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layout of the Upper Town; a number of conceptual details can be seen as elements of urban planning: 
　　One of them is the open square in the centre – the “Anton Moortgat Square”, also determined 
archaeologically -, on which the streets of the Upper Town converge radially. The east side of the 
Square is still taken up by “Steinbau” VI (area S), which is probably separated from the profane regions 
by a round or oval temenos wall (Fig. 4).
　　The two later levels of this building - definitely antae temples - have outer walls on stone 
foundations and various mud brick installations, such as platforms and benches (Fig. 5). Among 
the most important finds are depositions of a composite statue made of bronze and stone over a wooden 
core, and another bucranium.
　　Apparently, the centre of the Upper Town was encompassed by a circular street (Figs. 6–7). 
Also the southeastern access to the Upper Town (Fig. 8), the central axis, ends on the “Anton Moortgat 
Square”, which extends towards the northwest and opens into another square in front of Palace F.
　　Surprisingly, the public buildings - temple and palace - are mainly restricted to the vicinity of 
the central axis , while the dwelling quarters take up the southwest and the northeast of the Upper 
Town.
　　The expansion of the town begins with the settling of the Lower Town in the course of period 
IB (area P), from period IC a comprehensive extension sets in. The complete Lower Town is covered 
by a network of streets laid out in a regular pattern. Besides the radial streets – some of which 
lead right into the Upper Town – another circular street serves the complete Lower Town. The results 
of excavations and geo-magnetic investigations suggest that this part of the town may possibly have 

Fig. 4　The geophysical prospection of the center with the plan of Temple S (EB IVA).



been used for production and storage in the first place.
　　At least in period ID the town-wall takes a polygonal course. Fortificatory efforts have brought 
forth a glacis shaped like a dike and bastions at regular intervals (Fig. 9).
　　Finally, the existence of an extensive Outer Town should be mentioned; it is situated north of 
the cult-building of the “Außenbau” and consists of places for production, including a canal coming 
from the wadi. If Alfonso Archi’s proposed equation of Tell Chuera with Abarsal is correct, we might 
here be in front of the kar abarsal3.
　　To my opinion, the ensuing image of the town and its organization – already beginning at the time 
of foundation around 3000 B.C. – is hardly imaginable against a background of nomadic structures.
　• Installation of a planned town with a planned network of streets and a specified house-building 
plan

　• central, administrative axis
　• mighty fortifications using up ca. 30 million bricks for the inner town-wall and ca. 40 million 
for the outer town-wall

　　Also the organization of the surroundings speaks against a founding by nomadic groups.
　　The survey in the vicinity of Tell Chuera is almost completed by now; it has proven the existence 
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 3 Archi 1998:4.

Fig. 5　The entrance of Temple S (EB IVA).
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Fig. 6　The plan of the geophysical prospection.

Fig. 7　Reconstruction of the planned city according to the results of the geophysical prospection (c. Fig. 6).



of a dense network of settlements consisting right from the start, around 3000 B.C., of at least three 
levels – Tell Chuera, Kharab Sayyar, Mgeddi – and at the latest from period Tell Chuera ID (EB 
IVB) of, at any rate, four levels.
　　In period ID the surroundings of Tell Chuera were run through by canals. Either they make 
use of small tributary wadis or they interconnect larger wadis. This finding leads to the conclusion 
that much more water must have been available in the 3rd millennium than has so far been assumed. 
The large wadis, such as Wadi Tell Chuera or Wadi Dehliz, where the settlements of the first and 
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Fig. 8　The southeastern part of the central axis (EB IVA).

Fig. 9　City wall with bastion (EB IVA).
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second categories were situated, must have carried water all year round. Small farms (under 0.5 
hectares) appear at more or less regular intervals along the canals; besides there is a relative large 
number of smaller settlements (villages) of 2 to 5 hectares, even in the immediate neighbourhood 
of the central places, such as Tell Chuera (1st category) and Kharab Sayyar (2nd category, not 
counting the extension of the town).
　　Basically, agriculture by irrigation is to be expected, at least to a certain extent, an expectation 
that has now been confirmed by excavations in Tell Chuera itself. Especially for periods ID and 
IC, numerous drainage canals were ascertained, some of them of quite large dimensions and obviously 
meant to carry off excess water.
　　Apparently, the care of the fields as well as of the canals came mainly under the responsibility 
of persons living out of town. During harvest-time, large portions of the town's population could 
be summoned as helpers. Sickles and other pertinent tools were found in almost every house. For 
most of the year the town's population was called to other tasks: the construction of the town-wall(s), 
the erection of public buildings such as a palace, extensive temple districts, but also the production 
of corn or textiles for home needs as well as for the acquisition of raw materials and finished products.
　　Certainly, the organization of the town and its surroundings could not be accomplished without 
a strong and influential leadership, which, from period ID (EB IVA) at the latest, is located in the 
palace.
　　On the other hand, the excavations have also brought forth findings that point to tribal structures 
within the population. The most important such indications are graves dug underneath the houses 
of area K. Intramural burials are very rare in Tell Chuera; as a rule, burials are placed outside the 
town in large necropolises.
　　In two of the private dwellings burials were found below the earliest floor. They may be the 
burials of founding ancestors, originally heads of families to whom a close relationship was maintained 
even after death.
　　This kind of ancestor worship is typical of segmentary tribal societies, as they are to be expected 
in the Ancient Near East4 (compare my statements concerning the cemetery of Abu Hamad).
　　Traces of a segmentary tribal society are perhaps even more distinctly recognizable in the 
construction of the town-wall where - at least in Kharab Sayyar, but probably also in Tell Chuera - 
the joints are congruent with the delimitations of houses.
　　I should like to suppose for Tell Chuera a tribally organized society with - at the latest from 
the mid-3rd millennium, but probably from the very start - a well-defined political leadership 
(compare Ebla).
　　Our work in Tell Chuera and its surroundings would not have been possible without the generous 
logistic support by the DGAM, especially by Dr. Michel Maqdissi and Dr. Bassam Jamous. But 
our thanks go likewise to the great number of local workers and to our Syrian and European 
collaborators. The main financial support came from the German Research Foundation; other means 
were granted by the Oppenheim Foundation and the association ENKI.. Numerous details of this 
lecture are based upon research and upon doctoral theses, some of which have not yet been published; 
I should like to mention the names of Christian Falb, Tobias Helms, Ralph Hempelmann, Veronika 
Kudlek. Many thanks to all of them.
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PART IV

HISTORY OF TRIBAL COMMUNITIES IN 
SYRIA ：CITIZENS AND NOMADS VIEWED 
FROM PHILOLOGICAL EVIDENCES





I. “Rod and ring (and rope)” in artistic representations

1. “Rod and ring”
In the “rod and ring” theme, a god holds, in his right hand, what look like a pole and a ring in 
front of a standing king. These images were drawn on stelae, wall paintings, and cylinder seals in 
Mesopotamia until the middle of the first millennium BC. The most well-known examples of the 
“rod and ring” are found on the Hammurabi Law Code Stela (Fig. 1), and on the so-called “investiture” 
scene of King Zimri-Lim (?), painted on the Mari palace wall (Fig. 2).
“Rod and ring” representations are not always identical. For example, the god Šamaš holds 

the “rod and ring” and sits on a chair before Hammurabi, whereas Ištar is standng before Zimri-lim 
(?). The latter king seems to touch the “rod and ring” with his left hand, but Hammurabi does not.
Many Old Babylonian cylinder seals have the “rod and ring” theme. Here the “rod” is usually 

very short, and looks like a “peg.” The upper end of the “rod” is brimmed, while its lower end is 
tapered sharply. This is a characteristic of the Old Babylonian cylinder seals, which is why Dominique 
Collon called it the “wedge and ring,” instead of the “rod and ring” (Collon 1986: 30).
On the stela which was unearthed from Susa, the god Šamaš grasps the “rod and ring.” Here, 

the king is performing a libation ritual in front of the god. Libation is frequently illustrated in third 
millennium art.

A different type of “rod and ring” theme is found on the cylinder seal impression of Šu-iliia, 
the king of Ešnunna, whose reign possibly dated to the near end of the Ur III period (Fig. 3). This 
seal depicts the city-god of Ešnunna, holding in his right hand the “rod and ring,” and in his left 
hand, the two ropes that are tied to the noses of two enemies. The king, standing before the god, 
touches the “rod and ring.”
We can see that, despite these differences, the way of drawing the “rod and ring” remains the same 

in those compositions.

2. “Rod, ring and rope” on the Stela of Ur-Namma (1)
Since the discovery of the Hammurabi Law Code, many different interpretations of the representation 
have been offered. Most important among the early interpretations was that of F. Thureau-Dangin, 
published in 1912. According to him, the two Akkadian words ha

˙
t
˙
tu and kippatu (meanings “scepter” 

and “ring,” respectively), which he found in first millennium inscriptions, refer to the image depicted 
on the Hammurabi Law Code Stela (Thureau-Dangin 1912: 3759).

The situation was changed radically in 1925, when fragments of the stela of King Ur-Namma 
were unearthed at Ur. Both Leonard Woolley, who directed the excavations, and Leon Legrain, who 
worked for the University Museum of Pennsylvania, immediately regarded the second register of 
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the so-called “Good Face” (or Face A) of the stela as the origin of the later “rod and ring” 
representations (Fig. 4). They thought that what the god holds in his right hand is a pair of measuring 
implements, that is, a yardstick and a measuring rope (Woolley 1925: 49, 53; Legrain 1927: 84, 
86). Since construction work is pictured on the third and fourth registers below the image, Woolley 
and Legrain interpreted that the god had ordered the king to construct (the ziggurat of) the temple.
Strikingly, the Ur-Namma Stela solely depicts a loop of one or several ropes below the “ring.” 

Woolley explained that one end of a coil of rope was loosely looped down.
Many scholars have followed Woolley’s theory, also assuming that the Ur-Namma representation 

was the origin of the later “rod and ring” compositions (e.g., Frankfort 1937: 179; Jacobsen 1987: 
4; André-Salvini 20082: 22). A prevailing opinion, whether explicitly mentioned or not, is that a 

Fig. 1　Top of the Hammurabi Law Code Stela. Moortgat 1969: Pl. 209.



pair of measuring implements was transformed into the symbol of political sovereignty in the course 
of two or three hundred years. A difficulty arises as regards this explanation, however, because a 
cylinder seal of Lugal-engardu, the administrator who managed the temple of Inanna at Nippur only 
fifty years after Ur-Namma, has the same type of “rod and ring” drawing as found on the Hammurabi 
Law Code Stela (Fig. 5).
Most recently, Kathryn Slanski offered a new interpretation that connects the Ur-Namma Stela 

to the later works (Slanski 2007). Slanski interpreted that the “rod and ring” of Hammurabi is a 
representation of “justice” (nig2-si-sa2 in Sumerian which, according to her, means “what is made 
straight”). “Justice” is connoted by an act of stretching a measuring rope straight. She also noticed 
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Fig. 2　“Investure of Zimri-lim.” Margueron 2004: 478 Fig. 459.

Fig. 3　Seal Impression of Šu-iliia (Ešnunna). OIP 43: 215 Fig. 100A.
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that the “rod” of the Hammurabi Law Code Stela is tapered at its lower end, as if it is a peg (like 
the “wedge and ring” in the OB cylinder seal impressions). Therefore, she thought that the “rod” 
might actually be a peg meant to be driven into the earth to facilitate the tying of a measuring rope.

3. “Rod, ring, and rope” on the Stela of Ur-Namma (2)
Several art historians and Assyriologists have doubted the measuring implements theory (e.g., van 
Buren 1949; Canby 20062: 966).

William W. Hallo also assumed that the rope held by the god Nanna was looped down with 

Fig. 4　Ur-Namma Stela, Register II (a part) of the “Good Face.” Moortgat 1969: Pl. 201.



its one end, but he thought the rope in question as a “nose-rope” (called eškiri in Sumerian, and 
s
˙
erretu in Akkadian). He also claimed that another term šibir(2), often found side by side with eškiri, 
refers to the “rod,” and that the term was originally a designation of the shepherd’s staff. According 
to him, the “rod and rope” (called šibir2 eškiri in Sumerian) was a symbol of the prerogative of 
rule which a god entrusts to a king. This king ruled over people just like a pastoralist controlling 
a herd of cattle or a flock of sheep and goats (Hallo 2005: 150–151).
As far as I know, Michael Roaf is the only one scholar who explicitly mentioned that Nanna 

holds three items in this image, not two: “The god holds the rod and ring, perhaps originally a yardstick 
and a measuring rope: the other object may be a necklace” (Roaf 1990: 75). I, too, believe that 
Nanna holds a set of three objects; i.e., a pole, a wooden ring, and five strands of rope (not a pole 
and a ring, as assumed by many scholars, nor a rod, pole and a necklace as claimed by M. Roaf). 
If we look at the Ur-Namma Stela closely, we find that the “ring” is actually made of wood, not 
rope, and that five short strands of rope are looped down below the ring. Furthermore, when carrying 
a coil of rope, a man usually grasps the upper part of the coil with his hand, or else he holds it to 
his chest. (This is exemplified on the fragments of the Gudea stela, almost contempotary to the Ur-
Namma stela [Suter 2000: 183–184; Appendix B ST. 10, 18, 48].) If a man grasped a “coil of 
rope” sideways as depicted in the Ur-Namma Stela, he could hardly maintain the circular shape of 
the coil (even though the coil was tied with several short thongs).

4. Sar-i Pul-i Zohab II relief and the Rosen mould 
Sar-i Pul-i Zohab II, one of several reliefs that are inscribed on the rocks in the Iranian region of 
the upper reaches of the Diyala river, seems to be dated to the early Isin-Larsa period (Fig. 6). 
[The representation of the relief was apparently inspired by the Akkadian art.] The relief depicts 
Ištar standing in front of the local ruler. Ištar pulls with her left hand the rope whose branches 
reach the noses of the two enemy leaders. An important point here is that Ištar is offering a large 
ring to the ruler with her extended right hand. I interpret that both this large ring and the nose-rope 
respectively correspond to the “ring” and the “rope” of the Stela of Ur-Namma.
A limestone mould, that is now housed in the Rosen Collection (hereafter called “Rosen mould”), 

depicts both Ištar and a deified king sitting on the chairs of an elevated throne. According to Hansen, 
who recently published an article on the the Rosen mould, the king is Naram-Sin, the fourth king 
of Akkade who was the first king in history to be deified (Hansen 2002). Ištar pulls one large rope 
that diverges into four small ones. Two of the small ropes are bound to the noses of the two local 
rulers, while the other two are bound to the noses of the two deities. Naram-Sin holds a large ring 
in his left hand, while Ištar grasps his wrist with her right hand. We might interpret that Ištar is 
ordering Naram-Sin to tie the nose-rope to the large ring. Hansen interpreted the nose-rope, which 
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Fig. 5　Seal impression of Lugal-engardu. Zettler 1987: 60.
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is stretched out behind the goddess, as being already bound to the ring held by the king. I do not 
agree with him, as the nose-rope would rather be linked to the ring in front of the goddess, not 
behind her back. Another interpretation is that Ištar is making an symbolical act of grasping the king’s 
wrist, which can stand for the actual binding of her nose-rope to the large ring.1

Fig. 6　Sar-i Pul-i Zahab II Relief (Anubanini I). Postgate-Roaf 1997: 151 Fig. 7.

　 　
 1 I know well that serious doubts have been raised against the authenticy of the Rosen mould (e.g., Braun-Holzinger 2007: 93–9459). 
I still hesitate to throw away the mould as a fake, for its representation of a large ring and a nose-rope is perfectly in accord with 
my conclusion to be offered here. Even if the mould will eventually be judged to be a modern forgery, it does not give a serious influence 
on my suggestion that the “ring” (within the “rod and ring”) was originally a wooden device for connecting the nose-rope to the 
peg.

Fig. 7a　A nose-rope with a large ring. OIP 47 
[Eisen 1940]: Pl. XVII 191.

Fig. 7b　Amiet 1980: Pl. 110 (Epoque proto-
urbaine, le maître des animaux), 
no.1586.



I assert that both the ring and the nose-rope on the Rosen mould are the same kind of ring 
and nose-rope as drawn on the Iranian rock relief, and that they again correspond to the “ring and 
rope” of the Ur-Namma Stela. Furthermore, I am inclined to conclude that the large ring in question 
is a tool for passing over a post, not a nose-ring. It is the same kind of ring used by the pastoralists 
to bind the lead-ropes to a post. G.A. Eisen long ago published a cylinder seal impression that pictures 
this type of ring (OIP 47 no. 191) (Fig. 7). “A man wearing a feather headdress leads a bull by 
means of a stout twisted rope with rings attached to its ends. The smaller ring passes through the 
bull’s nose, while the larger ring, which the man holds, was perhaps used for passing over a post” 
(Eisen 1940 [OIP 47]: 66–67).

5. “From “rod, ring, and rope” (Ur-Namma) to “rod and ring” (Hammurabi)
The “rod” is coupled with the “ring” in the Ur-Namma composition, while the “rod” does not appear 
in the two representations that show the scene of Ištar and the king (Sar-i Pul-i Zohab II and the 
Rosen mould).

The Ešnunna cylinder seal (Fig. 3) seems to show the intermediate stage between the two 
aforementioned compositions and the Ur-Namma Stela. While the Ešnunna seal is rather similar 
to the Iranian rock relief in its style of composition, the same kind of objects found in the Ur-Namma 
Stela appear in the Ešnunna seal also. On the Ešnunna seal, the god Tišpak holds a “rod and ring” 
in his right hand, and a nose-rope and a weapon in his left. On the Ur-Namma Stela, Nanna grasps 
the “rod, ring, and rope” in his right hand, and a battle-ax in his left.
In my interpretation, the “rod” appeared on these artistic representations when a rite was 

established in which a god entrusted the “ring” and the “rope” to a king as tools of detaining an 
enemy king. The first rite was probably performed during the reign of Ur-Namma. The “rod,” 
however, remained complementary to the “ring” and “rope” in the rite.
Soon after the establishment of the rite of the “rod, ring, and rope,” the “rope” disappeared 

from the southern Mesopotamian compositions, most likely because the “ring” solely represented a 
set of tools of ruling over foreign people.

I agree with Hallo in that the term “rod and ring” was designated as šibir2 eškiri in Sumerian, 
but I do not believe that the “rod” (šibir(2)) was originally a shepherd’s staff or crook. We do not 
find any concrete descriptions that the shepherd pastured his flock with a stick called šibir(2).

II. Šibir2 (EN×KAR2: “cult symbol III,” “rod”) and eš2-kiri4, eškiri (U.EN×KAR2: “nose-rope,” 
“ring”) in textual sources

1. EN×KAR2 and U.EN×KAR2 in second millennium textual sources
The two signs EN×KAR2 and U.EN×KAR2 are used to express “rod” and “ring” in cuneiform texts 
of the second and first millennia BC, and they are read šibir and eškiri. Since the signs are so 
similar to each other, ancient scribes sometimes confused the proper signs for writing šibir and eškiri, 
and confusions and misunderstandings are also found in modern Assyriological literature. Yet, despite 
the confusions sometimes found in texts, I believe that a general rule was established for the usage 
of these two terms in the early second millennium BC. In my assertion, the established rule was 
that EN×KAR2 and U.EN×KAR2 were read as šibir2 and eškiri respectively.

1. Assyriologists often fail to give a correct reading šibir2 to EN×KAR2, erroneously interpreting 
it as enkar(a) or bur(u)14. The other sign U.EN×KAR2 is prevailingly read šibir, but it actually stands 
for eškiri in many cases.
2. The sign U.EN×KAR2 found in Old Babylonian literary texts should be read eškiri, and it 
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refers to the “ring” as a symbol of foreign rule, rather than the “nose-rope.”2 The older form eš2-
kiri4 (“rope of the nose”) is still used in contemporary royal inscriptions.
3. The sign U.EN×KAR2 is likely to have been artificially invented in the Ur III period, though 

U.EN×KAR2 is not as yet found in any Ur III sources. This new sign has an additional element 
U to EN×KAR2. It had two phonetic values, /bur(u)/ and /eškiri/. The element U(=BUR(U)3) works 
as a kind of phonetic indicator.
4. The new sign U.EN×KAR2, with a reading eškiri, was used to denote the “ring” in the “rod 

and ring (and rope),” so that people might see the “ring” as inseparable from the “rod” (EN×KAR2). 
We notice that the element U(=BUR(U)3) within the sign has the meaning “circle.” 

5. In principle, the sign for šibir is EN×KAR2 (= šibir2). Although U.EN×KAR2 sometimes 
occurs in cuneiform texts for expressing šibir, this must be a secondary development.

6. A reading en-kar2 for EN×KAR2 is extremely doubtful. In many cases, it should actually 
be intertpreted to be šibir2.

　 　
 2 Recent Assyriological commentaries on the terms šibir(2) and eškiri are based on van Dijk’s study of Abi-Ešuh A line 7. The line 
in question was interpreted by van Dijk as follows: Abi-Ešuh A 7) a2-ag2-ga-gal-mah-an-ki-bi-da-ke4 sag-ke[š3-d]a-bi [ma]-ra-an-
si3 / sibir-kur-kur-ra gurux(GURUN)-ma šu he2!-em-m[i-l]a2-[a]m3 “Il t'a donné la surveillance sur ordres suprêmes (qui regissent) 
le ciel et la terre, le bâton qui courbe les pays hostiles, il t'a mis dans les mains” (van Dijk 1966: 66–67). I differently interpret 
the latter part of the line: eškiri kur-kur-ra gurum2-ma šu he2-em-mi-la2-am3 “he has bound(?) to (your) hand the “ring and nose-
rope” which makes the foreign lands bow down.”

Fig. 8　A captive tied with a nose-rope. Parrot 1960: 190 Fig. 229.



7. The term šibir2 (EN×KAR2) originally referred to the pole which Szarzyńska called “cult 
symbol III” or “column symbol III.” The term acquired a new meaning of “rod” (in the “rod and 
ring (and a rope)”) during the Ur III period, it could still appear in its original meaning in the Old 
Babylonian literary texts. In my opinion, it has nothing to do with the shepherd’s staff or crook.

2. “Nose-rope” (es2-kiri4 / ˙
serretu) in third millennium texts

The Akkadian expression “nose-rope of the people” is found in the royal inscriptions of Naram-Sin 
and Šulgi. Both texts describe the fact that the god Enlil entrusted the nose-rope to the king (Ex. 
1, 2).
A nose-rope for pulling cattle and donkeys is depicted in early third millennium art. However, 

it was not until the Akkade or Ur III period that war-captives were detained with nose-ropes, as is 
demonstrated by a relief fragment (Fig. 8). It is not accidental that the “nose-rope of the people” 
first occurs in the inscription of Naram-Sin, as he conquered various peoples of different ethnicities.

The expression “to tether a person to a nose-rose” is used in Ur III texts in the connotation of 
“to subjugate and detain a person,” as exemplified in a letter-order (Ex. 3). Here, the term for 
“nose-rope” is eš2-kiri4 (not eškiri4). The term eš2-kiri4 is also found in an Ur III administrative record 
(Oppenheim AOS 32 pl. 14 E 19 [= Sauren PIOL 19 393]). In Ebla documents dated to the 24 century 
BC, the term is written KA.ŠE3 (read as eškirix by Italian scholars).

Ex. 1. Naram-Sin 3 (Frayne RIME 2: 97–98) 
rev. iv 37) i3-nu, 38) den-lil2, 39) DI.KU6-śu2, 40) i-di3-nu-ma, 41) u3, v 1) ˙

s e2-ra-at, 2) NI.SI11, 
3) qa2-ti-is2-su, 4) i3-di3-nu, 5) u3, 6) na-e, 7) e-e-er-tim, 8) la i-di3-nu-śum6 / iv 37–40) when 
the god Enlil determined (this) verdict (for) him (= Narām-Sîn), 41–v 4) he entrusted the lead-rope 
of the people into his hands, 5–8) and gave him no superior, (v 9-15: [he set up before] the god 
Enlil a kurkurru vessel [for oil] and dedicated (it to him)).

Ex. 2. Šulgi 25 (Frayne RIME 3/2: 133–134) 
í 9) [i3-nu d]en-lil2, 10) [ ˙

se2-r]a-at, 11) [NI].šiSI11, 12) [qa2-ti-i]s-su, 13) [i-d]i3di-nu, / í 9–13) [when 
the god] Enlil entr[usted] [in]to his [hands] the [nose-r]ope of the [peo]ple,

Ex. 3: TCS 1 158 (Ur III letter-order)
1) na-ba-sa6, 2) u3-na-a-du11, 3) geme2 lu2-ddumu-zi-ke4 in-tuk-a, 4) [e]š2-kiri4-še3, rev. 5) na-ba-
du3, 6) geme2 du11-ga-ni-zi-kam. / Maekawa: Say to Nabasa, “The slave woman to whom Lu-Dumuzi 
has been married should not be under control (lit.: “not to be put to the nose-rope”), because she 
is a slave woman of Duganizi.

3. eš2-kiri4 / ˙
serretu in second millennium royal inscriptions

The term eš2-kiri4 occurs in two royal inscriptions of Hammurabi (Ex. 4). This term is preferred 
to eškiri (U.EN×KAR2) as “nose-rope” in a royal inscription that dated in the late second millennium 
BC (Ex. 5). The Akkadian expression for the “nose-rope” is also found in the inscriptions of 
Hammurabi and Samsu-iluna (Ex. 6). The “nose-rope” was entrusted to Hammurabi by different gods 
(Enlil, Utu/Šamaš, Inanna). Since the “rod” (šibir2; Akk. šibirru) is not mentioned in any Old 
Babylonian royal inscriptions, I conclude that the “rod” was complementary to, and less important 
than the “ring.”

Ex. 4. Hammurabi 14 (RIME 4: 351)
Sum. 17) u4 dutu, 18) ki-en-gi ki-uri, 19) nam-en-bi ak-de3, 20) mu-na-an-sum-ma-ta, 21) eš2-kiri4-
bi, 22) šu-ni-še3, 23) bi2-in-si-a
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Sum. 17–23) when the god Utu gave to him the land of Sumer and Akkad to rule (and) entrusted 
their nose-rope in his hands, 

Ex. 5. Adad-apla-iddina 1001 (Frame RIMB 2: 63)
ii 1) eš2-kiri4 un-šar2-ra, 2) šu-ga2 al-dab-be2-da, 3) me-en-ga2 u4-bi-a 
ii 1–3a) I am the one who takes in his (lit. “my”) hand the lead rope of all the people.

Ex. 6. Hammurabi 3 (RIME 4: 337) 
15) [i3-n]u den-lil2 UN.MEŠ KUR-u2, 16) a-na be-lu-ti e-pe-ši, 17) id-di-na ˙

ser-re-es-sa, 18) a-
na ŠU-ia, 19) u2-ma-al-li
15–19) when the god Enlil gave to me to rule the people of the land, (and) entrusted their lead-
rope into my hands, 

4. eškiri (EN×KAR2) in second millennium literary texts
As an example of the confusion that Assyriologists experience in the reading and interpretation of 
EN×KAR2 and U.EN×KAR2, I quote one of the royal hymns of Ur-Namma.

Fig. 9a　Archaic signs for “cult symbols.” Szarzyńska 1989: 4 Table 1.



Ex. 7. Ur-Namma D, Ur Version (Tinney 1999: 38)
19) aga me-lam2 me-teš2 nam-lugal-la sag-ga2 im-mi-gal2, 20) gišgidru ku3 un šar2 si-si-e-sa2 šu-
ga2 im-mi-in-sa2, 21) enkara(EN×KAR2) šibir(U.EN×KAR2) eš-kiri3 zi-gal2 lah6-lah6-e šu-mu-uš 
im-ma-an-šum2? / 19) He (= Enlil) placed the splendid crown befitting kingship on my head, 20) 
He arranged the sacred staff for organizing the teeming people in my hand, 21) He handed over to 
me the rod, ring and nose-rope to lead the living.
Maekawa
21) šibir2(EN×KAR2) eškiri(U.EN×KAR2)eš-kiri4 zi-gal2 lah6-lah6-e šu-mu-uš im-ma-an-šum2?/ 21) 
He handed over to me the “rod and ring” to lead the living.

5. šibir (EN×KAR2) [“cult symbol III,” “column symbol III”] in second millennium literary texts
In her study of the Uruk archaic texts, Krystyna Szarzyńska classified the various pictographic signs, 
that symbolize the long poles topped with various objects, into seven types. These poles were carried 
by men for cultic purposes (“cult symbols”), and they stood in pair at the gate of a temple or at its 
cattle pen (“column symbols”) (Szarzyńska 1989) (Fig. 9a, b).
Soon after the publication of Szarzyńska’s work, Agnès Spycket organized the “rod and ring” 

compositions into two different groups (Spycket 2000). One is a set of representations of a pole 
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and a complete circle, to which belongs the “rod and ring” of 
Hammurabi. This type of “rod and ring,” according to her, may 
be designated as ha 

˙
t 
˙
t u and kippatu in Akkadian texts as asserted 

many years ago by Thureau-Dangin. The other group is composed 
of the representations of a “rod” with a “ring” of an incomplete 
round shape (D-shaped). The D-shaped “ring” is depicted as 
firmly attached to the pole. Spycket asserted that the origin of 
the second type “rod and ring” is the “cult symbol III” or the 
“column symbol III,” as classified by Szarzyńska.
The “cult symbol III” artifact, dated to the middle third 

millennium BC, was unearthed from Tello (Fig. 10). It is a pole 
of 3.27 meters in length with a D-shaped attachment, and is made 
of wood and covered with copper. We also see that a pair of two 
poles with D-shaped “rings” (“column symbol III”) stood near the 
entrance of a temple or cattle pen (Hall-Woolley 1927 [UE I]: 
93; Pl. XXXI 1–3 (Fig. 11). 
I agree with Spycket in that the “cult symbol III” (= “column 

symbol III”) was the origin of the second type “rod and ring.” 
I further conclude that it is referred to by the term šibir2 
(EN×KAR2) in documents.3

An Ur III administrative record (UET 3 826) mentions various 
attachments and products related to a door that was 2.13 meters 
long. Among those, we find two wooden šibir2-poles with tapered 
ends (or wooden pegs for the šibir2-poles) (obv. 12: gišgag-
šibir2(EN×KAR2)). The Old Babylonian lexical list mentions the 
same term in a group of different words for poles (line 324).

Ex. 8. UET 3 826 (Ur III administrative record) 
obv. i 1–3) 1 gišig lu-ur-num2 gid2 4 1/3 kuš3 la2-2 šu-si dagal 1 
2/3 kuš3 bar-da u3-bi 6, 4–6) 1 gišig lu-ur-num2 gid2 4 1/3 kuš3 
la2-2 šu-si dagal 2/3 kuš3 la2-2 šu-si bar-da u3-bi 6, 7–8) 92 gag 
gur4-ra ab-ba zabar-bi, ki-la2-bi 1 1/2 ma-na 1 gin2, 9–10) 2 
urudadur2 gišig-bi, ki-la2-bi 2 ma-na 7 gin2, 11) 2 giš.nu-kuš2 da-bi, 
12) 2 gišgag-šibir2(EN×KAR2) mes-bi, 13) 1 gišsag-kul2 šu-si-sa2 
ša3-kal-si3-ga e2-ba-an-bi, …

Line 15–16 of a royal inscription of King Šū-ilīšu (Šū-ilīšu 2) 
demonstrates that the pole designated as šibir2 (EN×KAR2) is 
closely related to the “emblem” (šu-nir). Frayne read EN×KAR2 
as buru14 (“harvest”) and made the translation “a great divine 
standard, a tree fit for a (rich) harvest,” but this does not make 

Fig. 10　“Column symbol III” from 
ED III Tello. Parrot 1949: 
109 Fig. 26c (“poteau ansé).

　 　
 3 In my opinion, giš.EN×KAR2 found in Šulgi O 12 is a typical example of the reading giššibir2, in spite that it has been interpreted 
as gišenkara (Klein 1976: 274–275) or even gišešgiri2 (ETCSL 2.4.2.15). The term is used here to describe that Abzu was built high, 
just like a long pole standing high on earth (“cult symbol III, column symbol III”). Šulgi O 11) abzu ki-tuš-ku3 šul-dsuen-na, 12) 
giššibir2(EN×KAR2)-mah an-na sag il2-la u6-di ki us2-sa. A reading enkar(a) for EN×KAR2 is extremely doubtful. The parallelism 
EN×KAR2 – U.EN×KAR2, often found in second millennium literary texts (e.g. Rim-Sin C), should not be interpreted as a pair of 
enkar(a) – šibir (as adopted in recent Assyriological literature) but rather as šibir2 – eškiri. While giššibir2 in Šulgi O 25 denotes the 
“cult symbol III,” šibir2 in the latter texts refers to the “rod” with the “rod and ring.”



any sense. My interpretation is: dšu-nir-gal giššibir2(EN×KAR2) tum4-a: “the divine emblem, which 
is fit for the cult symbol III.”

Ex. 9. Šū-ilīšu 2 ( Frayne RIME 4: 17) 
i 1) dnanna, … 7) lugal-a-ni-ir, 8) dšu-i3-li2-šu, 9) dingir-kalam-ma-na, …15) dšu-nir-gal, 16) giš 
buru14-a tum4-ma, 17) u6-di-de3 he2-du7, 18) ku3-GI, 19) ku3 za-gin3-na gun3-a, 20) mi2-ul-la2 
sig7-[ga], 21) alam ku3-[babbar], 22) x x gi x [x x] (Lacuna), ii 1) [u4 …], 2) m[u- …], 3) u[ri5.KI(?) 
…], 4) x-[…], 5) za3-a[n-ša-an.KI-na-še3] sag2-d[u11-ga], 6) ki-tuš-ba gi-n[a-a], 7) mu-na-dim2, 
8) nam-ti-la-ni-še3, 9) a mu-na-[r]u / i 1–7) For the god Nanna, …, his lord, 8–14) Šu-ilīšu, god 
of his nation, … 15–22) a great divine standard, a tree fit for a (rich) harvest, evoking wonder, 
coloured with gold, silver, and shining lapis-lazuli, … a sil[ver] image … (Lacuna), ii 1–7) he 
fashioned for him [when] he established in Ur the people scattered as far as Anšan, in their abode. 
8-9) He dedicated it for his own life.

6. eškiri (U.EN×KAR2) and šibir2 (EN×KAR2) again 
The five terms giš.U.EN×KAR2 šu-du7, giš.EN×KAR2, giš.gag-EN×KAR2, giš.U.EN×KAR2, and 
giš.gag-U.EN×KAR2 are found in the Old Babylonian lexical list of trees and wooden products (lines 
158, 321–324).4 
My tentative interpretations of these words are as follows: 

Ex. 10 (OB list of trees and wooden products)
 
line signs reading interpretation
158) giš.EN×KAR2 šu-du7 giš.eškiri šu-du7 a complete set of eškiri implements (i.e. a 

wooden ring for passing over a pole, a nose-
rope and a nose-ring) 

321) giš.EN×KAR2 giššibir2  cult symbol III?
322) giš.gag-EN×KAR2 gišgag-šibir2 tapered column symbol III? (or a peg of the 

column symbol III?)
323) giš.U.EN×KAR2 giš.eškiri “rod (and ring)”?
324) giš.gag-U.EN×KAR2 gišgag-eškiri tethering peg?

My readings of ENxKAR2 and U.ENxKAR2 are based on the principle that, I believe, was 
established in the early second millennium BC.

The sign GIŠ (“wood”) attached to U.ENxKAR2 (= eškiri) (158, 323) raises a serious challenge 
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 4 I understand that the Old Babylonian (Nippur) Giš List 317–325 is a section for wooden “poles or staffs” (cp. Feldhuis 1997: 85 
[321–325: staffs]); Giš List 317) giš.an-ti-bal, 318) giš.zi-in-hur, 319) giš.gag, 320) giš.ir, 321) giš.EN×KAR2, 322) giš.gag-
EN×KAR2, 323) giš.U.EN×KAR2, 324) giš.gag-U.EN×KAR2, 325) giš.kab-bar. Note that the preceding lines 312–316, which are 
the last part of the “boats section” (lines 261–316), seem to be a collection of the words for long attachments of ships.

Fig. 11　Cattle-pen in the Al-Ubaid frieze. Delougaz 1968: 198 Fig. 15.
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to the traditional interpretation of eškiri as “nose-rope.” I have already concluded that eškiri often 
appears as a term for a set of implements used to detain war-captives (that is, a large wooden ring 
for passing over a pole, a nose-rope, and a small nose-ring), and this holds good here. I understand 
that the term šu-du7 (lit.: [to be] “complete”) which follows giš.eškiri in line 158 is an explanation 
for this.
The term gišgag-šibir2(EN×KAR2) is found in an Ur III administrative record also (Ex. 8: UET 

3 826). Since a pair of these objects are mentioned as one of the attachments of a door, it is fairly 
safe to interpret the term as “column symbol III,” as defined by Szarzyńska. The element gag, which 
literally means “peg,” probably suggests that this wooden pole is sharpened, to be driven into the 
ground.
The two terms giš.eškiri and gišgag-eškiri (324–325) still remain difficult. An interpretation of 

the former as “rod” is preferred to “ring,” because the line in question belongs to a section of different 
designations of wooden poles. The latter might denote a wooden peg through which the large ring 
affixed to the nose-rope is passed.
Slanski offered the hypothesis that the “rod” was actually a peg driven into the earth, to which 

the measuring rope is connected. I am inclined to interpret that giš.gag-eškiri might denote a peg 
for a nose-rope.
The term šibir2 can be used in two different meanings in Old Babylonian texts; it can mean 

“cult symbol III” or “column symbol III,” or it can stand for “rod” of the “rod and ring.” The lexical 
list of wooden objects quoted above seems to substantiate the first usage, while the second usage 
is found the Old Babylonian descriptions of the royal insignias (e.g., Ex. 7 = Ur-Namma D). The 
second usage was artificially devised in the Ur III period for the denotation of the “rod” in the 
newly-established “rod and ring” ritual.
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Postscript

1. In this article, I have regrettably failed to quote F.A.M. Wiggermann, “Ring und Stab (Ring and 
rod)” (Reallexikon der Assyriologie 11 5/6 [2007]), 414–421. I read it after submitting the draught 
of this article to the editor.

2. I now think that the reading of the sign U.EN×KAR2 still remains undetermined, when it occurs 
independently in the OB royal and divine hymns (as is exemplified by Abi-Ešuh A [quoted in 
note 2 of this article]). In this paper which I read at the symposium in November 21–23, 2009, 
I only thought about a reading of U.EN×KAR2 as eškiri, erroneously excluding another possible 
reading of šibir. The sign U.EN×KAR2, when mentioned alone, might refer to a complete set 
of “rod and ring.” (February 10, 2010) 



1. The Duality of the Mari Kingship under the Lim-dynasty

One characteristic which distinguishes the Mari Kingdom under the so-called Lim-dynasty from its 
rival kingdoms in Mesopotamia such as Babylon, Larsa and Eshnunna is the duality of its kingship. 
This duality is reflected in the royal titles of Ya h

˘
  dun-Lim, namely “King of Mari(, Tuttul) and the 

Land of H
˘
  ana”1 and that of Zimri-Lim, a grandson (or possibly a nephew?)2 of Ya h

˘
  dun-Lim namely 

“King of Mari and the Land of H
˘
  ana”,3 as is pointed out by D. Charpin and N. Ziegler.4 

The first part of the royal title is understood to mean the kingship over the Banks of the Euphrates 
River (A

˘
h -Purattim) roughly between Tuttul5 and Mari. This understanding is supported, for example, 

by a royal epithet, “one who controls the Banks of the Euphrates River” in an inscription6 of 
Ya h
˘
  dun-Lim. In another royal inscription of his, he is said to have “controlled the Banks of the 

Euphrates River” after the victory over the rebellions of three Yaminite chiefdoms on the Banks of 
the Euphrates River, and the city of H

˘
  aman yet to be identified.7 In the case of Zimri-Lim, he calls 

himself in one of his three seal inscriptions “one who controls the Banks of the Euphrates River”.8

A key to understand the second part of the royal titles of Ya h
˘
  dun-Lim and Zimri-Lim is provided, 

among others, by the impressions on two bullae of a seal of one of Ya h
˘
  dun-Lim’s daughters.9 Her 

name is not fully restored, but she says, she is a “daughter of Ya h
˘
  dun-Lim, the king of Mari and 

the land of the sons of Sim’al.” Since Ya h
˘
  dun-Lim himself says in his two extant inscriptions that 

he is “King of Mari(, Tuttul) and the Land of H
˘
  ana”, we may be allowed to surmise that “ H

˘
  ana” 

and “the sons of Sim’al” are more or less synonymous. To be more specific, “the sons of Sim’al” 
or the Sim’alites here should be considered as a part of the Sim’alites who practiced transhumance 
chiefly in the Upper Jazirah, as elucidated by D. Charpin and J.-M. Durand.10 The other part of 
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NOMADS AND FARMERS IN THE ORBIT OF THE MARI KINGDOM 
IN THE 18TH CENTURY (B. C. E.) SYRIA 

A FEW OBSERVATIONS ON MER
˘
 H ̂UM-OFFICIALS AND THEIR ROLES

Ichiro NAKATA*

　 　 * Professor Emeritus, Chuo University, Japan
 1 LUGAL ma-riki (, tu-ut-tu-ul ki) u3 ma-at ˘

ha-na (Douglas R. Frayne, Old Babylonian Period (2003–1595 BC), R.I.M.E. 4, 1990, 
E.4.6.8.1:3-5 [with Tuttul] and E.4.6.8.2[without Tuttul]).

 2 Regarding Zimri-Lim’s relationship with Ya h
˘
  dun-Lim see D. Charpin et N. Ziegler, Mari et le Proche-Orient à l'époque amorrite. 

Essai d'histoire politique, FM V, 2003, p. 44–45 and175, n. 37.
 3 LUGAL ma-riki u3 ma(-a)-at ˘

ha-na (Douglas R. Frayne, R.I.M.E. 4, Toronto, 1990, E.4.6.12.4; E.4.6.12.5; E.4.6.12.6. In a building 
inscription of Zimri-Lim his title reads, “King of Mari, [Tuttul] and the land of Hana” (R.I.M.E. 4, Toronto, 1990, E.4.6.12.3), but 
the restoration of [Tuttul] is not certain.

 4 D. Charpin et N. Ziegler, FM V, Paris, 2003, p. 37 et 180.
 5 J.-M. Durand notes that the direct rule of Mari extended only upto Halabit and did not include Tuttul. See J.-M. Durand, “Peuplement 
et sociétés à l'époque amorrite: (1) les clans bensim'alites,” in Ch. Nicolle (ed.), Nomades et sédentaires dans le Proche-Orient ancien, 
CRRAI XLVI, Amurru 3, Paris, 2004, p. 171.

 6 D. R. Frayne, R.I.M.E. 4, E4.6.8.1:7–8.
 7 D. R. Frayne, R.I.M.E. 4, E4.6.8.2:98.
 8 ga-mi-ir a

˘
h I7 BURANUNki (R.I.M.E. 4, E4.5.12.4:4–5).

 9 [n]a-gi-
˘
ha-[ . . . ]/ DUMU.MUNUS ia-a

˘
h-du-li-[im]/ LUGAL ma-ri[ki]/ u3 ma-at DUMU si-im-[a-al] (Douglas R. Frayne, R.I.M.E. 

4, E.4.6.8.6). These bullae were found at Acem Höyük in Turkey.
10 D. Charpin et J.-M. Durand, “<<Fils de Sim’al>>: les origines tribales des rois de Mari,” RA 80, 1986, p. 141–156; J.-M. Durand, 
Documents épistolaires du palais de Mari, Tome II, LAPO 17, Paris, 1998, p. 418–419.
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the Sim’alites were settlers on the Banks of the Euphrates River.
The kingship over the land of the Sim’alite nomads cannot mean a territorial rule of “the land,” 

because there were a number of kingdoms, however small they might have been, in “the land” where 
they pastured their herds. It only meant the rule over the persons of the Sim’alite nomads. The 
Mari kings managed to control these Sim’alite nomads through the office of the mer

˘
hûm, Chief of 

the Pasture.
The purpose of this short presentation is to have some glimpses on the roles the mer

˘
hûm played 

among the Sim’alite nomads.11 I should hasten to add, however, that my presentation will be limited 
to the textual sources dated to the reign of Zimri-Lim, except on one occasion, because of the paucity 
of the textual sources from the earlier periods. 

2. The Mari Kingship over the Banks of the Euphrates River

Before surveying some pertinent mer
˘
hûm texts, it may be desirable to make a quick look at Mari’s 

rule over the Banks of the Euphrates River (Map 1). The Banks of the Euphrates River were divided 
into four districts ( 

˘
hal 
˙
sums): those of Mari, Terqa, Saggarātum and Qa t

˙
  t
˙
  unân. There were cities 

and towns/villages of Yaminites12 as well as Sim’alites in these districts except in the district of 
Qa t
˙
  t
˙
  unân where no Yaminite city or town was found.13 Each of these districts was controlled by a 

governor, called šāpi 
˙
tum,14 who was appointed from among the high officials of the Mari royal 

court by the king of Mari, while cities and towns/villages were each under the control of an official, 
called sugāgum who was also appointed by the king of Mari but from among the local dignitaries.15 

Zimri-Lim exercised his kingship over the Banks of the Euphrates River through these šāpi 
˙
tums 

and sugāgums. It was a responsibility of the governor to keep the king informed about his own district 
as a whole, while keeping track of residents of a city or a town/village seems to have belonged to 
the responsibility of the sugāgum of the locality.

3. The Mari Kingship over the Sim’alite Nomads

The Sim’alite nomads practiced transhumance mainly in the Upper Jazirah, as I said earlier. This 
is based on a statement made by Ibāl-El, a Chief of Pasture (mer

˘
hûm). He says in a letter to Zimri-

Lim,16 “And the pasture land (nig
˘
hum) of the (Sim’alite) nomads is Idamara

˙
s, just as the land of 

Yamhad, the land of Qatna and the land of Amurru are pasture land(s)(nig
˘
hum) of the Yaminites, 

and they can be sated with grain and let their herds graze there.”17 Idamara
˙
s is an ancient name 

　 　
11 Just as a part of the Sim’alites practiced transhumance, a part of the Yaminites did the same. Yaminite nomads were often found 
in the Balikh region, but, according to a letter of Ibāl-El, their pasture land (nig 

˘
hum) seems to have extended into the territories of 

the kingdoms of Yam h
˘
  ad, Qatna and Amurru (A.2730:33-38 in J.-M. Durand, Amurru 3, p. 120–121).

12 See J.-M. Durand, “Peuplement et sociétés à l’époque amorrite: (1) les clans bensim’alites,” in Amurru 3, 2004, p.166–169 and Adelina 
Millet Albà, “La localisation des terroirs Benjaminites du royaume de Mari,” Amurru 3, 2004, p. 225–234.

13 B. Lion, “Les gouverneurs provinciaux du royaume de Mari à l’époque de Zimrî-Lîm,” Amurru 2, p.152.
14 See B. Lion, Amurru 2, 2001, p. 141–209; J.-M. Durand, LAPO 16, p. 10–11, 157–159 for the provincial administrative system 
of the Mari kingdom during the reign of Zimri-Lim.

15 An exception may be the appointment of Asqudum to an office of the sugāgum in H
˘
  išamta (ARM XXVI 5:12–21; 6:53–57). As 

for the system of sugāgūtum see J.-R. Kupper, “Les pouvoirs locaux dans le royaume de Mari,” in A. Finet (ed.), Les pouvoirs 
locaux en Mésopotamie, Bruxelles, 1982, p. 43–47; Ph. Talon, “La taxe <<sugâgûtum>> à Mari,” RA 73, 1979; “La ‘sugâgûtum’ 
à Mari: une pouvoir local recupéré,” in A. Finet (ed.), Les pouvoirs locaux en Mésopotamie, Bruxelles, 1982, p. 54–68; “Quelques 
réflexions sur les clans Hanéens,” in J.-M. Durand et J.-R. Kupper (eds.), Miscellanea Babylonica, Mélanges offerts à Maurice Birot, 
Paris, 1985, p. 277–84; “Les nomades et le royaume de Mari,” Akkadica 48, 1986, p. 1–9; I. Nakata, “A Further Look at the Institution 
of sugāgūtum in Mari,” JANES 19, 1989, pp. 113–118; Daniel E. Fleming, Democracy’s Ancient Ancestors, Cambridge, 2004, p. 70–76; 
L. Marti, Nomades et sédentaires à Mari: la perception de la taxe-sugâgûtum, FM 10, Paris, 2008.

16 A.2730:33–38. See now J.-M. Durand, Amurru 3, p. 120–121.
17 A succinct study on the Yaminites, including the Yaminite mer 

˘
hûm-officials, is found in J.-M. Durand, Amurru 3, 2004, p. 158–177.



for the region of the Habur triangle in the Upper Jazirah with an annual precipitation of 300–600 
mm where dry farming was and is practiced.18 In another letter of Ibāl-El written in response to 
Zimri-Lim’s inquiry, he says, “The herds of the pasture (nawûm) spread into the interior (?) of the 
land. The right (east end) of the pasture (nawûm) is Mt. Ebi h

˘
  and its left (west end) is Tal h

˘
  ayûm.”19 
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Map 1　Carte des villes benjaminites des clans:
Amnânu (A); Rabbû (B); Uprapû (C); Yarihû (D); Yahrurû (E); non identifié (F).
From A. Millet Albà, “La localisation des terroirs benjaminites du royaume de Mari,” in Ch. Nicolle 
(ed.), Nomades et sédentaires dans le Proche-Orient ancien, Amurru 3, Paris, 2004, p. 233.

　 　
18 E. Wirth, Syrien. Eine Geographische Landeskunde, Wissenschaftliche Länderkunden, Bd. 4/5, Darmstadt, 1971, p. 92, Karte 3.
19 na-wu-um/ [a-d]i li-ib-bi ma-a-tim sà-ap- 

˘
ha-at/i-mi-it-ti na-we-e-im KUR e-bi-i

˘
h/ ù su-mé-el-ša ta-al-

˘
ha-yu-um(KI) (A.3901:4’–7’ 

in M. Guichard, “Le Šubartum occidental à l’avénment de Zimrî-Lîm,” FM VI, 2002, p.158–169).
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In other words, the pasture land of the Sim’alite nomads lay in a vast crescent zone of rather rich 
farming lands stretching from the H

˘
  amrin mountain (Mt. Ebi h

˘
  ) to the western limit of the Habur 

triangle (Map 2). There were a number of small kingdoms in Idamara
˙
s. It was “kings” of these 

small kingdoms that Itūr-Asdu, a high official of Mari, assembled in Tarmanni at the command of 
Zimri-Lim to urge them to choose Zimri-Lim as their suzerain.20

The mainstay of these kingdoms was farming, and their citizens were farmers. Farming 
communities needed dairy products, meat and, possibly, man power of the nomads, while the latter 
needed grazing land with a good supply of water and salt for their small cattle as well as grain and 
oil21 for their own consumption. The mutually complementary relations between the nomads and 
the farmers were expressed, for example, by Ibāl-El, the mer

˘
hûm, in the the following terms: 

“(Sim’alite) nomads are your shepherds and you (= people of Idamara
˙
s) are their farmers.”22 

It was the responsibility of the mer 
˘
hûm to keep a tight rein on the Sim’alite nomads who spread 

wide over the vast pasture land, and to secure a good relationship with the “kings” of small kingdoms 
and their subjects.23

Map 2　From D. Charpin et N. Ziegler, Mari et le Proche-Orient à l’époque amorrite, FM V, Paris, 2003, 
p. 171.

　 　
20 The speech Itūr-Asdu made is quoted in his letter to Zimri-Lim (A.482). A portion of this letter was made known by G. Dossin in 
Syria 19, 1938, p. 117–118, but the full text is still unpublished. See J.-M. Durand, M.A.R.I. 5, p. 230 for a new reading of the 
text and D. Charpin et N. Ziegler, FM V, p. 230 for the historical background of this letter.

21 See, for example, M. Guichard, FM VI, 2002, p. 158, 164. 
22 
˘
ha-naMEŠ re-u2-ka u3 at-ta LU2.ENGAR-šu (A.3901:18’ = M. Guichard, FM VI, 2002, p. 160).

23 A convenient exposition on mer 
˘
hûm is found in D. E. Fleming, Democracy’s Ancient Ancestors. Mari and Early Collective Governance, 

Cambridge, 2004, pp. 76–85.



4. The mer 
˘
h ûm and the Sim’alite Nomads

I had an occasion to mention the name of Ibāl-El. Another mer
˘
hûm is Ibāl-pî-El. These two are 

the most well documented mer
˘
hûms in connection with the Sim’alite nomads during the reign of Zimri-

Lim. I am aware that there existed mer
˘
hûms in Shamshi-Adad’s Kingdom of Northern Mesopotamia 

(hereafter Shamshi-Adad’s Kingdom) as well as among the Yaminites24 but I would not discuss about 
them this time, as I said earlier.

4-a. Appointment of the mer 
˘
hûm

Whenever a mer
˘
hûm official wrote a letter to Zimri-Lim, he called himself “your (Zimri-Lim’s) 

servent” which normally indicated in the officialdom of these days that the said person was a royal 
appointee. Yet, we have no information about the appointment of either of these two mer 

˘
hûms. 

However, there are two letters which shed some light on this question. 
One is a letter of Bannum (A.1098), who served as a mer

˘
hûm in the Shamshi-Adad’s Kingdom 

and contributed greatly to Zimri-Lim’s return to the royal seat of his grandfather.25 

If (Sim’alite) nomads press you to appoint another mer 
˘
hûm, saying, “If Bannum, our mer 

˘
hûm, 

continues to stay on the Banks of the Euphrates River, we would appoint another mer 
˘
hûm,” you should 

answer them, as follows: “Earlier he stayed in the pasture land (nawûm), but the foundations of the 
Sim’alites, Num h

˘
  a and Yamutbal are firmly established. He came to the Banks of the Euphrates River, 

liberated the strongholds and established your foundations on the Banks of the Euphrates River. Now, 
as for me, since I came here (to Idamara

˙
s), I left that man to strengthen (the defense of) the Banks of 

the Euphrates River. As soon as I return, I will send your mer 
˘
hûm back to yo[u].” Your should answer 

them thus.26

Bannum had already been a mer
˘
hûm in Shamshi-Adad’s Kingdom and established himself as 

a leader not only among the Sim’alites but also in Num h
˘
  a and Yamutbal located south of Mt. Sindjar. 

According to the people’s opinion, it seems that they could appoint a mer
˘
hûm as they wanted, but 

this could not be true, as a letter of Shamshi-Adad written in response to Yasma h
˘
 -Addu’s inquiry 

indicates.

Another matter. Concerning what you [wrote to me] regarding appointing H
˘
  ab[duma-Dagan] (son of) 

Ayala-sumû to the [position of mer 
˘
hûm], H

˘
  abduma-Dagan is suited to the appointment for mer 

˘
hûm, as 

[you wrote to me]. What is his governorship? Does he govern a wide land? Let him govern Tuttul 
and (in addition) exercise his mer

˘
hûm-ship. Let him govern Tuttul as his colleagues govern a wide land, 

so that his land may be as wide as his colleagues’ land.27

This text shows two things: one is that a mer
˘
hûm was a royal appointee at least in Shamshi-Adad’s 

Kingdom. The other is that a position of mer
˘
hûm was superior to that of a governor, again, at least 

in Shamshi-Adad’s Kingdom.
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24 A survery on the mer 

˘
hûms among the Yaminites is found in J.-M. Durand, Amurru 3, 2004, p. 160–163.

25 See D. Charpin et N. Ziegler, FM V, 2003, p. 144 and p. 174, n. 31.
26 See P. Villard, “Nomination d’un Scheich,” in D. Charpin et J.-M. Durand (eds.), FM II, Paris, 1994, p. 297 for the transliteration 
of this passage, its French translation and a study on Bannum as a mer 

˘
hûm.

27 (5’) ša-ni-tam aš-šum 
˘
ha-ab-[du-ma-dda-gan/ Ia-ia-la-su-mu-u2 a-na [me-er-˘

hu-tim] / ša-ka-nim ta-aš-pu-ra-am ki-ma ša t[a-aš-
pu-ra-am]/ 

˘
ha-ab-du-ma-dda-gan-ma a-na me-er-

˘
hu-[tim]/ ša-ka-nim i-re-ed-du mi-nu-um ša-pi2-˙

tu2-us-su2/ (10’) tu-ša-ma ma-tam 
ra-pa-aš2-tam i-ša-ap-pa-a[r]/u3 tu-ut-tu-ul ki li-iš-pu-ur u3 me-er-˘

hu-tam li-pu-uš2/ u3 ki-ma LU2.MEŠ tap-pu-šu ma-tam ra-pa-
aš2-tam i-ša-ap-pa-ru/ u3 šu-[u2 t]u-ut-tu-ul ki li-iš-pu-ur u3 ki-ma ma-tim/ ša tap*-[pu-šu] i-ša-ap-pa-ru šu-u2 (ARM I, 62:5’–14’).
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4-b. Protection of the Sim’alite nomads and their herds
The mer

˘
hûm had many roles to play, but the most important among them may be the one of protecting 

the Sim’alite nomads and their herds. This is reflected in the words of assurance with which Ibāl-
El concluded some of his letters28 to Zimri-Lim, namely “the herds and the Sima’alites are all right.”

Ibāl-pî-El, for example, had extispicies taken regarding the safety of the four pasture lands, 
namely the pasture of the steppe, the pasture east of Mt. Sindjar, the pasture west of Mt. Sindjar, 
and the pasture (south) of Mt. Sindjar, when the nomads began to establish their camps. The text 
is poorly preserved, but it seems to have turned out that only the omens for the pasture of the steppe 
were auspicious and the rest were not auspicious.29

In spite of these precautionary measures, unfortunate things can happen. Apparently, a loss 
was found in a herd and the news reached Zimri-Lim. Ibāl-El30 had to respond to an inquiry from 
the king, saying, “People of Ašargayum and Sim’alites should inquire me about the loss,” meaning 
that he would assume the responsibility for the loss.31 Ibāl-El then wrote in the same letter (A.915) 
that he had regrouped the remaining herd and evacuated them out of the Yamutbal region.
Ibāl-El also reported in the same letter (A.915) an incident with a herd and how he dealt with 

it.

Nomads of a wadi let their sheep fall (victims to an epidemic?), and complained, saying, “Why doesn’t 
the mer

˘
hûm come and take care of his herd?” I heard their complaint, and went to Dēr and appeased 

the nomads of the pasture by talking to them.32

4-c. Establishing good relations with kingdoms in Idamara
˙
s

The pasture lands for the Sim’alite nomads could spread out in the vast zone of the Upper Jazirah, 
but Idamara

˙
s was their proper pasture land. It was important for the nomads to have a good 

relationship with the farming communities in or near their pasture lands. The mer 
˘
hûm sought to 

establish such a good relationship by concluding a treaty with kinglets in the region as proxy for 
Zimri-Lim. 

Following is a letter(ARM II, 37) sent to Zimri-Lim by Ibāl-El. Note that “to kill a donkey” 
is a Sim’alite term for concluding a treaty. Killing an animal or animals was a symbolic act indicating, 
probably, that one who breaks the treaty will suffer from the same fate as the slaughtered animal(s). 

Say to my lord. Thus says Ibāl-El, your servant: The letter of Ibāl-Addu came from Ašlakkâ. 
(And so) I went to Ašlakkâ. They brought a puppy and a goat to “kill a donkey” between (Sim’alite) 
nomads and Idamara

˙
s, but, fearing my lord, I did not allow (them to use) a puppy and a goat. As for 

me, I had a donkey, born of a mother donkey, killed. (Thus) I established a treaty between the (Sim’alite) 
nomads and Idamara 

˙
s
  
. In the entire Idamara 

˙
s
  
 up to Hurrâ (Sim’alite) nomads will be sated, and one 

who is sated has no enemy. Let my lord rejoice. Two days after I send this letter from Rataspatum. I 
shall arrive at my lord’s place. The herds and the Sim’alites are fine.33

　 　
28 na-wu-um u3 DUMU si-im-a-al ša-a-lim (ARM II, 33:21’–22’) and na-wu-um u3 DUMU si-im-ha-al ša-[l]im (ARM II, 37:25).
29 [a-tu]-ur-ma ki-ma na-wu-u[m i-n]a ša-ka-ni-ša!/ a-[na-ku] te-re-tim a-na 4 q[a]-ta-tim/ a-[na šu]-lum na-we-e-em u2-še-pi2-iš3/ 
[qa]-ta[m i]š-te-[e]t a-na na-we-e-em ša qa-

˙
se-e-em/ u2-še-pi2-[i]š-[ma te]-re-tum ša a-na na-<we>-e-em/ [š]a qa-[˙

s]e-e-e[m ša-
a]l-ma qa-tam ša-ni-tam/ a-na na-we-e-em š[a i-na a]q-da-ma-at dSAGGAR2/ u3 a-˘

ha-ra-tim [ša-a]k-na-at u2-še-pi2-iš-ma/ te-re-
tum ša a-na na-we-e-[em š]a i-na dSAGGAR2/ ša-[a]k-na-at la-ap-ta) (ARM XXVI/1, 180:5–14 [A.4470]).

30 The addressee (Zimri-Lim) and the sender (Ibāl-El) of this letter are restored by J.-M. Durand. See Amurru 3, 2004, p. 142.
31 a-na 

˘
hi-
˙
ti3-tim mi-im-ma a-ša-[ru]-[ga-yu-u2-um]/ u3 DUMU si-ma-a-alMEŠ li-ša-la-a[n-n]i (This interpretation is taken from J.-M. 

Durand, ARM XXVI/1, p. 143–144).
32 LU2 ˘

h a-na MEŠ ša na-
˘
ha-li UDU.HA2/ u2-ša-am-qí-it-ma ut-ta-as-sa3-mu/ um-ma šu-nu-ma a-na mi-nim me-er-˘

hu-um/ la i-la-kam-
ma na-wa-{ŠU}-šu/ ú-ul i-pa-la-as2 ta-az-zi-im-ta-šu-nu/ [e]š-me-e-ma a-di de-erki/ [a]l-li-ik-ma i-na a-wa-tim/ [li-]ib-bi na-we-
im u2-ni-i˘

h (A.915, ARM XXVI/1, p. 143).
33 a-na be-li2-ia qi2-bi2-ma/ um-ma i-ba-al-AN/ IR3-ka-a-ma/ tup-pi2 i-ba-al-dIM iš-tu aš2-la-ak-kaki/ (5)ik-šu-da-am-ma a-na aš2-la-
ak-kaki/ al-li-ik-ma a-na ha-a-ri-im qa-

˙
ta2-li-im/ bi-ri-it ˘

ha-naMEŠ u3 i-da-ma-ra-a ˙
s/ me-ra-na-am u3 ha-az-za-am iš-šu-ni-im-ma/



This treaty was probably concluded in Ašlakkâ, a seat of an important kingdom in Idamara
˙
s. 

Actually, Ibāl-El send to the king another letter (A. 2226) which, according to D. Charpin, 
reported the conclusion of the same treaty. Of the two letters, A.2226, which is quoted below, is 
considered to have been written prior to the one quoted above.

Say [to] my lord. Thus says Ibāl-El, your servant: Išme-Addu, a man of Ašnakkûm, elders of the 
land of Idamara

˙
s, elders of Urgiš, Šinah

˘
 , H
˘
  urrâ and elders of Yap 

˙
t
  
ur came to Mala h

˘
  atum and Yatar-Malik, 

a man of Šudu h
˘
  um and A[pil-Sîn] , man of Ašnakkûm and the dignitaries of Urgiš came and said, “[Let 

us] kill a puppy for our [oath-taking]”, but I did not [consent], [say]ing, “From before till [now] our 
lord [Zimri-Lim] [has never killed] [a goat] [nor] a puppy for [oath-taking].” I bought a donkey, and 
I had a donkey born from a mother donkey killed. . . .34

This letter reveals that not only such kingdoms in Idamara 
˙
s
 
 as Ašnakkûm, Urgiš, Šina h

˘
  , H
˘
  urrû 

and Šudu h
˘
  um but also Yap 

˙
t
  
ur which was located to the northwest of Idamara 

˙
s
 
 joined the treaty. D. 

Charpin dates this treaty to Zimri-Lim’s 10th regnal year when the intervention of Eshnunna and 
Elam in this region began to recede.35

This treaty’s primary purpose was to secure the right to pasture in Idamara 
˙
s
  
, but it is without 

saying that it also meant to be a suzerain treaty between Zimri-Lim, the king of Mari, and kinglets 
in Idamara 

˙
s
  
, as the concluding words of Ibāl-El at the end of the letter indicates. He says: “The 

land (Idamara 
˙
s
  
) in its entirety surely prostrated to my lord! Let my lord rejoice! “(A.2226:22’-23’)

4-d. The mer 
˘
h ûm and the army of nomads

Another important role of the mer
˘
hûm is to organize and to command an army of (Sim’alite) nomads. 

The Yaminites on the Banks of the Euphrates River, after two unsuccessful uprisings against Zimri-
Lim, accepted the census taking and agreed to contribute their contingents to the Mari army, but 
contingents of Sim’alite nomads were equally an important part of the Zimri-lim’s army.36

It was a responsibility of the mer
˘
hûm to organize and command an army of nomads. Their 

primary obligation is to serve Zimri-Lim but they sometimes served kinglets of small kingdoms in their 
pasturing zone at their request as a part of the give-and-take deal between the nomads and the farming 
communities.37 For example, H

˘
  abdu-Malik, a high-ranking Mari official temporarily staying in 

Andariq, quotes in his letter to Zimri-Lim a request from Atamrum, the king of Andariq. Atamrum 
wanted H

˘
  abdu-Malik to go to see a mer 

˘
hûm, in stead of staying in Andariq, so that he and the mer

˘
hûm 

together may organize a contingent of Sim’alite nomads and come to help Andariq with the 
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be-li2 ap-la-a˘

h ma-a me-ra-na-am/ (10)u3 ha-az-za-am u2-ul ad-di-in/ [˘
ha]-a-ra-am DUMU a-ta-ni-im/ [a]-na-ku u2-ša-aq-˙

ti3-il/ 
ša-li-ma-am bi-ri-it 

˘
ha-naMEŠ/ u3 i-da-ma-ra-a˙

s aš-ku-[u]n/ (15) [a-d]i 
˘
h[u]-ur-ra-a ki/ i-na i-da-ma-ra-a

˙
s ka-li-šu/ 

˘
ha-naMEŠ i-ša-

ab-bi-i-ma ša-bi-’u5-um/ ge-re-em u2-ul i-šu-u2/ be-li2 li-i˘
h-du tup-pi2 an-ne2-e-em/ (20) i-na ra-ta-as-pa-timki/ a-na ˙

se-er be-li2-
ia u2-ša-bi-l[a]-am/ wa-ar-ki tup-pi2-ia an-ne2-e-[i]m/ a-di U4 3 KAM a-na ˙

se-er be-li2-[i]a/ a-ka-aš-ša-da-a[m]/ (25) na-wu-um 
u3 DUMU si-im-’a4-al ša-lim (A.1056 = ARM II, 37) （The transliteration is taken from D. Charpin, M.A.R.I., 7, 1993, p. 185.） We 
have a letter of almost the same content sent to Šunu h

˘
  ru-h
˘
  al（A.1056 = D. Charpin, M.A.R.I. 7, No. 9, p. 182–184）.

34 [a-na] be-li2-ia qi2-bi2-ma/ [u]m-ma i-ba-al-AN IR3-ka-a-ma/ Iiš-me-dIM LU2 aš-na-ak-ki-imki/ LU2 ŠU.GI.MEŠ ma-at i-da-ma-ra-
a
˙
ski/ (5) LU2 ŠU.GI.MEŠ ur-gi-iš3ki ša ši-na-a˘

hki/ ša 
˘
hu-ur-ra-a ki u3 LU2 ŠU.GI.MEŠ ia-ap-˙

tu2-ur/ a-na ma-la-˘
ha-tiki il-li-ku-nim-

[m]a/ Iia-tar-ma-lik LU2 Šu-du-˘
hi-im u3 a-[pil-dSU’EN]/ [LU2] aš-na-ak-ki-im u3 qa-qa-da-at ur-gi-iš3ki/ (10) [pa-ni]-šu-nu i˙

s-ba-
tu-nim-ma il-li-ku-nim/ [um-ma-m]i UZ3 [u3] me2-ra-nam a-na [za-ka-r]i-ni/ [i ni-i]q-˙

tu-u[l] u3 a-na-ku u2-ul [am-gu-ur]/ [um-ma 
a-n]a-ku-ma iš-tu pa-na a-di wa-[ar-ka]/ [ma-ti]-[ma] be-el-ni Izi-im-r[i-li-im]/ (15) [U]Z3 [u2]-lu-ma me2-ra-nam a-na [za-ka-ri-
im u2-ul iq- ˙

tu2-ul]/ a-na-ku ANŠE a-na KU3.BABBAR a-ša-[am]/ ANŠE ˘
ha!-a-ra-am DUMU-ra a-ta-n[im u2-ša-aq-˙

ti3-il]/ [ x x 
x ANŠE] 

˘
ha-a-ri-im š[u-/ (. . .)（The reverse is omitted.）(A.2226 = D. Charpin, M.A.R.I. 7, 1993, No. 7). 

35 See D. Charpin, “Išme-Addu d’Ašnakkum,” M.A.R.I., 7, 1993, p. 168–171.
36 A letter (A.4280), though dated to Ya h

˘
  dun-Lim’s reign, gives us some idea on the constitution of the Mari army at the time of 

Ya h
˘
  dun-Lim. An army which accompanied a large group of captives was composed of 172 (Sim’alite) nomads and 290 “people of 

cities” in the districts on the Banks of the Euphrates River. See D. Charpin, “Nomades et sédentaires dans l’armée de Mari au temps 
de Ya h

˘
  dun-Lim,” Amurru 3, 2004, p. 83–94.

37 See, for example, M. Guichard, Amurru VI, 2002, p. 158.
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contingent.38

Yassi-Dagan, a general of Mari, wrote a long letter to Zimri-Lim, saying: “Now, let my lord 
consult with his officials and, following his consultation (with them), let him have omens taken. 
And according to the auspicious omens or if it is a “go” sign, let my lord come. If otherwise, let 
my lord write to the mer 

˘
hûm so that he may come here, commanding one or two thousand (Sim’alite) 

nomads.”39

That would be a huge army, if the total size of Zimri-Lim’s army amounts to a little more than 
4.000, as estimated by D. Chanpin.40

4-e. The mer
˘
hûm and the provincial governor

Finally, I would like to draw your attention to the friction between the provincial governor whose 
territory of responsibility was definable and the mer

˘
hûm who moved with Sim’alite nomads who 

practiced transhumance.
Yaqqim-Addu, the governor of the district of Saggarātum, dispatched some of his officers who 

were stationed in outposts (baza
˘
hātum) to the place called Lasqum to check the situation there and 

received a report that a herd of (Sim’alite) nomads were grazing . . ., and (their) enclosures ( 
˘
ha 
˙
s ̄irātum) 

reached Lasqum. Yaqqim-Addu says:

This is because my lord (Zimri-Lim) earlier warned us, the mer
˘
hûm and myself, and they examined 

the matter. Let my lord keep watch on the mer 
˘
hûm. God forbid that damages would occur and my lord 

would say, “Why didn’t you examine the matter and write to me?” I write to my lord. Let my lord 
know that my district is (also) the district of the mer 

˘
hûm.41

Lasqum was, according to J.-M. Durand, a high terrace-land located near modern Halabiye at 
the mid-point between Deir-ez-Zor and ar-Raqqa on the Euphrates River42 and was a place of an earlier 
contention between farmers of Yaqqim-Addu’s district and (Sim’alite) nomads. Although Lasqum 
was located in the district of Saggarātum and hence fell in Yaqqim-Addu’s jurisdiction, he hesitated 
to talk to the mer

˘
hûm directly. Instead, he asked the king to intervene, because the mer

˘
hûm was a 

royal appointee and reported only to the king.
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JANES Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society of Columbia University, New York 
LAPO Littératures anciennes du Proche-Orient, Paris
M.A.R.I. Mari Annales de Recherches Interdisciplinaires, Paris
RA  Revue d’assyriologie et d’archéologie orientale, Paris
R. I.M.E.  The Royal Inscriptions of Mesopotamia. Early Periods, Toronto

　 　
38 A.2125:1–15 in D. Charpin, ARM XXVI/2, No. 389.
39 A.1025:77–81: i-na-an-na be-li2 IR3-diMEŠ-šu li-iš-ta-al-ma ak-ki-ma mu-uš-ta-lu-ti-šu/ te-re-e-tim li-še-pi-iš-ma a-na zi-im te-re-
e-ti-šu ša-al-ma-tim/ šum-ma ša a-la-ki-im be-li2 li-il-li-kam u2-la-šu-ma/ (80) be-li2 a-na ˙

se-er LU2 me-er-˘
hi-im li-iš-pu-ur-ma 

1 li-im u2-lu-ma 2 li-im ˘
ha-na/ LU2 me-er-˘

hu-um pa-ni-šu li-i 
˙
s-ba-tam-ma a-na 

˙
se-ri-ni li-ik-šu-dam-ma（from J.-R. Kupper, M.A.R.I. 

6, p. 337–347）.
40 D. Charpin, Amurru 3, 2004, p. 89.
41 M. Birot, ARM XIV, 81:9–16.
42 J.-M. Durand, ARM XXVI/1, p. 125-127 for the location of Lasqum.



The archives found in the palace of Mari by André Parrot between 1934 and 1939 offer a wealth 
of information about the Ancient Near East in the 18th century B.C.1 Of some 20,000 tablets and 
fragments, 8,600 texts (of which 2,500 letters) have been published in full by now.2 Cities as far 
as Hattuša in Anatolia, Hazor in Palestine, or Susa in Iran are very well documented;3 regions closer 
to Mari are naturally even better attested. Paradoxically, this is not the case with Djebel Bishri:  
whereas places close to Bishri such as Lasqum or Halabit are documented each by more than a 
dozen of entries,4 Bisir is very rarely mentioned in the texts from Mari. Of course, the toponym 
can be found in personal names such as Abi-Bisir5 or Mut-Bišir,6 in adjectives qualifying a divinity 
such as Eštar-bišra7 or in a dog race typical of the region;8 the mountain Bishri is also, as is Sindjar, 
part of the pantheon: it is mentioned among the gods a king of the region of Sindjar is referring to 
as he takes an oath that validates his alliance with Zimri-Lim.9 But otherwise, evidence is fairly 
small for the toponym as such. In the texts published so far I have found only two.10 However, 
an analysis of the sources shows that the region of Bišri is well documented in the texts from Mari, 
even if its name is not always explicitly mentioned.
We shall see first that the Bišri was bypassed by different routes leading from the Middle 

Euphrates to Qa t
˙
  na, either from the north (by travelling through Abattum) or from the south (via 

Tadmer/Palmyra.) Other examples show that, when nomadic groups, Yaminites as well Sim’alites, 
were leaving the banks of the Euphrates with their herds inland in the direction of Bishri, they ran 
the risk of falling victim to raids. The authorities tried hard to dissuade them from doing so. The 
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Ziegler et J.-M. Durand for having brought to my attention several unpublished texts, as well as to J. Rothkamm for having translated 
my paper.

 1 The most recent synthesis has been published by J.-M. Durand, D. Charpin et al., “Tell Hariri / Mari : textes”, in Supplément au 
Dictionnaire de la Bible 14, Paris, 2008, col. 214–436.

 2 These figures have been established thanks to the database ARCHIBAB (www.archibab.fr). The great number of texts that are only 
known from citations of extracts are not included. 

 3 For a geographical overview of the sources see D. Charpin & N. Ziegler, Mari et le Proche-Orient à l’époque amorrite: essai d’histoire 
politique, Florilegium marianum V, Mémoires de NABU 6, Paris, 2003, pp. 20–27.

 4 It is the zone where the Djebel Bishri joins the valley of the Euphrates; see the contribution of J.-M. Durand to this volume.
 5 Or Abu-Basar. See J.-M. Durand, “La religion à l’époque amorrite d’après les archives de Mari”, in G. del Olmo Lete (ed.), Mythologie 
et Religion des Sémites Occidentaux. Volume I. Ebla et Mari, OLA 162/I, Louvain, 2008, pp. 161–716 (p. 697).

 6 J.-M. Durand, “L’emploi des toponymes dans l’onomastique d’époque amorrite (I) Les noms en mut-”, SEL 8, 1991, pp. 81–97 (p. 
84–85).

 7 J.-M. Durand, “La religion à l’époque amorrite d’après les archives de Mari”, p. 249.
 8 ARM 26/1 271: 5 (UR.GI 7 .RA bi-is-sé-e) and 272: 6 (UR.GI 7 .RA bi-is-re-e). The interpretation of J.-M. Durand has been adopted 
by W. Heimpel, Letters to the King of Mari, MC 12, Winona Lake, 2003, p. 280.

 9 F. Joannès, “Le traité de vassalité d’Atamrum d’Andarig envers Zimri-Lim de Mari”, in D. Charpin & F. Joannès (eds), Marchands, 
diplomates et empereurs. Études sur la civilisation mésopotamienne offertes à Paul Garelli, Paris, 1991, pp. 167–177 (p. 177).

10 In ARM 16/1, J.-R. Kupper listed the references of the Bishri in ARM 5 27 : 26 and 6 44 : 6. No other mention is found in the 
texts published so far; the reference to the Bishri in the index of ARM 26/1 p. 587 [no. 13 : 21] needs to be deleted. For a further 
example see the unpublished A.521+, cited below.
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population of Bishri was essentially made up of two groups: Yaminites of the tribe of the Uprapeans, 
and Suteans. Amongst the latter, some people discovered treasure in the Bishri. The Suteans knew 
how to guide caravans that preferred not to follow the Euphrates, but their role was ambiguous: 
they sometimes seem to have attacked messengers travelling through the Bishri. Finally, we shall 
see some characteristics of the environment of the Bishri and the problem of the etymology of the 
mountain’s name.

The Bishri, on the route between the Middle Euphrates and Qa t
˙
 
 
na

The first point that needs be examined concerns the routes that were linking the Middle Euphrates 
to the region of Qa t

˙
   na. They were the object of a pioneering study by J.-M. Durand11 who was 

able to find the fragment of ARM I 85 that was missing,12 a letter by Samsi-Addu to his son Yasmah-
Addu, the king of Mari. The latter was about to leave with a big army for Qa t

˙
   na. His father warns 

him:
“You have written that you were about to leave with the army. But travelling with an army, 

isn’t that something difficult? Indeed, you are a novice. Until now, you have had no great experience 
of these routes. La’um and Mutu-Bisir are used to receive many letters; now, talk to them und take 
your decisions depending on your discussions with them. Mutu-Bisir (besides) has large experience 
of these routes. Get yourself informed about these routes. Send several persons that they may enquire 
in your place about the water supply and decide depending on the detailed report they will bring … 
The water, will it suffice to water the armies? The armies that are to move are big ones: there 

are 20,000 men that are about to move, the donkeys, their provisions as well as the avant-garde of 
these armies; (the water) will it suffice? If, before your departure, you do not know where to rely 
on concerning the access to water on these routes, the decision (to leave) should not be taken; given 
that there are Uprapeans that have experience of these routes, send the people that have experience 
of these routes so that they know in your place where to rely on concerning the supply of water 
on these routes.”
This letter tells us that the Euphrates and Qa t

˙
   na were linked by routes passing through the desert 

and that this fact caused serious problems concerning the supply with water, in particular for a big 
army. Samsi-Addu continues his instructions to his son in these terms:

“Send me a detailed report: which route is the right one for the march of the army? Is the 
high route the right one? Is the middle route the right one? Is the low route the right one? Is straight 
on from where you are right for the march of the army? The army, will it depart from Abattum? 
Will it depart from Halabit? Or will it depart straight on from where you are? Send people everywhere 
so that they know in your place where they can rely on regarding the access to water on these routes. 
Send me a detailed report so that I myself can give instructions here and that the troops will meet 
at the point where they are to leave. If the army is taking the high route, from the heart of the 
country to …, Qirdahat, Dêr, Malhatum and Tuttul; then, from Tuttul they will reach Abattum. If 
the army is taking the middle route, they will move to Dunnum along the border of the desert. … 
depending on the route … (lacuna of 7 l.) … will take as route and go … according to the route 
… I have sent you this message … that they know where to rely on concerning the access to water 
on these routes. Send me a detailed report, and the troops will meet according to the tablet you 
will send me. The … and the people, that will leave in order to know where they rely on concerning 

　  　
11 J.-M. Durand, “Documents pour l’histoire du royaume de Haute-Mésopotamie (I)”, MARI 5, 1987, pp. 155–198  (in part. pp. 159–167 
“C. Les trois routes de l’Euphrate à Qatna à travers le désert”).

12 See now the translation by J.-M. Durand in LAPO 17 pp. 19–23 (no. 449) that contains some changes in comparison to his previous 
one in MARI 5.



water, send them to me so that I can talk to them. Besides, the diviners accompanying you, Zimri-
Dagan, Naram-Sin, Im… and Apil-ilišu, son of Ibal-pi-El, need to take their decisions carefully. 
Before you depart, the oracles at Qa t

˙
   na must be taken.”

Samsi-Addu was to send troops to Yasmah-Addu from the region of Šubat-Enlil: the question was 
where they would join the Euphrates. The three routes outlined in the document are described as 
“high” (elîtum), “middle” (qablîtum) and “low” (šaplîtum).13 There is obviously no point in trying 
to find material evidence for these routes, as our Finnish colleagues have done for the stone routes 
of the Roman-Byzantine epoch.14

The fragmentary character of the document does not allow for any certain reconstructions except 
for the “high” route. A point of reference that is absolutely certain is Tuttul (Tell Bi‘a). But the 
localisation of Qirdahat at Hasseke is also very likely,15 as is the one of Abattum at Tell Thadayin.16 
Rather than supposing a direct link between Resafa and Salemiye, it seems to me more likely that 
this route continued to the south and led to Sukhne: it passed the Bishri by the west before leading 
to Tadmer/Palmyra.
The description of the “middle” route mentions sometimes Halabit (l. 37) and sometimes Dunnum 

(l. 49); in his contribution, Jean-Marie Durand has shown why a location at Halebiye/Zelebiye is 
very likely. This middle route passed the Bishri by the south before leading to Tadmer/Palmyra.
According to Jean-Marie Durand, the “low” route could be reconstructed only by comparison 

with evidence from Roman and medieval times; instead of passing directly by the Bishri, this route 
could have passed more to the South before reaching the Euphrates at the level of modern Deir ez-
Zor, as the present route that leads from Palmyra to the Euphrates.
Luckily, we possess a draft reply of Yasmah-Addu to his father. I am indebted to N. Ziegler 

for having come across this text, which is not yet published (M.11301). Its great merit is to confirm 
and further elucidate what has been already known from the letter of Samsi-Addu:

“Previously, my lord wrote to me concerning the decision to be taken regarding the wells on 
the route to Qa t

˙
   na. I assembled […] the men that are knowledgeable about the wells and I sent to 

my master the men knowledgeable about the wells, (ie) the Uprapeans. But up to now my master 
has not sent me any confirmation. At present, I have asked Mut-Bisir about the route to Qa t

˙
   na. 

He spoke thus: ‘I … Neither the route that is ‘in front of’ Mari, nor the route that is ‘in front of 
Dur-Yasmah-Addu’ are convenient. [5 lines damaged] The army may take the route of Abattum.’ 
[the remainder is unfortunately in a very bad condition]”
Yasmah-Addu does not talk about the “situation of the water” (warkat mê) in general like Samsi-

Addu, but more precisely about the wells (burâtum) that could serve to supply the army. Besides, 
the document, in spite of its bad condition, invites us to reconsider the “low” route. It left from 
Mari and led from there directly to Tadmer/Palmyra. In other words, we have finally evidence for 
the route between Palmyra and Dura-Europos – well attested for the classical period – being already 
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13 We are dealing with one of most ancient explicit descriptions of an itinerary. On the subject, see the papers edited by M. F. Fales 
in KASKAL 3 and cp. F. M. Fales, “Treading the (Military, Commercial, And Cultural) Itineraries of the Ancient Near East (Udine, 
September 1–3, 2004). An Introduction”, KASKAL 3, 2006, pp. 105–108.

14 Close to Tell Tabus. See M. Lönnqvist et al., “Archaeological Surveys of Jebel Bishri. The Preliminary Report of the Finnish Mission 
to Syria, 2000–2004”, KASKAL 3, 2006, pp. 203–240 (p. 229 fig. 24; in colour on http://www.helsinki.fi/hum/arla/sygis/assets/ 
image048.jpg).

15 D. Charpin, “Un itinéraire paléo-babylonien le long du Habur”, in E. Cancik-Kirschbaum & N. Ziegler (eds), Entre deux fleuves – 
Historische Geographie Obermesopotamiens im 2. Jt. v. Chr., BBVO 20, Berlin, 2009, English version: “An Old Babylonian Itinerary 
along the Habur”, in H. Kühne (ed.), Dur-Katlimmu Studies 1, Berlin, in press. I depart from the localisation “Qirdahat (Ras el-
‘Aïn ?)” suggested by J.-M. Durand, “Peuplement et sociétés à l’époque amorrite. (I) Les clans bensim’alites”, in C. Nicolle (ed.), 
Nomades et sédentaires en Mésopotamie. Compte rendu de la XLVIe Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale, Paris, 10–13 juillet 2000, 
Amurru 3, Paris, 2004, pp. 111–198 (p. 126).

16 K. Kohlmeyer, “Euphrat-Survey”, MDOG 116, 1984, p. 112; D. Charpin, “Tell Munbaqa, Ekallâtum-sur-l’Euphrate”, NABU 1993/32.
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in use in the 18th century B.C.17

It is therefore no surprise that Mut-Bisir had excluded it from being used by an army of several 
thousand men. Even the route leaving from Abattum posed a problem: at the end of the letter 
M.11301, Mut-Bisir indicates to Yasmah-Addu that is was only possible to use it with groups of 2,000 
men one after the other, and not with 20,000 people at once. It evidently needed some time to let 
the wells refill themselves after one group had passed. 
Several remarks are necessary before leaving the topic. Of course, these letters only talk about 

a project and we do not know what was finally decided and really done. But the discussions prove 
the existence of several routes linking the Middle Euphrates and Qa t

˙
   na in the 18th century B.C. 

What Samsi-Addu and his son were discussing is whether it would be possible to use one of the 
routes with an army of several thousand men. There is no doubt, on the other hand, about these 
routes being used on a regular basis by nomads, merchants and messengers.18 In any case, we see 
that these routes, as those known from later times, carefully avoided the Djebel Bishri and that they 
passed it either by the north or by the south.

The Bishri, a dangerous zone even for nomads

It was not only for the fact that the region was mountainy that the routes avoided to pass through 
the Djebel Bishri: the region had a bad reputation. That we are dealing with a dangerous zone, is 
shown by a letter of Tarim-šakim to Yasmah-Addu:

“As regards the Yaminites that were moving in the direction of mount Bishri, the King (= Samsi-
Addu) has sent me the following message: ‘Send express messengers to your Lord Yasmah-Addu 
and to Sin-teri so that they may talk with each other. Indeed, each on his own, they will suffer 
harm.’ (Everywhere) from upstream to downstream, I have given express orders and here is what 
has been said to me: ‘They have returned.’ I was too late, and the Yaminites had already crossed 
(the Euphrates). May my Lord write me what has to be done.”19

As we see here, the intervention of Tarim-šakin was too late in order to retain the Yaminites 
from crossing the Euphrates and heading into the Djebel Bishri.

Later, under Zimri-Lim, we are assisting at a different case: now it is the Sim’alites that were 
in danger of being robbed by the Yaminites. A yet unpublished letter by Hali-hadun relates how 
a group of Sim’alites left the valley of the Euphrates to pasture in the Bishri. But a group of 300 
Yaminites tried to pursue them in order to rob them of their herds. Two women that had been captured 
by the Yaminites managed to escape from Abattum and informed Hali-hadun about the situation. 
The latter notified the king and concluded:
“It is necessary that my Lord give strict orders in order to ensure that this troop does not escape! 

Alternatively, this transhumant group (nawûm) that has settled in the Bisir (ša ina Bisir saknat) has 
to move in the direction of the east bank (aqdamatim).”20

The Yaminites were thus in control of Abattum, the point of departure of one of the routes leading 
to Palmyra as we have seen.

　  　
17 See M. Gawlikowski, “Palmyre et l’Euphrate”, Syria 60, 1983, pp. 53–68.
18 For these three groups see my contribution “La circulation des commerçants, des nomades et des messagers dans le Proche-Orient 
amorrite (XVIIIe siècle av. J.-C.)” in C. Moatti (ed.), La mobilité des personnes en Méditerranée de l’Antiquité à l’époque moderne. 
Procédures de contrôle et documents d’identification, Collection de l’Ecole française de Rome 341, Rome, 2004, pp. 51–69 (revised 
English version “Controlling Cross-border Traffic” as chapter 8 of my book Writing, Law and Kingship: Essays on Old Babylonian 
Mesopotamia, Chicago University Press, Chicago, in press.) For the existence of a route that allowed messengers to reach Qa t

˙
  na 

in ten days from Terqa (a distance of ca. 350 km) see F. Joannès, “Palmyre et les routes du désert au début du deuxième millénaire 
av. J.-C.”, MARI 8, 1997, pp. 393–416 (p. 397 n. 23).

19 ARM 5 27 [= LAPO 17 627].
20 Unpublished A.521+. I would like to thank J.-M. Durand for having communicated to me his edition of this document.



The Suteans of the Bishri

However, the group of nomads that seems to have dominated the Djebel Bishri was made up of 
Suteans.21

The discovery of treasure
I shall begin with a revelatory anecdote: according to a report by the governor of Mari, Bahdi-Lim, 
to king Zimri-Lim, the Suteans had discovered treasure in the Bishri:

“Say to my Lord: thus speaks Bahdi-Lim, your servant. Previously, when my Lord was in 
Saggaratum, before his departure, I have sent an expedition: the Suteans of the clan of Mehalisayu have 
discovered hidden treasure in the Bishri. It is reported to be a lot of silver. Some say it is up to 
[x] talents, others say is up to 2 talents, even others say it is up to 10 mines. There is no agreement 
on the issue. Having learnt about this event, I say to Hammi-telu … (lacuna). ... the silver of my 
Lord. … That is what I said to him among other things. Hammi-telu replied to me in this way: 
‘A purse of silver has been found and it is Hazirum who has found the said silver. They have divided 
it and for the quarter … I am bringing the news about the Suteans that I have heard. Presently, 
you are informed about the affair. I shall write again.’ Thus spoke Hammi-talu to me. I have sent 
him a message on my behalf and the news  … but Abi-sare up to now … the silver…”22

As we see, it is all about rumours: extravagant speculations were circulating about the amount 
of silver that had been discovered. The responsible Mariote was asking a Sutean leader, Hammi-
telu, who in turn reported what he had learnt. The affair shows in any case that the Suteans were 
crisscrossing the Bishri (otherwise they would not have made the discovery.) It could be tempting 
to think that what they had found were the contents of an even more ancient tomb, but the remainder 
of the letter speaks about a purse of silver discovered by a certain Hazirum.

The ‘protection’ of the caravans
The Suteans knew to escort caravans that chose to travel along the Euphrates, but did not want to follow 
the valley. This is attested for the journey of the messengers of Tilmum, between Babylon and Mari23. 
But it is also true for the travellers who passed along the Djebel Bishri. Nevertheless, the protection 
they offered was ambiguous, as it was also possible to ask them for help if one were to attack 
travellers. This is clear from a letter written by Samsi-Addu that has recently been published by 
N. Ziegler.24 Samsi-Addu planned to have Babylonian messengers attacked on their return from 
Yamdad. He contacted two Sutean leaders and offered them 10,000 sheep for a raid on the caravan. 
The Bishri is not explicitly mentioned, but it is very likely that attack was meant to take place there.
One could also mention the attack by Suteans of a group of Mariotes and Babylonians between 

the Euphrates and Palmyra.25

A storm in the Bishri…
An unpublished letter by Mut-Bisir shows us how, obviously after a rain during a storm, truffles 
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21 The only overview available is far from being satisfactory (M. Heltzer, The Suteans, Istituto Universitario Orientale Seminario di 
Studi Asiatici. Series Minor 13, Naples, 1981.) On the Suteans in the Mari archives (and in partic. on the different clans) see F. Joannès, 
MARI 8, p. 408, n. 36.

22 ARM 6 44 = LAPO 18 1047.
23 See N. Ziegler, “Tilmuniter im Königreich Samsî-Addus,” in E. Olijdam & R. H. Spoor (eds.), Intercultural relations between South 
and Southwest Asia. Studies in commemoration of E. C. L. During Caspers (1934–1996), BAR International Series, 2008, pp. 253–259.

24 N. Ziegler, “Samsî-Addu et la combine sutéenne”, in C. Nicolle (ed.), Nomades et sédentaires en Mésopotamie. Compte rendu de 
la XLVIe Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale, Paris, 10–13 juillet 2000, Amurru 3, Paris, 2004, pp. 95–109.

25 F. Joannès, MARI 8, pp. 401–402 no. 2.



244　Dominique CHARPIN

grew in the steppe (today’s kam’a).26 Mut-Bisir, after having sacrificied to the storm-god Addu, 
collected them and proposed to send them to Yasmah-Addu together with ostrich eggs he had cooked:
“Say to my Lord (= Yasmah-Addu): thus (speaks) your servant Mut-Bisir. In the Paššur (i-na 

pa-aš-šu-ur), I have sacrified to Addu who forever protects the life of my Lord; I have taken the 
truffles and the ostrich eggs and I […] – the truffles have been watered (by the rain) and are very 
tender. And I said to myself: ‘I would like to have them brought to my Lord.’ But Ka’lalum [refused], 
saying: ‘My Lord does not … these eggs!’ Consequently, I cooked them here. At present, I have 
just sent to my Lord the truffles and the eggs that I collected myself so that he may eat them!”27 

The term that poses a problem in the text is paššur. In Babylonian, the word means ‘table, 
tray’. Although it is admittedly not followed by the geographical determinative KI here, it is in the 
absolute state: it is thus very likely that we are dealing with a toponym. It would be obviously a 
steppe-like place given that mention is made of truffles and ostrich eggs. In addition, the author 
of the letter is Mut-Bisir, a native of the region of Bishri who was very familiar with it. From this, 
one may ask oneself whether Paššur does not designate the Bishri. J.-M. Durand already proposed 
in ARM 2 107 [LAPO 16 354] for the word paššurum ‘table’ the meaning “une hauteur plate, en 
mésa, sans doute une avancée du Bishri”28:

“Another topic. There happen to be 
˙
san 
˙
sar-locusts in the valley – the part of the valley of 

Dur-Yahdun-Lim – (exactly) between Paššur (‘the Table’) and Saharata. Nothing can be done against 
the locusts. I now send these locusts to my Lord.”

One may ask whether Paššur does not mean here that part of the Bishri pointing in the direction 
of the Euphrates valley.29 One could go even further and suppose that paššur is the etymology of 
the name Bishri: we would encounter the toponym sometimes in its Amorite form (Bisir) and 
sometimes in its Babylonian form (Paššur).

Conclusion

This study provides first of all a lesson in methodology: the case shows that approaches that are 
exclusively relying on attested names are insufficient.30 Besides, it has become clear that studies 
of a region such as the Djebel Bishri are necessarily of a multidisciplinary character: the Mari archives 
contain precious complements to the results of the surveys and excavations done by Finnish and 
Japanese archaeologists. They allow us to see that the Bishri was above all a zone frequented by 
nomads with their herds. They chose it as the place to bury their relatives; these funeral monuments 
served as a point of reference in the landscape, and one knew where exactly which ancestor was buried, 
as shows the following letter by Yaqqim-Addu: 

“On the day I sent my present tablet to my Lord, Ku s
˙
  an, messenger of Karkemiš, Šamaš-redi 

and a friend of his, (people of my Lord,) who were travelling from Karkemiš to my Lord: four 
Uprapeans attacked them at the funeral monument (humusûm) of Ayalum.”31

By such an indication king Zimri-Lim was supposed to understand where the incident happened. 
The marked tribal character of these monuments becomes apparent in a letter by the Rabbean leader 
Dadi-hadun:

　  　
26 On the truffles see most recently the comments made by J.-M. Durand LAPO 16, pp. 311–312.
27 Unpublished A.688, brought to my attention by J.-M. Durand and N. Ziegler, whom I thank. 
28 LAPO 16, comment of no. 354 on p. 552.
29 See the photo http://www.helsinki.fi/hum/arla/sygis/assets/image032.jpg.
30 The same observation holds for the vocabulary: a study of debt relief in Mari cannot limit itself to collecting the occurrences of the 
word andurârum/uddurârum (cp. D. Charpin, “Un édit du roi Ammi-ditana de Babylone”, in press.) One sees why electronic databases 
that are equipped only with a single word research engine remain, despite all their usefulness, insufficient.

31 FM 8 29: 4–12. Published by J.-M. Durand, Le Culte des pierres et les monuments commémoratifs en Syrie amorrite, Florilegium 
marianum VIII, Mémoires de NABU 9, Paris, 2005. 



“About the hamusûm-monument of which I have talked to you – it is a funeral monument 
(râmum); it is five years ago that this hamusûm-monument was erected, and since then I have passed 
by ten times from upstream or from downstream: never did I touch this hamusûm-monument. During 
my present journey, when I left for you, I had reached Muban when I was told: ‘The hamusûm-
monument of Ayalum has been destroyed.’ I did not want to believe it. I arrived in Halabit and 
received confirmation of it. Even then, I refrained from believing it, until I sent two servants and 
they saw this hamûsum-monument. Then I grew very angry and held my hand over the hamusûm-
monument of [Lahu]n-Dagan. They certainly destroyed the one that was erected on a territory that 
was not their own, whereas I did not destroy the one that was erected on my own territory, before 
they commenced.”32

The Rabbeans were one of the five tribes of Yaminites. During their annual transhumance,33 
their leader Dadi-hadun had tolerated a monument erected in memory of Lahun-Dagan, a recently 
deceased Uprapean leader; but when external people destroyed the monument of his ancestor Ayalum, 
he immediately sought revenge.
Another text mentions gold and silver that was buried in a tomb.34 This obviously explains 

the number of robberies in ancient times that are attested by the excavations in the region.
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32 FM 8 30: 5–31.
33 The ten passages over a period of five years are a clear allusion to this phenomenon. For the movements of the nomads see J.-M. Durand, 
“Peuplement et sociétés à l’époque amorrite. (I) Les clans bensim’alites”, in C. Nicolle (ed.), Nomades et sédentaires en Mésopotamie. 
Compte rendu de la XLVIe Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale, Paris, 10–13 juillet 2000, Amurru 3, Paris, 2004, pp. 111–198.

34 FM 8 32.





1. Old Babylonian texts from Tell Taban

In the winter season of 2005, after an interruption of five years, the Japanese mission resumed 
excavation at Tell Taban, which is located about 19 kilometers south of Hassake, Syria. The 
excavations have continued since, in the five summer seasons of 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009, 
under the directorship of Hirotoshi Numoto of Kokushikan University. This new series of excavations 
has uncovered a large number of cuneiform inscriptions.1 The majority of them originate in the Middle 
Assyrian period, including hundreds of administrative-legal tablets and various objects (bricks, 
cylinders, nails, etc.) bearing commemorative inscriptions, but a few dozen Old Babylonian tablets and 
inscribed envelopes have also been unearthed.2

As early as 1920, E. Forrer identified Tell Taban with the city of 
˙
T
  
ābetu of Middle-Assyrian 

and Neo-Assyrian sources,3 and this was fully verified by the commemorative texts found at Tell 
Taban and Tell Bderi, which were published by S. M. Maul.4 This Assyrian-period city of 

˙
T
  
ābetu 

can now also be safely identified with the Old Babylonian 
˙
T
  
ābatum, a city often mentioned in the 

texts from Mari (Tell Hariri) and Chagar Bazar, as W. Heimpel has discussed.5 The identification 
has now been further supported by its attestation in three letters found at Tell Taban written in the 
Old Babylonian period.6

The majority of the Old Babylonian materials, totaling 25 pieces including tablets, tablet 
fragments and inscribed envelopes, were excavated during the two successive summer seasons of 2005 
and 2006.7 These were found in a rectangular room measuring about 3m by 2m in trench 8, which 
was opened at a point on the western side of the mound.8 They had been exposed to fire. These 
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 1 For the excavations from 2005 to 2007, see Numoto 2006, Numoto 2007, Numoto 2008 and Numoto 2009. 
 2 For those inscriptions, see Shibata 2007, Yamada 2008 and Shibata and Yamada 2009.
 3 Forrer 1920, pp. 19 and 144.
 4 Maul 1992 and Maul 2005.
 5 Heimpel 1996, pp. 105f. For the references to the city of 

˙
T
  
ābatum in the sources from Mari and Chagar Bazar, see Wäfler 2001, 

pp. 176f. (s.v. “
˙
T
  
abatum”) with further attestations in Durand 2002, p. 87, no. 26, l. 8, Lacambre and Millet-Albà 2008, p. 104, 

no. 173, l. 7.
 6 URU 

˙
tà-ba-tum.KI (Tab T05B-44, l. 11), [URU 

˙
tà-b]a-tim.KI (Tab T06-3+Tab T06-17, l. 3), [URU 

˙
tà]-ba-tim.KI (Tab T06-9, l. 

13). 
 7 See Yamada 2008 for the texts found in the 2005 (summer) and 2006 seasons of excavations. A fragment of an Old Babylonian 
copy of the Weidner god list (Tab T07-1) and an Old Babylonian administrative text with a year name of Yadih-abu (Tab T07-3) 
were found on the surface of the mound in 2007. The former is to be published by D. Shibata (Shibata forthcoming). For the latter, 
see Shibata and Yamada 2009, pp. 89–91 with Numoto 2009, pl. 48 (photograph). A fragment of a late Old-Babylonian tablet bearing 
a contract of adoption was further excavated in 2009. All the texts, including those discussed here, will be published with full editions 
and hand copies in monographic volumes in the series of final reports on the cuneiform texts from Tell Taban. 

 8 Numoto 2008, pp. 3–5.
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Old Babylonian materials include 16 letters and letter fragments, as well as six legal-administrative 
texts and three school-text fragments. My short paper discusses some of the letters and legal-
administrative texts with the aim of gaining a better understanding of the social-administrative aspects 
of the city of 

˙
T
  
ābatum and its surroundings.

2. Yasīm-Mahar and the city of 
˙
T
  
ābatum

Of the aforementioned 16 Old Babylonian letters, eight are sent to a certain Yasīm-Mahar (Tab T05B-
41, Tab T05B-42, Tab T05B-43, Tab T05B-44, Tab T06-1, Tab T06-9, Tab T06-10, Tab T06-
12+Tab T06-14). Another two fragmentary letters are also possibly addressed to him, though the 
addressees’ names are partly damaged (Tab T06-3+Tab T06-17, Tab T06-11); and one letter referring 
to him as the sender must be a draft or copy of a letter sent out from him (Tab T06-13). Thus, it 
appears that the majority of the letters, if not all, originally belonged to his “private” archive. The 
senders of these letters include the king I 

˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi (Tab T05B-42, Tab T05B-43, and probably 

also Tab T06-3+Tab T06-17), local leaders who considered themselves as equals (ahum “brother”) 
of Yasīm-Mahar residing in or around 

˙
T
  
ābatum (Tab T06-1, Tab T06-9, Tab T06-10, Tab T06-

12+Tab T06-14), as well as members of Yasīm-Mahar’s family or clan (see below, e.g., Tab T05B-
41 and Tab T05B-44).9

Yasīm-Mahar is attested also in a land grant (Tab T06-4) and an administrative text (Tab T05B-
39) excavated from trench 8.10 The grant was issued to “Yasīm-Mahar, son of Sumat-Erah,” by 
“I 
˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi the king,” confirming the royal grant of two tracts of fields along the Habur river and 

a house, all apparently located in the city of 
˙
T
  
ābatum. As I have discussed elsewhere,11 I 

˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi 

is most probably to be identified with the king of Terqa in the post-Hammurabi period who is attested 
in one of the contracts found at Tell Ashara, ancient Terqa (Rouault 1984, Text 9), in which an 
oath is taken in the name of I 

˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi as king as well as in the names of the gods Dagān and 

Itūr-Mēr.12 Thus, it appears that 
˙
T
  
ābatum was in the sphere of influence of the kingdom of I 

˙
s
  
ī-

Sumuabi and that Yasīm-Mahar was the local representative of 
˙
T
  
ābatum, whose position was 

authorized by the king. 
Yasīm-Mahar seems to have represented the city as sugāgum, an office that may be translated 

as “sheikh” or “mayor”. As previous studies have shown, under Mari rule, a sugāgum was nominated 
from each town or tribal community to serve as its local representative in its dealings with the royal 
house of Mari.13 Officials bearing the title sugāgum were set continuously at 

˙
T
  
ābatum, with their 

position being authorized by the king of Mari, as is shown by a letter written during the reign of 
Zimri-Lim sent from Zimri-Addu, governor of the Qa 

˙
t
  
 
˙
t
  
unān province (ARM 27, no. 107). The letter 

shows that the sugāgum was granted lands by the royal house and his clan was obliged to pay some 
silver to the king.14 Since also a certain Bina-Ištar (  bi-na-iš8-tár  ) is attested as bearing the title 
of sugāgu(m) in a contract made in Terqa at the time of I 

˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi the king (Rouault 1984, Text 

9: 23), the institution of sugāgum must have survived Hammurabi’s destruction of the Mari kingdom 
and continued under the rule of Terqa in the post-Hammurabi period. The lands in the royal land 
grant referred to above were thus probably given to Yasīm-Mahar in regard for his services as sugāgum.

　 　
 9 The rest of the letters (Tab T05B-45, Tab T06-2, Tab T06-6, Tab T06-15, Tab T06-16) are either correspondence between other 
persons, or letters where the correspondents are unclear due to breaks.

10 See Yamada 2008, pp. 49–54; cf. modifications and suggestions in Durand 2008 and Yamada forthcoming.
11 Yamada 2008 and Yamada forthcoming.
12 I am following the broadly accepted understanding that after the destruction of Mari by Hammurabi, Terqa became the capital of 
the Middle Euphrates region. D. Charpin, however, believes it possible that Mari somehow survived the destruction to be the capital 
of the region also in the Post-Hammurabi period. Cf. Charpin 2004, pp. 358f.

13 Nakata 1987; Fleming 2004, pp. 64-76; Charpin 2007, pp. 170–173; recently and most elaborately Marti 2008, esp. pp. 1–19.
14 For the nature of the payment of silver or animals for the sugāgūtum tax or for some other reason, see Marti 2008, esp. pp. 10–19.



An examination of the letters from Tell Taban sheds further light on administrative and social 
aspects of the city of 

˙
T
  
ābatum. One of the letters from I 

˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi (Tab T05B-42) illustrates the 

responsibility that Yasīm-Mahar took for the royal house of I 
˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi. Its opening reads: “Say 

to Yasīm-Mahar. Thus says I 
˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi: Do not procrastinate about the city, the irrigated areas 

and the watch posts” (ll. 1–7).15 This shows that Yasīm-Mahar took full responsibility for the security 
of the city of 

˙
T
  
ābatum, its surrounding irrigation districts and the watch posts. The same letter records 

the king’s order for Yasīm-Mahar to collect and store the “tax-barley (še-im GÚ.UN)” from the region 
and to carry silver, straw and other agricultural products to appropriate places. Similarly, during 
the Zimri-Lim period, a district governor of Qa 

˙
t
 ̇
t
  
unān transported barley from 

˙
T
  
ābatum southward 

to Qa 
˙
t
 ̇
t
  
unān (ARM 27, no. 5). It is notable that the letter to Yasīm-Mahar refers to certain persons 

named Hi 
˙
s
  
nī-Addu and Zanzi as persons expected to work with him in storing and transporting the 

agricultural products. It appears that they were influential persons residing in or around the city of 

˙
T
  
ābatum who together with Yasīm-Mahar had collective responsibility for the management of various 
affairs in 

˙
T
  
ābatum.

The same letter of I 
˙
s
  
ī-Sumuabi mentions also a certain Tâ 

˙
s
  
ī-Annu (ta-

˙
s
 
í-an-nu): “You (Hi 

˙
s
  
nī-

Addu and Yasīm-Mahar) are to collect the barley of Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu, and you (Yasīm-Mahar) are to put 

it in the store house” (ll. 17–19).16 Two letters from this Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu (Tab T05B-41, Tab T05B-44) 

are among the tablets discovered in trench 8. This person could have been female, as suggested 
by the personal name, which is composed of the feminine prefixed verbal form (ta-) of the west-
Semitic root y 

˙
s
 
’ and the divine element Annu, which probably represents a female deity, at least here.17 

Thus, the name means “the goddess Annu came out”.18 Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu never appears with an appellative 

such as “brother (ahum),” “father (abum),” “son (mārum)” etc. in relation to Yasīm-Mahar. This 
is in notable contrast to a number of other senders of the letters from trench 8 who refer to themselves 
as “your brother” and thus represent themselves as a male equal of Yasīm-Mahar (see above).19 
This suggests that Tâ 

˙
s
  
ī-Annu may not have been a male local leader.

One of Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu’s letters (Tab T05B-44), after the opening words of blessing, states: “It is 

well for the gate of your (= Yasīm-Mahar’s) office (ekallum)”.20 Since Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu is reporting on 

the current good state of Yasīm-Mahar’s office, the letter was probably written when he was absent 
from the city of 

˙
T
  
ābatum; it was presumably sent to him from 

˙
T
  
ābatum and brought back to the 

city with him. Thus it seems that Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu is a close relative, perhaps the wife, of Yasīm-Mahar 

who is taking care of the house during his absence.21 The letter (Tab T05B-44) deals with several 
matters: (1) the delivery of silver from Tâ 

˙
s
  
ī-Annu to Yasīm-Mahar to be paid to a certain Suri-epuh, 
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15 (1) a-na ia-si-im-ma-h[ar] (2) qí-bí-ma (3)  -ma i- -su-mu-a-bi-ma (4) a-na URU.KI sa-la-hi-im  (5) ù ma-a

˙
s-
˙
sa-ra-tim  

(6) ni-di a-hi-im  (7) la ta-ra-aš-  
16 (17) še-em ša ta-

˙
sí-an-nu (18) pu-uh-hi-ra-ma (19) a-na na-aš-pa-ki-im šu-pu-uk.

17 I. Nakata and J.-M. Durand kindly pointed out to me that the name Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu appears to be female. For the frequent attestation 

of the divine element Annu in feminine personal names in Mari texts, see Nakata 1973, pp. 299–307 and Durand 2008, pp. 182f. 
Durand suggests that Annu is the pronoun annû “this” and refers to an unnamed deity (“un dieu non nommé”), which can be either 
a god or a goddess. There is strong tendency for Annu to appear as the first element in female names, e.g. Annu-tarām “Annu has 
loved,” Annu-ummī “Annu is my mother” (for more examples, see Nakata 1973, pp. 301–304; cf. also Durand 2008, p. 182). However, 
there are cases where Annu is the second element like ta-ši-im-an-nu (ARM 21, no. 407, ii 19), indicated as female (MUNUS). 
N. Ziegler generously informed me that the name Tâ 

˙
s
  
ī-Annu is attested several times in her data base of Mari personal names and 

appears once with the feminine determinative.
18 Cf. Streck 2000, p. 192 (Tay

˙
sī-’annu “Erschienen ist ’Annu”).

19 For the use of such appellatives in the Old Babylonian letters, see Sallaberger 1999, pp. 49–73.
20 a-na KÁ É.GAL-li-ka šu-ul-mu. The word ekallum, which normally means a large structure such as a royal palace, is probably 
used here for a house of modest size that functioned as the office of the sugāgum. The royal grant mentioned above refers to a 
house of 1+1/3 SAR (c. 48 m2) as a part of the property granted from the king to Yasīm-Mahar; this house may be the office 
referred to in the letter.

21 Suggestion of J.-M. Durand.

um
˙
si

ši
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(2) the delayed payment of silver to a certain Halu-rabi,22 which Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu asks Yasīm-Mahar to 

carry out immediately, and (3) the release of a certain Dadi-epuh from the workhouse. These issues 
might be interrelated, though their exact background remains unclear.23 Regarding the second matter, 
Tâ 
˙
s
  
ī-Annu asks Yasīm-Mahar and a certain Hanan, apparently a man of 

˙
T
  
ābatum accompanying 

Yasīm-Mahar, to pay the silver to Halu-rabi immediately. Though the exact circumstances requiring 
this payment are unknown, it was so urgent that Tâ 

˙
s
  
ī-Annu even wrote that she/he would come to 

Yasīm-Mahar with a colleague called Hattam to push him to take action.

3. Conclusion

Most of the Old Babylonian texts found at Tell Taban concern a certain Yasīm-Mahar. The texts 
suggest that he represented the local society of 

˙
T
  
ābatum and its hinterland as a whole before the 

king of Terqa, probably holding the office of sugāgum “sheikh/mayor”. Presumably he was nominated 
for his office from a major local clan, and his position was eventually authorized by the king of Terqa, 
with whom he corresponded directly.24 Yasīm-Mahar seems to have led the local civil governance, 
whose nature was relatively collective. The people mentioned in the letters as working with Yasīm-
Mahar are probably members of his family or clan, possibly including a woman (i.e., Tâ 

˙
s
  
ī-Annu). 

It is very likely that we find here a society similar to that known from the texts of Mari, where a 
sugāgum acted in cooperation with a group of local people, which included a “lieutenant/deputy 
(laputtûm)” and “elders (šībūtum)” as the most eminent members.2

Postscript

After the completion of this article, J.-M. Durand generously sent me some significant data from 
his files, including three unpublished lists of personal names in which Ta- 

˙
sí-an ̇nu appears as a male 

name. It thus appears that Tâ s
˙
  ī-Annu could be either a male or a female name. This forces us to 

be more careful in judging the gender of persons bearing this name, especially in the case of the 
sender of the letters from Tell Taban (Tab T05B-41, Tab T05B44) discussed above.
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Dominique Charpin’s task was to show what the Mari texts can tell us about the Bishri region, and 
about the routes crossing or bypassing it which have linked East and West since that era.
　　My aim is more modest – to situate the eastern edge of the Bishri in its geographical context 
and to examine its relationship with the course of the Euphrates, which represents the principal axis 
of settlement and the region’s foremost watering place for animals.

a) The boundaries of the kingdom of Mari on the upstream Euphrates

The upstream boundary of the kingdom of Mari was at Dûr Yahdun-Lîm, which bears a typical 
name for a frontier city, according to the use of a toponym beginning with BÀDki(= dûrum, dunnum).
　　It is in this context that one should understand relations with Tuttul (Tell Bi’a, near the site of 
modern Raqqa, at the confluence of the Balikh and the Euphrates): during the considered period at 
least, this was a site lying outside the kingdom of Mari, but one which it was worthwhile to control 
as an outpost.

  – Under Yahdun-Lîm, the king of Mari gains power over Tuttul and seems to take the title of 
“king of Tuttul1”.

  – Under Sumu-Yamam, his son and successor, the kingdom is restricted to Halabît and 
Saggâratum, so Tuttul is abandoned.

  – Under the kingdom of Upper Mesopotamia, Tuttul is a major citadel against the West (Aleppo 
Kingdom) and North-West (Zalmaqum, that is to say the Harran region); when it falls, this 
allows Zimrî-Lîm to march upon Mari.

  – Under Zimrî-Lîm, the city is outside the kingdom2: it is autonomous in terms of its municipal 
structures, but the king of Mari has a representative (hazzannum) installed there who oversees 
the city at close quarters3. It lies on a major axis of penetration of the Mâr yamîna (so 
called Benjaminites), who reached the Balikh river via Halabît and Tuttul and thus made 
contact with Zalmaqqum4.

　　Our interest today is therefore the land between Halabiya and Dûr Yahdun-Lîm, which is beyond 
the kingdom, but on the road towards the outposts, close or far, which watch over the North of the kingdom.
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 1 For a visit of Yahdun-Lîm at Tuttul, cf. J-M. Durand & L. Marti, “Chroniques du Moyen-Euphrate, 3”, RA 98, 2004, p. 121–150, 
spec. p. 129–130.

 2 As it is well known from now on, thanks to D. Charpin, Zimrî-Lîm was never called “king of Tuttul ”, as his father Yahdun-Lîm, 
cf. Florilegium marianum V, p. 182, n. 90.

 3 We have many letters sent by Lanasûm, hazzannum for Zimrî-Lîm at Tuttul. These letters give a vivid view of political and religious 
situation at Tuttul till at least the war against the Elamites and we are accordingly well informed about this great city. Many letters 
have been quoted since the first reading of Mari’s documents by G. Dossin, and even fully published. But we are now to expect 
the systematic publication of those documents by L. Marti in a next Florilegium marianum.

 4 We possess major informations about this fact thanks to Lanasûm’s (and other Mari officials’) letters but also thanks to tablets sent 
by Mâr yamîna kings themselves to Zimrî-Lîm.
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b) Information provided by Greek sources

This section of the Euphrates has always been an axis of military or commercial penetration. Up 
to now we have had at our disposal (besides indications given by casual travellers as Xenophon) 
two large-scale itineraries giving details of population centres in the area:

b.1 Ptolemy V 18: on the right bank of the Euphrates5:

Thapsacus
Birtha  Zenobia (?)
Gadirtha  Zenobia (?)
Auzara  Dêr ez-Zôr

b.2 Isidorus of Charax 1: on the left bank6:

Nicephorium  Raqqa
Galabatha
Khumbana
Thillada Mirrhada
Sanctuary of Artemis
Allân
Beona
Phaliga7

Nabagath
Khabur  Habur

　　It has proved extremely difficult to identify the location of all of these settlements.8 The only 

 5 Cf. René Dussaud, Topographie historique de la Syrie antique et médiévale, BAH IV, 1927, p. 455. Dussaud’s work was a seminal 
contribution since its publication. Of course, it relies on the documentation at hands in 1927, but Ancient History specialists rely 
till now on this book and it is impossible to ignore it. Today, this part of the Euphrates valley is still ignored in Geyer and Monchambert’s 
work, La Basse vallée de l’Euphrate syrien, BAH 166, 2003, except in the first volume p. 152–155 and some comments on ancient 
texts in the second volume, p. 239 sq. and sqq, by Monchambert. For the region around Halabiya, cf. J.-L. Montero Fenollos et 
al., “Le projet archéologique ‘Moyen-Euphrate syrien’ = Travaux récents sur la frontière septentrionale du royaume de Mari”, 
<http://studiaorontica.org> et Sudia Orontica II.

 6 Cf. R. Dussaud, ibidem, p. 465. In BAH 166, p. 146–152 only 3 toponymes, outside the here considered zone are discussed.
 7 The situation of Phaliga site is much debated. Isidorus says it is on the Euphrates, near the Khabur. Obviously for its meaning the 
toponym is related to the akkadian palgu, hebr. pèlèg, etc. “ditch ”, as seen very early by V. Scheil ; but the greek author specifies 
that the meaning is the “middle of the distance” (mesoporikon). There is no means to find a Semitic, Greek or Iranian (by way 
of folk etymology) word to explain that “explanation”. So, one wonders if there is not here a misunderstanding about ancient Mišlân, 
modern Ramadi. Its important wadi (W. es Suab) was known in Antiquity as “Wadi of Mišlân” and this was a region with important 
ditches ; on the other hand, mišlu is the obvious local term for “middle” and it was possible to explain the toponym by this “folk 
etymology”. We must add that the great canal of the Mišlân region according to Mari’s texts was called Hubur, from the Khabur 
river. So the notation of Isidorus of the proximity of the Khabur and Phaliga (alias Mišlân) would be an other token of his confusion. 
If this explanation is sound, it would urge not to take too tightly was is said in details by Isidorus who could have taken his information 
at random.

 8 In the same way, we may consider the question of “Merrhan” which is equated with the great Mari, alias Tell Hariri (BAH 166, p. 
151). The notation with a -h- is wrong and due to the fact that a –rr- was noted in greek manuscripts with two ‘, the second breathing 
being rough (whence the H). Now, how to explain those –rr- and the suffixe –ân? The best answer would be to derive the toponyme 
from the root MRR “be bitter”; there was indeed a lot of ancient toponyms (of course in the kingdom of Mari) the name of which 
was made with roots indicating they were near/on salted spots, such as Mulhân for instance. So Merrân might be understood as 
“the Salted one, The town the waters of which are bitter”, probably whithout any relation with the ancient Mari. Even if it is 
possible that “Giddân” (see later) was the ancient Hiddân, we must not try to explain all the toponyms of Isidorus or Ptolemy’s lists 
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fact they are said “on the left bank” is astonishing for the reader of the texts of the IInd millenium 
and one must deduce from this how great was the changing of human settlements in those regions 
after Mari’s period.

c) Toponyms in Mari’s texts upstream of Terqa and downstream of Halabiye

Consideration of a new documentary source, namely Mari’s texts, allows us to reinterpret these much-
debated itineraries.

(a) The major centre of the intermediate region seems to have been Dûr Yahdun-Lîm.
　　Some words about Dûr Yahdun-Lîm’s localisation, which must be searched for surely on the 
right bank of the Euphrates : the actual site is unknown9 but the ancient town corresponds 
approximately to modern Dêr ez-Zôr’s region, when one takes in consideration the itineraries from 
Terqa to Halabît (the actual Halabiye) and the roads from the Euphrates to Tadmer in Antiquity10. 
Anyway, this Euphratic region is a small one and there is not so many places where to search a 
spot convenient for a regional capital.
　　We may add that Dêr ez-Zôr’s site pictures before the second world war show that it was the place 
for finding remains of extensive irrigation works11. This could refer to Yahdun-Lîm’s work.
　　So, the “province” of Saggâratum-Dûr Yahdun-Lîm was named after its two principal 
settlements, one downstream and one upstream, which were major fortresses, one North-Westwards, 
the other North-Eastwards. We can understand easily why the coordination of the defence of the North 
of the kingdom was given to one and single man12.
　　Dûr Yahdun-Lîm was not on the Euphrates, but set relatively far back, no doubt on high ground 
for better protection: this is what is observed with Arab defensive fortresses the length of the Euphrates, 
which are readily found on the mountain ridge and not in the valley.
　　The kingdom ends at Dûr Yahdun-Lîm, whose territory centred upon an important canal (the 
nârum Ishîm-Yahdun-Lîm) which however does not seem to have gone downwards very far, e.g. up 
to Terqa. The region of Dûr Yahdun-Lîm serves as a complement to the zone of Saggâratum, which 
does not extend far (only one day’s march) up the Habur river13.

as reflexes of the great ancient cities. One must explain “Mirrhada” ( = marrata) of Thillada Mirrhada as an attributive meaning “salted”. 
Thillada corresponds certainly – as seen since long – to Thelda of Ptolemy, which may document the toponym alone, without attributive.

 9 Many identifications with modern sites have been proposed. The identification with Tell Mohassân (cf. Geyer-Monchambert, BAH 166, 
p. 137, whose interpretation is based – to say the least – on hurried readings, cf. p. 136, n. 74) must be denied as too near of Terqa 
(the kingdom would be very small indeed) ; that with Halabiye (as does Montero Fenollos) on the contrary would be too far! We 
do know that the hal 

˙
sum (“province”) of Terqa and the hal 

˙
sum of Dûr Yahdun-Lîm adjoined, since some hamlets belonged according 

to the years to one or another provinces. Workers of these hamlets could be convocated occasionnaly at Terqa for irrigation works 
as those from Saggâratum or Mari. It is never the case for the hal 

˙
sum of Qattunân which was separated from the Kernland of the kingdom 

by an important noman’s land. That was exactly the same for the region of Halabît, far away upstream.
10 From Tadmer to the Euphrates existed three roads, one of them ended at Dêr ez-Zôr, according to medieval arab sources. During 
his lecture, D. Charpin quoted a very interesting unpublished text, M.11301, completing the “three routes to Qatna” I published in 
MARI 5, 1987, p. 159–167 (map, p. 162). The king of Mari says : “Neither the route which is ‘in front of Mari’ nor the route 
which is ‘in front of Dûr Yasmah-Addu’ are convenient”. Unfortunately the tablet is broken at this crucial point, so it does not 
prove that “from Dûr Yasmah-Addu” must be equated with “from Halabît”. In my opinion, this remark gives the clue for the rather 
enigmatic indication “from before you” (l. 38 : ištu mahri-kâ-ma) given by Samsî-Addu to his son, which means “from your kingdom”, 
that is to say “from Dûr Yasmah-Addu till Mari”.

11 Cf. the photography of Dêr ez Zôr before second world war, in BAH 166, p. 184.
12 For the same reason the two places fortified by Sumu-Yamam were Halabît (Halabiya) and Saggâratum. One can even venture that 
Saggâratum was a founding of king Sumu-Yamam.

13 For the situation of Saggâratum approximately at Circesium (i. e. the confluence of the Khabur and the Euphrats) and the extent of 
the province alongside the Khabur, cf. my articles in Entre deux fleuves. Untersuchungen zur historische Geographie 
Obermesopotamien im 2. Jachttausend, E. Cancik-Kirschbaum & N. Ziegler, edd., BBVO 20, Berlin, 2009 and Dur Katlimmu Studien 
1, H. Kühne éd. (both in press).
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  – Near to Dûr Yahdun-Lîm there existed two important cities on the Euphrates: Gânibatum, 
its own port, and Tillazîbim14. These were true cities which could defend themselves 
independently. Gânibatum is the place where the craft of the new queen Shiptu berthed. 
Its name likely comes from a term related to the Arabic jānib “coast, beach”.

　　The name of the major city was exactly Dûrum, which is liable to be filled out with the name 
of whoever is currently king – Yahdun-Lîm or Yasmah-Addu. However, the city was never called 
*Dûr Zimrî-Lîm. It was possible to speak of it by the simple dûr bêli-ia = « my lord’s Fortress ».
　　An essential text for the understanding of its unterland is the yet unpublished A.3550 the date 
of which is the great rebellion of the Mâr yamîna:
　　«The different cities which surround Dûr Yahdun-Lîm – Hurrân, Nahadû, Yûm-hammû (and) 
Narâ – gathered within Dûr Yahdun-Lîm”.
　　This text, therefore, mentions those cities of minor importance which depend closely on Dûr 
Yahdun-Lîm: it is unsurprising that Gânibatum and Tillazibim are missing from the list. They were 
able to resist by themselves.
　　The understanding of the meaning of the toponymes may help us to realise where they stand: 
　　– Hurrân means ‘That of the cavern’, no doubt an allusion to habitations dug out of the wall 
of the cliff dominating the river valley.
　　– Narâ means ‘city of the canal’.
　　– Meanwhile, the other two names make explicit reference to Mâr sim’al nomads (= the so-called 
Bensim’alites), as Nahadû and Yûm-hammû are two well known nomadic Bedouin clans of their 
tribes. They must have acquired lands in the region15 but are still in the process of settlement.
　　Nahadû was certainly located beside the river, because it is among the people of Nahadû that 
one sees merchants arriving from upstream16.
　　We can thus suppose that the Yûm-hammû settled more on the highlands dominating the course 
of the river, along the canal.
　　In this way the two clans would divide the various pasturelands which could have been found 
at different inhabited levels of the territory.
　　Hence the sequence “Nahadû, Yûm-hammû, Narâ, Hurrân” would give the distribution of the 
population between the banks of the Euphrates and the cliff face.
　　This is important, as Dûr Yahdun-Lîm’s region bounds the kingdom at its upstream edge: it is 
from there that Yahdun-Lîm established his programme of exploiting lands which up to his day 
(according to him at least) had been left uncultivated. These different settlements thus barred the 
customary route of the Mâr yamîna Bedouins (the so called Benjaminites) wishing to continue their 
journey upstream from Samânum (Meyaddin?) and Mišlân (Ramadi) to reach their settlements on 
the Balikh.
　　To the south of Dûr Yahdun-Lîm was the Mâr yamîna kingdom of Samânum (Meyaddin?), whose 
royal family was related to that of Terqa; then Terqa itself, which was a royal city, and then Mišlân 
(Ramadi), which was a Mâr yamîna city at the time of Zimrî-Lîm; then the royal cities of Appân 
(Mâr sim’al) and Mari. This gives an idea of the intricated ancient tribal patchwork from the region 
of the actual Dêr ez-Zôr down to Tell Hariri.
　　Dûr Yahdun-Lîm was a highly important nerve centre17, and did not go neglected by the new 
14 The exact reading is difficult : Tilla-Zîbim or Till-Azîbim? It is possible to understand Tillâ = “The two Tells” as we have in modern 
arabic the plural touloul for some places. So “The two Tells of the Jackal”, but Zîbum may be understood in other ways ; it could 
be the ancient naming of Thelda, Thillada ( = *Tillatu ?) of the Greek.

15 Certainly after the conquest by Zimrî-Lîm of his kingdom, when he gave large amount of land to those who helped him to overthrow 
Samsî-Addu’s dynasty.

16 Ex. gr. ARM VIII 78.
17 Nevertheless, if it was really a new royal foundation by Yahdun-Lîm and was ruined by the Mâr yamîna at the beginning of Zimrî-
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king of Mari, Yasmah-Addu, after Yahdun-Lîm’s defeat: he had it fortified and from then on called 
it Dûr Yasmah-Addu.
　　There had always been violent confrontations there between the Mâr yamîna and the Mâr sim’al, 
under Yahdun-Lîm as well as under Zimrî-Lîm. It is likely that the city was definitely ruined during 
the Mâr yamîna’s great rebellion at the start of the second king’s reign, with only its port surviving, 
presumably because of its strategic importance. After Mari, indeed, Dûr Yahdun-Lîm’s site no longer 
appears in the texts. One can understand this fact very well: the decline of Tuttul, Imâr and Aleppo 
in the 17th and 16th centuries, at the time of the Hittites’ appearance in the North, the formation of 
the Mitanni state and the start of Assur’s rise to greatness, meant that the new kingdom of Hana, 
the capital of which was no longer at Mari but at Terqa, preferred to direct its strategic efforts towards 
the Khabur where was founded Dûr Yagîd-Lîm –in a region which was a mere noman’s land at Mari’s 
epoch – which was to become Dûr Katlimu (Shē h

˘
  H
˙
  amad) as the threat from then on appeared to 

be coming from the North or North-East and no more from the East or North-East.
　　It is interesting to note that the “Euphrates papyri”, published by D. Feissel and J. Gascou between 
1995 and 2000 and said to come from the region of Dêr ez-Zôr18, speak constantly of a city of 
Theganaba (a name very reminiscent of Gânibatum), but never of Dûr Yahdun-Lîm in any form.

(b) On the other hand, some cities around present-day Halabiye seem still to be referred to in texts 
(albeit under different names) long after the time of Mari.

　　1. Here are the toponyms we know upstream of Dûr Yahdun-Lîm:

　　- right bank (ahârâtum)
　　Halabît, Dunnum (near to which lies Utâh, according to A.3835)
　　Lasqum

　　- left bank (aqdâmâtum)
　　ARM XXVI 259: Dunnum is located downstream of Lasqum
　　A.3835 & ARM XXVI 259: Manûhatân
　　ARM XXVI 259: Muban.

　　We have a precise indication according to ARM XXVI 259 which shows that Manûhatân and 
Muban are close to Dunnum (of the left bank)19.
　　One preliminary question : where was the town of Halabît at the Mari period? Of course, 
Halabiya and Halabît look alike. We may make the supposition that the two toponyms do belong 
to the same reality, but it is in no way the proof that we are to dig under the present Halabiya for 
amorrite Halabît’s remains20. There is a kind of historical logic : what we look at to-day (Halabiya 

Lîm’s reign, the town lasted for 30 or at the most 40 years and we cannot expect today a major site as says very confidently Monchambert 
(op. cit., p. 138–139 : “…un site important comme a dû l’être Dûr-Yahdun-Lîm. Il ressort effectivement des textes qu’il s’agissait 
d’une forteresse importante, ce que confirme le fait qu’elle fut renommée Dûr-Yasmah-Addu… Elle devait être protégée par des 
remparts, à l’abri desquels…, etc.”). More, it would be searched on the upper fields, not along the river sides where are made most 
of the surveys.

18 Cf. “Documents d’archives romains inédits du Moyen Euphrate. II. Les actes de vente-achat (P. Euphr. 6–10)”, Journal des Savants 
1997 pp. 3–57 (in collaboration with J. Gascou and J. Teixidor), esp. pp. 34–37.

19 mu-ba-a-anki ma-nu-ha-ta-anki, alânu ša itât du-un-nimki. The toponyms are surely semitic. Manûhatân means apparently “Resting 
place” ; it echoes biblical menū h

˙
  ah (HAL, p. 568a) and *māna h

˙
  at (HAL, p. 569b) and designated perhaps the resting place after a difficult 

road (cf. Dhorme, L’Ancient Testament I, p. 1260, n. 52 = “gîte d’étape”) ; “Muban” is more difficult to explain, but it could be 
“Mû-ban(â)” : “The waters of which are of good quality” as we know as well the toponym Eqlum-bana (“The fields of which are 
of good quality”) at the same epoch.

20 Nobody has yet examined the reasons why some antique toponyms may still exist today. We can understand why all toponyms of 
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and Zelebiya) are the remains of Byzantine towns facing invasions from the South. For Mari’s 
kings the situation was exactly the opposite : military threat was expected from the North : so, we 
may not be surprised to find casual change for Halabît’s situation, according to epochs, and even 
at the beginning of Hanuqah’s pass (upstream), not at its outlet (downstream). This way of reasoning 
is of course the same for Zelebiye and its Amorrite equivalence.
　　There were a lot of towns, the size of which are however beyond our scope, around Halabît 
and its opposite Dunnum ; it is not surprising to find today around Hanuqah’s pass many 
establishments with sherds related to amorrite occupation21.

d) Mariot toponyms

The essential point is that there seems to be an attestation of a dunnum and of alasqum on both 
sides of the Euphrates, and they are close to Halabiye’s pass.

d.1) The lasqum question

  - In AHw, s. v., lasqu(m) is translated as ‘meadow’ on the basis of one single example from Mari, 
where we are told of sheep grazing there. For AHw it could be a foreign term, eventually 
of “western” origin.

  - CAD, s. v., takes an intermediate position : for Mari’s text it maintains the meaning ‘meadow’, 
still unique to this occurrence of the word, but it also proposes for assyrian texts the existence 
of an adjective lasqu (meaning unknown) qualifying the word ‘mountain’.

　　Now that the number of examples has grown, it has become clear that Lasqum is the name of 
a specific place in Mari’s texts and all the examples point towards one and single reality.
　　On what contextual or philological basis can one maintain the existence of a “western” term 
lasqum with the meaning “meadow”? None !
　　There is absolutely indeed no indication, neither contextual nor from the point of view of the 
etymology, that lasqum (lašqum) could mean “meadow”22. From the textual evidence on, we can 
guess it designates a topographical reality and even a very precise one, which is situated in the region 
of the modern Halabiye, at Mari’s epoch upstream from Halabiye and Zelebiye, a reality of both banks.
　　So, the precise meaning of the ancient term may be: “Sticking”, according to arabic la 

˙
siqa, 

lasiqa; in other words, lasqum indicates the fact that the 2 cliffs, that of the right bank and that of 
the left one, stick one to the other and create the pass of Hanuqah (“Strangling”, that is to say the 
“narrow part of the river”)23.

the ancient Djazira were forgotten after the Mongols invasions : human losses were so important that human memory pertaining to 
this land was wiped off after them : the ancient name of the river which was Hirmaš at Mari’s epoch and was called the same at 
the Arab’s epoch, is now Djagdjag, a kurdish one. There are some exceptions : Tell T

˙
  aban is at the same place that T

˙
  âbatum and 

Halabiyah in the region of Halabît. They were not major metropolis, but they were situated at crucial geographical locations and 
they do mean something apparently. T

˙
  âbatum had a relation with 

˙
tâbtum “salt” and Halabît with halbum the meaning of which was 

apparently “forest ” in western semitic. The problem is the same for Aleppo etymology (“Forest Hill”, not the place “where (Abraham) 
milked his cows”). So Halabît must have meant from the outset “the forested Area”. Anyway “Halabît’s forest” is very well known 
in Mari’s texts. It is possible (but this is a mere suggestion) that local dialects helped a lot to keep up ancient toponymy. But such 
toponyms are wandering ones and Halabît could jump over the pass and became the name of another city, at the outlet.

21 For a survey in this region, cf. the article by J. L. Montero Fenollos et al., «Le projet archéologique “Moyen-Euphrate syrien” : Travaux 
récents sur la frontière septentrionale du royaume de Mari, available on <http///Studiaorontica.org>.

22 The two dictionaries made their translation from a single example according to which sheep were grazing at/on (?) lasqum.
23 The one Middle Assyrian example (appearing only in a single context despite its multiple attestations) deserves re-examination: ištu 
tul-si-na [ù] kur-i la-áš-qí berît urušasila (NG1) uruMašha ˙

t-šarri (NG2) eberti íd Zâbe šupalî. This comes at the very start of the 
campaigns of Tukulti-Ninurta I, a point in the text which is full of hapax legomena. He leaves Subartu (Šasila) and returns to the 
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　　There is indeed a massive geographical formation in the vicinity of Halabiye, whose absence 
from the texts is notable and which they would be expected to mention. This is the basaltic pass 
which is crossed by the Euphrates and which still today appears to separate two different worlds: 
the vast upland region containing the plain of Tuttul (Raqqa), and the narrow valley where the power 
of Mari was consolidated. It is probable that Lasqum is precisely this – the meeting point (cf. Arabic 
la 
˙
siqa, lasiqa) of the two cliffs running the length of the valley and known to the Ancients as ‘the 
mountain’, kur = šadûm.
　　In the case of the Lesser Zab (cf. n. 23), the text would thus be referring to the Awromān pass, 
the point at which the streams making up the river come together. The cities of Šasila and Mašha 

˙
t- 

šarrim (‘the Scale of the King’) are in the locations of Halabiya and Zelebiye, and the “Tell with 
Two Horns” must have been a remarkable construction pointing out the pass to travellers.

d.2) The dunnum question

The term obviously means ‘fortress’.
　　On arrival in the region of Halabiye, one notices the existence of Zenobia and Zelebiye, which 
between them protect the course of the Euphrates. The two dunnum can be identified with these 
two structures. At each historical period we may assume that two fortresses were necessary for 
blocking the river.
　　Thus, with Ptolemy, we should see these two defensive structures behind the names Birtha and 
Gadirtha, which are Aramaic forms: birtha is the generic term for ‘citadel’ (= dunnum) while Gadirtha 
is formed on the Semitic root GDR24, which gave Nabataean gdr’ ‘wall’ and hence ‘walled plot, walled 
enclosure’.
　　The complex is understood as an ensemble which was not split up by the Greek geographer. 
But, according to his own words, he gives the list of the towns and hamlets para ton Eufhrathn 
potamon, and not according to the left or the right banks.
　　In Isidorus of Charax, Galabatha is a strange form; but at the period in question the letter G 
was a fricative and could denote, for example, the ‘ayin. It is therefore possible that Halabît is 
represented here: Zelebiye would be so named after the city lying next to it25.

e) Ancient itineraries

What were the routes through the area at Mari’s epoch?
　　Many people used to pass through these regions, which linked the kingdom with the upstream 
Euphrates, travelling West in the direction of Imâr and Aleppo, but also travelling East towards Balikh 
where the Mâr yamîna had substantial settlements.
　　The most important point to make is that nothing seems to have existed between Dûr Yahdun-
Lîm and Halabiye, at least on the right bank. Moreover, in referring to this area Sammetâr uses 
the term madbarum, which properly means “land without towns”26.

North: this cannot be the same Lasqum as that belonging to Mari. From this point onwards the Mariot structure is clearly named 
either ‘Lasqu’ or ‘KUR lasqi’. The same structure should be posited on the lower Zab and on the Euphrates.
　　I propose the following reading for the Middle Assyrian text: ištu du6 sina-aki šadî lasqi berît NG1 NG2 eberti íd Zâbe šupalî 
= “From the Tell with Two Horns [= Till Qarnâ(n)] of the “Sticking Mountain” (šadû lasqu = at the mountainous Pass between NG1 
and NG2), on the opposite bank of the lower Zâb.”

24 Cf. J. Hoftijzer & K. Jongeling, Dictionary of the North-West Semitic Inscriptions, HdO, 1995, I, p. 215.
25 The situation would be the same (in the itineraries) for Giddân instead of the well known Hiddân on the Euphrates downstream 
from Mari.

26 The text is ARM XXVI 14, the most ancient attestation of this term in an akkadian text (no other attestation before Middle Assyrian) ; 
it is obviously the same as midbôr in hebrew. In that langage, the meaning is not only “wilderness” but also “tracts of land, used 
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　　In fact, the whole right bank of the Euphrates, upstream of Dûr Yahdun-Lîm, was a highly 
unstable region, into which people requiring access to water for their flocks tended to descend from 
the great Western Desert or from the Bishri.
　　Mâr yamîna people arriving in this area to water their flocks record with great displeasure that 
the facilities offering them access to water are under the control of the Suteans, the ‘People of the 
South’, who arrived before them and settled there27. This means that these facilities are not overseen 
by sedentary people but are at the disposal of whoever arrives first. This is reminiscent of the right 
to access to wells dug by nomads, which the latter hide before moving on, but whose use by people 
other than those who dug them is more or less tolerated28.
　　The road leading upstream crosses to the left bank as soon as it leaves the kingdom; it does 
not cross back again to the right bank until Halabiye. This is clear from the route taken by Dâdî-hadun, 
chief of the Rabbû-tribe, when he wishes to return to Abattum, his city, (Tell Thadayin?) according 
to FM VIII 30, as well as from the route taken by Asqûdum (ARM XXVI /1), and many further 
pieces of evidence.
　　The left bank is a natural refuge for flocks and herds or people of the right bank as soon as 
there is a threat coming from the West, the great Desert, or the Bishri. The governors or the local chiefs 
gave orders to cross the river as soon as there are news about incommers from outside the kingdom.

Conclusion

In the period in question, the area from Dûr Yahdun-Lîm onwards (thus broadly the region of Dêr 
ez-Zôr) was a focus of recent sedentarization – for which the king Yahdun-Lîm claimed the credit, 
since he undertook the creation of a canal which eliminated the need to draw water from wells 
(dalûm). Yahdun-Lîm was in fact a latecomer, along with the Mâr sim’al, who descended from the 
West of Jazira presumably at the time of Ešnunna’s attack on the central part of Upper Jazira and 
the assault on Ašnakkum (probably Chagar Bazar)29.
　　In this region he found a moribund kingdom, that of the dynasty of the Shakkanakku, which 
he brought to an end. Today we are unable to say how the Euphrates valley appeared in the IIIrd 
or even the very early IInd millennium: the Eblaite sources mention only Tuttul, Halabît, Terqa and 
Mari, but were these merely the most important sites, or the only ones in existence?
　　When the Mâr sim’al took control of Mari, and no doubt of Terqa at the same time, there were 
at least three Mâr yamîna kingdoms in the region – Abattum (Tell Thadayin?), Tuttul (Tell Bi’a) 
and Samânum (Meyaddin?), all along the Euphrates. In the south, Ešnunna extended from Akkad 
to the gates of Mari. So, the Shakkanakku kingdom of Mari had long been shrinking away to nothing, 

for the pasturage of flocks and herds” or “uninhabited land”. This term fits in with what we know of this region at the epoch of 
Mari. Dt 32 : 10 equals this term with tohû, which describes the primeval chaos, according to Genesis i, but this poetic passage 
may belong to the Jewish urban society for whom being outside a city meant living in nowhere. In akkadian, if the term qualifies 
eventually nâbalu which means “region without water”, it may design also a country where there was no (more) town as the Balikh, 
or the namû (steppe) where Bêl-harrân-bêl-usur built a town.

27 A.3605 (letter from Hammî-ištamar) l. 21–34 “Autre chose : des Bédouins (the king speaks of the Mâr yamîna of his tribe, unsettled) 
qui forment ton lîmum (that is to say : “ whose tribe is obedient to you”) viennent tous de faire la traversée (of the great Desert ; 
they are coming from the West (Lebanon) till the Kingdom) ; or voilà que des Soutéens se trouvent occuper nos puits et nos fossés 
d’irrigation (bu-ra-ti-ni ù a-ra-am-m[a]-ti-ni). Aujourd’hui, si mon Seigneur en est d’accord, il faut qu’il parle aux Soutéens pour qu’ils 
repartent vers l’aval (= the South, [š]a-ap-li-iš li-ra-am-[mu-ú]). C’est la saison de prospérité (na-ah-mu-um, that is to say, “spring”) 
et les Bédouins se proposent de s’installer au droit de Samânum (Samânum belonged to the Uprapean tribe whose chief was Hammî-
ištamar, sender of this letter). Que mon Seigneur nous fasse cette faveur! Parle aux Soutéens …”

28 One may quote those relevant passages in the Bible : Gen. xxi 25f. and Gen. xxvi 15f.; 18f; 32. The biblical texts refer to wells 
in an arid country (the Palestinian context), whereas in Mari’s texts it is a question of access to water by a river (the Euphratic 
context).

29 For the story of Yagîd-Lîm and the beginning of Yahdun-Lîm, cf. Florilegium marianum XIII, Les Documents mariotes antérieurs 
à la babylonisation (sous presse), “Introduction historique”.
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and it is possible that in founding Dûr Yahdun-Lîm and digging a canal on the right bank of the 
Euphrates the new king truly considered himself to be adventuring in a virgin land.
　　It is difficult to determine what form the kingdom of Samânum took: its capital had high walls, 
which were brought down by Zimrî-Lîm and no doubt had been destroyed by Yahdun-Lîm before 
him. But Tuttul and Abattum, its equals at the time, were important cities, or at least the former 
was.
　　For Dûr Yahdun-Lîm (or Dûr Yasmah-Addu), we understand that a palatial structure was 
intended to be built there, as well as at least one temple of Nergal. A great deal of construction 
work was carried out, and no doubt on a larger scale than elsewhere. However, as is well attested, 
the city was never the seat of a governor, but only that of a sheikh (sugâgum): this is not the case 
for any of the large cities of the kingdom, Mari, Terqa, or Saggâratum, where one finds not sheikhs 
but governors, possibly assisted by Elders.
　　It is therefore interesting to see these regions being crossed by the episodic migrations of the 
Mâr yamîna (coming from Qa t

˙
  na and beyond, from the Lebanon, or going back to Aleppo and beyond, 

to the Orontus) and being settled by at least two clans of the Mâr sim’al. It is highly likely that 
these “cities” were small in scope and that the nomad settlements were transitory or still being built 
up at the time of Mari’s destruction by Hammu-rabi of Babylon.
　　Can we say, at the end of this contribution, that all the population of the region was coming 
from the West and accordingly must be called “Amorrites”? Personally, I don’t think so. “Amorrites” 
is the way we call today “people of Ancient Mesopotamia not originating from the East”, at least 
at the beginning of the IInd millenium. The question of the population of this region is very complex. 
Amorrites tribes, Mâr yamîna and Mâr sim’al, were going upwards and downwards the Euphrates, 
the Khabur and the Balikh. It is a fact. The King of Mari, himself, (at least Yahdun-Lîm and Zimrî-
Lîm) was a Mâr sim’al and Zimrî-Lîm gave to his allies, the Mâr yamîna, a good deal of his kingdom 
for their support. But, both Mâr sim’al and Mâr yamina were real brothers, sometimes at war, 
sometimes at peace.
　　As a matter of fact the kingdom of Mari was a discontinuous reality with much empty land inside, 
sometimes out of the royal control. Many other tribes were always trying to penetrate into it, specially 
because of the Euphrates’ water for their flocks. It seems that mount Bishri, the subject of our meeting, 
was outside the Amorrites tribes field, except for occasionnal grazing. On the other hand, the Sutû, 
“Southerners”, “les Soutéens”, used to live in the real wilderness of the Great Desert, not as 
occasionnal travellers30, and some of their routes were along the Euphrates, but at a few days off 
the river. It is the way which travellers made use of, in the first millenium after J-C, or at the Arab 
epoch, when they didnt want to pay taxes to the chiefs of the Euphratean cities.
　　These Suteans used obviously to go down to the river exactly at the empty place between Dûr 
Yahdun-Lîm and Halabît, not elsewhere in the Mari Kingdom. The sedentaries and the semi-nomadic 

30 It is easy to understand the fact when one knows what kind of booty it was possible to do on attacking the Suteans : I just quote 
the unpublished A.2200 (forthcoming edition) : “Dis à mon Seigneur : ainsi (parle) Iddin-Annu (maybe a diviner ; he supervised the 
left bank of the Euphrates during the Mâr yamîna rebellion), ton serviteur.
　　Les Bédouins (= unsettled Mâr yamîna) qui sont allés pour piller les moutons des Soutéens, ce qui a (déjà) fait l’objet d’un 
courrier de moi à mon Seigneur, ont pillé les moutons des Soutéens au ‘Puits-Froid’ et à Qabaqab. Ils (les) ont fait partir et, en 
aval du mont Bahalta-Gurâtim (= “Lady of the G.”), ils sont descendus à l’Euphrate. Ils n’avaient pas encore partagé ces moutons. 
Ils les ont partagés et ils ont instauré entre eux le partage.
　　Ils ont pillé ces moutons comme tout loup a tôt fait d’emporter et de partir. C’est Ihîl-pî-El (“Mighty is the speech of God”), 
fils de Ginnum, l’Uprapéen (Mâr yamîna), le chef de l’expédition, l’allumeur du feu. Cela fait approximativement 10.000 moutons 
qu’ils ont pris. Les Soutéens sont venus à la rescousse à leur poursuite, mais (etc.)…”
　　Other texts speak no more about flocks, but about herds (many hundreds of cattle). The fact that there were many hundreds 
of cattle in the Suteans’ encampments is an important fact and may reveal that they were also peasants whose hamlets were outside 
the kingdom. We are always speaking about sheep when we are considering nomadism, but cattle used to be sent faraway as well 
for grazing.
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pastoral populations of the kingdom used then to drive their flocks and herds, as well as the population, 
to the other side, the left one ; beyond Dûr Yahdun-Lîm, for safety, they used to take the left bank.
　　So, for my part, the real and permanent Bishri population must have been Sutean, not Amorrite, 
and much of the archeological remains of those regions might be explained as tokens of Sutean 
occupation. At least for the Mari period.
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