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The rapid decline and fall of the Ur III Empire saw efforts by many smaller powers to establish petty kingdoms. Kings rose, and called themselves gods, in Isin, Larsa, Ešnunna, and Der, and later other cities such as Uruk, Kiš, and Sippar would also rise to a little brief authority.
 The period thus saw a confusing and ultimately pointless struggle for power amongst the cities. The vacuity of the period is only emphasized by the paucity of records concerning events. We rely too largely on mere year-names, and aren’t always sure even of their proper order. The fact that these states continued in such extended competition must be due to their general political weakness; but these changes in power and prestige seem to have been accomplished with remarkably little interruption of the general prosperity, for there is no evidence of an economic decline at the time.
 The struggle, such as it was, was dominated initially by the contest between Isin and Larsa, who saw themselves as the heirs to the Sumerian empire. Finally, however, this period saw the rise and complete success of the relatively new city of Babylon under an Amorite dynasty, and is taken to mark the last gasp of Sumerian political power. Henceforth, all power lay with the various semitic peoples who had been entering the land in ever-greater numbers. Henceforth, also, the Land of Sumer and Akkad would feature in history as ‘Babylonia.’


The Period of Isin’s Dominance
For some time after the fall of Ur III, Southern Mesopotamia was almost entirely controlled by the state founded by Išbi-Erra at Isin. 
Išbi-Erra of Isin
Išbi-Erra is the only king of Isin of whom we have much knowledge.
 At the fall of Ur, he controlled several cities, including the vital Eridu, Uruk, and Nippur .
 Towards the end of his reign, he also expelled the Elamites from Ur itself, but most of his 33 years of rule were peaceful. He worked for the prosperity of the cities he controlled by establishing trading ties with the upper Euphrates region in the North, Karakhar and Simurrum in the East, and Dilmun to his South. He met his cultic obligations by participating in all the required rituals in the cities for which he now acted as divine intercessor; and he met his military responsibilities by the construction of defensive works for his capital and territories.

In virtue of his control of Nippur, he was entitled to call himself ‘King of Sumer and Akkad’ – a title that went with the control of Nippur and the approval of its priesthood. Together with his liberation of Ur, and his building works of repair and adornment undertaken there, this made it plausible for his successors, who styled themselves the ‘kings of Ur,’ to present themselves as the continuators of the cultural leadership of the Land. Respecting this continuity, he did not immediately remove Ibbi-Sin’s daughter as high priestess at Ur, but after her death appointed one of his own daughter.
 The claims of the dynasty were further assisted by the achievement of Išbi-Erra’s son, Šu-ilišu, in recovering from Anšan the statue of Ur’s god Nanna, which had been carried away from the temple at Ur by the Elamites. 
The claim continued to be fundamental to the dynasty, since it is doubtless the motivation for the final writing/compilation, undertaken during this period, of the Sumerian King List, whose last King List is that of this dynasty of Isin. Moreover, we note that inscriptions of this dynasty are always written in Sumerian, though that language was spoken by a decreasing fraction of the people.
The Establishment of the Dynasty of Larsa 
Whereas the primary source for the internal chronology of the Isin Dynasty is the Sumerian King List, for the Larsa dynasty there is an independent Larsa King List probably itself compiled from lists of date-formulae kept by scribes for their own reference, and a Larsa Date List of date-formulae of the dynasty. Synchronisms between these dates and the kings listed on the Sumerian King List allow a reasonably firm relative chronology to be established.
 We can thus place Naplanum, who appears at the head of the Larsa King List, as a contemporary of Išbi-Erra, coming to ‘power’ in the first year of Ibbi-Sin. However, since Naplanum and his three successors had no year names and left no royal inscriptions, it is assumed that they were not, in fact, independent rulers, but officials of the Ur III state and then perhaps of Isin after breakup of the Ur III empire. An alternative theory identifies Naplanum as an Amorite from beyond Mari who appears often in account texts from the time of Šu-Sin and Ibbi-Sin. On this theory he appears in the Larsa Date List as an ancestor to give the added prestige of antiquity and to bolster Larsa’s claim to be a successor to the Ur III state. Moreover, since the first four Larsa dynasts appear only on the Larsa Date List compiled in (the Amorite) Hammurabi’s 39th year, the intention may also be to justify the power of the Amorites in general.

The reason for choosing Larsa as a capital city at this time is unknown. Larsa was an old city, sacred to Utu, but not an important one. It is mentioned in texts as early as the Jemdat Nasr/Uruk period, but written evidence of Larsa from before Ur III is very rare: there are no Royal inscriptions of the Akkadian period in the city, for example, nor mentions made in Akkadian royal inscriptions elsewhere. The temple to Utu is mentioned by Enheduanna in her Temple Hymns, but that’s about it. A text dedicating a statue to Ba’u by Nin-nigine-si, wife of Ur-Ningirsu, ensi of Lagaš, son of Gudea, has been taken to suggest that Larsa was then ruled by Lagaš. In the Ur III period Larsa was not a provincial capital and did not have its own ensi, but was ruled by the Ur III kings directly. Nor did it participate in the bala system.



The Rise of Larsa

The easy dominance of Isin was eventually challenged by Larsa; possibly as a response to the neglect by the kings of Isin of the waterways and trade infrastructure on which Larsa relied.

The Independence of Larsa
Assuming that Larsa was ruled from Isin or elsewhere at the beginning of this period, it is not known when it first began to assert its autonomy. The earliest of the Larsa dynasts who has left written remains in Larsa is Zabaya, the ‘Amorite chief,’ the fourth name on the list; and it may be that he was the first real ruler and the one who made Larsa independent. On the other hand, the inscriptions of both Zabaya and Gungunum make mention of the third name on the list, Samium. This may indicate that he was the accepted head of the newly ruling house, and may have done something to establish the independence of the city. In any case it is just after Zabaya’s time that Larsa began to seriously compete with Isin.

Lipit-Ištar and Gungunum
This competition began in the time of Lipit-Ištar, the only other considerable figure of the Isin dynasty after its founder. He is best known now for the law ‘code’ that was written (in Sumerian, of course) at his command on the model of the Ur-Nammu (Šulgi) law ‘code’ and in the continuing tradition of those kings and ensis who ‘made justice in the Land.’ Unfortunately, he came into conflict with the king Gungunum of Larsa, whose name is the fifth on the Larsa King List, and who is recognised as the king who raised Larsa to significant status amongst the southern cities. Gungunum may, in fact, have begun his rule as a governor of the province for Isin, but at some time later we do know that he was operating as an independent ruler. His actions as ruler included early campaigns in the Zagros against the Elamites in Bašimi in his third year and Anšan in his fifth. Much later, in his nineteenth year, we hear of a defeat of the army of Malgium, which is somewhere on the borders of Elam. No reasons are given for any of these attacks, but it is known that Anšan was allied to Isin in the time of Iddin-Dagan, so it is possible that this attack was a first, deniable action against the suzerainty of Isin. 
These actions would soon become unmistakeable. It was certainly clear to Isin by the time that Gungunum took control of Ur – possibly some time about his tenth year. The loss of this city must have been a great blow to Isin: it was not only the source of much of the prestige of the régime, but was also the main seaport onto the gulf and economically vital. Nevertheless, it does not seem to have been a feat of arms. We are not quite sure when or how it happened since, unusually, it was not marked by any year-name; but we know that it did happen because in his reign the high priestess of Nanna at Ur, who was the daughter of Išme-Dagan of Isin, and who had taken the official name ‘Enannatum,’ spoke of ‘Gungunum, mighty man, king of Ur.” This means that that king had taken acknowledged control of Ur, but also that, as Išbi-Erra respected the tenure of Ibbi-Sin’s daughter, the new conqueror respected hers – and probably for the same reason.
 Even more remarkably, he honored Lipit-Ištar’s appointment of the Isin king’s daughter Enninsunzi as priestess of Nin-gublaga in his 13th year. 
It is suspected that one important reason for the secession of Larsa from the control of Isin is that Isin had neglected the maintenance of the canal system in those areas that did not seem vital to Isin itself. This would be intolerable to cities whose water supply was put at risk of failure. Correspondence between Lipit-Ištar and one of his generals records that Gungunum used military means to secure access to the waters of the Adab (Iturungal) canal which supplied most of Southern Mesopotamia; and Gungunum is otherwise known to have been more than normally active in canal building and maintenance as if to remove any possibility of the recurrence of such a threat.
 

Another important reason may have been that Isin was failing to repair adequately the damage done to the Persian Gulf trade by the sack of Ur, which had been the main entry and exit point for that trade. The trade had certainly declined since the days of the Ur III dynasty, but when the kings of Larsa had control of Ur they acted effectively to restore it and even to exceed the trade of Ur III. Gungunum also acted to build relay houses after the example of Šulgi. 


The Southern ‘Heptarchy’

The end of Isin’s dominance did not result in its immediate replacement by Larsa, which did not yet have the strength to do so, but to a period in which there was an unprecedented number of relatively equally matched states. It also saw a renewed influx of Amorites across the Euphrates, from which they had been more effectively barred by Isin in its strength. These tribesmen proceeded to take control of weakened cities and to establish their chiefs as kings in Kiš, Uruk, Sippar, Marad, and elsewhere.

The End of the Isin Dominance
Lipit-Ištar was the last of the original ruling family of Isin. He probably died in the very year that he lost Ur and was replaced by an usurper called Ur-Ninurta, under whose watch Larsa took Lagaš, Susa, and Uruk from Isin, Where Gungunum had avoided open armed hostilities with Isin, his successors were not so restrained. War between the two states must have been pretty continuous, though the progress is not well documented. Eventually, however, Ur-ninurta lost his life to Abisare of Larsa, who together with his successor Sumu-El, managed to cut off Isin almost entirely from access to trade from the South or fresh water from the North - redirecting both towards Larsa. Isin’s decline was rapid from that point, but not monotone: Sumu-El may have lost control of Ur itself, for example, to Isin between his years nineteen to twenty-two.
 Nevertheless, possibly because of a lingering prestige, Larsa did not at this time take the final step of conquering its former master.
Erra-imitti and Enlil-bani of Isin
These disasters for Isin resulted in political instability in the city. Eventually another usurper was brought to the throne after the death of Erra-imitti, grandson of Bur-Sin who followed Ur-Ninurta; but the nature of the usurpation was quite unusual and the ancient scribes felt it to be worth recording. Erra-imitti was an unfortunate ruler: he lost Nippur to Sumu-El of Larsa, and found his kingdom reduced to little more than the capital city and its neighbourhood. When omens indicated that the king would be punished by the gods, he availed himself of a custom in which the kingship could be invested in a substitute king for 100 days and then resumed when the danger was past. Unfortunately, this didn’t work quite as planned. 

That the dynasty might not end, King Irra-imitti made the gardener Enlil-bani take his place upon his throne and put the royal crown upon his head. Irra-imitti died in his palace because he had swallowed boiling broth. Enlil-bani who was upon the throne did not relinquish it and was installed as king.

Happily, Enlil-bani proved to be a competent king and continued in power (as a god) for twenty years.

Larsa contra mundum
Larsa’s military efforts at this time were not limited to actions against Isin. The year names of the kings Abi-Sare and Sumu-El show a marked increase in the number of military events recorded. Amongst the other cities that were fought against we find the names of the cities Akusum in the kingdom of Manana, Kazallu, Uruk (in the kingdom of Kisurra?), Lugal-Sin, Ka-ida (in the kingdom of Kizallu?), Sabum on the Euphrates, and Kiš, and of the village (e-duru) Nanna-isa
The cause of these adventures seems once again to be related to the breakdown in cooperation amongst the various cities with respect to the water supply. The same causes are suspected to lie behind many of the conflicts between the other states that arose at this time. Moreover, the destruction of Isin’s power would have left a vacuum that invited other powers to fill, but that no power had the strength to do. In particular, Larsa did not have that strength, although its victories over Isin may have inspired imperialist ambitions in its kings, and an attempt to take up seriously the mantle of successor to the Ur III state dropped by Isin. It was a competition of petty states, and Larsa itself was eventually also a victim: Sumu-El found his own water supply attacked and the resulting crisis in Larsa led to his overthrow and replacement by Nur-Adad, who managed thereafter to restore the flow of water to the southern cities.
 

Like the family that preceded him, Nur-Adad was a man from Lagaš, which had long been a part of Larsa’s kingdom. He proved to be a successful king. He is known to have built a great new palace in his capital city, and his son, Sin-iddinam, built a wall around the city of Maškan-Šapir east of the Tigris. This city, far from Larsa, was the second city of the realm. Part of his success may have come from limiting his ambitions. From his time onwards, the kings of Larsa set aside their ambitions to be successors to Ur III. 
Nevertheless, the general nature of the times meant that the kings of Larsa continued to find themselves in conflict with their neighbours – with varying fortunes: Larsa itself briefly lost its independence and Silli-Adad ruled as a mere governor for just one year before he was replaced by a new dynasty from Elam.

Ešnunna
In the north of Mesopotamia the competition was principally amongst the states of Mari, Assur, and Ešnunna. For the most part these states and this competition do not concern us, but Ešnunna had long been a part of the core Sumerian area, and continued its cultural allegiance into this period. Its efforts to establish independence have some significance for the struggle in the South.
Ešnunna, now under Tell Asmar in the Diyala valley, was, in fact, one of the more important and ancient cities of Sumer and had been occupied since before ED times. It had close contacts with the north – the city god, Tišpak was the same as the Hurrian god Tešup – but it also had strong relations with Elam. Under its governor Ituria,
 it was the first province to separate from Ur III in the second year of Ibbi-Sin when that state began to decay. It then established its independence under its own kings. For a time, it prospered and may have extended its rule as far north as Kirkuk. It was during this time that Bilalama, a contemporary of Šu-ilišu may have issued a law code whose famous fragments have been recovered. Unfortunately, soon after this Ešnunna succumbed to attacks from its neighbours and seems to have become a possession of Isin.
 
It reasserted its independence when that state in its turn faltered and then managed a brief ascendancy in the North of Mesopotamia before being extinguished by Hammurabi in 1762. This resurgence began with the actions of Ipiq-Adad II, who called himself ‘The Enlarger of Ešnunna,’ and continued with the ascension to power in 1840 of Naram-Sin. That king even managed to become king of Assur. Naram-Sin was in turn followed by Daduša and Ibalpi-el, also strong kings, the last of whom helped drive the Assyrians from Mari.
 
It is clear that the direction of concern of these kings was northwards rather than southwards, so that they played little role in the relatively contained world of Southern Mesopotamia, but the city is nevertheless remarkable in that it appears to have attempted to resist the encroachment of the Amorite culture: the names of the kings of this dynasty may be Akkadian or Elamite but never west Semitic and some are definitely Sumerian. Although the official language was changed to Akkadian and the city made use of Amorite bands as soldiers, it is perhaps possible to see Ešnunna as a kind of marcher kingdom for the Sumerian South, such as it still was.
The Establishment of the First Dynasty of Babylon
In Sumu-el of Larsa’s first year, an Amorite chieftain called Sumuabum began a dynasty of kings in the city of Babylon (KÁ-DINGIR-RA, bab-ilim, ’gate of the gods’,) and won independence from Marad-Kazallu. The city is first heard of in an inscription of Šar-kali-šarri of Akkad,
 and it had been governed by an ensi under the kings of Ur III, but it had never had any political importance previously. Archaeological data is difficult to obtain for periods prior to the 1st millennium BC because of the high water table and the westward shifting course of the Euphrates, but there is no evidence that there was ever anything more than a small town there previously.
 The archaeological difficulties also mean that there is little in the way of written records to be found at the site and to trace the history of the early kings of Babylon we have largely to depend on mentions in year names and the archives of other states, particularly Mari and Sippar.

Year names of the early kings indicate that they were mostly concerned with affairs in the North. Sumulael, for example, records victories against Kiš, Kazallu, Kutha, Borsippa, Sippar, and several other cities assumed to be nearby. On the other hand, it was necessarily still involved in the system of the South. It is recorded as having been defeated by Larsa under Sin-Iddinam, for example, and Sin-kašid of Uruk was married to a daughter of Sumulael.
 At this time the ambitions of Babylon were no more nor more successful than those of the other states in the system.
Miscellaneous Minor Kingdoms
Sparse as the information is for the cities just discussed, it is yet fuller than we possess for most of the other states that were the dramatis personae in the period of the ‘heptarchy.’ States arose and disappeared in Kiš, Sippar, Kissura, etc. of which we know little more than the fact that they existed and perhaps one or two king names. For most of these that is appropriate to their significance, but for the following states at least, something more needs to be said.
Manana

Named for one of its prominent rulers, this was a kingdom in the north of the Land, never of great territorial extent. It had two major cities: Akusum, probably north of Kutha, and Ilip, west of Akusum between Kutha and Sippar. It went in and out of relationships with other states, and fought its wars, but managed to hang on against the aggressions of Babylon and Larsa until the time of Sumulael of Babylon, after which we no longer see its kings using their own year names or producing royal inscriptons.
 

Marad-Kazallu

Another relatively significant kingdom in the north of the Land was notable for the fact that it seems to have had two capital cities: Marad, modern Wannat es-Sa’dun, 40 km from Nippur; and Kazallu, which has not yet been found but which lay north of Marad. It produced a line of powerful kings who were alternately at war and peace with Isin, Larsa, and Babylon. Chief amongst these was the king Iakhzirel, who troubled Babylon and Larsa greatly.
 In fact Marad-Kazallu gained rather a reputation for insincerity, which must have taken some doing in that time and place. There is a record of a diplomatic marriage between Ibni-Šadu of Marad-Kazallu and Šat-Sin, daughter of Sumu-el of Larsa so we are not surprised to see the two attacking Sumuabum of Babylon in concert. We are, however, surprised to see that the two were at war with each other only two years later. Then in the time of Nur-Adad  of Larsa, Marad-Kazallu was again in conflict with Isin and Babylon. And in the time of Sin-iqišam it seems that Marad-Kazallu had acted together with the always opportunistic Elamites to take control of Larsa itself. Larsa wasn’t liberated until Kudur-Mabuk established a dynasty there.

Uruk
Control of Uruk changed hands several times during this period, but it did manage a short period of independence. This began at about the time of Nur-Adad in Larsa and Enlil-bani at Isin when Sin-kašid, who began as a viceroy in the small nearby city of Durum, threw off the rule of Isin and established himself as king in Uruk. Most of what we know comes from his building inscriptions, which are extensive, so he must be accounted a relatively successful ruler. He restored the temples of Inanna and constructed a huge palace that occupied most of the west of the city. He was proud to claim kinship with the kings of Babylon through his membership of their own Amnanum tribe of western semites, and he contracted a diplomatic marriage with Šallurtum, the daughter of Sumulael, second king of that city, thus beginning a tradition of association with that rising power. In one assertion of power he blocked passage up the river between Larsa and Nippur,
 which must have frustrated the Larsa kings who desired the assent of the Nippur priesthood to support their dynasty against others. His line would last for about 50 years before it was apparently replaced by a line of kings beginning with Anam who took a Sumerian name, as did his son Irdanene, rather than an Akkadian name after the fashion of Sin-kašid and his successors.

Anam is known (so far as he is known) for the draft of a letter that was to be sent to Sin-muballit king of Babylon. The letter is an effort to resist the admission into Uruk itself of tribesmen sent as military assistance from Sin-muballit against (it is most likely) Rim-Sin of Larsa. Anam’s mistrust of these almost-nomads is obvious, so his recognition of Sin-muballit as the chief of the tribes of Iamutbal and Amnanum-Iakhrur, is not necesarily the vote of confidence that it might have been for Sin-kašid.



Larsa and Babylon

The final act in this period was the subjugation of all the southern states to the Amorite kingdom of Babylon. 
The Last Dynasty of Larsa
Silli-Adad of Larsa had only a short reign of a single year. His death left the way open for Kudur-Mabuk, a man from Emutbal, the buffer region between the Land and Elam, and who was then based in Maškan-šapir, to install on the throne of Larsa his son Warad-Sin.
 He also made his daughter the priestess of Nanna at Ur under the name Enanedu; which act, it being customarily the prerogative of the ruler of Sumer, gives an idea of the influence of this new figure. Kudur-Mabuk had an Elamite name, as did his father, Simti-Šilkhak, but his inscriptions and those of Warad-Sin describe him as ‘Father of the Amorite Land’ as well as the father of Emutbal. The likelihood is that he was an Amorite of the tribe Iamutbal that had crossed the Euphrates and settled in the lands to the East under the power of the Eparti kings of Elam, taking an Elamite name for convenience or out of respect.
 Though his daughter had the Elamite name Manzi-wartaš
, his sons all had perfectly good Akkadian names, and there was no attempt at an Elamization of the city – in all ways this family behaved as good Mesopotamian kings, building and repairing many temples and other monuments, and presenting themselves as restorers of Larsa rather than its conquerors and its rescuers from the oppression of Kazallu and Muti-Abal.
 They appear, in fact, not to have considered themselves especially as either Elamites or Amorites, since the claim to be fathers to the Amorites is never made by Kudur-Mabuk’s sons.
Warad-Sin (‘Slave of Sin’) ruled for twelve years. He extended his rule over Nippur and some other towns, but is largely insignificant. He is mostly known from building cones from Ur and Larsa. After his early death, his brother Rim-Sin (‘Bull of Sin’) was also appointed by Kudur-Mabuk to the kingship of Larsa. Including his early years under his father’s tutelage, his rule would last for 60 years – the longest in Mesopotamian history. The first years are spent in peaceful pursuits, but beginning in his year 14 there are a series of military exploits. In that year he commemorated in a date formula that ‘the army of Uruk, Isin, Babylon, Sutium, and Rapiqum, and Irdanene, king of Uruk, were smitten with weapons.’ Further military actions occupied the following years, which are mostly unremarkable, except for the capture of Uruk in year 21, putting an end to that independent kingdom. Finally, in year 30 he warred against Damiq-ilišu of Isin, whose prestige may have protected it hitherto from the Larsa kings, capturing it and extinguishing its independence. That year was named the “Year Rīm-Sîn the true shepherd with the strong weapon of An, Enlil, and Enki seized Isin, the royal capital and the various villages, but spared the life of its inhabitants, and made great forever the fame of his kingship.”
 Since the year-names are our principal source of information for this period, it is unfortunate that for the next 30 years the year-names of Rim-Sin tell us nothing but the number of years that had then passed since the conquest of Isin.

The Triumph of Babylon
In Babylon, Sin-muballit continued to press the interests of his city against the others in the usual way. We have seen that he took part in a coalition with Uruk, Isin, and Rapiqum against Larsa. Military action is then recorded against Isin (year 16) which may have alerted Larsa to the value of Isin’s position and its weakened state, for it was just three years later that Rim-Sin conquered it.

When Hammurabi assumed the throne, then, Babylon was unexceptional among states. Of other large cities it controlled only the nearby Dilbat, Sippar, Kiš, and Borsippa. It was surrounded by larger states: Larsa had conquered Isin two years previously and was unchallenged in the South; in the North were Mari under Iasmah-Adad, Ešnunna under Ibalpi-El, and Assyria under Šamši-Adad I. Hammurabi himself, therefore, did not act independently in his first years, but ‘followed’ as seemed prudent the greater kings Šamši-Adad and Rim-Sin.
 A phrase from a letter in the Mari archives describes the situation:

There is no king who is strong by himself: 10 or 15 kings follow Hammurabi of Babylon, as many follow Rim-Sin of Larsa, Ibalpiel of Ešnunna and Amutpiel of Qatna, while 20 kings follow Yarim-Lim of Yamhad.

Notwithstanding this limitation, in his 7th to 11th regnal years he recorded conquests of Isin and Uruk, and victories against Rapiqum beyond Sippar and Malgium in Emutbal. Rim-Sin chose not to react to the loss of Isin or Uruk, whose conquests had been so celebrated, but to consolidate his power and stabilise his state.  While Rim-Sin did this, and removed the common enemies of himself and Hammurabi, the latter kept a relatively low profile for the next 20 years. According to the style of the period, he had alternatingly good and bad relations with other states such as Larsa and Ešnunna, but made no serious moves against them. Indeed, with Mari there seems to have developed quite a close relationship involving the exchange of information through known agents, and even military assistance from time to time. 
In his 29th year, however, Hammurabi was attacked by Elamites, Guti, Subarians and Ešnunnaites. The next year, in 1763, he began a new martial phase by allying with Mari and Esnunna to attack and overthrow Rim-Sin in Larsa, bringing a final end to that dynasty. Other victories followed swiftly, and with little regard to previous alliances. Two years later he diverted the river around Ešnunna and brought it to heel also. In 1760 he attacked and defeated Mari reducing it to vassal status. But this was apparently not acceptable and he returned to destroy it utterly two years later. Hammurabi thus became undisputed master of the South.
 Babylon would retain this dominance of the South for the next 1500 years.



Chronology

The dates given here are according to the ‘Middle Chronology,’ which is now preferred.
Date

Isin


Larsa


Babylon






Nablanum (2025-2005)



2000

Išbi-Erra (2017-1985)


1990






Emisum (2004-1977)

1980

Šu-ilišu (1984-1975)

1970

1960

Iddin-Dagan (1974-1954)
Samium (1976-1942)

1950








1940

Išme-Dagan (1953-1935)






Zabaya (1941-1933)

1930

Lipit-Ištar (1934-1924)

1920




Gungunum (1932-1906)

1910

Ur-Ninurta (1923-1896)

1900




Abisare (1905-1895)

1890







Sumuabum (1894-1881)


Bur-Sin (1895-1874)




1880

 


Sumu-el (1894-1866)
1870

Lipit-Enlil (1873-1869)




Erra-imitti (1868-1861)

1860




Nur-Adad (1865-1850)
Sumulael (1880-1845)
1850

Enlil-bani (1860-1837)
Sin-iddinan (1849-1843)






Sin-eriqbam (1842-1841)

1840




Sin-iqišam (1840-1836)
Sabium (1844-1831)


Zambiya (1836-1834)
Silli-Adad (1835)


1830

Iter-piša (1833-1831)




Ur-Dukuga (1830-1828)
Warad-Sin (1834-1823)

1820

Sin-magir (1827-1817)



Apil-Sin (1830-1813)
1810



Damiq-ilišu (1816-1794)

1800







Sin-muballit (1812-1793)


1794_______________
Rim-Sin I (1822-1763)

1790
1780




1763________________
Hammurabi (1792-1750)
Date

Uruk


Ešnunna








Ituria
2020










Šu-ilia
2010










Nur-ahum
2000








Kirikiri
1990






Bilalama
1980








Išar-ramassu
1970






Usur-awassu
1960








Azuzum
1950








Ur-Ninkimara
1940








Ur-Ningizzida
1930






Ipiq-Adad I
1920








Abdi-Erah
1910








Šiqlanum
1900






Šarria
1890








Belakum
1880








Warassa
1870








Ibalpi-el I
1860



1850

Sin-Kašid (1865-1833)
Ipiq-Adad II
1840



1830

Sin-iribam (1832-1827)
Naram-Sin (1840-1820)


Sin-gamil (1826-1824)
1820

Ilum-gamil, Eteia, Anam
1810

Irdanene (1816-1810)
Daduša (1819-1786)


Rim-Anum (1809-1806)
1800

Nabi-ilišu (1805-1802)


1802_______________
Ibalpi-el (1785-1761)
1790

1780




1761_______________
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� Gadd:B, p. 39; vdMieroop:H, p. 85.


� vdMieroop:H, p. 88.


� p. 15.11 f.


� Roux, p. 166.


� Gadd:B, p. 38.


� H&S, p. 88; Kuhrt, p. 76.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 2 f.; Grice.


� Fitzgerald, p. 17 (ref. to H&S, p. 88; Edzard:ZZB, p. 64.)


� Fitzgerald, pp.11 ff.


� Fitzgerald, pp.13.


� Gadd:B, pp. 40 f.


� Kuhrt, p. 78; H&S, p. 92.


� Gadd:B, p. 39.


� Roux, p. 168.


� Kuhrt, p. 78; Fitzgerald, p. 71.


� Roux, p. 168 (ref to King, II, pp. 12-16.)


� H&S, pp. 92 f; Fitzgerald, pp. 63 ff.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 124 f.


� Roaf, p. 114.


� Roux, p. 170 (ref. to F&J:GT, pp. 196-200)


� Gadd:B, p. 42


� H&S, p. 101.


� Roux, pp. 168 f; Leick, pp. 248 f. 


� Kuhrt, p. 108.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 107 ff.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 64 f.


� Gadd:B, p. 44.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 65 ff, 125.


� Roaf, p. 112.


� H&W, p. 57.


� Gadd:B, p. 43.


� H&S, p. 100.


� Gadd:B, pp. 46 ff.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 130.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 128 f.


� Fitzgerald, pp. 139 ff.


� Gadd:B, pp. 48.


� Kuhrt, p. 109.


� Kuhrt, p. 99.


� Roux, pp. 181 f.; Kuhrt, pp. 108 f.; Gadd 


� Kuhrt, p. 79, Table 5; Roux, pp. 449 ff.


� Roaf, pp. 109, 120
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