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1. A new Old Assyrian chronology

The chronology of the Old Assyrian period, between the emergence of Assur as an
indepedent city-state in the early years of Ibbi-Suen of Ur and the conquest of Assur by
Samsi-Adad I, in the terms of the Middle Chronology between ca. 2025 and 1808 BC, has
long remained uncertain. In the Assyrian Kinglist (AKL) the figures for the regnal years
of the relevant rulers are either missing (kings XXX-XXXII, Puzur-Assur I, Salimahum,
Ilusuma) 1 or damaged (kings XXXIV-XXXVII). We only know that king XXXII, Irisum,
ruled 40 years and the list, in combination with building, votive and seal inscriptions, also
suggests that there was an uninterrupted succession from father to son for this whole
period, hence eight generations until Irisum II. Due to the absence of historical
synchronisms 2 and of dated texts from Assur reconstructions of the chronology were
almost entirely based on attestations of year eponyms on practice documents excavated in
the archives of level II of the Old Assyrian trading colony in karum Kanish, in Central
Anatolia. In the absence of an ancient eponym list, however, estimates of the total number
and sequence of these year eponyms could provide only a rough chronology. It was also
based on the observation that the so-called ‘level II period’ of karum Kanish, documented
by these eponyms, probably covered three to four generations of traders and Assyrian
kings. On the assumption that it started (late?) in the reign of Irisum I (king XXXIII), it was
usually considered to have lasted a good eighty years until some time during the reign of
Puzur-Assur II (XXXVI) the latest king mentioned by name in karum texts. In terms of the
Middle Chronology the period was assumed to have lasted from ca. 1920/1910 until ca.

I use the following abbreviations :
AKL : The Assyrian Kinglist, as edited by A.K. Grayson in RIA 6 (1981) 101-116;
KEL : The new Old Assyrian Eponym List from Kanish (see Veenhof 2001) ;
MEC : The ‘Mari Eponym Chronicle’, Birot 1985 (a new edition by J.M. Durand is in preparation) ;
RIMA : A.K. Grayson, Royal Inscriptions of Mesopotamia, Assyrian Periods (Toronto, 1987).
Leiden University.

1 The note following king XXXII probably states that they are known from brick inscriptions only, because
no year eponyms from their reigns were recorded (see Veenhof 2001, § 4).

2 The statement in an early chronicle text that king Ilu§u(m)ma was a contemporary of Su-a-bu (Grayson
1975, 155, line 37) is not helpful, since Su’abu is unknown and for chronological reasons cannot be
equated with Sumuabum, the first ruler of Babylon.
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1840/1830 BC. This means that it would have started more than hundred years after Assur
had become an independent city-state and ended some 30 or 25 years before Samsi-Adad I
conquered Assur. This last period would have been taken up by the remaining regnal
years of Puzur-Assur II and the (necessarily fairly short) reigns of Naram-Suen and of
Irisum II, who according to AKL lost his throne to Samsi-Adad I, around 1808 BC.
Irisum Il’s predecesssor, Naram-Suen, was usually identified with his namesake, the king
of Eshnunna, who would have conquered Assur and have ruled around 1815/1810 BC, the
very Naram-Suen in whose time (ina tarsi'), according to a (later) note inserted into the
Kinglist,3 Samsi-Adad I went (fled ?) to Babylonia (Kardunias).

All this has changed thanks to the present writer’s discovery, in the summer of 1998,
of two manuscripts (A-B) of the Old Assyrian ‘Kiiltepe Eponym List’ (henceforth KEL)
among the texts excavated in 1991 and 1992 in two archives of karum Kanish, level II,
preserved in the Anatolian Civilizations Museum at Ankara and entrusted to me for
publication by the director of the excavations, Professor Tahsin Özgüg. This discovery
was soon followed by the identification of a third (broken) manuscript (C), published long
ago as ICK 2, 345, and a fourth one (D), already excavated in 1962, but only identified in
1999, by C. Giinbatti in the Museum of Ankara. Together they allow the almost complete
reconstruction of the oldest 129 year eponyms, a series which starts during the first year of
Irisum I. This conclusion is possible because the main manuscript of KEL correlates the
eponyms with the reigns of kings XXXIII-XXXVII of Assur, by introducing the various
groups by the note “after the accession to the throne (istu rês kussim) of RN, the waklum,
our lord.” Its first occurrence, at the very beginning of the list, mentions the accession of
Irisum I, the next rulers named are Ikunum, Sarrumkin, Puzur-Assur (II), and Naram-
Suen. KEL A comes to an end after eponymy 129, which equals the twenty-seventh year
of Naram-Suen, but does not mention the accession of Erisum II.

The discovery of KEL has serious consequences for the reconstruction of the
chronology. For details I refer to my edition of the eponym list, which is in the press 4

and I limit myself here to the facts which are essential for discussing the question whether
the new Old Assyrian data allow, support or even demand a lowering of the Middle
Chronology. KEL shows that the period of karum Kanish level II started earlier and lasted
longer, certainly more than hundred years, than thus far assumed. It included the better
part of the no doubt long reign of king Naram-Suen, who was traditionally assigned a
fairly short reign 5 after the breakdown of Assyrian trade in Anatolia. As shown by KEL,
AKL, and his own seal inscription, he was indeed the son and successor of Puzur-Assur II
and cannot be identified, as is frequently done, with his much later namesake from
Eshnunna, which deprives us of a synchronism. He and his son and successor, IriSum II,
together must have reigned ca. 65 years, before Samsi-Adad I conquered Assur.

3 See for a (last) attempt to reconstruct the chronology along these lines, Veenhof 1998 (manuscript
completed in 1987 !).

4 Veenhof 2001, to be published in the Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlarmdan series (Ankara).
5 One manuscript of the Assyrian Kinglist shows that his reign lasted [x+]4 years.
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These onclusions are possible because the end of the eponym list overlaps with the
so-called ‘Mari Eponym Chronicle’ (MEC), which made it possible to fill the few gaps in
the last part of KEL. The latter list, in turn, allowed the reconstruction, with a fair degree
of certainty, of the original size and number of eponyms of the obverse of the main and
longest tablet (recension) of MEC, represented by texts M 7481+ and S. 24-1. The first
gap in MEC can be filled by eponyms attested in texts from karum Kanish level II which
are not contained in and hence must be later than the end of KEL. The last eponym listed
in MEC, which is still attested in texts from level II of karum Kanish, is MEC text B no. 5.
which must belong to the year when level II of the karum came to an end, since none of
the next 22 year eponyms listed in MEC B occurs in texts from the karum.

Since MEC to all appearances came to an end with the year of Samsi-Adad’s death, it
now becomes possible to calculate the total number of eponymy years it must have listed
and so the number of years elapsed between the accession of Irisum I (the beginning of
KEL) and the death of Samsi-Adad I, with a margin of only a few years.6 The resulting
figure, 191 or 194 + x years/eponymies, proves to be in very good agreement with the
figure for the temporal distance between the death of Irisum I and the accession/death of
Samsi-Adad I, provided by two correlated ‘Distanzangaben’ of Shalmaneser I and of
Esarhaddon : 126 or 159 years (the difference is the 33 year rule of Samsi-Adad I).7

Starting from 1776 BC, according to the Mari data the most likely year of Samsi-Adad’s
death, the temporal distance between Irisum year 1 and Samsi-Adad I year 33 amounted to
199 years.

Using these data the following chronological scheme could be reconstructed within
the framework of the Middle Chronology :

Irisum I KEL 1-40 40 years ca. 1974-1935
Ikünum KEL 41-54 14 years ca. 1934-1921
Sarrukin KEL 55-94 40 years ca. 1920-1881
Puzur-Assur II KEL 95-102 8 years ca. 1880-1873
Naram-Suen KEL 103-129 27 years ca. 1872-1846
Naram-Suen gap 1 4 years ca. 1845-1842
Naram-Suen/Irisum II MEC B *l-*27 27 years ca. 1841-1815
Irisum II MEC B 28*-*34 6 years ca. 1814-1808
Samsi-Adad I AKL (Ekallatum) 3 years ca. 1811-1809
Samsi-Adad I AKL (Assur) 33 years ca. 1808-1776

The following chronological conclusions can be formulated :
a) the temporal distance between the accession of Irisum I and the death of Samsi-

Adad I was 199 years, ca. 1974-1776 BC ;

6 See Veenhof 2001, § 7.1.
7 See Veenhof 2001, § 7.2. The critical appraisal of the ‘Distanzangaben’ in Gasche et al. 1998, 57ff., does

not disprove the correctness of the data on the distance between Irisum I and Samsi-Adad I. The fact that,
as KEL now reveals, eponym lists correlated with reigns of rulers started with Irisum I, shows that Assyrian
scribes and scholars did have the chronological data necessary for calculating such distances.
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b) level II of karum Kanish came to an end around 1836 BC, during the second half
of Naram-Suen’s reign ;

c) Old Assyrian traders worked and lived in karum Kanish during its level II phase
for a period of at least 110 years ;

d) the interval between levels II and lb of karum Kanish probably lasted ca. 35
years ;

e) the ‘Mari Eponym Chronicle’ covers 97 years, from ca. 1872 to 1776 BC ;

f) Samsi-Adad I was born in ca. 1850 BC, became king in 1833 BC at the age of 18
years, and died in 1776 BC at the age of 75.

This chronology implies that the temporal distance between the end of Ur III rule of
Assur, presumably during the early years of Ibbi-Suen, around 2025 BC (when also
Eshnunna became independent) and the accession of Irisum I was only ca. 50 years.
During this period Irisum’s three immediate predecessors (nos. XXX-XXXII of AKL),
Puzur-Assur I, the presumed founder of the dynasty, his son Salim-ahum, and his
grandson Ilusuma,8 must have ruled, whose years of reign AKL, due to the absence of
year-eponyms,9 is unable to give. For the period between the beginning of Assur’s
independence and the demise of Irisum II by Samsi-Adad’s conquest of Assur, this
amounts to ca. nine generations, which yields an acceptable average of ca. 25 years per
generation. 1 0 When and how long Puzur-A§§ur I’s three predecessors listed in AKL
(Sulili/Sulê, Kikkia, and Akia, kings XXVII-XXIX) ruled, also in relation to Assur’s
governor Zariqum, who must have served around ca. 2040 BC, under Amar-Suen of
Ur III," is unknown. Sulili (king XXVII) is usually identified with ^i-lu-lu, son of Dakiki,
e n s i of Assur, impressions of whose seal (reused by a namesake) were found on Kültepe
tablets. 1 2 Should this be correct and he hence belong in the period when Ur no longer
controlled Assur, the time left for kings XXX-XXXII becomes even shorter. But this is
uncertain and there is no indication that Puzur-Assur I was Sulili’s son and successor, just
as there is no evidence of a possible genealogical relation between king XXIX, Akia, and
Puzur-Assur I.

2. Old Assyrian data and the short chronology

The dates tabulated above do not take into account the possibility of a shorter
chronology than the middle one, defended by Gasche et al. 1998 on the basis of two
considerations. The more important one is the conviction that the length of the so-called

8 Family relationship confirmed by building and votive inscriptions, RIMA 1 A.O.33.1 : 1-3 and 14 : 1-13.
9 See note 1 , above.
1 0 See for this aspect also the forthcoming article “Notes on the Genealogical Data of the Assyrian King List,”

by Shigeo Yamada, of which he kindly sent me a pre-print.
1 1 See for him R. Kutscher (1979, 8 If.) and T. Maeda (1992, 149f.).
1 2 See Balkan 1955, 54f. Sulili is mentioned in a later historiographic text, edited by W.G. Lambert (1976).

The man who reused his seal must be identical to eponym 98 of KEL.
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“Dark Age” in Babylonia (traditionally between ca. 1600 and 1400 BC) is far too long.
The second is the view that Assyria, prior to ca. 1100 BC, used a lunar calendar, which
resulted in dates which per century are three years too high.

Since the whole of the Old Assyrian period precedes the so-called ‘Dark Age’ (which
in Assyria starts after the death of Isme-Dagan) and synchronisms with Babylonia before
Samsi-Adad I’s reign are lacking, the reconstruction of the Old Assyrian chronology in
itself cannot be used as an argument pro or contra a shorter chronology. It does not affect
the length of the interval between the end of the Ur III period and the death of Samsi-
Adad I, estimated above at nearly 250 years.

Application of the ‘lunar reduction’ to the dates presented in § 1 would reduce the
interval betweem Irisum’s accession and Samsi-Adad’s death to ca. 193 years. The year of
Irisum’s accession would become ca. 1950 BC, that of the end of level II of karum Kanish
ca. 1810 BC. Again, it is impossible to derive arguments from Old Assyrian chronology as
a whole to prove or disprove this assumption and a somewhat longer distance between the
end of Ur III rule of Assur and the rise of the ‘Puzur-Assur dynasty’ presents no
chronological problems. If we accept the new chronology advocated by Gasche et al.,
with SamSi-Adad I reigning between ca. 1719 and 1688 BC, Iri§um’s accession should be
dated to ca. 1881 BC and the end of Assyrian trade on karum Kanish level II to ca.
1747 BC, both dates which for lack of good synchronisms can be neither falsified nor
proved.

Still, there is reason to deal with both the general and the lunar reduction of the
chronology. For the question of the lunar calendar specific Old Assyrian calendric data
have to be considered. A possible reduction of the whole chronology has to take into
account the recent dendrochronological data for ancient Anatolian palatial buildings,
whose history has links with the Old Assyrian historical data.

2.1. Assyria and the problem of intercalation

Gasche et al. (§ 3.1.2) consider the use of a lunar calendar in Assyria prior to
Tiglath-Pileser I (ca. 1100 BC), though not yet confirmed by direct evidence, likely in the
absence of any “evidence of intercalary months in Assyrian texts.” In doing so they follow
Weidner and Larsen, but apparently have not taken notice of the more recent analysis by
Koch,1 3 to which Wilfred van Soldt called my attention. Koch raises serious objections to
Weidner’s views and, in the framework of his analysis of the topography of the
Babylonian sky and its fixed stars, tries to prove that the Assyrians did apply an intercalary
rule during the Middle Assyrian period. It had to secure that, with a lunar calendar, fixed
stars indeed continued to rise during the very months they were considered to govern.
When every three (rarely two) years this was no longer the case, an additional month was
inserted into the calendar. And in order to maintain the link between a fixed star and its
named month and between monthly, cyclical festivals and the seasonal events of the solar
year, the added month, though counted as the first month of the new calendar year, was

1 3 Koch 1989, ch. XVII, § 4 (p. 132-141).
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given the same name as the last month of the previous year. This secured a more or less
stable position of the named months in the solar year, while in the calendric year, where
months were counted, they gradually moved backwards. Though direct evidence for such
additional months is hard to bring, because they were not qualified as “second month x,”
their existence is suggested by an analysis of VS 19, 73 and 21,1.1 4

Koch considers it “durchaus denkbar” that such a praxis of intercalating went back to
Old Assyrian times. But he assumes that, in the absence of ‘intercalation rules’, in that
period not the correlation between fixed stars and named months, but the vernal equinox
was used to correlate the calendar with the solar year. When the month which covered that
event had “fallen back,” one added a month, which was given the same name as the
previous month. This would have been a second month Kanwarta (the eighth month of
the Assyrian calendar), correlated with the vernal equinox as “Jahresorientierungsmarke.”
Koch apparently was not familiar with the fact that Larsen 1974 had brought conclusive
evidence that the Old Assyrian eponymic calendar started with Bêlet-ekallim as first month,
which was synchronous with the sixth month of the Mari spring calendar, IGI.KUR. The
Old Assyrian calendar during that time (early 18th century BC) hence must have started
with the autumnal equinox. This event then may have served as “Jahresorientierungs¬
marke” and decided on the need of adding an intercalary month. Intercalation hence,
quite naturally, would have lead to regularly adding a second twelfth month (Allanatum)
to the calendar, so that Bëlet-ekallim would remain correlated with the autumnal equinox.
Larsen points to the fact that the occurrence in a few texts from Mari of an intercalary
second or doubled fifth month (called tasnit Hibirtum), though attested in texts from the
reign of Zimrilim, must reflect the (older) Old Assyrian praxis of doubling the twelfth
Assyrian month, Allanatum, since it is synchronous with Hibirtum.

2.1.1. The month zibiba/urum

Is there evidence for this state of affairs during the Old Assyrian period? As in the
Middle Assyrian period, texts never mention a “second” or “doubled” month of
Allanatum, but there are two kinds of evidence for some kind of intercalation.

In a recent study on the Old Assyrian hamustum or week-eponymy,15 I called
attention to three occurrences of the month-name zibiba/urum 16 in datings of debt-notes
(in one case the date is “the beginning of the month of z.,” SAG.ITU z.). While the

1 4 Koch 1989, 139f. “In solchem Faile ist... ein direkter Beweis für den bei Schlaltung doppelt gezahlten
Monat des mittalassyrischen Kalenders erbracht.”
The situation was similar at Emar, in the 13th century BC, (Fleming 2000, 214-218) where comparable
features at Sippar (local OB calendar) and Nuzi are mentioned.

1 5 See Veenhof 1995-96, 13ff., § 5 for details.
1 6 A phonetic writing is impossible due to the ambiguity of the signs ZI and BI : long or short vowel, /e/ or

I'd ; doubled or single consonant. The word is always in the genitive, as is common for a month-name of
the type “month of....” (warah + noun in the genitive, cf. warah sip/m, warah allanatim, etc.). The single
spelling ZI-BI-BA-n-zzn could be a real variant (ZI-Bl-Barum) or one without vowel harmony, which would
imply a nominative ZI-BI-Burum.
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etymology of this name remains unclear,17 I could show that in all cases it refers to a date
at the very end of the year, following month XII of the Assyrian calendar. In one pair of
texts dated to the same year, the same week-eponym appears both during month XII and
the month zibiba/urum and something similar happens in another pair, one of which,
however, does not mention the week-eponym. This is explainable because a week¬
eponym’s term of office of exactly seven days could cover the last days of one month and
the first of the next. In the cases just mentioned that would be the last days of month XII
and the first of the new, intercalary month zibiburum. One occurrence of this month-name
(EL no. 31) is dated to “the year-eponym who had taken over from Iddin-Assur,” a
designation used when the name of the newly elected eponym was not yet known in
Anatolia, which was frequently the case during the first months of the new calendar year.
This again indicates that this particular month followed the last month of the eponymic
year, which was Allandtum. Additional support for this conclusion may be found in an
unpublished text kt k/k 65 (courtesy K. Hecker), dated to the same week-eponym and
‘successor eponym’ as EL no. 31, but now to month XII. But in this text the ‘successor
eponym’, always referred to as “he who had taken over from” his predecessor (he was
already in office, but his name was not yet known), in a unique way is designated as “he
who will take over.” This suggests that the scribe was already looking ahead to the new
eponymic year, whose official beginning may have been postponed by the insertion of an
intercalary month. Its new year-eponym had already been elected, but had not yet taken
up his office.

With the help of the new eponym list it is now clear that the only two dated
occurrences (the third unfortunately does not mention a year-eponymy) of this month
zibiba/urum are during year eponymies 81 and 84, which means a distance of three years,
which is to be expected when a lunar calendar by intercalation is adjusted to a solar one.
But if this reflects a form of intercalation, it is strange that there are no attestations of the
month zibiba/urum before and in particular after the eponymy years 81-84, during the
heyday of the trade, from which we have hundreds of dated debt-notes. Was it only a
short-lived attempt which, for whatever reason, was not continued ?

2.1.2. The system of ‘successor eponyms’

There is more evidence, which fits Koch’s proposal of intercalation by doubling the
last month of the calendar before the “Jahresorientierungsmarke.” It can be derived from a
systematic analysis of all occurrences of ‘successor eponyms,’ which is presented below in
the form of a table.

‘Successor eponymies’ occur when documents are not dated by “month x, eponym
A,” but by “month x, eponym he who had taken over from A.” 18 The year eponym was

1 7 It evokes comparison with the monthname biri/uzar(r)i(m), attested at Mari (see ARM 16/1, 271) but
presumably at home at Terqa.

1 8 In Assyrian sa iqqaté A isbutu, rarely ilqe^u, usually abbreviated to sa qatè A. The two oldest Old
Assyrian occurrences of a ‘successor eponymy’ still use the designation sa warki A, “he who is (came) after
A,” see Veenhof 2001, § 5 note 48.
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appointed in the capital Assur, apparently in a ceremony which included the drawing of
lots, and it was not known beforehand who was going to give his name to the coming year.
Occurrences of ‘successor eponymies’ imply that the name of the newly appointed
eponym was not (yet) known to the writer of a document. According to Larsen 19 this
could be due either to an irregularity in the succession, perhaps caused by political
disorder, which had delayed or frustrated his appointment, or to problems of
communication. The latter is clearly the case in an Old Assyrian text found in the karum of
Bogazköy (KBo 9,4 : 9f.), dated to the tenth month of the year of the successor of the
successor (sa qdt qatim) of Pilah-Suen. While we cannot exclude occasional problems of
succession during the more than a century of Old Assyrian trade in Kanish,20 the regular
occurrence of ‘successor eponymies’ during the best attested period of karum Kanish,2 1

requires a different explanation. The only acceptable cause, as already pointed out by
Larsen, must be delay of information on his identity, but not one simply due to the
distance between Assur and Kanish, which could be covered by messengers and caravans
in four to six weeks. Since, as the following table shows, in a few years the new eponym
was already known in Kanish in the first month of the year, but in many others ‘successor
eponymies’ are still attested during the third, fourth and fifth (three times) months, we are
confronted with a much longer and to some extent fluctuating delay. The only
conceivable cause is climatic : the Anatolian winter interrupted communication between
Assur and Anatolia,22 but its beginning and length varied.

This interpretation — thus far the only one which seems to make sense — suggests
that the beginning of the new year, when the new eponym was appointed, was coordinated
with the solar year. But in a system based on a lunar year without intercalation the start of
the eponym’s period of office in the first month (Bèlet-ekallim) over the years would have
moved backwards through the solar year and this would exclude the ‘climatic’ explanation
of the regular occurrences of ‘successor eponyms’ during the same first months of the
year. Larsen 1976, 193 hence believes that “there was some system in operation during
the level 2 period at Kanish which secured a constant coordination between the month¬
calendar and the year eponymy, i.e. it was a kind of solar calendar.” But for lack of
evidence on intercalation, it remained uncertain in which way this coordination was
secured. At this point a systematic tabulation of all attestations of ‘successor eponyms’
during the best attested period (eponymies 80-110, with in general between fifteen and
forty occurrences per eponymy) proves to be helpful.

1 9 Larsen 1974 and 1976, 53 note 18 and 192ff.
20 See for a possible example, Veenhof 2001, § 2.5,a (probably the early death of an elected eponym,

succeeded by his brother).
2 1 After its (thus far) first occurrence, sa qatë 75, the feature becomes regular with eponym 79 and is attested

with all eponymies until 120, with only two exceptions, eponymies 78 and 82.
2 2 The texts from karum Kanish contain many references to the impact of the Anatolian winter (journeys

undertaken “before the winter,” the arrival, kasadum, maqatum and sanaqum. of the winter ; see CAD K 595,
2. a) and refer also to the “(re)opening of the roads” (naptu harranim) after the winter.
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Total 145/694

no. I II in IV V VI VII VIII IX X XI XII att.
78 - - X X X X X X X X X X -/12
79 - - - - - X X X X X X X 4/12

80 z q q q q/x X X X X X X X q/x 6/14
81 q/x q/x X X q/x X X X - X 4/15
82 q q q/x X X X X X X X X X -/15
83 X X X X X X X X X X X 2/20

84 z - q/x q/x X X X X X X X X X 5/20
85 q q q/x X X X X X X X - 4/35
86 q/x X X X X X X X X X 4/15
87 - X q/x X X X X X X X X X 4/25
88 q/x X q/x X X X X X X X X X 2/15
89 X q/x q/x X X X X X X X X X 2/30
90 - q q X X X X X X X X X 2/10
91 - q X q/x X X X X X X X X 4/25
92 q - - q X X X X X X X q/x 8/20
93 q q/x q/x X X X X X X X q 4/12
94 - q/x X q/x X X X X X X X 4/12
95 q/x q q q/x X X X X X X X X 5/17
96 q q/x q - X X X X X X X X 5/35
97 - q q/x q/x X X X X X X X q/x 7/25
98 - - q/x q/x q/x X X X X X X X 5/25
99 X - q - - X X X X X q 3/9
100 - - q X X X X X X X X 4/20
101 q q q q/x X X X X X X X X 5/20
102 q q q q/x X X X X X X X X 5/15
103 q q/x q/x X X X X X X X - - 4/12
104 q q/x q/x X X X X X X X X 3/30
105 X q/x q/x X X X X X X X X X 8/30
106* q/x q/x q/x q/x q/x X X X X X X X 6/15
107 q/x q/x q/x q/x X X X X X X X q/x 6/30
108 q q q q/x q/x X X X X X X X 2/20
109 q X X X X X X X X X X 1/10
110 - q - X X X X X X X X X 2/10

Attestation of Old Assyrian Year-Eponyms During the Months of the Year 23

In the preceding table x marks regular attestations during the months of the year, q
‘successor eponymies,’ q/x indicates that for a particular month both a ‘successor’ and a
regular eponym are attested, - means not (yet) attested, and z after the number of the
eponym an attestation of the month zibiba/irum. Occurrences of the successor of eponym
x are listed under eponym x+1, since they belong to the same calendar year and in order to
bring out the complementarity and at times overlap during the same eponymy year. While
all individual occurrences of sa gate eponyms are listed, those of regular year-eponymies

2 3 There are more than 20 cases, including 5 sa qatê, of ASSur-nada without patronym, which could be both
95 and 99. Since before the appearance of 99 the need of identifying 95 was absent, I assume that most or
all of these refer to 95. The same must be true of 106 and 114, both called Enna-Suen, where we have 19
occurrences, including 8 sa qatè, without filiation. Identical week-eponyms in some cases provide
confirmation for this view.
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are based on their first and last attestations : if an eponymy is first attested in month IV and
last in month XI, all months from IV to XI are marked by an x. In the last column, which
mentions the total number of attestations, the first figure refers to successor eponyms, the
second to the regular ones. The figures are those known to me by the end of 2000. Study
and publication of new texts and archives will change them and presumably fill some gaps,
but I consider the sample representative enough for drawing certain conclusions.24

This table not only shows the heavy concentration of ‘successor eponyms’ during
the first four months of the year, but also the occurrence of six eponymy years — 80, 92,
93, 97, 99 and 107 — where a ‘successor eponym’ occurs during month XII. Since we
cannot assume that in a period of regular communication between Assur and Kanish the
identity of the new eponym was still unkown in Anatolia twelve months after his
appointment in Assur, the references must apply to the new year. Their occurrences and
the fact that such odd references are limited to month XII, could be explained on the basis
of the intercalation practice suggested by Koch : in certain years a second month XII was
inserted to restore the correlation with the autumnal equinox. This might also explain the
occurrence, in eponymies 92, 99 and 107, of references both to the current and the new
eponym in what seems to be the same month, Allanatum, but actually would be a regular
and a second month XII. This explanation links up with that suggested above for the rare
occurrences of the month zibiba/urum, which seems to follow month XII. Perhaps the latter
reflect an attempt to distinguish a second, intercalated and hence confusing month XII from
a regular month XII by means of a special name.

This interpretation of Old Assyrian intercalation practice is a hypothesis, which tries
to explain a number of odd features and links up with what has been suggested by Koch
for the Middle Assyrian period. A hypothesis also because there are features which I
cannot explain, such as the by no means rare cases where the same first months of a year
are identified both by ‘successor eponyms’ and by regular ones, a feature which one
cannot simply put down to scribal idiosyncracy. Also the fact that eponymy years 92 and
93 both might have had an added, second month Allanatum.

And there is a more serious problem. The fact, proved by Larsen, that month I of
the Old Assyrian eponymy calendar was synchronous with month VI of the Mari spring
calendar, suggests that the Assyrian calendar and eponymy year started with the first new
moon after the autumnal equinox, hence between September 24 and October 23. Since the
new eponym must have been designated some time before, there should have been no
problem of getting the information on his name to Anatolia before the winter, which

24 Figures for regular and ‘successor eponyms’ in some cases are a little biased. There is evidence for
mistakes by scribes (which also occur with modern ‘scribes’ who have drafted lists of eponyms), but this is
usually difficult to prove (occurrence of 99 in month I and then only in month VII is suspicious). Many
occurrences, moreover, are in large memorandums which list unpaid debts with their dates. In some cases a
‘successor eponymy’ has been replaced by the then known name of the new eponym, see Veenhof 1983/84.
Finally, we must reckon with the fact that in the large area in Anatolia, where Assyrian traders were
established, the information on the name of the new eponym was not immediately used by all scribes or
did not reach them all at the same time. Actually, we have no information how this information was passed
on, neither an official letter sent from Assur to the karum, nor a private one sent in Anatolia, which reveals
the new eponym’s identity.
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would exclude a climatic explanation of the occurrences of ‘successor eponyms’ during
the first months of the year. Larsen must have realized this problem and I assume this is
the reason why he writes : “My interpretation of the OA data, in particular of the sa qati
datings, leads to the conclusion that the eponym year did not begin with the spring
equinox ; rather, the evidence from level 2, the early OA period, indicates winter solstice as
a likely starting point for the new year ; but in the later OA period, level lb (synchronous
with the evidence from Mari — K.R.V.), one could also think of autumn equinox.” 25 He
does not explain why and how the beginning of the Assyrian eponym year shifted. I can
only state that the evidence we have on the eponymies during this later Old Assyrian
period (karum Kanish level lb), limited as it is, anyhow does not show a concentration of
‘successor eponyms’ during the first months of the year or any other specific pattern.
Texts from Kanish and Bogazköy attest single occurrences of them in months III, IV, VI,
VII, VIII, IX, and XI, and three occurrences in month X.26 But some of these occurrences
in late months of the year, especially those from Bogazköy, may be the result of irregular
communication between Anatolia and Assur (note the occurrence of a sa qat qatim
eponymy, mentioned above).

Questions hence remain, but we cannot ignore a number of features which suggest
the existence of an intercalation practice. This in itself is not surprising, since Assur as part
of the empire of Ur III must have been familar with it. Anyhow, one should hesitate to
take the absence of intercalation in early Assyria for granted and adapt its chronology
accordingly by a ‘lunar reduction,’ before these features and problems have received a
convincing solution.

2.2. Dendrochronological data from Ancient Anatolia

Dendrochronological data from Anatolia have been collected and analysed over
many years by Peter I. Kuniholm and his staff and he is now able to present an
uninterrupted series of tree-rings which covers a period of two millennia, from the 27th
until the 7th century BC. Moreover, he has been able to turn the by nature relative,
“floating” chronology of these tree-rings into an absolute one by identifying the two most
notable “major growth events” in his second millennium BC series with comparable
markers noted elsewhere, in Northern Hemisphere tree-ring chronology and in Greenland
ice cores, to be dated to 1628/7 and 1159 BC respectively.27 Dendrochronology is now
able to show that the “old palace” of Kanish Kiiltepe was built in 2033 BC, plus or minus
about four years for the last existing rings of the (juniper) floor boards of the palace ; its
lifespan and the date of its destruction are unknown. The younger palace of Kanish, called
“Warshama’s palace,” would have been built in 1810 BC (beams with the barks present),

25 Larsen 1974, 18.
26 See Veenhof 2001, § 9.1 and 2.
2 7 See Kuniholm et al. 1996. The second event is convincingly linked with an eruption of Hekla 3 on

Iceland. The identification of the 1628/7 BC event with the eruption of Santorini/Thera causes problems
for the Egyptian chronology of the beginning of the New Empire and is also questioned as the cause of
extraordinary growth of tree-rings (Renfrew 1996, 734). This historical identification., however, is not
relevant to our problem, as long as the absolute date of the growth event is established.
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while repairs were executed 61 years later, hence in 1749 BC ; how long after that it
continued to exist/function is not known. Tree-rings finally show that one of the palatial
buildings excavated at Acemhöyük, the so-called ‘Sankaya Palace,’ was built in 1752 BC
(the date of the cutting of junipers and cedars, with barks present, used for the wall
footings).

In the absence of early Anatolian (building) inscriptions, the only way to relate these
dendrochronological data to history is via Old Assyrian texts. The construction date of the
“old palace” of Kanish, 2033 BC, unfortunately is too early and in any chronology well
before Old Assyrian presence there ; moreover, we do not know how long this palace
existed. The construction date of the younger palace, 1810 BC, could be related to the
revival of Old Assyrian commercial presence at Kanish during karum level lb, which
probably started during the reign of §am§i-Adad I, according to the Middle Chronology
around 1800 BC, a good thirty years after the destruction and abandonment of level II.
But there is no concrete inscriptional evidence to relate the construction or existence of this
palace to a particular period of Assyrian commercial activity. Moreover, the substantial
repairs in the palace, carried out in 1749 BC, might equally well be somehow connected
with the renewed presence of the Assyrians.

The ‘Sankaya palace’ at Acemhöyük offers better possibilities, because it contained
clay bullae with Old Assyrian inscriptions and seal impressions. Among them some of
king Samsi-Adad I and of Aplahanda of Karkemis,28 and several whose cuneiform text
identifies them as belonging to shipments sent by an Assyrian trader “to my
representative(s).” The latter carried an impression of an Old Assyrian seal, which
Professor Nimet ÖzgÜQ could identify with a seal impression found in karum Kanish
level lb. Other bullae carried the official seal of the “City House” of Assur and had been
attached to packets addressed to karum Kanish, but which for unknown reasons had been
shipped on, without being opened at Kanish, to Acemhöyük. This ‘palace’ hence was in
use during the period of karum Kanish level lb, when the trade flourished. The presence
of Samsi-Adad’s seal implies that this king must have lived after 1752 BC, when this
‘palace’ was built, which excludes his death in 1776 BC, as postulated by the Middle
Chronology. An arrival of these bullae during the first years of the palace’s existence and
the last years of the king’s reign, would still require a thirty years lowering of the Middle
Chronology and one might easily add many years. This also has to do with the
interpretation of the circumstances of the discovery of the bullae.29 If they had been
simply discarded when the packets they had been attached to were opened, their presence
might be related to the (violent) end and destruction of the palace. This would imply a
much later arrival of these bullae and hence a further reduction of the chronology, but we
cannot say by how much, because the lifespan of the building is unknown. If, however, as
Professor Nimet Özgüg argues, the sealed bullae, after the packets had been opened, were
saved, collected and filed in special rooms (in one case on wooden shelves along the

28 See for the facts and various interpretations, Veenhof 1993.
29 See Veenhof 1993, 654f.
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