ed to the period .... but with no possibility of bet-
ter definition in reference to one of the three fol-
lowing phases”. And the author concludes : “This
is obviously a purely practical division, dictated
more by the contingent situation and the effecti-
ve availability of repertoires than by actual inter-
pretations of the archaeological data ; it would be
useless, for example, to try to further subdivide
phase IA 1, for the simple reason that we do not
have sufficient material to justify such a definiti-
on”. There seems to be a marked continuity of ce-
ramic traditions in IA 1 into IA 2, but the relative
lack of excavated and published evidence from
IA 1 is a severe obstacle for charting develop-
ments accurately. While Late and Post Assyrian
levels are often close to the surface of sites, they
evidently often cover or seal earlier phases of oc-
cupation, which are consequently difficult to ex-
plore in large exposures, while “Assyrian” sites
abandoned in the 10th or 9th centuries are rare.
The recent resumption of archaeological activity
in a central portion of the Assyrian heartland in
northeastern Iraq may well in time help solve this
problem.

Another aspect, very much relevant for the
concept of an Aftlas, is the spread of “Assyrian”
types and production from the heartland (Region
1) and into the 6 other regions defined. The cata-
logue of sites in these regions in Chapter 2.c is
accompanied by brief but interesting summaries
of the scale and scope of diffusion in each regi-
on, and summed up (p. 61) as follows : “Assyrian
style seems to have ‘penetrated’ especially in
types of vessels intended for everyday and per-
sonal use, and in ‘luxury’ items .... This circums-
tance is certainly not coincidental, and must be
meaningful within the scope of analysis of the
type of relations between Assyria and the popula-
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tion it conquered ....”.

Pursuit of this theme seems indeed to of-
fer many interesting perspectives, as archaeo-
logical evidence increasingly can be matched
with the fairly detailed historical record of the
Assyrian empire and its expansion. On the upper
Euphrates in Syria, for instance, where this re-
viewer has organised salvage excavations at two
sites with Iron Age levels, it seems possible to
define the river itself as a border of penetration.
Middle Assyrian ceramics have been excavated
on the east bank, at Tell Ahmar, but not direct-
ly opposite, on the west bank, at Tell Aushariye
(Eidem, R/A 11: 532-533). Although Aushariye
seems likely to hide the ruins of ancient Pitru
(alias Ana-Assur-uter-asbat), and hence the lo-
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cation of an Assyrian fortress, (re)established by
Tiglath-pileser I (11th cent. BC), the only trace
of Middle Assyrian presence recovered are some
fragments of cuneiform tablets found in the last
(2010) campaign. The early Iron Age is other-
wise represented by a local ceramic assemblage,
similar to material excavated at other sites nearby
(KEHLET 2004). The picture changes, however,
in the 7th cent. BC, when typical Late and Post
Assyrian ceramics are found also on the west
bank sites. Further west, on the other hand, in the
Sajour Valley, Assyrian influence seems to fade,
and this fits the conclusion offered by Anastasio,
namely that in Western Syria: “Pottery produc-
tion always remained local, and .... all that can be
truly recognized as Assyrian is a certain “stylistic
inspiration” (p. 23). The more precise contours
and implications of this “stylistic inspiration” are
certainly of considerable interest, and obvious-
ly merit further exploration. However, potential
local exceptions with specific backgrounds (like
military garrisons, colonies of deportees etc.)
apart, substantial Assyrian impact in terms of ce-
ramics seems confined to a “Greater Assyria” in
the Jezira and East-Tigris regions, This, I think,
underlines a presumed historical continuity, poli-
tically and culturally, from the early 2nd Mill. -
through pivotal Middle Assyrian times - into the
Ist Mill. BC. The “stylistic inspiration”, found
further afield, is a reminder that the Late Assyrian
empire matched and extended limits reached by
the 4th Mill. Uruk “expansion”. How these two
phenomena compare, however, is another story,
worthy of a separate Atlas.
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MOFIDI-NASRABADI, B. — Aspekte der Herr-
schaft und der Herrscherdarstellungen in Elam im
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Akkadica 132 (2011)

2. Jt. v. Chr. (Veréffentlichungen zur Kultur und
Geschichte des Alten Orients un des Alten Testa-
ments 356). Ugarit-Verlag, Miinster, 2009. (104 p.,
20 P1.). ISBN : 978-3-86835-013-5.

Voici un treés beau fascicule issu d’un tra-
vail effectué dans le cadre d’une recherche sur la
représentation du souverain en Mésopotamie, en
Syrie du Nord et en Elam aux Ille et Ile millé-
naires. Avant d’aborder le sujet proprement dit,
Iauteur rappelle qu’il est indispensable de dater
les sources les unes par rapport aux autres, la
chronologie relative étant plus importante que la
chronologie absolue. S’agissant de cette derni-
ére, il adopte la chronologie courte présentée par
H. GASCHE et al. 1998, laquelle est encore loin
de faire I'unanimité. Il montre une excellente
connaissance de 1’ensemble des questions que
souléve la chronologie, en expose la bibliogra-
phie en méme temps que I’état des lieux. I ne
propose pas d’hypothéses nouvelles, mais se livre
sans concession et avec une grande probité a une
discussion des questions en suspens. Sur les ins-
criptions des sceaux-cylindres, on peut faire les
remarques suivantes :

no 10: a la ligne 2, il faut lire Au-uk-*KAL.
LA, sachant que KAL.LA est une graphie
logographique pour le nom élamite Tanra

no 13: le nom du pére est Ikun-pisa

no 14: a la ligne 3, le signe LA est clairement
lisible sur la photographie, il faut donc lire
le logogramme KAL.LA, comme précé-
demment

no25: a la ligne 2, comme la photographie
le laisse nettement voir, la restitution
[DUMU] est exclue; le signe TU est écrit
sous le signe AT de la premiére ligne

no 26: le texte est a lire: at-fa-pu-ni [EGI]R
SUKKAL [IR ku]-ku-sa-ni-it. La fin du
signe EGIR est tout a fait admissible au
vu des traces; le titre egir.sukkal est do-
cumenté en MDP 55, 26: 17 ; voir, égale-
ment, egir.teppir : SOLLBERGER 1968 : 30.

no 38: a la ligne 4, le signe AG (KL.AG) est
parfaitement lisible

no43: sceau d’InSuSinak-Sar-ilani; [’auteur
omet de mentionner les trois empreintes
d’Adad-eris, serviteur de ce roi, publiées
par HERRERO et GLASSNER (1990: 6) et
GLASSNER (1991 : 111).
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