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1. Introduction.

E. Sollberger has recently published a Neo-
Babylonian copy of a royal inscription of the Old
Akkadian king Sar-kali-Sarif in the British Museum.!
Since the corpus of this king’s inscriptions is not
large nor his texts generally of great length, the new
piece of seventy-one lines is a most welcome addi-
tion. We are thankful to Sollberger for his edition of
this poorly preserved tablet.

One would be interested in finding the Old Akka-
dian original of this text, and an examination of
some hitherto unplaced stone fragments of Old
Akkadian date shows that the original text has in
fact been known, at least in part, for some time.

What tipped off such an identification was the
appearance in the Neo-Babylonian copy, col. iii
20-1, of a reference to the Upper Sea [t]i-a-am-tim
Fa-IN-tim. This recalled to the author the reference
to the Upper Sea found in Lehmann-Haupt, Materi-
alien, pp.6f. no.2, a stone fragment generally attri-
buted to Naram-Sin purchased at the mosque at
Nineveh. To this piece Thompson, Archaeologia 79
pl.xLir no.47, excavated at Nineveh, had already
been joined.? The two joined pieces completely
agreed with the Neo-Babylonian copy published by
Sollberger, which was interesting, but since they were
of a phraseology typical of several Naram-Sin
inscriptions there seem to be no proof that they were
the original of the Sollberger piece. However, in
checking more unplaced Old Akkadian stone frag-
ments it was discovered that BM 98917 (cT 32 pl.5),
also excavated by Thompson at Nineveh, joined the
Lehmann-Haupt piece, the obverse of the BM piece
being placed to the right of Lehmann-Haupt frag-
ment. While the text of BM 98917 did not entirely
agree with the transliteration of the Neo-Babylonian
copy, it was easy to see how with a few minor
modifications of the transliteration of this very
poorly preserved portion of the tablet, it could be
made to harmonize with it. Subsequent enquiries to
the British Museum added two more unpublished
stone fragments excavated at Nineveh by Thompson
which probably belong to this tablet. The various

IE. Sollberger, ‘A New Inscription of Sar-kali-§arri’, So-
cieties and Languages of the Ancient Near East, Studies in
Honour of I.M. Diakonoff, pp. 345f.

2See H. Hirsch, AfO 20 (1963) p.18 no.4.

stone pieces duplicate perfectly twenty-three lines of
the Neo-Babylonian copy, so there can be little
doubt that they are the same text. I am very thankful
to C.B.F. Walker for tracking down the new
material for me and for offering a number of percep-
tive comments into the nature of the inscription as a
whole.

The discovery of the original Old Akkadian pieces
is important not only in its own right but also
because it enables us to correctly read col.iv of the
obverse, a section which is too badly worn on the
Neo-Babylonian copy to give a reliable reading. In
addition, I. Finkel kindly collated the end of the
Neo-Babylonian copy and was able to offer some
new readings for which I thank him.

2. Edition.

Text of Sar-kali-Sarrf dealing with the construction of
the Inanna temple in Zabala.

A. Exemplars.

A BM 38302 (80-11-12,184), Sollberger, Diakonoff
Festschrift pp.345ff. (1-71 and colophon).

B, Thompson, Archaeologia 79, no.49 (2-4).

B Lehmann-Haupt, Materialien, no.2 (9-12; 19-21).

B; BM 98917 (Th. 1905-4-9,423), King, ct 32, pl.5
(19-22; 28-33; 40-2).

B. BM 98919 (Th. 1905-4-9,425), published here3
(26-7).

Bs BM 98918 (Th. 1905-4-9,424), King, cT 32, pl.5
(38-9).

Bs BM 128215 (Th. 1929-10-12,871), published here*
(unplaced).

3See fig. 1. I would like to thank the trustees of the British
Museum for permission to publish BM 98919 and BM 128215.
4See fig. 2. Unfortunately this piece cannot be made to fit
the text as known from the Neo-Babylonian copy. Concern-
ing it Walker writes (letter of 15 Dec. 1983) ‘It seems to be
in the same reddish stone with the same size of script and
same vertical width between the lines.’
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B. Transliteration.*

A B,

B,

B,

B;

i

| Sar-ka-li-sar-ri
2 da-num

3 lugal .

4 a-ka-dek!
5 ba-dim

6 Tknl-bara-rx x1
7 é-"Tinannal

8 in zabalask1

ii

9 lNil-nu

10 ki-Tibl-ra-rtum?
11 ar-ba-Tumi

12 is-ti-ni-is

13 i-Tkira_1-ni-su,
14 Ti-nu-mi-su
15 [is)-tum-ma

16 a-bar-ti

17 ti-a-am-tim

B2+B3

iii

18 sa-pil-tim

19 a-di-ma

20 [t)i-a-am-tim
21 fa-li-tim

22 ni-Se,,

23 u

24 sa-dii-e

25 ka-la-Su-nu-ma

iv

26 La-nal

27 “en-lil

28 u-ra-is

29 ran

30 slar-r)i-si-in

31 Finl [ka-mé]-e

32 u-sa-Tri-ib1

33 gtab-rz’-is“

34 “en-lil

35 Sar-ka-li-sar-ri

vi

36 da-niim

37 in [nam]-dag
d lim-Tnu-ti

38 “en-lil

* Here the Neo-Babylonian copy is listed beside the original
Old Akkadian fragments; § represents a sibilant which
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[...]
[d)a-num
[TJugal Ki
[a-k]a-de[™
[...]

{...]

[...]

[...]

[{]-Tr
[ki-i1b-ra-tum
ar-ba-um
i$-ti-ni-[is)

[...]

ral-[di]-T ma?

tli-ratl-am-{tlim

a-li-tim
[ni]-[s]e.
[...]

[...]
[...]

[d |
[T1ren-1i[1]
[u-ral-i}s
u
sSar-ri-si-in
in ka-mé-e
u-sd-ri-ib
rmah-ri-is

[...]

[...]

[...]
[..]

(djren-tiq]

corresponds to §'in post Old Akkadian times.

B,
39 in REC 169 [iln REC 169

40 da}r{zg-cf‘i 169 Idal- ng-t%fg

41 ma-na-ma ma-[na-ma)
42 pd-ni-su Dpd-nli-su)
43 u-la [...]
44 Ta-[ba-a)l [...]
4§ 1...] [...]
vi
46 ha-ThalM-la-ds
47 na-gdb
48 Tidigna.i,1
49 u
50 NI-u-rx1
51 na-gdb
52 TUD[K]IB.NUN.I},1
53 ikzSu-ud-ma
54 E8rerin1
55 in Ta-ma-nim
vii
56 Sa dba-qt’—i§
57 € “inanna
58 ib-tu-qu
As for the curse and colophon sections, lines 59-79,
no change is noted except lines 72-3 which read:
. na, e Nag «

a-na pi-i na-ri-a Sa mar-hus-a

‘According to a narua of marhusa stone’.

‘

P P p— iy p— f— p— iy p—

P— p—
[e—ya—

r—
[y

C. Translation.

Sar-kali-sarri, the mighty, king of Akkad, the builder
of ..., temple of Inanna at Zabala.

When the four quarters as one turned hostile against
him, at that time, from beyond the Lower Sea all the
way to the Upper Sea, he smote for Enlil the peoples
and mountains in their totality and brought their
kings in before Enlil in fetters.

Sar-kali-Sarrf, the mighty, among the enemies of
Enlil, in fierce battles' shows no mercy to anyone.

He reached the source of the Tigris ... and the source
of the Euphrates rivers.

They cut down cedar in the Amanus [mountains] as
an extension of the temple of Inanna.

3. Commentary
A, Text

13: Read i-kira (xir)-ni-su, from nakaru as T.
Jacobsen, ‘Iphur—l)(’i§i and His Times’, AfO 26
(1978-9), p.12, note 45, suggests.

31: This is the only occurence of this noun kamiim
derived from the verb kamiim, which cap K p.128a
suggests is to be translated ‘fetters’.

56: ba-qi-is is presumably a participle from the
poorly attested verb bagasu. While the meaning of
this verb is not certain, the lexical equation: ¢ E =
[bal-ga-su Diri 1 169f. suggests that it means ‘to pro-
trude’, one of the meanings suggested by cap. The
translation ‘extension’ for bagis is based on- this
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understanding.

58: The form ib-tu-git suggests the verb is plural
but the change from previous singular subject is
unexpected.

B. General Discussion.
I. The content of the piece.

Although a number of events are narrated, the text is
basically concerned with the construction of the tem-
ple of Inanna in Zabala. This is the first deed men-
tioned in the text after the king’s titles and seems to
indicate the purpose for which the stone as a whole
was inscribed. It may be compared with the bricks
and brick stamps of Sar-kali-Sarri found in the Ekur

complex in l\%)pur which ead simply: Sar-ka-li-sar-ri

lugal a-ka-dée™ ba-dim ¢é en-h’l5 ‘Sar-kali-Sarri, king
of Akkad builder of the temple of Enlil.” By analogy
we might expect that the Nineveh tablet came origi-
nally from the Inanna temple in Zabala. The theme
is taken up again at the end of the text which refers
to the cedar in the Amanus range which was cut
down in order to make an extension for the Inanna
temple, presumably once again the Inanna temple in
Zabala.

What is noteworthy in this text, as Sollberger has
noted, is that everything that is narrated are deeds
which Naram-Sin of Akkad is known to have done;
the construction of the temple of Inanna in Zabala,®
the crushing of the great revolt,” the reaching of the
sources of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers,® and the
travelling to the Amanus mountains.® Is it possible
that the Neo-Babylonian copyist had a broken origi-
nal text of Naram-Sin at his disposal with the royal
name missing and he mistakenly restored the name
of Sar-kali-SarrT in the lacuna? It is extremely unfor-
tunate that the original stone pieces studied here do
not provide us with the royal name.

1. The typology of the text.

As reconstructed here, the original text seems to have
been a rectangular stone tablet about 29 x 25 x 7.7
cm. But what kind of object was it? The colophon
indicates that the Neo-Babylonian copy was made

sSee Hilprecht, BE 1 no.3.
SCf. rTC 86,106, 144: in 1 mu dna-ra—am-dEN.ZU us-se,, é
en-lil in nibru™! T é %inanna in zabalas" iS-ku-nu ‘In
one year Naram-Sin lay the foundation of the Enlil temple
in Nippur and of the Inanna temple in Zabala.’
"For text references to this event see P. Michalowski, ycs 32
(1980), p.240, n. 19.
8See I. J. Gelb, MAD 1, nos. 231; 236: in 1 mu drla—ra—am—
EN.ZU na-gdb idigna.i, ‘u4 buranun.i, ik-su-dii REC 169 $é-
nam-in-da’"' és-a-ru ... “In one year Naram-Sin reached the
source of the Tigris and Euphrates and defeated Senaminda.’
For the reading Senaminda see B. Foster, za 72 (1982) p.15.
°See H. Hirsch, AfO 20 (1963) p.74, Naram-Sin b5 col.i
21f.: it a-ma-nam Sa-dvi ®erin @ ti-a-am-tam a-li-tam i-qi-
i§-§[um]-ma ‘[And Nergal] gave him the Amanus, the cedar
forest and the Upper Sea ...’

from a na-ri-a of mar-hus-a stone.!® Marhusa stone
is fairly well attested from textual sources,!! but we
do not know what kind of stone it was. CAD sug-
gests a connection with Marha8i, a land east of
Elam.!? The B stone fragments all have a distinct
reddish hue, at least on one side,!? and therefore the
term may have something to do with Sumerian hus-a
‘red’.14

Since the term na-ri-a can refer to either a monu-
mental stele or a foundation tablet!s the question
arises as to which one our piece was. Our recon-
struction of the text is unlike most steles in that the
inscription fills the entire stone with no reliefs or
blank fields. The signs on the reverse are inscribed
upside down with respect to those on the obverse.
While it is true that the piece could have been
displayed on its right edge, one reading the boxes
down, as we find, for example, in the stele of the
Hammurapi Lawcode, this would have entailed read-
ing the ‘columns’ on the obverse from top to bot-
tom and on the reverse from bottom to top. Such
an arrangement is not found in any other stele that I
am aware of and argues against the piece being a
display stele.

A simpler explanation is to see the piece as a stone
foundation tablet. In order to read the text one sim-
ply flips the stone as in reading a clay tablet. If the
Nineveh text is in fact a foundation tablet, then this
piece joins the small fragments in Leiden published
by van Driel!'¢ as the second example of an Old
Akkadian foundation tablet.

u1. The provenance of the text.

While the Lehmann-Haupt piece was purchased from
the mosque at Nebi-Yunus, the other pieces were all
excavated by Thompson from the Nabid temple at
Nineveh.!? If the original text is indeed a foundation
tablet from the Inanna temple in Zabala, the ques-
tion arises as to what it was doing in Nineveh.
Presumably the piece had been taken there from the
south, possibly as booty, as a result of the action of
some Assyrian king, such as Sennacherib who is
known to have campaigned in the south.!8 Its find is

10Lines 72-3 collated by I. Finkel.

11See caD M! p.281.

120n Marhasi see most recently, P. Steinkeller, ‘The Ques-
tion of Marhasi’, za 72 (1982) pp.237ff.

13C.F.B. Walker, letter of 15 Dec. 1983.

14See B. Landsberger, scs 21 (1967), pp.149f.

15SeecAD N! pp.366f. sub nari 3a and 3b.

16See G. van Driel, Festschrift Bohl p.106.

"From sector v,7. See Archaeologia 79 (1929) pl.xLuI no.47
and pl.Lxm.

18We have, for example, a copy on a tablet from Nineveh of
a royal seal taken from Babylon to Assyria by Sennacherib,
see Grayson ARI 1 §§825-8.
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paralleled by the discovery of a stone foundation Whether Nergal-Sumi-ibni made his copy from the
tablet of Sulgi from Kutha also found at Nineveh.!® original in the Nabfi temple in Nineveh is not certain
but seems a distinct possibility.

Fig, 1 Fig. 2

B4 = BM 98919 B6 = BM 128215

Lehmann-Haupt]

Materialien,
no,2 BM 98917
King, CT 32,
Pl. S

Thompson,

BM 98918
cr 32, p1f
S

19See Amiaud, ‘L’inscription assyrienne de Doungi’, za 3,

pp. 94-5 said to come from Nineveh. Coresponding to the
Neo-Babylonian copy of the Sar-kali-8arri original text in \
Nineveh studied here published by Sollberger there is also a

late copy of the Sulgi foundation tablet originally from Ku-

tha, see cT 9, pl.3, BM 35389.
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