A mighty assault they made upon the city, and in the month of Ab,
[the . . . . day the city was captured] . ... ... a great [havoc] of
the chief [men] was made.

At that time Sin-shar-ishkun, king of Assyria

The spoil of the city, a quantity beyond counting, they plundered, and
[turned] the city into a mound and a ru[in]

of Assyria before the king escaped and the forces of the king of Akkad

In the month of Elul, the 2oth day, Kyaxares and his army returned to
his land, and the king of A\kkad (turned ?) back

. they went as far as the city of Nisibis, and the prisoners and the slaves &)

and of the land of Rusapu they brought to Nineveh before the face of
the king of Akkad. In the month of .. ... ... ... . . [Ashur-
uballit]

in the city of IJarran sat upon the throne as king of Assyrial.  Until the
month of

in Nineveh . . ... .. .. .. from the zoth of the month .. .. .. . . .
the king . ... ... ..
also in the month of Tisri in the city of . .. . ... ... .

In the fifteenth year, the month of Tammuz . .. . . the ‘king of Akkad

marched to Assyria . ... . ... victoriously . . ... ... the army of the
land of Ifazzu(?)?..... .. ,

and of the land of Shu(®)* .. ... a he conquered ; prisoners they took

from them, their spoil and*®

In the month of Marcheswan the king of Akkad [turned] the front of
his army and against the city of Rugguli[ti] . ... ... ..

! Lit., “for the sovereignty of Assyria.”
* Or, Gal . ..
# Or possibly to be completed “a guantity beyond counting,” ¢/, 11 45, 64.

57-

58.

59-
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he made an assault upon the city, and on the 28th of the month of
Marcheswan he captured the city .. .. . .. noman he ......... .
[to] his [land] he returned.

In the sixteenth year, in the month of Iyyar, the king of Aklkad mustered
his army and marched to Assyria. From the month of Iyyar (?) to
the month of Marcheswan

they marched victoriously in Assyria.  In the month of Marcheswan the
Umman-Manda . . . ... ... came to the help of the king of Akkad,

60. their armies they united! and to the city of Harran [after] Ashur-[uballit]
who had sat upon the thronc in Assyria

61. they marched.  Ashur-uballit and the army of the land of . ... . ..
[which to his help] had come

G2. fear of the enemy fell upon them; they abandoned the city .. . .. ..
....... they crossed.

63. The king of Akkad rcached Harran the city was
captured

0. the spoil of the city, a quantity bevond counting, he plundered. Tn the
month of ANdar the king of Akkad oo o0 o . their oL 0 0 L he
Teft behind.

65, He himself returned to his land, and the Umman-Manda, who had come
to the help of the king of Akkad .. ... 0. ?

66. In the month of Tammuz Ashur-uballit, king of Assyria, a great army
of Itgyptians . . . .. ... ..

67. he crossed the river and marched upon Harran to conquer it . . ... ... ..

68, the garrison of the king of Akkad they sent up to it, and cast them
down (?) and slew them. Against Harran he encamped,

69. until the month of Elul he made assaults upon the city, but nothing
[succeeded ?] . .. ... .. .. he did not capture (?) it

70. The king of Akkad came to the help of his troops, and a battle . . ., .

..... [M]zalla (?) he went up

U Lit,, “they added to cach other.”

()]
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