™ Introduction

I THE RING:
A RECONSIDERATION OF THE PERSON OF ESARIADDON

The conclusion of chapter II B3 necessitates a reconsideration of an essential part of the portrait of
Esarhaddon. The hitherto established opinion is that he was an extremely superstitious man. and largely only
an instrument in the hands of his courtiers. Cf.. e.z.. A.T. Olmstead. History of Assvria (1923). p. 347: “The
new régime [of Esarhaddon] . . was to be under ghostly control of the priestly advisers™ W. von Soden. Herr-
scher im alten Orient (1954). p. 12:

“Die Briefe bezeugen uns ferner. wie grof der personliche Einflub bestimm-
ter Astorlogen und Priester auf den offenbar nicht immer einen klaren Linien folgenden Kénig war™: R. Labat,
Fischer Weltgeschichte 4 (1967). p. 81: *\sarhaddon war schon von Natur aus ein Zauderer. Unentschlossen.
aberglaubisch. dngstlich und nicht selten der Spielball in den Hinden seiner Ratgeber. lebte er in stiindiger Furcht

vor ungiinstigen Vorzeichen. Krankheit oder dem Zorn der Gotter.™ This label of “superstitiousnesz " and “sus-

ceptibility ™ is. as we have seen. certainly justifiable to some extent: but it is out of place and untrue. if, as has
hitherto been done, it is used in contrast to his contemporaries or other Assyrian kings. The current opinion is
clearly influenced by the fact that the main part of the letters of scholars. and reports of astrologers and harus-
pices belongs to (or has been dated to) Esarhaddon’s reign: however. this very fact should warn of hasty conclu-
sions. for the present distribution of the material does in no way represent the original one bpt is only a small
fraction of the large correspondence once covering the whole reigns of Sennacherib. Esarhaddon and Assurbani-
pal (see below. p. 49). With regard to the intimate character of the matters discussed above all in the letters of
the physicians. the references to the King’s anger (LAS 224:13. 306 r4 ete.). fears (40:6. ete.). moping (51 and
143). sadness (141) and complaints (246 and 247) should be interpreted as commonly human traits rather than
explicit characteristics of Esarhaddon. Similar characteristics would be found in letters addressed to other Kings
too!. Study of the inscriptions of Esarhaddon does not suggest a weak ruler: on the contrary. his reign was ge-
nerally perhaps the most successfull one of all Jargonids®. Since the portraits of most Assvrian kings are forméd
solely on the basis of their inscriptions. it would be hazardous to claim that Esarhaddon was inferior in ability
to the other kings.?

See below. p. 47,

Note especially his

swift and determinate action after the murder of his father. the conquest of Exvpt and
other military suecesse

< (Mannaeans. <ubria). the quelling of 4 revolt in 670 B.C. the extensive building ope-
rations in Babvlon and other cities of AKRad. the preparations tor the transport of the <tatue of Marduk to
Babvlon. and the political treaties intended to cuarantee the security of the empire.

Cfovon Soden. Herrsehero po 1197 " \sarhaddon war offenbar nicht aus dem harten Holz seines Vaters ge-

~chnitzt und diesem wohl anch an Becabung durcbaus nicht ebenbiictic.™ pe 1310 7 Assurbanipal muis als Po-

litiker und auch als Mensch <emem Grofivater Sanherib viel dhnlicher cewesen <ein als setnem Vater \sarhad-

don.”
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Furthermore it can be demonstrated that superstitionsness was no special trait of E~arhaaldon and that
cientific evperts (astrologers. diviners. exoreists. physicians. and “appeasers") functioned as the king's advisors
in other ~ourts too. Two Kings are nsually contrasted with Exarhaddon. his father Seanacherib and his <on \zsur-
banipal (see the preceding footnote). No letters, astrological reports or extispicies addressed to S"\"Uluk'h“l'i‘lﬁ have
been preserved: we get however. a revealing glimpse to his court through a Neo-Babylonan letter sent to Esar- )
naddon, ABL 1216 (sce R. Labat. RA 33 (1939 113-118. and for translation of he crucial passage. note on LA
11:6 (). \ecording to this text. astrologers and diviners. headed by the “ehief seribe ™ Kalbu. semt revularly re-
ports to the king. just as in the reign of Esarhaddon. but censored all the evil omens which they thlmgf‘lt n\-l{_'hl
frighten their superstitious lord: only after “a devil” (what sort of omen is meant? ) had appeared.. the km‘fl f“:ll"l
out the deception and urged that all omens. whether good or bad. should be reported to him. From 117\3 1:-301.
15-107 it appears that the exorcist Adad-fumu-uzur had been a servant of Sennacherib too (on the dillll-lf_’ of this
letter <ee notes on LAS 121). As for \ssurbanipal. sufficiently many letters and reports addreszed to him have
preserved to show that no change in the position of the scholars took place after the death of Esarhaddon. and
that the new king was as concerned about the supernatural as his predecessor (see LAS 60. 96-08. 108-110. 114,
298-299. 301-30"_\ 300 and 324, ABL 1113, RMA 68. 70, 187-18Y. 191.\. 195. 210. 233. 23066 394. ‘.‘T‘_‘,\..
27AF [ef. Appendix 2B]. AGS 147-154. and PRT 101-140). This is only natural in view of the x'zal’t‘hlj .'“ill"ufl“n
of Assurbanipal (see p. 8 ) which introduced him into the Mesopotamian sciences: according tor L:\AT 34 r()--,‘)‘
one of his teachers was Frarhaddon's astrologer Balad. All Esarhaddon’s counselors scem to have retained their
offices under the new King: of. LAS 60, RMA 70 and 236G (from Nabfi-ahhg-eriba. vear 667 B.C. RMA 68 (from
Balasi. 067 B.C)). LAS 2’)5 and RMA 2727 (from Akkullinu. 667 and 666 B.C.). RMA 264 (from Ftarfumu-
Fref. 637 B.C.). ADD 448 = AR 43 (mentions Rtar<umu-cred. chief [scribe]. \dad-Zumu-usur, chief [exoreist]
and [Marduk-fakin-Yumi: for the dating on the document (666 B.C.) sce footnote 1 on p. 28 ). and \‘I D L
= AR 15 (mentions [¥tar-Yumu-cred. chief scribe. and Marduk-4Kin-fumi. chief exorcist: dated 6:60 B.C.). Later

on (c. 630 B.C.) they became replaced by other scholars (see ADD 831). The superstitiousness ol Assurbanipal

is well enough witnessed by the fact that he too let perform the substitute King ritual (see LAS :298). and several
texts betrayv in him similurvhuman traits as in Esarhaddon. including fear and anxicty (see. e.g.. WAB 7 248 tf
and \BL 1'3()7-1368): we must not dwell on those questions longer here. Just to make it quite clear that super-
“tition was a common trait of Mesopotamian monarchs. two well-known personages will be takem as examples:
Nebuchadnezzar. whose superstitiousness and scholarly advisors are deseribed in the book of Damiel. and Alex-
ander the Great himself. whose last days (as the king of Babylon) are deseribed by Plutarch as follows: “Alex-
ander. then. since he had now become sensitive to indications of the divine will and perturbed a nd apprehensive
in his mind. comerted every unusual and strange oceurrence. were it never so insignificant. into 2 prodigy and
portent: and scrifiers. purifiers and diviners filled his palace.”™ (Loeb Classical Library. Plutarch’s Lives VIL

\lexander LXXV).

Some indications suggest that also the assertion of Fsarhaddon’s lack of ability is overdirawn. .1t lﬂfﬁ'f
he seems to have been able t;7 read and write. Cf.. above all. LAZ 318 and the pertinent notes: ithe "xll)f.\l“
added to the letters of Nabii-ahh&-eriba to facilitate the reading of the cuneiform signs were not. meant lfnr \=-
curbanipal only (z0 A, Schott. Z\ 44 [1938] 194 ) but al-o for Esarhaddon (see p. 38). See .JIM).L.\.‘ 198
which ~praks about a “writing” (a-ta-g-ri) of the Kinz. That the letters were normally read to tihe king by o

: i s iliiterac  the Kine
seribe was mereiy a practical and comentional arrancement and does not testify to the iliiteracy of the o
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IV. ON THE DATING OF THE LETTERS

‘ The basic premise for a sound study and interpretation of all epistolary texts is their correct chronolo.
gical classification. Since the Assyrian scribes themselves dated their letters onlv exceptionallvl . the dates must
now be deduced from the chronological evidence present in the letters. It is seif-»vident that'the degree of uc.-
curacy and certainty in which this can be done varies depending on the case. Though an exact datin:cv 'is even
theoretically possible only on special occasions. it is important that the best result h striven for in e:«:h letter
fer chronologically fixed letters can, naturally. more appropriately be evaluated and used as historical exider;c.e
than isolated ones.

It has to be emphasized that utmost care and criticism are necessary to eliminate faulty datings which
especially in the present case. are prone to result from a superficial study of the material. Though the ietters
were sent to different Assyrian kings, these were always addre: )

: ssed similarly, “the king (my lord)”. the name of
the king never being mentioned. Operating only with analogies and other circumstantial evidence, letters are
easily

gned to a completely wrong reign. If such wrongly dated letters are used as evidence in arguing about
the person of a given king or about a given historical period. the result is necessarilv untrue or at le;st distorted.
The dating must under no circumstance lead to this end. which would be of (zreatm; disadvantage to the study
than leaving the letters undated. ) ) '

The only method to achieve lasting results is to start from absolutely certain facts and. by applying on-
ly absolute eriteria. to weave a “chronological net” until the general picture is to be seen. Ohly then it is possible

to apply circumstantial criteria to obtain a more precise dating for individual letters.

The absolute time limits of all letters under study are 722 and 612 B.C., during which ti

(where the letters were found) was the capital of Assvria. These limits can. howe‘ver. b:co:;ic;e;;;‘)‘li 1:::3::11
on prosopographical evidence. It appears that the letters originate from a limited number of authurs. who were
all approximately contemporaries’ and served the same kings: their names occur in each other’s letters. or as wit-
nesses in same legal documents dating from 671 to 660 B.C.>: many of them even wrGte joint letters. Since <~
man's active career hardly exceeds a generation, or 30 vears. all letters were most probably written between 680
and 650 B.C., with a theoretical margin of safety of 15 vears in both directions. These mz'ar_lrins are. however,
really only theoretical: it has hitherto not been possible to assign a single Assvrian letter ofrthe Kuvunjik-collec-

tion to the reign of Sennacherib (705-681 B.C.), except possibly some to the beginning of this reign, and only

1 . ) . .
Thus only four letters published in the present edition were dated in the antiquity (see LAS 9698 and 286:

in the former the dates do not originate from the writer. but were added by the palace archivist)
[ftar-nddin-apli and the authors of LAS 108-110 form an exception: their letters are aB&)ul 20 ;n-a;r< later than
;h;‘ bulk of the edition. But all in all this does not make more than slichtly over two per t;:nt of l.hr \vrholﬂ
oL

\l)l)v —HJ-X = \R H3. mentioning [$tar-fumu-Fre¥, \dad-Yumu-usur. [;um}ﬁju on of [Nabi-zéru-I¥er] and [Mar
duk23k Jin-Tumi. dates from 666 B.C.: ADD 444 = AR 335. mentioning [Zar-famu-ere? and Marduk-Gkin-<umi.
bears the date 660 B.C.. for more dates in documents sce Chapter 11 €, ‘ 7
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one letter from the whole archive (ABL 69, probably addressed to ARir-etelli-ilini) seems to date from the
time after 616 B.C.. the latest date found in all letters and reports from Nineveh!.

It is a priori clear that the letters are not distributed evenly over this period of 30 years. Statistical pro-

bability suggests that the number of letters and reports streaming in a year to the Sargonid Kings may well have

exceeded the figure which is the grand total of all epistolary texts found in Nineveh?®. The filing of the accu-
mulating material would have been cumbersome and hardly rewarding by means of the archival techniques of
that time. and it is throughout possible that large numbers of letters were destroy ed on purpose already by the
ancient archivists: the sack of Nineveh and ravages of time have caused additional losses. and lastly. modern ex-
cavators may have spotted only a portion of the extant material. Whatever the causes affecting the preservation
of the available body of texts be. it is theoretically most probable that it consists of coherent groups coming
from relatively limited spans of time. with long intervening periods virtually blank. The determining of this
<tatistical distribution would be of immense importance to the dating and classification of letters which contain
no tangible dating criteria. It is the purpose of this chapter to collect and discuss the evidence available for
identifving these chronological groups. whereas the treatment of individual datable letters is reserved to the

commentary.

Naturally. it is possible to detect these groups, and determine them with certainty. only by means of
cumulative evidence. I have therefore not restricted myself to the present letters. but taken into consideration
the whole Sargonid epistolary material. including the reports of scribes and haruspices. The latter (totalling to
approximately 1000 texts) are particularly important. because they contain a great wealth of astronomical and
historical information which makes their chronological classification possible throughout: in the event of the
letters. this can be done only partially. As will be seen. the chronological distribution of the reports does not

differ from that of the letters, a fact that adds to the general reliability of the emerging picture.

I begin with the chronological evidence that can be extracted from the letters and reports datable on
astronomical grounds. Since a complete list of texts 0 dated is to be found in Appendix 2B, and the
dating of individual letters is discussed fully in the commentary, I will not go into the method and problems
involved but shall only present a survey on the results achieved. About one-third of the letters and reports con-
taining astronomical information are datable with certainty (I have been able to date 84 texts. but in a more
thorough analysis this figure would no doubt become higher): out of these. only 16 (= 19%) belong to Assur-
banipals reign. the rest (= 81%) being sent to Esarhaddon. Their distribution over different years of the two

reigns can be visualized as follows:

FIGURE 1: Chronological distribution of astronomically datable letters and reports
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It appears that practically all texts come from the latter part of the reien of Esarhaddon (i.e
675-009 B.C.) and the beginning of the reien of Assurbanipai (v eacs 6680005
vear 679677676, 657 and 650 B.C. A\

. the Mears
Sporadic texts are datable (o the
clear centre of ravity s in vears 6726600, especially 609 thus

FIGURE

Distribution of astronomically datable texts in pereentages
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The evidence gathered from Assyvrian letters databie on historical srounds points to the <ame diree-

tion (the Babylonian letters of the archive. of which I have no exact statistics, have

a divergent. though parallel dis-
tribution! ). Out of the ¢.

700 letters (published and unpublished) which were certainly addressed to either Esarhad-
don or \ssurbanipai. only 70 (= 14%) can be definitely assigned to the re

ign of the latter: approximately 300 can be
dated on historical and prosopographical grounds to Esarhaddon’s re

ign (or perhaps to the beginning of the reign of
\ssurbanipal). Again it is evident that the bulk of the letters ~ent to Fsarhaddon date from the latter part of his
reign (only ABL 442 can. with a fair degree of certainty. be placed to his first regnal vears). whereas about half of
ssion (see the comments on LAS 60), and the
other half to the years 652.646 (sce the comments on LAS 109). In percentages. this distribution may be pre-
sented as follows:

the letters sent to Assurbanipal belong to u few vears after his acce

FIGURE 3: Chronological distribution of historically datable letters
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I now proceed to the vracle queries of

the haruspice~.In these texts the name of the
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FIGURE +: Chronological distribution of the reports of haruspices
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The following dates are attested (the asterisk precedes texis written in Babylonian characters):

a) Letters: B.C.
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ABL *301. *944, 1210 652
LAS 96 6.21
LAS 97, ABL #289. *517 650
ABL #1151 649
LAS 98. ABL #1170 648
BM 132980 647
ABL #5318, 879. 1222, 1262 646

b) Astrological reports:

RMA 264 657
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On the ground of the foregoing analvsis, some general conclusions about the distribution of the whole
body of the epistolary texts preserved from Esarhaddon’s and \.~.<urlunipul'~ time can be drawn. and these con-

clusions <hould be directly applicable to the dating of the present letters too:

L. The material consists of three separate groups.
a) from the years 675-666 B.C. (a lot of texts):

by " T658-657 v (few texts):
€) mm 632646 (several texts).
Sporadic texts may be found from the period 679-676. but the vears 663-639 and 636-653 seem to
be blank.
9

2. Eight texts out of 10 belong to Esarhaddon’s reign.

3. Texts from Esarhaddon’s reign are focused on years 671 ff, especially 669: whereas those from As.
surbanipal’s time date either from the beginning of his reign or from vears 652-650 B.C.

These conclusions must be observed in the dating of letters when no absolute criteria (dates. sufficient
astronomical or historical evidence) are available. Circumstantial criteria present in the letters may be used for
the dating, on the premise that the restricted spans of time to which the letters might belong are taken into
consideration. In several cases these criteria not only enable attributing a text to a definite reign or a definite
group, but also, when connected with other indications, give an exact date.

Circumstantial criteria pointing to the reign of Esarhaddon are:

1) Reference to the treaty (adé) by which Esarhaddon regulated his succession in Ajaru 672 B.C. (see
the comments on LAS 1).

2) Reference to the crown prince (mar Jarri) = Assurbanipal. All letters mentioning him belong to 672-
669 B.C., i.e.. between the treaty just mentioned and the death of Esarhaddon (Arahsamna. 669). Assurbanipal’s
reign does not come into consideration. since the crown prince does not occur in the letters certainly datable to
the vears 652-646.

3) Reference to the crown prince of Babylon (mér arri Babili) = $ama¥fumu-ukin. !

1) References to other children of Esarhaddon (see the note on LAS 129:25.26).

5) Reference to the queen mother (ummi $arri) = Nagia. All letters mentioning her are addressed to
Esarhaddon. since in Assurbanipal’s reign Nagia was entitled “‘the Labirite queen™ (.\lf.l‘f.G,-\L L‘RL‘La-Lli-ra-aja,
AR 101 r16).

6) Reference to Esarhaddons Egyptian campaign (Nisannu-Du izu. 671 B.C).

7) Reference to the statue of Marduk (see B. Landsberger. BBEA p. 17 ff and 66 tf.). -
8) Reference to the conspiracy or rebellion quelled in 670 B.C. (see notes on LAS 247 and 284).
Criteria pointing to the reign of Assurbanipal are: .

1) Reference to the king of Babylon (ar Babili) = Sama¥-fumu-ukin:

2) Reference to extensive building operations in Babylon (¢f. Streck. VAB 7. p. :

ff).
Other. less obvious criteria are discussed in the commentary in appropriate connections.
\s stated on p. 47 . the scholars working for Esarhaddon remained in their offices also under Assur-

banipal. Since the letter group 1 covers both the last vears of Esarhaddon and the first vears of Assurbanipal

(see above). it is not always possible to decide to which reign a given letter belongs, if no decisive criteria are

IV On the dating of the letters 53

tound in the letter itzelf. In such cases T have alwavs passed the dating in silence. External evidence (zhape of
the tablets, seript. colour ete.) cannot be used as eriteria within such a limited span of time. The registration

: - 1
numbers of the texts do not help either' .

One could a priori suppose that the letters addressed to Esarhaddon and \.éurlmni.pul.\‘\‘»rt’ filed in thcront
places. sav. in different rooms of a palace or even in different palaces. and that this difference might have
been taken into consideration in registering the tablets. This however is not the case: not only were tf.w ar-
chives mined in the antiguity as a result of the building operations of Assurbanipal and the sack of Nineveh,
but the excavators of the 19th century also did not record caretully where each tablet was found. Thu.\. even
texts excavated in Calah were incorporated into the Kuvunjik-collection. Letters dating trgm the reign of
sarcon. Esarhaddon and Assurbampal are found in all subdivisions of the Kuvunjik-collection (though the

o 2. 79-7-8 and 81-7-27 seem to contain mostly letters from Sargon’s time. whereas the

collections Sm.. Rm : k . -
letters found in the collections 83-1-18. Bu. and Ki. belong nearly exclusively to Esarkaddon’s and Assurba-

pal’~ time).



S futroduction U Vo Historeal problems: The substitate Kine ritual

1. Sources

a) Ritual tablets
1) \KKadian: W.G. Lambert. \ Part of the Ritnal for the Substitue King. \fO 18 (1937-38) 109-112:
additions 19 (1959-60) 119:

V. HISTORICAL PROBLEMS: THE SUBSTITUTE KING RITUAL 2y Hittite: HAL Kimmel. Ersatzrituale fir den hethitischen Kénig (StBoT 3. Wieshaden 1967).

Iy Texts attesting the performance of the ritual
1) Chronicles: LW, King. Chronicles Coneerning Farly Babylonian Kings. [T (London 1907). p. 12:
2 Letters: LAS 4 25-28. 30-31. 77, 13-4-1400 166-167. 171, 179, 185, 203, 235-236. 249, 237, 278.280.
292.298-299, 317. 334: ABL T33. 1006:
3 Administrative texts: ND 3483 = D.J. Wiseman. Iraq 15 (1953) 148, pl. XV (ef \ND 3414, ibid. p. 139):

Ten per cent of the letters under study1 in a way or another bear witness of a strange ritual of “the 4 Classical authors:

substitute king™ (Yar pihi) practiced in the court of the Sargonid kings. A proper understanding of this ritual, Berossus. Babyloniaka 1 15 (see P. Schnabel. Berossos. p. 236: the passage is here cited according to the

with its important historical and religious implications. is hampered both by the difficult and tragmentary do- svithesiz of R. Labat. RA 40 [1946] 125):

cumentation offered by the letters and by the lack of sufficient external evidence?. Thanks to several studies Plutarch. Fitae. \lexander LXNIII-IV (¢f Th. Jacobsen. ZA 52 [1957] 139. note 113):
devoted to the subject during the past decades®, significant progress in this respect has been made, and two Arrianus. Anabasis VI 24:

fundamental things. the purpose and the idea of the ritual. are now well established. The performance of the Diodorus Siculus. Bibliotheke \VII 116 (cf H. Kiimmel. op.cit.. p. 184 {I):

ritual was considered necessary to save the king from death portended by evil ominous signa: the personality Herodotus. Historiae V11 15:

of the King being transferred to a substitute. it was believed that the senders of the signs. i.e.. the gods. would Suetonius. Fitae, Claudius XNIN.

be content with the death of the substitute and leave the true king in peace. Though also the understanding
of the details has been advanced on a large scale. there are still 30 many uncertainties and riddles left that one
feels at a loss to combine the unconnected pieces of evidence into a sensible whole®. The present chapter. bas- 2. On the popularity of the ritual
ed on a detailed analysis of the old and new material, hopes to contribute to the clarification of certain central o . . . . : ;
— R . . . . . The simple question as to how wide use of the ritual was made. has long. so to say. hung in the air.
points. At the same time. without striving for exhaustiveness. I try to provide the reader with all the facts essen- )

. . . s owing to the lack of clear-cut positive evidence. In addition to the Sarzonid letters. which seemed to bear wit-
tial to understanding the ritual as a whole®. i .

ness of three performances of the ritual in the reign of Frarhaddon'. only a single performance in the early

: Old Babylonian time was known. This meagre evidence led to the — <till widely spread — assumption that the
- ritual was a kind of relic remporarily revived in Esarhaddon’s time. and otherwise rarely practiced?. though the
U Cf. below. 1b. where 33 pertinent letters are listed: these include letters a) mentioning the <ubstitute kine ! possibility of a continuous tradition was alzo taken into consideration®. Meanwhile. t?u- rflt‘\;lnt material has
and b) addessed to the “farmer™. as well as ¢) those dealing with the ritual in seneral teems. i considerably inereazed® . making it possible to reconsider the matter on a broader hasi=. On the other hand. de-
S CE W, von Soden. Beitriige zum Verstindnis der nevassyrischen Briefe iiber die Ersatzkinigsriten. Fs Christian tailed analysis of the Sargonid letters necessitates a partial revision of the earlier conceptions about that period
(1956). p. 100 ff. Note that many of the sources listed below have become available onlv after 1936. (for details see the commentary). The list of actually attested performances of the ritual would now appear as
3 The most important contributions are W. von Soden. Texte zum assvrischen BP\_rriibn_isrit;lul. Z\ 43 (1936) _ : follows:
254 ff. esp. p. 235 {. and the article mentioned in the preceding note: R. Labat. Le sort des substituts roy? i
aux en Assvrie au temps des Jargonides. RA 40 (1946) 123-142: A. Schott. Vier Bricfe Mar-Iftars an Asar- ; PERIOD T DATE RULING RING T SOURCE !
haddon iiber Himmelserscheinungen der Jahre -670/668. ZA 47 (1941-2) 89 ff. esp. p. 112 2 FMTh. de ; ! . S - . . i
Liagre Bohl. Opera Minora (19533). p. 384 ff: B. Landsberger. Brief des Bischofs von Esangila an Kénic Asar- X 1.0B ; 1860 B.C. Erra-imitti | I\f"g' (.}?rr)nu:lw u 4‘
haddon (1965). p. 38 {f: and H. Kiimmel. Ersatzrituale fiir den hethitischen Kinig (1907). esp. p. 169 1. [ 2.\B ¢ 1300 B(‘ ; Hittite ritual tablets I
Cf.also W von Soden. Z\ 45 (1939) 4261 and E. Dhorme. R\ 38 (1944) 37-66. \ survey on the work 3.NA 783 B.C.° Duiza 22 Adad-nerar 1 \D 3483 !
done so far has recently been siven by H. Kimmel. loc. cit.. and can be omitted here. ’ E 1 672 B.C. \jaru 26- E-arhaddon LAS 334 (ef LAS 300) _f = Acu
* Cf. von Soden. Fs Christian. p. 106: “Hoffentlich helfen einmal neue Quellen zur \ithellung der vielen Un- 5000 671 B.C. Du'izu 14- LAS 249 L £
HJ[’}!:‘I["!L die wesen der Eraatzkénigkulte unter \sarhaddon hente noch betehen™ B Landshereer. BREA 0 671 B.C. Raniing 13- . [\S 185 278280 bov b
(19635). note 64 “Wir kKinnen nur unterschretben, was von Soden 192 iiber diceen Brief sagt: “Leider bleibt - HOU BC. <imdnu 14 , LAS 250 136 \BL 1o
in diesem sehr wichtigen Brief mancherlei unklae™ ™ the many remaiming anelarities are especially evident in o “( e Thman i ) SN = D -
the recent (1967) contribution of Kiimmel. 8. 066 B.C. Niaannu 15 \ssurbanipal LA~ 208.200
In doing this [ will not present sv~tematically the suggestions put forth by other ~cholars. but will rather 9. Macedonian 23 B Alesander Plutarch. Lives: ete, .
cite primary texts. nor will I in general. repeat observations to which | have nothing to add. T e e et R S
CUN von Soddens s Christian, po 1060 Damit waren also tie die Zeit \sarhaddons nichtmehr als direi 174l

le bezento g denen man et cinee Mendfinsterms cinen Praatzhonis cmnzesetzt at.” e dater <tudies of



