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Abstract
Karlsson, M. 2013. Early Neo-Assyrian State Ideology: Relations of Power in the Inscriptions
and Iconography of Ashurnasirpal II (883–859) and Shalmaneser III (858–824). Institutionen
för lingvistik och filologi. 404 pp. Uppsala. ISBN 978-91-506-2363-5.

This study aimed at identifying and discussing Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology through
focusing on relations of power in the inscriptions and iconography of Ashurnasirpal II and
Shalmaneser III. The relationship between the Mesopotamian deities (“the great gods”), the
Assyrian king, and the foreign lands was highlighted in this analysis. Through a close reading of
all the epigraphic and iconographic sources of the two kings, i.e. the “major primary sources”,
using basic philological and art historical methods as well as theories such as critical theory
and post-colonial theory, the results of the study were reached, presented mainly in chapters
3-5. In chapters 6-9, the below described results of the analysis formed the basis of discussions
on ideological development within the reigns, local state ideology and regional politics,
ideological comparison between the two kings, and a historical-ideological contextualization of
the identified Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology.

The great gods were imagined as the masters and the conquerors of the foreign lands. The
Assyrian king presented himself as the representative, priest, servant, master builder, and warrior
of the great gods. The great gods had ordered the Assyrian king to implement their world
dominion. On this divine mission, the Assyrian king was confronted by various hinderances such
as the wild foreign landscape and its wild animals. By the act of conquering, the named chaotic
elements of Otherness became a part of Order. The relationship between the Assyrian king and
the foreign deities was portrayed as characterized by mutual respect. The religious imperialism
of the two kings was not of an iconoclastic character. The foreign elites and people had the choice
to submit and pay tribute and then be shepherded, or to resist and then be annihilated or enslaved.
In times of confrontation, polarizations and dichotomies centred social classes (“elites”) and not
nations or nationalities.
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Topic and background of the study 
The Neo-Assyrian empire was one of the great empires of the ancient world. 
At its maximal extent in the 7th century BCE it comprised vast areas of the 
Ancient Near East, including parts of modern-day Turkey, Iran, and Egypt. 
A fair amount of Neo-Assyrian royal inscriptions and iconography which 
legitimate the relevant imperialism and right to rule has been preserved. The 
named sources can be classified as state ideology, conveying the official 
formulation of an imperial idea in a largely propagandistic and indoctrinat-
ing manner.1 The topic of this book, Neo-Assyrian state ideology, centres the 
world view which is expressed in these sources, more precisely in the in-
scriptions and iconography of Ashurnasirpal II (883-859)2 and Shalmaneser 
III (858-824), two of the most important kings of the formative, Early Neo-
Assyrian period (934-745).3 This study is thus not focused on the actual 
structure of the empire but on the ideas behind it. The notion that “the his-
tory of Assyria was not only the history of the growth of an empire, but also 
the history of the growth of an imperial idea”4 is here duly recognized.  

Nevertheless, before proceeding to describing the design and execution of 
this study in detail, a historical background needs to be given. The Neo-
Assyrian empire had its humble roots in the city state Aššur,5 which seems to 
have been an insignificant polity in the third millennium BCE, being under 
some kind of authority of first the Sargonic dynasty (2334-2154) and then 
the Ur III state (2112-2004).6 With the Old Assyrian state (c. 2000-1500) a 
fully independent Assyrian polity had developed. This political formation 
was not only governed by the ruler but also by an assembly (called ālum) of 
Aššur consisting of free men. Eponyms (limmum), i.e. male representatives 
of “aristocratic” families, also seem to have played a role. The title of “king” 

                                                 
1 Liverani 1979, Garelli 1982. See also section 1.4.2. 
2 All dates follow the middle chronology devised by Brinkman (1977: 335-48). 
3 For the aim formulation proper, see section 1.2. 
4 Beaulieu 2005: 49. 
5 In this book, Aššur refers to the city state, Assyria to the land (territorial or imperial), Assur 
to the city, and Ashur to the god. 
6 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 30-31. Michalowski (2009) argues, based on a discussion on the 
ruler Zarriqum, that Aššur, just like Nineveh (Zettler 2006), was semi-independent in the Ur 
III period. The internal composition of this small polity is unclear, although Larsen (1976: 43) 
suggests an “Akkadian” character of it right from the start. 
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(šarrum) was a prerogative of the god Ashur. The city state in question had a 
mercantile character, as attested by the trade colonies (kārum) and stations 
(wabartum) in Anatolia, notably Kanesh. This trade was in the hands of the 
aristocratic families of Aššur, having representatives in Anatolia, and in this 
trade tin and textiles were given in exchange for gold and silver. At one 
time, Aššur was a part of the great northern Mesopotamian state under 
Shamshi-Adad I (1813-1781). A period of which, due to the general lack of 
sources, much is unknown then followed.7   
 In the Middle Assyrian period (c. 1500-1000), Aššur developed from a 
city state to a territorial state, i.e. it now consisted of areas beyond the city of 
Assur and its hinterland. Some scholars, using a looser definition,  even refer 
to the Middle Assyrian state as an empire.8 A first step in this polity devel-
opment was the gaining of independence from the Hurrite state of Mitanni 
with its centre in the Habur-area. Under Ashur-uballit I (1363-1328) “the 
land of Assyria” (māt Aššur) seeks recognition as one of the great powers in 
the Amarna-correspondence. Under kings such as Adad-narari I (1305-1274) 
and Shalmaneser I (1273-1244) the land between the twin rivers in northern 
Mesopotamia was gradually conquered from the Hurrites and the Hittites. 
Cities such as Nineveh and Arba’il now became part of the Assyrian state. 
Under kings like Tukulti-Ninurta I (1243-1207) and Tiglath-pileser I (1114-
1076) the power of the Assyrian kingdom was consolidated, and even Baby-
lonia was temporarily conquered. The major switch in Assyrian state ideol-
ogy took place in the Middle Assyrian period. The ruler went from “prince” 
(rubû) to “king of the universe” (šar kiššati).9 Royal inscriptions switch em-
phasis from building to warfare, and a notion of a divinely ordered imperial-
ism was formulated. The influential aristocracy remained,10 but the power of 
the ruler, now “sharing” the title šarru with Ashur, was strenghtened. In the 
11th-10th centuries BCE, the grip of the Assyrian state over western territior-
ies was weakened following Arameans migrating to the Habur and Balih-
areas. The sources from these two centuries are very sparse.11  
 Ashur-dan II (934-912) repeatedly refers to fighting the Arameans and to 
reconquering lands. According to a common way of reckoning, the Neo-
Assyrian period starts with this king.12 Adad-narari II (911-891) and Tukulti-
Ninurta II (890-884) continued the political-military acts of reclaiming 
lands, whereafter Ashurnasirpal II followed by his son Shalmaneser III 
seized the throne. With these two kings of the so-called Early Neo-Assyrian 
                                                 
7 Larsen 1976: 109-223. The idea of Lewy (1956) that there existed an Old Assyrian empire, 
consisting of the area covered by the trade, is now abandoned. 
8 See e.g. Barjamovic (2013: 137-50) who uses the term “territorial empire”. See also Liverani 
1988 for a description of the Middle Assyrian state as a network empire. 
9 Magen 1986: 13-19. 
10 Kuhrt 1997: 362-63. 
11 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 40-59 (on the Middle Assyrian period).  
12 See e.g. Kuhrt 1997: 473. Other scholars, e.g. Roux (1992: 283), prefer to start from the 
reign of his successor Adad-narari II and 911 BCE. 
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period, Assyria began to evolve from a territorial to an imperial state.13 The 
truly imperial state of Assyria was however realized, after a weakening in 
the first half of the 8th century BCE, only with the Late Neo-Assyrian period 
(744-609) and the king Tiglath-pileser III (744-727) and the Sargonid kings 
of Sargon II (721-705), Sennacherib (704-681), Esarhaddon (680-669), and 
Ashurbanipal (668-627). Through the combined strength of the armies of the 
Medes and the Babylonians the Assyrian empire was crushed around 610 
BCE.14 It however lived on in the structures and ideologies of the succeeding 
empires of the region, notably the Persian one.15 

Neo-Assyrian state ideology, as well as history, cover a period of over 
300 years, and studies on this topic are then often surveyed or thematized.16 
A case study, focusing on the state ideology of one or two individual kings, 
is another possible delimitation. In deciding the direction of such a case 
study, it seems easily defendable to focus on the formative stage, marked by 
reconquests and initial empire building, which is the Early Neo-Assyrian 
period. Both in the “primary sources”, i.e. the ancient sources, and “secon-
dary sources”, i.e. the scholarly literature, do two kings from this time period 
stand out, namely Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III.17  

The former ruler is generally regarded as one of the most important kings 
of the Neo-Assyrian period. His state ideology is extensive and pretentious, 
his army arguably conducted many and far-reaching military campaigns, e.g. 
to the Mediterranean, and he moved the capital away from Assur to Nimrud, 
ancient Kalḫu, where he commissioned the so-called North-West Palace and 
many temples. His son and successor Shalmaneser III kept Nimrud as the 
royal residence, carried out military campaigns in all directions, patronized 
many royal inscriptions, and commissioned several temples and palaces, not 
the least the “review palace” Fort Shalmaneser in Nimrud.18  

Ashurnasirpal II is consistently evaluated by historians on his own terms. 
In contrast, most of the portrayals of Shalmaneser III are dependently cen-
tred on his relation to Ashurnasirpal II and/or on his relation to his field mar-
shal Dajjan-Ashur who conducted military campaigns on behalf of the king 
at the end of his reign. As for the comparisons with his father, Shalmaneser 
III is by some regarded as a decisive break in the history of Assyrian imperi-
alism, inaugurating a period of vast conquests.19 Similarly, Pečírková sees 

                                                 
13 Barjamovic (2013: 137-50, 153) sees this state as another form of empire, a “universal 
empire”, in which also the growth of an ideology of universal hegemony developed. 
14 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 59-100 (on the Neo-Assyrian period). 
15 See Lamprichs 1995: 405-06 regarding structural continuity, and Seux 1980-83: 166 re-
garding ideological continuity. For the Persian link, see e.g. Barjamovic 2012. 
16 For an overview of earlier research, see section 1.3. 
17 At a rough estimate, the two kings combined stand for c. 80% of the preserved royal in-
scriptions and c. 90% of the preserved royal iconography of the Early Neo-Assyrian period. 
18 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 59-62. 
19 Yamada 2000: 1, Liverani 2004, Baker 2006-08: 581. 
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this king as a political reformer,20 and Pettinato regards him as an innovator 
who propagated universalism and inclusion.21 For others he is an important 
king but following the policies and examples set by his likewise powerful 
predecessor.22 The old image of Shalmaneser III as a king merely ruling in 
the footsteps of the famous Ashurnasirpal II is sometimes expressed. Olm-
stead e.g. regards Shalmaneser III as a weak ruler who simply and badly 
imitated his father, having the field marshal as the actual ruler.23 The out-
break of an internal rebellion or “civil war” at the end of the named king’s 
reign naturally contributes to this evaluation. The diverse military strategies 
regarding the two kings are described by Lambert who, in complete contrast 
to Hallo, portrays Shalmaneser III as conducting warfare everywhere in a 
fanatic way.24 In contrast, Ashurnasirpal II is described as a shrewd, cau-
tious, and realistic politician.25 In recent years, the status of Ashurnasirpal 
II’s queen Mullissu-mukannishat-Ninua, mother or wife, in the reign of 
Shalmaneser III has been a reocurring topic.26 Another common way of look-
ing at Shalmaneser III is to centre his dealings with the west in general and 
with the Israelite ruler Jehu in particular.27  

The judgement on the character of the Neo-Assyrian empire has been 
harsh. Already the Babylonians commented negatively on its nature. Their 
priests explained the fall of Assyria as the result of divine retribution for the 
alleged sins committed by its kings.28 In the Hebrew Bible, the Assyrians are 
described as merciless conquerors and as the agents as well as the ultimate 
victims of the divine wrath which Yahweh inflicted upon the Hebrews. 
Prophets like Isaiah, Hoshea, and Nahum condemn the alleged decadence, 
sins, and hybris of the Assyrian state and kings. The classical Graeco-Roman 
sources combine a picture of Assyria containing both admiration for its im-
perial achievements and statements about the brutality and decadence of its 
rulers.29 As for the latter aspect, the excesses and decadence, but also femi-
ninity, of the Assyrian king Sardanapalos, probably alluding to Ashurbani-
pal, are claimed and highlighted, and the Assyrian-Babylonian queen 
Semiramis, probably referring to Shammuramat, is almost described as a 
she-devil, being cruel and despotic.30 Progressing from ancient times, the 
image of ancient Assyria in Europe has often been negatively stereotyped 

                                                 
20 Pečírková 1993: 244. 
21 Pettinato 1988: 109. 
22 Schramm 1973: 70, Kuhrt 1997: 487. 
23 Olmstead 1921: 380-84. 
24 See Lambert 1974a: 107-09, and Hallo 1964: 156 respectively. 
25 Lambert 1974a: 107-08. 
26 See the overview of this discussion in Baker 2006-08: 581. 
27 See e.g. Yamada 2000 and Grayson 2007, and Schneider 1996 respectively. 
28 Beaulieu 2005: 57. 
29 Frahm 2006: 74-78. See also Weissert 2011 (on Assyria in the Bible), and Rollinger 2011 
(on Assyria in the Graeco-Roman sources). 
30 McCall 1998: 184-85. See also Asher-Greve 2006 (on Semiramis). 
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and long dependent on the Bible and the classical authors.31 The identifica-
tion of the Assyrians as part of a Semitic nation has also been made and em-
phasized, within the historical frames of anti-Semitism and Nazism.32 Also 
scholars are, as well as have been, much influenced by the Bible and Graeco-
Roman sources. As noted by Holloway in his anthology on Assyriology and 
Orientalism, this has often resulted in an Orientalist discourse.33 Ancient 
Assyria is here pictured as “the Other” and as the archetypal Orient.34 Orien-
tal violence, despotism, and decadence are three important elements of Ori-
entalism,35 and the Neo-Assyrian empire is, as well as has been, seen as a 
typical representative of these cultural characteristics.36 In marked contrast to 
the above, the ancient Assyrians are regarded, by laymen and some scholars 
alike,37 as the ancestors, in a positive light, to the ethnic group of modern-day 
Assyrians. Ideas about ancient Assyria as a true nation-state, bearing a direct 
link to modern times, are commonly expressed in these circles. Observation 
of these various stereotypes belongs to the background of this study. 

1.2 Aims of the study   
The overarching aim of this study is to contribute to the description of Early 
Neo-Assyrian state ideology38 in general and that of Ashurnasirpal II and 
Shalmaneser III in particular. The named kings are responsible for around 
80% of the preserved royal inscriptions from the time period in question as 
well as for about 90% of the preserved royal iconography, which means that 
the propaganda39 of these two rulers to a large extent represent Early Neo-
Assyrian state ideology available to Assyriologists.  

There are of course many different aspects of a particular state ideology. 
In other words, the overarching aim then needs to be complemented with a 
more delimited, precise and narrower one. The narrower aim of this study is 
to portray how the relationship between the Mesopotamian deities, the 
Assyrian king, and “the foreign lands”40 is described and depicted in the 
inscriptions and iconography of Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III. This 
narrower aim, addressed in chapters 3-5, should be understood as a means to 
fulfil the overarching one. It must be noted right from the outset that my use 

                                                 
31 Frahm 2006: 74-78. 
32 Noted e.g. by Cancik-Kirschbaum (2011: 368, n. 49).  
33 Holloway 2006: i-xviii. 
34 Observed e.g. by Fales (2010: 13-17). 
35 Said 1978. Orientalism is more fully discussed in section 1.6. 
36 For this detecting of Orientalism laid upon the image of ancient Assyria, see e.g. Bahrani 
2003, Fales 2009: 28, n. 3, and Richardson 2010: xix. 
37 For the latter, see notably Parpola (2004).  
38 For the term state ideology, see the discussion in 1.4.2. 
39 For the term propaganda, see the discussion in 1.4.2. 
40 For the defining of these three units of analysis, see section 1.5. 
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of the terms “Assyrian” and “foreign” is strictly a pragmatic, practical one, 
and that it does not intentionally allude to any alleged, ancient nationalities. 
With regards to geography, these terms merely refer to lands and people 
which were inside and outside the borders which the Middle Assyrian kings 
established, and which, put crudely, consisted of the area between the Eu-
phrates and the Tigris in northern Mesopotamia (see map, Fig. 1).41  

After the fulfilment of the narrower aim, some comparative or secondary 
aims42 need to be addressed in order to fulfil the overarching aim in a more 
complete way. These comparative or secondary aims are namely to trace 
ideological developments within the two reigns (see ch. 6), to trace the exis-
tence of local ideologies (see ch. 7), to compare the state ideologies of 
Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III with one another (see ch. 8), and to 
place Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology in the historical-ideological con-
texts of the Old, Middle, and Late Neo-Assyrian periods (see ch. 9). The 
fulfilment of these comparative or secondary aims are intended to lead to a 
coherent fulfilment of the overarching aim of this work.  

1.3 Earlier research  
In this section, earlier research on Neo-Assyrian state ideology in general, 
according to themes, or on the sources of Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser 
III, are presented. Additionally, Assyriology literature which use the theo-
retical approaches of this study are briefly mentioned.  

General studies on Neo-Assyrian state ideology are to be found e.g. in the 
anthology edited by Larsen containing important contributions by Liverani 
regarding the written sources, and by Reade on the visual sources.43 Studies 
on Assyrian royal inscriptions and their ideological character are found in 
the anthology edited by Fales, updated by himself in a subsequent article.44 
Other vital and epigraphically based studies on Assyrian state ideology in-
clude those by Garelli and Tadmor who both highlight the issue of propa-
ganda.45 An extensive study on Assyrian royal titles and epithets has been 
made by Cifola.46 The ideological character of Neo-Assyrian state iconogra-
phy has been investigated by e.g. Winter and Magen.47  

Studies which focus on particular themes of Neo-Assyrian state ideology 
are many and diverse. Oded discusses the justifications for war in Assyrian 

                                                 
41 On the Assyrian core and provinces in the 9th century BCE, see Radner 2006-08: 42-53. 
42 “Comparative” in the sense that they all, in one way or another, focus on comparisons, and 
“secondary” in the sense that they are all derived from the fulfilment of the narrower aim. 
43 Liverani 1979, Reade 1979a. 
44 Fales 1981, and 1999-2001 respectively. 
45 See e.g. Garelli 1982, Tadmor 1997. 
46 Cifola 1995. Also Old and Middle Assyrian royal titulary are included in this study. 
47 Winter 1981, Magen 1986. 
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royal inscriptions,48 Bär centres the topic of foreign tribute,49 Shafer studies 
the act of erecting Assyrian monuments in the periphery,50 and Weissert dis-
cusses the ideological character of the royal hunt.51 The topic of the nature of 
the Assyrian king, human or divine, as given in the sources has been fre-
quently discussed. See e.g. Labat and Frankfort on the human nature of the 
king,52 and Engnell, Gadd, and recently Parpola on the divine, or at least 
semi-divine, nature of the king.53 The nature of the religious policies of the 
Assyrian kings, mostly in relation to Israel and Judah, has also been a fre-
quent topic. The works by Olmstead and Spieckermann identify a zealous 
Assyrian approach,54 while the studies by McKay, Cogan, and Holloway see 
a pragmatic and tolerant Assyrian attitude.55 Intertextuality between Assyrian 
royal inscriptions and various mythological texts has been investigated e.g. 
by Cancik-Kirschbaum and Maul.56 The descriptions of the enemy in 
Assyrian royal inscriptions have been studied by Fales and Zaccagnini,57 
while Saggs has addressed the status and treatment of defeated foreigners.58 

As for works which are specifically dedicated to the study of Early Neo-
Assyrian state ideology, the focal point tends to be on individual kings rather 
than on the time period as such. Most of these studies then highlight Ashur-
nasirpal II. The dissertation by Cifarelli, containing (post-colonial) analyses 
both of the iconographic (emphasized) and epigraphic material,59 should be 
mentioned here. Ideology and iconography are focused on by e.g. Winter, 
Russell, and Lumsden regarding the reliefs of the North-West Palace,60 and 
by e.g. Albenda, Parpola, and Porter in the discussion on the possible mean-
ing of the Assyrian “sacred tree” from the same building.61 Extensive studies, 
e.g. including the ideological dimensions, of the inscriptions of Ashurnasir-
pal II have been made by Liverani and De Filippi.62 The classical article by 
Olmstead in which the author in question refers to the “calculated frightful-
ness” of the named king might also be mentioned.63 It may be noted here that 
a comprehensive, i.e. multi-sourced, ideology-focused, monograph-shaped, 
study on Ashurnasirpal II’s state ideology is still lacking. 

                                                 
48 Oded 1992. 
49 Bär 1996. See also the chapter on this topic in Yamada 2000: 225-72. 
50 Shafer 1998. 
51 Weissert 1997. See also C. Watanabe 1998. 
52 Labat 1939, Frankfort 1948. 
53 Engnell 1943, Gadd 1948, Parpola 1999. 
54 Olmstead 1931, Spieckermann 1982. 
55 McKay 1973, Cogan 1974, Holloway 2001. 
56 Cancik-Kirschbaum 1995, Maul 1999. 
57 Fales 1982, Zaccagnini 1982. 
58 Saggs 1982. 
59 Cifarelli 1995. 
60 Winter 1983, Russell 1998, Lumsden 2004. 
61 Albenda 1994, Parpola 1993, Porter 2003. 
62 Liverani 1982a and 1992b, De Filippi 1977. 
63 Olmstead 1918. 
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Studies on Shalmaneser III are mostly concerned with his historical 
significance and/or contact with the west and the Israelite state. This is e.g. 
true of the articles by Elat and Grayson,64 and of the monographs by Schnei-
der and Yamada.65 Although discussions on the ideological aspects of the 
sources are to some extent included in the named monographs, they never-
theless play a minor role there. Additionally, the two studies in question 
mainly use the epigraphic material. Articles which study ideology and the 
king’s iconography include those by Marcus and Hertel.66 The works by 
Schachner which present and discuss the king’s iconographic material in 
Balawat and at the Tigris-source respectively count as two other prominent 
secondary sources.67 The mostly historically focused articles on Shalmaneser 
III by Olmstead, Lambert, and Tadmor might also be mentioned.68  

Regarding scholars who have critically examined Assyriology literature 
on ancient Assyria and Assyrian state ideology from the perspectives of 
critical, gender, and post-colonial theories, the works by Bahrani, who 
makes use of all three approaches, stand out.69 The study by Chapman on the 
gendered language of warfare in Assyrian royal inscriptions, as well as in the 
Bible, at least indirectly criticizes the traditional neglect of gender studies in 
Assyriology.70 Also Holloway, Fales, Marcus, and Winter belong to those 
who have critically examined scholarly literature in these areas.71   

In sum, the preceding paragraphs then show that although research on 
Neo-Assyrian state ideology is substantial, a monograph which solely is 
dedicated to the ideological dimension of the sources of Ashurnasirpal II or 
Shalmaneser III, and furthermore include, on an equal footing, analyses of 
the inscriptions and iconography in question, has not been written before. 
Additionally, a thorough comparison between the state ideologies of these 
two closely associated rulers remains to be done. Lastly, the two topics of 
locally formed ideologies, and ideology development within reigns are also 
relatively rarely researched and focused on.72 

                                                 
64 Elat 1975, Grayson 2007. Both authors centre the biblical connection. 
65 Schneider 1991, Yamada 2000. 
66 M. Marcus 1987, Hertel 2004. 
67 Schachner 2007 and 2009 respectively. 
68 Olmstead 1921, Lambert 1974a, Tadmor 1975. 
69 Bahrani 2001 (gender) and 2003 (Orientalism). 
70 Chapman 2004. 
71 Holloway 2006 and Fales 2010 mainly on propaganda and Orientalism, and M. Marcus 
1995a-b and Winter 2010 additionally on gender. 
72 For an overview of the earlier research on these topics, see 7.1 and 6.1 respectively. 
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1.4 General notes on the primary sources  

1.4.1 Assyrian royal inscriptions and iconography  
In this subsection, the phenomena of Assyrian royal inscriptions and iconog-
raphy of which the sources of the two kings form a part are generally dis-
cussed. The sources of this study, presented and discussed in detail in ch. 2, 
cover practically every aspect which is discussed below.  

The primary sources consist in part of texts. The subgenres of Assyrian 
royal inscriptions are annals, summary inscriptions,73 dedicatory texts, letters 
to a god, labels/tags, and captions/epigraphs.74 The annals and summary in-
scriptions both sort under the heading of commemorative texts, but they tend 
to differ with regards to the arrangement of their narrative: the former 
chronologically and the latter geographically. This in turn may be a reflec-
tion of their varying length, long and short respectively, causing elaborations 
and summaries respectively.75 An archetypal annal text consists of sections 
of divine names and epithets, signalling an invocation or dedication, and of 
the royal name and titulary, followed by a year-by-year narration in first 
person of the king’s achievements at war, continued by a building inscrip-
tion, a section of blessings and curses, and lastly by a dating.76 As already 
noted, summary inscriptions tend to structure the warfare narrative according 
to geographical principles, but these may otherwise contain much of the 
elements of annals. Dedicatory texts focus self-evidently on the dedication of 
a certain object, most often the inscribed one, to a deity or a king, while let-
ters to a god are structured as royal reports on military campaigns to a cer-
tain deity. Texts of labels/tags may be written upon objects such as bricks 
and clay cones as a way of referring to the latter’s source and purpose, while 
captions/epigraphs serve to comment on accompanying iconography.77 These  
literary genres are not mutually exclusive and do frequently overlap, but they 
are nevertheless to a certain extent canonical, i.e. they were created within an 
established standard of form and content.78 Inscriptions without any accom-
panying image can e.g. be found on clay, stone, or metal tablets, prisms, 
cylinders, bricks, clay cones, and clay hands. These kind of inscribed objects 
may be displayed or hidden, deposited behind walls or under thresholds and 
floors,79 unprovenanced or excavated in situ belonging to a certain public or 

                                                 
73 Also called display inscriptions and “Prunkinschriften”. 
74 Grayson 1981: 37. For alternative identifications of genres within the corpus of royal in-
scriptions, see e.g. Ellis 1968: 94-124, Renger 1980-83: 71-75, and Schneider 1991: 10-42. 
75 Kuhrt 1997: 476-77. 
76 Renger 1997: 172. 
77 For this discussion, see Grayson 1987: 3-4. 
78 For the creative process, including the aspect of canonization, of Assyrian royal inscrip-
tions, see notably Tadmor 1981 and 1997.  
79 Regarding the object statuses of visible/hidden, see e.g. Russell 1999. 
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private archive or library.80 Inscriptions are also integral parts of larger 
monuments such as statues, wall reliefs, and stelae. 

The primary sources also consist of iconography. Images can be subdi-
vided into non-narrative and narrative iconography.81 The former category 
refers to images of a heraldic and iconic character, e.g. images displaying the 
king standing in isolation and in a fixed pose. These kinds of sources are  
often found on stelae, cliff reliefs, and statues. In contrast, narrative art con-
vey scenes in which temporal and logical sequences of events and actions 
are unfolded. This latter kind of iconography is predominantly found on 
palace or temple walls and door bands, through paintings al fresco or on 
glazed bricks, through reliefs on “obelisks”, and through carvings on ivories, 
seals, and stone or metal vessels. The two categories occasionally overlap on 
specific monuments. As will be discussed more fully below, there is often a 
correlation between form, i.e. narrative or non-narrative, and content, i.e. the 
motifs of royal iconography such as cult, warfare, tribute, and hunt. As is the 
case with the inscriptions, Assyrian royal iconography was created within 
certain recognized standards of form and content.82 Many monuments, such 
as most obelisks and cliff reliefs, contain both image and text, and they may 
be situated in cultural landscapes such as in temples, palaces, city squares, 
and city gates as well as in natural landscapes, then often at geographical 
extremes such as on mountains and cliffs, at sea shores and river sources. It 
is however quite common that pieces of iconography, especially seals and 
ivories, are without any clear provenance. As opposed to the texts, the ico-
nography was more or less always visible in character although some 
monuments were more “public” than others.83   

1.4.2 State ideology and propaganda   
In this subsection, the origins and nature of the primary sources will be dis-
cussed. I will argue that these are primarily state ideological and only secon-
darily historical or literary, and that the royal inscriptions and iconography 
can, in a certain sense, be described as propaganda. 

As noted by e.g. Cancik-Kirschbaum, the texts stemming from ancient 
Assyria tend not to convey true political reflection.84 The philosophical di-
mension in question is indirectly expressed, and remains to be deduced, no-
tably from studying the royal inscriptions and iconography. These sources 
can be understood as state ideology. The term state ideology refers to a co-

                                                 
80 As for the archives and libraries of Assur, see Pedersén 1985-86. 
81 Cifarelli 1995: 233-35. 
82 On the issue of standardization of Assyrian iconography, see notably Reade 1981: 145, 
154-55, and Czichon 1992: 174-79. 
83 See chs. 1.4.2 and 2.1 for more on this claim and the various contexts, e.g. the spatial one, 
of specific iconographic entities included in this study. 
84 Cancik-Kirschbaum 1997: 69. 
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herent set of ideas which express the official, i.e. the elite’s, world view on 
political matters. The term propaganda adds a purpose to this state ideology, 
namely to convince the ruled of the ruler’s right to rule.85 Propaganda is here 
a tool to channel the dominant ideology.86 Not the least through the means of 
state ideology and propaganda, the discourse of the time is expressed, con-
veying the allowed frames of “correct thinking”.87 

Beginning with the state character of the ideology, a discussion on the 
possible origins of the sources is crucial. The scholarly discussion revolves 
around how much the king himself had to do with the process, and how 
much of the authorship was entrusted to the officials, scribes and artisans. A 
commonly held view is that the king was active in the selection and plan-
ning, and that he finally authorized the material by approving the final 
draft.88 A distinction between the “historical author”, i.e. the scribe or artisan, 
and the “implied author”, i.e. the king, may illustrate this creative process.89 
Some kings took great interest in the process, other kings showed disinterest. 
In any case, the king should be understood as embracing the material in 
some way, not the least since it is clearly an idealized image of the king as 
always winning, strong, and majestic which is conveyed in the sources.90  

As for ideology, the old view regarding Assyrian royal inscriptions was 
that they are primarily a source of historical information. A prime example 
here is the idea of Olmstead that the texts are essentially historical, and that 
the most contemporary account of an event automatically is the most reli-
able.91 This uncritical view on the sources was challenged by the so-called 
Italian school which shifted focus from the narration the sources convey to 
the texts themselves, thereby emphasizing authorship, reader/audience, and 
political background.92 In other words, the texts are primarily ideological and 
only secondarily historical or literary. A similar shift has occured in the 
iconographic field where the development has gone from describing 
Assyrian royal narrative art as objective and historically orientated to recog-
nizing their inherently political and ideological character.93 In some sense            

                                                 
85 This understanding of the sources largely corresponds with the ideology definition of Marx 
(1970) [1845-46] as complemented by the cultural and sociological aspects identified by 
Gramsci (1971) [1926-37] and Althusser (1971). As concluded by Liverani (1979: 299), the 
author of e.g. royal inscriptions was then “the Assyrian ruling class”. 
86 Ellul 1965: 193-96 (referring to a “traditional relationship”). 
87 Foucault 1982.  
88 Winter 1997: 367-68. 
89 Schneider 1991: 117-26 (referring to inscriptions). 
90 A related discussion concerns how much room the individual king had to make a personal 
imprint on the material. It would be naïve to suppose that the ruler was completely bound up 
by tradition. As always, a balance between naivety and vulgar cynicism has to be found. For 
the idea of severe structural limitations, i.e. the opposite of free reins, see e.g. Pečirková 1993. 
91 Olmstead 1916. 
92 See e.g. the programmatic article by Liverani (1973). The manipulated counting of Shal-
maneser III’s regnal years further discredits the notion of objectivity (Yamada 1998). 
93 See Groenewegen-Frankfort 1951 for the former approach, and Winter 1981 for the latter. 
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“all art is ideological”, lacking an “objective” history telling, but rather car-
rying ambitions to naturalize the scenes of domination.94  

As argued by Winter,95 it is not tenable to keep “an innocent view of an 
automatic connection between the word and the world”, but the material 
must be checked against other data and acknowledged as “fictional reality” 
and “inversion of reality”.96 A proof of the ideological and at least partly 
fictional contents of the sources is that they do not contain descriptions of 
Assyrian defeats,97 and convey a praising of the royal persona which never 
can be taken at face value.98 Also, Assyrian soldiers are never depicted 
wounded or at a disadvantage in royal iconography.99 Several studies have 
also shown how ideological considerations were decisive in describing cer-
tain historical events.100 As for the visual arts, Winter has shown, based on a 
discussion of the term ṣalmu, that portrait likeness of the king was not a goal 
for the artisan,101 Bahrani similarly notes that mimical art was not aspired by 
the Mesopotamians,102 and the royal image can in this sense be regarded as a 
“performative image” conveying the notion of the ideal ruler.103 This is not 
the same as to say that the sources are all completely fictional. A certain 
connection, seen e.g. in the use of the ideologically charged royal titles and 
epithets, between royal claims and actual reality must have existed.104 In any 
case, the sources are highly appropriate for a study on ideology.    

After having stated that the material should be regarded as state ideology, 
the next issue to dicuss is propaganda. The term propaganda evokes images 
of totalitarian regimes of the 20th century CE, and may be anachronistic if 
not qualified. The political philosopher Ellul brings up four distinctions in 
his categorizing of propaganda. Firstly, there is political propaganda, i.e. 
when a government aims at certain goals, and sociological propaganda, i.e. 
when goals consciously or unconsciously are promoted and established 
through social interaction. Secondly, there is agitational propaganda, i.e. 
when goals are meant to be reached through stressing differences, and inte-
grational propaganda, i.e. when goals are meant to be reached through 
stressing uniformity. Agitational propaganda is mainly associated with sub-
version and revolutionary movements, but it may equally well be used by 
governments as a way of creating an image of the enemy in times of crisis 
and war. Thirdly, Ellul refers to vertical propaganda, transmitted from leader 

                                                 
94 Bahrani 2001: 37. 
95 Winter 2010: 597-98. 
96 For these two terms, see Franke 1995: 32, and Liverani 1995: 2353-54 respectively. 
97 Tadmor 1975: 36, Reade 1983: 23. 
98 Grayson 1981: 46. 
99 Collon 1995: 136. 
100 See e.g. Gelio 1981, and Tadmor 1981. 
101 Winter 1997: 372-76. 
102 Bahrani 2003: 121-25. 
103 Schroer 2006: 43. 
104 Liverani 1973: 188, Garelli 1982: 16. 
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to people, and to horizontal propaganda, transmitted inside a certain group. 
Fourthly, he discusses the interrelated but distinguishable concepts of ra-
tional and irrational propaganda.105 As will be made apparent in the discus-
sion below, Assyrian royal inscriptions and iconography contain elements of 
all of these categories. As stated by Tadmor, references to Assyrian royal 
inscriptions as propaganda should not be regarded as anachronistic since the 
relevant composition “serves the cult of the personality of the king”, and/or 
“it propagates certain political ideas and tendencies”.106 

On a basic level of definition, propaganda implies a desire to manipulate 
and control other people’s minds. Following this line of thought, Garelli sees 
the palace decor as a means of glorifying the king,107 and Liverani talks of 
the power of ideology to determine actions, and of a core ambition of the 
royal inscriptions to celebrate and mobilize.108 In this sense, the inscriptions 
convey an “ideological grammar” which aimed at justifying inequalities of 
various kinds.109 Pollock and Marcus likewise identify an aim of naturalizing 
a certain world view in order to reproduce domination. The apparent “realis-
tic” impression of the art and texts of the Assyrian kings may here be under-
stood as part of an agenda to naturalize relations of inequality.110 Pollock also 
refers to the power of the dominant ideology to inspire loyalty and cohesion 
among the ruling class and the population. Legitimacy was sought through 
“the creation of a particular view of how the world works”.111  

The issue of recipient is of course vital in this discussion. Some scholars 
argue for a very restricted access to the material, especially when discussing 
prisms and cylinders which were often deposited behind walls. Gadd and 
Schneider talk of the annals as directed towards the deities only,112 Bachelot 
and Reade refer to the iconography as mainly addressing the officials and 
courtiers of the palace,113 while Galter and Shafer stress posterity as the ac-
tual and intended recipients of text and image.114 Ataç argues that court 
scholars and master craftsmen were the intended viewers, and producers, of 
the reliefs in the North-West Palace.115 More often a relatively wide scope of 
recipients is identified, even if just the intended, as opposed/in addition to 
the potential, recipients are considered.116 Indications of the relatively wide 

                                                 
105 Ellul 1965: 61-87. 
106 Tadmor 2011: 719-20. 
107 Garelli 2000: 48. 
108 Liverani 1995: 2361. 
109 Liverani 1979: 303. 
110 Pollock 1999: 173, M. Marcus 1995a: 2487. 
111 Pollock 1999: 173. 
112 Gadd 1948: 60-64, Schneider 1991: 52. 
113 Bachelot 1991: 116-20, Reade 1979a: 338-39. Similarly, Barjamovic (2011: 59-60) high-
lights “court and elite integration” and social contracts between the king and various elites. 
114 Galter 1998: 90-91 (on texts), Shafer 1998 (on images).  
115 Ataç 2010: 201. 
116 Winter 1983: 27, Russell 1991: 266, Liverani 1995: 2354-55, Collins 2008: 27. 
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scope of recipients, and therefore indirectly of the propaganda dimension, 
are seen by Kuhrt who argues that the existence of archival versions of the 
annals hints to a widespread dissemination,117 and likewise by Oppenheim 
who proposes the occurence of a public recital of the letters to a god.118 Ob-
viously, this oral transmission downsizes the problematic issue of illiteracy 
in the context of claiming the texts as propaganda.119 The massproduced 
bricks and clay cones were also widely available. As for the iconography, 
Porter has convincingly shown that the images of Assyrian kings were cre-
ated with their potential recipients in mind,120 Liverani has argued the same 
regarding varying annal editions in Assur and Nineveh,121 and Russell has 
suggested that the concentration of palace reliefs to public spaces implies a 
wish to persuade the human inhabitants and visitors of the palace.122 Every-
one was in some way reached by the propaganda. The more technical, com-
plex, and detailed propaganda such as royal inscriptions was addressed to the 
elite, while the coarser, i.e. visual, oral, ceremonial and architectural, propa-
ganda was directed towards the populace, Assyrian and foreign.123   

This is not the same as to say that the material had a purely political goal. 
As Bahrani notes, such a stance would be to reproduce the Orientalist notion 
of Oriental despotism.124 Other goals, e.g. religious ones, must also be reck-
oned with, thereby avoiding stances of vulgar cynicism. The sources can not 
be reduced into being “pure self-boast”.125 Bahrani however takes a reversely 
extreme position while arguing that Assyrian palace reliefs were not propa-
ganda, but that they were made for the “visual pleasure” of primarily the 
king and his courtiers.126 The images of war and violence are here understood 
as a means of glorifying war and victory, juxtaposing good and evil in a 
religious mode of thinking.127 Obviously, political and religious motives in 
the articulation of state ideology are not mutually exclusive. 

A wish to communicate with, impress, and persuade the contemporary 
world is apparent in the primary sources of Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmane-
ser III. Monuments like the Kurkh Monoliths128 and the Rassam and Black 
Obelisks were all situated in relatively public spaces, and the glazed brick 

                                                 
117 Kuhrt 1997: 476. 
118 Oppenheim 1960.  
119 Despite the literary form and dialect of the relevant texts, these public recitals may have 
been fairly intelligble to their audiences. In this context, it should be noted that several textual 
passages of Ashurnasirpal II are written in the colloquial Neo-Assyrian (Deller 1957). 
120 Porter 2003: 59-79. 
121 Liverani 1981: 231-51. 
122 Russell 1998: 715. 
123 Liverani 1990: 28-29.  
124 Bahrani 2003: 166. See also her general discussion on representation and ideology (Bah-
rani 2008: 65-74). The related criticism by Ataç (2010: 87-89) stems from other perspectives. 
125 As pointed out by Albrektsson (1967: 42-45). 
126 Bahrani 2008: 241-42, n. 17. 
127 Bahrani 2008: 219. 
128 For these and other monuments mentioned in this paragraph, see section 2.1. 
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panel above the entrance to the throne room, the throne base, and the door 
bands on temple and palace gates were all placed at highly ideologically 
charged and comparatively public spaces. The cliff relief at Kenk Boğazı 
was situated at a busy border crossing area.129 Last but not least, the grand 
North-West Palace was the showpiece of the capital and the object of con-
spicious consumption with the function of creating awe,130 symbolizing the 
microcosm of the ordered world.131 This building was also the focal point of 
the huge feast mentioned in the Banquet Stele. All these monuments share 
the dual propaganda characteristics of being widely available and having 
firmly rhetorical content. Simultaneously they were addressed to the deities. 
The rhetorical and partly available door bands of the Mamu temple may e.g. 
have been turned to the cella, thus intended primarily for the god’s eyes.132 

The intention to impress and influence viewers and readers is in fact ar-
ticulated in the texts themselves. The North-West Palace, as well as the 
Sharrat-niphi temple, were made “for the everlasting admiration of (foreign) 
rulers and princes” (ana nanmar malkī u rubê ša dārâte) (AE35:8, 32:10-11 
resp.).133 Regarding the former building, the king refers in his Banquet Stele 
to its reliefs when exclaiming that he depicted “praises of my (i.e. his) hero-
ism” (tanattī qardūtija) on the palace walls (AE30:30-31). Some restrictions 
of course apply: in a curse section it is prescribed that the successor or “fu-
ture prince” (rubû arkû) “must not hand out the key, (for) there must not be 
open access” (napṭartu lā irassipi° ina libbi lā erraba) to the palace 
(AE17:v41-42). However, in the same curse section it is stated that scholars 
(ummânu) must be allowed to see and read the inscription, here that on the 
Nimrud Monolith, and that none (including the people?) should be barred 
access to it (AE17:v62-66). Clearly then, the kings sought to impress and 
influence other human beings through their monuments of various kinds. 

In what way, and to what degree, the ruled components of society really 
believed in the claims made by their kings is difficult to say given the lack of 
sources on this matter. It is reasonable to assume that opposition towards the 

                                                 
129 Börker-Klähn 1982: 189. 
130 Russell 1998, Pollock 1999. Fort Shalmaneser may of course be regarded in the same way. 
131 Winter 1993, Liverani 1995: 2362. 
132 The poor archaeological context makes this argument difficult to affirm or reject.  
133 The translations and transcriptions of this study are my own, although Grayson’s transla-
tions naturally have been taken into consideration. Transcriptions are rendered, e.g. in terms 
of Babylonian/Assyrian, according to the attestations, i.e. I have not tried to “correct” the 
ancient scribes. In case of attestations written in both dialects, and of logograms, Babylonian 
forms are given. (For the distinct features of the Neo-Assyrian dialect, see Hämeen-Anttila 
2000.) The grammar of GAG is followed, but in line with CAD is secondary vowel length not 
indicated. Isolated Akkadian words are transcribed with endings in nominative singularis. 
Unconventional forms and possible scribal errors are marked by °. Forms attested only in 
variant writings, i.e. outside the master texts, are included and denoted by *. A word is within 
the reconstruction markers [] when the writing of it is significantly damaged, and when the 
relevant word can be safely reconstructed from undamaged attestations. For the “coding” of 
the major primary sources, expressed e.g. through AE35, see appendices 1-4. 
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dominant ideology was not uncommon, even among the lower stratas of the 
population.134 Even though the royal propaganda may have been self-
indoctrinating the elite,135 the frequent references to opposition within the 
ruling elite show that the state ideology was not adopted everywhere.136 
Clearly, the state ideology did not express any Assyrian Volk Seele. 

To conclude the discussion of this subsection, the primary sources of this 
study should be regarded as state ideology, conveying mainly political 
propaganda. Apart from their function of fulfiling genuine religious needs, 
religious themes and motifs were considered to be powerful political tools in 
the aim of naturalizing asymmetrical relations of power. 

1.5 Method 
In this section, the methodology of this study is presented and discussed. It 
begins with notes on the methods, focusing e.g. definitions, delimitations, 
and analytical aspects, behind the analysis conducted primarily in chs. 3-5, 
and it concludes with a discussion centred on the methods, focusing e.g. 
dating, classifications, and comparative techniques, relevant for chs. 6-9. 

Beginning with definitions, the identification of the main units of analy-
sis, i.e. the Mesopotamian deities, the Assyrian king, and the foreign lands, 
was made in a surveying stage of the study, and was based on the tendency 
of the sources towards favouring the topics of royal imperialism and divine 
involvement. This tendency is e.g. reflected in the annals which centre the 
narration of royal war conquests as well as the titulary which often refers to 
the role of the deities. By “Mesopotamian deities” I mean ilāni rabûti, “the 
great gods”,137 and by “foreign lands” I refer to everything, i.e. its geography, 
animals, deities, people, and elites, which is subsumed under the word of 
“lands” (mātāti) as opposed to “the land (of Assyria)” (mātu).138 In the dis-
cussion chapters, the three units of analysis (ilāni rabûti, šar māt Aššur, and 
mātāti)139 will be treated as entities, but notes on important differentiations 
within these will be made continually. Regarding the uniformity of Mesopo-
tamian deities, it is e.g. reasonable to assume that Ashur held a special place 
within the group of great gods. A fair number of gods and goddesses are 
mentioned in the texts of the two kings (see apps. 6-7 for a full list). Most of 
these deities belong to the group of great gods, but two are insignificant pro-
                                                 
134 For the topic of opposition in Mesopotamia, see Richardson 2010. 
135 Reade 1979a: 338-39. 
136 The civil war at the end of Shalmaneser III’s reign is but one example of this. 
137 For a brief discussion of this term, see Black & Green 1992: 99. 
138 For the singular number meaning Assyria, and the plural number meaning foreign lands, 
see CAD M I, mātu (1g, 3), and Steiner 1982: 634. 
139 In some cases the foreign lands are referred to as “highlands” (ḫuršāni) and (less often) as 
“mountains” (šadâni). These terms are equated with mātāti since hilly landscapes are firmly 
associated with foreign lands in the Mesopotamian world view (Maul 1999: 213). 
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tective deities,140 and eight of them are foreign deities.141 Most of the relevant 
main deities are indeed referred to as “great gods” in the texts of these 
kings,142 while others are referred to as “great” (rabû/rabītu) elsewhere.143 As 
for the uniformity of the foreign lands, the proposed Assyrian distinction 
between a fraternal relation to Babylonia, a respectful attitude towards the 
west, and contempt towards the northern and eastern regions,144 emphasizes 
the need for differentiations. In light of the existence of words referring to 
these two units of analysis (ilāni rabûti and mātāti), I believe that a common 
treatment, but acknowledging differentiations, is justified. 

As made clear by the narrower aim of this study, it is the relationship be-
tween the three units of analysis which is the focal point. This relationship is 
studied on the basis of its status and function in terms of power. To exem-
plify what I mean by status, the royal title “king of the universe” (šar kiššati) 
is illustrative, while the royal epithet “righteous shepherd” (rē’û kīnu) can 
exemplify the functional aspect. The named title refers to the status of hav-
ing universal dominion, while shepherding implies a royal function of pro-
tecting and feeding. Admittedly, these two concepts often overlap in prac-
tice, but they can be maintained here at least as analytical constructs. The 
term rôle may incorporate both concepts in question. The term power is used 
in its normal, abstract, hierarchical sense.145 There are Akkadian words for 
power,146 but mostly the relations of power have to be identified in an indi-
rect way. For example, the statements that the deities give orders to the king 
and that a shepherd (the king) directs cattle (the people) indirectly but clearly 
express relations of power. The immediate results of the analysis will consist 
of the identification of themes (epigraphy) and motifs (iconography) related 
to the aim of describing the relationship in terms of status and function.  

                                                 
140 Kidudu (SE25:32) and Ulai (SE25:39). 
141 Adad of Aleppo (e.g. SE6ii25-26) and Zaban (e.g. SE5:iv2), Amurru (SE97:1), Armada of 
Arwad (SE55:4), Dagan (e.g. AE1:i10-11), Hallasua of the Tigris-source (SE119:1-2), Sam-
nuha of Shadikanni (AE150:3), and Sheru of Malaha (SE92:1-2).  
142 Namely Adad (e.g. AE1:i77, SE42:12), Anu (e.g. AE17:i11, SE2:i3), Ashur (e.g. AE1:i76-
77, SE42:12), Damkina (e.g. AE28:v9), Ea (e.g. AE28:v9, SE2:i3), Ea-sharru (e.g. AE30:58), 
Enlil (e.g. AE28:v9, SE2:i3), Gula (e.g. AE28:v9), Ishtar (e.g. AE1:i70, SE21:2), Kidmuru 
(e.g. AE30:58), Marduk (e.g. AE17:i11, SE10:i9), Nabu (e.g. AE30:58), Nergal (e.g. 
AE153:4, SE46:15), Ninlil (e.g. AE17:i11, SE14:14), Ninurta (e.g. AE28:v9, SE6:i8), Nusku 
(e.g. AE17:i11, SE14:14), Shala (e.g. AE28:v9), Shamash (e.g. AE19:3, SE21:2), Sharrat-
niphi (e.g. AE28:v9), Sibitti (e.g. AE30:58, SE95:1), and Sin (e.g. AE19:3, SE21:2).  
143 For Anunnaki and Igigi, see Tallqvist 1938: 14. For Erra, Girru, Mama, and Nana, see 
Tallqvist 1938: 170. For the status of Shulmanu, see section 4.1. 
144 Reade 1979a: 333-34. 
145 For a discussion on power and Neo-Assyrian society, see the dissertation by Svärd (2012). 
Here, I stick to the traditional, and easily attested, way of looking at power, which focuses on 
structures and on any given individual’s formal chance of influencing political decisions. In 
other words, political power and (formal) hierarchy/ies are the key concepts. 
146 AEAD, “power” (p. 239), lists: danānu, dannūtu, dunnu, emūqu, kubukku, lē’ûtu, lītu. 
From a broader time frame and semantic range, EAC, “power, might” (p. 161), adds: adû, 
isqu, kiššūtu, magšaru, mētellu, mitru, qarnu, ugu, umāšu. 
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Turning to the analysis, this study is based on a thorough, philological 
and art historical analysis of the primary sources. As for the former, the 
methods developed by the Italian school are to a large degree adopted. This 
means that the text is regarded as a structure, containing signs which convey 
an underlying “ideological grammar”. A cornerstone of this approach is the 
view that variations and literary structures are meaningful and not random, 
in this way highlighting the agenda of the author/patron. The relevant meth-
odology entails on the one hand a close reading of the text with attention 
paid to morphology, syntax, and semantics, and on the other hand observing 
and understanding the use of literary phenomena such as parallellisms, repe-
titions, topicalizations, juxtapositions, allusions, wordplays, metaphors, 
synonyms, gaps, and intertextuality. Every single morpheme and literary 
phenomenon count in this particular type of textual analysis.147   

As for the basic art historical analysis, an object of art (e.g. a soldier in a 
reliefed narrative scene) is both analysed as an individual image (the soldier 
in isolation), and as a component of a context or scene (the soldier is en-
gaged in a certain battle). In a yet higher level of analysis, the whole scene 
(the king along with his army conquer an enemy city) forms the basis of 
interpretation, and if the relevant scene forms part of a visual program, the 
highest level is present. This approach involves careful studies of format, 
style, design, gestures, positions, perspective, and proportions, but also of 
“outer contexts” whereby the work of art can be understood from its histori-
cal and manufactural background. An iconographic piece is thus interpreted 
both from micro and macro levels of analysis. Art can in a sense be de-
scribed as a language, involving a similar kind of close reading. In line with 
this, Winter has analysed scenes on the walls of the North-West Palace in 
terms of the lingustic elements of subject, object, and predicate.148  

A contextual approach has often been adopted in the studying of Ancient 
Near Eastern sources, e.g. by Ross who centres aspects like the locus of pro-
duction, iconography, medium, context, and composition when interpreting 
the visual arts.149 Her approach is as much focused on context as it is on con-
tent. The same can be said of the methodology developed by Fales for study-
ing Assyrian royal inscriptions. He highlights the aspects of chronology, 
geography, material/media, typology/function, and literary elements, eventu-
ally leading to a “contextual evaluation of the chosen texts”.150  

This study also embraces the contextual ambition as it makes a distinction 
between content and context. The identified themes and motifs, i.e. the con-
tent, are contextualized in this type of approach. Several different contexts 
are recognized, namely frequency, sequence, clustering, typology, time, 

                                                 
147 For an outline of this approach or method, see notably Liverani 1973. 
148 Winter 1983: 24-26. 
149 Ross 2005. 
150 Fales 1999-2001. 
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space, and visual/textual. The royal title “king of the universe” may again be 
used to exemplify. Its frequency states how often it is attested, its sequence 
refers to how prominent its place is in the ordering of titles, and its clustering 
shows which other titles it is attested with. Typology focuses on the issue if 
the title in question is attested only with certain types of monuments or types 
of inscriptions, time alludes to the possibility of a different use of the title 
within the reign,151 space refers to the role of the provenance of the monu-
ment on which the title was written, and the visual/textual context lastly 
centres the question whether the motifs of the inscribed monument can aid in 
understanding the title. Five of these seven contexts are naturally integrated 
into the discussions of chapters 3-5 and 8-9 while the remaining two con-
texts, time and space, are separately treated in chs. 6-7.  

The last contextual aspect, visual/textual, expresses the intent to integrate 
text and image into a combined analysis. This approach is e.g. pursued by 
Winter who regards images both as complements and parallels to texts,152 
and by Zettler who claims the status of written documents as artefacts, and 
advocates a holistic approach.153 Bahrani similarly argues that word and im-
age must be considered as a single unit and parts of a dialectic relationship, 
and further argues that a separation of the two was alien to the cultures of the 
Ancient Near East and rather reflects Western beliefs.154 Contextual data may 
not always be present or fruitful,155 but the intention is nevertheless to make 
sure that the analysis is conducted in a holistic way.  

Delimitation of the sources is an important part of any study. Here, I dis-
tinguish between major and minor primary sources. The major primary 
sources of this study are naturally the inscriptions and iconography, i.e. the 
state ideology and propaganda, of Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III. The 
criteria for classifying a certain source, whether textual or visual, as a major 
primary source centre around the four-fold aspects of dating, author/patron, 
content, and recipient. A specific source has to be reasonably well-dated to 
either of the two kings, the author/patron must represent the state in a not 
far-fetched way, the content must be rhetorical in style, i.e. conveying a con-
tinuous narrative and not being mere lists/formulae or the like, and the re-
cipients ought to be comparatively broad and numerous.156 This means that 
comparatively mundane sources like royal letters (abat šarri) as well as 
celebrative ones such as annals therefore would be included in the sources of 
                                                 
151 For example, Liverani (1981) and Cifola (2004) both identify a development of royal 
titulary conditioned by the historical events of the reign of the individual king. In light of the 
long reigns of the two rulers, this particular context may be especially rewarding to focus on. 
152 Winter 1997: 376-77. 
153 Zettler 1996. 
154 Bahrani 2003: 119, 96-120, 168-69. 
155 The so-called Standard Inscription of the North-West Palace seems e.g. to have been ap-
plied to the palace walls without any regards to the surrounding iconography (Paley 1976). 
156 Due to the present unsatisfactory state of our knowledge, the fourth and last criterion can 
not be viewed as an absolute necessity, but the first three are certainly indispensible. 
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this study. In practice, the hazardous preservation has led to the situation that 
relatively few sources, and no royal letter, from the state archives of Assyria 
can be dated to a time period earlier than the Late Neo-Assyrian period.  

As for the first criterion, the dating of the primary sources is a vital part 
of the methodology of this work. Only primary sources which can be rea-
sonably well-dated are part of the source base proper of this study. Dating 
can be achieved through various means, e.g. by observing stilistical features 
on images and cuneiform signs (palaeography), by noting the mentioning of 
royal names, regnal years or eponyms,157 and by deducing from archaeologi-
cal contexts.158 In this way, the collection of major primary sources has been 
gathered and established. Regarding some objects, datings are controversial 
and much debated, which is the case with the seated statue from Assur, the 
White Obelisk from Nineveh, the dedicatory text to Adad from Assur, and 
the Sultan Tepe-inscription. In each of these cases, I have brought up and 
motivated my own datings in the main text or footnotes of ch. 2.  

The dating of sources is often more problematic when it comes to 
establishing their temporal belonging within individual reigns, i.e. their 
internal chronology. The methodology for doing this responds to the needs 
of fulfiling the secondary aim which is addressed in chapter six. The stilistic 
indicators identified by Madhloom for dating Neo-Assyrian monuments are 
of limited value in this context,159 and the internal dating of iconography thus 
becomes more dependent on texts. Admittedly, there is an inherent danger in 
dating images on the basis of their accompanying texts, since these two types 
of sources need not have been created at the same time. Here it is interesting 
to note that the reliefs of the North-West Palace seem to antedate the accom-
panying Standard Inscription, unclear how much.160 Equally noteworthy in 
this discussion is the observation that the two types of Ashurnasirpal II at-
tested on the walls seem to have their origins in two teams of workmen 
rather than in variations according to time.161 All in all, different construction 
stages for text and image need not cross regnal phases, and as a general rule 
it seems plausible to posit relative simultaneity.     

Regarding the texts of Ashurnasirpal II, half of them (87/174, 50%) can 
with reasonable certainty be dated to either the first (884/3-872 BCE) or the 
second half (871-859 BCE) of his reign.162 Two ways of establishing an in-
ternal chronology in this context have been especially noted.163 Firstly, early 
texts state Carchemish of the land Hatti as the western border of the king’s 
                                                 
157 Eponym lists (see Millard 1994) of the two reigns can then be consulted. 
158 The archaeological contexts are especially vital when distinguishing between the two 
image corpora as they belong to the same art stilistical phase (Strommenger 1970: 32-33). 
159 Madhloom 1970: 7-117 (chs. I-IV). 
160 Reade 1985: 206-07 (type B), Russell 1998-2001: 245. 
161 Reade 1985: 205-06. For identifying “the mature” and “the young” king, see Paley 1976. 
162 An externally, rather than internally, based division of the reigns into phases seemed best, 
given the problems inherent in identifying various watershed points in the two reigns. 
163 Notably by Brinkman 1968: 392, De Filippi 1977, and Reade 1985. 
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dominion,164 while later texts instead refer to Mount Lebanon and the Great 
Sea in the corresponding place.165 Secondly, the northern limits of his king-
dom span from the source of the river Subnat to the city of, or the interior of, 
Nirbu in the earlier texts,166 while the latter component is substituted by 
Urartu or the Tigris-source in texts from the second half.167 The classifying 
of the Nimrud Standard Inscription into two versions, A and B, follows this 
logic.168 At other times, the texts of the named king can be tentatively dated 
with the aid of the latest mentioned eponym. In contrast, the frequent 
Assyrianisms in Ashurnasirpal II’s royal inscriptions are distributed 
throughout his reign, and can not be seen as a fruitful dating tool.169 

As for the dating of Shalmanser III’s texts according to internal chronol-
ogy, the situation is not quite so troublesome, thanks to many firmly dated 
annals. Almost two thirds (91/155, 58,7%) of this king’s texts can with rea-
sonable certainty be dated to either of the three regnal phases of 859/8-847, 
846-835, and 834-824/3 BCE, each consisting of twelve years. Due to the 
temporal distribution of the sources and the fact that the reign of this king 
was longer, a dividing based on three phases seemed appropriate in this con-
text. Several undated and short texts from Assur can be dated with the aid of 
similar texts which are indeed dated. According to this scheme, inscribed 
objects from the Ashur temple belong to the first phase, those from the Anu-
Adad temple and the Tabira Gate to the medial phase, and those from city 
walls and other city gates may belong to the last phase.170 This dating is not 
absolute but rather tentative since a certain construction project naturally 
could have progressed over two or even three regnal phases.  

Proceeding to the next step of aim fulfilment, the ideological comparisons 
between different phases will be made both generally, taking all the inter-
nally dated sources as an entity, and strategically. Regarding the latter, im-
portant sources which are similar as to genre, type of monument, and prove-
nance (cities and type of building or room), and which belong to different 
regnal phases, are compared with each other. To exemplify, two royal stat-
ues from Nimrud bearing annal inscriptions, one from the medial phase, the 
other from the last phase, can be compared. They belong to the same genre 
(annals), type of monument (statues), and have the same provenance (Nim-
rud). These strategic comparisons should be as fair as possible. 

                                                 
164 Carchemish was the focal point of early military campaigns (Reade 1985: 204-05). 
165 The king’s first visit to these places occured in a year somewhere between 874-867 BCE 
(Reade 1985: 205). Unfortunately, the interval in question crosses his two regnal phases, 
making a firm dating according to internal chronology difficult. 
166 Nirbu was the target of a military campaign in 882 BCE (Reade 1985: 205). 
167 Urartu was attacked somewhere between 864-860 BCE, and the king’s visit to the sources 
of the Tigris seems to have taken place at a date between 865-861 BCE (Reade 1985: 206). 
168 Paley 1976: 145-58. Version A mentions Nirbu, while B brings up Urartu. 
169 Assyrianisms are common in the late AE1 as well as in the early AE19 (Deller 1957: 156). 
170 Grayson 1996: 120. 
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Another secondary aim, met in chapter seven, centres around investigat-
ing whether there are any meaningful variations due to provenance, in terms 
of cities or regions. In other words, local state ideologies will be traced. As a 
first step of this particular aim fulfiling, the major primary sources are classi-
fied as to whether they belong to the inner core (Assur, Nimrud, Nineveh, or 
Balawat), the outer core (the provincial areas), or to the periphery (the bor-
der areas or foreign lands). This geographical division of course corresponds 
to the geopolitical situation of the time in which the two kings had authority 
over the Assyrian triangle/heartland as well as over the provinces which 
stretched from the Tigris to the Euphrates in northern Mesopotamia (see 
map, Fig. 1).171 Drawing on the information on provenance available to me, 
c. 95% of the two kings’ texts can be reasonably well provenanced. The 
remaining c. 5% resisted classification either because the object in question 
completely lacks archaeological context, without the text being able to give 
any clear indication as to the provenance, or because a particular text or im-
age is attested in several localities, without a possibility to infer which one is 
actually the original source, i.e. if such existed.  

After classifying these sources according to locality, the next step is to 
examine similarities and differences through general and strategic compari-
sons. As for the latter, it is once again crucial that comparisons are made 
through sources which are similar with regards to genre, type of monument, 
building, and room. A comparison between the commemorative text inside 
the Ninurta temple at Nimrud and that inside the Ishtar temple at Nineveh 
may e.g. be suitable. These two texts share genre (commemorative texts), 
type of monument (wall inscriptions), and closer provenance (temples), and 
the comparison should therefore be considered fair and valid. 

Examinations of variational patterns due to locality have at least two 
other geographical levels beside those of cities or regions: type of building 
and type of room. A possibility here is to check if there are any ideological 
variations dependent on whether the relevant archaeological context is a 
temple or palace/citadel area. However, the relevancy of this kind of distinc-
tion rests on an old-fashioned, anachronistic view on a separation between 
the Temple (the “sacral” aspect) and the Palace (the “profane” aspect).172 
Moreover, this subject would most likely be too big to include in this study. 
It would also be possible to study variations based on in which room the 
inscribed or uninscribed object once was situated. In this study, such an am-
bition would be highly relevant when analysing the motifs on the walls of 
the many rooms and wings of the North-West Palace. Such a study has how-
ever been done already,173 making a renewed study somewhat redundant. 

                                                 
171 Radner 2006-08. See also Postgate 1992b/2007 on the land and borders of ancient Assyria. 
172 For the irrelevancy of such a distinction, see e.g. Liverani 1979: 301, Pollock 1999: 186. 
173 Russell 1998. 
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In the eighth chapter of this book, another secondary aim, this time con-
cerning the differences and similarities between the state ideologies of 
Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III, is addressed. In some ways, this chap-
ter merely brings together the results of the indirectly expressed comparisons 
made continuously in chapters three to five, but it also conducts a few strate-
gic comparisons by which individual sources representative of each king are 
compared to one another. Prime examples here are most-likely-to-be-similar 
comparisons between the images and texts of the Kurkh Monolith and the 
Kurkh Stele, the Rassam Obelisk and the Black Obelisk, and the two set of 
door bands from the palaces and gates of Balawat. 

Lastly, another secondary aim of this study, addressed in chapter nine, 
focuses on placing the identified Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology into the 
context of its Old, Middle, and Late Neo-Assyrian equivalents. Additionally 
and not the least, the state ideological expressions of the earliest (934-884 
BCE) and latest (823-745 BCE) Early Neo-Assyrian kings will be subjected 
to comparisons and contextualizations. An obvious delimitation is to leave 
the issue of external influences in time and place aside. Such an enlarged 
research angle would require a separate study.174 Also due to the need for 
delimitations, the relevant comparisons and contextualizations need to be 
strategic and not general, and they moreover need to rely to a considerable 
extent on previous research on the topic. All the c. 20 royal motifs of the two 
kings will be investigated, drawing from the data of Magen,175 whether these 
are attested in earlier and/or later periods, and the c. 20 most common, i.e. 
the two sources combined, royal epithets of the two monarchs will be inves-
tigated in the same way, this time by using the data collection of Seux.176 
Since there is no corresponding work on textual narrative themes over 
time,177 I will have to survey earlier and later inscriptions in search for the 
selected themes. The named themes will be chosen from the premise that at 
least one characteristic theme of each section of chapters 3-5 has to be ex-
tracted. In the survey, it is then investigated whether these themes are at-
tested in earlier and/or later periods in Assyrian ideology history.  

1.6 Theory  
Theory is an integral part of any study within the humanities. The issue 
therefore is not whether theory should be used or not, but rather as to which 
particular theory should be used. In this section, the theories used in this 

                                                 
174 For overviews on Mesopotamian state ideology, see Liverani 1995, and Postgate 1995. 
175 Magen 1986. 
176 Seux 1967. 
177 The excellent summaries of themes in Borger 1961 and Schramm 1973 are not suited for 
this study, since they have been derived from a different methodological framework. 
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study, as divided into primary theories (which pervade the analysis) and 
secondary theories (which add to the analysis)178 will be presented. 

The main criteria here regarding the selection of theories, whether pri-
mary or secondary, are that it should be valid, i.e. the theory and one’s topic 
must deal with the same issues, and that it should be productive/reliable, i.e. 
the analysis of the theory can be translated into an analysis of the primary 
sources. Differently expressed, validity centres the concern that the method 
evaluates what it is supposed to evaluate, while reliability centres the techni-
cal concern that the method “measures” what it is supposed to measure. 

As for valid and reliable primary theories, certain art historical and liter-
ary analyses are used. Regarding art historical analysis, the method devel-
oped by Ross for interpreting Ancient Near Eastern art centres much on 
various types of contexts. Only through this centering can an understanding 
of a particular iconographic piece be properly understood.179 This approach 
can be traced back to the influential art historian Panofsky who envisaged 
three levels of art historical understanding. Firstly he refers to “primary or 
natural subject matter” which does not entail any specific cultural knowl-
edge, secondly he talks of “secondary or conventional subject matter” giving 
iconography which involves some cultural knowledge, and thirdly he sees 
“tertiary and intrinsic meaning or content” giving iconology which takes the 
historical background into account. The last level offers a synthesis which 
responds to the question what the art work in question really means.180 If 
ignoring the somewhat positivistic notions imbued in this model, it may still 
serve as a context-based way of understanding iconography. The academic 
study of objects of art in other words involves understanding the icono-
graphic pieces, whether major or minor, representational and realistic or 
non-representational and abstract, in their historical development as well as 
in their stylistic contexts such as those of genre, design, format, and style. 

As for the literary analysis, this study draws inspiration from the Italian 
school which in its turn draws from critical literary theory and the works of 
e.g. Barthes who highlights language, symbolism, communication, and so-
cial constructions. As is well known, Barthes was a proponent of semiotics, 
i.e. the study of signs. The “signifier” here represents the physical object or 
text, while the “signified” represents the semantical connotations derived 
from this physical entity. The signified can be manipulated, bringing a so-
called “second-order sign” into existence, in order to achieve the goals of the 
author or patron of the text. Here, texts under scrutiny are not only compre-
hended by identifying the subtle meanings of lexical items, patterns of syn-
tax etcetera (i.e. the content), but also through highlighting the creator/patron 

                                                 
178 Although these two categories are used differently in terms of quantity in the study, they 
have the same qualitatively worth.  
179 Ross 2005. 
180 Panofsky 1972 [1939]: 14-15. 
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and the political-historical setting of the text in question (i.e. the context).181 
This approach is not the least characteristic of the methodology developed 
by Fales for understanding Assyrian royal inscriptions. The texts in question 
are here regarded as a kind of meta or master narrative, shaped by a certain, 
fixed, underlying, and oppressive world view.182  

Turning to the presentation of the secondary theories, the sociology 
branch of critical theory is used in order to understand the primary sources 
and their combinatory aspects of power and communication, evolving into 
state ideology and propaganda. A focal point of this approach is the relation-
ship between base and superstructure. The standpoint of Marx in this regard, 
at least in his role of economist, is that the superstructure is merely a reflec-
tion of the base,183 but philosophers such as Althusser and Gramsci have 
problematized this, and argued that it is in fact a two-way relationship in 
which the conditions of the base constantly need to be reproduced by the 
superstructure. Althusser here introduces the concept of “Ideological State 
Apparatuses” (ISAs), while Gramsci uses key concepts such as hegemony, 
culture, and common sense in order to argue that ideology and “culture” are 
crucial in the ambition of achieving hegemony and establishing what com-
mon sense is in a given society. State ideology and propaganda are thus im-
portant tools for (re)producing asymmetric relations of power.184 In this 
study, this branch of critical theory is put to use in order to understand the 
nature and origins of the primary sources, and to understand the often ex-
pressed relations of antagonism and confrontation. It is of course only logi-
cal to apply a theory with a conflict perspective to this material. 

Another secondary theory which is used in this study is post-colonial the-
ory. Established as a discipline, but drawing from several existing ones, by 
Said, it highlights colonialism, power, and communication. Although Said 
focused on the creation and juxtaposition of “the Orient” and “the Occident” 
in European literature, this method of identifying and defining a deviating 
“Other” in contrast to a normal “Self” in a colonialist context,185 is obviously 
relevant also for this study which deals with the relationship between the 
Assyrian deities or king and the foreign lands. The notion of an Other cre-
ated in order to define oneself, according to the dichotomy of identity and 
alterity, and the idea of a close connection between knowledge and power 
were later complemented by the concepts of subaltern (the Other being dif-
ferent and inferior), essentialism (with the ambition to stereotype the Other), 
and epistemic violence (with the intent of breaking down the dignity of the 
Other).186 In this study, the concepts of Self/Other and subaltern, and the 

                                                 
181 Barthes 1967. 
182 Fales 1999-2001. 
183 Marx 1970 [1845-46].  
184 Althusser 1971, Gramsci 1971 [1926-37]. 
185 Said 1978. 
186 Complemented by Spivak (1988). 
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dimension of colonialism are used. In this respect, post-colonial theory 
mainly comes to use in identifying and discussing Orientalist187 portrayals of 
Assyria in scholarly literature, and in understanding the roles of antagonism 
which are often attested in the primary sources. As for the named portrayals, 
the notions on Oriental despotism, violence, and decadence is centred. Ori-
ental despotism alludes to the remote and alone Oriental ruler who has all 
political power in his hands, while Oriental violence refers to the ferocity 
and zeaolusness in the Oriental ruler’s warfare. Oriental decadence lastly 
centres a polity and culture as static and ignorant, and the Oriental ruler as 
living a luxurious life of extravagance in his palace and harem. All these 
images owe much to the European stereotyping of the Ottoman state.188 

Relevant to discuss in this context is the concept of ethnicity. At least 
three different ideas on ethnicity can be detected in scholarly literature: pri-
mordialism (ethnic groups are natural and fixed), perennialism (ethnic 
groups are natural but constantly changing), and constructivism (ethnic 
groups are not a basic human condition, but constructed in social interac-
tion).189 In some Assyriology literature from especially the 19th but also the 
20th century “the Assyrians” are often referred to as a distinctive race and 
nation, easily separated from other ethnic groups.190 In this study however, 
the idea of ethnos as constructed is taken, while it will be demonstrated that 
this is what is actually expressed in the primary sources. The related and 
modern concept of nationalism and the anachronistic use of it in describing 
ancient Assyria will be discussed in this context.  

Additionally, a few concepts from the terminology of the history of relig-
ion are used. This of course responds to the need for picturing the belief of 
divine presence and agency held in ancient Assyria. More specifically, these 
concepts highlight the attributes of the divine as well as the forms of contact 
between the deities, the king, and the foreign lands. In this regard, the con-
cepts of omnipresence (everywhere present), omnipotence (all-powerful), 
and omniscience (all-knowing) on the one hand, and transcendence (with 
divine and human spheres separated) and immanence (with divine and hu-
man spheres crossed) on the other,191 are used. Falling somewhat outside any 
categories, the concept of patrimonialism is also put to use in this work. It 

                                                 
187 If not stated otherwise, I refer to the colonial discourse of Orientalism, identified in Said 
1978, when I use the words Orientalist and Orientalism. 
188 Said 1978. 
189 Sollors 1989, Eriksen 1993 (both presenting overviews on the matter). 
190 See e.g. the wording in Delitzsch 1889 in which the author, in line with the “Zeitgeist” of 
colonialism and racial discourses, refers to the Assyrians as a specific part of the Semitic race. 
A modern example may be the work of Spieckermann (1982: 306) which contains much of 
the relevant terminology. On Assyria in 19th century literature, see Cancik-Kirschbaum 2011. 
191 See the respective entries in the encyclopedia on religion, edited by Jones (1987-). 
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refers to a way of government which highlights a “father figure” who gov-
erns his polity as if it were his own paternal household.192 

1.7 Relations of power “in real life” 
In order to understand the relations of power which is given in the ideologi-
cal sources, and which is discussed in chs. 3-9, the relations of power “in 
real life” need to be identified. Firstly, in 1.7.1, the geopolitical setting is 
described, then other relations of power such as those based on class and, in 
some sense, religion are discussed in 1.7.2. 

1.7.1 The geopolitical setting  
There was a constant tension between “universal ideology” and “real policy” 
in the Neo-Assyrian state, i.e. the wide authority claims of the Assyrian 
monarchs did not always match the political “reality”.193 Here, the geopoliti-
cal setting of the Ancient Near East in the times of the two kings will be 
described. The presentation below follows a geographical pattern.194  

Historians refer to an Assyrian core, heartland, and triangle. The named 
triangle had Assur, Nineveh, and Arba’il as its three nodes.195 This land was 
situated, roughly speaking, mainly on the eastern side of the Tigris and be-
tween and above two of that river’s main tributaries Upper and Lower Zab 
(see map, Fig. 1). At the southern edge, and on the western bank of the Ti-
gris, of this heartland, the city of Assur was located. Its origins are unclear, 
but it was certainly in existence already in the third millennium BCE, having 
relations both to the states of the Sargonic dynasty and Ur III. It then served 
as the centre of the Old Assyrian city state, and as the capital of the Middle 
Assyrian territorial state. Ashurnasirpal II ruled from this city during the first 
few years of his reign. Assur remained the spiritual and cultural centre even 
after its loss of status of capital in the Neo-Assyrian period. The caves of the 
Old Palace e.g. served as the burial place for Neo-Assyrian kings. 

Further north-east, and at a clear distance both to the Tigris and the 
Lower Zab, was the city of Arba’il located. This old city, still in existence, 

                                                 
192 Weber 1978 [1922]. For a use of it in more modern times, see Schloen 2001. The idea 
behind the term should not be confused with the Orientalistic idea of the all-powerful, remote, 
and alone Oriental despot, in this case the Assyrian king. Patrimonialism, as well as royal 
autocracy and absolute monarchy, connote something dynamic and non-essential, while the 
idea on Oriental despotism expresses the notions of something static and essence-based. 
193 Barjamovic 2012: 43. 
194 If not stated otherwise, this subsection follows the historical overview in Kuhrt 1997 and 
the maps presented in the Helsinki Atlas (Parpola & Porter 2001). For a more detailed and 
archaeologically orientated picture of the Near East, see ANE.kmz on Google Earth (with 
tools and instructions provided on www.lingfil.uu.se/staff/olof_pedersen/Google_Earth/). 
195 Radner 2011: 321-23. 
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was one of the most important ones of the Assyrian heartland. Military cam-
paigns towards the east often started from here (e.g. SE6:iii58). Turning 
slightly south-west, the city of Nimrud was situated just to the north of the 
mouth of the Upper Zab as well as on the eastern bank of the Tigris. This 
city was in existence already in the Middle Assyrian period,196 but it was 
Ashurnasirpal II who elevated it to the capital of the Assyrian state. It re-
mained its capital until Sargon II and his move to his specially built city of 
Dur-Sharrukin/Khorsabad in the late 8th century BCE. Nimrud was practi-
cally the only city of the Assyrian heartland which stayed loyal to Shalmane-
ser III in the “civil war” at the end of this king’s reign.  

A short distance to the north-west, the old city of Nineveh was situated 
on the eastern bank of the Tigris. Its history of development can be traced 
back to prehistoric times. It was only during the Middle Assyrian period that 
this city became “Assyrian”. Nineveh often served as the starting point of 
military campaigns towards the west and north (e.g. AE1:i70, SE2:i29). Sen-
nacherib made the city in question his capital, and it kept this status until it 
was seized and sacked in 612 BCE. Located roughly between Nimrud and 
Nineveh was the city of Balawat, ancient Imgur-Enlil. Both Ashurnasirpal II 
and Shalmaneser III highly appreciated this city, judging from their substan-
tial building activities in the named city. The status of Balawat is not totally 
clear, but it has been proposed that it functioned as a royal country residence 
or as a station and supply base for the army.197 The city seems to have been 
situated at an important highroad which crossed the Assyrian heartland.198  

To the north of the Assyrian heartland, the highland polity of Urartu was 
situated at Lake Van and the city Turushpa. Urartu seems to have emerged 
as a power of significance in the reign of Shalmaneser III who speaks of a 
military campaign directed at this land in a “letter to a god”-like inscription 
(SE17). In the 8th and 7th century BCE, Urartu counted as a major rival and 
opponent to the Neo-Assyrian state. Moving further south-east, the related 
polity Musasir was situated on the Zagros range. In the steppes and deserts 
of the highlandic landscapes of the eastern regions, several peoples were 
settled, among them the Medes and Manneans, but also those of Parsua and 
Zamua. The polities of Gilzanu and Hubushkia were powers to be reckoned 
with. Further to the south, the Elamite culture manifested itself through vari-
ous political formations, among them the city Susa which was situated in a 
lowland area not far away from actual Mesopotamia. At the foot of the 
Zagros, and close to the important Tigris-tributaries of Turna/Diyala, the 
polity Namri played an important role at this time. Shalmaneser III repeat-
edly intervened in the businesses of this state (e.g. SE14:111-19). 

                                                 
196 Arguably as a provincial centre (Postgate & Reade 1976-80: 320-21). 
197 See Mallowan 1957: 79, and J. Oates 1983 respectively. 
198 D. Oates 1974: 173-74. 
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Turning further south-west, the land Babylonia was situated between the 
twin rivers. Its kings ruled over e.g. the old city states Babylon, Borsippa, 
Sippar, Nippur, and Uruk. Ever since the days of the grandfather of Ashur-
nasirpal II, i.e. Adad-narari II, Babylonia and Assyria were at peace with 
each other. Intramarriages between the two royal houses were made, and 
treaties which stipulated no violence as well as mutual assistance in times of 
trouble were in effect. Ashurnasirpal II never refers to any violence directly 
aimed at Babylonia and his ally Nabu-apla-iddina, although attacks on the 
state of Suhu, which was situated at Babylonia’s north-western border along 
the Euphrates, are mentioned (e.g. AE1:iii16-26). The treaty was renewed 
with the accession of Shalmaneser III to the throne. At the death of Nabu-
apla-iddina, a war of succession broke out between the appointed successor 
Marduk-zakir-shumi I and his brother Marduk-bel-usate. Shalmaneser III 
intervened, killed the latter, and reinstalled the former on his father’s throne. 
The treaty was temporarily renewed after Shalmaneser III’s death, when his 
appointed heir Shamshi-Adad V received help from Marduk-zakir-shumi I in 
order to put down a rebellion which had erupted in the late years of his fa-
ther, and which was brought to an end as late as around 820 BCE. The 
friendly relations between the two royal houses were however put to an end 
when Shamshi-Adad V successfully attacked Babylonia. The population of 
Babylonia at this time was made up of “Akkadians”/Kassites, Suteans, 
Chaldeans, and Arameans. In the southern-most area of Mesopotamia, the 
Chaldeans, an ethnic group speaking a Semitic language, were settled. Their 
main tribes were Bit-Jakin, Bit-Dakkuri, and Bit-Amukani.199 Rulers from 
this “Sealand” (māt tâmti) were to form the Neo-Babylonian or “Chaldean” 
state,200 defeating and replacing the Assyrian empire.  

Moving upstream on the Euphrates, the steppe land, today called the Jez-
irah, to the west of the Assyrian heartland was established as a part of the 
land of Assyria in the Middle Assyrian period. The Early Neo-Assyrian 
kings reclaimed their authority over this land, which they themselves called 
Hanigalbat. Settlements and cities along the fertility bringing Euphrates-
tributary Habur were many and vital. The hegemony of Ashurnasirpal II 
seems not to have been firmly established here, but Shalmaneser III seems in 
contrast to have had a firm grip over this area.201 The polities of Laqe and 
Bit-Halupe, the latter with its capital city Dur-Katlimmu, were important and 
situated close to the Euphrates, the polity of Shadikanni was located further 
to the north, while the cities of Guzana and Nasibina were situated in either 
ends, west and east respectively, of the Habur-triangle.   

The region just to the north of the Habur-triangle was a strategically im-
portant, mountainous, border area. The city of Tushhan, apparently directly 
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controlled by the Assyrian king, and the lands of Katmuhu and Bit-Zamani 
are often spoken of by Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AE17:ii5-48, iv1-2). The dif-
fuse polity of “the lands of Nairi” is to be located to this area in this time 
period. Further to the north, the mountainous land of Shubria seems to have 
been beyond the control of the Assyrian king.202 The sources of the twin riv-
ers are situated in this region. Shalmaneser III proudly proclaims that he 
visited both of these sites during his military campaigns (e.g. SE14:92-93).  

The significant Euphrates-tributary Balih is located further to the west of 
the Habur. Among its cities, the city Harran stands out. Shalmaneser III built 
sanctuaries at this site, and the city was to become the seat of government of 
the last Assyrian king Ashur-uballit II (611-610) as he organized resistance 
in response to the Babylonian and Median invasions of the Assyrian heart-
land. The vital city of Huzirina, modern-day Sultan Tepe, was also situated 
at the Balih. The extensive and much mentioned and discussed polity of 
Rasappa may have been located just to the south of Balih.203  

Further to the west, the Aramean polity of Bit-Adini with its capital Til-
Barsip was situated at the banks of the Euphrates. The seizing of this city in 
the early years of Shalmaneser III was an important step in the development 
of the Neo-Assyrian empire.204 Along with e.g. the neighbouring city state 
Carchemish, it headed the first coalition against Shalmaneser III (e.g. 
SE1:53´-73´). The land to the west of the Euphrates was referred to as the 
land Hatti, alluding to the Neo-Hittite culture which was formed in Syria 
after the collapse of the Hittite kingdom in the 12th century BCE. Control 
over the trans-Euphratic lands was uneven and fluctuating in the age of the 
two reigns.205 Sam’alla, Patina/Unqi, and Bit-Agusi with its capital Arpad 
were important cities and/or polities in the times of Ashurnasirpal II and 
Shalmaneser III. The peoples of this region consisted variously of Luwian-
speaking Neo-Hittites and Aramaic-speaking peoples, the latter with a pref-
erence of forming polities containing the word “house” (bītu). During the 
two reigns, Carchemish was probably the most influential city with a Neo-
Hittite profile, while Bit-Adini arguably was the most influential Aramaic 
polity. The Neo-Hittite influence was naturally stronger close to and beyond 
the Taurus-mountains, in the Cilician polities of Que (beyond the Amanus-
range) and Gurgum, and in the Taurus-polities of Enzi and Melid. Shalmane-
ser III frequently claims to have fought with south-eastern Anatolian rulers, 
notably Kate of Que, in the later half of his reign (e.g. SE16:143´-151´). 
Somewhat further to the north-west was the land Tabal situated. 

Further to the south, the important cities of Damascus and Hamath were 
situated firmly inland. The rulers of these polities headed the second and 
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larger coalition against Shalmaneser III, a coalition which finally disinte-
grated only after four whole military confrontations, e.g. at Qarqar and the 
Orontes. Moving beyond the two mountain ranges of Anti-Lebanon and 
Lebanon down to the coast, both Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III claim 
to have received tribute from the Phoenician city states located by, or very 
near, the sea (e.g. AE1:iii85-88, SE14:103-4). These include the polities of 
Arwad, Tyr, Sidon, Simurra, and Byblos. This area, especially the last men-
tioned city, was arguably more influenced by the Egyptian than the Mesopo-
tamian “civilization”. The Phoenician states did not participate in the large, 
second coalition against Shalmaneser III. Moving further south, the Hebrew 
polities of Israel and Judah were in existence at this time. The former was at 
first, i.e. under Ahab, an enemy to Shalmaneser III, taking part in the second 
coalition. It later turned into a tributary state under Jehu. Along the coast, the 
Philistean city states of Ashkelon, Ashdod, and Gaza were located. Egypt 
was at this time politically weak and fragmented. The Lower Egyptian kings 
of the 22nd dynasty nominally ruled, from their main cities in the delta, over 
the whole country, but considerable autonomy was, at least at times, enjoyed 
by Upper Egyptian high priest-kings centred at the old capital Thebes.206 
Egypt was a part of the Syrian-Palestinian coalition against Shalmanser III. 

This overview of the geopolitical conditions during the 9th century BCE 
has shown that the Assyrian king was not “king of the universe” in real life. 
This may be kept in mind when focusing on the discussion chapters of this 
book, presenting the Assyrian king’s own view on power relations. 

1.7.2 The socio-economic setting 
This subsection focuses on aspects which are relevant to discuss for the un-
derstanding of the following chapters of this book, namely stratification ac-
cording to social class (forming elites) and religion (in terms of the socio-
economic power of the temples).207  

Even if the ideological sources seem to say otherwise, not only the king 
was a powerful figure in the Assyrian society and state. The men behind the 
ruler/king functioned as an institution of power throughout Assyrian his-
tory.208 This is especially true for the Old Assyrian period with the compara-
tively weak status of the ruler, not yet termed king, and strong statuses of 
noblemen and the heads of merchant houses. Several phenomena speak of 
the latter’s privileged positions. Nobles and high officials raised their own 
stelae, as they did also in Middle Assyrian times, in the row of stelae in As-
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sur,209 and they were in some ways involved in the actual governing of their 
polity, something which is reflected e.g. in the use of eponyms, simultane-
ously referring to an office and to the dating system.210 The custom of greatly 
rewarding, as well as emphasizing the roles of, officials at the Middle 
Assyrian coronation likewise attest to the elevated status of the nobles.211 In 
other words, the nobility, or “aristocracy”, held considerable power in the 
Old and Middle Assyrian periods.212  Put differently, the Assyrian polity was 
not de facto an absolute monarchy, although it may have had this status de 
jure in the times of the strong kingship of the Middle Assyrian period. 

In Neo-Assyrian times, a professional bureaucracy gained power at the 
expense of the traditional nobility, thus changing the nature of the social 
stratification and the composition of the elite. This bureaucracy was often 
represented by what probably were “eunuchs” (ša rēši),213 portrayed as 
beardless in the iconography. A supposed conflict between the new bureauc-
racy and the old nobility is often taken as the cause for the civil war at the 
end of Shalmaneser III’s reign.214 The first half of the 8th century BCE was 
then a period in which the named bureaucracy enjoyed extensive power and 
autonomy. The field marshal Shamshi-ilu e.g. seems to have ruled the west-
ern provinces in his own right, even if paying formal allegiance to the 
king.215 The Neo-Assyrian “great ones” (rabânu/rabûtu) formed a special 
powerful class, constituting a kind of military aristocracy.216 During the Neo-
Assyrian period, the highest officials were entrusted with the governance and 
exploitation of specific regions, thus institutionalizing their great power.217 
The scholarly expertise of the Neo-Assyrian court were also powers to be 
reckoned with.218 Assyrian kingship never evolved into an absolute monar-
chy de facto, since it constantly had counterweights such as the officials to 
compete with.219 The image of the all-powerful, remote, and alone Oriental 
despot, which belongs to the approach of Orientalism,220 is thus not applica-
ble. The king could naturally not have ruled the state single-handed, but he 
was dependent on the support of other individuals and groups of people. 

In scholarly literature, an Assyrian ruling class, with the king as its head, 
is often identified as the main protagonist in ancient Assyrian society. Par-
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pola sees, in sociological terms, a “Neo-Assyrian ruling class” as an inde-
pendent social entity. Despite its multi-ethnic and international composition 
it constituted a homogenous whole.221 Liverani uses the same term, but in a 
Marxist, essential sense.222 Similarly, Lamprichs refers to “the elite” and “the 
people” of both the core and periphery in the context of describing the 
mechanisms of Neo-Assyrian imperialism.223 A distinction between produc-
ers and consumers, or between rulers and ruled rather than between Assyri-
ans and foreigners is proposed here.224 Additionally, a distinction between 
“free” and “unfree” individuals,225 seems more plausible to centre than one 
which would be based on ethnical dividing lines. Not only that, stratification 
in terms of class was, according to some scholars, stronger than that based 
on sex or gender in ancient Mesopotamia and Assyria.226  

The temple institutions were important components of Mesopotamian so-
ciety. They were economically strong, employed and involved many people, 
and had the power to intervene in politics through the prestige which their 
respective master deity gave them. As for the first aspect, temples formed 
special and very large households with estates, goods, and servants, and they 
were often excempted from taxes and state labour.227 As for the second as-
pect, many people depended for their sustenance on these institutions of cult. 
Various kinds of priests, administrators, craftsmen, and peasants were all 
employed by the temple, and at the head of the relevant sanctuary was the 
“high priest”, the šangû.228 As for the last aspect, the religious tendencies of 
the ordinary citizen gave the temple establishment keys to influence the peo-
ple. Of course, most often the temples and the king must have worked to-
gether in their common goals of naturalizing unequal relations of power, 
having mutual interests.229 The uniquely strong priestly connection of the 
Assyrian king must have worked against the formation of the temples as 
separate institutions of power, commonly found in southern Mesopotamia.230 
It would however be naïve to believe that the temples and priests did not 
form elements to consider in the power politics of the Assyrian state. 

 A short presentation of these Assyrian temple institutions with their re-
spective patron deities may conclude this subsection.231 Among the different 
                                                 
221 Parpola 2007a: 257. 
222 Liverani 1979: 299. 
223 Lamprichs 1995: 381. 
224 Garelli 1972: 79. 
225 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 101. 
226 Bahrani 2001: 107, Svärd 2012: 232. 
227 Postgate 1992a: 109-36 (on temple economy). 
228 Menzel 1981 (on temple administration). 
229 Pollock 1999: 173. 
230 Müller 1937, Labat 1939: 15, Menzel 1981: 130-74. Fuchs (2005: 35) claims that the 
temples, both in theory and practice, were firmly controlled by the Assyrian king. 
231 If not stated otherwise, I follow Tallqvist 1938 (on divine epithets), Black & Green 1992, 
and Bottéro 2001a (regarding the describing of individual gods and goddesses) in this sche-
matic presentation of cults and deities of ancient Assyria. 
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cults and deities of ancient Assyria, the god Ashur clearly stands out. The 
origins of this god are unclear, but it has been suggested that he personified 
the hilly outcrop of the city Assur, i.e. the site where his temple subsequently 
was laid out.232 Telling of the close relationship between this god and the 
Assyrian state is the circumstance that the god, the city, and the land bear the 
same name. As opposed to many other Mesopotamian deities, Ashur seem-
ingly only had a sanctuary in one city, i.e. in Assur. The southern god Enlil, 
who also was associated with kingship, is spoken of both as an independent 
god and as a god merging with Ashur. This process of a syncretism between 
Ashur and Enlil was started already in the days of Shamshi-Adad I.233 

The god Ninurta, associated with warfare and agriculture, was also a ma-
jor recipient of the cult. He was the patron deity of Nimrud, and his temple 
and ziqqurat were situated next to the North-West Palace. The weather god 
Adad was worshipped both inside and outside the borders of Assyria in vari-
ous guises, and had as one of his many cult centres the north-eastern, 
Assyrian city of Kurba’il. The remote, impersonal, and southern sky god 
Anu was prominent in the hierarchy of deities, and e.g. shared a temple with 
Adad in Assur. The astral gods of Sin (moon) and Shamash (sun) were also 
vital components of the Assyrian pantheon and cult. The former is described 
as radiant and wise, while the latter was often connected to omens, domin-
ion, and to the exercise of justice. There was a combined Sin-Shamash tem-
ple in Assur, and the moon god had an important sanctuary in the western 
city of Harran. The wisdom god Ea was also highly venerated, e.g. through a 
sanctuary dedicated to one of his aspects, i.e. Ea-sharru, in Nimrud. The 
warrior god Nergal was the main deity of the vital core city Tarbisu.  

As for goddesses, Enlil’s spouse Ninlil, worshipped under the name of 
Mullissu in Assyria, is quite often referred to by the Early Neo-Assyrian 
kings (see e.g. apps. 8-9 and SE154). The related cult of the goddess Ishtar, a 
deity associated with warfare and love, was important. She was the tutelary 
deity of Nineveh and Arba’il, and also had a temple with a long history in 
Assur. One of her forms was that of Sharrat-niphi, a goddess who was pro-
vided with a temple in Nimrud. Another form, Ishtar-mistress-of-Kidmuru, 
was traditionally worshipped in Nimrud.234 The relative scarcity and insig-
nificance of goddesses in the Assyrian pantheon may be interpreted as an 
expression of the patriarchal structure of ancient Assyrian society.235 

Turning lastly to the less powerful deities in ancient Assyria and their 
cults, the group of male deities termed the Sibitti, “the seven”, are repre-
sented through seven dots in emblems, and they too were provided with a 
temple in Nimrud. The Babylonian god Marduk is referred to in sections of 

                                                 
232 Lambert 1983. 
233 Grayson 1987: 47, Chamaza 2002: 124-25. 
234 Reade 2002: 199 (on the status of Ishtar-mistress-of-Kidmuru). 
235 Bottéro 2001b, Stol 2012: 403-04. See also ch. 10.2. 
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invocations of deities, having dominion and wisdom as his main attributes. 
The Babylonian scribal god Nabu had a temple in Nimrud. None of these 
two southern gods are yet represented by emblems on the stelae of Assyrian 
kings. At Balawat, Ashurnasirpal II commissioned a temple dedicated to 
Mamu, god of dreams. Shulmanu, the local god of Dur-Katlimmu, may also 
be mentioned, not the least because he forms a part of the royal name Shal-
maneser. Allegedly, he functioned as an aspect of the god Ashur.236  

In sum, this subsection has identified and presented two different relations 
of power “in real life”, namely ones based on class and the religious sphere. 
These should be kept in mind in the evaluating of the relations of power in 
the ideological sources, conducted in chs. 3-9. 

                                                 
236 Radner 1998: 51 (on Shulmanu). 
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2. Presentation of the primary sources of the 
study 

The primary sources of this study is presented in the three sections of this 
chapter. The major primary sources, i.e. the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal II 
and Shalmaneser III, are focused on in 2.1-2, while the minor primary 
sources are highlighted in 2.3. The source presentation takes the royal ico-
nography as its starting point, since these need to be introduced before the 
royal inscriptions in order to avoid unnecessary repetition. 

2.1 The major primary sources: iconography 
In this section, the iconography of the two kings are presented and discussed. 
Notes on motif, internal dating, provenance as well as type and size of 
monument are ideally given for each iconographic entity. The discussion of 
the section is structured according to rulers and provenance, i.e. firstly the 
sources of Ashurnasirpal II are described from one locality to another, and 
then those of Shalmaneser III are described accordingly. 

As will be shown below, the iconography of Ashurnasirpal II (see apps. 
3, 13, and Figs. 5-19) is extensive and varied. In terms of material, stelae, a 
statue, an obelisk, three sets of door bands, reliefs or carvings on palace and 
temple walls, ivories, seals, and stone vessels, as well as paintings on glazed 
bricks or al fresco, were the materials used for the iconography of the named 
monarch. Moving on to the structure of the content, around nine “visual pro-
grams” (AI1-4, 13-16, 23) have, at least in part, been preserved from this 
king’s reign. In terms of motifs, the “narrative” (carrying continuous, narra-
tive scenes) and “non-narrative” (carrying heraldic-iconic motifs) types of 
art are expressed in varying degrees. The aspects of type of material and 
choice of motif are closely interrelated. A part of the sources, important due 
to the centrality of the king, are the so-called “royal visual illustrations” or 
“royal motifs” (listed in apps. 13, 15) which present this monarch (for Shal-
maneser III, see apps. 14-15) in various roles and stances. 
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In an even greater way than regarding the inscriptions (see 2.2), the ico-
nography of Ashurnasirpal II is dominated (24/36=66,7%)237 by sources from 
Nimrud (Fig. 3). First and foremost, there are the monumental reliefs deco-
rating the walls of the North-West Palace (AI4, Fig. 4),238 probably dated to 
the first regnal half.239 These include the reliefs of the northern, e.g. those of 
the throne room, and western wings carrying scenes of historical narrative, 
and the reliefs of the eastern and southern wings having ritual and apotropaic 
motifs. The ideologically charged throne room, room B, was paved with 
reliefed stone orthostats which showed the king as hunting wild game (lions 
and bulls) and attacking enemy cities (e.g. AI4:B17-20, Figs. 6-8). The re-
liefs were monumental, occupying much of the height of the walls, divided 
into two registers separated by a band carrying the so-called Standard In-
scription (AE23). At two central locations, right above the throne and oppo-
site to the main entrance, the so-called sacred tree scene (AI4:B21, 23, Fig. 
5) is attested. It shows the king, depicted twice, greeting a tree and/or a hu-
man-headed winged disc while a pair of divine human-headed genii stand 
behind him holding cones and buckets. On the outside wall of the throne 
room the king receives tribute processions (AI4:D2-9, E1-4). Also the west-
ern wing displays the king as hunter and warrior (e.g. AI4:WFL13-15, 20-22 
resp.). In the eastern wing, especially in room G and H, the king is depicted 
in cultic scenes, often holding bows, cups, and arrows, as he is surrounded 
by human attendants and divine genii (e.g. AI4:G29-31, Figs. 9-12). The 
innermost rooms of this wing, I and L, are dominated by the motif of human 
or bird-headed genii holding cone and bucket in front of the sacred tree. The 
same tree is also positioned in the corners of rooms. In the southern wing, 
the dominating motif consists of human and bird-headed genii touching the 
sacred tree (e.g. AI4:S5-10). The king is depicted holding a staff as he stands 
between his attendants (AI4:S2-4). The southern wing seems to belong to a 
more secluded part of the royal palace, referred to by several scholars as a 
residential suite.240 Human-headed bull and lion colossi were stationed at 
important entrances (e.g. AI8:Bb1-2, Fig. 14), and human or bird-headed 
genii of various types accompany these while holding cones, buckets, or 
apotropaic plants and animals in their hands (e.g. AI4:B26a-b).  

                                                 
237 The number 36 refers to the total number of “iconographic entities” (see app. 3) of Ashur-
nasirpal II. This dividing of the visual sources can at least provide a rough estimate. An alter-
native is of course to count “scenes”. However, it is often unclear where a scene starts/ends, 
and it is moreover anachronistic to sever parts from what was meant to be a unity/program. 
238 For studies on the reliefs of the North-West Palace, see e.g. Winter 1981, 1983, Porter 
2003, Russell 1998, Lumsden 2004, Reade 1979a, and Ataç 2010. 
239 The scenes made up of historical narrative almost exclusively refer to events in the regnal 
years of 6-9 (Russell 1998-2001: 245). As already noted, the reliefs seem to antedate (unclear 
how much) the texts (at least AE23, type B) in the North-West Palace (Reade 1985: 206-07). 
240 Reade 2002: 196, Russell 1998: 697-705. Alternatively, the three suites of west, south, and 
east can, in analogy with the usage of later palaces, be interpreted as suites for receiving 
guests in a formal, stately manner with entertainments and banquets (Turner 1970: 177-213). 
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The garments and attires of individuals (king, attendants, genii) from sev-
eral of the reliefs in the North-West Palace are decorated, especially in room 
G, with small, reliefed motifs showing worldly and mythological scenes 
(AI23), and they could due to their unclear author/patron dimension be clas-
sified as minor. The motifs in question have often been labeled as archaic 
and foreign to Assyria,241 and simply as products of misunderstanding on the 
part of foreign craftsmen who worked as sculptors on the North-West Pal-
ace.242 Nevertheless, they form a part of the sculptured program of the pal-
ace, and it is hard to imagine that they too were not sanctioned by the king, 
especially since they may have been contrasted in colour in relation to the 
background, thus standing out. As observed by Canby, the style and compo-
sition of this minor art contrast with those of the reliefs, and the images are 
similar but yet different in character from carvings on seals and ivory. The 
scenes display “profane” and religious motifs side by side, and typically 
show hunting scenes, animal fights, fights between animals and beasts, paw-
ing and tail pulling fights between beasts, and heraldic compositions with 
animals or beasts flanking a hero or a stylized plant or tree.243   

Staying in the North-West Palace precinct, the 128 cm high, sandstone-
made Banquet Stele (AI20, Fig. 16) was excavated from a niche situated at 
one of the openings of the throne room. Its image, enclosed in a square re-
cess of the stele, illustrates the king standing in the company of deities. An 
unusual feature of this motif is that the king holds a long staff in his right 
hand instead of making the gesture of “extending the finger” (ubāna tarāṣu) 
which is normal in this context.244 The stele may have been seen by the tribu-
taries who left the throne room after having presented their gifts and tribute 
to the king sitting on his throne. It should be dated to the later regnal half.245 
Three fragmentary, decorated, bronze door bands, dated to the first half,246 
from the North-West Palace depicting tribute processions and the king along 
with his entourage (AI15), have been found. Since they were excavated from 
the North-West Palace, it seems plausible to attribute them to Ashurnasirpal 
II. Additionally, forms, styles, and captions indicate a date to this king. 

Four fragmentary colossi (AI9), along with a few reliefs depicting mytho-
logical figures (AI3), have been preserved from the Central Building of the 
Nimrud citadel area. The reliefs e.g. illustrate divine genii and so-called 
scorpion men. In one type of scene, a genie stand between a lion which is 
standing on its hind legs. Unfortunately, only the lower parts of the reliefs 
                                                 
241 Porter 2010: 156-57. 
242 Canby 1971: 41-49. 
243 Canby 1971: 36-41. 
244 The term ubāna tarāṣu is used e.g. in Magen 1986 as a way of referring to royal visual 
illustrations which incorporate the named gesture. 
245 The stele contains a text which tells of the inauguration of the palace, an event which 
occurred around 864 BCE, i.e. clearly in the later half (Orlamünde 2011b: 450, n. 28). 
246 On the basis of chariot depiction and caption information, Curtis (2008: 75) argues for a 
date “early in the reign of Ashurnasirpal II”, even antedating the Balawat art.  
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and sculptures are preserved. Because of the fragmentary state of the Stan-
dard Inscription, which is inscribed at entrances, these images are hard to 
assign to any particular regnal half. The status and function of the Central 
Building is unclear, and it has variously been regarded as a temple and as a 
palace.247 The very fragmentary, reconstructed in the British Museum, and 
basalt-made Rassam Obelisk (AI16) showing tribute scenes was arguably 
stationed outside the same building.248 The narration which the approxi-
mately 160 cm high obelisk contains is presented through reliefs laid out in 
seven different registers which span over all the four sides of the monument. 
The accompanying texts give the clue that the images are late. 

Colossi (AI7) and reliefs (AI2) carrying mythological scenes also deco-
rated the entrances and inner walls of the Ninurta temple, situated adjacent to 
the North-West Palace. Two human-headed lion colossi were stationed at the 
main entrance, and they were accompanied by reliefs of human and bird-
headed genii. On the walls of the inside of the temple, anthropomorph, 
horned deities are seen fighting mythical creatures. Because of the context, 
we might presume that these scenes illustrate Ninurta combatting his foe 
Asag/Anzu. So-called fish men are found on reliefs close to these scenes.249 
The date of the nearby inscription hints to a dating of the images to the later 
half. Outside this temple dedicated to the god Ninurta, a high, i.e. about three 
meters, stone stele (AI19, Fig. 17) containing an image of the king address-
ing deities was placed at an entrance and in front of an altar. The presence of 
the altar has triggered some scholars to see a proof of a deification of the 
king, while others see the paraphernalia as dedicated to the cult of the de-
picted deities (see also section 4.1). Reade has however demonstrated that 
the stele and the altar were not regarded as a unit.250 Since the text of the 
stele most likely belongs to the first regnal half, the image from this monu-
ment could in analogy be dated to the same regnal half.  

Staying in Nimrud, two gateway lions (AI11) and a statue of the king 
(AI12, Fig. 18) from the second half, based on the date of the temple inscrip-
tion, have been excavated from the Sharrat-niphi temple of Nimrud. The 
named lions were stationed at the main entrance, and they are roaring in 
gesture and completely lionide in form. The goddess Sharrat-niphi, a mani-
festation of Ishtar, had the lion as her sacred animal.251 The statue in question 
is the only known one which depicts Ashurnasirpal II.252 This statue of yel-
lowish limestone is 159 cm high (i.e. including socle, 106 cm without it), 

                                                 
247 See e.g. Meuszyński 1976: 43, and Reade 2002: 196 respectively. 
248 Reade 1980a: 1-2. The named scholar was also the one who reconstructed the obelisk. 
249 For the decoration of the Ninurta temple, see Meuszyński 1972, and Reade 2002: 167-81. 
250 That is, the text (AE17) on the stele refers to the North-West Palace, making it likely that 
the palace was the stele’s original spatial context (Reade 2002: 169-71). 
251 Black & Green 1992: 119. 
252 A similar statue, KX1 in Strommenger 1970, is probably, on the basis of its execution, a 
forgery (Strommenger 1970: 27).  
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and was probably erected inside the temple. The king is bare-headed, dressed 
in the cult garment, and holds a mace and a crooked object in his two hands.  

As for the truly minor arts of Nimrud, some motifs on ivory (AI25-28), 
seals (AI31-36), and on a stone vessel (AI29) are preserved and reasonably 
well-dated to Ashurnasirpal II. An ivory plaque (AI25, Fig. 19), found close 
to the Banquet Stele, illustrates the king holding a sickle in his one hand and 
a bowl to his mouth in his other. The unusual attribute of the sickle is note-
worthy. Its shaft has a bird head which may allude to the deity Ninurta,253 
also a god of agriculture. A pair of ivory plaques (AI26-27) were found in 
the throne room of the North-West Palace, and they depict the king in the 
centre of attendants while receiving submissive tributaries or felling a tree. A 
stone vessel (AI29) decorated with a carved scene in two registers has been 
excavated from the Ninurta temple. It mainly depicts the king receiving trib-
ute and submission in the upper register, and a row of Assyrian soldiers and 
officials in the lower register. A painting on glazed bricks (AI22) shows the 
king as he stands between bodyguards and attendants holding a lowered bow 
and a raised bowl. A bronze helmet incised with scenes of tribute and coro-
nation has been preserved (AI24, Fig. 15).254 It is difficult to assign these 
examples of minor art into regnal phases, not the least since they often are 
uninscribed and without a clear archaeological context. 

There are also some pieces of iconography from Nineveh (3/36=8,3%). In 
a relief (AI1:86) from the local palace, the king shoots an arrow against an 
attacking lion while standing in his chariot. Another fragmentary relief 
(AI1:214), but this time probably from the walls of the Ishtar temple, illus-
trates the king pouring a libation over a dead lion as he stands between two 
attendants. This emphasis on lions is not surprising, since the main goddess 
of this city was associated with this beast. Ashurnasirpal II’s inscriptions 
from Nineveh tend to be late, so a corresponding dating seems appropriate. 

As for the minor arts and Nineveh, a few well-dated scenes on a stone 
vessel and some painted glazed bricks from this city, may be mentioned. The 
reliefed stone vessel (AI30) in question was excavated from a temple area, 
and depicts the Assyrian monarch in the centre of his entourage consisting of 
bodyguards, attendants, courtiers, and officials. A highly noteworthy paint-
ing on glazed bricks (AI21), probably from the local palace, shows what 
seems to be the queen bearing her typical mural crown and holding an egg-
shaped object in her right hand. She is accompanied by an attendant, and the 
design of rosettes pervades the scene. The main figure of this scene has also 
been interpreted as the king (the area of the supposed face and beard is not 
preserved),255 but this seems unlikely in light of the mural crown and the egg, 

                                                 
253 Mallowan & Davies 1970: 16. 
254 Whether this bronze helmet really had Nimrud as its provenance is not ascertained. 
255 See e.g. Magen 1986: 67. 
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both of which are clear female attributes.256 On the basis of the discussion 
above, a dating to the later regnal half may be suggested.  

The core town of Balawat was much centred, in terms of iconographic 
entities (2/36=5,5%), by Ashurnasirpal II. Here, he erected a local palace as 
well as a temple dedicated to Mamu, god of dreams. Royal iconography has 
been preserved from their respective monumental gates, 4-6 meters high, 
with the temple gate being the highest of the two. There are various types of 
scenes such as warfare, tribute, and hunting depicted on the bronze door 
bands fastened to these gates and belonging to the royal palace (AI13) and 
the Mamu temple (AI14). The embossings on the door bands of the palace 
are much better preserved, at least in terms of quantity, than those of the 
temple. Of its totally 16 bands, eight on each door, five of them depict war-
fare, four of them illustrate hunting, four of them depict processions of cap-
tives, and three of them illustrate tribute processions. As for the 16 door 
bands of the temple, twelve of them depict tribute processions, while four of 
them illustrate warfare. Judging from the accompanying inscriptions, these 
images belong to the later regnal half. The gate from the Mamu temple 
seems to have been created at a later date than the palace gate.257 

Before leaving the area of the Assyrian heartland, it must be noted that 
securely dated royal iconography from Assur (Fig. 2) is lacking. As noted by 
Orlamünde, only the Standard Inscription of Assur (AE53) seems to have 
decorated the walls of the Old Palace.258 Moving on, at the provincial city of 
Dur-Katlimmu at the Habur-river some unclearly dated, i.e. in terms of in-
ternal chronology, fragments of reliefs depicting attendants have been pre-
served from the local governor’s palace (AI5). It is noteworthy that these 
reliefs belong to the “fine art” of Nimrud and not to the often clumsy and 
poorly imitating provincial art. This has implications for the status of this 
city under Ashurnasirpal II.259 The iconography of the governor of Shadi-
kanni, Mushezib-Ninurta, may also be dated to the named king.260 The rele-
vant governor’s palace was decorated with small-scale human-headed 
winged bulls, a roaring lion, and orthostats having reliefs depicting mytho-
logical creatures or figures, all in an Assyrianizing style (AI6, 10). His seal 
(AI33), which depicts the sacred tree scene, should be mentioned here. The 
king, not the governor, is here seen along with bird-headed genii. No less 
than 11,1% (4/36) of the king’s iconography derive from the provinces. 

In the border areas or foreign lands (representing 2/36=5,5%), there is 
e.g. the 175 cm high so-called Kurkh Monolith (AI18), made out of lime-
stone. Dated to the first regnal half due to the accompanying text, it depicts 
the king in the usual pointing gesture, holding a mace, and in the company of 
                                                 
256 Ornan 2002: 476 (on the mural crown). 
257 Curtis & Tallis 2008: 74. 
258 Orlamünde 2011b: 447-50. 
259 Russell 1998-2001: 248 (identifying a high status of this city). 
260 On the basis of genealogical clues, Grayson (1991: 392) concludes this. 
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deity emblems hovering in mid-air. It belongs to the kind of stelae which 
were erected in urban areas, but it is difficult to say which type of area, 
whether temple, piazza, palace or city gate, it originally stood in. Situated in 
the border site Kurkh, modern Üç Tepe, close to the vital Tushhan, modern 
Ziyaret Tepe, it may be regarded as an urban form of border monument. 
Moving on, a stele (AI17) from the modern village Babil, now termed Ke-
beli, which is broken in three fragments, eroded, and early dated on the basis 
of its inscription, likewise depicts the king in front of deities. This approxi-
mately 170 cm high limestone stele belongs to the kind of stelae which were 
erected in non-urban areas. It seems to have served as a border monument, 
and it was situated at the source of the Subnat-river, a locality which is much 
highlighted in the inscriptions of Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AE30:13).  

As will be shown below, also the iconography of Shalmaneser III (see 
apps. 4, 14, and Figs. 20-32) is extensive and varied. In terms of material, a 
stele, several statues, an obelisk, one set of door bands, reliefs or carvings on 
a throne base, two cliff faces, some ivory plaques and seals, as well as en-
gravings/paintings on glazed bricks, were the materials used for the iconog-
raphy of the named monarch. Moving on to the structure of the content, 
around six “visual programs” (SI1, 9-12, 14) have, at least in part, been pre-
served from this king’s reign. In terms of motifs, the “narrative” (carrying 
continuous, narrative scenes) and “non-narrative” (carrying heraldic-iconic 
motifs) types of art are expressed in varying degrees. Again, the aspects of 
type of material and choice of motif are closely interrelated. 

Also regarding the iconography of Shalmaneser III, the sources of Nim-
rud dominate, although not to the same extent (14/25=56%). In his review 
palace (ekal māšarti) Fort Shalmaneser, situated at the south-eastern edge of 
the city area, a throne base (SI14, Figs. 24-25) with reliefs depicting tribute 
and a royal meeting has been preserved. On its two sides the king receives 
tribute delegations from Patina/Unqi and Chaldea, and on its front side the 
king stands face to face with his Babylonian counterpart. The two kings 
“shake hands” in an apparent gesture of friendship. Since Shalmaneser III’s 
Babylonian campaigns took place in his first regnal phase, the sculptures 
may be dated correspondingly. The throne base consists of two slabs of yel-
lowish limestone, together 228 cm in width, 382 cm in length, and c. 50 cm 
in height.261 An unclearly dated, huge, glazed brick panel (SI18, Fig. 26) 
showing the king, depicted twice, in front of the sacred tree and the winged 
disc was placed in connection with the throne room. In contrast to the sacred 
tree scene of the North-West Palace, the king is not accompanied by a pair of 
genii. The text, a tag/label, of the monument is difficult to use for dating. 
The reconstructed panel is 407 cm high, 291 cm wide, and was made up of 
38 courses of bricks.262 The limestone-made Kurba’il Statue (SI5) was found 

                                                 
261 D. Oates 1963: 10. 
262 Reade 1963: 38-39. The panel was reconstructed by the named scholar. 
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in a store room of Fort Shalmaneser. It may have been there for repair, to be 
returned later to the Adad temple of Kurba’il or to a local Adad sanctuary of 
Nimrud.263 Standing about one meter high (103 cm), it represents the king 
bare-headed, having clasped hands, and dressed in the cult garment. Its dated 
inscription places the statue in the medial phase. 

The Black Obelisk (SI11, Figs. 27-28) was positioned in front of the Cen-
tral Building of Ashurnasirpal II,264 arguably close to the latter’s own Rassam 
Obelisk.265 Its narrative develops continually on all four sides of the monu-
ment and along five registers. Captions explain the scenes which mainly 
focus on tribute processions. The king is shown twice, receiving tribute from 
the ruler of Gilzanu and Jehu of Israel. The well-preserved obelisk, made of 
dark basalt, measures around two meters in height (198 cm), and is mounted 
on a socle and crowned by a stepped apex. Its dated annal text strongly indi-
cates that the images were made in the last regnal phase. 

A pair of bull colossi (SI3) and a slab with a relief depicting a genie 
standing between rampant lions (SI1:11) remain from the so-called Shal-
maneser’s Building, or “Centre Palace”, of the Nimrud citadel area, a build-
ing which must be distinguished both from the nearby Central Building of 
Ashurnasirpal II and the likewise nearby Central Palace of Tiglath-pileser 
III.266 The function of this building, whether temple or palace, is unclear, 
although Sobolewski, on the basis of its mythological reliefs, has interpreted 
it as a temple.267 To judge from the dated inscription on the colossi, the 
sculptures should be dated to the medial regnal phase.  

From elsewhere in the citadel, a limestone statue of the king (SI7, Fig. 
32) was found in the area of the Nimrud citadel but lacking a more precise 
archaeological context. Standing 140 cm high, it depicts the king crowned, 
having clasped hands, and bearing the cult garment. Because of its dated 
annal inscription, it can be dated to the last regnal phase. From the eastern 
city gate, an inscribed lion colossus (SI2) has been excavated.  

Turning to minor arts and Nimrud, a few carvings on ivories can be rea-
sonably well-provenanced and dated. Two ivory plaques show the king 
standing in isolation, either holding a cup to his mouth or holding a bow as 
well as a cup (SI19, 20 resp.). They were both found in the probably secon-
dary archaeological context of the throne room of the city’s Nabu temple.268 
The same provenance is given to two ivory plaques which show the king 
receiving tribute delegations as he stands holding cup and axe or just a bow 
(SI22, 23 resp.). The attribute of axe is unusual and noteworthy. Another 
ivory plaque (SI21) was found in Fort Shalmaneser. It illustrates a banquet 

                                                 
263 D. Oates 1962: 16-17, and Grayson 1996: 59 respectively. 
264 Russell 1998-2001: 249. 
265 Börker-Klähn 1982: 190. 
266 Sobolewski 1982a-b. The named scholar proposed the name “Shalmaneser’s Building”. 
267 Sobolewski 1982a: 337. 
268 Mallowan & Davies 1970: 16-17. 
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with the king, holding a cup, sitting at a table, being served/guarded by per-
sonal attendants and bodyguards, while six guests, probably officials, sit 
holding cups at other tables. Another royal banquet motif, with the same 
stylistic features, is given by a seal (SI24), possibly from Nimrud. 

Proceeding to Assur, some obelisk fragments depicting tribute can with 
reasonable certainty be dated to Shalmaneser III (SI12). Furthermore, there 
remains a fragmentary bronze door band (SI9) from a gate of the Anu-Adad 
temple. Arguably, it decorated the entrance/exit to the cella in the named 
sanctuary.269 It illustrates a tribute procession featuring tribute, men, women, 
and children. It may be dated to the medial phase, because the building ac-
tivities related to this temple are associated with this phase (see 1.5). A head-
less basalt statue of the king270 (135 cm high) seated on a throne (SI4) was 
excavated from the area of the Tabira Gate.271 The statue can be dated to the 
first phase on the basis of its firmly dated inscription. Another, partly dam-
aged, basalt statue of the king (SI6, Fig. 31) was positioned at the same gate 
but excavated from a secondary archaeological context. The almost two me-
ters (c. 190 cm without socle) high statue depicts the king standing bare-
headed, dressed in the cult garment, and holding a sort of sceptre and a 
mace.272 On the basis of its dated inscription, it may belong to the last regnal 
phase. Another fragmentary and eroded statue (SI8), similar in shape to the 
Kurba’il Statue, has been excavated from Assur. This basalt statue has been 
estimated to have been 270 cm high including socle.273 In other words, a rare 
example of a colossal, Assyrian royal statue is at hand.274 No less than 20% 
(5/25) of the king’s iconographic entities derive from Assur. 

Also Shalmaneser III initiated building projects in the town of Balawat. 
His local palace there has revealed 16 well-preserved bronze door bands 
(SI10), once fastened to a monumental gate consisting of two doors (Figs. 
20-23).275 By contrast to the door bands of his father, those of Shalmaneser 
III, which are each c. 27 cm high, are made up of two registers and divided 
by rows of rosettes. This difference is also reflected in the greater height of 
this monument. The gate may have stood approximately 7,30 meters high.276 
The named door bands carry embossings which convey a variety of scenes 
such as cult, tribute, and warfare. Military scenes dominate: nine or ten of 
the door bands depict warfare, four or five of them illustrate tribute proces-

                                                 
269 Frahm 2009: 66-68. 
270 This presumption has been doubted by Reade (1986) who argues for identifying the deity 
Kidudu mentioned in the text, but it may equally be regarded as an image of the king (Strom-
menger 1970, Magen 1986). Another statue of Shalmaneser III (SI6) has been found at the 
same city gate, making the latter interpretation probable.  
271 Strommenger 1970: 15. 
272 Strommenger 1970: 16-17. 
273 Strommenger 1970: 26-27. 
274 Strommenger 1970: 31-32 (referring to “Kolossalstatuen”). 
275 Reconstructions have been made e.g. in Unger 1920, Hertel 2004, and Schachner 2007. 
276 Unger 1920: 102. 
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sions, and two of them depict cultic activities. Illustrations of an expedition 
to the river sources and of the related carving of cliff reliefs at this locality 
are unique to this monument. Based on the date of its accompanying annal 
inscription, the motifs may be dated to the first regnal phase.  

Iconography from Nineveh is strikingly lacking. The royal seal (SI25), at-
tested at least from Shalmaneser III onwards,277 depicting a standing king 
stabbing and seizing a lion which stands on its hind legs, should be loosely 
classified as originating from the Assyrian core (Assur, Nimrud or Nineveh). 
This particular motif is because of its status and function, ideologically 
charged and widely disseminated, a very important one. The lion suggests a 
Nineveh-source for this motif, but this remains highly speculative.  

Iconographical entities from the provinces are lacking. As for iconogra-
phy at the borders, the monumental (220 cm high) Kurkh Stele (SI13, Fig. 
29) containing an image of the king making the pointing gesture at divine 
emblems while holding a mace, must be mentioned. This limestone stele was 
situated in an urban border area and adjacent to the Kurkh Monolith of his 
father. The date of the annal inscription clearly indicates that this monument 
belongs to the first phase. A cliff relief (SI15) of this king, here 120 cm high, 
carrying the same motif as above has been discovered at Kenk Boğazi, situ-
ated on the banks of upper Euphrates and close to a crossroad.278 Its dated, 
accompanying text again indicates a dating to the first phase.  

Concluding with the king’s iconography from the foreign lands, two cliff 
reliefs (SI16-17, Fig. 30) have been found at the source of the river Tigris, 
inside and outside a cave. They have the standard iconic-heraldic motif of 
the Assyrian monarch, here c. 70-80 cm tall, addressing deities. As the dat-
ings of their inscriptions show, the two cliff reliefs in question derive from 
the first and medial phases respectively. Shalmaneser III claims that he vis-
ited the site twice, in 852 and 844, and apparently ordered image creating at 
each of these expeditions. The creation of the cliff relief in the “Tigris-
tunnel” is illustrated on a door band from Balawat (SI10:10). A similarly 
looking cliff relief of Tiglath-pileser I was found nearby.279 The iconography 
from the border areas and foreign lands combined amounts to 16% (4/25). 

2.2 The major primary sources: inscriptions 
In this section, the inscriptions of the two kings are presented and discussed. 
The presentation in question is structured according to ruler and provenance, 
i.e. firstly the sources of Ashurnasirpal II are described from one locality to 

                                                 
277 Herbordt (1998-2001: 270) sees a precursor of this seal from the time of Ashurnasirpal II, 
but the possibility of a firm dating seems not to be at hand. 
278 Börker-Klähn 1982: 189. 
279 Börker-Klähn 1982: fig. 148. 
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another, and then those of Shalmaneser III are described accordingly.  
Within this structure, all the texts belonging to the major primary sources are 
listed, and then a selective but detailed presentation of the texts are given.  

Before turning to the presentation in question, it should be clarified that 
the terms “text” or “inscription” which are synonyms in this study are here 
used in the same way as in RIMA and RINAP. Following this, one particular 
text can have several “exemplars”, i.e. a certain inscription can be attested 
more than once, thus having exemplars. Both ways of counting, according to 
text or exemplar, the epigraphic material, i.e. epithets and narrative themes, 
have their varying flaws, but I argue that it is less misleading to count a long, 
central text with only one exemplar, and a short, peripheral text with many 
exemplars once each than to favour the latter by focusing solely on quantity. 
Put differently, the qualitative aspect of inscriptions are better accomodated 
by using the text-based approach of counting.280 However, the study as such 
may be regarded as exemplar-based insofar as variant writings, i.e. writings 
diverging from Grayson’s “master texts”, are fully recognized.281 

The texts of Ashurnasirpal II are of several literary genres, and they are 
attested on a wide range of materials.282 Commemorative texts, i.e. annals 
and summary inscriptions, are 78 in number (AE1-70, 139-41, 143-44, 152-
54), there are 40 captions/epigraphs (AE71-97, 142, 155-66), strictly dedica-
tory texts count to 11 texts (AE98-101, 145-48, 167-69), and labels/tags 
constitute 40 texts (AE102-38, 149-51). There are however no examples of 
any letter to a god attested from this reign. Fulfiling the criteria for major 
primary sources but without being royal inscriptions proper283 are a loyalty 
oath (AE174), a royal decree (AE173), a royal prayer (AE170), and two 
royal hymns (AE171, 172). These are the 174 texts, or 1120 exemplars, 
which form the major primary source of Ashurnasirpal II (see also app. 1). 
The narrative passages of the various texts and the divine or royal titles and 
epithets (see apps. 8-12) form the two types of epigraphic, analytical units. 
Titles and epithets are, due to their concise and programmatic nature, a cru-
cial source when studying Mesopotamian state ideology.284  

The inscriptions from Nimrud amount to 40,8% (71/174) of Ashurnasir-
pal II’s total text corpus. Notable among these is the very long “annal” text 

                                                 
280 It would e.g. in my opinion be absurd to count a routinely stamped tag/label (SE111, 77 
exs.) 77 times while counting the important text on the Black Obelisk (SE14, 1 ex.) just once. 
281 Variant writings are given in the footnotes (major variants) and at the end (minor variants) 
in RIMA-volumes. Forms which are attested only in variants are in this study indicated by *. 
282 His royal inscriptions are listed and classified by Schramm (1973: 18-69), and collected 
and published mainly by Grayson (1991: 189-393). 
283 That is, not according to the definition of Grayson (1987: 4). 
284 See e.g. Hallo 1957, Seux 1967, and Liverani 1981. Often it is unclear where a particular 
epithet ends and another begins. In this study, a fairly minimalistic principle is applied in the 
issue of distinguishing epithet units. Instead of recognizing extremely long epithet units, 
several grammatically separable epithet units are isolated. Furthermore, similes in noun form 
and statives in 1 p.sg.m. are included, but divine epithets within royal epithets are excluded. 
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(AE1) inscribed on the walls and floors of the Ninurta temple. This text con-
stitutes one of the totally six different “annal series” from Nimrud.285 The 
text starts with an invocation/dedication of/to Ninurta, and proceeds with 
royal titulary, campaign narratives, a building inscription, another section of 
royal epithets, and ends with a narration of building projects in Nimrud. 
Several campaign narratives are characterized by an itinerary style (e.g. 
AE1:iii1-17). There is no dating, but the eponyms through which the cam-
paign narratives are structured serve to date the text to the later regnal half 
because campaigns up to and including the 18th regnal year are described. An 
example of a Nimrud-text from the earlier regnal half is the annal inscription 
(AE17) on the Nimrud Monolith, a stele erected at an entrance in the Ninurta 
temple. It consists of an invocation of deities, followed by a section of royal 
epithets,  campaign narratives, a building inscription, and it ends with a very 
long and varied list of curses. The campaign narratives cover the first five 
regnal years of the king, hence the dating to the first regnal half. 

Also other temples in Nimrud have inscriptions preserved. A text (AE38) 
on stone tablets from the Ishtar-mistress-of-Kidmuru temple gives a royal 
titulary, a description of the reconstruction of the temple, and a section of 
blessings and curses. Due to the mentioning of Mt Lebanon (see 1.5), it can 
be dated to the later half. The two interrelated inscriptions (AE28, 32) on the 
monumental lions which guarded the entrance to the Sharrat-niphi temple 
convey an invocation of deities, a royal titulary, a statement on the geo-
graphical extent of the king’s dominion, a narration of building projects in 
Nimrud, and blessings and curses. The toponyms of the Tigris-source (see 
1.5) and Mt Lebanon make it plausible to date these texts to the later half. 

Moving on to the North-West Palace, the “Standard Inscription” (AE23), 
which was written all over the palace and was attested in 406 exemplars in 
1991, is obviously a central text of Ashurnasirpal II. It was inscribed on the 
walls either in a band which divides the accompanying iconography into 
upper and lower registers, or across images and scenes which cover the 
whole slab, or on slabs empty of iconographic decoration. This summary 
inscription starts with two blocks of royal titulary, a statement on the geo-
graphic extent of the king’s rule follows, and it finishes with a building in-
scription. As concluded by Paley, the text has two versions: one early (A, 
mentioning Nirbu) and one late (B, mentioning Urartu).286 The outdoor 
“Banquet Stele” (AE30) is famous for its narration of the rebuilding of Nim-
rud and of the inauguration of the palace. The latter event caused the 
author/patron of the text to enumerate a long list of standard or exclusive 
ingredients for the relevant banquet. Otherwise the text is much like the 
Standard Inscription. It should be dated late because of the stage of the 

                                                 
285 Grayson 1991: 192. The five others being AE4, 8-11, 13, 2, and 3+5+7. A seventh annal 
series come from Nineveh (AE15), and another derive from Assur (AE16). 
286 Paley 1976: 145-58. The text’s relation to the reliefs is difficult to establish. 
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building project, and because of the mentioning of Mt Lebanon and Urartu 
(see 1.5). As for the royal palace and court of Nimrud, a royal decree or edict 
(AE173) which appoints a certain Nergal-apil-kumu’a to the position in 
charge of building projects in Nimrud,287 ought to be mentioned.  

As much as 24,1% (42/174) of the named king’s inscriptions originate 
from Nineveh. First and foremost, there is the “Standard Inscription of 
Nineveh” (AE40), which is a summary inscription decorating the walls of 
the local Ishtar temple, and it was attested in 31 exemplars in 1991. It starts 
with a royal titulary, goes on with describing the reconstruction of the temple 
in question, and ends with blessings and curses. Due to the mentioning of Mt 
Lebanon, it should be dated to the later half. A text on clay cones (AE56), 
attested in 25 exemplars in 1991, from the same city, temple and regnal 
phase, may also be mentioned. It is quite short but similar to the former in-
scription. On account of the building phase and the mentioning of Mt Leba-
non, it may be dated to the later regnal half. 

Not many inscriptions (21/174=12,1%) from Assur have been found, but 
two commemorative texts of unclear internal date referring to building ac-
tivities and warfare in honour of Ashur, should be mentioned. The broken 
summary inscription (AE153) gives the royal titulary, continues after a la-
cuna with a call to future rulers, a curse, and a dating. It is inscribed on a 
clay tablet which was excavated from the Ashur temple. Part of the dating, 
i.e. the name of the eponym, is broken, and four different dating options are 
available.288 As for the annal inscription (AE154), it is made up of a dedica-
tion to Ashur, a royal titulary, and campaign narratives which abruptly end 
due to the broken condition of the clay tablet. A preciser provenance than 
Assur seems to be unavailable. An unusual feature of this text is that it 
probably refers to Ashur in the 2nd person singular.289 The campaign narra-
tives end with year 881 BCE, and may thus belong to the first half. Labels 
giving the king’s name, titles, and genealogy are found on a royal stele from 
the “row of stelae” in Assur (AE108), and on the stone sarcophagus of 
Ashurnasirpal II (AE115), excavated from the caves of the Old Palace. The 
latter text is also attested in Nimrud, Nineveh, and Balawat. This is the only 
text which lacks any clear provenance in terms of city or region. 

One “administrative” and three literary texts, but fulfiling all criteria, 
have been found in Assur. The former one seems to be a very fragmentary 
loyalty oath (AE174) which contains the king’s name as well as references 
to the clay tablet and the use of the 2nd person plural customary for this type 
of inscription.290 The palaeography of the cuneiform signs is arguably of an 

                                                 
287 This is what Deller (1993) concludes regarding the status of this official. 
288 Frahm 2009: 61. 
289 Alternatively, it may refer to a goddess mentioned in the broken parts. The verbal prefix 
tu- was used for the 3rd p.sg.f. in later stages of Akkadian. See GAG, § 75 3) d (pp. 122-23).  
290 Parpola & K. Watanabe 1988: xxxviii-xli. 
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Early Neo-Assyrian type,291 clearly indicating the second Ashurnasirpal, and 
not Ashurnasirpal I of the Middle Assyrian period, as the patron of the text. 
The three named literary texts are a prayer to Ishtar (AE170), a royal hymn292 
(AE171), and a hymn to Enlil on behalf of the king (AE172).  

Several texts (31/174=17,8%) are from the local palace (AE51, 80-97) 
and the Mamu temple (AE18, 155-63) of Balawat. The inscription (AE18) 
on the two door leaves of the temple gate is partly preserved. This text is 
made up of a royal titulary, a narration of building in Balawat, and a refer-
ence to the relevant gate. Since Mt Lebanon is mentioned, it should be dated 
to the later half. The text on the door leaves of the palace (AE51) is similar 
but more focused on authority than on building, and are also better pre-
served. Another summary or building inscription (AE50) was found on stone 
tablets enclosed in a box close to the temple area. This short text consists of 
a royal titulary, a description of various building projects in Balawat, and an 
ending with a reference to the Mamu temple as well as a section of blessings 
and curses. The use of the toponyms Mt Lebanon and Kirruru (see ch. 1.5) 
serves to date the text to the later regnal half.  

As for the provincial texts, which comprise 4/174=2,3%, a dedicatory 
text (AE148) of the governor of Guzana, Adad-it’i, and three labels (AE149-
51) belonging to the governor of Shadikanni, Mushezib-Ninurta, make up 
the texts with these origins.293 Leaving Assyria proper, a lengthy inscription 
from the foreign lands or border areas, which have texts constituting 
2/174=1,1%, is the inscription (AE19) on the Kurkh Monolith, belonging to 
the earlier regnal phase. It has an invocation of deities, a royal titulary, and 
campaign narratives which abruptly but intentionally end. As is often the 
case, the text is inscribed on several sides of the monument as well as on the 
accompanying image. The dating is motivated by the circumstance that its 
latest dated military campaign belongs to the king’s fifth regnal year.  

Turning to the inscriptions of Shalmaneser III,294 these belong to several 
literary genres, and they are attested on a wide range of materials. Com-
memorative texts, i.e. annals and summary inscriptions, are 65 in number 
(SE1-58, 117-18, 124, 126, 131-33), there are 52 captions/epigraphs (SE59-
91, 134-52), strictly dedicatory texts are represented by 12 texts (SE92-98, 
119, 121, 127, 130, 153), and labels/tags constitute 24 texts (SE99-116, 120, 
122-23, 125, 128-29). The so-called Sultan Tepe-text (SE17) contains ele-
ments of the genre of letter to a god.295 Fulfiling the criteria for major pri-

                                                 
291 Frahm 2009: 130. 
292 Royal in the sense that it was commissioned by the king. 
293 The two short texts (AE54, 70) from Apqu are classified as texts from the core. 
294 His royal inscriptions are listed and classified by Schramm (1973: 70-105), and collected 
and published mainly by Grayson (1996: 5-179). 
295 A dating of this text to Ashurnasirpal II has been proposed by Reade (1989), mainly on the 
basis of the mentioning of the name of this king in the text. Following Lambert (1961: 156) 
and Grayson (1996: 85), the Sultan Tepe-text is here dated to Shalmaneser III because an 
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mary sources but without being royal inscriptions proper, i.e. not according 
to the definition of Grayson, are a royal prayer (SE154) and the tomb in-
scription of Mullissu-mukannishat-Ninua (SE155).296 These are the totally 
155 texts, or 514 exemplars, which form the major primary source in terms 
of inscriptions and Shalmaneser III (see also app. 2).  

The inscriptions from Assur amount to 40,6% (63/155) of Shalmaneser 
III’s total text corpus. Among these is a text (SE6) which is preserved on 
clay tablets, having 12 exemplars in 1996, belonging to the medial phase of 
the king’s reign, and constituting the third of the totally six annal editions 
identified by Schramm.297 It consists of an invocation of deities, a royal titu-
lary, campaign narratives, and short narrations centering administrative 
measures, royal hunting, agricultural reforms, and strenghtening of the army. 
As opposed to the texts of his father and his own early texts, the narration is 
here structured around regnal years (palû) and not around eponyms (limmu). 
The campaigns stretch to year 843, and some exemplars are dated to 842 
BCE. A text (SE10) on a large stone tablet from the city wall of Assur con-
tains his fifth annal edition, and likewise belongs to the medial regnal phase. 
The text is made up of an invocation of deities, a royal titulary, campaign 
narratives down to the 20th year, a summation of booty, a description of the 
building of the city wall, and a note on the strenghtening of the army. The 
tablet is dated to the year of 839 BCE. A very common, having at least 
27/109 exemplars in 1996, text on clay cones from Assur (SE44), and be-
longing to the last regnal phase, may also be mentioned. It conveys a block 
of royal epithets, a building inscription, and a call to future rulers. Two of its 
exemplars date the text to 836 BCE. A literary text, but fulfiling all criteria, 
from Assur consists of a royal prayer directed at Ninlil/Mullissu (SE154). 

Several long texts derive from Nimrud, a city which represents 23,9% 
(37/155) of the text corpus. Among them is the annals (SE1), related to the 
first annal edition, on a stone slab from Fort Shalmaneser. It begins with the 
royal name and titulary, and continues with a campaign narrative which 
abruptly but intentionally ends in the eponym of 857 BCE. Accordingly, the 
text should be dated to the first phase. Another text (SE3), with the first an-
nal edition, has been found on a stone slab from the local Nabu temple. It has 
an invocation of deities, a royal titulary, and a campaign narrative which 
abruptly but intentionally ends. Since the last campaign took place in 857 
BCE, the text should be dated to the first phase. A text (SE8) on two bull 
colossi from the Shalmaneser’s Building and the king’s medial regnal phase 
carries annal edition four. This inscription contains the royal name and titu-
lary, a statement on the geographic extent of the king’s dominion, a partly 
                                                                                                                   
eponym refers to this king’s first field marshal, Ashurnasirpal II is referred to as in the past, 
and the order of the campaigning fits with the former ruler. 
296 The queen in question seems to have died in the reign of Shalmaneser III, thus the dating 
to this ruler. She is referred to as the “palace woman” of both kings (SE155:A1-2). 
297 Schramm 1973: 70-81. 
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broken campaign narrative down to his 18th regnal year at a point where it 
breaks or intentionally ends. If the latter is the case, the inscription should be 
dated to the medial phase. Proceeding further, the inscription (SE12) on the 
Kurba’il Statue with annal edition five from the medial phase, should be 
mentioned. It starts with a dedication to Adad, and a royal titulary, a selec-
tive campaign narrative, and a reference to the creation of the statue follow. 
The latest military campaign narrated occurred in 839 BCE, and the inscrip-
tion may thus be assigned to the medial phase.  

Another lengthy text from Nimrud is the annals (SE14), carrying the sixth 
annal edition, on the Black Obelisk from the Central Building and the last 
phase. This text has an invocation of deities, a royal titulary, and a campaign 
narrative from the accession year of 859 BCE down to his 31st regnal year.298 
It intentionally ends without any building inscription or section of blessings 
and curses. Highly noteworthy is the fact that the king’s field marshal Da-
jjan-Ashur is described as leading military campaigns on behalf of the king 
in regnal years 27-31. As in every other of his annals from the medial or last 
regnal phase, the narration is structured around palû. Its campaign narratives 
tend to be highly abbreviated, especially the earlier ones. On the basis of the 
last mentioned military campaign, this text may be dated to c. 828 BCE, i.e. 
the last phase. A text (SE16) on a contextually loose stone statue, carrying 
the obelisk edition, should also be mentioned. It begins with a royal titulary, 
a campaign narrative down to regnal year 31, and ends with short notes on 
royal hunting and a strengthening of the army.  

As for Nimrud and the king’s summary inscriptions, several of these de-
rive from slabs and various building elements which formed a part of Fort 
Shalmaneser (SE28-37, 114), and they probably date to the medial phase. 
Among these is the long text (SE28) on the throne base which contains a 
royal titulary and a summarizing narrative of his military campaigns before it 
intentionally ends. The latest campaign mentioned belongs to that of the 13th 

year, which makes it plausible to date this text to 846 BCE or shortly there-
after. A “court inscription” preserved in two exemplars in the tomb, situated 
under the floors of the domestic wing of the North-West Palace, of the 
king’s mother/queen Mullissu-mukannishat-Ninua has been found (SE155). 

No less than 16,8% (26/155) of the king’s inscriptions can be traced to 
Balawat. The longest of these is the door leaf text (SE5), carrying annal edi-
tion two and dated to the first regnal phase. It was incised in two exemplars 
on each lining of the two doors which made up the gate. The inscription 
gives a royal titulary, describes campaigns against the Syrian coalition, 
Urartu, and Babylonia, and abruptly but intentionally ends. The latest cam-
paign mentioned refers to year 850 BCE, which justifies a dating to the first 
regnal phase. As is also the case with his father’s door bands, a number of 
epigraphs, here SE63-86, accompanied the iconography. Before leaving the 
                                                 
298 In reality the 33rd regnal year (Yamada 2000: 66, Fuchs 2008: 140). 
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area of Assyria proper, it should be noted that only 3,9% (6/155) of Shal-
maneser III’s inscriptions have Nineveh as their provenance.  

Only one of the king’s inscriptions has the provincial areas as its origin,299 
namely the broken text (SE17) on a clay tablet from a library in Huzirina, 
modern Sultan Tepe, of the Balih-area. The text in question is a mix of an 
annal and a letter to a god. It gives a short invocation of deities, a very brief 
royal titulary, it describes military campaigns against Bit-Adini, Hatti, and 
Urartu as well as a triumphant return to Assyria where the king participates 
in celebrations and festivals, and offers war booty to the deities. The mon-
arch addresses his field marshal and his soldiers in the text. The elements of 
poetry and direct speech make the text diverge from ordinary royal inscrip-
tions.300 The latest dated event of the narrative, 856 BCE, provides a dating 
of the relevant inscription to the first regnal phase. 

Three of the king’s inscriptions derive from the border areas. In this con-
text, a fragmentary text (SE4) on a stone slab from Til-Barsip containing 
annal edition one, should be described. It begins with an invocation of dei-
ties, goes on with a royal titulary, and starts with a campaign narrative before 
it unintentionally breaks off. Due to this, it is difficult to date this particular 
text. The summary inscription (SE20) on a cliff face of upper Euphrates 
convey royal epithets, and a campaign narrative which focuses on the king’s 
encounter with the enemy ruler of Bit-Adini. This choice of focal point ob-
viously relates to the monument’s provenance. The text in question can be 
dated to 855 BCE or shortly thereafter, on the basis of its historical informa-
tion. Likewise attested from a border area is the detailed text on the Kurkh 
Stele (SE2)301 from the first phase and containing the first annal edition. This 
inscription carries an invocation of deities, a royal titulary, and a campaign 
narrative down to 853 BCE, omitting year 854. It ends intentionally without 
any building inscription or section of blessings and curses. On the basis of its 
latest dated event, it may be dated to 853 BCE or shortly thereafter.  

Turning to the foreign lands, four texts from the Tigris-source and the 
first and medial phases respectively, ought to be mentioned. These four texts 
actually sort into two pairs with similar inscriptions, and with both pairs 
having an accompanying image (SI16-17). The earlier pair (SE21-22) con-
tain an invocation of deities, a royal titulary, and a stating of conquered terri-
tories, while the later pair (SE23-24) contain a royal titulary, a statement on 
the geographical extent of the king’s rule, and a description of a certain mili-
tary campaign. The earlier pair mention the third campaign to the lands of 
Nairi which may date them to 852 BCE, while the later pair highlight the 
fourth campaign against the Syro-Palestinian-coalition which may date them 
                                                 
299 The short texts from Tell al-Hawa (SE41, 121-22), Shibaniba/Tell Billa (SE58), and Tar-
bisu (SE96) are all classified as inscriptions from the core. 
300 Grayson 1996: 84-85. 
301 In order to avoid confusion between the two Kurkh Monoliths of Ashurnasirpal II and 
Shalmaneser III, I refer to the latter as the Kurkh Stele. 
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to 844 BCE. As much/little as 7,1% (11/155) of Shalmaneser III’s inscrip-
tions can not be assigned to any particular locality. Among these are the 
much discussed inscribed dice of the official Iahalu, carrying the dedicatory 
text SE130, which centres the issue of the appointment of eponyms.302 

2.3 The minor primary sources 
In this section, the most important minor primary sources, both epigraphic 
and iconographic, are presented and discussed. The four-fold criterion (see 
1.5) is used as a basis in the structuring of this section, with relevant sources 
of unclear or other date brought up initially, and with relevant sources which 
lack clear propaganda dimension concluding the whole section. 

Among the minor primary sources, i.e. those which do not completely 
fulfil the criteria above, are sources loosely dated to the 9th century BCE 
such as fragments of obelisks from Assur, Nineveh, and Nimrud with tribute 
scenes,303 and some paintings on bricks from temples and palaces in Assur 
and Nineveh depicting chariots and the king with his entourage.304 Likewise, 
much of the large quantity of carvings on ivory excavated from Nimrud can 
be dated only roughly to the 9th century BCE.305 These carvings convey 
scenes of tribute, cult, and warfare in which the king may or may not be 
present. Scenes depicting mythological creatures, sacred trees, animals, and 
decorative designs are also commonly conveyed.306 Another type of source 
which in many cases can not be more precise dated than to the 9th century 
BCE are seals from the Assyrian core and provinces showing various types 
of scenes including mythological ones as well as tribute processions, royal 
warfare, cult, and hunting.307 In many cases the motifs on ivories and seals 
are not accompanied by inscriptions or images of the king, thus adding to the 
difficulties. Lastly, inscribed pieces of the statue of a 9th century BCE king 
have been excavated from the area of the Ninurta temple.308  

As for sources whose datings by scholars alternate between different time 
periods, the 290 cm high White Obelisk from Nineveh depicting tribute, 
royal warfare, cult, hunting, and banquets are in line with most scholars re-
garded as belonging to Ashurnasipal I (1049-1031) of the Middle Assyrian 

                                                 
302 For this discussion, see e.g. Millard 1991: 8, and Fuchs 1998: 92-93. 
303 See Börker-Klähn 1982: figs. 139-45, 156-60, and those of obelisk type II (from Assur) in 
Orlamünde 2011a: pls. 11-26.   
304 Andrae 1923: pl. 6, Campbell Thompson & Hutchinson 1931: fig. 28. 
305 Mallowan & Davies 1970: 1. 
306 See e.g. Mallowan & Davies 1970: figs. 6, 41b, 85, 94, 171.  
307 For a survey of these seals, see chapter 6 in Collon 1987: 75-89. For descriptions of their 
repertoire, see Herbordt 1998-2001: 268-69, and Collon 1987: 75. 
308 Called statue S5 in Strommenger 1970: 18. 
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period rather than to Ashurnasirpal II.309 This conclusion is derived from 
various stylistic features such as the fact that also the king’s officials wear 
fez-shaped hats. This clearly points to a Middle Assyrian date, since the offi-
cials and nobility of Neo-Assyrian times do not wear these headgears.310 
Additionally, the coarse style which characterizes the reliefs on the White 
Obelisk is very different from the elegant style on the Rassam Obelisk. Since 
Nineveh, the provenance, was an important core city the coarseness of the 
reliefs can not simply be explained away as being “provincial art” from the 
time of Ashurnasirpal II. Rather, it should be understood as part of a chrono-
logically determined art development, closely related to the “Broken Obe-
lisk” of Ashur-bel-kala (1073-1056).311 It is mostly philologists who have 
dated this obelisk to the second king.312 The main argument here is that the 
shrine bīt-natḫi, mentioned in the inscription on the White Obelisk,313 is oth-
erwise spoken of only by Ashurnasirpal I.314 This may however be just an-
other result of the hazardous preservation of sources.  

As noted e.g. by Reade, the wall paintings in the provincial palace of Til-
Barsip conveying narrative scenes and ornamental motifs are most likely not 
from the 9th century BCE but from the Late Neo-Assyrian period.315 As 
Madhloom has convincingly demonstrated on the basis of stylistic features 
such as chariots, armour, and clothing, the identified two phases of painting 
at the site seem in reality to have developed simultaneously in the 7th century 
BCE.316 Similarly, the sculptures from the provincial palace of Hadatu, mod-
ern Arslan-Tash, having guardian figures and slabs with scenes which illus-
trate the royal chariot, processions of soldiers, and the cavalry, may on 
stylistical grounds be dated to the Late Neo-Assyrian period. As concluded 
by Madhloom, features of the chariot, armours, and dresses date these sculp-
tures to the time of Tiglath-pileser III.317 The fragmentary wall paintings in 
Fort Shalmaneser e.g. depicting a row of officials,318 may also date to the 
Late Neo-Assyrian period. As observed by Oates, these paintings have the 
style of 7th century BCE art, and most likely belong to the time of Esarhad-
don. This late Neo-Assyrian king is known to have initiated several building 

                                                 
309 Published in Börker-Klähn 1982: fig. 132. For the same dating, see e.g. Cifarelli 1995: 
114-27. Pittman (1997: 350) also dates it to the Middle Assyrian period but to Tiglath-pileser 
I. As a consequence, text 18 in Grayson 1991, coming from this monument, is excluded. 
310 Reade 2009: 248-49. 
311 Börker-Klähn 1982: fig. 131. 
312 Including Grayson (1991: 254-55). 
313 Grayson 1991: A.0.101.18: epigraph, line 1. 
314 Grayson 1991: 254-55. 
315 Reade 1979b: 76-80. Published in Thureau-Dangin & Dunand 1936.  
316 Madhloom 1970: 23-26. For the identifying of two phases of development, see Thureau-
Dangin & Dunand 1936: 45-49. 
317 Madhloom 1970: 3. Published in Thureau-Dangin 1931. 
318 Published in D. Oates 1959: pl. 29. 



 55 

projects in Nimrud.319 A fragmentary and undated stone vessel, also found in 
Fort Shalmaneser, and depicting some eunuchs, may be mentioned here.320 

The sources of the field marshal Bel-luballit, dated by Grayson to Shal-
maneser III,321 should instead be dated to the the reign of Shamshi-Adad V. 
The named official was eponym in 814 BCE, having the tenure between 
816-811/810.322 Dajjan-Ashur occupied the position of field marshal until 
826 BCE when he died and was replaced by Jahalu who served until the 
tenure of the official in question.323 Bel-luballit, who may very well have had 
his early career during the reign of Shalmaneser III, has left us two inscrip-
tions, a dedication and a label, as well as a stone vessel with reliefed cult 
scenes.324 The latter’s upper register shows a row of genii with a king and a 
crown prince or field marshal kneeling on each side of something which 
probably depicted a cult object. The lower register seems to show a tribute 
scene. The cult object in question may belong to Nergal since the stone ves-
sel is dedicated to him and his temple in Tarbisu, a city close to Nineveh.325  

Concluding this discussion on controversial, in terms of dating, primary 
sources, the cliff relief at Eğil is most probably a monument of Sargon II,326 
and not of Shalmaneser III as argued by Börker-Klähn.327 The relief in ques-
tion shows a crowned king, a god according to Wäfler, standing on a plinth,  
making the gesture of ubāna tarāṣu, and holding an axe while divine em-
blems hover in mid-air. A now erased figure stood face to face with the king/ 
god. The provenance of this monument, an Urartean landscape, combined 
with the shape of the divine emblems, not of a 9th century BCE style, make a 
dating to Sargon II much more plausible. The four cliff reliefs in Karabur of 
southern Anatolia depicting deities and a eunuch should, on stylistical and 
historical grounds, be dated to the first half of the 8th century BCE.328 

Regarding primary sources which obviously are from other periods and 
furthermore may be questionable as to the criteria of author/patron and/or 
content, texts such as the Middle Assyrian laws and palace decrees may be 
useful in order to understand the various power structures, notably the gen-
der system, of Assyrian society.329 The Middle Assyrian laws are written on 
14 partly fragmentary clay tablets which were found in a private context in 
                                                 
319 D. Oates 1959: 125. 
320 Searight et al. 2008: fig. 606. For a brief discussion on the status of this vessel, see Reade 
& Finkel 2008: 97. 
321 Grayson 1996: 177. His main argument seems to be that Tarbisu, the provenance, other-
wise is a find spot for mace heads, carrying similar dedicatory texts, which belong to Shal-
maneser III, and that an analogous dating therefore can be made. 
322 Reade & Finkel 2008: 95, Fuchs 2008: 71-72. 
323 Fuchs 2008: 65-72. 
324 Grayson 1996: A.0.102.2001-02, and Searight et al. 2008: fig. 602 respectively. 
325 Reade & Finkel 2008: 95-96. 
326 Wäfler 1976, Bartl 1999-2001. Published in Börker-Klähn 1982: fig. 154. 
327 Börker-Klähn 1982: 192-93. 
328 Russell 1998-2001. Published and dated (similarly) in Taşyürek 1975. 
329 Published in Driver & Miles 1935 (and Saporetti 1984), and Weidner 1956 respectively. 
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Assur.330 Tablet A, the best preserved one, deals with the legal status of 
women. The palace decrees are written on nine fragmentary clay tablets 
from Assur, and they are made up of 23 decrees, from nine different kings, 
which regulate the status and movement of women in the Middle Assyrian 
court. Both of these texts were compiled in the reign of Tiglath-pileser I.331  

The royal inscriptions and iconography of the Old, Middle, and Late Neo-
Assyrian periods are highly relevant since they need to be analysed in order 
to fulfil one of the secondary aims of this study.332 Even though not formally 
royal inscriptions, the coronation ritual from Middle Assyrian times and the 
coronation hymn from the reign of Ashurbanipal are important sources in 
this context.333 Besides giving an image of how the coronation was unfolded, 
they additionally, in a very concise way, illustrate the foundational bases of 
the king’s legitimacy of rule. The coronation of the Assyrian king may have 
taken place in Assur also in Neo-Assyrian times,334 and Ashur, the king, and 
the high priest (šangû) of Ashur are described as playing the major parts. 
The Late Neo-Assyrian royal creation myth is also highly relevant.335 This 
text describes the deities’ creation of the world and underworld, and conveys 
the idea of kingship as a divinely ordained institution of Creation. The “Tu-
kulti-Ninurta epic” is another useful minor primary source.336 This text de-
scribes the struggle between Tukulti-Ninurta I and his Babylonian counter-
part Kashtiliash IV in highly rhetorical and ideological terms.  

Other sources of the same kind, equally official but often less rhetorical, 
which are highly relevant for this study are the rich and diverse material 
from the state archives of the Late Assyrian or Sargonid kings.337 These in-
clude state letters, mostly to the king, and documents such as administrative 
and legal texts, decrees, and treaties, as well as more literary and religious 
texts such as court poetry, prophecies, ritual texts, and astrological reports. 
The genre of Assyrian chronicles is also a minor primary source of this type, 
especially the “Synchronistic History” from the time of Adad-narari III (809-
783) but preserved in a copy from Ashurbanipal’s famous library in 

                                                 
330 For a problematization of the provenance of this text corpus, see Pedersén 1985-86. 
331 Weidner 1956. 
332 For the publications of the inscriptions, see Grayson 1987 and 1991 for the Old and Mid-
dle Assyrian texts, Tadmor & Yamada 2011 for Tiglath-pileser III and Shalmaneser V, 
Grayson & Novotny 2012 for Sennacherib, Leichty 2011 for Esarhaddon, Fuchs 1994 for 
Sargon II, and Borger 1996 for the inscriptions of Ashurbanipal. For the publications of the 
iconography, see notably Börker-Klähn 1982: figs. 130-32 for that of Middle Assyrian kings, 
Barnett & Falkner 1962 for Tiglath-pileser III and Esarhaddon, Albenda 1986 for Sargon II, 
Russell 2004 for Sennacherib, and Barnett 1976 for the iconography of Ashurbanipal. 
333 Published in Müller 1937, and Livingstone 1989: text 11 respectively. 
334 Menzel 1981: 41-59. The coronation hymn tablet (LKA 31) was found in Assur. 
335 Published in Mayer 1987, and dated by Cancik-Kirschbaum (1995: 20). 
336 For its publication, see Machinist 1983. 
337 See Parpola 1981 (discussion) and the various publications of the Neo-Assyrian Text 
Corpus Project, most importantly SAA 1-18. 
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Nineveh.338 It describes, in brief terms, the relationship between Assyria and 
Babylonia from the Middle Assyrian period onwards. The Neo-Assyrian 
eponym chronicle similarly relates historical and religious events in a dry 
and laconic language.339 Relatedly, eponym lists and king lists, whether 
Assyrian or Synchronistic,340 may also carry some weight in the analysis. 

As for relevant iconography and the Sargonid period, some of the jewels, 
precious vessels, and luxurious ornaments which were excavated from 
tombs, belonging to some queens, under the floors of the domestic quarters 
of the North-West Palace have ornamental iconography and brief inscrip-
tions. These do however belong to the queens or “palace women” of Tiglath-
pileser III (Jaba), Shalmaneser V (Banitu), and Sargon II (Atalia). Further-
more, the texts merely consist of tags/labels and the iconography is sym-
bolic/decorative. The queen of Ashurnasirpal II and likely mother of Shal-
maneser III, Mullissu-mukannishat-Ninua, was laid to rest in one of these 
tombs, tomb III, but her tomb rather contained secondary deposits.341  

Other sources can be seen as minor solely on the bases of author/patron 
or content. Administrative documents, with non-rhetorical texts such as lists, 
are due to their content considered as minor. The decree, de facto a list, pos-
sibly from the time of Shalmaneser III regarding the organization of, and 
rations for, the cultic personnel of the Ashur temple,342 is an example of this 
type. Administrative and legal documents from the core city of Shibaniba, 
probably dated to Shalmaneser III,343 can be classified similarly. 
  

                                                 
338 Grayson 1975: text 21. 
339 Published in Millard 1994. 
340 See Millard 1994, and Grayson 1980-83: 101-25, texts 3.9-17 respectively. 
341 For publications of and discussions on these sources, see Fadhil 1990 and Postgate 2008 
on epigraphy, and Damerji 1999 on iconography. 
342 Menzel 1981: 18-19, text 16. 
343 Finkelstein 1953: 111-76, texts 68-90. 
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3. The relationship between the great gods and 
the foreign lands  

A direct relationship between the Mesopotamian deities and the foreign 
lands is not often expressed. Normally the Assyrian king, i.e. the link be-
tween the two worlds, is described as interacting with the foreign lands on 
behalf of the deities (see 4.1). The descriptions and depictions which do por-
tray this relationship will be discussed in the two sections of this chapter.  

3.1 Owners and masters of the world  
In the first section of this chapter, the issue of authority will be much high-
lighted. I will argue that the great gods are portrayed as having both a tran-
scendent and an immanent dominion in relation to the foreign lands and 
people. In other words, the great gods are imagined as the owners and mas-
ters over the whole world both from a sphere separated from mankind (tran-
scendence) as well as from a position in which the borders between the di-
vine and human spheres are crossed and integrated (immanence). Their con-
trol over the universe implies a cosmic-mythological dominion, while their 
control over the world expresses a worldy-earthly type of dominion. 

As illustrated by apps. 8-9, the divine titles and epithets, i.e. the main 
source, are mostly inwardlooking, concerned with the attributes, status, and 
function of the individual deity within the divine sphere. Ashur is e.g. called 
“king of all the great gods” (šar gimrat ilāni rabûti) (e.g. AE17:i1, SE2:i1), 
Ninurta is referred to as the “first son (of Enlil)” (aplu rēštu) (e.g. AE1:i1-2), 
and Ishtar is spoken of as “foremost in heaven and underworld” 
(rēšti/ašarēdat šamê u erṣeti) (e.g. AE17:i10, SE10:i5). The focal point here 
is on status and internal hierarchy, something which also can be expressed 
by the institution of “the assembly of the gods”,344 and by the differentiated 
and varying power-properties of the individual deities.345 Obviously, these 
inwardlooking epithets are of limited value as for the aims of this study.  

The relationship in question is indirectly articulated through focusing on 
the deities as supreme, thereby having power over everything and everyone, 

                                                 
344 Jacobsen 1976: 86-91, Bottéro 2001a: 48-55. 
345 Bottéro 2001a: 45-48. 
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the foreign lands included. The deities are here considered the creators, own-
ers, and rulers of the universe.346 In this sense, Enlil is described as the one 
“who draws the designs of heaven and underworld” (muṣṣir eṣurāt šamê u 
erṣetim) (e.g. SE2:i2) as well as “king of destinies and designs” (šar šīmāti u 
gišḫurrī) (AE98:1).347 Both the creation of the universe and world and the 
infusing of it with a certain divine world order are alluded to here.348 The 
Mesopotamian deities are also described as the holders of various “cosmic 
offices”.349 The water god Ea is in this context described as the “king of the 
(subterrenean waters of) Abzu” (šar Apzû) (e.g. AE17:i3, SE2:i2), the moon 
god Sin is called “light of heaven and underworld” (nannār šamê erṣeti) 
(e.g. SE2:i2) as well as the “king of the lunar disc” (šar agê) ([AE20:5], e.g. 
SE14:6), and the weather god Adad is referred to as the “lord of abundance” 
(bēl ḫegalli) (e.g. AE47:4, SE14:7). All these divine epithets refer to the 
deities having a transcendent, cosmic-mythological dominion. Also the ico-
nography refers to this type of dominion which is especially associated with 
the abstract and aloof god Anu.350 The god Ninurta was not just a warrior god 
but also a god of agriculture, and the bird heads, i.e. his symbol, which deco-
rate the sickle (AI25, Fig. 19) and sceptre (AI12) of Ashurnasirpal II proba-
bly allude to this deity and cosmic office or domain.351  

The majestic status of the deities is conveyed e.g. by the very common 
epithets “great lord” (bēlu rabû),352 and “great mistress” (bēltu rabītu).353 
Expressing their elevated and sublime statuses are the epithets which refer to 
deities as “exalted” (ṣīru),354 “elevated” (šaqû),355 “foremost” (ašarēdu),356 
“perfect” (gitmālu),357 “splendid” (šarḫu/šitarḫu),358 “pre-eminent” (etellu),359 
“capable” (lē’û),360 “all-powerful” (dandannu),361 “greatest” (šurbû),362 and 
                                                 
346 Bottéro 2001a: 77-90. 
347 The word gišḫurru here refers to a blueprint of cosmic scheme, i.e. to the plans of creation. 
See AHw I/G, gišḫurru (2), CAD G, gišḫurru (1). 
348 Jacobsen 1976: 165-91 (regarding the divine order). 
349 Jacobsen 1976: 84-86. 
350 Schneider 2011: 76-77 (on Anu’s profile). 
351 Mallowan & Davies 1970: 16. 
352 An epithet of Adad (e.g. AE49:6´, SE12:8), Ashur (e.g. AE50:46, SE1:11), Enlil (e.g. 
AE98:2), Marduk (e.g. SE5:v4), Ninurta (e.g. AE1:i9, SE19:6 obv.), Mamu (AE50:32), and 
the Sibitti (SE95:4). Especially Ashur is referred to by this epithet. 
353 An epithet of Ishtar (AE56:19, SE38:1) and Sharrat-niphi (SE49:2, e.g. AE28:i1).  
354 An epithet of Adad (e.g. AE17:i6), Anu (SE10:i1), Enlil (e.g. AE17:i8, SE6:i2), and Nin-
urta (SE19:2 obv., e.g. AE1:i1). 
355 An epithet of Adad (SE12:1), Ishtar (SE17:2), Ninurta/Nergal (SE5:v5), Shamash 
(SE6:i5), and Sin (e.g. AE17:i4-5, SE6:i4). 
356 An epithet of Ishtar (e.g. AE17:i10, SE10:i5), Ninurta (e.g. AE1:i1, SE10:i4), and Shul-
manu (e.g. SE2:i5). The royal personal name conventionally transcribed as Shalmaneser 
actually stands for Šulmānu-ašarēd which means “Shulmanu is foremost”. 
357 An epithet of Adad (SE131:1), Enlil (SE10:i2), Ishtar (AE28:i6), Nergal (e.g. AE17:i8, 
SE11:3´ obv.), Ninurta (SE19:3 obv., e.g. AE1:i6), and the Sibitti (SE95:1). 
358 An epithet of Ninurta (AE169:3, SE19:3 obv.). 
359 An epithet of Sin (e.g. SE2:i2). 
360 An epithet of Ninurta (e.g. AE1:i2) and Sharrat-niphi (AE28:i3). 
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“supreme” (šūturtu).363 These epithets all express an idea of the deities being 
above everyone and everything. The divine emblems which hover in mid-air 
may also express their elevation. Sometimes deities are distinguished by 
their outer form. The words “luminary” (namrīru) and “radiant” (nebûtu) are 
connected to Sin and Ishtar respectively (e.g. AE17:i4-5, SE14:6, and 
AE28:i6 resp.), and they refer to an outerworldly radiance which these dei-
ties possess.364 The goddess Sharrat-niphi is also elevated by her looks, such 
as in the epithets of “shining appearance” (zīmu namru) (AE28:i2) and 
“whose form is outstanding among the goddesses” (ina ilāti šūturat 
nabnīssa) (AE28:i2). In short, the deities belong to another sphere. The hier-
archy and separation of the deities in relation to humankind functioned as 
one of the fundamental components of religious beliefs in Mesopotamia.365 

Another way of expressing the greatness and elevation of the deities was 
to describe them as omnipotent and omniscient. As for the former attribute, a 
great number of deities are described as the ones “who decree destinies” 
(mušimmū šīmāti) (AE47:6, e.g. SE6:i8). The vital act of determining desti-
nies, thus creating Order, was a prerogative of the deities.366 The blessings 
and curses which often end Assyrian royal inscriptions refer to a role of the 
deities as rewarding or punishing those who will deal with the related arte-
fact and/or monument (e.g. AE50:34-49). Also in these literary components 
does the theme of the omnipotent gods and goddesses come across. The 
quality of omniscience was similarly regarded as ultimately being a divine 
attribute. As shown by Pongratz-Leisten in her study on the theme of the 
wise Mesopotamian king, knowledge was considered having a divine ori-
gin.367 In the primary sources, Ea and Sin are both referred to as “wise” 
(eršu) (SE2:i2, and e.g. AE8, SE15:6 resp.), the former god is also “lord of 
wisdom and intelligence” (bēl nēmeqi ḫasīsi) (e.g. AE17:i4, SE6:i3), while 
Marduk and Ninurta are regarded as the “sage of the deities” (apkal ilāni) 
(e.g. AE17:i5, SE10:i8, and AE1:i5 resp.), and Nusku is described as the 
“circumspect god” (ilu multālu) (e.g. AE17:i7, SE14:12).  

The numinous character, i.e. belonging to another, more sublime reality, 
of the Mesopotamian deities could both be transcendent and immanent.368 
According to Jacobsen, the latter aspect characterized religious thought in 
Mesopotamia.369 The relationship between the deities and the foreign lands 
was seen as direct by regarding the deities also as the owners and masters of 
the earth and as the lords of mankind, thus possessing more of an immanent, 
                                                                                                                   
361 An epithet of Nergal (e.g. SE14:10) and Ninurta (e.g. AE1:i1, SE6:i6). 
362 An epithet of Ninurta (AE167:1), Enlil (SE10:i2), and Sharrat-niphi (AE28:i3). 
363 An epithet of Ishtar (AE28:i6). 
364 CAD N I, namrirrū, CAD N II, nebû. See also Oppenheim 1943, and Cassin 1968. 
365 Bottéro 2001a: 61. 
366 Bottéro 2001a: 92-94. 
367 Pongratz-Leisten 1999. 
368 For a discussion on the concept “the numinous”, see e.g. Jacobsen 1976: 3. 
369 Jacobsen 1976: 5-6. 
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worldly-earthly dominion as well. The Mesopotamian deities were believed 
to govern the whole world.370 The metaphor of the deities as “rulers” argua-
bly developed in the third millennium BCE, and it carried with it a notion of 
picturing the cosmos as a polity which was governed by the deities.371 High-
lighting Ashur specifically, both von Soden and Chamaza note that the Mid-
dle Assyrian period introduced a thorough theologization of the cult of 
Ashur which promoted the notion of the god Ashur as world ruler.372 Identi-
fying a universalist approach, Bottéro argues that religion in Mesopotamia 
was inclusive in character and that the power of the deities was regarded as 
universal. This religious universalism was however not zealously imposed. 
The frequent conflicts between Mesopotamia and its neighbours had to do 
with conflicting interests such as the right to resources rather than with any 
cultural/religious issues. Nevertheless, the great gods of Mesopotamia were 
thought of as deities also over the foreign lands.373  

This inclusive attitude is amply attested in the sources of the two kings. 
Anu and Ashur are described as “lord of all lands” (bēl mātāti) (e.g. 
[AE20:2], SE2:i1, and AE40:9, [SE17:1] resp.), Shamash and Adad are “lord 
of all” (bēl gimrī) (SE6:i5, 12:1 resp.),374 Marduk “king of all” (šar gimrī) 
(SE5:v6), Shamash “commander of all” (muma’’er gimrī) (e.g. AE17:i9, 
SE14:8), while Enlil and Ea both are “creator of all” (bānû kullati) (e.g. 
AE17:i9, SE14:4-5, and SE2:i2* resp.). In the Mesopotamian world view, 
the world was made up of four different “quarters” (kibrātu). Ninurta is 
called “foremost in the quarters” (ašarēd kibrāti) (e.g. AE1:i4), and Ishtar is 
a goddess “whose name is called in the corners of all lands” (ina kibrāt 
mātāti kalîšina nabû šumša) (AE28:i6-7). Furthermore, Ashur is referred to 
as the one “who make my (the king’s) kingship surpass the kings of the four 
quarters” (mušarbû šarrūtija eli šarrāni ša kibrāt erbetti) (e.g. AE1:i41), 
thereby indirectly alluding to his world dominion. The attestations of these 
epithets in the context of royal imperialism make it unlikely that it is the 
mythical dimension of kibrātu or mātāti (see 3.2) which is referred to.375  

The gods and goddesses were understood as governing the whole of hu-
manity, including foreigners, in a universalistic approach and ambition.376 In 
this relationship, the foreign people, just as people in Mesopotamia, were 
regarded as the servants of the deities, created to relieve the lower gods of 
their labour duties and menial tasks.377 According to this view, the incorrect 
state of order was when the foreign lands were said to be “unsubmissive” 
                                                 
370 Bottéro 2001a: 90-95. 
371 Jacobsen 1976: 75-91. 
372 von Soden 1963: 135, Chamaza 2002: 123-27. 
373 Bottéro 2001a: 96. 
374 The word gimru can refer to animate beings in a sense of totality. The plural form also 
carries the meaning of “the whole world”. See AHw I/G, gimrum (1-2), CAD G, gimru (1-2). 
375 For the meanings of these words, see CAD K, kibrātu, and CAD M I, mātu. 
376 Bottéro 2001a: 96-97, 103-05. 
377 Noted by Schneider (2011: 41-44) from an analysis of the myth of the creation of mankind. 
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([lā kanšūte]/lā māgirūte) (e.g. [SE41:1], 1:13 resp.) to Ashur and/or when 
they “withheld the tribute and tax of Ashur” (bilta u maddattu ša Aššur iklû) 
(e.g. SE20:8-9). These attitudes were likened to sins and crimes (see 
5.4.2/3). The correct state of things was consequently when the foreign lands 
were submissive and payed tribute to the Mesopotamian deities. Reliefs 
showing tribute delivering in the temples of Assur (SI9, Anu-Adad) and 
Balawat (AI14, Mamu) from the time of the two kings may allude to the 
fulfilment of these obligations towards the Mesopotamian deities. Both kings 
repeatedly claim that they bring tribute and booty/captives back to Assyria, 
e.g. to the temples (e.g. AE1:iii45-46, SE1:38-40). The latter statement of 
course speaks of the realization of the obligation by force. The idiomatic 
phrase “I carried away his/their plunder” (šallassu/sunu ašlula) is ever pre-
sent in the sources (e.g. AE1:ii58-59, SE6:iii49). Shalmaneser III explicitly 
states that he presented booty to Adad after returning home from a military 
campaign (SE12:36). The hierarchical and binding relationship between the 
Mesopotamian deities and the foreign lands was expressed e.g. in loyalty 
oaths where all deities mentioned in the tablet are called upon to protect and 
supervise the keeping of the agreement (AE174:9´). Although being attested 
from the Sargonids, it may be rewarding to note that vassal treaties of king 
Esarhaddon are even marked with the seal of the god Ashur.378  

The Mesopotamian deities are occasionally described as having direct 
functions in relation to the foreign lands and people. Ashur e.g. acts as the 
“shepherd of all rulers” (rē’û ša kal malikī) (SE17:1), while Shamash is the 
one “who guides aright humankind” (muštēšir tenēšēte)379 (e.g. SE2:i3) as 
well as the “judge of the (four) quarters” (dajjān kibrāti) (e.g. AE1:i44, 
SE2:i3). Shamash was integrated into Assyrian royal ideology at the end of 
the Middle Assyrian period, e.g. with an idea of his universal jurisdiction.380 
Adad, whose cult was widely spread in the west, is frequently described as 
contributing to the prosperity of the foreign lands. In this capacity he is re-
ferred to as “the one who makes the (four) quarters flourish” (muṭaḫḫidu° 
kibrāti) (AE148:6), he is the “canal inspector of water courses” (gugal 
nārāti) (AE148:5), and the one “who provides pasturage and watering for 
the people of all cities” (nādin rîti u mašqīte ana nišē kal ālāni) (AE148:2-
3). As for the last epithet, Ninurta is similarly referred to as “the one who 
gives sceptre (and powers of) decisions to the totality of cities” (nādin ḫaṭṭi u 
purussê ana napḫar kal ālāni) (e.g. AE1:i4). Once again does the firm con-
text of worldly, royal imperialism make the interpretations of references to 
mythical regions or Assyria proper unlikely. The epithet of Ashur and Nin-
urta as the ones “who had full authority over the population of Enlil” (nišē 
                                                 
378 Collon 1987: figs. 559-61. See also Parpola & K. Watanabe 1988: text 6, and Lauinger 
2012 for the textual components of these treaties (concluded with eastern polities). 
379 The plural of the word tenēštu clearly gives a universalist notion of “humankind”. See 
CAD T, tenēštu (2). 
380 von Soden 1963: 136. 
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ba’ūlāt Ellil [iltapru gimirta]) (AE47:13), may refer to the traditional role of 
the deities in charge of “the black-headed ones” (ṣalmāt qaqqadi), i.e. the 
people of Mesopotamia, although the term came to take on the extended 
meaning of “humankind”.381  In any case, the notion of divine authority over 
the whole world and humankind is expressed in the written sources. 

As for the direct, immanent, and divine function of bringing prosperity to 
earth, the sacred tree scene (AI4:B21, 23, Fig. 5) of the North-West Palace 
has by many scholars been understood as representing the artificial pollina-
tion of a date palm, and thus symbolizing the notions of fertility and prosper-
ity. The genii here hold a male date cluster which they, with the aid of the 
water in their buckets, drop over the female plants of the tree. The winged 
disc who hovers over the tree ensures the action, and the king’s presence 
displays his commitment to this particular expression of the divine order.382 
The genii’s position behind the king may be a result of “honorary transposi-
tion”, reflecting the main role of the king in the scene rather than him being 
“pollinated”. Porter has convincingly shown that this interpretation of the 
scene fits well with actual pollination techniques, and the “cone” in the 
hands of the genii looks very similar to actual date palm clusters.383 The in-
terpretation of pollination is strenghtened further by the image of the king as 
shepherd, holding a long staff, on either side of the sacred tree (AI4:B12, 
14). This shepherding motif associates the scene with fertility and prosperity 
even closer. In other rooms of the palace, especially in F, I, L, human or 
bird-headed genii pollinates the sacred tree without the winged disc or the 
king being present (e.g. AI4:L10). The sacred tree scene is also attested from 
seals belonging to the mid 9th century BCE (e.g. AI32-33).  

In conclusion, the Mesopotamian deities, being owners and masters of the 
world, are portrayed as having transcendent and immanent dominions over 
the foreign lands and people. As for the former, they are pictured as supreme 
and as belonging to another, cosmic-mythological sphere. As for the latter, 
they are described as the direct superiors over the world and mankind, while 
carrying out their divine functions on earth and receiving the submission and 
tribute which the foreign lands and people owe to them.  

                                                 
381 CAD Ṣ, ṣalmāt qaqqadi. 
382 See e.g. Porter 2003, Winter 1983. The Assyrian sacred tree has also been understood as 
an icon of the cult (Albenda 1994, Giovino 2007), as a mystical illustration of Assyrian mono-
theism (Parpola 1993), and as an apotropaic symbol (Parker-Mallowan 1983, Russell 1998). 
The theory of monotheism has been effectively confronted by Cooper (2000). An alternative 
term to polytheism has been brought up by Bottéro (2001a) who uses the term henotheism. 
383 Porter 2003: 18-19. 
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3.2 Conquerors of the foreign lands 
In this section, a highlighted feature of the immanent dominion of the deities 
will be discussed. I will here argue that the great gods of Mesopotamia quite 
commonly are portrayed as directly engaged in imperialist wars against un-
submissive foreign lands and people. 

The deities are described as direct conquerors of the foreign lands in 
Assyrian royal inscriptions. Following this, Weinfeld concludes that divine 
intervention was not only an idea of the Hebrews but a general idea of the 
Ancient Near East including Assyria.384 Similarly, Albrektsson notes that the 
idea that deities were in charge both of forces of nature as well as historical 
developments, e.g. through warfare, was a general feature of the religious 
belief systems of the Ancient Near East.385 Weippert, studying the Assyrian 
sources, uses the term “holy war” in the sense that the deities, through e.g. 
omens, are the ones who decide about wars, they are present on military 
campaigns through divine standards, and the deities are regarded as the ac-
tual warriors in the primary sources. The earthly war was consequently given 
a theological meaning with the implication that the deities lead the army, the 
troops belong to them, and the army’s enemies are their enemies.386  

In some cases it seems plausible to presume that the divine enemy in 
question embodies the mythical land which Mesopotamian deities fight 
against in various myths such as Angim, Lugal-e, the Anzu-myth (all Nin-
urta), the Gilgamesh epic, and the Enuma Elish (Marduk).387 In the first three 
myths Ninurta combats the demonic creatures of Anzu and Asag.  Reliefs on 
the Ninurta temple of Nimrud seem to show the named god engaged in a 
fight against a mythical creature, probably Anzu or Asag (AI2). The horned, 
an attribute distinguishing deities, god here fights with a pair of thunderbolts 
in his hands, making an identification with Adad equally possible. Accord-
ing to Meuszyński, also fish men and the chaotic, primeval creature of Tia-
mat are fought against in these scenes.388 A seal from the 9th century BCE 
displays the same hybrid creature being shot at with arrows directed by a 
god, probably Ninurta, who is standing on his sacred animal, another feature 
distinguishing deities, while operating his bow.389 Mesopotamian seals often 
depict scenes of battle and contest from myths, epics, and legends.390  

As will be shown in 5.2, lions are also associated with foreign lands and 
forces of chaos. In the Central Building of Ashurnasirpal II two types of 
genii are positioned between lions who are standing on their hindlegs (AI3). 
                                                 
384 Weinfeld 1983.  
385 Albrektsson 1967. 
386 Weippert 1972: 476-84. 
387 The word in question (kur) can in addition to “(mythical enemy) land” also refer to the 
underworld (kur nu-gi-a/māt lā târi). See CAD M I, mātu (2).  
388 Meuszyński 1972. 
389 Collon 1987: fig. 783. 
390 Collon 1987: 75. 
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Although the reliefs are broken, it seems justified to posit acts of taming or 
stabbing on the part of the genii. Reversely, the two lionesses (AI11) outside 
the Sharrat-niphi temple of Nimrud may be understood as fighting against 
Chaos in light of their functions of guarding the building from demons and 
malevolent spritis.391 As for the war goddess Ishtar, she is sometimes illus-
trated on images holding bow and arrows, while standing on her sacred ani-
mal the lion.392 Also texts may sometimes allude to the mythical ‘kur’, e.g. 
when Enlil and the lioness-associated Sharrat-niphi are called he/she “who 
shakes the highlands” (munarriṭ/at ḫuršāni) (AE98:1-2, 28:i4 resp.).393 In the 
vast majority of cases however, the context of royal imperialism establishes 
an interpretation of worldly lands as the targets of divine warfare. Not only 
the deities but also the king are variously lions or defeating lions in their 
common ambitions of conquering the foreign lands (see ch. 5.2).  

Several divine epithets in the sources of the two kings refer to the idea of 
the deities as direct agents and warriors. The deities in question are mainly 
Ishtar, Ninurta, Nergal, Adad, and the Sibitti, all to a large extent defined 
through their violent natures (see apps. 8-9). Ishtar was regarded as a female 
deity who crossed the border into a male sphere marked by violence.394 In 
this capacity she is repeatedly described as the “mistress of battle and com-
bat” (bēlat qabli u tāḫāzi) (e.g. AE29:25´, SE2:i3). Ninurta is e.g. referred to 
as “lord of battle and combat” (bēl qabli u tāḫāzi) (SE10:i4), “he who con-
centrates on battles” (ḫāmim tuqmāte) (e.g. AE1:i2), and “splendid and per-
fect warrior” (qarrādu šarḫu gitmālu) (SE19:3 obv.). Furthermore, Nergal, 
as well as Ninurta, is regarded as “king of battle” (šar tamḫāri) (e.g. AE1:i6, 
SE11:3´ obv.), the Sibitti gods are “perfect heroes” (ālilū gitmālūtu) 
(SE95:1), while Adad is the “terrifying” (rašubbu)395 god (SE12:2) as well as 
“the flooder” (ša rāḫiṣi) (SE5:iii3, e.g. AE1:iii120).  

The stating of the violent roles and attributes of the Mesopotamian deities 
is sometimes accompanied by mentioning, in general terms, their opponents. 
Names of some gates of the city wall of Assur, enumerated in one of Shal-
maneser III’s texts, convey the idea of divine warfare directed at certain 
opponents: “Ashur (is) the one who makes the obstinate submit” (Aššur 
mukanniš šapṣūte) (SE25:44),396 and “Shamash (is) the slayer of the rebel-
lious” (Šamaš nēr multarḫi) (SE25:45).397 The opponents of the deities are 
also expressed in the Sibitti epithet of “they who cause enemies to fall” 
                                                 
391 For the identifying of these functions, see e.g. Madhloom 1970: 100-01. 
392 See e.g. the 9th century BCE seal in Collon 1987: fig. 773. 
393 The word ḫuršānu may also carry mythical connotations, referring to hostile, enemy re-
gions. See AHw I/Ḫ, ḫuršānu, CAD Ḫ, ḫuršānu A. 
394 Bahrani 2001: 146-50. 
395 The word rašubbu carries a connotation of inspiring terror, implying a military context. 
See CAD R, rašubbu (a). 
396 The word šapṣu which may carry the meaning of “obstinate” alludes to the idea about the 
enemy as unsubmissive. See CAD Š I, šapṣu (1 b). 
397 Tellingly, the word multarḫu can also mean “arrogant”. See CAD M II, muštarḫu (a). 
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(mušamqitū zajjāri) (SE95:3), and in the Ninurta epithets of “destroyer of 
the evil ones” (mu’abbit lemnūte) (e.g. AE1:i8), “destroyer of enemies” 
(muḫalliq zā’irī) (e.g. AE1:i8), “he who makes the insubordinate submit” 
(mušakniš lā māgirī) (e.g. AE1:i8), and “he who causes the evil 
ones/evildoer to fall” (mušamqit lemnūte/targīgi) (e.g. AE17:i6, 1:i7 resp.). 
All these epithets may simultaneously refer to divine warfare in transcendent 
(mythical) and immanent (worldly) spheres, but the overall context of royal 
imperialism arguably favours the latter interpretation. 

In some textual narratives and divine epithets the deities are explicitly de-
scribed as conducting warfare upon the foreign lands, either with or without 
their instrument of the Assyrian king and army. The deities are e.g. described 
as having destroyed the abodes of the kings of Hatti (SE17:9), and Nergal 
and Girru are somewhat later portrayed as real warriors (SE17:29). Moreo-
ver, the deities are invoked in royal prayers and curses to defeat his/their 
enemies by means of violence (e.g. AE26:69-72, SE12:35-36). In epithets, 
Ashur and Shamash are referred to as those “who made all their (the enemy 
rulers’) lands submit at his feet” (kullat mātātišunu ana šēpēšu ušeknišā) 
(e.g. AE17:i18-19), and “who cut down like marsh reeds difficult mountains 
and rulers hostile to him (i.e. the king)” (šadâni šapṣūte u malkī nakrīšu 
kīma qān api uḫaṣṣiṣū) (e.g. AE1:i22-23), while Ashur and Ninurta are the 
ones “who made the difficult mountains and the rulers of all lands hostile to 
him (i.e. the king) submit at his feet” (šadê šapṣūte u malkī nakrīšu kullat 
mātātišunu ana šēpēšu ušeknišā) (e.g. AE1:iii128-29). The deities rather 
than the Assyrian king is pictured as the actual warriors also in the divine 
epithet describing Nergal “he who goes ahead of me” (ālik pānija) 
(AE154:14´), and in the epithet describing Ashur, Adad, Sin, Shamash, and 
Ishtar as those “those who go in front of my troops” (ālikūt maḫri 
ummānātija) (AE19:4). Military units of the Assyrian army were even re-
ferred to by the name of deities, i.e. Nergal, Adad, Ishtar, Sin, and Sha-
mash.398 The idea of the deities owning weapons which they then use them-
selves or hand over to the king is also commonly expressed.399 All these at-
testations clearly convey the idea of divine warfare in an immanent sphere. 

The warwaging side of the deities is also expressed in the iconography. In 
the glazed brick panel of Fort Shalmaneser (SI18, Fig. 26), the god in the 
winged disc, probably Ashur,400 who is greeted by the king is depicted wear-
ing a dagger and possibly exuding awe-inspiring radiance (melammu).401 As 
                                                 
398 Larsen 1999: 153. 
399 Bahrani 2008: 189-97. 
400 The status of this god as the most important deity makes it likely that it is Ashur who is 
represented in the winged disc. For interpretations favouring Ashur, see e.g. Reade 1963, and 
Parpola 1993, and for interpretations favouring Shamash, the other major candidate, see e.g. 
Magen 1986, and Black & Green 1992. As noted by Black and Green (1992: 185-86) also 
Ninurta has been identified as the winged disc. Possibly, as pointed out by Reade (2002: 200), 
one identification does not have to exclude another.  
401 Similarily, Reade (1963: 43-44) detects some form of radiance deriving from the disc. 
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will be made apparent below, the “awe-inspiring radiance of Ashur” (pulḫi 
melammē ša Aššur) is often referred to in the context of pacifying or defeat-
ing unsubmissive enemies (e.g. AE17:iii20-21, SE2:i22-23).402 In the named 
motif, goats encircle the sacred tree. This animal may be associated with 
Ashur.403 The presence of this god on military campaigns may be illustrated 
by the goats who adorn tents of the royal camp (AI4:B7t.). The winged disc 
of Ashur accompany the king in warfare, cult, army marches, and in encoun-
tering scenes (AI4:B3t., B5t., B7b., B11t., B13, B23) on the walls of the 
North-West Palace. The gesture of the king, e.g. using bow, is often mirrored 
by the gesture of the human-headed, horned figure in the winged disc (e.g. 
AI4:B11t.), thus expressing their common force and will.  

Two types of birds, or one type of bird with two different functions, ac-
company the king in scenes of warfare in the reliefs of the named palace. 
The one kind of bird merely follows the king, flying or resting on moving 
chariots (e.g. AI4:B8t.), while the other kind of bird does in fact attack en-
emy soldiers (e.g. AI4:B11t.). These birds may possibly represent Ninurta 
and/or the Anzu-bird. The warrior god Ninurta had a bird as his sacred ani-
mal, and the ferocious Anzu-bird, the arch-enemy of Ninurta, is seemingly 
paradoxically likened to the Assyrian army by both kings (AE1:ii107, 
SE5:iii5). Additionally, Ashurnasirpal II likens himself to a bird (iṣṣūru) 
(AE1:ii36) in a textual passage which centres royal warfare. The birds in 
question can of course simply be interpreted as birds of prey waiting to dig 
in on the corpses of the battlefield,404 but in light of the above argumentation 
and the parallelity of position and function to the winged disc of Ashur the 
understanding of these birds as mythological figures seems more plausible. 

Two chariots containing two different divine standards, one in each, ac-
company the royal chariot in the iconography of both kings (e.g. AI14:57-
58, SI10:4), and they are occasionally depicted as employed in battle (e.g. 
AI4:B10-11t., SI10:9t.). These standards probably represent the gods Adad 
and Nergal.405 As will be demonstrated in chapter 5.3, this phenomenon of 
divine standards does not however justify anachronistic identifications of the 
Assyrian wars as ancient versions of Crusader wars.406  

Lastly, the much noted scene from the camp of Ashurnasirpal II where a 
man with a cone-shaped hat seemingly slaughter an animal (AI4:B7t.) may 
illustrate the high art of divination, i.e. extispicy, carried out by a priest.407 
The will and plans of the deities were believed to be revealed in the entrails 
                                                 
402 On Babylonian campaigns, it is mainly Marduk who exudes the pacifying and defeating 
radiance, as exemplified e.g. in textual passage SE5:vi7. 
403 Reade 2002: 175. This association can be identified not the least on account of the symbio-
sis between the goats and the winged disc in the scene. 
404 Collon 1995: 136. 
405 Deller 1992: 292-93. 
406 See e.g. Holloway 2001. 
407 Another possibility, proposed by Reade (2005), is that the slaughtering may illustrate the 
preparations for a cultic meal. 
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of the sacrified animal.408 The state archival material clearly shows that it 
was customary for the Neo-Assyrian kings to consult the deities, notably the 
gods Shamash and Adad, by means of divination before embarking on a 
military campaign.409 By signalling their consent to the king’s war plans the 
deities became the official war initiators. 

The deities and their warfare are described as “furious and merciless” 
(ezzu lā pādû) (e.g. AE1:i7) and “fierce” (ekdu) (e.g. AE1:i4) as for Ninurta, 
and as “strong” (gešru/gešertu) regarding Adad, Ninurta, and Sharrat-niphi 
(e.g. AE17:i6, SE6:i6, AE28:i1 resp.). The divine, supernatural force of war-
fare is even likened to a flood, alluding to the Deluge which divided Meso-
potamian “history” into before and after the Flood, in the epithets of “he 
whose attack is a flood” (ša tībušu abūbu) (e.g. AE1:i7), and “he who flat-
tens the enemy land” (sāpin māt nakri) (e.g. AE1:i7),410 both referring to 
Ninurta. The same god is even called “the one who extols in battles” (ša 
tuqmātū ittallu) (e.g. AE1:i6). Similarly, Ishtar is called “she whose game is 
battle” (ša mēlultaša tuqumtu) (e.g. SE2:i3), and “she who perfects the rite(s) 
of warriorhood” (ša paraṣ qardūte šuklulat) (e.g. SE14:13).411 However, in 
contrast to these descriptions, warrior deities like Adad, Ninurta, and Ishtar 
are also portrayed as possessing and conveying “mercy” (rēmu) (AE148:6, 
28:i7, e.g. 1:i9 resp.), and in the case of Sharrat-niphi as sympathetic and 
benevolent to those who are submissive and worshipping (AE28:i5-6). The 
mechanisms of this reciprocal idea of “good in response to good” and “evil 
in response to evil” will be discussed further in chs. 4.4 and 5.4.2. In the 
named sections, it will also be made obvious that the Assyrian king is de-
scribed in much the same way as the deities in the narrations of warfare, 
borrowing some of their potent attributes and qualities. 

To summarize, the direct and explicit, i.e. immanent, contact between the 
Mesopotamian deities and the foreign lands revolves especially around the 
theme of divine intervention through warfare. This theme is commonly at-
tested in images, e.g. by winged discs, birds, and standards. It is also com-
monly attested in texts, notably in divine epithets. The relevant theme con-
veys the idea that the deities are conquering, either with or without the king, 
lands which ultimately belong to them. 

3.3 Summary 
The relationship between the Mesopotamian deities, i.e. the great gods, and 
the foreign lands is mostly indirectly expressed. The great gods are of an-
                                                 
408 Bottéro 2001a: 176-81. 
409 Starr 1990, Hunger 1992.  
410 The verb sapānu is associated with the act of flooding. See CAD S, sapānu (4). 
411 Notably, both the words mēlultu and parṣu refer to cultic activities. See CAD M II, mēlultu 
(c), and CAD P, parṣu (1). War is then ritualized and given a religious meaning. 
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other nature, live in another sphere, having created mankind and the world, 
the foreign lands and peoples included. Separated from the human world, 
they have a transcendent existence and kind of authority.  

A direct relationship is pictured when the great gods are presented as hav-
ing universal dominion, and in the topic of divine intervention through war-
fare, in this way assuring the Assyrian king’s conquering of the foreign 
lands. As for the former direct contact, the foreign lands are e.g. described as 
owing tribute and submission to Ashur and the great gods. At other times, 
Shamash is described as having authority and jurisdiction over the world, the 
four quarters. As for the latter direct contact, winged discs who probably 
represents Ashur, divine birds who probably represents Ninurta and/or the 
Anzu-bird, and divine chariots which contain standards of Adad and Nergal 
are often depicted as taking part in battle on the Assyrian king’s side. The 
literary theme, expressed both in epithets and narrative passages, of divine 
warfare is common. Being part of the human world, the great gods have an 
immanent existence and kind of authority. 

 
 
 
 



 70 

4. The relationship between the great gods and 
the king of Assyria  

In this chapter, the nature of the relationship between the Mesopotamian 
deities and the Assyrian king is identified and discussed. The connections 
between these two units of analysis are much highlighted in the primary 
sources. In this context, Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III both claim to 
be the representative, priest, servant, builder, and warrior of the great gods.  

4.1 Representative of the great gods 
As shown above, the direct contact between the great gods and foreign lands 
is not described as very developed but rather restricted to vaguely defined 
authority and divine warfare. It is around a link, the Assyrian king, between 
the two agents that the triadic relationship in question can be said to revolve. 
The Assyrian king presents himself as the deities’ (human) representative on 
earth, supported and protected by them.  

The relationship between the king and the deities is much referred to in 
the sources of Assyrian kings including those of Ashurnasirpal II and Shal-
maneser III (see e.g. apps. 10-16). This observation is commonly made in 
scholarly literature. Assyrian royal inscriptions describe a close connection 
between palace and temple, ruler and deities,412 the Mesopotamian kings 
consistently justified their authority through references to the divine 
sphere,413 and the topic of the king and the deities is a crucial element of 
Mesopotamian, royal titulary.414 Common to all these conclusions is the iden-
tifying of the Assyrian king as the deities’ representative on earth. 

The idea of the king as the link between deities and humans is e.g. ex-
pressed by the traditional title “vice-regent of Ashur” (iššak Aššur) (e.g. 
AE2:1, SE1:1), which is attested as often as 68 times (see apps. 10-12), and 
heads a certain, common epithet cluster which e.g. is part of the Standard 
Inscription (AE23:1). This frequent and prominent title refers to the king’s 

                                                 
412 Renger 1997: 172. 
413 Liverani 1995: 2360-61. 
414 Seux 1967: 18-27. 
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traditional attachment to the main god of Assyria.415 Telling of this, Ashur 
always heads the enumerations of deities in the inscriptions of the two kings 
(see apps. 6-7). The special role of Ashur is also seen in the circumstance 
that the epithet “my/his lord” (bēlī/šu) is mostly used in describing Ashur in 
the texts of both rulers (apps. 8-9, e.g. AE1:i12, SE1:27). The close and in-
timate relationship between Ashur and the monarch may be expressed in an 
inscription where the former is addressed in the 2nd person singular 
(AE154:3). As this god’s iššakku the king is in a sense just “the ruler over a 
single city or city state under the sovereignty of a god”.416 Similarly, Seux 
argues that this title reflects the dual idea of subordination under a deity and 
authority over a city or land.417 The king was a mediator between two 
worlds,418 an individual who united secular and spiritual power, and as 
iššakku and “priest” (šangû) he was the “interlocutor” between humans and 
deities, and a “priest-king” who took care of the real king’s, i.e. Ashur’s, 
property.419 In line with this idea of property management, the originally 
Sumerian title ‘ensi’ (iššakku in Akkadian) referred to a city or city state 
ruler, and alluded to responsibilities in the agricultural domain.420 The use by 
the Assyrian rulers of this title is part of a broader usage of it in Mesopota-
mia and beyond.421 Finally, Ashurnasirpal II also twice refers to himself as 
the “vice-regent of Ashur and Ninurta” (iššak Aššur u Ninurta) (e.g. 
AE17:i37). This honorary inclusion of the latter god may be seen as a reflec-
tion of this king’s commitment to Nimrud, a main cult centre of this deity.  

Also the title of “governor” (šakkanakku) as well as the expressions 
which refer to the king as in the centre of a triadic relationship tell of his 
mediating role.422 As for the former, Shalmaneser III calls himself “governor 
of the great gods” (šakkanakki ilāni rabûti) (SE12:9), while Ashurnasirpal II, 
again highlighting the special role of Ashur, is once referred to as the “gov-
ernor of Ashur” (šakkanakki Aššur) (AE40:9). The title in question was also 
(actually firstly) used to denote a group of high officials in various Near 

                                                 
415 Seux 1965a: 106-10. This title is claimed right from the start of Assyrian history (Larsen 
1976: 149), expressing a deviation from the southern notion of kingship (Garelli 1981: 2-3). 
416 Frankfort 1948: 227. 
417 Seux 1965a: 109.  
418 Maul 1999: 207. However, it seems important to state that this is a one-sided image given 
by the royal propaganda. Expressions of a direct link between deities and individuals are 
amply attested in other sources. Seals of Neo-Assyrian officials e.g. show the seal owner as he 
independently addresses deities and sacred trees. See e.g. Collon 1987: figs. 773, 812, 866. 
419 Novák 2002: 445, n. 15. Both the words for vice-regent and priest are often written with 
the same sign, i.e. ‘šid’. See MZL, šid (sign 485, page 340). 
420 Frankfort 1948: 227 (on the city state aspect), and CAD I-J, iššakku (1-2). 
421 Hallo 1957, Seux 1967: 110-16, 399. 
422 As for the latter, see e.g. the epithet “one into whose hands (Ashur and the great gods) 
firmly established the circumference of lands” ([…] kippat mātāti qātuššu ukinnū) (SE5:i3), 
or “those (the deities) who made him more splendid than any king of the four quarters” (eli 
šarrāni ša kibrāt erbetti ušarriḫūšu) (AE1:i26-27), and the two scenes on the Black Obelisk 
which depict foreign rulers submitting to the king under two divine emblems (SI11:A1-2). 
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Eastern states, and thus clearly conveys the notion of representing a higher 
authority.423 As Hrouda remarks, the priestly dress and necklace of divine 
emblems which the king often wears (see e.g. Fig. 31), allude to his status of 
a link between deities and humans.424 This mediating role is also illustrated 
in the mythological text (see 2.3) which tells of the world’s creation and then 
proceeds to define the institution of kingship as an integral part of Crea-
tion.425 The official idea behind kingship in Mesopotamia was apparently that 
it served to organize the divinely created world, including its inhabitants. For 
as expressed by a Mesopotamian proverb: “a people without a king (is like) 
sheep without a shepherd” (un lugal nu-me-a udu sipa-bi in-nu).426 This idea 
can also be seen through city planning, with Nimrud being dotted with pal-
aces and temples, symbolizing the unique role of the king.427 Summing up, 
the two kings are portrayed as the great gods’, primarily Ashur’s, representa-
tives on earth, occupying a status or function of mediator between the other 
two units of analysis. The idea of kingship as divine rule, with the actual 
king as mere representative and instrument, seems to have been a general 
feature of the state ideologies in the Ancient Near East.428 

The theme of the king as chosen by the deities is often articulated. This 
has been frequently noted in scholarly literature. Garelli refers to divine 
choice as crucial for a king’s legitimacy,429 Seux states the importance of the 
idea of the king as chosen and invested by the deities in Mesopotamian royal 
ideology,430 and divine election constitutes the traditional ground for legiti-
macy of rule beside that of royal descent.431 The actual process of divine 
election has been identified by Labat who refers to onlooking, name uttering, 
and destiny determining as the three consecutive stages.432  

The theme of divine election is often expressed in the relevant primary 
sources. In an alternative first stage of the election process, the king is con-
ceived in the hearts of the deities. It is here exclaimed that “the great gods of 
heaven and underworld conceived me (Ashurnasirpal II) in their just hearts” 
(ilāni rabûti ša šamê u erṣetim ina kēni libbīšunu ūdûni) (AE2:24). The king 
is also the target of divine onlooking. The great gods “looked happily upon 
him” (ḫadîš ippalsūšu) (SE5:vi5), thereby acknowledging Shalmaneser III as 
their chosen one. Regarding Ashurnasirpal II it is stated that “Ashur cast 

                                                 
423 CAD Š I, šakkanakku. See also Hallo 1957. 
424 Hrouda 1965: 142-46. Regarding the issue of “priestly dress”, see royal garment no. 2 in 
the typology of Magen 1986: 92-96. 
425 Cancik-Kirschbaum 1995: 20. Kingship itself is seen as abstract, immaterial, and unper-
sonal (Cancik-Kirschbaum 1995: 9).  
426 Lambert 1960: 229, and iv 14-15 (transliteration and translation). 
427 Reade 2002: 141. 
428 Albrektsson 1967: 45-50. 
429 Garelli 1979: 320-24. 
430 Seux 1980-83: 166-67. 
431 Tadmor 1981: 26-30. 
432 Labat 1939: 44-48. 
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eyes and saw him, and my authority and power came forth by his holy com-
mand” (Aššur…ina nīše īnēšu ēmurannimma malkūtī kiššūtī ina pîšu elli 
ūṣâ) (AE30:20-21). The monarch is also described as being “called” (nabû 
N), i.e. elected, by the deities. Ashur is here “the lord who called your name” 
(bēlu nābû šumika) (e.g. AE1:i17). Moreover, in the “address to future rul-
ers”, the successor is described as “he whose name Ashur will call” (ša 
Aššur šumšu…inabbûšu) (e.g. AE32:16). Name uttering and destiny fixing 
follow the divine acts of conceiving, onlooking, and calling. These could 
implicitly be expressed by descriptions of divine command for royal author-
ity. The king e.g. claims that “my kingship, lordship, and power came forth 
at the command of the great gods” (ina pî ilāni [rabûti šarrūtī bēlūtī kiššūtī 
ūṣâ]) (AE20:41). Expressed somewhat differently, “the destinies” of the 
king, in terms of powers, attributes, and qualities, are described as given by 
the commands of the great gods (AE17:i44-46). 

Quite a few epithets simultaneously refer to the king’s status of being di-
vinely chosen and to a certain stage of the election process. The conceiving 
stage may be alluded to when the ruler describes himself as “desired” 
(ba’’ītu, ḫišiḫtu) by deities.433 The king is here the “desired one of the dei-
ties” (ba’’īt ilāni) (AE40:9, e.g. SE1:3), “desired of the great gods” (ḫišiḫtu° 
ilāni rabûti) (AE172:4´), and “desired of Enlil” (ḫišiḫti Ellil) (e.g. 
AE170:9´). As for the last epithet, Enlil is a deity which is much referred to 
in the context of the king’s divine election. This god had a traditional role of 
king-maker, and was allegedly equated with Ashur from the Middle 
Assyrian period onwards.434 The two kings are “chosen of Enlil” (nišīt īnē 
Ellil) (e.g. AE40:9-10, SE1:3) as well as being the “appointee of Enlil” 
(šakin Ellil) (e.g. AE57:1, SE26:2). As revealed by apps. 10-12, the two 
titles in question are common. Ashurnasirpal II is in one inscription referred 
to as “chosen of your (Ishtar’s) father Enlil” (nišīt īnē abiki) (AE46:1). In 
another instance, the king is referred to as “chosen of Enlil and Ashur” (nišīt 
īnē Ellil u Aššur) (AE23:1). This attestation is highly noteworthy in that it 
firstly distinguishes between the two gods and secondly places Ashur in a 
subordinate position.435 Ninurta is also a part of the divine election process, 
namely through the epithet “chosen of Enlil and Ninurta” (nišīt īnē Ellil u 
Ninurta) (e.g. AE3:18, [SE16:1]). Notably, nišītu refers to the act of onlook-
ing and a deity’s object of glance, i.e. choice.436 The title “designate” (nibītu) 
also refers to the state of being chosen as well as alluding to a stage of the 
election process (nabû N). In this context, the kings are described as “desig-
nate of Enlil and Ninurta” (nibīt Ellil u Ninurta) (AE2:1), “designate of the 
heroic Ninurta” (nibīt Ninurta qardi) (e.g. AE1:i21), “designate of the dei-
                                                 
433 For these words, see CAD B, ba’ītu (a), and AHw I/Ḫ, ḫišiḫtum or CAD Ḫ, ḫišiḫtu (3). 
434 Chamaza 2002: 124-25. 
435 As for the former observation, Enlil is listed as a separate god in invocation sections (see 
apps. 6-7). The proposed syncretism between Ashur and Enlil was thus not consistently made. 
436 CAD N II, nišītu (2). 
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ties” (nibīt [ilāni]) (AE47:15), and “designate of Sin” (nibīt Sîn) (e.g. 
AE1:i33). The last epithet belongs to Ashurnasirpal II and is much centred 
by him, e.g. in the annal text of the Ninurta temple. 

The king is being granted insignias during the coronation. A relief on a 
helmet from the time of Ashurnasirpal II shows him being given royal insig-
nias by Ashur and Ishtar in the presence of bird-headed genii and the winged 
disc (AI24:22t., Fig. 15). The king is “the one whose hands the deities of 
heaven and underworld filled with the just sceptre” ([ilāni] ša šamê [u erṣeti 
haṭṭa] eširtu [qātuššu] umallū) (SE9:15-17), “the one into whose grasp they 
(Ashur and Ninurta) granted the exalted crown” (agâ ṣīra [ušatmeḫū]) 
(AE47:14), and “the one who has been granted weapons, sceptre, crown, and 
staff by DN” ([ša DN ušatmeḫu kakka] ḫaṭṭa agâ u [šibirra]) (AE153:5). 
Similarly, Anu, Enlil, and Ea chose Ashurnasirpal II, and “granted weapons, 
sceptre, crown, and staff to his lordship” (kakku ḫaṭṭu agâ u šibirru 
ušatmeḫū bēlūtī) (e.g. AE40:10-11). Otherwise, a prominent role of Ashur in 
the election of the king is played in the coronation texts (see 2.3). Various 
insignia, among them royal garments, the “simtu of kingship”, and the “‘me’ 
of lordship”, are described as being given to the kings of Assyria and Meso-
potamia from the deities.437 As is commonly expressed in the texts of both 
rulers, the king can then “greatly take a seat on the throne of my (i.e. his) 
kingship” (ina kuṣṣi šarrūtī rabîš ūšibu) (e.g. AE17:i63, SE1:14).  

The granting of one particular divine insignia, namely the “staff” (šibirru) 
or “sceptre” (ḫaṭṭu), both associated with the shepherding role, is occasion-
ally highlighted. The successor is sometimes referred to as “the one whom 
Ashur will name for the shepherdship of Assyria” (ša Aššur ana rē’ût māt 
Aššur inabbûšu) (e.g. AE28:v13-14), and the regning king is “the one whose 
hand you (Ashur) have granted the sceptre which herds the people” ([ša] 
ḫaṭṭa murte’ât nišē tušatmeḫu qāta) (AE154:3). Anu, Enlil, and Ea have 
named the king for the “shepherdship of Assyria” (e.g. AE40:10), and Ashur 
has granted the ruler a sceptre in order for him “to shepherd the people” 
([ana rē’ût] nišē) (SE5:i6). The granting of weapons (kakku) and radiance 
(melammu) is also much highlighted, and will be discussed below. 

The king is, by the acts of election and coronation, being granted a regnal 
period (palû). This concept is attested already in Sumerian times as “bala”, 
and means “period of office”, “reign of king and dynasty”, or just “dy-
nasty”.438 Especially Shalmaneser III, who uses this term as a dating device 
in the narration of his military campaigns, refers to this concept and honour. 
Additionally, Ashurnasirpal II claims that he is the one “whose reign you 
(Sharrat-niphi or Ninurta) established” (tušaršidu palâšu) (AE28:i14-ii1, e.g. 
1:i12 resp.). As in the Sumerian King List where the rule of dynasties and 

                                                 
437 Magen 1986: 19-28. 
438 CAD P, palû. 
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city states are outlined in consecutive order,439 the deities are regarded as the 
ones who decide about successions of power. 

After having identified the royal role of mediator and divine choice, the 
issue of the nature of the king in the state ideology naturally emerges.440 In 
the older literature the notion of a deified Assyrian king dominates.441 Eng-
nell e.g. states that “according to the Sumero-Accadian king ideology the 
monarch is of divine origin” who functioned as the maintainer of the divine 
ideology and as the representative, especially in the cult, of various divine 
characters.442 This idea of the Assyrian king as divine in essence, or at least 
as a being fundamentally apart from ordinary humans, has more recently 
been taken up by Parpola who, based on e.g. prophecies and external analo-
gies, describes the Assyrian king as a “son of God”, and sometimes also as a 
“saviour king”, i.e. a Messiah. According to this school of thought, this royal 
ideology was gradually and intentionally diffused across the region.443   

On the other side of the fence is the scholarly mainstream with Labat and 
Frankfort as its early proponents. Labat argues that the king was the repre-
sentative of humankind to the deities acting as a link, that the king was re-
garded as both quasi-divine and as pious worshipper, and that this paradox 
regarding the king’s nature was due to two parallel ideas: the divine origin of 
kingship and the impossibility for any king to attain divine status. The con-
cepts of religious character of kingship and deification of kings must be 
separated: the former was standard while the latter was alien and deviating. 
He concludes by stating that a deification of the king in cult or among the 
populace never took place in Assyria.444 Frankfort follows Labat’s stance in 
his juxtaposition of a divine Egyptian king and a human Mesopotamian 
ruler. On point after point (union king-goddess, “son of DN”, worship of 
kings in temples, worship of royal statues, royal names in PNN, divine de-
terminatives), he discredits the idea of a divine Mesopotamian king.445 

Among today’s scholars, Maul states that the king was just a humble and 
pious servant, and that in reality Ashur was regarded as the true king.446 This 
last observation, taken up also by Seux,447 alludes to the coronation ritual and 
hymn which exclamate: “Ashur is king! Ashur is king!” (Aššur šar Aššur 
šar),448 supposedly in order to remind the enthroned king of his subordinate 

                                                 
439 For the publication of this text, see Jacobsen 1939. 
440 The topic of royal deification in Mesopotamia is large, and my ambition here is restricted 
to draw conclusions for the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III. 
441 See e.g. Olmstead 1931: 452. 
442 Engnell 1943: 16, 31. 
443 Parpola 1999 (for a discussion mainly on the royal status). Frahm (2006: 88-91, 2011b: 
280-81) refers critically to this school as “neo-diffusionist” in a “pan-Assyrian” manner. 
444 Labat 1939: 361-72. 
445 Frankfort 1948: 295-312. 
446 Maul 1999: 206-07, 212-13. 
447 Seux 1980-83: 167-71. 
448 Müller 1937: i 29, Livingstone 1989: 11: 15. 
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status. Furthermore, the king (māliku-amēlu) is made by the same material, 
i.e. clay, as humans in the royal creation myth.449 Michalowski claims that 
the phenomenon of royal deification in Mesopotamia has been highly over-
stated, and argues that it only occured during exceptional historical condi-
tions.450 Consequently, he prefers to talk of sacred, rather than divine, king-
ship. Similarly, Cooper detects a general tendency in Mesopotamian history 
of resistance towards transgressing the fleeting boundaries between the hu-
man and divine with regards to royal ideology.451 Schneider argues that royal 
deification in Mesopotamia was regarded as haughty and abnormal.452 

There seems to be a trend of claiming the limited relevance of discussing 
royal deification in terms of the binary logic human/divine, possibly thanks 
to the debate stirred up by the theory of Parpola.453 Instead of “either or”, the 
focal point is now on degree and aspects. In addition to Cooper (see above), 
Selz, Machinist, and Winter confront the issue of divine kingship in this 
way.454 After discussing the words “shadow” (ṣillu) and “image” (ṣalmu) in 
relation to the binary logic human/divine, Machinist claims that, despite 
certain innovations (king as divinely connected or created, royal radiance, 
king as a representation of god) from the time of Tukulti-Ninurta I onwards, 
there was always a vital and decisive hesitation on the part of Assyrian kings 
throughout history to claim divine status. He concludes by stating that 
Assyrian kingship, and not its holder, was considered divine.455 Also Winter 
refers to blurred boundaries between the divine and human, and claims that 
portraying the ruler as partly divine is a general feature of Mesopotamian 
state ideology. She sees tendencies of royal deification in the Neo-Assyrian 
period, but avoids talking of royal deifications consistently employed.456 

Turning to the major primary sources of this study, the related themes 
conveyed by the epithet “son of DN”, not attested in the sources of the two 
kings, and the mentioning of divine fashioning of the king’s body, a theme 
not attested clearly either, may be taken metaphorically rather than liter-
ally.457 As for the latter, Ashurnasirpal II narrates that he commissioned a 
luxurious statue of himself in red gold, and placed it in front of Ninurta in 
the temple of the same god (AE30:76-78).458 This description is similar to the 
narrations where he describes creating statues of deities (e.g. AE1:ii132-34). 
It does not necessarily follow that the royal statue had the same status as the 

                                                 
449 Noted and discussed by Cancik-Kirschbaum (1995: 17). 
450 Michalowski 2008: 34, 41. 
451 Cooper 2008: 261-65. 
452 Schneider 2011: 119-23. 
453 Parpola 1993. 
454 Selz 2008 (centering his discussion on “divine prototypes”), Machinist 2011, Winter 2008. 
455 Machinist 2011: 413-24, 429-30. 
456 Winter 2008: 80-86. 
457 Röllig 1981: 118-19, Cooper 2000: 440. 
458 It should also be said that the only preserved statue of Ashurnasirpal II (AI12) is actually 
made out of a red-yellow coloured type of limestone, as noted in Strommenger 1970: 13-15. 
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divine ones however. A mere play with the divine along with the function of 
the statue as worshipper seem more likely, especially in the context of a gen-
eral lack of indications of royal deification. The epithet “holy progeny” 
(nabnītu ellutu), which may refer to a divinely created being since the noun 
in question also refers to divine births,459 is attested only once (AE40:6). 
Once again, a play with divine notions rather than a claim of deification 
seems most plausible. The words bukuru and ilittu, also meaning “son / off-
spring”, are on the other hand only attributed to deities, not to the king (see 
apps. 8-9). The two kings rather stress their human ancestors. Ashurnasirpal 
II e.g. consistently (89 times) describes himself as “son of Tukulti-Ninurta 
II” (mār Tukultī-Ninurta) (e.g. AE17:i28), and occasionally also as “grand-
son of Adad-narari II” (mār māri Adad-nārārī) (e.g. AE17:i29), and “off-
spring of Ashur-dan II” (liblibbi ša Aššur-dān) (e.g. AE17:i31).  

Engnell takes the circumstance that some epithets are shared by deities 
and kings as conclusive evidence of the king’s divine nature.460 Again, a 
metaphorical interpretation is a clear alternative. The descriptions of the king 
as “Adad, the flooder” (Adad ša rāḫiṣi) (SE5:iii3, e.g. AE1:iii120), impetu-
ous flood” (abūbu šamru) (e.g. AE40:13), “arisen flood wave” (edû gapšu) 
([SE5:i3], e.g. AE1:i13), one who flattens “like a flood” (abūbāniš) (e.g. 
SE12:18), “(fierce) dragon” (ušumgallu) (e.g. AE1:i19, [SE9:2]), “lion-like” 
(labbāku) (e.g. AE17:i36), and “wild bull” (rīmu) (SE2:ii52) in the context 
of narrating the king’s military deeds may be regarded as similes or meta-
phors emphasizing outstanding personal qualities. The epithets in question 
also reflect a borrowing of attributes from the mythological sphere, display-
ing intertextuality. Especially Ashurnasirpal II, but also Shalmaneser III 
although to a lesser extent, describes himself as having attributes and per-
sonal qualities which are also associated with deities. An examination of the 
appendices (8-12)461 which focus on the divine and royal epithets of the two 
kings identifies these as “merciless” (lā pādû), “wise” (eršu), “capable” 
(lē’û), “exalted“ (ṣīru), “magnificient” (šarḫu), “intelligent” (ḫasīsu), 
“strong” (gešru), “hero” (ālilu), “splendid” (šitarḫu), “brilliant” (šarūru), 
and “celebrated” (nâdu). It may be noted here that the attribute of “perfect” 
(gitmālu) so central for the idea of Parpola that the Neo-Assyrian king was 
“the perfect man” (eṭlu gitmālu) is lacking.462 The fact that the two monarchs 
used “divine” attributes and qualities in their descriptions of themselves and 
their deeds does not automatically prove that claims of royal deification is at 
hand. Rather, this usage may simply be seen as a way of strenghtening the 
connection between the king and the deities, so vital for a king’s legitimacy. 

                                                 
459 CAD N I, nabnītu (1).  
460 Engnell 1943: 37. 
461 See also Tallqvist 1938 for a complete but not updated coverage of divine epithets. 
462 Parpola 1993. Parpola’s interpretation of the sacred tree scene has been effectively con-
fronted in detail by Cooper (2000), and the latter’s criticism need not be repeated here. The 
former’s questioning of the binary dichotomy of human/divine must however be commended. 
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To this end, metaphors and similes alluding to the divine were employed. As 
argued also by Cancik-Kirschbaum, the Assyrian king receives attributes 
from the deities, but does not present himself as a god.463 

A special kind of divine attribute or quality which the deities lend the 
king at coronation is “radiance” by which the latter can infuse respect and 
defeat his, i.e. the deities’ enemies.464 This divine radiance (melammu, 
šalummatu, namurratu, šurbatu, rašabbatu), sometimes translated as “fear” 
or “terror” (especially pulḫu), is often described as powerful and decisive in 
pacifying or defeating the king’s enemies (e.g. AE1:ii77-78, SE6:iv21-25). 
The royal epithets “who is decked with radiance” (āpir šalummate) ([SE5:i3-
4], e.g. AE1:i19-20) and “the brilliant one” (šarūru) (SE1:6) likewise give 
the message that also these kings have been given radiant power. As stressed 
by Cassin, royal radiance is different in character, i.e. derived, temporary, 
and conditional, from the divine one. Sometimes, although rarely, deities are 
depicted with an aura in Mesopotamian iconography (e.g. SI18, Fig. 26). 
The two kings in question are not visualized having this attribute. 

Divine descent or essence should consequently not be associated with the 
state ideologies of the two kings. Undoubtedly though, the authority of the 
king is often described in terms of divine powers. In this regard, the two 
rulers are occasionally described as having power over life and death. When 
the king conquers unsubmissive lands he can either show mercy or carry out 
brutal punishments (see subsection 5.4.2). A delegation from a defeated city 
e.g. addresses Ashurnasirpal II with the words: “As it pleases you, kill! As it 
pleases you, let live!” (mā ḫadât dūku mā ḫadât balliṭ) (AE1:i81). In the 
preserved royal decree of this king, the ruler is portrayed as the only person 
who can command capital punishment and demonstrates that his words are 
law (AE173:83:20´-21´). Violations of this law e.g. brings the punishment of 
cutting out tongues (AE173:82:3 rev.). In other words, the king is, in anal-
ogy with the deities, regarded as having power over life and death. But once 
again, metaphors and analogies do not prove actual royal deification.  

Evidence of a cult of the king in temples is not attested for these rulers ei-
ther, or of any other Assyrian king for that matter.465 Olmstead regarded, in 
the context of the idea of Oriental despotism, the royal stele as expressing a 
cult of the king.466 The altar which was placed in front of the Nimrud Mono-
lith at the main entrance to the Ninurta temple is an element of this argumen-
tation (AI19, Fig. 17). In line with several scholars,467 it would be more rea-
sonable to regard the stele rather as conveying messages of divine support, 
honouring of the deities, and celebration of divine kingship, for the king is 
actually worshipping, through the gesture of ubāna tarāṣu, the deities on 
                                                 
463 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 104. 
464 Oppenheim 1943: 31, Cassin 1968: 65-82. 
465 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 122. 
466 Olmstead 1931: 452. 
467 See e.g. Cogan 1974: 56-60, Reade 1979a: 340-44, and Renger 1980-83: 74.  
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standard Assyrian stelae images. According to this interpretation, the altar in  
question was meant to function as an offering table to the deities. Actually, 
the stele and the altar seem not to have functioned as a unit.468 Similarly, the 
luxurious royal statue mentioned above would have been a votive statue 
rather than an icon of the cult. As proposed by Machinist, Assyrian royal 
statues were votive, and they were venerated only in the sense of celebrating 
the king’s role as mediator between the two spheres.469 Furthermore, the 
image of a sacred and ceremonial union between the king and a goddess, in a 
“sacred marriage”, is not given by the sources. Also, divine determinatives 
are in reality not used in the writing of the names of the two rulers.470 The 
divine determinative preceding Shalmaneser III’s name refers to the god 
Shulmanu, while the personal name determinative refers to the king. As for 
the writing of Ashurnasirpal II’s name, the divine determinative is absent, 
even though the god Ashur is involved. These are additional proofs of the 
absence of royal deification in this time period. The presence of a tension 
between (super)human claims and divine nature is there, but not to the extent 
that it seems justified to talk of deified kings. 

The subordinate statuses of the two kings are clearly indicated by their 
constant referring of the deities as “my deities” (ilānija) (e.g. AE2:27, 
SE16:41), and “my lords” (bēlīja) (e.g. AE30:60, SE2:i33). This sentiment is 
e.g. expressed in Ashurnasirpal II’s prayer to his mistress Ishtar (AE170). 
First and foremost is Ashur the deity who is described as “my/his lord” 
(bēlī/šu) in the texts of the two kings (e.g. AE1:i12, SE1:27). The royal acts 
of praying (e.g. AE170, SE95:5-9) and “bowing down” (šukênu) in relation 
to the deities (SE5:vi2) also tell of the status of the king.471 Furthermore, the 
power relations given in curses state that the deities will punish a disregard-
ful king. The latter will e.g. loose his power, suffer military defeats, have a 
short and bad life, and have his progeny destroyed.472 The deities similarly 
have the power in the blessing sections to convey rewards to future rulers 
who respect the monument in question (e.g. AE17:v45-54, SE25:34-36), and 
they are also called upon to defeat the enemies of the king (e.g. AE4:3´, 
SE12:35-36). As for the former, the theme of the giving of many days and 
years, in life or on the throne, features prominently (e.g. AE31:18, SE56:10-
11). Several gods and goddesses are also described as giving “orders” (pû, 
qibītu) to the king (e.g. AE1:i70, SE14:63). Additionally, words which de-
note instructing and teaching (e.g. kullumu) are used in this context 

                                                 
468 The stele in question was brought from the palace (Reade 2002: 169-71). 
469 Machinist 2011: 423-24. 
470 As for this feature, in the writing of names of deities a special cuneiform sign (an) with a 
determinative function preceded the actual writing of the name. Deified rulers such as Naram-
Sin and Shulgi used these divine determinatives when writing their personal names. 
471 As for the latter act, Ashurnasirpal II is depicted kneeling, while making ubana tarāṣu and 
catching water streams, on the miniature reliefs of his garment (AI23:C7,27a-b). 
472 Lackenbacher 1982: 162-67. 



 80 

(AE19:26). Lastly, the commissioning of divine statues also indicates an 
essential hierarchy in terms of status. The cult images of Ninurta and Ishtar 
are in these situations each described as “your (i.e. the god’s/goddess’) great 
divinity” (ilūtika/ki rabûti) (AE31:15, 40:37 resp.).  

Another clear indication of the human nature of the Assyrian king is to be 
found in the “social perspective” of the iconography which depicts the king 
of equal size to his human surroundings. This perspective has largely been 
understood as conveying the idea of the king as human but a “first among 
equals” (primus inter pares).473 Highly noteworthy here is that the royal stat-
ues are commonly of natural or even diminished size (e.g. AI12, SI5). Ex-
cept from on one side of the throne base (SI14:4b), the two kings are por-
trayed of equal size to those around them. This exception may either be a 
mistake or a reflection of a belief simply in the special status of the king 
within the human community. This belief may also be expressed in the offi-
cials’ and courtiers’ gesture of clasped hands in the king’s presence (e.g. 
AI14:67-68, SI10:7b.). Even the crown prince or field marshal is depicted 
making this gesture of reverence and respect (e.g. AI4:D3). The king is al-
ways the centre point of these compositions, surrounded by attendants, 
bodyguards, officials, and courtiers (see e.g. Fig. 22). Fly wisks, napkins, 
and sunshades handled by the attendants signal and delimit the special space 
of the king.474 The two kings’ divinely given authority and special status 
within the human community is also expressed through depicting them sit-
ting or standing with the insignias crown and mace (e.g. AI17, SI16-17). As 
for iconography and royal deification, it is important to note that neither of 
the two kings are ever depicted with horns or as standing on sacred animals, 
two standard divine attributes in Mesopotamian iconography.475 In sum, there 
is no tenable evidence which suggests that the kings were considered any-
thing but human in their sources. The special status of the king was propa-
gated in other ways than through royal claims of deification.  

The king is supported and protected by the deities in the fulfilment of his 
duties.476 The divine aid in question was believed to be conveyed in many 
ways, e.g. by astrology, prophecies, dreams, and liver omens.477 This kind of 
support was obviously of a guiding or commanding character. In the next 
step, the relevant divine support was believed to be manifested through the 
deities “acting together” with the Assyrian monarch. This help enabled the 
king to fulfil his/their wishes in various fields of action. The most common 
theme here seems to be that the Assyrian kings receive assistance on the 

                                                 
473 For this commonly held view, see e.g. Groenewegen-Frankfort 1951: 173, Barnett 1960: 
16, Reade 1979a: 331-32, and Czichon 1992: 172-73. 
474 Collins 2010: 197. 
475 Black & Green 1992: 93-98 (on the representation of deities). 
476 Kuhrt 1997: 504-05. 
477 Bottéro 2001a: 170-85. 
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battlefield.478 The literary genre of “letters from a god” narrates the blessed 
consequences of this aid as received by the addressed king,479 and the “re-
versed” genre of “letters to a god” similarly presents the image of the king 
thanking the deity for his/her support during the campaign. 

The supported and protected status of the king was also expressed 
through the phenomenon of “personal gods” which was a religious belief 
prevalent even in Sumerian times.480 The god Shulmanu has been identified 
as a manifestation of Ashur and as the protective, personal god of at least 
Shalmaneser I.481 Shulmanu is, in the text corpus of Shalmaneser III, never 
attested other than as a part of the king’s name. Ashurnasirpal II seems to 
have had a special attachment to Shalmaneser I among his forefathers, some-
thing which is conveyed e.g. through references to the named ruler as the 
original builder in the context of renovation projects, notably that of Nimrud 
(e.g. AE1:iii132). Considering the issue of royal birth or throne names, the 
god Shulmanu seems to have been an important, if not personal, god of the 
two kings. The building projects in the western town of Dur-Katlimmu, ar-
guably a cult centre of this deity, in this period (AI5) also attest to this. As 
for royal names, Ashurnasirpal actually stands for “Ashur is the guardian of 
the heir” (Aššur-nāṣir-apli), again displaying the idea of divine protection. 

The epithet migru, which often is translated as “favourite“, is much cen-
tred in the context of divine support and protection to the king.482 Ashurna-
sirpal II is quite often described as “favourite of Anu” (migir Anim) (e.g. 
AE1:i33), but also twice as “favourite of Enlil” (megir Ellil) (e.g. AE1:i11), 
while Shalmaneser III is called “favourite of Ishtar” (migir Ištar) in the 
prayer to Mullissu (SE154:4 rev.). Ninurta, Sharrat-niphi, and Mullissu are 
referred to in the suffix pronouns which form parts of the royal epithet of 
“your favourite” (megirka/ki) ([AE29:4´], AE28:i11, SE154:11 obv. resp.). 
In addition, Anu, Enlil, and Ea are described as “gods who favour me (the 
king)” (ilāni migrūa) (AE17:v99). The unwanted royal status was of course 
to become an opponent, i.e. a “lord of his legal case” (bēl dīnišu) 
(AE148:18), to deities, here Adad, as is expressed in the elaborate section of 
curses in the inscription of the governor of Guzana.  

The words tukultu and rēṣūtu are other words which allude to divine sup-
port. Ashurnasirpal II frequently claims to be “the one who marches with the 
support of Ashur” (ša ina tukulti Aššur ittanallaku) (e.g. AE1:i12), or of the 
great gods (e.g. AE1:i15-16), or (only twice) of Ashur, Adad, Ishtar, and 
Ninurta together (e.g. AE56:7). Both kings are “one who marches with the 
support of Ashur and Shamash” (ša ina tukulti Aššur u Šamaš ittanallaku) 
(e.g. AE19:7-9, SE1:7), and Shalmaneser III additionally calls himself “the 
                                                 
478 Pongratz-Leisten 2001: 230.  
479 Attested e.g. from the reign of Shamshi-Adad V. See Grayson 1996: A.0.103.4. 
480 Black & Green 1992: 148. 
481 Radner 1998: 49-53. 
482 For the semantic range of this word, see CAD M II, migru. 
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one whose support is Ninurta” (ša tukultašu° Ninurta) (e.g. SE5:iv2). In an 
elaboration of this common type of epithet Ashurnasirpal II is called “king 
who has always marched justly with the support of Ashur and Sha-
mash/Ninurta” (šarru ša ina tukulti Aššur u Šamaš/Ninurta mēšariš ittanal-
laku) (e.g. AE1:i22, 1:iii128 resp.). Several deities are described as “his (the 
king’s) helpers” (rēṣūšu) (e.g. AE56:7, SE1:7) and “his (the king’s) support-
ers” (tiklūšu) (e.g. AE1:i104, SE23:6). The claim that Ashurnasirpal II en-
gages in warfare “by the support/help of DN” (ina tukulti/rēṣūti DN) is con-
sistently given in his textual narrative (e.g. AE1:i42-43, 1:iii119-20 resp). 

The verb rabû in the causative Š-stem is used in order to portray divine 
assistance in the epithets of the great gods. Ashurnasirpal II e.g. claims that 
the deities are the ones “who make great the kingship of Ashurnasirpal II” 
(mušarbū šarrūt Aššur-nāṣir-apli) (e.g. AE17:i11-12), both kings call these 
deities the ones “who make my kingship great” (mušarbū šarrūtija) (e.g. 
AE17:v48, SE6:i8), and in Shalmaneser III’s case they are also the ones 
“who made great my lordship, power, and leadership” (ša bēlūtī kiššūtī 
šāpirūtī ušarbū) (e.g. SE6:i9). Alluding also to the election process, involv-
ing e.g. naming and calling, is the great gods’ epithet of “those who make 
my name great” (mušarbû šumija) (e.g. SE21:3-4).  

The divine protection is even expressed in terms of “to love” (râmu), e.g. 
in the divine epithet, referring to the great gods, “who love my kingship” 
(rā’imūt šarrūtija) (e.g. SE21:3). This notion is especially highlighted by 
Ashurnasirpal II who claims that Ashur and Ishtar loved his kingship (e.g. 
AE40:39), and also refers to the deities (ilāni) as the ones “who love me” (ša 
irammūni) (AE32:11). Additionally, Ishtar is referred to as the “mistress 
who loves my priesthood” (bēlat irammu šangûtī) (e.g. AE1:i37-38). His 
epithets of “beloved of Anu and Dagan” (narām Anim u Dagan) (e.g. 
AE30:1-2), and “loved one of Adad” (namad Adad) (e.g. AE1:i33) are both 
quite common. In the latter case, the word namaddu, “darling”, is used.483 
The same king is also “beloved of your (Ninurta’s/Sharrat-niphi’s) heart” 
(narām libbika/ki) (AE1:i11, 28:i10 resp.). In his prayer to Mullissu, Shal-
maneser III is “beloved of your divinity” (narām ilūtiki) (SE154:5 rev.).  

Through the divine assistance in question, the deities, in this case Sharrat-
niphi and the Sibitti, manifested themselves as “she/they who com-
plies/comply with the heart (of the king)” (mušamṣat ammar libbi) (AE28:i5, 
SE95:3 resp.), while the ruler is “the king whose heart’s desires Ashur/Enlil 
has caused him to reach” (šarru ša biblat libbišu Aššur/Ellil ušekšidušu) (e.g. 
AE40:8, 1:i39 resp.). Common to both of these royal epithets is the state-
ment that the monarch’s heart (libbu) has been satisfied with the divine as-
sistance in question. Summing up the findings of the textual evidence, the 
idea of the great gods as actively supporting and protecting the two mon-
archs is clearly present in the relevant epigraphic sources.  
                                                 
483 For this word, see CAD N I, namaddu B. 
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As for the expressions of divine support in iconography, Albenda argues 
that the emblems, hovering in mid-air or decorating the king’s necklace, on 
the images of royal stelae convey a message of divine support.484 Apart from 
on royal stelae, these emblems are present on the Black Obelisk (SI11, Figs. 
27-28), in certain scenes on 9th century BCE seals (e.g. AI35-36), and in the 
miniature reliefs of the North-West Palace (AI23:P2,49a, P4,49c).485 As for 
the latest mentioned source, Ashurnasirpal II is portrayed standing together 
with his entourage holding bow and arrows while a crescent (Sin), a headless 
winged sun disc (probably Shamash), and an eight-pointed star (Ishtar) hover 
above the scene (AI23:P2,49a). Divine emblems are also seen being worn by 
the king in the shape of minor royal jewellery. Ashurnasirpal II is e.g. repre-
sented wearing moon crescents, symbolizing Sin, as earrings (e.g. AI19). 
Furthermore, rosettes adorn much of the textiles, ornaments, and insignias, 
e.g. the crown, of the king. According to Black and Green, this motif sym-
bolizes the presence and support of Ishtar.486 The malteser cross, a symbol of 
Shamash,487 is worn around the neck of Ashurnasirpal II (AI19). All these 
divine emblems are closely attached or linked to the royal body in apparent 
gestures of protection, possibly having the function similar to amulets.488 

As for the theme of protection, Russell identifies “divine protection” as 
one of the most important motifs of the reliefs on the walls of the North-
West Palace.489 The human or bird-headed, winged or unwinged, horned or 
unhorned genii (see e.g. Fig. 14) who were situated at entrances holding 
various apotropaic instruments had the duty to protect the palace, and there-
fore indirectly the king, from demons and malevolent spirits. These genii 
have, on the basis of cultic and ritual texts, been identified as the wise 
“sages” (apkallu) who are described in Mesopotamian mythological texts as 
having lived before the Great Flood. These sages, seven in number, were 
believed to be in possession of extraordinary apotropaic powers.490  

The same protective function can be attributed to the horned, human-
headed, but with bull or lion bodies, colossi which were stationed at impor-
tant palace and temple entrances (see Fig. 14). The colossi in question have 
variously been identified as the lamassu, šēdu, and aladlammû who are men-
tioned in the texts, but their common protective functions are undisputed. 
The first two types of creatures are in fact labeled as protective deities.491 
Some of the colossi of the North-West Palace actually hold apotropaic plants 
or animals in their hands (AI8:Dd1-2). The guardian creatures of the named 
                                                 
484 Albenda 1969: 47-51. 
485 See Canby 1971: figs. 13 a (P2,49a) and 13 c (P4,49c). 
486 Black & Green 1992: 156-57. 
487 Black & Green 1992: 54-55. 
488 Black & Green 1992: 30. 
489 Russell 1998: 712. The other motifs, identified by this scholar, are “military success, serv-
ice to the gods, Assyrian prosperity”. 
490 Black & Green 1992: 163-64. 
491 CAD L, lamassu, CAD Š II, šēdu A. See also Wiggermann & Green 1993-97. 
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palace are referred to by Ashurnasirpal II as “wild beasts of the mountains 
and seas” (umām šadê u tâmāti) (e.g. AE23:19). Through their associations 
with Chaos and the primeval monster Tiamat,492 they were obviously re-
garded as suitable and potent enough to ward off the same forces. Genii and 
colossi were also stationed at the Central Building (AI9), the Centre Palace 
(SI3), the Ninurta temple (AI7), and at a city gate (SI2). It may be noted that 
genii and colossi often are depicted in chaotic scenes and undignified poses 
on seals and miniature reliefs,493 quite in contrast to the calm, majestic, and 
dignified poses and positions which these figures have in the major arts. 

The sacred tree is often placed in corners of rooms of the North-West 
Palace (e.g. AI4:B21). Besides doorways and windows, corners of rooms 
were believed to be common entrance points for demons and malevolent 
spirits.494 At the same time, the date palm, most often identified as the sacred 
tree, was considered having apotropaic powers.495 These two factors com-
bined strongly hint to the corner trees being apotropaic, protecting the palace 
and the king. The frequent occurrence of images of trees in rooms S and T, 
often referred to as the “private suite”, may speak of the high protective need 
for these spaces.496 Adding the notion of fertility, the tree of the North-West 
Palace may be regarded as “a protective symbol of fertility”.497 

The once attested scene from the North-West Palace where the king is 
“pollinated” by two bird-headed genii while he stands with one hand greet-
ing and the other hand resting on his sword shaft (AI4:F3-4, Fig. 11), may 
illustrate an act of purification, conveying royal protection.498 The scene in 
question is situated in room F, commonly identified as a bīt rimki, i.e. a rit-
ual washing room.499 Bird-headed genii (apkallu) are referred to in texts 
which describe apotropaic rituals.500 The theory of Gadd that the genii extract 
purificational substances from the tree on their cones which they then smear 
on the king,501 does not seem out of place here. Additionally, the scene may 
allude, through the mentioned connotations of the date palm, to the role of 
the king as working for the fertility and prosperity of the land. 

In conclusion, this section has presented the state ideological picture of 
the king as the (human) representative of the great gods in general and of 

                                                 
492 CAD U-W, umāmu. 
493 Colossi are hunted, and bird-headed genii are pulled by their tails on the miniature reliefs 
(e.g. AI23:P2,49b, see Canby 1971: fig. 10 d). On a seal, the king stands shooting an arrow at 
a jumping lamassu (AI36). Scenes such as these naturally raise questions regarding the status 
of these iconographic sources. 
494 Parker-Mallowan 1983, Russell 1998. 
495 Parker-Mallowan 1983: 37-39. 
496 Russell 1998: 687-705. 
497 Collins 2010: 181. 
498 Magen 1986: 73-81. 
499 See e.g. Læssøe 1955, and Russell 1998: 671-97. 
500 Wiggermann 1992. 
501 Gadd 1936, 1948: 91. 
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Ashur in particular. The Assyrian king claims to be a link between the great 
gods and the foreign lands, divinely chosen, and continually supported and 
protected by the deities. The divine election, support, and protection in ques-
tion is amply expressed both in texts and images. 

4.2 Priest and servant of the great gods 
Focusing on the king’s representative status and function in relation to the 
great gods in practice, the royal role of priest502 and servant will now be 
identified and discussed. I will argue that the kings pervadingly are pre-
sented as priests and servants both in terms of status and function, and that 
the duties inherent in these roles were extended to include aspects, e.g. cult 
in palaces, which contrast the secularism in much of today’s world. 

Mesopotamian and Assyrian state ideology consistently portray the king 
as priest and servant in relation to the deities.503 The importance of religion 
and the royal priestly role is seen in their functions of a means to create and 
propagate the dominant ideology, inspiring cohesion and loyalty.504 As con-
cluded by Labat, Assyrian kingship was essentially religious in character. In 
line with this, the sources do not at all describe an autocratic despot, but the 
Assyrian king is rather portrayed as a deeply religious person who is con-
cerned with satisfying the wishes and needs of the deities.505 This is not the 
least clear from the archival material which gives an image of the king as 
constantly seeking guidance and support from the deities, e.g. through schol-
arly reports on omens and astrology.506 The extent of the king’s political 
power may have varied throughout the centuries, but his religious role and 
authority remained intact.507 The continuity of this role, even from Sumerian 
to Neo-Assyrian times, is detectable not the least in royal visual arts.508 Röl-
lig, arguing primarily on the basis of the coronation texts, even refers to 
Assyrian kingship as a kind of theocracy.509 The special role of Ashur as the 
true ruler of Aššur or Assyria is a pivotal expression of this belief. The active 
role and clear priestly status of the king distinguish, when comparing the 
Babylonian New Year Feast with the Assyrian coronation, Assyrian state 
ideology from the south Mesopotamian notion of kingship.510  

                                                 
502 The word “priest” is obviously anachronistic, but it may be useful if understood and em-
ployed in a looser sense. As priest, the king is involved in the cult, interacts with deities, and 
wears the garment (see n. 524) which is associated with the king’s cultic performances.  
503 Labat 1939, Liverani 1995: 2360-61. 
504 Pollock 1999: 173. 
505 Labat 1939: 361. 
506 Starr 1990, Hunger 1992. 
507 Labat 1939: 25. 
508 Reade 1979a: 342, Winter 1989: 581-82. 
509 Röllig 1981: 122. 
510 Müller 1937, Labat 1939: 15-16. 
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In his capacity of heading the cult administration, the king is “the priest” 
(šangû) of the deities. This is e.g. reflected in the observation that “priest-
hood” (šangûtu) and “kingship” (šarrūtu) were almost synonyms.511 As al-
ready noted, the cuneiform sign ‘šid’ (iššakku) can also be read ‘sanga’ 
(šangû). Royal “sacred” and “profane” roles are here integrated. There are 
depictions of other priests or cultic personnel in Assyrian iconography, but 
the king always plays the major priestly role.512 In this regard, the king may 
have been “a kind of honorary šangû of all the sanctuaries of his country”.513 
The Assyrian king was šangû both in theory and practice. As for the latter, 
all of this official’s seven duties identified by Menzel are attested as being 
performed by the king.514 The inherently religious character of Assyrian 
kingship is also reflected in the many religious motifs which are used to 
illustrate the Assyrian king. In the typology of Magen regarding the depic-
tions of Assyrian kings, the motifs of “king before deity” and “king as cult 
participant” dominate.515 Reade suggests that the military aspect of Assyrian 
kingship historically has been exaggerated, and notes that e.g. the Balawat 
gates not only depict fights and reviews but also worship.516 Symbolic of the 
close relationship between the deities and the king is the clustering of several 
temples and shrines to the north and north-east of the North-West Palace,517 a 
feature (temples around palace) also found in e.g. Assur (see map, Fig. 2). 
 Turning to the sources of the two rulers, they also describe and depict the 
king as priest in relation to the deities. There are at least some epithets which 
refer to this role. Both kings are often called ‘šid’ Aššur, and in the contexts 
where cultic activities are focused the transcription should be šangû Aššur.518 
The two kings are, although rarely, referred to as “exalted priest” (šangû 
ṣīru) (AE49:6, SE10:i13), and Ashurnasirpal II additionally, but only once, 
calls himself “holy priest” (šangû ellu) (AE59:3). The concept of the ritual 
purity of the king seems to be highlighted in the two adjectives, at least in 
the latter one.519 The former epithet is probably not a profession title, since 
the adjective of “great” (rabû) is the one which is used to designate “high 
priest”.520 Both rulers refer to the priesthood (šangûtu) which the deities have 
given them. Ninurta and Nergal are the ones “who love my (the king’s) 

                                                 
511 van Driel 1969: 170-74. 
512 Collon 1999: 24. 
513 van Driel 1969: 174. 
514 Menzel 1981: 3, 159-72. 
515 Magen 1986. They both contain several subgroups. The other centered motifs of “king as 
hunter” and “king as master builder” are insignificant in comparison. Ten other, non-centered, 
royal motifs are also identified by the same scholar (Magen 1986: 113-19). 
516 It is noteworthy that the majority of the depictions in the North-West Palace convey relig-
ious motifs, with and without the presence of the king (Reade 1979a: 336-40, 1979b: 65). 
517 Observation made from the plan on fig. 2 in Reade 2002: 137. 
518 For practical reasons, all forms of ‘šid’ are transcribed iššakku in this study. 
519 CAD E, ellu (1-2). 
520 Menzel 1981: 194-95. 
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priesthood” (ša šangûtī irammū) (e.g. AE2:40, SE6:iv40), Ashurnasirpal II 
claims that he is the one “whose priesthood is pleasing to your (Nin-
urta’s/Sharrat-niphi’s) great divinity” (ša šangûssu eli ilūtika/ki rabûti 
iṭibbu) (e.g. AE1:i11-12, 28:i11-13 resp.), and the same ruler prays in a 
blessing section that the piety of this builder-king will cause Sharrat-niphi to 
love the king’s priesthood and be pleased with his offerings (AE32:14-15). 
The deities (ilāni) are the ones “who established for all times his priesthood 
in the temples” (šangûssu ina ekurrāti ana dāriš ukinnū) (AE17:i22-23). 

The title šaprû, also translated as “priest” by Grayson, refers to a royal 
role of temple administrator.521 Shalmaneser III is once called “splendid tem-
ple administrator of the god Ashur” (šaprû Aššur šurruḫu) (SE56:2). The 
rarely attested title of “overseer” (parriku) (AE172:4 rev., SE1:6) may also 
carry allusions to royal temple activities.522 Lastly, the title of išippu, often 
translated as “purification priest”, is attested as frequent as eleven times in 
the text corpus of Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AE26:35). Due to the many 
apotropaic motifs and cultic scenes in the North-West Palace this is hardly 
surprising. While designating the king in Assyria, temple staff engaged in 
purification acts were referred to by this title in Babylonia. Notably, the sage 
Adapa held the title of išippi Eridu.523  

As for the iconography, the king is very often depicted as priest (see e.g. 
apps. 13-15). Non-narrative images (e.g. AI18, SI13) portray the king stand-
ing, wearing a priestly garment,524 making a gesture with thumb and index 
finger (i.e. ubāna tarāṣu), and having divine emblems in a necklace and/or 
above/in front of him.525 These images depict the Assyrian king as a wor-
shipper, the high priest of Ashur, and as an agent and servant of the deities.526 
The necklace of the Assyrian kings which consists of divine emblems con-
veys the idea of divine presence and support.527 As for the gesture, Reade 
regards it as a “gesture of respect and supplication” or “salutation” towards 
the divine emblems.528 Magen among others notes that this gesture may be a 
visual illustration of the ritual act of “stretching out the finger” (ubāna 
tarāṣu) towards the deities. The king here reports to the deities on his pious 
deeds, narrated and inscribed on the relevant stele or cliff relief, expecting 

                                                 
521 CAD Š I, šabrû A (b). 
522 It is accompanied by epithets with the same meanings. See also CAD P, parriku A. 
523 CAD I-J, išippu. 
524 Royal garment no. 2 in the typology of Magen 1986: 92-96. As concluded by the named 
scholar, three different garments are used by the two kings: no. 2 (almost exclusively in cultic 
contexts), no. 1b (predominantly in review scenes), and the long robe (mostly in battle 
scenes). For the identification of royal “priestly” (2) and “military” (1b, long robe) clothing, 
see also D. Oates 1963: 13-14. 
525 Adad, Ashur/Enlil, Ishtar, Shamash, the Sibitti, and Sin are attested as divine emblems on 
the monuments of the two kings. See e.g. AI19 and SI13. 
526 Reade 1979a: 340-44. 
527 Winter 1997: 372. 
528 Reade 1963: 43, and 1983: 15 respectively. 
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divine blessings in return.529 A once attested epithet of Ashurnasirpal II calls 
him “he who is reached by DN’s hand” (tiriṣ qāt [DN]) (AE154:2), indi-
rectly alluding to the named gesture and blessings. Every stele and cliff relief 
of the two kings represent the king with the pointed finger by the right hand 
and a mace in his left hand, except from on the Banquet Stele (AI20) where 
the king instead holds a long staff in his right hand.   

As for the statues, they also manifest a royal priestly role. The priestly 
garment, the necklace of divine emblems, and the sometimes bareheaded 
king (e.g. AI12, SI5), possibly indicating respect and humility,530 all suggest 
this. Furthermore, at least one of Shalmaneser III’s statues (SI5) were placed 
in a temple.531 This is certainly true of the one statue of Ashurnasirpal II 
(AI12).532 In this context, the royal statue had the attitude of a “respectful but 
confident anticipation of divine favour”.533 Likened to votive images they 
“stand in the place of the worshipper in perpetual prayer before the deity”.534 
Making the same link, Magen refers to these statues as “Beterstatuen”.535 The 
“crook” which are held by Ashurnasirpal II on his ivory plaque as well as by 
Shalmaneser III on one of his Assur-statues may, according to Magen, be 
identified as an attribute belonging to the king’s role as išippu (AI25, SI6).536 
It may of course just as well associate with the royal role of shepherd and 
harvester (see 5.4.4). The king is occasionally portrayed, especially on non-
narrative images, with clasped hands (e.g. SI7). This gesture was supposedly 
the “standard pose of respect in the presence of the king or the gods”.537 
Similarly understood, it simply expresses a state of attention rather than con-
veying the characteristic pose of the worshipper or the ritual gesture of 
prayer.538 There is a clear typological connection between type of monument 
and the motifs represented on it. Non-narrative iconography, which generally 
presents the king as priest, is found on stelae, statues, and cliff reliefs. 

Implementing his priestly function, the king presents offerings, often 
termed nīqu, to the deities. Shalmaneser III is the one “who gives temple 
shares and food offerings to the great gods” (nādin išqī u nindabê ana ilāni 
rabûti) (SE1:4), and “ceaseless provider for Ekur” (lā mupparkû zānin Ekur) 
(SE1:5). It is noteworthy that even in Neo-Assyrian times, the old Sumerian 
sanctuary of Ekur dedicated to Enlil of Nippur is highlighted and revered.539 

                                                 
529 Magen 1986: 94-99. 
530 Madhloom 1970: 74. See e.g. the famous scene where a bareheaded Tukulti-Ninurta I 
adores a cult object, published e.g. in Parrot 1961: fig. 8. 
531 Grayson 1996: 59. 
532 Strommenger 1970: 13. 
533 Reade 1983: 15. 
534 Bahrani 2001: 98. 
535 Magen 1986: 40-45. 
536 Magen 1986: 69-73. 
537 D. Oates 1963: 15. 
538 Kinnier-Wilson 1962: 97. 
539 One “Akkadian” word for “temple” is actually ekurru (AEAD, p. 271 and EAC, p. 209). 
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Likewise speaking of a link to south Mesopotamia are the narrative passages 
which describe the same king as making offerings to the deities of Babylonia 
(e.g. SE8:27´). In his prayer to Ninlil/Mullissu, Shalmaneser III is referred to 
by epithets which allude to his role as providing offerings for the deities. 
These are “holder of [your] food offerings” (mukīl nindabê[ki]) (SE154:1 
obv.), “holder of your strewn offering” (ṣābit serqiki) (SE154:1 obv.), and 
“provider of [your] shrine” (zānin išrēti[ki]) (SE154:11 rev.). Shalmaneser 
III also presents tribute and booty in front of Adad and Ishtar at the conclu-
sions of military campaigns (SE12:36, 17:62 resp.). Scenes of tribute proces-
sions were located in temples (e.g. SI9) as well as in palaces. 

Also Ashurnasirpal II boasts of his role of offering to the deities. He is 
five times referred to as “provider of food offerings for the great gods” 
(zānin nindabê ana ilāni rabûti) (e.g. AE1:i23-24), and he is “the one whose 
deeds and food offerings the great gods of heaven and underworld love” (ša 
epšēt qātišu u nadān zībišu ilāni ša šamê u erṣeti irammū) (e.g. AE1:i24-25). 
In the context of consecrating the buildings of Nimrud, Ashurnasirpal II 
states that he “offered fruit of all sorts and wine to Ashur, my lord, and the 
temples of my land” (inbē kalîšu karāni ana Aššur bēlija u ekurrāti mātija 
anqi) (e.g. AE26:54-55). Similarly, after having commissioned a temple and 
divine statue of Ishtar-mistress-of-Kidmuru, the same king “established for 
her her food and show offerings” (nidabâša u takliša ukīnši) (AE38:27-28). 
Uniquely, a deity (Adad) is once referred to as “the one who gives temple 
shares and food offerings for the gods, his brothers” (nādin išqū° u nindabê 
ana ilāni aḫḫīšu) (AE148:3-5). Normally, the role of provider (zāninu) for 
the deities is described as a duty or prerogative of the king.540 

A special kind of fulfiling of the royal duty to provide the great gods with 
offerings took place in the peripheral lands. At geographical extremes in the 
foreign lands Shalmaneser III sacrifices to the deities, besides washing 
weapons and creating images, and then proceeds to arrange banquets in this 
clearly cultic context (e.g. SE14:70-72). The word (naptanu) which is used 
to name the latter event carries the idea of cultic meal alongside that of royal 
banquet.541 The spatial context, in/on a holy mountain, of the cliff reliefs at 
the Tigris-source indicates their religious significance, modifying common 
views of them as crude expressions of state power and border establishing.542 
Following up on this conclusion, the identifying of them as pure propaganda 
may be seen as reproducing the idea of Oriental despotism. Ashurnasirpal II 
does, on the other hand, never speak of offerings connected with naptanu, 
but he refers three times to offerings to the deities, after weapon cleansing 
and image creating, at the shores of the “Great Sea” (tâmtu rabītu), i.e. the 
Mediterranean (e.g. AE2:26-27). He also once tells of making sacrifices to 

                                                 
540 Liverani 1995: 2360-61. 
541 CAD N I, naptanu (1 b-c). 
542 For this modifying, see Schachner 2009: 217-18. 
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“his deities” after having felled trees, used for building in Assyria, on the 
western mountain range of Amanus (AE1:iii89).  

Another part of the implementation of the royal, priestly duty was to ar-
range for “rituals and ceremonies” (parṣu) which were aimed at praising and 
appeasing the great gods. To this end, Shalmaneser III participates in rituals 
and ceremonies in Arba’il and Assur at the triumphant returning from a mili-
tary campaign against Urartu (SE17:60-61). The narrative passages which 
refer to these two events are unfortunately very brief and cryptical. They 
merely state that the king participated in the “festival” (isinnu) of Ishtar of 
Arba’il, and that he took a sacred seat in Baltil, i.e. Assur. Ashurnasirpal II 
tells of himself as establishing and naming festivals in honour of Ninurta at 
the completion of the temple and cult paraphernalia dedicated to the same 
god (e.g. AE30:73-75). He established “strewn and incense offerings” (sirqu 
qutrīnu) for the festival in question (AE30:75). The same king is also re-
ferred to as “the one to whom is perpetually entrusted the organization of the 
rites of the temples of his land“ (ša ana šutēšur parṣī ekurrāt mātišu pitqudu 
kajjāna) (e.g. AE1:i24). Liturgy was also a part of the cult of the deities. 
Hymns (to Enlil) and prayers (to Ishtar and Mullissu) are attested from the 
two kings (AE172, 170, SE154 resp.), and they may have been used in the 
cult. As the highest šangû of the country, the king was leading the most im-
portant rituals and ceremonies of Assyria, while the high priests, also called 
šangû, of every sanctuary were responsible for the everyday cultic serv-
ices.543 In an administrative text regarding the organization and provisioning 
of the cultic personnel of the Ashur temple, possibly dated to Shalmaneser 
III, a woman seems to be responsible for certain cultic activities.544 This ex-
ception to the rule highlights the impression of Neo-Assyrian society as a 
patriarchy where mostly men mattered in public life.545   

As for iconography and the implementation of the king’s priestly role, the 
king acts as “king as cult participant”, mušaklil parṣi, and as “maker of sacri-
fices” (ēpiš nīqē).546 Shalmaneser III is illustrated as priest also on the Black 
Obelisk and Balawat Gate. On the Black Obelisk he is depicted standing, 
holding a cup, and with a lightly armed entourage around him, as he receives 
the submission act of Jehu of Israel (SI11:A2). The motif of the king holding 
a cup does in most cases represent the priestly act of pouring libations (pag-
ulu ugdammir).547 The cup in itself may in its turn be regarded as a symbol of 

                                                 
543 Menzel 1981: 130-33. 
544 Menzel 1981: T18-19, 16: iii 7. 
545 Women are spoken of as cult participants in the state archives (see Macgregor 2012: 7-27), 
but in the propaganda of the two kings, the male domination is pervading. See also ch. 10.2. 
546 Two terms used by Magen (1986) to describe certain royal motifs, namely her IV a-e. 
547 Munn-Rankin 1974: 170, Brandes 1970: 151-55, Russell 1998: 185. The idea of Winter 
(1986) that the cup is in fact a divination bowl, symbolizing the rulers’s role of interpreter and 
mediator (in relation to the deities), basically rests on Ur III sources. For the term of pagulu 
ugdammir, referring to the described royal pose, see Magen 1986: 65-69. 
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liquid offerings.548 The motif of the king alone with his untilted cup may 
simply serve as a “shorthand” for libations.549 As for the Balawat gates, the 
king is depicted both standing and sitting while holding cups (e.g. SI10:1t., 
10:14t. resp.). Holding a cup, the king is seen pouring libations in front of a 
relief with his own image, and two divine standards (SI10:1t., Fig. 21). This 
scene from Lake Van/Urmia also depicts priests, reciters/musicians, soldiers 
throwing offering meat into the lake, and sacrifical animals. Shalmaneser III 
presumably performs a ritual on a mountain in front of a stele in another 
scene (SI10:14t.). The king is also depicted as riding bareback on a horse in 
approaching cultic activities dedicated to the completion of a cliff relief, 
again portraying himself, at the Tigris-source (SI10:10b.).  

As for the minor arts and Shalmaneser III’s function of priest of the great 
gods, a stone vessel belonging to the field marshal Bel-luballit, an official of 
Shamshi-Adad V and likely also of Shalmaneser III, shows cultic scenes in 
the upper register.550 A king and the crown prince or field marshal kneel on 
either side of what may have been a cult symbol, make the gestures of open 
hands and pointed fingers, while being purified by a pair of genii. Since the 
relevant vessel was dedicated to Nergal, the cult symbol in question proba-
bly represented this god. As for the two adorants, it is of course also possible 
that the king is depicted twice. On an ivory plaque from Fort Shalmaneser 
(SI22), the king, probably Shalmaneser III, stands with his entourage receiv-
ing tribute while holding a cup and an axe in his hands. Two other, but frag-
mentary, ivory plaques (SI19-20), probably dated to the named ruler, depict 
the Assyrian king standing as he holds a cup to his mouth. 

Also Ashurnasirpal II is depicted in the function of priest. As for this 
monarch and the understanding of the cup or bowl as an attribute of the ruler 
in his role as priest, the king is on a piece of ivory illustrated holding a cup 
to his mouth in his one hand and a sickle in his other (AI25). On a seal, a 
bareheaded king, probably Ashurnasirpal II, is standing with cup and bow in 
front of an offering table which seems to be protected from impurity by a 
fan-flagging eunuch (AI31). The scene from the North-West Palace where 
the king sits holding a cup in his hand while human-headed genii purify him 
and an attendant refills his cup (AI4:G2-4, Fig. 10), may also illustrate the 
king as priest. Judging from the presence of genii and the surrounding mo-
tifs, displaying cult acts, the interpretation of an earthly, victory banquet may 
seem less likely.551 The cup was not the only man-made, cultic instrument of 
the Assyrian ruler. Often the kings have a pair of knifes tucked down under 

                                                 
548 Collins 2010: 184-85. 
549 Porter 2010: 151. 
550 Searight et al. 2008: fig. 602. 
551 Also, banquets may be sacred (see above and 5.4.4). According to Magen (1986), the 
scenes of the Assyrian king sitting with a raised cup to his mouth express the banquet motif. 
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their belts (e.g. AI19, SI6). The instrument of “knife in belt” (patar šibbi) 
was a part of the ritual equipment.552  

The sacred tree scene (AI4:B13, 23, Fig. 5) which arguably illustrates the 
king venerating Ashur in the winged disc while a pair of honorary trans-
posed genii pollinate the tree which symbolize the prosperity which is 
granted by the named deity, is one important example. The royal role of 
priest is here revealed by the king’s garment, his gesture, and the divine em-
blems. The king is also depicted in tree scenes on the miniature reliefs of the 
North-West Palace. Depicted twice on either side of the tree, he makes the 
pointing gesture and holds a mace while the winged disc hovers in mid-air, 
the genii being absent this time (AI23:G3,29a-b).553 The same scene is also 
conveyed through seals from Nimrud and the 9th century BCE. On one of 
these, the king, depicted twice, makes the pointing gesture while touching a 
stream of water flowing from the figureless winged disc (AI32). The tree is 
clearly a date palm in this scene. On the seal of the governor Mushezib-
Ninurta, the king uses his two hands in the same way (AI33). This time 
though, he is purified by genii, the winged disc is antropomorph, and the tree 
seems to bear pome-granates. The glazed brick panel (SI18, Fig. 26) of Fort 
Shalmaneser which presents the named king in another, genii lacking, ver-
sion of the sacred tree scene, should also be mentioned. An identification of 
the winged disc with Ashur is strengthened by the presence of goats, argua-
bly a sacred animal of this god,554 surrounding the named scene. The priestly 
function of the two kings is clearly illustrated in the visual sources. 

The royal priestly role was not restricted to temples or outdoor sanctuar-
ies. Also the palaces were localities in which cult directed by the king took 
place. This of course puts further doubt into the old notion of a distinction 
between palace and temple in Mesopotamia, and discredits the idea of the 
relevancy of the concept of secularism. The inauguration of the North-West 
Palace starts with “Ashur, the great lord, and the deities of his (the king’s) 
whole land” being invited in by the king (Aššur bēlu rabû u ilāni ša māt 
gabbi ša ina libbi iqrâni)555 (AE30:104-5). Through the ten-day long festivi-
ties, the palace is “being consecrated” (šurrû Š) (e.g. AE30:102-4), a term 
used also to denote acts of the cult.556 Some of the listed “ingredients” of the 
accompanying banquet are seemingly of a cultic nature. Oxes and sheep 
belonging to Ishtar, as well as ducks and ghee, offered to deities,557 are e.g. 
part of the list of the many odd and exotic ingredients (AE30:106-40). 
Lastly, Ashurnasirpal II states that he saw to it that the zāriqu-officials of his 
palaces took part in the inauguration (AE30:148). If the mentioned term is 

                                                 
552 CAD P, patru (12´). 
553 See Canby 1971: figs. 18, 19 a-b. 
554 Reade 2002: 175. 
555 The word qerû can refer to inviting a deity to an offering. See CAD Q, qerû (1 a). 
556 Namely the kindling of incense. See CAD Š III, šurrû A (2).  
557 See CAD I-J, iṣṣūru (rabû), and AHw I/Ḫ, ḫimētum (1, 4) or CAD Ḫ, ḫimētu resp. 
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derived from the verb zarāqu which can carry the notion of “sprinkle (liq-
uids)”,558 the officials in question may have been libation priests.  

Furthermore, the adorning of palaces, e.g. the North-West Palace, is lik-
ened to that of temples, e.g. when lapis lazuli is described as decorating the 
doorways (e.g. AE30:32), and when exotic timber is specified as forming the 
core and doors of the palatial building (e.g. AE30:25-29). Temples or shrines 
are referred to as integrated into the palace area, e.g. at Balawat (AE50:23-
24). The other way around, attributes from the palace sphere, e.g. royal stat-
ues, were integral parts of temple precincts (e.g. AI12, SI5). In sum, also the 
palace area was a locality where the royal function of priest was performed. 

The notion of the king as servant (wardu) of the deities is e.g. expressed 
through the epithets “attentive prince” (rubû na’du) (e.g. AE1:i18, SE1:4), 
“the reverent one” (šaḫtu) (SE1:5, e.g. AE1:i11), “he who heeds the orders 
of the deities” (ša ana ṭēmet ilāni upaqqû) (SE1:6), “worshipper of the great 
gods” (pāliḫ ilāni rabûti) (SE16:3, e.g. AE1:i18), and “he who frequents the 
shrines of the deities within Esharra (area of the Ashur temple)” (mušte’’û 
ašrāt ilāni ša qereb Ešarra) (e.g. SE28:4). In other words, the king has the 
servant-like qualities of being attentive, respectful, and order implementing. 
As for the respectfulness, the word šaḫtu can also mean humble towards the 
divine,559 and the word palāḫu in pāliḫ also refers to fear of the deities.560 The 
epithet of “attentive prince” is standard in the titulary of both kings (see app. 
12). In Ashurnasirpal II’s case, this epithet heads a common and important, 
attested e.g. in the Standard Inscription (AE23:12), cluster of royal epithets. 
The adjective “attentive” of course alludes to the constant readyness of the 
king to receive and fulfil the wishes of the deities. The “frequenting of 
shrines” referred to in the last mentioned epithet may carry the same conno-
tations. The royal epithet “worshipper of the great gods” is frequently, i.e. 19 
times, attested in the titulary of Ashurnasirpal II, and is actually in second 
place in the named cluster of epithets. Winter sees these two epithets, along 
with the title “vice-regent of Ashur”, as illustrated visually in the throne 
room of the North-West Palace.561 The epithet of “he who heeds the orders of 
the deities” refers to the idea that the king-servant has the duty to implement 
the wishes of the deities. These wishes and orders are holy and beyond ques-
tioning. Several divine epithets refer to the deities, here Ninurta, as those 
“whose pronouncements can not be altered” (ša lā uttakkaru siqir šaptišu) 
(AE1:i5),562 expressing the perfect quality of the divine orders.  

Regarding the narrative passages and the two kings as servants, Shal-
maneser III is described as obeying the command of Marduk, before he “re-
spectfully” (palḫiš) presents offerings to the deities of Babylon, Borsippa, 
                                                 
558 CAD Z, zarāqu. 
559 CAD Š I, šaḫtu. 
560 CAD P, palāḫu (4 c). 
561 Winter 1983: 24-28. 
562 Also the commands of Ea (AE100:2) and Enlil (AE46:2) are described in these terms. 
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and Cutha (SE5:v4-vi5), all in the context of describing his involvement in 
Babylonian affairs. Both monarchs are constantly described as obeying the 
“commands” (pû, siqru, qabû, qibītu, ṭēmu, wâru D), most often Ashur’s, of 
the deites, e.g. concerning the commissioning of temples or cult objects, the 
initiating of military campaigns, and the embarking upon the pursuit of hunt-
ing (e.g. AE1:i104, AE2:25-26, SE6:iv42 resp.).  

As for the iconography and the king’s status and function as servant, the 
pointed finger may be understood as expressing communication with the 
deities, and his clasped hands may signify respect and humility. Two (SI5, 
7), and possibly three (SI8), statues of Shalmaneser III exhibit the gesture of 
clasped hands. The unproportionally large eyes on some non-narrative royal 
images may, as Winter has noted, express the constant attentiveness of the 
king regarding the wishes and needs of the deities.563 Unproportionally large 
eyes are attested on a cliff relief of Shalmaneser III (SI16) as well as on the 
royal image on Ashurnasirpal II’s stele at the Ninurta temple (AI19). Not 
only large eyes speak of the high degree of royal attentiveness, but the un-
proportionally large ears on some royal statues (AI12, SI8) do likewise. 
Through his ears the king can receive the divine commands. Additionally, 
the king’s large ears may signify the great wisdom which the ruler claims to 
possess, and which was granted by the god Ea (e.g. AE38:22-24).564  

Summing up, both the textual and visual sources, especially the visual 
non-narrative ones, of the two kings consistently illustrate the king as priest 
and servant, both in status and function, in relation to Ashur and the great 
gods. This reflects the notion of the religious character of Assyrian kingship, 
and of the important role of religion played in the royal propaganda. 

4.3 Master builder of the great gods 
Another function of the Assyrian king was to create and care for monuments 
and holy objects of the deities. Narrative passages state that temples, cult 
paraphernalia, and royal “images” were created and cared for in Assyria 
proper, the provinces, and the foreign lands. This section will consequently  
focus on the function of the king as the master builder of the great gods.  

The importance of this builder role is e.g. reflected in the structure of 
many Assyrian royal inscriptions which mainly contain a narration of mili-
tary deeds followed by a building inscription. Although the narrations of 
warfare tend to dominate many inscriptions of the Middle and Neo-Assyrian 
periods, the textual component which centres the royal act of commissioning 
temples and holy objects for the deities was never abandoned. As the study 

                                                 
563 Winter 1989: 583. 
564 To be a listener and “wide-eared” (uznā rapšātu) was the same as being intelligent in the 
terminology and belief system of ancient Mespotamia (Winter 1989: 583). 
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of Lackenbacher regarding the role of the Assyrian king as master builder 
shows, the phenomenon of royal building activities was a vital element of 
the ruler’s propaganda.565 Some Assyrian kings like Ashurbanipal are even 
depicted in the age-old pose of bearing a basket on their heads, carrying the 
soil which were handled during the holy construction projects.566 Neo-
Assyrian (and Neo-Babylonian) kings liked “to boast of their humility” in 
this manner.567 Several rulers from the third millennium BCE present them-
selves in this way,568 thus expressing their role as the deities’ master builder. 
The Sumerian ruler Gudea even depicted himself as an architect.569 Not only 
Assyrian and later kings then bragged about their building projects in Meso-
potamian royal propaganda. As noted also by Liverani, building and fighting 
for the deities are the main themes of Mesopotamian royal inscriptions.570 As 
for the functional contexts of these monuments (temples, palaces), it is rea-
sonable to assume that they had a political-propagandistic as well as a relig-
ious role,571 inspiring awe and a sense of community among the populace.572 

The royal role of master builder for the deities is much highlighted by 
both Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III. However, this is expressed al-
most exclusively in the shape of textual narrative. There are not any images 
depicting these kings as builders which have survived or were commis-
sioned,573 and the royal epithets referring explicitly to this status are few. 
Actually, only two epithets allude directly to Shalmaneser III’s temple build-
ing role, namely “builder of the the temple of Anu and Adad” (bāni bīt Anim 
bīt Adad) (SE54:4-5) and “builder of Ashur’s courtyard” (bānû kisal Aššur) 
(SE103:3). Expressing the same modesty of attestation, Ashurnasirpal II is 
twice referred to as “the one who made and repaired the temple of Ishtar of 
Nineveh” (ša bīt Ištar ša Ninua bēltī ēpušma° arṣip°) (e.g. AE111:4). 

Proceeding to the textual narrative, Grayson notes that Ashurnasirpal II 
repeatedly refers to his building projects, especially in Nimrud. Beside the 
North-West Palace, the king ordered temples (bīt DN, ekurru, māḫāzu) to be 
built in the honour of Ninurta, Sharrat-niphi, and the Sibitti. Sanctuaries for 
Adad, Shala, Ea-sharru, Damkina, Gula, Kidmuru, Nabu, Enlil, and Sin are 
also spoken of. Canals and gardens adjacent to the sacred buildings were 

                                                 
565 Lackenbacher 1982. 
566 See Magen 1986: figs. 5:2, 5:4. 
567 Ellis 1968: 160-61. 
568 Like e.g. Ur-Nanshe of Lagash (c. 2500), and Ur-Nammu (2112-2095) of Ur III. The latter 
is also depicted carrying building tools on his shoulders. See Parrot 1983: figs. 158, 229 resp. 
569 See Johansen 1978: pls. 19-22, 28-32. 
570 Liverani 1995: 2360-61. 
571 Winter 1993, Russell 1998: 712. 
572 Pollock 1999: 174. 
573 Possibly, the statue of a seated Shalmaneser III (SI4), positioned at the Tabira Gate and 
city wall, which this ruler commissioned work on, may depict the king as master builder. 
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created.574 In Nineveh he commissioned work on the temples of Adad and 
Ishtar, and in Assur work was done on the temples of Sin-Shamash and 
Ashur. In Balawat he ordered a small palace and a temple for Mamu.575 As 
for the sources of Shalmaneser III, Grayson observes that the king refers to 
works on the Ashur, the Anu-Adad, and Sharrat-niphi temples in Assur, and 
that he mentions constructions on the Ninurta temple ziqqurat, the Ninurta 
and Nabu temples, and Fort Shalmaneser in Nimrud. The king also refers to 
works on temple (of Ishtar) and palaces in Nineveh and Balawat.576  

The first step in the building process was the divine revelation to the king 
regarding their desires for temples.577 In the next stage, preparations for the 
actual building activities were made. Ashurnasirpal II e.g. explicitly states 
that the trees which he, or in reality his soldiers or prisoners of war, felled in 
the west then were used in the constructing of sacred buildings in Assyria 
(e.g. AE1:iii88-92). The actual building, preceded by and continually involv-
ing various rituals and purification procedures, then followed.578 The act of 
building is typically expressed through the following wording: “At that 
time…that wall had become dilapidated, and I cleared its dilapidated (por-
tions), reaching to its foundation in bedrock. I completely rebuilt it from its 
foundations to its crenellations, (and) decorated it more splendidly than be-
fore” (SE10:iv40-50).579 The typical text then proceeds to describe the luxu-
rious material used in the construction, emphasizing the personal involve-
ment of the king (e.g. AE30:25-32). As for the latter, the theme of royal par-
ticipation in building activities for the deities is consistently expressed in 
Mesopotamian state ideology.580 The ultimate goals with the temple building 
were to “calmly settle DN in his/her cella” (ina atmeniša nēḫiš ušēšib) 
(AE40:37), and to please the relevant deity with this royal act of fulfiling 
commands (AE40:37). In this way, the potential wrath of the deities, so 
characteristic of religious thought in Mesopotamia,581 could be avoided.  

Some royal building projects are presented as new, others are renovations 
of earlier, decayed temples. As for the latter case, the Sharrat-niphi temple of 
Nimrud, reworked by the builders of Ashurnasirpal II, is even described as 
having “turned into a mound and ruin” (ana tilli u karme uterra) (AE38:21-

                                                 
574 For the king as “gardener/provider”, see 5.1 and 5.4.4. Royal gardens functioned as vital 
components of imperial propaganda in Assyria (and Persia) (Stronach 1990). 
575 Grayson 1991: 189-90. 
576 Grayson 1996: 5. Also, Ashurbanipal mentions that Shalmaneser III commissioned work at 
the temple of Sin in the Balih-city of Harran. See Borger 1996: 186, and text “Zu den Large 
Egyptian Tablets”: rev. 37-38. 
577 This revelation may e.g. come in the shape of a dream, such as in the cylinder inscriptions 
of Gudea. See Edzard 1998: E3/1.1.7.CylA: i 17-19. 
578 Ellis 1968: 6-33, Lackenbacher 1982: 129-44. 
579 Transcription reads: enūma….dūra šuātu ēnaḫma anḫūssu unakkir dannassu kiṣir šadê lū 
akšud ištu uššēšu adi gabadibbišu arṣip ušaklil eli maḫrê ussim ušarriḫ. 
580 Ellis 1968: 20-33. 
581 Bottéro 2001a: 219-23. 
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22). In these contexts, the named king refers to temples and sanctuaries 
which had been built or renovated by his all distant forefathers Shamshi-
Adad I (e.g. AE57:2), Shalmaneser I (e.g. AE23:15), and Ashur-uballit I 
(AE56:14). The pious king renovates these temples, often with a wording 
which expresses the concept of “heroic priority”, i.e. the king outdoes his 
predecessors’ building achievements (e.g. AE40:36). In the curses and bless-
ing sections, future rulers are urged to behave in the same way as the ruling 
monarch claims to have behaved with regards to his predecessor’s monu-
ments (e.g. AE40:38-44). They shall renovate the temple (e.g. AE153) or 
palace (e.g. AE26:67-68, SE42:10-11) in question when it falls into decay, 
and if they do this they will be rewarded by the deities (e.g. SE39:13). The 
call to future rulers also convey instructions on what the future ruler should 
not do (e.g. AE17:v26-45). If the successor e.g. neglects, destroys, or aban-
dons the building, the deities will punish him severely (e.g. AE17:v54-103). 
The duty to construct and renovate sacred buildings is thus not just related to 
the deities but also to the royal line.582 In any case, the idea of the monarch as 
the deities’ master builder is clearly expressed.  

Standard narrations of (re)building often concludes with the words: “I 
placed my monumental and clay inscriptions therein” (narīja u temmēnija 
ina libbi aškun (SE10:l.e.2-3),583 alluding to the object (tablet, prism, cylin-
der) on which the text in question was written. The inscribed objects (narû, 
temmēnu, musarrû, zikir šumija) in question could be deposited both in pal-
aces and temples. Ashurnasirpal II explicitly states that he inscribed his 
narû, whereafter he deposited it in a temple, here to Mamu (AE50:33-34). In 
case of a renovation project, the inscribed objects should be placed beside 
those of the king’s predecessors. Consequently, the king mentions that he 
deposited his own inscription together with that of a former ruler (e.g. 
SE25:29-31), and he urges his successors to do likewise (e.g. AE28:v14-15). 
Curse sections often bring up the sacrilegious acts of changing, erasing, 
moving, discarding, or destroying old inscribed objects (e.g. AE17:v54-103). 
Especially taboo was the act of replacing the predecessor’s name with the 
ruling king’s own (e.g. AE148:16-17). Blessing sections naturally urges the 
successor to do the opposite. When the king renovates a building he has the 
duty to respect his predecessor’s inscribed objects by anointing them with 
oil, make sacrifices, and “return them to their places” (e.g. SE13:l.e.5´-10´). 
Occasionally, posterity is exhorted to see, read, anoint, offer to, and return 
the object in question (e.g. AE152:17-19). The inscribed objects were clearly 
regarded as holy and as integral parts of the building in question, temple or 
palace. The act of depositing inscribed objects was part of the consecration 

                                                 
582 The primary identity of kingship will be discussed further in 5.4.7. 
583 In this time period, the former type of object probably refered to stone tablets, while the 
latter one seems to have refered to clay prisms (Ellis 1968: 149-50). 
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of a building.584 Apart from being monuments for posterity and the deities, 
and sanctifying the constructed building, they could also have an apotropaic 
function similar to other foundation deposits.585 Inscribed gold and silver 
tablets (AE70) functioning as foundation deposits have actually been pre-
served from the reign of Ashurnasirpal II in Apqu. 

As discussed earlier, the distinction between palaces and temples is not a 
clearcut one in that palaces were also seen as sacred buildings. The notion of 
the North-West Palace as a sacred place has already been discussed. In this 
context, the future ruler is urged in harsh terms to use and preserve the 
named building (e.g. AE17:v24-45). Strong curses are directed at those who 
neglects it, deserts it, destroys it, turns it into a storage, and the like (e.g. 
AE17:v54-103). The sacred status of palaces is not the least expressed by the 
circumstance that the Old Palace of Assur was used as a burial place for 
Assyrian rulers,586 evidenced e.g. by the sarcophagus of Ashurnasirpal II.587  

In extension, whole cities could be regarded as constructed for the sake of 
deities. Such is the case with Ashurnasirpal II and his Nimrud, the city which 
this king made into the capital of Assyria. In two texts from the Assyrian 
heartland the named ruler declares about Nimrud that: “I dedicated this city 
to Ashur, my lord” (āla šū ana Aššur bēlija aqīssu) (AE30:40, 33:27´). The 
same city is also called “the centre of my lordship” (māḫāz bēlūtija) 
(AE30:53). The noun in question can refer to a shrine or cultic centre.588 
Thus, the whole city can be viewed as a sanctuary. In a very frequent narra-
tive passage (e.g. AE26:46-48), Nimrud is described as having turned into a 
“mound and ruin” (tillu, karmu) since the days of Shalmaneser I who argua-
bly founded the city. The same terminology is used to describe the rebuild-
ing of temples and other sanctuaries (e.g. AE38:21-22).  

As already illustrated, Ashurnasirpal II, like any other Mesopotamian 
ruler, often presents himself as the actual builder of temples and sanctuaries. 
Occasionally, he acknowledges that the actual toiling was made by deported 
people from his military campaigns. A common expression, also found in the 
texts of Shalmaneser III, is that he “uprooted” (nasāḫu) “people” (nišu, ṣābu, 
ummānu)589 from unsubmissive, conquered cities and regions (e.g. 
AE17:ii100, SE10:ii3-6). They were brought to Nimrud to engage in various 
work projects of forced labour such as the building of temples, palaces, and 
canals. In one text, Ashurnasirpal II enumerates peoples from various re-
gions, giving the notion of the whole world, whom he used as a labour re-
                                                 
584 As noted by Lackenbacher (1982: 129-44), others are measuring, the mixing of mortar, 
brick moulding, basket bearing, name giving, and installation of the deity. Rituals accompa-
nied all building stages (Ellis 1968: 6-33). 
585 Ellis 1968: 165-68. 
586 For a discussion on death and religion in Mesopotamia, see e.g. Jacobsen 1976: 193-219.  
587 See Andrae 1938: 194-201, and figs. 173-74. 
588 CAD M I, māḫāzu (1-2). 
589 The last word, often translated as “troops” or the like, can also be understood as “people” 
and “state labour”. See CAD U-W, ummānu A. 
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source (AE30:33-36). After conquesting, the king imposed “corvée” (zābil 
kudurri) (e.g. AE17:i79), “feudal duty” (ālku) (AE19:99),590 and “servitude” 
(urdūtu) (e.g. AE1:iii125) on the foreign people and elite, often consisting of 
forced labour in Assyria. The named king explicitly refers to these individu-
als, sometimes termed urāṣu “state labourers” (e.g. AE1:ii100), as perform-
ing their kudurru in Nimrud (e.g. AE1:ii79-80). The term in question often 
refers to earth carrying labour, i.e. building work.591 Although Shalmaneser 
III does not explicitly state that he used deported people in his building pro-
jects, we may safely assume that also he did this. From the highest pinnacle 
of the state, the kings present themselves as masters builders. 

Both kings often declare that they have commissioned building elements 
and cult paraphernalia of different kinds to various deities. Shalmaneser III 
refers in his inscriptions to the creation of building elements such as temple 
thresholds (e.g. SE93), or to cult paraphernalia such as divine statues (e.g. 
SE25:32-34), altars (SE95), and stone maces (e.g. SE97). Thresholds and a 
throne base from Fort Shalmaneser are also mentioned by the king (SE30-
35, 28 resp.) as well as by his Nimrud-governor who dedicated some of these 
objects, as announced in SE30-31, 62. Ashurnasirpal II claims to have pro-
vided daises, thrones, and seats of the deities in his role as master builder 
(e.g. AE30:59-60). This king also narrates that he commissioned roofs and 
huge doors made of various kinds of exclusive timber for the sanctuaries of 
the deities (e.g. AE28:10). The timber made up of cedar tree (erēnu) is often 
spoken of in these contexts (e.g. AE28:10). The Banquet Stele enumerates 
the exotic and valuable kind of timber which were used in the building of 
palaces and temples in Nimrud (AE30:25-28). Metal door bands (misarru) 
and knobbed nails (siqqat karri) are also referred to in building accounts 
(e.g. AE30:28-29). Also the creating of colossi (umāmu) are mentioned in 
the inscriptions of this king (e.g. AE2:58-59). Another kind of mythical crea-
ture is referred to when the king states that he installed “(impetuous) drag-
ons” (ušumgallu) at the throne of Ninurta (AE30:72-73). A stone altar is 
dedicated to Enlil (AE98), stone mace heads are given to Ishtar-Kidmuru 
and Ea (AE99, 100 resp.), and a stone vase is dedicated to Ninurta (AE101). 
Even smaller building elements such as bricks and knobbed nails of burned 
or sun-dried clay, which e.g. functioned as the facing of temples, were often 
inscribed with labels and tags (e.g. AE131, SE53:8).  

As for the arguably most important cult paraphernalia, namely divine and 
royal statues, one of Shalmaneser III’s royal statues (SI5) is dedicated to 
Adad of Kurba’il and the sanctuary of this deity, and can thus be regarded as 
a part of the actual temple entity. The texts (SE25, 40) on his two royal stat-
ues (SI4, 6) from a city gate of Assur make it clear that also these monu-
ments may be regarded as sculptures for the deities in that they contain dedi-

                                                 
590 This duty could be met both by physical labour and money paying. See CAD I-J, ilku A. 
591 CAD K, kudurru B. 
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cations and frequent references to deities in their respective narrations. As 
will be further discussed in 5.3, not only statues of Mesopotamian deities 
were commissioned by Shalmaneser III. The king also prides himself with 
having commissioned a grand, luxurious statue of the Phoenician god Ar-
mada (SE55:4-6). As for Ashurnasirpal II, he e.g. refers in detail to the creat-
ing of the statues of a number of deities generally as well as specifically to 
that of Ishtar-Kidmuru. These are described as fashioned in red gold, and as 
adorned with various precious stones (e.g. AE30:65-67, 38:25-27 resp.). At 
the inaugurations of new temples, the divine statue was installed in its cella 
(e.g. AE50:24-25). This temple room was a centre point and mysteriously 
dimned. In a curse, the future ruler is urged not to let the divine statue be 
exposed to the sun (AE38:31). In another text, the temple cella of Ninurta is 
described as luxuriously made (AE30:69-70). His only royal statue (AI12) 
formed an integral part of the Sharrat-niphi temple.  

A characteristic feature of Shalmaneser III’s inscriptions is his mention-
ing of erecting monuments and of performing rituals when geographical 
extremes were reached. The theme of Shalmaneser III creating his “image of 
my kingship” (ṣalam šarrūtija) is very frequent (e.g. SE2:ii62).592 The word 
ṣalmu refers to an image of all kinds of material in the round or to reliefs.593 
Basically it means “image”, and solely the context determines whether it 
refers to stelae, statues, or cliff reliefs. The king describes how he creates 
these images during his military campaigns, and the divine recipients if 
stated are Ashur and Shamash (e.g. SE2:i49-50). Most images are created at 
geographical extremes, such as those at the Mediterranean, “the Sea of 
Nairi” (Lake Van), Mt Amanus, Mt Atalur, Mt Lallar, Cape Balira, Mt 
Lebanon, at a Euphrates-crossing, at the sources of the Tigris and the Eu-
phrates, on northern/eastern mountains, or on the “mountains of silver and 
alabaster” (e.g. SE10:i29-30, 10:iii27-29), while the rest are erected in a 
cultural landscape such as in Assur or in northern, eastern or western cities 
and temples (e.g. SE14:156, 6:iii45). The typical wording which describes 
this image creating is: “I made my very great royal image (and) wrote 
thereon praises of Ashur, my lord, (and of) all actions of my heroism which I 
had done in foreign lands. I erected it therein” (SE14:71-72).594 Image creat-
ing at the Tigris-source is illustrated on the Balawat Gate (SI10:10). The 
expression “writing words” (zikra šaṭāru) (SE21:17) at the Tigris-source 
may refer to its inscription. The Kurkh Stele and the cliff relief at Kenk 
Boğazı are, beside the cliff reliefs at the Tigris-source, the king’s archaeo-

                                                 
592 Occasionally termed “(image of) my likeness” (bunnanija) (e.g. SE1:35), “my lordship” 
(bēlūtija) (e.g. SE2:ii8), “my strength” (gešrūtija) (SE40:iii3), “my power” (kiššūtija) 
(SE13:1´-2´ rev.), or simply “slab” (asumettu) (SE3:96). 
593 CAD Ṣ, ṣalmu. 
594 Transcription reads: ṣalam šarrūtija šurbâ ēpuš tanatti Aššur bēlija alkakāt qurdija mimma 
ša ina mātāti ētepuša° ina qerbiša ašṭur ina libbi ušezziz. 
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logically attested “royal images” outside Assyria proper. As for the latter 
area, it is represented by the Black Obelisk and the preserved royal statues. 

Ashurnasirpal II does to a much lesser degree bring up the act of erecting 
images in the periphery. His terminology is also much more restricted, in 
that he only uses the terms “image of my kingship” or “of my likeness” 
(ṣalam šarrūtija/bunnanija) (e.g. AE1:i97-98, 1:ii5 resp.). The monument 
localities are however much varied. The king creates images in a palace 
(AE1:i97-99), at the source of the river Subnat (AE1:i104-5), on mountains 
(AE33:7´), and on an ēqu-mountain (see 5.3) in a city area (AE1:i68-69). 
Ashurnasirpal II additionally states that he created images beside those of 
Tiglath-pileser I and Tukulti-Ninurta I/II (AE1:i104-5). Images, i.e. statues 
and stelae, were erected in Assyria proper as well, such as the Sharrat-niphi 
statue, the Banquet Stele, and the Nimrud Monolith. The Kurkh Monolith 
and the Babil Stele have been preserved from the border areas. The latter 
monument was situated at the sources of the Subnat-river.  

The spatial context of these images raises questions regarding their pur-
pose. Many of them were erected at fairly inaccessible places,595 making the 
propaganda dimension improbable, if focusing on the aspect of access. At 
the same time, others were situated in relatively public spaces.596 The royal 
monuments in question have often been characterized as symbolic border 
markers.597 In this sense, Liverani refers to them as marking “symbolic at-
tainment of the world border” by the Assyrian king.598 Reade recognizes their 
religious motifs, but simultaneously talks of propaganda and describes them 
as “political posters and trademarks of the Assyrian empire”.599 Morandi also 
emphasizes the propagating significance of these monuments.600 Following 
this view, the stele had the dual propagandistic functions of praising and 
intimidating. The relevant motif, displayed e.g. in SI15-17, shows the 
Assyrian king as a pious and peaceful priest, while the accompanying text 
presents the ruler as a merciless conqueror of unsubmissive lands.601 

Shafer does, on the other hand, emphasize rituals and inaccessability, and 
sees “the Assyrians” as the intended recipients, in her study on these royal 
monuments of the periphery. The references to them as political propaganda 
are rejected in favour of identifying them as genuine objects of cult for espe-
cially the royal line but also for the Assyrian soldiers. Similarly, Yamada 
suggests, regarding the images which were created in a cultural landscape, 
that these functioned as worshippers and as objects by which oath swearing 

                                                 
595 Namely those on cliffs and mountains, by waters, and in caves. 
596 Namely those in cities, temples, and palaces. 
597 Garelli 2000: 48, Tadmor 2000: 56, Yamada 2000: 294. 
598 Liverani 1990: 59-60. 
599 Reade 1979a: 340-44. 
600 Morandi 1988. 
601 Liverani 1982a: 132. 
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took place.602 Once again, an interpretation which mainly sees these objects 
as carrying religious beliefs rather than political propaganda is put for-
ward.603 The same trend is represented by Ataç in his complex understanding 
of the reliefs of the North-West Palace as conveying an esoteric philosophy 
with whom few were initiated.604 These stances serve to modify the main-
stream statements on Assyrian royal inscriptions and iconography as mainly 
or exclusively carrying political propaganda.605 

Obviously, the king’s images must have had religious as well as political 
significance. Reproducing notions of Oriental despotism by recognizing 
solely their propaganda dimension should be avoided.606 At the same time, 
there is no need to return to a naïve, old-fashioned understanding of the royal 
inscriptions and iconography as expressing an Assyrian Volk Seele, and as 
being free from manipulation or underlying political aims (see 1.4.2). That 
being said, the religious significance of the images is apparent e.g. through 
their often limited accessibility and their ritual context, and there is also the 
typological context which states that this kind of monument carries religious 
motifs, e.g. “king as venerating priest” in relation to divine emblems hover-
ing in mid-air. At the same time, their existence in public spaces alludes to 
an aim of propagating. Possibly they had the combined function of worship-
per statues and monuments of victory and triumph.607 This discussion may be 
an example of how misplaced and anachronistic it probably is to distinguish 
sacred and profane spheres in studying the cultures of the Ancient Near East. 
In any case, these images clearly illustrate the king’s function of creating and 
caring for monuments and objects of the deities. 
 The king’s role of master builder for the great gods was manifested in the 
commissioning of temples, building elements, cult objects, and “images”. 
These monuments might be regarded both as addressing religious needs and 
as pieces of political propaganda. Also the creating of palaces and cities was 
seen as building for the deities. Forced labour are at times referred to as the 
actual builders, being under the command of the royal master builder. 

4.4 Warrior of the great gods 
The Assyrian king was not just a priest, servant, and builder in relation to the 
deities, but also their warrior, having the mission of effectuating the world 

                                                 
602 Yamada 2000: 294-98. 
603 It must be said though that Yamada (2000: 273-99), in contrast to e.g. Shafer (1998) and 
Ataç (2010), is not hostile in general to the notion of Mesopotamian iconography and inscrip-
tions as carrying political propaganda. 
604 Ataç 2010. 
605 See e.g. Liverani 1979, Winter 1981, Russell 1998, and Lumsden 2004. 
606 For this stance, see also Bahrani 2003: 166. 
607 Magen 1986: 52-53. 
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dominion of the Mesopotamian deities. This section will consequently focus 
on the role of warfare in the king’s relationship with the great gods. 

The idea of the rulers as the warrior of the deities is not restricted to 
Assyria, but is a general feature of Mesopotamian state ideology. In this 
royal function, deities of a city state or land were regarded as the actual war-
riors.608 Turning specifically to Assyria, a conquering mission is articulated 
e.g. in the coronation texts. In the hymn, it is e.g. said that: “May they (the 
great gods) give him (the king) a just sceptre to extend the land and his peo-
ple!” (ḫaṭṭa iširtu ana ruppuš māti u nišēšu liddinūniššu).609 Extending the 
borders of Assyria was seen as the primary duty of the Assyrian king.610 The 
act of “moving borders” was a vital part of Assyrian state ideology, and was 
regarded as a means of satisfying the wishes of the deities. Failure to do so 
on the part of the king would signal divine abandonment.611 Tellingly, he had 
this imperialist role as high-priest of Ashur.612 The role of “priesthood” 
(šangûtu) was intimitely connected to a worldly mission of conquest.613 It 
was solely the deities who had the legitimate authority to declare war, and 
the king only functioned as the “rod of wrath” in the hands of the deities.614 
In the king’s role of divinely inspired warrior, the notions of “sacralization 
of war” and “theologization of history” are obviously expressed.615 

The coronation message of a royal duty to extend the borders of Assyria 
is repeated in many inscriptions of Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III, e.g. 
in the passages between the titulary sections and the beginning of the cam-
paign narrations. These centrally placed passages of the text can be regarded 
as carrying the “abstract” or “political concept” of the whole inscription.616 
Shalmaneser III here claims that Ashur chose him in his heart and with his 
eyes for the shepherdship of Assyria, and that the god “granted me a strong 
weapon which fells the insubordinate, he crowned me with an exalted crown, 
(and) he sternly commanded me the dominion to rule over and to make sub-
mit all the lands unsubmissive to Ashur” (SE2:i13-14).617 The conquering 
theme of the coronation texts and the idea that the wars are initiated by the 
deities are clearly repeated here. Ashurnasirpal II frequently refers to this 
conquering mission. As “he who extends the borders of his land” 

                                                 
608 Labat 1939: 361, Liverani 1995: 2360-61. The famous narration of the conflict between 
the city states Umma and Lagash in Sumerian times may be regarded as an expression of this 
world view. For this text, see e.g. Frayne 2011: E1.9.5.1. 
609 Livingstone 1989: 11: 17. 
610 Tadmor 2000: 55. 
611 Liverani 1990: 79. 
612 Reade 1983: 13. 
613 Machinist 2011: 408-09. 
614 Oded 1991: 223-27. 
615 Pongratz-Leisten 2001: 230. 
616 Cancik-Kirschbaum 1997: 71. 
617 Transcription reads: kakka dannu mušamqit lā māgirī ušatmeḫannima agâ ṣīra uppira 
bēlūti° napḫar mātāti lā māgirūt Aššur ana pêli u šuknuše aggiš uma’’eranni. 
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(murappišu° miṣir mātišu) (AE40:8), he claims that Ashur called him, made 
his kingship supreme, and instructed and ordered warfare (AE19:25-27). In 
other abstracts, Ashur also puts a weapon in the king’s hand (e.g. AE1:i17-
18), or makes his kingship supreme over all the rulers of the four quarters, 
makes his name supreme, puts a weapon in his hand, and sternly commands 
the king to conquer (e.g. AE17:i54-59). Anu, Enlil, and Ea give the king 
proof of legitimacy, whereafter they sternly command him to “rule over and 
make submit all the lands unsubmissive to Ashur” (mātāti lā māgirūt Aššur 
ana pêli u šuknuši) (AE40:10-12). Additionally, the great gods are described 
as having sternly commanded the king to “rule, make submit, and govern the 
lands and mighty highlands” (mātāti u ḫuršāni dannūte ana pêli šuknuše u 
šapāri aggiš uma’’irūni) (AE2:24-25). Interestingly enough, the verb târu in 
the D-stem is used in several of Ashurnasirpal II’s conquest narrations (e.g. 
AE50:19).618 Its meaning of “to bring back” may here allude to the idea that 
the Early Neo-Assyrian kings saw themselves as restoring the borders, 
thereby reconquering, of the Middle Assyrian period.619   

Annals and display inscriptions are on the whole dominated by the theme 
of divinely ordered imperialism. The common phrase “by the command of 
DN” (ina qibīt/pî DN) (e.g. AE1:i104, SE2:ii1) which introduces campaign 
narratives is an expression of this theme. The king’s wars are the deities’ 
wars. Consequently, Shalmaneser III states that his campaign to Urartu is a 
“campaign of the god Ashur” (girri Aššur) (SE17:19). With the exception of 
the Babylonian campaigns where Marduk additionally commands warfare, 
the commanding deity is always Ashur in the texts of Shalmaneser III. The 
texts of Ashurnasirpal II are however more varied in this respect. This king 
marches out or engage in warfare by the command of not only Ashur (alone) 
(e.g. AE21:8´), but also by the command of Ashur, Shamash, and Adad 
(AE1:i104), or by the command of Ashur and Ishtar (e.g. AE1:i70), by 
Ashur and Ninurta (AE2:25-26), or by Ashur and the divine standards (e.g. 
AE17:iii29-30). Ashur is always part of the divine ordering of royal warfare. 

As already noticed, the conquering mission is closely, although not ex-
clusively, associated with the god Ashur. Many epithets and narrative pas-
sages as well as the winged disc make this idea clear. As for the epithets, 
Shalmaneser III is “slaughterer of those unsubmissive to Ashur” (šāgiš 
[…lā] kanšūt Aššur) (SE5:i2-3), and in this way the king is realizing the 
world mastership of Ashur in particular and of the great gods in general. 
Ashurnasirpal II quite often calls himself “he who has competed with every 
last enemy of Ashur, above and below” (nākirūt Aššur pāṭ gimrišunu eliš u 
šapliš ištananu) (e.g. AE1:i27), and less often “conqueror of Ashur’s foes” 
(kāšid ajjābūt Aššur) (e.g. AE1:i28), or “he who makes those insubordinate 
to Ashur submit to the borders above and below“ (mušekniš lā māgirūt Aššur 

                                                 
618 For the meanings of this word, see CAD T, târu. 
619 Bagg 2011: 191-94. 
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ša pāṭāti eliš u šapliš) (AE40:3-4). In narrative passage from the texts of the 
two kings, the deities command that lands unsubmissive to Ashur must be 
conquered (e.g. AE40:11-12, SE2:i13-14). Those, i.e. the enemies and the 
unsubmissive, who resisted the world mastership of Ashur which the royal 
imperialism aimed at implementing had no place in Assyria. 

A very common expression in the texts of both kings is that they “mus-
tered my (i.e the king’s) chariots and troops” (narkabātija ummānātija adki) 
(e.g. AE1:i45, SE6:i29) after having received the divine commands for im-
perialism just identified and discussed. For this mission, the kings needed 
effective weapons (in addition to “chariots and troops/army”) and radiance, 
and these were consequently handed down to the kings from above. The 
great gods are “the ones who granted to his dominion their (the deities’) 
furious weapons” (kakkīšunu ezzūte ana širikte bēlūtišu išrukū) (e.g. 
AE17:i23-24). They are also the ones who made him superior to any other 
king of the four quarters with respect to “the aura of his weapons and the 
radiance of his lordship” (šalummat kakkīšu melam bēlūtišu) (e.g. AE17:i24-
25). Narrative passages state that Ashur puts his weapons, occasionally 
qualified as “merciless” or “fierce”, in the king’s hands (e.g. AE154:8, 
SE2:i13).620 Occasionally, the king is likened to the weapons which have 
been provided by the deities. One of the more common epithets of Ashurna-
sirpal II is “weapon of the great gods” (kašūš ilāni rabûti) (e.g. AE1:i11). 
Tellingly, the word kašūšu denotes a divine weapon,621 thus alluding to the 
role of the deities of granting their weapons to the Assyrian king.  

The divine weapons which the king used in his conquering mission were 
regarded as cult objects. Several motifs on the walls of the North-West Pal-
ace speak of this. Many scenes in the eastern wing depict the king standing, 
as he holds a bow and two arrows in his hands, while pairs of human-headed 
genii seemingly purify the king with their cones and buckets (e.g. AI4:G6-7, 
Fig. 9). As already mentioned, the date palm with its cluster also had an 
apotropaic meaning. Not only the king, but also the instruments of warfare 
which he holds, are being purified. In short, this scene can be interpreted as 
showing ritual cleansing of weapons.622 The weapons in question are bless-
ings from the deities given as rewards for the king’s offerings.623 Other simi-
lar motifs may be understood in the same way. The king stands with cup and 
bow between attendants seemingly purified by human-headed genii 
(AI4:C6-8), or between greeting, bucket bearing, and double-winged, hu-
man-headed genii (e.g. AI4:H1-2). In these cases, only one weapon is being 
cleansed. This is also the case for the scene where the kings stands with bow 
and cup (AI4:G9-10, Fig. 12), or with cup and one hand on the shaft of his 
                                                 
620 Visually, the “Broken Obelisk” of Ashur-bel-kala shows a divine emblem, depicted with a 
protruding hand, give a bow and arrow to the king. See Börker-Klähn 1982: fig. 131. 
621 CAD K, kašūsu (1). 
622 See e.g. Magen 1986: 81-84. 
623 Russell 1998-2001: 247. 
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sword (AI4:G24-25), between attendants. The purifying genii may be im-
plicit.624 Alternatively, these motifs illustrate the royal role as šangû.625 In any 
case, the king’s weapons allude to a royal role of warrior. The celestial and 
terrestrial roles of the king are intertwined in his use of/company of cup and 
genii (celestial), and bow and eunuch attendants (terrestrial).626  

As for depictions of royal/divine weaponry outside the walls of the 
North-West Palace, the throne base (SI14) and the obelisks (AI16, SI11-12) 
mostly convey scenes of tribute processions, although allusions to the king’s 
military role are nevertheless present. On the throne base, Shalmaneser III 
wears a “military dress”627 as he stands holding two arrows and a bow, while 
sword and daggers hang from his belt (SI14:4b). On the Black Obelisk, the 
king has the same appearance as above as he is depicted receiving tribute 
and prostration from the ruler of co-operative Gilzanu. Two divine emblems, 
representing Ishtar and probably Shamash, supervise or protect the scene in 
question (SI11:A1). The Rassam Obelisk carry tribute scenes in which 
Ashurnasirpal II stands greeting while having bows and sword (AI16:A1, 3). 
The visual non-narrative sources also merely allude to the royal role of war-
rior of the deities. These allusions consist of pairs of daggers hanging from 
the king’s belt as well as earrings in the shape of arrows (e.g. AI19, SI18), 
and of mace and a crooked object, the latter possibly not a weapon,628 in the 
monarch’s hands on one of Shalmaneser III’s statues (SI6).  

The inscriptions of the two kings focus much on the royal role of warrior 
for the great gods, and the same applies for the relevant royal iconography. 
As for Ashurnasirpal II and the North-West Palace, the scenes of warfare are 
however restricted to the throne room and the western wing. On the walls of 
these rooms, as well as on the door bands from Balawat, the king is depicted 
on march, as actively taking part in battle, and as proceeding in triumph (see 
app. 13). In the named palace, the king crushes fallen enemy soldiers under 
his chariot (e.g. AI4:B3t., Fig. 7), shoots arrows at enemies from his moving 
chariot (AI4:WFL21t.), and is depicted on the ground while shooting arrows 
at besieged cities (e.g. AI4:B5b.). Moreover, a siege engine is decorated with 
an icon of probably the king, showing him as he shoots away an arrow 
(AI4:B4b.). In light of the reputation of this king as a great and ferocious 
warrior king,629 the warfare scenes are relatively few in this palace. Also the 
door bands have a comparatively low proportion of warfare scenes: five in 

                                                 
624 As in the case of the cup’s function of shorthand for libations (Porter 2010: 151). 
625 Magen (1986: 65-69) understands these scenes in this way.  
626 Brandes 1970: 151 (here referring to the king as “priest-warrior”). 
627 Royal garment no. 1b in the typology of Magen (1986: 92-96). See also p. 90, n. 551. 
628 Magen (1986: 69-70) however sees these as typical attributes of the king acting as “purifi-
cation priest” (išippu). Nevertheless, the weapons may also allude to a royal warrior role.  
629 Olmstead 1918. 
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the case of the palace, four in the case of the Mamu temple.630 Oates and 
Curtis have suggested a connection between the placement of the Mamu 
temple and the location of Balawat. Dreams, Mamu’s speciality, could con-
vey commands of warfare, and the named town was situated at a marching 
route for the army.631 Barnett has even likened the wide-open doors of the 
Mamu temple with the Roman Janus Gates which were closed only in times 
of peace.632 The king is also depicted with bow and arrows on the miniature 
reliefs (AI23:P2,49a),633 and a king, probably Ashurnasirpal II, is seen crush-
ing enemy soldiers under his chariot on a 9th century BCE seal (AI35).  

Regarding the motif of royal warfare and the iconography of Shalmaneser 
III (see app. 14), the scenes on the Balawat Gate are on the whole dominated 
by military motifs. The overview of Curtis shows that nine/ten of the 16 
bands convey military scenes, i.e. campaigns, city captures, city attacks.634 
Although Oates argues that Shalmaneser III is never depicted as actively 
taking part in battle, and that this king chose to present himself as an organ-
iser rather than as warrior in the state art,635 the military context of his ap-
pearances nevertheless makes his warrior role obvious. Besides, the king is 
actually depicted, on the ground or in his chariot, shooting arrows at enemy 
cities and forces (e.g. SI10:1b., 10:7t. resp.). Reasons for the development of 
this image of Shalmaneser III as merely the commander-in-chief or only the 
nominal war leader, are his relatively few portrayals as active warrior, and 
the statement in his annals that he entrusted the military campaigns of his 
later regnal years to his field marshal Dajjan-Ashur (e.g. SE14:141-90). The 
standard procedure in Assyrian royal inscriptions was otherwise for the king 
to state that “I besieged, I conquered, I defeated” (e.g. AE17:iv89, SE8:50´). 
This royal acknowledgement of Dajjan-Ashur’s contributions was however 
not absolute. In the narration of his field marshal’s deeds the pronoun of the 
1st person singular, referring to the king, is frequently employed (e.g. 
SE16:284´). Arguably, the monarch presents himself as the actual warrior.  

In his warfare, the king takes on divine attributes and forms, and likens 
himself to deities. Through the royal epithets of “flood (mound)” (abūbu) 
(e.g. AE40:13, SE6:ii1), “arisen flood wave” (edû gapšu) (SE5:i3, e.g. 
AE1:i13), “dragon” (ušumgallu) (e.g. AE1:i19, SE25:2), and in similes re-
ferring to the demon-like deity Erra (SE5:iii2), the fire god Girru (SE12:20), 
and Adad, the flooder (e.g. AE1:iii120, SE5:iii3), the king is associated with 
mythological characters such as Ninurta avenging his father Enlil, and with 

                                                 
630 Twelve of the door bands from the temple depict tribute, suggesting a more peaceful mes-
sage of this monument in comparison with that of the palace. The door bands of the palace 
also depict hunting (4), captive processions (4), and tribute processions (3). 
631 D. Oates 1974: 173-74, J. Oates 1983, Curtis 2008: 7-22. 
632 Barnett 1960: 14. 
633 See Canby 1971: fig. 13 a. 
634 Curtis 2008: 14. The other motifs are tribute processions (4,5) and cult activities (2). 
635 D. Oates 1963: 13, n. 15. For the motif of “king as observer”, see app. 14, and Fig. 23. 
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Marduk combatting the chaotic forces of Tiamat.636 The two kings also saw 
themselves each as a raging “lion” (labbu) (e.g. AE1:i33) and a fierce “wild 
bull” (rīmu) (SE2:ii52). Several other epithets speak of the king as having 
battle skills and being eager to fight in terms reminiscent of how deities are 
described. Ashurnasirpal II is e.g. “(the king) capable/foremost in battle” 
(lē’û qabli/ašarēd tuqmāte) (e.g. AE1:i34, 1:i35 resp.), “he who requites 
with battle and combat” ([murīb] tuqumti [u] tamḫāri) (AE19:16-17), “mar-
tial king” (šarru dapīnu) (AE40:6), and “strong one” (gešru) (e.g. 
AE17:i34). The mentioned ruler is even cosmically a “king whose com-
mands disintegrates mountains and seas” (šarru ša ina qibīt pîšu ušḫarmaṭu 
šadê u tâmāte) (e.g. AE2:19-20). These epithets, or parts thereof, are also 
held by deities, thereby strengthening the link between the human ruler and 
the great gods as well as between propaganda and mythology.637  

A clear connection between war and religion is also expressed in the 
mentioning of rituals following battles. The two kings each offers “sacri-
fices” (nīqu) to the deities, washes his divine “weapons” (kakku), and creates 
images containing their, i.e. the deities’, praises at localities in the periphery 
(e.g. AE1:iii84-89, SE5:ii4-5). Both kings, but especially Ashurnasirpal II, 
refers to an act of burning adolescent boys and girls of unsubmissive, con-
quered cities (e.g. AE1:ii43, SE2:i17). Sometimes this claim is added by the 
note that the named act served as a “burnt offering” (maqlūtu) (AE19:76-77, 
SE2:i17). Such an offering was normally based on sacrificed oxen, sheep, 
and doves, and it was made for the appeasing of deities.638 The atrocity in 
question then formed a part of the sacred, religiously motivated war. The 
statements on the presenting of war booty in Assyrian temples after military 
campaigns abroad (e.g. SE17:62),639 may also be mentioned. 

Also the ceremonial use of music was connected with divinely decreed 
imperialism. On the Balawat gates, musicians play in front of the king and 
behind a procession of captives (e.g. AI13:21-22), further strenghtening the 
association of warfare with religion. Music functioned as an integral compo-
nent of the cult,640 evidenced e.g. in the scene where Shalmaneser III sacri-
fices accompanied by musicians (SI10:1t., Fig. 21). In the firstly mentioned 
scene, it seems plausible to regard the music as celebrating the almost ritual 
event of tributaries and captives lining up towards the king. As for ritual 
performances, in the North-West Palace two individuals, possibly priests, are 
depicted ritually wearing animal hides in the aftermath of battle (AI4:B7t.). 
The meaning of this scene and these actors are not immideatly clear, but it 
surely tells of the sacred status of war. 

                                                 
636 For the use of mythology in political propaganda, see e.g. Maul 1999: 210-14, Pongratz-
Leisten 2001: 226-30, and Annus 2002. 
637 For the divine epithets, see apps. 8-9, and the relevant entries in Tallqvist 1938. 
638 CAD M I, maqlūtu (2). 
639 See also Oppenheim 1960. 
640 Bottéro 2001a: 22-23. 
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Nearby, in the lastly mentioned scene, Assyrian soldiers throw or hold 
heads of beheaded enemy soldiers in their hands, while other soldiers clap 
their hands and some musicians accompany (AI4:B6t.). Once again, war and 
victory in battle is given a sacred meaning. Additionally, the heads of be-
headed enemy rulers were publically displayed (see 5.4.2), arguably in order 
to invoke fear, set an example, and illustrate the adversaries’ resounding 
defeat to contemporaries. The decapitated head of the enemy was imbued 
with symbolism.641 Ashurnasirpal II states that decapitated enemy heads were 
hanged up in trees (e.g. AE1:ii71). This of course brings to mind the famous 
“garden party scene” where Ashurbanipal and his queen are banqueting 
while the head of the defeated Elamite ruler Teumman hangs in a tree 
nearby.642 Both the severed heads and the placement of them in trees obvi-
ously had some deeper, religious meaning.643 It may further be noted that the 
act of building a “tower of heads” (asītu ša qaqqadi) (e.g. AE1:iii108, 
SE2:i48) outside enemy cities is a standard theme in the inscriptions of the 
two kings. In a transferred sense, also this occasionally attested atrocity may 
be regarded as a ritual act, telling of the sacred status of war.  

The motifs of the two kings as warrior of the deities and of their wars as 
religiously pervaded are thus clearly present on the North-West Palace and 
the Balawat gates. Often two chariots containing divine standards (urigallu) 
follow the royal chariot (e.g. AI4:B6t., SI10:1b.). The chariots and standards 
in question seem to represent the gods Adad and Nergal on the campaigns of 
the Assyrian king.644 Occasionally, these divine chariots are engaged in battle 
with their military crew shooting arrows and crushing enemies under the 
wheels of the chariot (e.g. AI4:B10t., SI10:9t.). Priests, wearing their conical 
headgears, may be depicted next to these divine chariots (SI10:4). In a scene 
from Sennacherib’s palace, these officials actually make sacrifices in front of 
a divine chariot.645 These likely kalû-priests are also seen assisting Shal-
maneser III at an offering at Lake Van or Urmia (SI10:1t., Fig. 21), and as 
inspecting the entrails of a sacrificial animal in the camp of Ashurnasirpal II 
(AI4:B7t.). In the latter case, the priest in question may however be a “di-
viner” (bārû). The notion of military campaigning as a sacred occupation is 
in any case there. Also, various divine emblems are often part of scenes of 
royal warfare, especially in the iconography of Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AI35). 

In discussing the divinely ordained warrior function, the concept of “holy 
war” is difficult to avoid. Several Assyriologists have referred to the warfare 
of the Assyrian kings as holy wars.646 Tadmor e.g. writes that every Assyrian 

                                                 
641 Bahrani 2008: 23-55. 
642 See Barnett 1976: pl. LXV upper register. 
643 In this context, it is interesting to note that the verb “to sever” (nakāsu) is used both with 
regards to severing heads and felling of trees. See CAD N I, nakāsu. 
644 Deller 1992: 294-95. 
645 Noted by Collon 1995: 144. For its publication, see Russell 2004: pls. 178-79. 
646 Garelli 1979: 323, Tadmor 1997: 327, Oded 1991: 223-27. 
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war, led by the king as high priest of Ashur, “was on a theological as well as 
on a practical cult level a ‘holy war’ ordered by Ashur and approved by ora-
cles, celestial and terrestial”.647 Oded, while using the term, emphasizes that 
this does not mean that the Assyrian wars were “wars of religion” or that the 
Assyrian soldiers can be likened to “crusaders”.648 Other Assyriologists want 
to, because of its connotations, avoid the term altogether. Galter, critizing 
Oded’s use of the term, argues that wars are not holy simply because religion 
is called upon.649 According to this narrower definition, the justifications by 
Oded for using the term on the Assyrian sources, namely that wars were 
initiated by divine commands, that religious symbols and divine insignia 
followed the Assyrian army on campaigns, that booty was given to the tem-
ples, and that religious terminology often was used in the military accounts 
of Assyrian royal inscriptions (all attested in the sources of the two kings),650 
would be inadequate. However that may be, the wars of the Assyrian king 
were clearly presented as “religious” in character. Holloway seems to tread a 
middle ground when referring to “Assyrian religious imperialism” but with-
out claiming that it entailed an intolerant, iconoclastic ambition.651 

As Galter himself notes, the question whether to use the term holy war on 
Assyria may be irrelevant because of the interweaving of religion and poli-
tics in Mesopotamia.652 Every role of the king was in this sense holy. The 
profane and sacred elements of the king’s role formed an inseparable unit.653 
Similarly, Pollock states that a distinction between religion and politics is 
anachronistic for Mesopotamia in that “religion pervaded political and eco-
nomic decisions” and that these in turn “affected religious beliefs and prac-
tices”.654 Liverani, in his turn, argues that Assyrian state ideology was relig-
ious in character, and that a dividing into secular and sacral aspects therefore 
is impossible.655 Still, such a distinction is often made in scholarly literature, 
either for practical reasons or as the result of a genuine belief in the rele-
vance of the distinction.656 Groenewegen-Frankfort e.g. refers to Assyrian 
narrative state art as “entirely secular”.657 As shown above, a closer examina-
tion of the sources makes this distinction difficult to uphold. “Holy wars” or 
not, the Assyrian king clearly had the function of warrior of the deities. 

                                                 
647 Tadmor 1983: 42. 
648 Oded 1992: 137, 187-88. 
649 Galter 1998: 89-94. 
650 Oded 1992: 13-18. 
651 Holloway 2001. 
652 Galter 1998: 89-94. 
653 Brandes 1970: 151-54, Ataç 2010: 113-24. The latter scholar here refers to the dual ele-
ments of regnum and sacerdotium, converging into the “mixed persona” of the Assyrian king. 
654 Pollock 1999: 186. 
655 Liverani 1979: 301. 
656 For the former approach, see e.g. Cifola (1995) who distinguishes “secular” and “relig-
ious” title categories. For the latter, see Frankfort 1948, and Groenewegen-Frankfort 1951. 
657 Groenewegen-Frankfort 1951: 181. 
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The role of the two kings as the warriors of the great gods is much at-
tested in their respective state ideology. The king’s warfare is intimately 
connected to religious rituals, and his conquering mission is described as 
ordained by the deities, especially Ashur. The weapons and radiance used by 
the king on the battlefield were given and purified by the deities. In the im-
plementation of his warrior role, the king is described almost as a superhu-
man figure. The king’s wars were if not regarded as “holy” then at least re-
ligiously motivated. In both levels of “reality”, theory and practice, it should 
be argued that Assyrian warfare was a religious act.658 

4.5 Summary 
Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III consistently portray themselves as the 
link between the Mesopotamian deities and the foreign lands. In this ca-
pacity, the ruler is the representative of the great gods, chosen, supported, 
and protected by them. The two kings are described both as “vice-regents” 
and “governors” of various deities. Narrative passages often state that the 
deities assist and protect the Assyrian king in the realizing of his duties. As 
guardians of the king, divine emblems, genii, sacred trees, and colossi con-
vey the idea of the protected ruler visually. In his status and function of link, 
he presents himself as a human being and merely a “first among equals”. 
The divine weapons, radiance, and personal qualities which the deities 
handed to the king at coronation, and which describe him as making him 
outstanding in relation to others, were temporary, conditional, and derived, 
rather than part of his essence. Tenable proofs of royal deification such as 
divine determinatives, cult of the king, images of the king with horns or 
standing on animals (i.e. how deities are portrayed), are lacking.  

The king functions as “priest” and servant in relation to the great gods. 
This observation reflects a belief in the religious character of Assyrian king-
ship. The clear priestly role of the Assyrian king contrasts with the southern 
notion of kingship. In this role, the two kings sacrifice to and perform rituals 
in honour of the deities, thus portrayed as “libating priests”. The ruler often 
depicts himself wearing a priestly garment, communicating with divine em-
blems, thus portrayed as “venerating priests”. The cultic duties of the king 
were not only enacted in temples but also in e.g. palaces. As the servant of 
the great gods, he portrays himself as humble, attentive, and obeying.  

Another function of the king in relation to the great gods concerned 
building. Both larger objects such as temples as well as various cult para-
phernalia were dedicated to the deities by the two monarchs. The temples 
and shrines are either founded or renovated. Not only temples but also pal-

                                                 
658 As for the level of practice, oaths in treaties and the liver omens taken before embarking 
on campaigns are two expressions of the consistent view upon wars as religious. 
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aces and whole cities are described as dedicated to the deities. Forced labour 
from deportations are occasionally stated as the actual builders. A character-
istic feature of Shalmaneser III’s state ideology is his emphasis on creating 
“images” in conquered territories or at geographical extremes. These monu-
ments served both propagandistic and religious needs. The irrelevance of the 
term secularism is noted in this context.  

The two kings also portray themselves as the warriors of the great gods. 
In this function, the ruler had the duty to effectuate the divine command of 
extending the borders of Assyria. The texts and images which describe and 
depict the kings as warriors, besieging enemy cities or fighting on the battle-
field, are very frequent. In combat, the king is compared to deities like Adad, 
Erra, and Girru, and the mythological battle of Ninurta is alluded to. The 
religious nature of his warfare is also expressed in the rituals connected to 
his military campaigns. Images are sanctified, divine weapons are washed, 
and offerings are presented in thanksgiving. In short, the king’s wars were 
the deities’ wars, and Assyrian warfare is consequently presented as a reli-
gious act and duty. In the discussion of the term “holy war”, the irrelevance 
in referring to secularism is once again noted. 
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5. The relationship between the king of 
Assyria and the foreign lands 

This chapter centres the, in the primary sources much focused, relationship 
between the Assyrian king and the foreign lands. The various elements of the 
foreign lands (i.e. its geography, animals, deities, humans) which confront 
the Assyrian king form the basis for the dividing of the discussion into four 
sections. Due to its length and complexity, the section on the relationship 
between the king and the foreign human beings (5.4) is subdivided into eight 
subsections. The first four of these identify and discuss the concrete roles 
(focusing on ceremonial acts of superiority/subordination, booty/tribute, and 
royal provisioning or protection) of the relevant relationship’s status and 
function, while the last four subsections identify and discuss the possible 
abstract and superimposed roles (centering ethnicity, nationalism, and or-
der/chaos) of the relevant relationship’s status and function.  

5.1 Overcoming the foreign landscapes  
As I will show below, the foreign geography is commonly focused on in the 
sources of Assyrian kings. In this section, I will argue that the king here rep-
resents Order and the wild foreign nature Chaos, and that the alterity con-
veyed is only functional and provisional and not essential. By cultivating and 
domesticating it, the foreign nature becomes a part of the ordered world. The 
alterity has also the propagandistic function of focusing on the king as hero, 
overcoming the “difficult path” against all odds.  

The images of foreign landscapes are stereotyped. This insight reflects 
the observation that every Mesopotamian empire had a propagandistic need 
of creating its own geography or mental map. The descriptions, including the 
toponyms themselves, of the foreign geography were manipulated to suit the 
ideological requirements of the day.659 The geographical remarks in the texts 
of Ashurnasirpal II, as well as in those of any other Assyrian king, are con-
sequently not free from an intention to create such a mental map.660 The de-

                                                 
659 Michalowski 1986: 144-45. 
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scriptions of the foreign nature and geography should in this regard be seen 
as expressions of state ideology rather than as aims towards historiography.  

The Italian school, fully recognizing this, has seen the descriptions of the  
natural and cultural landscape of the enemy as expressing alterity according 
to which everything foreign is different, inferior, and bad. Zaccagnini e.g. 
argues that the natural settings (mountains, seas, marshes, deserts) of the 
enemy often are focused on, and that they are presented as divergences from 
the “normal” and “correct”.661 Using the term “difficult path” which refers to 
the ruggedness and remoteness of the foreign nature, Liverani claims that the 
geography and cultures of the peripheral world are described as different and 
inferior. The deserts are void as the underworld, the forests are places of 
darkness, and the mountains are hostile and desolate. The nature and re-
sources of the foreign lands only gain meaning through the imperial power’s 
use of them. The cultures are correspondingly characterized as lacking and 
abnormal, and Assyrians and foreigners are juxtaposed in a natural antago-
nism.662 The natural and cultural geography of the foreign lands are in other 
words regarded as inherent national characteristics. 

However, the often wild character of the foreign geography can be con-
sidered simply as chaotic, without any devaluating and essential meanings 
implied. Haas refers to a literal demonization of the “foreign”, the enemy, 
and the foreign landscape in various Mesopotamian and Assyrian sources. 
The landscape is home to an enemy likened with gallû-demons and creatures 
of Tiamat, representing Chaos and threatening the cosmic order.663 Similarly, 
Maul speaks of a view of mountains and steppes as inhabited by demons and 
associated with Chaos and the underworld. The king’s duty was to confront 
these chaotic forces, and to establish order throughout the world.664 By the 
acts of creating canals, dams, aqueducts and the like, the Assyrian king 
tames the chaotic nature.665 Here it is relevant to note that even Assyrian land 
can be described as wild, e.g. the site where Tukulti-Ninurta I built his new 
capital Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta.666 The descriptions of wilderness in Assyrian 
royal inscriptions may in other words convey the idea of a functional and 
provisional alterity, and should thus not be understood as expressing notions 
of an essential “national” territory. There may also be a gender aspect to this 
discussion. According to M. Marcus, the word of land (mātu) as well as the 
concept of Chaos were regarded as feminine in gender.667 According to this 
notion, the confrontation between Order and Chaos then took place between 
masculinity and femininity. The battle between Marduk and Tiamat was then 
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not only a fight between Order and Chaos but also between the masculine 
and feminine components of creation. The notion of Order and Chaos seems 
to have been a general feature of thought in the Ancient Near East, not the 
least in ancient Egypt with its strict dichotomies.668 

Another fruitful interpretive approach connects the descriptions of the 
wild foreign nature with the theme of the king as hero. The portrayal of the 
king as sole and supreme hero is common in Assyrian royal inscriptions.669 
In the narration of Sargon II confronting a snowy landscape on his way to 
Urartu, van Buylaere notices that the image of massive hindrance, i.e. the 
snow, served to describe the king’s subsequent victory as epical.670 Drawing 
from this observation, the descriptions of a wild foreign nature is not so 
much about negative alterity or a dichotomy Assyrian/foreign as it is a 
propaganda device of focusing on the bravery and competence of the 
Assyrian king. The foreign nature is not inherently bad, but its ruggedness 
and remoteness serve the purpose of portraying the king as a hero who over-
comes all obstacles put in his way. In line with this interpretation, there is no 
compelling reason to drag the idea of the “foreign” landscape as exhibiting 
genuine, national elements into this discussion. 
 Turning to the evidence of the major primary sources, the theme of diffi-
cult path is often expressed in the titulary of Shalmaneser III (see apps. 11-
12). In his epithets, this king is e.g. called “he who has triumphantly trodden 
over rivers and difficult mountains” (nārāti šadê marṣūti ukabbisa šalṭiš) 
(e.g. SE23:12-13), “he who has marched on difficult ways” (ša arḫī pašqūte 
ittanallaku) (e.g. SE2:i10), “he who has marched through mountains and 
seas” (ištamdaḫu šadê u tâmāti) (e.g. SE2:i10), and “he who treads upon the 
mountain peaks of all highlands” (mukabbis rēšēte ša šadê kalîš ḫuršāni) 
(e.g. SE1:9). The last three epithets were held also by Ashurnasirpal II 
(AE40:5, 40:6, 40:3 resp.). This earlier king also referred to himself as “he 
who roams about on mountain paths” (muttallik šamgāni) (e.g. AE40:4), and 
as “he who in harsh terrain scattered the forces of the rebellious” (ša ina ašri 
namrāṣi uparriru kiṣir multarḫi) (e.g. AE1:i40). Not only the harsh land-
scape but also human enemies form the difficult path in the latter royal epi-
thet. Finally, a statue of Ashurnasirpal II is named “he whose face is turned 
towards the desert” (ana ḫuribte taruṣu pānušu) (AE1:iii26), implying a 
competence to cross this kind of inhospitable terrain as well.  

Proceeding to the textual narrative, the theme of difficult path is frequent. 
Ashurnasirpal II claims to have crossed various grand hinderances such as 
mountains and rivers (e.g. AE2:21, 19:71 resp.). Regarding mountains, the 
king comes across a narrow “mountain pass” (nērebtu) (e.g. AE1:ii19-20), 
he and his army manage to break through a hilly terrain which is described 
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as “unsuitable for chariots and troops” (e.g. AE1:i45-46), and the king chis-
els out way with iron axes and copper picks for himself and his army in six 
whole days (AE1:ii95-96). In a unique narrative passage, Ashurnasirpal II 
declares that a certain mountain was too high and steep for him to climb (e.g. 
AE17:i71-74). Such an acknowledgement of self-limitation on the part of the 
king is seldomly expressed in Assyrian royal inscriptions. However, the fol-
lowing sentences reveal that he eventually, against all odds, managed to 
overcome this hinderance as well (e.g. AE17:i74-77). The same king relates 
that he commissioned a canal, named Patti-hegalli, from the Upper Zab to 
Nimrud in the shape of a water carrying tunnel which was created by drilling 
through a massive mountain (AE30:36-37). Shalmaneser III portrays himself 
as chiseling out way with copper or iron tools so that he and his army can 
advance on their mountainous marches (e.g. SE2:ii41-42), and he directs his 
troops and chariots across narrow paths, high mountains, or broad rivers (e.g. 
SE6:i29, 16:73´-74´, 8:35´ resp.). The king’s warfare is also described as 
heroic in the expressions which state that he “placed strong combat in the 
mountains” (tāḫāza dannu ina qereb šadê aškun) (SE1:25-26), and that he 
“placed fight inside his (i.e. the enemy ruler’s) city” (mitḫuṣu ina libbi ālišu 
aškun) (SE20:10). Turning to another terrestrial hinderance, Ashurnasirpal II 
also narrates that he managed to cross deserts (AE1:iii28).  

As for waters, Ashurnasirpal II tells of how he ordered massive construc-
tion of boats for a river crossing (AE1:iii29), he and his army then cross 
various rivers such as the Euphrates, Tigris, Zab, Turnat, Lallu, Edir, Oron-
tes, Sua, and Apre by boats in unspecified ways or through “bridges of rafts” 
or “rafts of (inflated) goatskins” (AE1:ii103-4, 1:iii33-34 resp.). He manages 
to travel by boat upstream, presumably in times of flooding (AE1:iii96), and 
he succeeds in crossing the moat of a besieged enemy city (AE21:9´-10´). As 
for Shalmaneser III and the crossing of the Euphrates, it is often added that 
the river in question was “in flood” (ina mīli) (e.g. SE8:35´). The aim with 
this addition was presumably to emphasize the royal accomplishment in 
overcoming this huge obstacle. The common addition that Shalmaneser III 
crossed the Euphrates or went up Mt Amanus for the eleventh-or-so time 
(e.g. SE14:99, 31:8 resp.) may be understood similarly. On a north-western 
campaign, the named monarch is even described as engaged in warfare out 
on the sea as he chases the cowardly enemy, heroically without waiting for 
his army (SE28:43-44). The descriptions of the aftermath of battle when the 
king brought plunder down the mountain or across a river (e.g. SE10:iii9-10, 
2:ii75 resp.) may be similar expressions of difficult path focusing on the king 
as hero and the wild nature as chaotic. 

The king also claims to have overcame long distances, e.g. when an-
nouncing that he marched to remote cities (AE1:ii48). The word “remote” 
(rūqu) is also used to describe the land which the hero of the Flood story 
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Utu-napishtim ended up in, and which the legendary hero-king Gilgamesh 
managed to reach.671 Similarly, the word “mountain” (šadû) can also refer to 
a distant, mythological place.672 Overcoming distances, the king conquers 
from a river source to the interior of a land (e.g. AE33:10´), and he pursues 
the fleeing enemy, or kills and destroys to a remote land, all the way to his 
peripheral homeland (e.g. AE1:iii41-42). The king’s claim that he went to 
the “interior” (ša bītāni) of lands (e.g. AE17:iv91-92, SE6:iii59) may serve 
to allude to the land’s remoteness and to his bravery in overcoming it. As for 
long distances and the heroic king, the idea of the unique and almost super-
human character of the king is conveyed when stating that Ashurnasirpal II 
“proceeded (through) the night until dawn” (mūšu adi namāri artedi) before 
he engaged, successfully of course, in warfare at sunrise (e.g. AE1:ii53-54).  

As already remarked, also man-made obstacles, i.e. the cultural land-
scape, can express the theme of difficult path. The king destroys massive 
fortifications, e.g. city walls, of the enemy (e.g. AE17:iv57-59, SE17:39), he 
breaks through walls which the enemy has built at mountain passes (e.g. 
AE154:11´-18´), and he conquers mighty enemy fortresses which were often 
partly natural, such as mountain peaks (AE19:52-53, SE14:130-31). As for 
building, i.e. the opposite act, and difficult path, Ashurnasirpal II as well as 
his successor announces that he reached down to water level, whereupon he 
sank the foundation pit of a certain building to a remarkable depth, i.e. 120 
layers of brick (e.g. AE28:v6-7, SE25:26-29), and then goes on to claim that 
the building in question surpassed all earlier ones. The theme of cities, forti-
fications, palaces, and temples “being dilapidated” (labāru) and having 
turned into “mounds and ruin hills” (tillu u karme) only to be splendidly 
rebuilt by the king (e.g. AE38:21-22), conveys the same message of over-
coming grand obstacles. Against all odds, the Assyrian monarch turns a ruin 
hill to a magnificent creation. He literally reaches rock bottom, the base of 
the earth, and as deep down as he could dig, in his ambition of creating out-
standing buildings. As occasionally mentioned by the two kings, building 
activities, notably palaces and fortresses, were made in the conquered lands 
as well (e.g. AE1:ii101, SE14:130-31). 

Difficult path is also expressed through stressing and listing the many and 
varied things which the king managed to collect in the foreign lands. Various 
kinds of trees and plants, but also animals and people, are brought to and put 
to use, i.e. get cultivated/domesticated, in Nimrud (e.g. AE30:38-52). The 
frequent use of the words “many” (ma’ādu) and “countless” (ana lā mīni) 
with regards to booty and tribute taken to Assyria is another expression of 
this general idea centred on collecting (e.g. AE17:iii44-45, SE14:155).673 
Symbolic of the centrifugal movement from a chaotic periphery to an or-
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dered centre is the narration of foreign rulers coming to Assyria to deliver 
tribute (e.g. AE1:i100-1, SE2:ii24-27). By the act of collecting from all cor-
ners of the world the king overcomes the difficult path in yet another way. 

In the next step of the realizing of difficult path, Ashurnasirpal II then 
narrates how he created orchards as well as zoological gardens in his capital 
(e.g. AE30:38-39, 2:31-38 resp.).674 As for “orchards” (kirû), the king an-
nounces that he planted every kind of fruit tree in it (AE30:38-39). In other 
words, the Assyrian king cultivates, or uses as building elements (see ch. 
4.3), the wild, foreign plants and trees in the ordered world of his dominion. 
Assyria with the capital of Nimrud was regarded as a cosmic, ordered centre, 
while the foreign lands are described as extreme and abnorm (e.g. AE1:i49), 
and as one big chaotic periphery.675 However, in a reverse and centripetal 
movement, the wild and chaotic foreign lands could become ordered when 
conquered by the Assyrian king. Expressions of this ordering, viewed as 
imposing civilization upon barbarism by the Italian school, are the royal 
(re)naming of cities and fortresses in the foreign lands (e.g. AE1:iii49-50, 
SE2:ii33-34), and the construction of administrative palaces in the area men-
tioned (e.g. AE19:35-36). As will be argued below, mostly in 5.4.6, ordered 
land was the status of land which was controlled by the Assyrian king, and 
not referring to any specific, fixed, national homeland. 

As for iconography and Ashurnasirpal II, the motif of difficult path is oc-
casionally expressed. In the North-West Palace, the king along with some 
soldiers and equipment is depicted crossing a river by boats while horses and 
some soldiers swim (AI4:B9-11b.). The same ruler is also illustrated pro-
ceeding in his chariot through a mountainous region (AI4:WFL19b.), and the 
Assyrian army are depicted crossing hilly terrain (e.g. AI4:WFL23-24). As 
for Shalmaneser III and his visual sources, only the Balawat Gate conveys 
the motif of difficult path. The enemies are depicted on hills or mountains 
about to be conquered by the king’s army (SI10:7t.). Assyrian chariot units 
drive, with the assistance of foot soldiers who drag its horses by the ropes, 
over hills or mountains (SI10:1t.). Soldiers also traverse mountains either 
riding or marching (SI10:1t.), and the army is depicted crossing a ford/river 
by means of a bridge (SI10:11). There seems to be no concentration of alter-
ity on any particular region of the foreign lands in that alterity of every re-
gion including Babylonia (SI10:11) is illustrated.  

The royal role of “discoverer” or “explorer” is also attested. Ashurnasir-
pal II e.g. calls himself “opener of paths in mountains which rise perpendicu-
larly to the sky like the tip of a sword” (mupatti ṭūdāt šadê ša kīma šēlūt 
patri ana šadê ziqipta šaknū) (e.g. AE40:15-16), and “he who opens ele-
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vated mountains of the innermost regions which not had been traversed” 
(muparriru° ḫuršāni šaqūti ša durugšunu lā etiqu) (AE56:3). The second 
epithet not only conveys the theme of discoverer but also of heroic priority, 
i.e. the king in question outdoes his royal predecessors in a certain field of 
action. Shalmaneser III is the “opener of path above and below” (mupattû° 
ṭūdāti ša eliš u šapliš) (e.g. SE2:i8), “he who has seen innermost and rugged 
(regions)” (āmeru° durgi u šapšāqi) (e.g. SE1:9), as well as “he who has 
seen the sources of the Tigris and the Euphrates” (āmir ēnāte ša Idiqlat u 
Puratte) (SE25:12-13). The latter discoverer motif may be expressed in the 
depictions of Shalmaneser III at the Tigris-source (SI10:10). Not the least 
because of his titulary and iconography, it may be argued that Shalmaneser 
III in particular used the discoverer theme, visiting the outskirts of the 
known world, such as the river sources, Syria, Urartu, and Chaldea. 

The theme of discoverer is also expressed in the textual narrative mate-
rial. The “annal” inscriptions of Ashurnasirpal II, but also those of his heir, 
tend to have descriptions of military campaigns which are structured accord-
ing to the itinerary style (e.g. AE1:iii1-17, SE2:i18-ii102). In these sections, 
the theme of the king as traveller seems to be the focal point of the story. 
The typical phrasing here is that the king “approached” (qerēbu) a certain 
locality, received the submission and tribute of its inhabitants, whereafter he 
“set up camp at GN and spent the night“ (GN assakan bedāk) there, and in 
the morning “moved on” (namāšu) from there to another locality (e.g. 
AE1:iii1-2). The same king also expresses a role of discoverer when he 
enumerates the multitude of trees and plants which he claims to have seen on 
his journeys in the foreign lands (AE30:40-48). These botanical phenomena 
were then apparently collected and cultivated in royal botanical garden(s) in 
Nimrud (e.g. AE30:48-52).676 As for Shalmaneser III, he marches with his 
army all the way up to the river sources (SE6:ii37-38), and he ascends 
mountains on foot after it has been stated that “for three days the hero ex-
plored the mountain” (ina šalāšat ūmī qarrādu šadû iḫīṭa) (SE2:ii71-72, e.g. 
AE1:i50-51). In the context of his campaign to Urartu, the king states that 
his aim is to go and see whether “it is a region with or without water” (ša 
qaqqar mê lā mê) (SE17:15). These discovery themes are nevertheless 
framed within military narratives. All these attestations have one thing in 
common: they are all given in the context of emphasizing the monarch’s 
competence and bravery. Essential, derogatory remarks about foreigners and 
the foreign landscapes are not expressed.  

 To conclude, in the relationship between the Assyrian king and the for-
eign natural and cultural geography, Order stands against Chaos. The alterity 
of the latter is functional and provisional rather than derogatory and essential 
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in character, and it primarily serves the propaganda aim of emphasizing the 
competence and bravery of the king. As for the former, through the royal act 
of cultivation the foreign geography could become ordered. 

5.2 Pacifying the foreign animals 
Another element of the foreign nature which confronts the Assyrian king on 
his campaigns is its wild beasts, notably lions and wild bulls, triggering the 
role of royal hunter. This section will, similar to ch. 5.1, argue that a ritual 
battle between Order and Chaos is pictured in this context. In case of non-
lethal outcomes, the collecting of foreign animals symbolizes domestication 
and inclusion into the ordered world. Moreover, the monarch’s victory over 
the wild beasts expresses his manly strength and courage.  

The royal role of hunter is a theme and motif which is an inherent part of 
the Assyrian idea of kingship. Not only that, in Mesopotamia, the motif in 
question can be traced back at least to the prehistoric Uruk period.677 The 
nature of this role needs to be identified however. The wild beasts in ques-
tion are most often “lions” (urmaḫḫu or labbu) and “wild bulls” (rīmu). With 
regards to these and the king, a struggle between Order and Chaos is here 
imagined by several scholars. Maul studies the motif of the king slaying a 
lion which is conveyed by the royal seal of the Neo-Assyrian period. This 
seal is attested at least from Shalmaneser III onwards (SI25), and it naturally 
illustrates the importance of the king’s hunting role. The lions here function 
as the Chaos and the embodiment of the mythological danger, such as Tia-
mat, which threatens the Order of the world, and by slaying them the 
Assyrian shepherd-king saves society and his country, and defends the Order 
of the world from the intruding, chaotic forces. Additionally, the slaying 
implies the extension of the cultural landscape, thus in a sense implementing 
the coronation command.678 Similarly, Russell argues that the slaying of lions 
and wild bulls had the effect that land was conquered for the benefit of the 
economic development of Assyria from the hands of the enemies, i.e. in 
terms of husbandry regarding lions, and agriculture regarding bulls.679 Im-
plementing his force and role, the royal hunt symbolized “the exercise of 
royal power within the extended territiory”.680  

Turning more firmly to the major primary sources, the motif of Ashurna-
sirpal II hunting wild beasts is very common. In the North-West Palace, the 
king is illustrated pursuing, shooting at, and crushing lions and wild bulls 
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under the wheels of his chariot (e.g. AI4:B19-20t., Fig. 6). The hunting 
scenes of room B are situated close to the throne, hinting at the importance 
of this role and motif. Ashurnasirpal II is also depicted chasing and shooting 
at wild bulls on the miniature reliefs (e.g. AI23:S3,50a).681 On these reliefs, 
the king also hunts on foot, wearing a diadem instead of his crown (e.g. 
AI23:G16,36a).682 As for Balawat and the door bands of his palace, the king 
is also here portrayed in the action of hunting lions and wild bulls (e.g. 
AI13:15-16, 13-14 resp.). Hunting of ibexes may also be represented (e.g. 
AI13:29-30). Some of the lions on these bands look very similar to the lion 
on the royal seal, as they stand roaring on their hindlegs (e.g. AI13:15-16). 
Captions and the depicted landscapes state that the hunting took place out in 
the wild: lions were hunted at the river Balih (AE93), while wild bulls were 
hunted at the banks of the Euphrates (AE92). Once again, the hunting scenes 
are highlighted through their positioning, this time in the middle and argua-
bly most noticeable part of the gate. The motif of “perennial hunting” is, 
along with “banquet scenes”, the main motif of Neo-Assyrian seals.683 The 
earthly actions on these glyptic illustrations are often interwoven with ele-
ments from mythology. A bareheaded king, probably Ashurnasirpal II, is e.g. 
depicted below the emblems of Sin, the Sibitti, and Ishtar while shooting an 
arrow at a lamassu (!) which jumps over a plant (AI36). In glaring contrast, 
Shalmaneser III is only represented as hunter on the royal seal, i.e. on an 
image shared by several kings (SI25). 

Also the inscriptions of Ashurnasirpal II often refer to the named role. 
The king e.g. claims that he killed and caught wild bulls and ostriches at the 
Euphrates (e.g. AE1:iii48-49), and in two different epigraphs (AE92-93) the 
king states that he killed wild bulls at the same locality, and that he slayed 
lions at the river Balih. Ashurnasirpal II additionally announces that he 
killed five lions in the land Hatti with the use of his bow (AE19:33-34). The 
narrations of killing and capturing wild beasts generally contain precise 
quantifications, normally with significantly higher numbers than in the latest 
example (e.g. AE2:41-42). Shalmaneser III does occasionally, but not very 
often, write about his hunting achievements. In an almost isolated narrative 
passage (SE16:341´-47´), the king claims that he, from his “open chariot” 
(narkabtu patûtu), killed wild bulls, calves, lions, and elephants, and that he 
caught elephants, bears, deer, marsh pigs, panthers, senkurru-animals, and 
wild bulls, arguably in Syria. Safar plays down the importance of this free-
standing narrative passage by referring to it as a fill-in,684 but its separate 
positioning can just as well express emphasizing.  

                                                 
681 See Canby 1971: fig. 13 c, and (additionally) also 10 d, 13 d. 
682 See Canby 1971: fig. 14 a. 
683 Collon 1987: 75. 
684 Safar 1951: 4. 
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As mentioned above, royal hunting also served the purpose of displaying 
the king’s manly strength and courage to the world. One expression of this 
ideal is depicted in the North-West Palace where the king is seen seizing 
with his bare hands a wild bull by its horns (AI4:B20t.). Ashurnasirpal II is 
also portrayed as stabbing and horn seizing wild bulls on the miniature re-
liefs (AI23:P2,49b).685 These scenes clearly seek to express the propaganda 
image of the outstanding strength and courage of the ruler. Also on the door 
bands from Balawat, the king is illustrated killing wild beasts at close dis-
tance (e.g. AI13:13-14). On a relief from Nineveh, the king is seen standing 
in his chariot with a lion jumping up at him, while having the tip of the ar-
row very close to the lion’s nose (AI1:86). An obviously high-ranking man 
with a diadem, possibly the king himself, attacks a lion which stands on its 
hindlegs, by seizing the lion’s mane with his left hand and stabbing the ani-
mal’s throat with his right hand in a scene of close combat from the minia-
ture relifs (AI23:G16,36a). In some scenes, the assistants in the royal hunt 
seem to be represented as actual hunters in their own right (e.g. AI13:15-16). 
This is especially true of some scenes on the door bands from the palace of 
Balawat where these assistants e.g. are driving over lions and wild bulls 
(AI13:29-32). They may however have reserved the final death stroke for the 
hands of the king whose prerogative the hunting of wild beasts was.686  

The hunting of wild beasts was also a ritual, religious act. As for the lion 
hunt, Weissert identifies an “urban hunt”, and in this way stresses the ritual 
aspect of the hunt by which the king acts as a saviour, liberating humans and 
animals from the danger of lions.687 In the same vein, Oded detects a royal 
role of shepherd in which the king chases away the wild animals which 
threaten his herd.688 The lion hunt was a royal privilege in Mesopotamia, and 
it enacted the Ninurta myth. In this role, the king/deity acts like a “faithful 
shepherd” who protects his cattle and people from danger.689 C. Watanabe 
also discusses the lion hunt in relation to Ninurta’s mythical victory and state 
ritual. In this ritual, the king reinforces and reestablishes his kingship by 
killing the lion, just as Ninurta attained kingship and avenged his father Enlil 
in the divine sphere by slaying the demonic creatures of Anzu and Asag.690 
As noted by e.g. Bohrer and Collins,691 the interpretation of the lion hunt as a 
cultic act confronts the Orientalist idea of this pursuit as proof of the ex-
cesses and decadence of the cruel Oriental despot who kills out of sheer 
                                                 
685 See Canby 1971: fig. 13 d. 
686 Collon 1995: 152. In a curious scene (AI16:A3) from the Rassam Obelisk, a man who 
seemingly is a commoner is seen shooting at deers outside the city of Nimrud. Possibly, this 
image is an early example of the vignette scenes of later relief programs. The hunter here 
alludes to the king as hunter, mirroring the action on royal hunting scenes (Reade 1980b). 
687 Weissert 1997. 
688 Oded 1992: 113-17. 
689 Annus 2002: 102-06. 
690 C. Watanabe 1998: 444-45. 
691 Bohrer 2003: 202-06, Collins 2008: 16. 
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pleasure or boredom. The royal hunt can also not be reduced, as done by e.g. 
De Odorico, into simply a “sporting relaxation for the king”.692  

The ritual dimension of the royal hunt is illustrated on the walls of the 
North-West Palace. In the throne room, the king is depicted pouring libations 
over dead lions and wild bulls, while musicians accompany this ceremonial 
act (AI4:B19-20b.). On a relief from Nineveh, the king is seen making liba-
tions over killed lions (AI1:214-20). Clearly then, royal hunting was a relig-
ious pursuit. The likely victory celebration in the Assyrian camp where two 
men wear animal hides (AI4:B7t.), may also be an expression of this belief 
in the connection between hunting and religion. As for the sources of Shal-
maneser III, the function of the king as hunter is, as already stated, sparsely 
attested, but it is brought up at least in two different passages: one integrated 
into the campaign narrative (SE10:iii41-45), another placed after the cam-
paign narrative and building inscription. The latter passage which idiomati-
cally states that “the gods Ninurta and Nergal, who love my priesthood, 
granted me the wild beasts and commanded me to hunt” (Ninurta u Nergal 
ša šangûtī irammū būl ṣēri ušatlimūnimma epēš ba’’uri iqbûni) (e.g. 
SE6:iv40-44) emphasizes the ritual aspect of the hunting as well as the asso-
ciation with Ninurta. The passage in question then proceeds to list the fantas-
tic variety and amount of prey. The same idiom is expressed in the texts of 
Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AE30:84-94), and has its roots in Middle Assyrian 
times.693 The links between priesthood (libations and music) and deities 
(Ninurta and Nergal) make the bonds between royal hunting and the cultic 
sphere obvious. Moreover, the caught wild beast, here lions, are sometimes 
likened to “birds in a cage” (iṣṣūrī quppi) (e.g. AE2:42). The celebrated im-
ages of the ritual hunt depicted by Ashurbanipal in which lions are released 
from cages to fight the named king in an arena in Nineveh naturally comes 
to mind.694 The religious nature of the royal hunt is also seen in the divine 
emblems supervising the named action (e.g. AI34). Finally, a hunting hymn 
attested probably from the reign of Ashurnasirpal I similarly tells of the sa-
cred character of royal hunting.695 

As already indicated, the wild beasts are not always killed, sometimes 
they are just caught and collected. Royal zoological gardens are spoken of by 
several Assyrian kings,696 and they were here part of “universal gardens” 
whose function it was to present Assyria as an “artifical paradise” and mani-
fest the king as “royal gardener and hunter”.697 The collecting of animals and 
plants symbolized fertility, prosperity, and the king’s dominion over all the 

                                                 
692 De Odorico 1995: 143. 
693 Namely from the reign of Tiglath-pileser I (Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: vi 55-84). 
694 See Barnett 1976: 37, pl. VIII, Collins 2008: 117, top right.  
695 Frahm 2009: text 77. 
696 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 77 (Sennacherib). 
697 Novák 2002: 452. 
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four quarters of the world.698 According to Liverani, the collecting of plants 
and animals from the foreign lands to the Assyrian capital expressed the 
symbolic movement of goods from a savage periphery to a civilized cosmic 
centre.699 Alternatively, the movement in question may simply signify a tran-
sition from a chaotic sphere, i.e. where the king had no authority in practice, 
to an ordered zone in which the king effectively ruled.  

Turning once again to the major primary sources, Ashurnasirpal II fre-
quently states that he caught and collected wild animals from foreign lands. 
He e.g. claims that he caught wild bulls, ostriches, and lions on mountains 
and in forests (AE30:91-94), and he even manages to catch “tigers” 
(mindinaš) (AE2:35). Sometimes these animals come peacefully to the king 
as a part of foreign tribute. On the façade wall of the North-West Palace 
some tributaries bring monkeys with them (AI4:D7). In a narrative passage, 
we are informed that Ashurnasirpal II received five elephants in tribute, 
which he then used on the following military campaign (AE30:95-97). In 
epigraphs, elephants and oxen are referred to as being part of tribute transac-
tions (e.g. AE77). As for the sources of Shalmaneser III, a register of the 
Black Obelisk depicts a row of exotic and fabulous animals from Egypt 
(SI11:A-D3), i.e. if the caption’s toponym is interpreted correctly.700 Grayson 
here sees camels, monkeys, apes, antelopes, rhinoceroses, water buffalos, 
and elephants as the components of this Egyptian “tribute”.701 Perhaps this 
row of exotic animals indicate royal animal collecting of a kind.702  

These animal prey, dues or gifts were then domesticated, if at all neces-
sary, possible or desired, and/or housed in zoological gardens or palaces. 
Ashurnasirpal II mentions that he caught, bred, and kept lions in the city area 
of Nimrud and in his palaces (AE2:33-35). As for the latter, the custom of 
having tame lions at court may also be attested in Assyrian art.703 He also 
claims to have bred and displayed monkeys in Nimrud (AE2:31-32), and to 
have bred and displayed all kinds of animals, i.e. wild bulls, elephants, lions, 
ostriches, male and female monkeys, wild asses, deer, aialu-deer, female 
bears, panthers, senkurru-animals, and “beasts of mountains and plains”, in 
Nimrud unspecifically or in the palaces and zoological gardens of the same 
city (e.g. AE2:31-38). The just named “beasts (umāmu) of mountains and 
plains” are in other words both herded in zoos and put as guardian figures in 
the North-West Palace. The word in question not only refer to creatures of 
Tiamat used in the service of Order, i.e. as guardian figures of palaces and 

                                                 
698 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 61. 
699 Liverani 1979: 313-14. 
700 For the identifying of Egypt, see e.g. Tadmor 1961: 144-45, and Yamada 1998: 90, n. 17. 
701 Grayson 1996: 149-50. 
702 A register further down (SI11:A4), related to the tribute of Suhu, has a portrayal of a lion 
which attacks a deer. On account of the identified dichotomy Order/Chaos, this scene may 
function as a symbolic depiction of the wild nature of the land in question.  
703 van Buren 1939: 9-10 (concluding from the Til-Barsip paintings). 
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temples, but also to domesticated wild beasts.704 The act of “breeding” 
(walādu Š)705 suggests an idea of the king as the one responsible for life and 
death in yet another way. Ashurnasirpal II obviously took a lot of pride in 
the named gardens. In a uniquely personal, narrative passage, the king pleads 
to posterity in general and his successors in particular that the animals of his 
zoological gardens should be looked after (AE2:38-39).  

Both sides of the conflict, i.e. the Assyrian king and his army on the one 
side and the foreign rulers and troops on the other, are quite often likened to 
various animals in the inscriptions of Ashurnasirpal II, more rarely in those 
of Shalmaneser III. Some scholars interpret these similes of the latter quite 
literally as proofs of the dehumanization and animalization of foreigners. 
Liverani draws this conclusion from the collected corpus of Assyrian royal 
inscriptions.706 The reasons as to why these similes automatically should be 
understood figuratively, conveying praise, in the former case and literally, 
expressing derogation and dehumanizing, in the latter case are not immedi-
ately clear. As concluded also by D. Marcus, animal similes in Assyrian 
royal inscriptions largely serve to describe the human actors by associating 
them with the characteristic attributes and qualities of the relevant animals.707 
Put in another way, it is not the animalization as such which is the point, but 
rather the choice as to which animals are used for the specific simile.708 Addi-
tionally, the clear-cut distinction of today between human and animal ele-
ments may not have been present in ancient Assyria.709 

The king as well as his army are likened to birds (e.g. AE1:ii36; 1:i63 
resp.), the latter agent occasionally to the Anzu-bird (SE5:iii5, e.g. 
AE1:ii107). As for the latter, another example in addition to umāmu of how 
an originally chaotic force can be used in the service of Order is given. The 
enemy is likened to the udīnu-bird (AE17:i73), a species which, just like the 
cowardly enemy, dwells in and takes refugee to mountain cliffs,710 or just to 
“birds” which are described as living in “nests” in rugged mountains (e.g. 
AE1:i64-65). The king likens himself to a lion (labbāku) (e.g. AE1:i33), 
while the enemy forces sometimes are characterized as flocks, sheep, and 
“livestock” (maršītu) (e.g. AE17:i75-76). The latter similes may express the 
idea of the multitude of the defeated, either killed or captured, enemy forces. 
The lion simile may seem paradoxical, but it is evidently the powerful attrib-
utes of this animal which the monarch wants to associate himself with in this 
                                                 
704 CAD U-W, umāmu.  
705 CAD A I, alādu (1-2). 
706 Liverani 1979: 309-13. 
707 D. Marcus 1977: 86-87. 
708 In Ashurbanipal’s inscriptions (see Borger 1996: A viii 8-14), a defeated and captured 
enemy ruler is given a dog collar, and is chained up at an Assyrian city gate together with a 
bear and a dog! In this unique case, a devaluation may be intended, along with the equation of 
the enemy ruler with other forces of Chaos. 
709 Ataç 2010: 32-38 (who e.g. refers to the notorious hybrid creatures). 
710 For the meaning of “mountain bird”, see CAD U-W, udīnu. 
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context.711 Lastly, several details of royal buildings, furniture, weapons, ar-
mour, equipments, and dresses are decorated with heads, tails, paws and 
hoofs of e.g. lions, wild bulls, and goats (e.g. AI4:H16, 4:G3, 4:B7t. resp.), 
in this manner stressing the importance of animals and their powerful and 
symbolic attributes and qualities.  

The connection between wild beasts and human enemies is also ex-
pressed in the motifs of the Assyrian king libating over enemy rulers who 
crawl at the feet of the king (e.g. SI11:A2),712 and in the narrative passages 
which state that the human enemy is “caught” (ina qāti aṣbat/akšud) (e.g. 
AE1:i108-9, SE2:ii4-5), and killed or caught through the practice of “am-
bush” (šubtu) (e.g. AE17:iii82-85). The terminology used here is the same 
for the wild beasts and the human enemies.713 Assyrian soldiers are also de-
picted, in analogy with the motif of king versus the lion, as simultaneously 
grabbing the hair and stabbing the throats of enemy soldiers (e.g. AI13:25-
26, SI10:9t.). Similarly, Assyrian charioteers, in addition to the king, drive 
over fallen enemy soldiers (e.g. AI13:9-10) as well as wild game (e.g. 
AI13:29-30, SI10:12). As already argued, rather than seeing these attesta-
tions as being examples of real dehumanizing, the enemies are simply asso-
ciated with forces of Chaos. In the act of resisting the Assyrian king, the 
wild beasts and the king’s human enemies represent and embody Chaos. 
 In conclusion, the theme/motif of the king versus the wild animals of the 
foreign lands may not represent a dichotomy Assyrian/foreign according to 
which the foreign element is inherently bad and inferior, but it rather serves 
to stress the king’s manly heroism and bravery as well as the necessarily 
chaotic nature of creatures which are not yet controlled by the Order repre-
senting Assyrian king through the acts of slaying or domestication. 

5.3 Honouring the foreign deities 
Turning to the supernatural component of the foreign lands, the relationship 
between the king and the foreign deities will now be discussed. I will argue 
that the two kings, especially Shalmaneser III, sometimes portray themselves 
as the protector of foreign cults, and that an ambition of replacing these, e.g. 
through “godnappings”, with Mesopotamian ones is not attested in the 
sources. The world dominion of Ashur and the great gods was implemented 
pragmatically, both in thought and deed.714 

                                                 
711 D. Marcus 1977: 87-88. 
712 The verbal imagery of Ashurbanipal libating wine over the severed head of his Elamite 
enemy Teumman may also be understood in this way (Collins 2008: 133).  
713 CAD Ṣ, ṣabātu (2-3), CAD Š III, šubtu A (5 b). 
714 The topic of the nature of Assyrian “religious imperialism” is large, and I restrict myself to 
contribute to the discussion on the basis of the propaganda of the two kings in question. 
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In earlier Assyriology literature, the image of the Assyrian kings as de-
stroying the cults of conquered territories and zealously imposing worship of 
Ashur is often given.715 In the 1980’s, Spieckermann revived this old image. 
In his study on alleged Assyrian interference in the cult of Yahweh in Sargo-
nid times, he claims that the deportations of foreign deities, which are fre-
quently mentioned in Assyrian royal inscriptions, were followed by the re-
placement of these deities with Assyrian ones, whereby a cult imposing was 
effectuated. The textual silence in Assyrian royal inscriptions on the matter 
of deity replacing does he dismiss with the idea that the imposing of 
Assyrian deities and their cults after these godnappings was so self-evident 
that the scribes did not bother to mention it. He also refers to a loyalty oath 
of Esarhaddon for foreign polities in which it is stated that Ashur should be 
the god of the conquered lands from that time on,716 thus making a literal 
interpretation of the relevant narrative passage. Spieckermann also means 
that the, although seldomly expressed, narrations of the destruction of for-
eign cult images and sanctuaries are proofs of cult destruction and deity re-
placing. The installing of the “weapon of Ashur” (kakki Aššur),717 and some 
remarks in the Old Testament regarding changes of cult in Judah, allegedly 
under Assyrian pressure, are also highlighted in this context.718  

Another, and perhaps more subtle, version of these ideas on Assyrian cult 
imposing seems to be represented by the works of Parpola. This school of 
thought claims that an Assyrian monotheism, symbolized by the Assyrian 
sacred tree or “Tree of Life” and centred on the god Ashur, was propagated 
in the Ancient Near East by the Assyrian kings,719 notably by the means of 
peripheral monuments such as stelae, and by translations of Assyrian royal 
inscriptions into Aramaic, the everyday language in Sargonid times.720 This 
approach in other words also sees an, although different, i.e. more peaceful, 
fully deliberate religious imposing. The general lack of clear and explicit 
proofs of a, here tree-based, mission seems this time to be explained by the 
nature of the message, i.e. mystical and therefore not subjected to writing.  

Orientalistic and anachronistic portrayals721 of the Assyrians as zealously 
imposing worship of Ashur on all conquered lands have been discredited and 
refuted by later examinations of the sources.722 By means of an argumenta-
tion in which a different set of sources are used, in which a different inter-
pretation, often more figurative than literal, of the sources brought up above 
                                                 
715 See e.g. Olmstead 1931: 452. 
716 Parpola & K. Watanabe 1988: xixx-xxxi, and 6: 393-94. 
717 For this topic, see Holloway 2001: 160-77, 198-200. 
718 Spieckermann 1982: 369-72.  
719 Parpola 1993, 1995b. In the latter work, Esarhaddon is even identified as a Messiah-king. 
720 For the reception of Assyrian state ideology abroad, see e.g. Frahm 2011b: 272-85. 
721 Orientalistic in the sense that the theme of fanatic, zealous warriors draws from stereo-
typed images of Muslim fighters, and anachronistic by referring to medieval Jewish mysti-
cism, images of a royal Messiah, Crusader-like warfare, and so on. 
722 McKay 1973, Cogan 1974, Holloway 2001. 
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is made, and by highlighting the general silence on cult imposings in the 
primary sources, Assyrian and foreign, conclusions have been reached that 
the Neo-Assyrian kings did not interfere in the cult of e.g. Yahweh,723 and 
that the god Ashur was not forced upon the conquered territories or on Baby-
lonia.724 Moreover, Assyrian monarchs gave offerings and votive objects to 
the crossregional and non-Assyrian cult centres in Musasir and Kumme.725 
Dalley goes so far as to claim that “religious tolerance is a particular hall-
mark of Assyrian control”.726 This attitude is not unique for the Assyrians 
though. Robertson notes the lack of religious difference as a source of socie-
tal tensions in Mesopotamia. He claims that “Ancient Near Eastern societies 
seems conspicious in the almost complete absence of such tensions”.727 The 
Assyrians were not any Crusaders, but simply applied an essentially political 
imperialism drawn from a theocentric world view.728 

The phenomenon of godnapping is especially focused on in the debate on 
Assyrian “religious imperialism”. According to Cogan, this act gave the 
foreign deities the status of guests, not of captives or trophies. The local cults 
continued, and a returning of the divine cult statue took place in the event of 
political subordination. Assyrian royal inscriptions clearly express the idea 
that the victories of the Assyrian army were due to the support both of the 
Mesopotamian and foreign deities in which the latter had abandoned his/her 
worshippers and subordinated him/herself under Ashur.729 On the same note, 
Holloway argues that the Assyrian kings had a pragmatic view regarding the 
spreading of Ashur’s dominion over the world and on this god’s claim of 
world rulership. Godnapping was not thought of as iconoclastically moti-
vated plunder, and the support of local cults is well attested and was used as 
a political means to gain support from the local elites and thereby consoli-
date the Assyrian empire.730 As convincingly argued both by Holloway and 
Bahrani, the seizure of cult statues was not regarded as barbaric plunder, but 
rather viewed upon as psychological warfare whereby the enemy’s source of 
divine support was perceived of as being taken.731 The seized deities were in 
fact treated with respect, and their powers were duly recognized.732  

Turning to the sources of this study, the foreign deities of some polities 
are anonymously referred to as seized by the Assyrian king after him defeat-

                                                 
723 McKay 1973: 60-66. 
724 See Postgate 1992b: 257-61, and Frame 1997 respectively. 
725 Radner 2009: 184-85, n. 296-97. 
726 Dalley 2008: 173. 
727 Robertson 2005: 209. 
728 Fales 2010: 15-19. 
729 Cogan 1974: 22-41. 
730 Holloway 2001: xv-xix. 
731 Holloway 2001, Bahrani 2003: 179. 
732 Bahrani 2008: 170. 
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ing a resisting foreign ruler.733 Occasionally the information that these deities 
then were brought to Assyria is added (e.g. SE6:ii7-9). These acts of god-
napping are not stressed but rather mentioned in long enumerations of booty. 
Shalmaneser III narrates in several of his inscriptions that he deported the 
hostile ruler Ahuni of Bit-Adini along with his troops, court, and deities (e.g. 
SE6:ii7-9). He also claims to have deported the deities, along with the en-
emy ruler’s palace women, of the Kassite, south-eastern polity of Namri (e.g. 
SE6:iv18-21). Just as little, Ashurnasirpal II certainly does not stress the act 
of godnapping in his texts. He just briefly mentions that he brought away the 
deities of two different kings, along with women and captives, of the south-
ern Habur-area (AE1:i85, 1:iii40). In all these examples, the mentionings of 
godnappings are made in unstressed and deity anonymous enumerations of 
booty taken on Assyrian campaigns.   

An alternative action when confronted by the foreign deities and their 
temples could be to destroy and plunder. The former action is seldomly men-
tioned in Assyrian royal inscriptions,734 while the latter one is occasionally 
referred to. Again, interpretations of iconoclasm should probably be avoided. 
As put by van der Spek, when the Assyrian kings occasionally destroyed or 
plundered foreign temples, they did not do this because of a religious 
agenda, but as giving a message of the fatal consequences of resistance, or 
simply out of a practical and pragmatic urge for material resources.735 Simi-
larly, Holloway argues that the destruction and plundering of foreign sacred 
areas and images were meant to send political messages rather than to dis-
play religious zeal. The seemingly sacrilegious acts were simply targeted at 
those who “chose the path of political resistance or rebellion”.736  

Neither the smashing of foreign cult images nor the destruction of tem-
ples belonging to foreign deities are mentioned in the texts of the two kings. 
The narrations that the king plundered the temples, along with the palaces, of 
the defeated foreign polity are however occasionally attested. Ashurnasirpal 
II claims to have brought out the treasures, including the deities, of the tem-
ple of the rebellious ruler of Bit-Halupe (AE1:i83-89). As for Shalmaneser 
III, a small cylinder bearing a short text which states that the object in ques-
tion is booty taken from the temple of the Syrian deity Sheru of Malaha to 
Assur, may also be understood in this context (SE92:1-2).  

After the act of deporting or demolishing the relevant foreign cult image, 
the next step was, according to the theory of religious fanatism, to replace 
the destroyed foreign cult with an Assyrian one. The act of installing the so-

                                                 
733 The anonymity of the godnapped deities may be typical of Early Neo-Assyrian royal in-
scriptions. Later, the deities (e.g. Marduk) are often named (see e.g. Leichty 2011: text 114). 
734 Regarding destruction of foreign cult images, see Borger 1996: A v 119-20, and Lucken-
bill 1924: 83: 48. For the destruction of foreign sanctuaries, see e.g. Borger 1996: F v 42. See 
also Holloway 2001: 118-22 for a discussion on the former attestations. 
735 van der Spek 1993: 264. 
736 Holloway 2001: 193-97. 
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called weapon of Ashur spoken of in the texts of Tiglath-Pileser III, Sargon 
II, and Sennacherib is much highlighted here.737 However, drawing from 
administrative texts, it has been concluded that the core and provinces, i.e. 
Assyria proper, had certain religious obligations such as the installing of 
Ashur’s weapon, and the payment of fees for “temple offerings” (ginû) made 
in the temple of Ashur in Assur, but the vasall states were arguably free in 
religious matters. The term “liberal policy” is used in the context of this con-
clusion.738 Holloway, although questioning the relevance of this distinction, 
argues that the weapon of Ashur was simply a holy object, a divine standard 
of a sort, by which the foreign rulers swore allegiance to the Assyrian king, 
and not an object to be worshipped as a symbol of the one true god.739 He 
draws a parallel to the apparent use of the “sword of Ashur” (patrum ša 
Aššur) in Old Assyrian times. This object witnessed the administration of 
oaths, legal testimonies, and the creating and sealing of vital documents in 
the Assyrian colony of Kanesh.740 The weapon of Ashur is not referred to 
other than as in the king’s hands, causing fright, flight, defeat, and submis-
sion on the part of the enemies, in the texts of the two kings (see 5.4.2). 

As for the above discussed narrative passage in the loyalty oath of 
Esarhaddon, used as evidence by those scholars who see an intolerant relig-
ious zeal, a more figurative reading of it seems more appropriate, especially 
in the light of the circumstance that possible proofs of cult imposing are on 
the whole scarce.741 In addition, the relevant text is from the Late Neo-
Assyrian period. The fragmentary loyalty oath from the time of Ashurnasir-
pal II (AE174) does not carry a similar expression. As noted by Dalley, 
Assyrian vassals swore their loyalty oaths both by their own and Assyrian 
deities, without any substantial religious imposings attached.742 

Lastly, the allusions to Judean cultic reforms under Assyrian pressure 
during the reign of Manasseh have, as stated, been dissected and convinc-
ingly refuted by the biblical scholars of Cogan and McKay. As for ancient 
Assyria and the other and northern Hebrew land, Shalmaneser III does only 
mention (SE88, e.g. 16:134´-35´) and illustrate tribute and submission in his 
representations of his dealings with the Israelite ruler Jehu. As for the scene 
on the Black Obelisk (SI11:A2), the prostrating Jehu arguably shows his 
humility towards the king and not to the divine emblems in mid-air. 

The textual silence regarding alleged Assyrian cult imposing is, to my 
mind, a decisive argument in favour of identifying a more pragmatic and 

                                                 
737 For this discussion, see Holloway 2001: 198-200. 
738 Cogan 1974: 9-21, 42-61. 
739 Holloway 2001: 100-77. 
740 Holloway 2001: 167-68. The sword in question was in the care of a special official called 
“he of the sword” (ša patrim). See CAD P, patru (12´ c). 
741 Frahm 2011b: 282. 
742 Dalley 1998: 78. 
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tolerant Assyrian “religious imperialism”.743 As noted by Frahm, this general 
silence does not only characterize Assyrian sources, but also the Old Testa-
ment and the Graeco-Roman ones. He e.g. notes that the god Ashur is not 
even or barely mentioned in the named foreign sources.744 If the Assyrian 
kings really sought to impose the worship of Ashur on conquered lands and 
people this would surely have been traumatically discussed in the sources of 
the defeated. Textual silence is of course always problematic to use as evi-
dence, but it is in my view much more plausible to use it here than in the 
arguably more speculative cases of Spieckermann and Parpola.745 

Direct attestations of the Assyrian king as the protector and priest of for-
eign deities may constitute the final blow for the argumentation of those who 
see a zealous, Assyrian religious imperialism. As noted by Cogan, the 
Assyrian kings often sponsored the cults of foreign deities, presumably in 
the hope of gaining support from the foreign people and their deities.746 Simi-
larly, Holloway refers to the practice of Assyrian kings as protecting and 
promoting cultic activitites such as temple building in honour of foreign 
deities as a way of ensuring imperial stability.747  

Six foreign deities are explicitly referred to in the inscriptions of Shal-
maneser III.748 Regarding these, it is sometimes indicated that the priesthood 
duties of the Assyrian king were not limited to the Mesopotamian deities. In 
this role, the king calls Amurru and Hallasua “his lord(s)” (bēlšu) (SE97:1, 
119:2 resp.).749 Shalmaneser III presents offerings to e.g. Adad of Aleppo 
and Zaban (SE2:ii87, 5:iv2-3 resp.). Although being two manifestations of 
the “Mesopotamian” storm god Adad, these deities nevertheless had their 
bases in foreign territory, and surely displayed some divergences due to their 
outside locality. The same monarch also dedicated cult objects to foreign 
deities: Amurru was given a stone mace head (SE97), and the Tigris-source 
deity Hallasua was given a precious stone (SE119).750 Moreover, a text on 
two bricks from Assur states that Shalmaneser III commissioned a golden 
statue of the Phoenician god Armada of Arwad (SE55:4-6).751 As for the 
performance of rituals to foreign deities, the site of the Tigris-source has 
been interpreted as a natural sanctuary related to the Kumarbi-myth and the 
cult of a Hurrian deity.752 Due to its function, the river source in question also 

                                                 
743 The imperialism was religious in the sense that it was justified by referring to divine com-
mands for border extending and to the world dominion of the Mesopotamian deities, not in 
the sense that it aimed at eradicating all other cults and impose Assyrian ones. 
744 Frahm 2011b: 272-85. 
745 Spieckermann 1982, Parpola 1993. 
746 Cogan 1974: 22-41. 
747 Holloway 2001: 338-425. 
748 Adad of Aleppo and Zaban, Amurru, Armada, Sheru, and Hallasua. See also ch. 1.5. 
749 Amurru may be regarded as foreign on the basis of his western origins. 
750 For the connection of this deity with the Tigris-source, see Deller 1987: 56-57. 
751 For the identification of this deity as Phoenician, see Grayson 1996: 135. 
752 Schachner 2009: 218. 
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had the status of “holy waters”.753 Shalmaneser III’s rituals at this same site 
may be seen in this light. In conclusion, Shalmaneser III occasionally pre-
sented himself as the priest to the foreign deities as well.  

Ashurnasirpal II does to a lesser degree refer to relationships with foreign 
deities, although the western god Dagan is referred to in his common royal 
epithet “beloved of Anu and Dagan” (e.g. AE1:i10-11).754 The other foreign 
deity who is actually named is Samnuha, the god of his provincial governor 
Mushezib-Ninurta (AE150:3). The king does however mention the creating 
of royal images at the source of the river Subnat, in analogy a holy site too, 
(AE1:i104-5) as well as on an ēqu-mountain in a probably foreign city 
(AE1:i68-69). The ēqu of a building was regarded as the holy of the holiest, 
and basically referred to a cult object or to the temple cella of a particular 
goddess.755 The acknowledging of a foreign city or temple area as holy re-
veals a respectful attitude on the part of the king. In sum, examples of the 
Assyrian king honouring foreign deities are frequent, and express the toler-
ant nature of Assyrian religious imperialism.756 

To conclude, it seems clear that Shalmaneser III in particular but also 
Ashurnasirpal II present themselves as tolerant in relation to the foreign dei-
ties. Neither rulers e.g. refers to any iconoclasm. The two rulers’ acts of 
godnapping, deportation of cult statues, may rather be understood by the 
theme of divine abandonment than as expressing disrespect or fanatism. The 
former king explicitly states that he supported local foreign cults. The world 
dominion of Ashur and the great gods was implemented pragmatically. 

5.4 Confronting the foreign elites and people 
This section is, due to the prominent place which this particular relationship 
takes in the primary sources, divided into eight subsections. The first four of 
these discuss the relationship in its concrete and practical aspects, while the 
later four address it in more abstract and theoretical terms.  

5.4.1 Status and hierarchy  
In the following subsections, the human component of the foreign lands is 
focused. Firstly, the king’s relationship with the foreign elites and people in 
terms of status and hierarchy is discussed in 5.4.1.757 I will argue that both 
kings present themselves as universal rulers in relation to the named agents.   

                                                 
753 Yamada 2000: 299. 
754 Dagan may be seen as foreign because of his western origins (Black & Green 1992: 56). 
755 CAD E, ēqu (2). 
756 Fales 2010: 17-18, 21-24. 
757 A distinction between people and civilians on the one hand and elites and warriors (i.e. 
rulers, nobles, elders, officials, soldiers) on the other is occasionally made in the sources. In a 
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By the Neo-Assyrian period, the idea of the king’s universal power had 
developed.758 The monarch had to conquer, either by force or by voluntarily 
submission, in order to realize his divinely ordered right of universal domin-
ion over all lands, cities, elites, and people. In the titulary, the idea in ques-
tion is e.g. reflected in the frequent epithets where the king describe himself 
as “the conqueror” (kāšidu) of a certain area. Ashurnasirpal II claims to have 
been “conqueror of all lands” (kāšid mātāti kalîšina) (AE70:4), and “con-
queror of cities and the entire highlands” (kāšid ālāni ḫuršāni pāṭ gimrišunu) 
(e.g. AE1:i19). Additionally, he is “the one whose hand has conquered the 
entire land of Hatti” (māt Ḫatti ana siḫirtišu qāssu ikšudu) (e.g. AE40:21). 
Shalmaneser III portrays himself as the conqueror from one sea, i.e. one end 
of the world, to another (e.g. SE30:12-13). The seas involved are the Medi-
terranean, the Persian Gulf, and the lakes of Van and Urmia. As noted by 
H.F. Russell, the sea-to-sea epithet was probably not much more than “a 
cliché intended to convey a general impression of world-domination”.759 
Royal epithets which present the Assyrian king as conqueror from one land 
to another are frequent (e.g. AE39:4-8, SE4:l.e.10-13). The wording here is 
kāšid ištu GN adi GN or an attributive relative clause with qāssu ikšudu as 
its last components. Whole clusters of the titulary state Shalmaneser III as 
having conquered from one region to another (e.g. SE40:i6-8). Also the verb 
kanāšu in the Š-stem is often used in these contexts of narrating conquests, 
e.g. in the important epithet “king who made (lands) from GN to GN submit 
at his feet” (šarru ša…ana šēpēšu ušekniša) (e.g. AE1:iii127-28). Ashurna-
sirpal II also calls himself  “the one who has made (all lands) from sunrise to 
sunset submit at his feet” (ištu ṣīt šamši adi ereb šamši ana šēpēšu ušaknišu) 
(AE70:5-6), and “he who has made all lands submit at his feet” (mātāti 
kalâšina [ana] šēpēšu ušeknišu) (e.g. AE66:5). 

Also in the narrative passages, the king is described as the one who “con-
quers” (kašādu) and “subdues” (kanāšu Š) lands, cities, and mountains (to 
which the enemy has fled) (e.g. AE1:ii29, SE30:14-17). The expressions of 
conquering from one end to another is likewise attested. Ashurnasirpal II e.g. 
states that he conquered from the sources of the river Subnat to the interior 
of the lands of Nirbu or Urartu (e.g. AE1:iii122, 2:13 resp.), or from the 
sources of the Subnat to that of the Tigris (AE28:iv2-3), and that he subdued 
all lands from sunrise to sunset (AE39:6-8). He further claims that he con-
quered whole lands or regions, e.g. through the statement that he managed to 
establish his authority over “the entire extensive lands of Nairi” (e.g. 
AE32:6-7). Boundaries (miṣru) are frequently referred to in these narrations 

                                                                                                                   
reaction to a rebellion Ashurnasirpal II e.g. distinguishes between the political leaders and the 
common people (e.g. AE1:i74-94). The same narrative passage also indicates that when a 
“city” or “land” are referred to as agents, its elites are intended. Obviously, the socio-
economic understanding of ancient Assyria (see 1.7.2) also makes this distinction legitimate.  
758 Barjamovic 2012: 45-50. 
759 H.F. Russell 1984: 192. 
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of conquering. The king in question e.g. remarks that he brought a certain 
land “within the boundaries of my land” (ana miṣrī mātija) (e.g. AE2:15), 
and that he “counted (all of this recently conquered territory) as within the 
boundaries of my land” ([ana miṣir] mātija [amnu]) (AE67:8).  

Not only the words kašādu and kanāšu Š carry the idea of the king as 
conqueror and subduer of all lands. The act of conquering is also described 
in the texts of the two rulers by the verb ṣabātu in the expression “I took 
(that city) as my own” (GN ina ramānija aṣbat) (e.g. AE19:103, SE16:30). 
Furthermore, through his military successes, the king establishes “victory 
and strength” (lītu u danānu) over conquered lands (e.g. AE1:iii23). In this 
respect, Ashurnasirpal II is “he who achieves victory over all lands” (šākin 
līte eli kalîšina mātāti) (e.g. AE1:i17). The word lītu is otherwise associated 
with the divine sphere and its extraordinary capacities.760 The kings also con-
quer through “spreading” (tabāku) their granted radiance over lands, cities, 
elites, and people (e.g. AE19:100, SE28:35-36). The inhabitants of the for-
eign lands are supposedly pacified and conquered by this radiance.  

As for iconography, both Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III are de-
picted as conquerors in several important sources such as on the walls and 
door bands of the North-West Palace and the Balawat gates respectively. In 
this role, Shalmaneser III is majestically and characteristically depicted with 
a pair of arrows in his right hand (e.g. SI14:4b).761 Both kings are portrayed 
standing (e.g. AI4:G14-15, SI10:7b.) or sitting (e.g. SI10:9b.) with bow and 
arrows, standing in their chariots shooting arrows and driving over enemies 
(e.g. AI14:59-60, SI10:7t.), and standing while shooting at enemy cities with 
their bows (e.g. AI4:B18t., SI10:1b.). The motif in which the king holds bow 
and arrows in his hands arguably expresses his role as conqueror.762 The 
foreign side is seen conquered either in the shape of processions of tributar-
ies and captives or through defeat in battle. In all instances the king directs 
his attention to elites and people submitting or to struggling enemy soldiers. 
These depictions all convey the image of the king as the universal conqueror 
of the submissive or unsubmissive foreign humans.   

The king’s universal dominion over lands, and indirectly over their elites 
and people, is often claimed in the sources of the two kings. They are e.g. 
very commonly, i.e. on the 3rd and 5th place resp., called “king of the uni-
verse” (šar kiššati) (e.g. AE1:i10, SE5:i1). This title is often regarded as 
Assyrian in origin and not related to authority over the city state Kish,763 but 
referring to universal rulership.764 The word kiššatu conveys the meaning of 
totality.765 Additionally, in the Sultan Tepe-text, Shalmaneser III is possibly 

                                                 
760 CAD L, lītu.  
761 For this observation on Shalmaneser III-characteristica, see D. Oates 1963: 12, n. 11.  
762 Collins 2008: 94. 
763 Hallo 1957: 25-26, Garelli 1979: 319-20. 
764 Seux 1965b: 9. 
765 CAD K, kiššatu A. 
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referred to as “he who directs the universe” ([muštēšir] kišsatu°) (SE17:4).766 
According to Dalley, the former title (šar kiššati) could be taken only after 
having conducted seven (connoting totality) successful military cam-
paigns.767 Such a statement obviously brings up the discussion on how seri-
ously we should take the claims made in royal epithets (see 1.4.2 and 6.4). 

Quite commonly the king is called “king of all the four quarters” (šar kul-
lat kibrāt erbetti) (e.g. AE1:i10, SE2:i5). The related title “king of the four 
quarters” (šar kibrāt erbetti) is however sparsely attested in the texts of both 
kings (e.g. AE1:i35, SE1:2). Interestingly enough, it is the one title given to 
Shalmaneser III by his successors.768 In any case, all the quarters are claimed 
to be entrusted by the deities into his royal hands (e.g. SE17:6). The four 
quarters signify the whole known world including Assyria.769 The titles of 
“king of the universe” and “king of the four quarters” basically convey the 
same meaning,770 but possibly the latter one had more prestige on the basis of 
its longer usage, cosmic connotations, and expressiveness.771 An obvious 
distinction is that between notions of “compact” and “patterned” totality.772 
Dalley here proposes that the latter title, i.e. “king of the four quarters”, had 
to be earned by successful royal campaigning in all four points of the com-
pass.773 However that may be, the two titles in question clearly serve to ex-
press the idea of world dominion. Lastly, Ashurnasirpal II is also twice 
called “king of the totality of the four quarters including all their rulers” (šar 
kiššat kibrāte ša napḫar malkī kalîšunu) (e.g. AE1:i35-36). 

Staying with the source of the titulary, in relation to mātāti and ḫuršāni 
the kings claim to be in the position of “leading/ruling” (redû Gt or bêlu) 
over these. In this role, Shalmaneser III is eleven times, but Ashurnasirpal II 
only once, referred to as the “leader of all lands” (murtedû kalîš mātāte) 
(AE45:7-8, e.g. SE1:2),774 or less often as the “splendid king of all lands” 
(šar mātāti šarḫu), implying universal leadership (AE40:5, e.g. SE2:i10). 
Ashurnasirpal II is similarly called, twelve times, “the one who rules over 
the highlands in their entirety” (ḫuršāni pāṭ gimrišunu ipellu) (e.g. AE1:i16).  

The narrative passages refer to the king, in this case Shalmaneser III, as 
controlling the whole of Hatti or Chaldea (SE6:iv28, 29:46-47 resp.), while 
Ashurnasirpal II in his turn brags about being in control of the whole of 
Laqe, Suhu, Mehru, or Hatti (e.g. AE40:22-23, 40:23, 40:28-29, 42:3-4 
resp.). The related literary topos of “display of strength” in which the king 
                                                 
766 A reconstruction made by Lambert (1961). 
767 Dalley 1998: 76.  
768 See e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.104.2: 3. 
769 Liverani 1990: 46, n. 15, Horowitz 1998: 289. 
770 Frankfort 1948: 228. 
771 Seux 1965b: 16-20. 
772 Liverani 1981: 234-35. 
773 Dalley 1998: 76. 
774 The verb redû of the Gt-participle murtedû also and tellingly refers to a role of herding 
cattle. See CAD R, redû A (1).  
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marches across foreign lands, here the Mediterranean coastal area, “trium-
phantly” (šalṭiš) without encountering any resistance, is also attested (e.g. 
AE2:25-31, SE2:ii7-8). The word “triumph” (šalṭu) is intimately connected 
to the idea of having authority.775 Two other versions of this topos are Shal-
maneser III’s claims of marching uncontested all the way to Muṣuruna, i.e. 
Egypt or a city in Palestine, as well as to Urartu (SE16:162´, 14:179-80 
resp.). The roaming of the named monarch through Babylonia also tell of the 
topos in question (e.g. SE5:v3-vi5). Significantly, the Assyrian version of 
the New Year festival (akītu) had the ritual demonstration of the Assyrian 
king’s control over all lands as an important component.776 

Ashurnasirpal II also claims to have “placed all of the (conquered) land 
under one command” (e.g. AE17:iii21-22), and he further states that he has 
“brought at his feet and placed under one command mighty lands, brazen 
highlands, and merciless kings from sunrise to sunset” (e.g. AE1:iii131-32). 
The expression “I placed under one command” (pâ ištēn ušaškin), literally “I 
placed under one mouth”, in a clear way convey the stated unwillingness of 
the Assyrian king to share his conditionally granted power over the world of 
humankind with any other ruler.777 There could only be one real ruler at a 
single time. Behind this notion of the unique status of the Assyrian king lies 
of course the coronation command which states that the king should “rule, 
subdue, and direct the lands and mighty highlands” (mātāti u ḫuršāni 
dannūte ana pêli šuknuše u šapāri) (AE2:24-25), eventually being the undis-
puted head of authority over all other rulers of the world.778  

Also the royal iconography conveys the idea of the king’s universal do-
minion over lands, elites, and people. The geographical ordering of the 
scenes on the Balawat Gate of Shalmaneser III according to the four quarters 
testifies to this.779 Similarly, the variety of peoples depicted on the Black 
Obelisk expresses the wide geographical extent of the king’s campaigns.780 
The named ruler’s generally geographical ordering of his visual arts, accord-
ing to the points of the compass, has been noted by M. Marcus.781 Although a 
positioning according to the points of the compass can not be identified on 
the corresponding door bands of Ashurnasirpal II, there is nevertheless pre-
sent a tendency of grouping the scenes geographically.782 A tendency of geo-
graphical grouping is also visible on the Rassam Obelisk.783 A similar geo-
graphical ordering of the historical scenes which are illustrated in the North-
                                                 
775 CAD Š I, šalṭu B. For a visual illustration of a triumphant march, see Fig. 13. 
776 Pongratz-Leisten 1997a: 252. 
777 When this idiom (here with ēdu instead of ištēn) is associated with the behaviour of enemy 
rulers, the act of conspiracy may instead be referred to. See CAD E, ēdu c 2´. 
778 Liverani 1990: 79. 
779 Hertel 2004 (partly revised in Hertel 2012). 
780 Keel & Uehlinger 1994. 
781 M. Marcus 1987. 
782 Curtis 2008: 73. 
783 Reade 1980a: 20. 
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West Palace has also been suggested.784 The all-inclusiveness, in the sense of 
variety, of the foreign human beings is conveyed also through their varying 
types of hair, beard, headgear, dresses, shoes, and tribute.785 The two 
Assyrian monarchs then clearly depict themselves as rulers over the whole 
world in their respective, monumental visual arts.  

Turning to textual attestations which more directly and explicitly refer to 
the Assyrian king as the superior of foreign human beings, an important 
epithet of Shalmaneser III but attested only once for Ashurnasirpal II is 
“king of all people” (šar kiššat nišē) (AE19:22, e.g. SE1:1).786 Not only is it 
frequent, it is also heading a common and vital cluster of epithets. In com-
pensation, Ashurnasirpal II uses the epithets of “commander of all people” 
(šāpir kal nišē) (AE19:21), and more importantly, “he who rules all people” 
(ša napḫar kiššat nišē ipellu) (e.g. AE1:i14). The idea that he is the only 
legitimate ruler of the foreign people is expressed by the epithet “he who has 
placed all people under one command” (ša napḫar kiššat nišē pâ ištēn 
ušaškinu) (AE40:7). This extension of the Assyrian king’s responsibilities is 
also articulated through the narrative passage which states that both kings 
“counted (the people of GN) as people of my land” (ana nišē mātija amnu) 
(e.g. AE23:11, SE5:ii3). The word manû clearly has the meaning of “to 
count as, change into”.787 The same idea is conveyed by the statement of 
Ashurnasirpal II that he “by force (?) added land to Assyria, and people to its 
people” (eli māt Aššur māta eli nišīša nišī anasaḫ uraddi)788 (AE30:100-1). 
The question on the homogenity of this inclusion will be discussed below in 
5.4.5. The unifying of all people under the authority of the Assyrian king 
may be illustrated by the deportations to, and multi-ethnic character of, the 
capital Nimrud, alluded to e.g. in the Standard Inscription (AE23:15-17). 

As for the royal iconography and the motif of the Assyrian king in charge 
of the foreign people as well, all the processions of tributaries and captives, 
not only consisting of rulers, officials, nobles, and soldiers but also of civil-
ians, which are depicted in the visual arts of the two kings naturally come to 
mind. This kind of motif is amply attested on obelisks, door bands, and pal-
ace walls (e.g. AI16:A1, 15:95-97, 4:D2-9 resp.). The gestures of the tribu-
taries and captives, namely their clenched fists in submission, and raised 
hand in submission and/or respectful greeting,789 hand on their heads in the 
pose of women in mourning, slightly bowed backs, and sometimes being tied 
to ropes and neck stocks, or simply walking in disciplined processions (e.g. 

                                                 
784 Winter 1981, Lumsden 2004. 
785 See the study by Wäfler (1975) on representations of non-Assyrians in Assyrian art. 
786 After collating a Tigris-text of Shalmaneser III, Radner (2009: 190-93) suggests the minor 
variant “king of all great peoples”, adding the logogram ‘gal’ to the epithet.  
787 CAD M I, manû (2). 
788 For the partly reconstructed word anasaḫ, see Grayson 1991: 292, n. 101. 
789 As observed by Magen (1986: 39, n. 29) this gesture may be distinguished from the similar 
gesture made by the Assyrian king, which she terms karābu, expressing a greeting/blessing. 
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AI13:21-24, SI10:1b.), all display their subordination to the Assyrian king. 
The superiority in status of the king is illustrated by his majestic and digni-
fied stance, but also by his foregrounded position, i.e. partly as the goal of 
tribute/captive processions, and partly as the centre of his entourage.  

Turning to the foreign elites, there are many epithets specifically referring 
to the two kings’ real or fictive hegemony over foreign rulers. Several of 
these refer to the royal act of subordinating them. The foreign ruler is here 
described as refusing to acknowledge the king’s right to overlordship and 
tribute. In his survey of the enemy ruler as presented in Assyrian royal in-
scriptions, Fales notices the theme of this agent’s inclination of withholding 
tribute and refusing submission.790 Since these two acts are divinely decreed, 
the war then becomes an unavoidable religious duty.791 The foreign rulers 
who decide to challenge the king and the deities are considered “rebels” 
(multarḫu) or “enemies” (nakru, ajjābu, zā’eru, gērû). The term “unsubmis-
sive” (lā kanšūte, lā māgirūte) is also used in this context. 

As for rebellious or unsubmissive, the king is “he who scatters the forces 
of the rebellious” (muparrir kiṣrī multarḫi) (e.g. AE1:i15, SE28:8), “he who 
makes the insubordinate submit” (mušeknišu° [lā kanšūte]) (SE41:1), and 
“he who makes those unsubmissive to Ashur to the borders above and below 
submit” (mušekniš lā māgirūt Aššur ša pāṭāte eliš u šapliš) (AE40:3-4). The 
last epithet expresses the idea that it is ultimately Ashur who the resisting 
foreign ruler opposes. Ashurnasirpal II commonly refers to himself as 
“king/he who makes those insubordinate to him submit” (šarru mušakniš lā 
kanšūtešu) (e.g. AE1:i14). The pronoun “him” refers either to the king or to 
Ashur. Both kings are also “controller of the brazen ones” (mula’’iṭ ekṣūte) 
([SE5:i3], e.g. AE1:i19), and Shalmaneser III is additionally “slayer of the 
obdurate” (munēr alṭūti) (SE5:i2). The enemy ruler is even referred to as a 
criminal in the epithet of Ashurnasirpal II of “trampler of evildoers” (mudīš 
targīgī) (AE40:6). The underlying idea here is supposedly that it was re-
garded as a sin and crime against the Mesopotamian deities to oppose the 
Assyrian king in the latter’s imperialistic projects. 

As for their dealings with the “enemies”, the two kings are each “he who 
treads upon the necks of his foes” (mukabbis kišād ajjābīšu) (e.g. AE1:i14-
15, SE28:8). Ashurnasirpal II is also presented as “slayer of his foes” (munēr 
ajjābīšu) (e.g. AE1:i35), and “conqueror of the foes of Ashur” (kāšid ajjābūt 
Aššur) (e.g. AE1:i28). In the last epithet, the idea that the enemy ruler op-
poses the deities by his resistance is given once more. The same king is also 
once referred to as “he who destroys his enemies” (muḫalliq zā’irīšu) 
(AE56:4). More commonly, the enemy ruler is called nakru. The Assyrian 
king is “trampler of all enemies” (dā’iš kullat nakrī) (e.g. AE1:i15, SE28:8-
9), “trampler of the lands of enemies” (dā’iš mātāti nakrī) (AE1:iii116), and 

                                                 
790 Fales 1982: 428-32. 
791 Liverani 1990: 128. 
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“king who disintegrates all his enemies” (šarru mušḫarmiṭ kullat nakrīšu) 
(e.g. AE1:i35). He is also “he who has competed with every last enemy of 
Ashur above and below” (nākirūt Aššur pāṭ gimrišunu eliš u šapliš ištananu) 
and “he whose just hand has conquered all his enemies” (napḫar nakrīšu 
ikšudu ešartu qāssu) (e.g. AE1:i27, 40:8-9 resp.).  

Quite often the defeated enemy is specified as being “ruler” (malku) or 
less often “king” (šarru). Ashurnasirpal II is “he who makes all rulers bow 
down” (qādid° kal malkī) (AE19:11),792 “he who achieves victory over the 
rulers of all quarters” ([šākin] līte eli malkī ša kalîšina kibrāti) (AE56:6), and 
“he who smashes the weapons of the rulers of all quarters” (mušabbir kakkī 
malkī ša kalîšina kibrāti) (AE19:19-20). The same king is also “the king 
who forces to bow down those/rulers unsubmissive to him” (šarru 
mušakmiṣ° lā kanšūtešu) (e.g. AE1:i36),793 and “he whose great hand has 
conquered all rulers insubordinate to him” (napḫar malkī lā māgirīšu ikšudu 
rabītu qāssu) (e.g. AE1:i39). Ashurnasirpal II is also “he who by his lordly 
combat has placed under one command fierce and merciless kings from sun-
rise to sunset” (ša ina qitrub bēlūtišu šarrāni ekdūte lā pādûte ištu ṣīt šamši 
adi ereb šamši pâ ištēn ušaškin°) (e.g. AE2:20-21).  

After defeating the enemy, the two kings can be called “great king(s)” 
(šarru rabû) (e.g. AE1:ii125, SE5:i1). This title is used primarily in an inter-
national context where it alludes to relations to other rulers.794 The impor-
tance of it is showed by Ashurnasirpal II who has it as heading a common 
and vital cluster of epithets (e.g. AE31:1). The king is furthermore “he who 
has no rival among the rulers of the four quarters” (ša ina malkī ša kibrāt 
erbetti šāninšu lā īšû) (e.g. AE1:i12-13, SE2:i10), “he who has no antago-
nist” (ša māḫira lā īšû) (e.g. AE1:i13-14), and “king without rival” (šar lā 
šanān) (e.g. AE1:i10, SE25:2), i.e. he is someone who has eliminated all 
competition. Liverani sees this as an example of an ideological yet histori-
cally based transition from a “heroic-competitive” stage to a “territorial” 
stage marked by superiority and undisputed control.795 Although this sugges-
tion may certainly be problematized and questioned (see ch. 6),796 the epi-
thets treated here clearly convey the image of the sole, supreme ruler. 

As the master of the foreign rulers, the king is then the undisputed master 
of foreign rulers, lords, and kings. He can e.g. call himself “commander of 
all rulers” ([šāpir] malkī ša kullate) (e.g. SE9:3), “king of all rulers” (šar kal 
                                                 
792 The word qadādu has the meaning, at least in the D-stem, of making someone bow down. 
See CAD Q, qadādu (4). 
793 Tellingly, the word kamāsu both refer to the bowing down of enemies in front of the king 
and to the gestures of cult participants in front of deities. See CAD K, kamāsu B. This imagi-
natively expresses the absoluteness in the surrendering of the subjugated ruler. 
794 Cifola 1995: 81-85. 
795 Liverani 1981: 234-38. 
796 For example, in the case of Shalmaneser III’s state ideology the general impression is one 
of continuity. His titulary is not subject to much change, and he describes himself as “rival” 
(šāninu) to the other rulers of the world in a text dated as late as 833 BCE (SE40:i3-4).  
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malkī) (e.g. AE1:i20), “foremost of all rulers” (ašarēd kalâ° malikī) (e.g. 
AE40:12), and “he who treads upon the necks of rulers insubordinate to 
him” (mukabbis kišād malkī lā māgirūtešu) (e.g. AE19:14). Furthermore, 
Ashurnasirpal II is “king of lords” (šar bēlē) (e.g. AE1:i19), and “lord of 
lords” (bēl bēlē) (e.g. AE1:i21). The named king also refers to himself in a 
stative form as “being lord-like” (bēlāku) (e.g. AE1:i32). The foreign rulers 
are also stated as subordinated in the royal epithets of “lord of kings” 
(bēlum° šarrāni) (SE17:28), and “king of kings” (šar šarrāni) (e.g. 
AE1:i21). Ashurnasirpal II also refers to himself as “being royal” (šarrāku) 
in a stative form which heads a certain cluster of epithets (e.g. AE1:i32). As 
is apparent from the above, a hierarchy between the terms šarru and bēlu is 
not readily identified, but the term malku seems less prestigious, used only 
once by Shalmaneser III (SE16:1), and only occasionally by Ashurnasirpal 
II, e.g. in his royal epithet of “foremost of all rulers”.  

Also in the narrative passages, the Assyrian king is presented as the over-
lord of foreign rulers, not the least by the frequent mentioning of the king as 
conquering enemy polities or as receiving tribute and submission from for-
eign cities and states. As for the latter, in a certain narrative passage, the 
rulers of all western lands are described as approaching the Assyrian king 
with humility and submission in their acts and attitudes (e.g. AE2:44-45). In 
a culminating and ceremonial act of subordination, the foreign ruler was 
expected “to seize my (Shalmaneser III’s)  feet” (šēpīja iṣbutu), i.e. to sub-
mit (SE14:134). The above discussed royal epithets also convey an image of 
the Assyrian king as placing one of his feet on the neck of the foreign ruler. 
The foreign ruler was expected to be the “servant/slave” (wardu) of the 
Assyrian king. The Urartean and Bit-Adini rulers are in fact explicitly de-
scribed as “servants” in the inscriptions of Shalmaneser III (SE17:24, 17:7 
resp.). All these visions of hierarchy have their backgrounds in the corona-
tion command which states that Ashur has granted the Assyrian king sover-
eignty and dominion over the rulers of the four quarters (e.g. AE1:i40-41).  

This asymmetrical state of the relations of power is also expressed by de-
scribing the king appointing vassals or “puppet kings” (e.g. SE16:225´-26´), 
as well as Assyrian officials with supervising duties (qīpu), or by installing 
governors (šaknu) in charge of the relevant polity (e.g. SE6:iv37-39). Espe-
cially in the texts of Ashurnasirpal II, these references to administrative 
measures related to the delegating and distribution of power are many (e.g. 
AE3:45-46). Sometimes but not very often these vassals are described as 
persons with governor-like duties. Some western kings are e.g. mentioned as 
submitting, whereafter they, or at least other high-ranking members of their 
courts, accompany in their capacity of “hostages” (līṭu) Ashurnasirpal II on 
his subsequent military campaign (e.g. AE1:iii69-70). Arguably, there was a 
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distinction between governors sent out from the core, and those who were 
allowed to head the administration due to their local power network.797 

Turning to iconography, the elites are portrayed variously as making re-
sistance or submitting. The proper attitude, according to Assyrian state ide-
ology, is expressed e.g. on the two sides of the throne base on which two 
separate rows of tributaries headed by rulers from Chaldea and Patina/Unqi 
respectively approach the king offering tribute and submission (SI14:4-7). 
These tributaries with their bowed backs and clenched fists undoubtedly 
express subordination.798 The extremes of the two areas, south and north, 
symbolically signify the wide extent of the king’s dominion.799 The throne 
base (see Fig. 24) is through its reliefs and its epithet “he who with the sup-
port of Ashur has tread all lands under his feet as if it were a footstool” (ša 
ina tukulti Aššur mātāti kalîšina kīma kerṣappi ana šēpīšu ikbusu) (e.g. 
SE28:9-10) a symbol of the other side’s defeat. On the Black Obelisk, for-
eign elites, here from Gilzanu, Israel, Suhu, and Patina, again head rows of 
servile tributaries who twice meet the king standing with his entourage 
(SI11:A1-2, A-D 3-4). Again, bowed backs and clenched fists convey their 
intent to submit. The four processions each represent geographical extremes, 
points of the compass, and the king is in this way supposedly portrayed as a 
world ruler who receives tribute from all the quarters of the universe.800  

The person who heads the tributary processions, and thereby is closest to 
the Assyrian king, is presumably the relevant foreign ruler. Often figures in a 
smaller scale, most likely the ruler’s son-heir,801 accompany these leaders 
(e.g. SI14:6a). In their leading positions, the foreign rulers either make the 
gesture of clenched fists (e.g. AI4:D5, SI14:6a), bear some precious item as 
a gift (e.g. AI14:61-62),802 or are on their knees in front of the king. The 
emphasized scenes of the rulers of Gilzanu and Israel crawling and kissing 
the ground in front of the king are examples of the latest gesture, and sym-
bolize the extent of the king’s power from the extreme east to the extreme 
west.803 On an ivory plaque from the 9th century BCE and the throne room of 
the North-West Palace, another ruler kisses the feet of the Assyrian king 
(AI26).804 The position of the relevant monarch, i.e. Ashurnasirpal II, at the 
receiving end of these acts of humility and processions of tributaries natu-
rally expresses his superior status in relation to the foreign elites.   

                                                 
797 For the latter, see 5.4.7. For the administrative structure, see Postgate 1979 and 1992a. 
798 D. Oates 1963: 16-17. 
799 D. Oates 1963: 16, Reade 1979b: 72. 
800 Porada 1983: 15-16, Lieberman 1985. 
801 Reade 1980a: 13. 
802 For the interpretation of a gift in the relevant scene, see Curtis & Tallis 2008: 66. 
803 Porada 1983: 15-16. As for this submission act, also Assyrians are depicted as throwing 
themselves at the king’s feet (AI24:22b., SI10:10t.). See also 5.4.6. 
804 The literary theme of “kissing” (našāqu) the feet of the Assyrian king is expressed in the 
texts of the Sargonid kings. See e.g. Grayson & Novotny 2012: 16: iii 15-26. 
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In conclusion, both Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III are described 
and depicted as the superior of the foreign lands, elites and people. They are 
both variably portrayed in the position of becoming as well as in the position 
of being the superior part in relation to these. The Assyrian king could not 
share the same kind and degree of authority with any other ruler of the 
world. Vassals, puppet kings, and governors form a lower strata of authority 
in the inscriptions and iconography of the two kings. The overall hierarchy is 
described as reflecting the wishes of the Mesopotamian deities.  

5.4.2 Function and reciprocity 
After having identified the respective statuses of the human units of analysis, 
the issue of the function of the relationship is now brought up to discussion. 
In this subsection, I will identify and discuss a principle or policy of recip-
rocity by which the foreign elites and people were expected to give submis-
sion and tribute in exchange for life and protection from the Assyrian king. 
Annihilation805 and enslavement/deportation followed in case of resistance.  

A reciprocity principle which states that a refusal of submission and trib-
ute payment causes annihilation or enslavement, and that a giving of these 
things causes royal benevolence and protection runs as a red thread in the 
relevant royal inscriptions. According to this logic, the chain of events in 
Assyrian royal inscriptions are either background (not always given how-
ever), marching out, battle, aftermath (i.e. plunder, destruction, killing, en-
slavement), and onmarch or homemarch, or background, marching out, trib-
ute and submission, and onmarch or homemarch. Similarly, Oppenheim 
sees, in the former scenario, the standard chain of events of Assyrian royal 
inscriptions as marching out, battle, and triumph, followed by punishing the 
defeated, and reporting to the deities.806 As recognized also by Fales and 
Oded in their respective surveys on the topic, the violence of the Assyrian 
king is caused by the enemy’s refusal of submitting and paying tribute, obli-
gations which are stipulated by loyalty oaths or the sheer idea of Ashur’s 
world dominion.807 In other words, it is the response of the foreign land in 
question which decides which of these chain of events is realized.  

The principle that submission and tribute bring mercy is attested fre-
quently in the inscriptions of the two kings. As for the texts of Ashurnasirpal 
II, reciprocity and the foreign people, the (people of the) cities808 in the vicin-
                                                 
805 The use of this loaded word does not imply genocide. As will be argued below, the royal 
use of atrocities is not portrayed as ethno-culturally motivated, and a distinction between 
“guilty” and “innocent” is occasionally made. How the acts of “punishment” were carried out 
in real life is of course another question. 
806 Oppenheim 1979: 121-25. 
807 Fales 1982: 428-32, Oded 1992. 
808 The gentilic ending to a GN is here understood as referring to the people of a polity. In the 
case of a lack of this ending, the elite of the relevant polity is probably alluded to. The latter 
agent may be interpreted as the city/land as an institution, thus connected to the ruling elites. 
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ity of Mt Kirruru deliver tribute to the king on his campaign. The tribute in 
question is enumerated, a statement that corvée was imposed is given, and 
no violence is mentioned (AE1:i54-56). In the same passage, the lands of 
Gilzanu and Hubusku are claimed to have given tribute, whereafter the 
king’s onmarch is stated without any remarks on the exercise of violence 
(AE1:i56-58). The people of Habhu who flee to a mountain rather than sur-
render or engage in battle are by contrast brutally punished (AE1:ii112-16). 
The notes that certain cities were “fortified” allude to resistance by the for-
eign people in that they locked themselves up within their walls, causing the 
king to besiege. The (people of the) cities Kinabu and Tela of Nirbu are e.g. 
described in this way. When the king and his army then conquer these cities 
they kill, destroy, plunder, and carry out various atrocities towards the be-
sieged people (AE1:i106-10, 1:i112-ii2 resp.). As for the texts of Shalmane-
ser III, the fate of the fleeing people of Mt Lamena who is then plundered of 
their possessions and killed by the king is e.g. juxtaposed with the fate of the 
people of Tarsus who submit and pay tribute, and who are evidently spared 
(SE14:135-38). The people of Syrian cities who become frightened and flee 
are being plundered of their possessions, have their settlements destroyed, 
and get killed, while the people of Phoenician cities who pay tribute are ap-
parently spared (SE16:152´-62´). These are just a few of the many attesta-
tions of this universally applied principle. The background of a certain action 
of the king is not always mentioned, but when it is indeed stated, it is clear 
that the principle in question was in operation. The foreign people could 
however save themselves through handing out or killing the rebellious rulers 
and nobles of their own cities. In these cases, only the actual instigators, i.e 
the rulers and nobles, are described as being punished, and then very se-
verely (SE14:152-54, 2:ii79-80 resp.).  

Regarding the foreign elites and the identified principle of reciprocity, the 
fate of these was yet again dependent on which response they gave towards 
the king’s demand for submission and tribute. The reciprocity principle of 
submission-gives-mercy identified above is even more apparent with regards 
to this agent. As for the texts of Ashurnasirpal II, the king receives tribute 
from “the kings of the sea coast” including those of Tyr, Sidon, and Byblos. 
The tribute in question is listed, and the passage is ended with the proclama-
tion that these kings all submitted to Ashurnasirpal II. Descriptions of vio-
lence are absent (AE1:iii85-88). The same is the case when “all the kings of 
the (eastern) land Zamua” submit. The king only mentions that he imposed 
tribute, tax, and corvée labour (AE1:ii77-80). The kings from western states 
including Hatti and Hanigalbat give tribute, and the narration of this particu-
lar campaign is ended without further due (AE1:ii21-23). The royal response 
is another when the king is confronted by hostility and resistance. The cities 
of the ruler Kirteara of Larbusa are besieged and conquered, and the 
Assyrian army then kill, plunder, and destroy (AE1:ii39-43). The same ac-
tions are directed at a fortified, i.e. resisting, city of the ruler Ilanu of Bit-



 144 

Zamani (AE1:iii105-9). As for the texts of Shalmaneser III, the rulers of 
Zanziuna and Gilzanu both give up and pay tribute whereafter no acts of 
atrocities are mentioned (SE2:ii57-63). The rulers of Hubushkia and Bit-
Adini in contrast resist, and they, along with their lands,809 are consequently 
described as punished heavily (SE2:ii63-69). Furthermore, after the king of 
Daienu submits and presents tax and tribute of horses, no violence is indi-
cated (SE8:51´). The same applies for the narration of the paying of tribute 
by Jehu of Israel (SE8:24´´-27´´). Hazael of Damascus however offers resis-
tance whereupon he and his army is vanquished and severely punished 
(SE8:2´´-21´´). Similarly, the surrendering and tribute giving ruler of Tana-
kun is spared (SE14:133-35), while the unsubmissive ruler of Urartu is de-
feated and punished (SE14:141-46). As indicated above, there are no signs 
that ethno-cultural belonging was a factor in the treatment of foreign people. 
Quite often the background of a certain encounter is not clarified, but the 
principle in question is certainly in operation when it is indeed stated.  

Frequently, the reciprocity principle is realized after the king’s use of the 
ultimately divine radiance and weapons against foreign elites and people. 
The foreign people and elites are confronted by these, and they respond ei-
ther by becoming paralyzed and submitting or by embarking upon a panicing 
flight. As for the former reaction, the “radiance of Ashur” (melammu ša 
Aššur) causes people and elites to give up and pay tribute (e.g. AE17:i79-
81), and submission also occurs after the fright of “the brilliance of my 
weapons and awe of my lordship” (namurrat kakkīja šurbat° bēlūtija) on the 
part of the enemy side (e.g. AE19:86-90). The foreign side also gives up and 
pays tribute because of the fright of “my (the king’s) mighty/furious weap-
ons, very wild combat, and perfect strength” (kakkīja dannūti/ezzūti tāḫāzija 
šitmuri gešrīja gitmālāti) (e.g. AE1:iii46-47). As for the latter reaction, the 
foreign elites and people resort to panicing flight because of the “radiance of 
my (i.e. his) kingship” (melam šarrūtija), royal (mighty) weapons, and his 
very wild combat (e.g. AE19:80-81). In these latter cases, the king states that 
he “spread my (i.e. his) royal/lordly radiance/brilliance over them (i.e. upon 
cities and lands)” (melam/namurrat šarrūtija/bēlūtija elišunu atbuku) (e.g. 
AE19:79). In sum, the foreign elites and people can either recognize and 
surrender when confronted by divine weapons and radiance and then be 
spared, or they can haughtily disregard them and then be punished.  

As is evident from the examples above, escaping the rebellious city, most 
often to a mountain peak, was not a means of avoiding the king’s punish-
ment. Many passages refer to the slaughter of the people and elites who by 
fright and “to save their own lives” (ana šūzub napištišunu) vainly flee to the 
sea or more often to rugged, high mountains establishing it as a fortress (e.g. 

                                                 
809 The propagandistic idea that the destiny of the ruler is unsolvably tied to that of his country 
and people is amply attested, most notably in the curses and blessing sections of Assyrian 
royal inscriptions, e.g. in the curse section AE17:v89-103. 
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AE17:iv90-102, SE16:221´-24´). In rare cases, the enemy flees to a moun-
tain peak whereafter the narrative intentionally breaks off (e.g. AE17:ii98-
99). He then “disappears” from the scene, a meaning inherent in the expres-
sion of “taking to a mountain” (šadâ emēdu) used in other inscriptions.810 
Anyway, flight and resistance were regarded as equivalent evils, and only 
the ceremonial and symbolic acts of submission and tribute could prevent the 
Assyrian king from causing plundering, destruction, and killing.   

As for the practical nature of resistance, which turns either to flight or 
fight, in Assyrian royal inscriptions and the reciprocity principle, there are 
two kinds of resistance brought up in the relevant sources: external resis-
tance from getting conquered for the first time by the Assyrian king, and 
centering on the word nakru, and internal resistance in the shape of a true 
rebellion, and centering on the word nabalkatu.811 The latter kind of resis-
tance is described as more severely punished by the Assyrian king than the 
former. Both kings bring up the issue of internal rebellion. Shalmaneser III 
faces a large Syrian-Palestinian coalition which aims at diminishing the great 
influence just gained by this king in the west (SE2:ii90-96).812 Ashurnasirpal 
II narrates that the city Suru of the western polity of Bit-Halupe (AE1:i74-
96), as well as the ruler Nur-Adad of the eastern state Dagara (AE1:ii23-31), 
and “all people of Laqu, Hindanu, and Suhu” (AE1:iii26-48), all rebelled 
against his overlordship. In the case of the rebellion of two kings of the east-
ern land of Zamua, the act is qualified as “withholding the tribute and corvée 
of Ashur” (AE1:ii50). The word nabalkatu can tellingly enough besides “to 
rebel” also refer to crime and black magic.813 The end results of all these 
rebellions were utter destruction and the inflicting of various atrocities.  

In addition to an internal rebellion in which the overlord seemingly faces 
a united front, the relevant resistance could also be more fragmentary and 
complex, displaying features of civil war between pro-Assyrian and anti-
Assyrian wings. It could take the shape of the foreign elites putting a ruler of 
their own choice on the throne, often a “son of a nobody” (mār lā mamman) 
or a “lord of a non-throne” (bēl lā kussî), getting rid of the vassal or puppet 
king which had been appointed by the Assyrian king. As the “avenger” 
(mutīr gimilli), Shalmaneser III e.g. ensures a legitimate succession to the 
throne of Babylon by defeating the rebel and “usurper king” (šar ḫammā’i) 
Marduk-bel-usate (e.g. SE5:iv4). The royal response in these cases is equally 
harsh. Also, the same ruler defeats and impales the rebellious elements of 
Patina who had killed the puppet king there (e.g. SE14:154). Ashurnasirpal 
II faces a complex internal rebellion of another kind, i.e. when “Assyrians” 
living in the north-west decide to oppose the king in Nimrud. The following 

                                                 
810 See Weidner 1940 (on attestations), and CAD E, emēdu (1 d 3´).  
811 Saggs 1982: 87-91. 
812 From a historian’s view, this rebellion was rather external (Grayson 1982: 260-64). 
813 CAD N I, nabalkutu. 
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punishments are brutal (AE1:i101-10). Similarly, Assyrian soldiers who do 
not turn up in the barracks face the punishment of impaling.814 These kinds of 
rebellions were challenges to the world order, established by the deities, and 
upheld by the king.815 As already indicated, the worst kind of atrocities such 
as flaying and impaling are reserved for the responding to these rebellions.  

In accordance with the identified reciprocity principle, the acts of cruelty 
of the king were not exercised indiscriminately. Rather, these were primarily 
directed at those who were regarded as sinners by withholding tribute and 
submission.816 Similarly, Kuhrt argues that a distinction between guilty and 
innocent is recognized in Assyrian royal inscriptions, and that it was re-
flected in the varied treatment of the defeated elites and people.817 The same 
idea is identified by Saggs who sees a policy of punishing the guilty, i.e. 
those opposing the king, while extending mercy and protection to those who 
were innocent, i.e. those acknowledging the king.818 In other words, guilt was 
measured not only on a collective but also on an individual level. 

A distinction between actual rebels (who govern) and innocent civilians 
(who are governed) is sometimes made in the sources, in the context of nar-
rating royal punishing. On Shalmaneser III’s Babylonian campaign, the king 
only killed the rebel ruler and “the guilty soldiers who were with him” (ṣābū 
bēl ḫiṭṭi ša ittišu) (SE6:ii47-48). The soldiers’ epithet of bēl ḫiṭṭi alludes to 
sinful behaviour by being based on the word ḫiṭṭu meaning “sin”.819 Also, the 
emphasis in the campaigns against first the Syrian coalition and then the 
Syrian-Palestinian coalition rests on defeating and punishing their rulers and 
soldiers (e.g. SE8:32´-34´). Additionally, the described internal rebellion in 
Patina imposes royal punishment solely to the usurper’s court and his guilty 
soldiers (SE16:268´-86´). The terminology of guilty soldiers is applied also 
by Ashurnasirpal II (AE1:i82). This king also refers to a certain rebellious, 
foreign ruler as the “guilty man” (bēl ḫiṭṭi) in the context of targeted pun-
ishments (AE19:91). Another word for “sin” (anzillu) is used in the context 
of Sennacherib’s narration of the defiant attitude and behaviour of Hezekiah, 
ruler of Judah.820 Indiscriminate violence is in other words not applied, and a 
clear logic in the use of royal violence is once again attested. Refusing to 
acknowledge a logic in the royal use of violence may be seen as reproducing 
the Orientalism notion of Oriental violence. Admittedly, narrative passages 
which seemingly refer to the use of indiscriminate violence are attested, but 

                                                 
814 A threat expressed in a royal letter of Sargon II. See Parpola 1987: 22: 7-12. 
815 Liverani 1990: 128, Fuchs 2005: 38. 
816 See also Fuchs 2009: 112-16 for a similar conclusion. 
817 Kuhrt 1997: 518. 
818 Saggs 1982: 87-91. 
819 AHw I/Ḫ, ḫīṭum, CAD Ḫ, ḫīṭu A (4). Literally, “owner of sin”. 
820 CAD A II, anzillu (a), Grayson & Novotny 2012: 4: 43. In the same narration, Sennacherib 
explicitly distinguishes between guilty and innocent inhabitants of the conquered city Ekron 
when discussing the relevant city seizure (4: 46-47). 
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they then most likely tell of a need for abbreviation, thus leaving out the 
background, rather than of the mentioned phenomenon. 

The “positive” outcome of the reciprocity principle took the shapes of 
peace, order, tribute, and submission. In the iconography, the foreign people 
are ideally represented in tribute and captive processions, as praying for 
mercy or giving away respectful greetings, both meanings given by a raised 
hand, and with their backs slightly bent forward in a gesture of servility. The 
accompanying Assyrian soldiers are in contrast always majestic and standing 
with erect and firm stances next to these (e.g. AI13:17-18, SI10:4b.).821 The 
submission of cities is sometimes represented by model cities given to the 
king by tributaries (e.g. SI14:5a). The ideal representations of foreign elites 
are likewise given by tribute and captive processions. The foreign ruler, who 
leads these processions, and high-ranking members of his court express their 
subordination through the gestures of clenched fists (e.g. AI4:E3-4, SI14:6a) 
or a raised right hand (e.g. AI14:81-82). The foreign ruler could also be de-
picted as prostrating at the ground and feet of the majestic Assyrian king 
(e.g. AI26, SI11:A1). As for soldiers, the gesture of both arms raised to the 
sky of northern soldiers may signify the wished-for attitude of subordination 
(e.g. AI14:59-60).822 The scenes of tribute, like those from the Assyrian 
camp, are marked by order and peace, and stand in marked contrast to the 
chaotic and violent scenes of battle and resistance. 

The “negative” outcome of the reciprocity principle took the shapes of 
war, chaos, killing, and enslavement. This outcome was realized when the 
foreign people and elites refused to acknowledge the Assyrian king, in ex-
tension Ashur and the great gods, as their overlord, and chose to deny his 
right to tribute. The prescribed response of the king was acts of annihilation, 
and the consequences of these acts are often mentioned in the sources, a fact 
which has motivated the application of an Orientalist discourse reproducing 
the notion of Oriental violence on the Assyrian material.823 Far from being 
indiscriminate, the violence and atrocities are only inflicted upon those who 
have “sinned” by being unsubmissive and withholding tribute.824 In the fol-
lowing paragraphs, I will give an image of what this violence entailed. 

The function of the king as “punisher” of hostile polities or of opposition 
in general is attested in the titulary e.g. through the epithet of Shalmaneser 
III of “weapon (which smites) all quarters” (kašūš kal kibrāte) (SE25:3). 
Ashurnasirpal II is similarly “the merciless weapon which causes lands hos-
tile to him to fall” (kakku lā pādû mušamqit māt nakrīšu) (e.g. AE1:i34), and 

                                                 
821 D. Oates 1963: 17.  
822 Davies et al. 2008: 55 (who also suggest the gesture meaning of joining battle). 
823 In his historical survey on empires, Mann (1994: 46-56) e.g. labels the Neo-Assyrian 
empire as purely based on coercive, military power. 
824 Despite this idea on sins against the divine sphere, the deities are somewhat elevated above 
the punishments, since they are never directly described as sanctioning torture and atrocities, 
supposedly as a reflection of the notion that this violence was not heroic. 
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“slaughterer of cities and highlands” (šāgiš ālāni u ḫuršāni) (e.g. AE1:i34). 
Telling of the fierce nature of his warfare is his epithet of “king at whose 
command disintegrates mountains and seas” (šarru ša ina qibīt pîšu 
ušḫarmaṭu šadê u tâmāte) (e.g. AE2:19-20), and “at the attack of whose 
furious weapons all lands feel constrained” (ša ana tīb kakkīšu ezzūte gimir 
mātāti iḫillā) (AE40:13-15). More directly speaking of a retaliating mission, 
responding to resistance, are supposedly his epithet of “avenger” (mutīr 
gimilli) (e.g. AE1:i21) as well as his fairly common epithet “he who requites 
with strife” (murīb anunte) (e.g. AE23:13). In his act of punishing, the king 
takes the shape of a force of nature. Shalmaneser III is e.g. described as a 
“fire” (girru) (SE12:20), both kings are a “flood (mound)” (abūbu) (e.g. 
AE40:13, SE6:ii1), and they both “thunder” (šagāmu) like Adad over un-
submissive lands (e.g. AE1:iii120, SE5:iii3). Ashurnasirpal II, while thun-
dering as “Adad, the flooder” (Adad ša rāḫiṣi), also caused “flames” (nablu) 
to inflict the enemies (e.g. AE1:ii106). The named monarch (AE1:ii36) as 
well as his army (e.g. AE1:iii105) furthermore attack enemy forces from the 
air, while taking on the forms of “birds (of prey)” (iṣṣūru). 

As for the textual narrative and the royal punishing of resistance from the 
foreign people, the extremely common and idiomatic phrase “I razed, de-
stroyed, and burned” (appul aqqur ina išāti ašrup) concisely expresses the 
king’s punishment role in this regard (e.g. AE19:79, SE2:ii46). The people 
of conquered, unsubmissive cities are routinely killed and enslaved (e.g. 
AE1:ii20-21, SE14:129), often in suspiciously large numbers (e.g. SE10:ii4-
5).825 The idiomatic and cryptical expression, common in the texts of Ashur-
nasirpal II, of the king “burning boys and girls” (batūlīšunu batulātešunu 
ana maqlūte aqlu) or sometimes just boys of the conquered cities likewise 
speaks of the act of punishing unsubmissive foreign people (e.g. AE1:i109), 
in this case possibly by targeting their youth, much in the same manner as 
the cutting down of trees in orchards constitutes a significant blow for com-
ing generations (AE1:iii109, e.g. SE2:ii68).826 Shalmaneser III also mentions 
that he burned down the enemy land’s shock of sheaves and trees (SE10:iv4, 
17:53 resp.), that he uprooted harvests, cut down gardens, and stopped up 
canals (SE5:iv4-5). All these actions of course threatened the living condi-
tions for the foreign people. Symbolic of the punishing destruction from the 
hands of the king is the expression that he “turned (enemy cities) into 
mounds and ruin hills” (ana tilli u karme utēr) (e.g. AE1:iii103), thus recre-
ating the conditions right after the devestating Great Flood. Similarly, the 
kings are described as unleashing or spreading royal “radiance” (notably 
melammu) and “terror” (pulḫu) upon unsubmissive lands and people (e.g. 

                                                 
825 Although Millard (1991) as well as De Odorico (1995) argue that these numbers may not 
necessarily be untrue but must be evaluated from case to case, they are nevertheless integral 
parts of an underlying propaganda purpose. 
826 Fuchs 2009: 78 (on youths and the generational aspect).  
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AE19:79, SE14:158-59). The relevant verb (tabāku) can allude to the 
movement of the Deluge and to the expunging of sins.827 

The idea that people’s resistance leads to terror is amply conveyed also in 
the iconographic sources, especially in the North-West Palace and on the 
Balawat gates. Their scenes mostly depict the king’s army slaying enemy 
soldiers, but scenes of setting enemy cities ablaze (AI4:WFL24, e.g. SI10:2) 
and the act of cutting down orchards (AI4:B3t., e.g. SI10:2t.) clearly allude 
to punishing civilians. The images of battered enemy cities on fire visually 
illustrates the idiom “I razed, destroyed, and burned”. 

If the foreign elites do not give submission and tribute, the king’s pre-
scribed response is annihilation and enslavement. In the textual narrative, it 
is stated that Shalmaneser III cuts down soldiers with his sword like Adad 
himself (e.g. SE2:ii98), and several passages morbidly refer to the multitude 
of corpses caused by the king’s warfare (e.g. SE2:ii97-101). He decapitates 
the defeated warriors and builds “towers of heads” (asītāte ša qaqqadi) out-
side the enemy cities (e.g. SE2:ii53), or he puts the heads of nobles on stakes 
or in heaps (e.g. SE2:ii53-54). Enemy soldiers and nobles are impaled out-
side the city gates (e.g. SE14:154), and the blood of the defeated soldiers is 
often described as colouring whole landscapes red (e.g. SE1:60´-61´). The 
number of the punished opponents are as often fantastic (e.g. SE10:ii24-25), 
presumably in order to stress the magnitude of the king’s war achievements.  

The ill-reputed (see below and 8.1) Ashurnasirpal II adds to the mention-
ing of atrocities by stating that he staged massacres down to the last man 
standing (e.g. AE17:iv75-83), that he caused the corpses of enemy forces to 
be thrown down besieged mountains (e.g. AE17:iii8-9), that he formed roads 
and filled mountain cracks and streets with the corpses of enemy forces (e.g. 
AE1:ii83, 1:ii55 resp.), and that he killed and destroyed from one place to 
another (AE17:iii53-55). He also claims to have burnt captives (e.g. 
AE1:i108), and to have made the blood of enemy soldiers flow in streams 
(AE21:15´). The king furthermore states that he blinded ([AE21:14´]), flayed 
alive (AE21:13´), and cut out the tongues of defeated soldier captives 
(AE21:14´). As for the rebellious nobles, as well as some soldiers, they are 
stacked up into heaps of corpses (e.g. AE1:i89-91), flayed alive (e.g. 
AE1:i91-92), impaled (e.g. AE1:iii108), their eyes are gouged out (e.g. 
AE1:iii112-13), various body parts such as arms are dismembered (e.g. 
AE1:ii115), and they are being buried alive (e.g. AE1:ii72). Decapitated 
heads of nobles and soldiers are hung up in trees in palaces or outside the 
cities (e.g. AE17:iii85-86). Regarding rebellious officials, it is stated that the 
king slayed the eunuchs (and) the royal eunuchs “who were guilty” 
(AE1:i92). The unsubmissive foreign ruler did not fare well either. He is 
seized, flayed alive (in Assyria or on the spot), and having his flayed skin 
draped over the relevant city wall (e.g. AE1:i67-68). These acts all convey 
                                                 
827 CAD T, tabāku. 
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the message of what happens to those, regardless of ethno-cultural belong-
ing, who dare to refuse the Assyrian king his right to submission and tribute.  

The message that elites resistance gives terror is amply conveyed in the 
North-West Palace and on the Balawat gates. Scenes of mutilation 
(SI10:10b., e.g. AI13:9-10), decapitation (SI10:13t., e.g. AI4:B4t.), erecting 
of tower of heads (SI10:8b.), impalement (SI10:4b.), cutting of throats (e.g. 
AI13:25-26, SI10:2t.), smashing of heads (e.g. SI10:7t.), and the killing of 
fallen enemies by spear (e.g. SI10:13t.), are commonly attested. The contrast 
between the victorious royal army and that of the enemies is made clear by 
number, i.e. the former is more numerous, and depiction, i.e. the latter are 
slouching and have bowed backs (e.g. AI4:B8t., SI10:7), they are crawling 
in the dust (e.g. AI4:B9t., SI10:13t.), crushed alone or in heaps under chari-
ots (e.g. AI14:59-60, SI10:13t.), falling headlong from city walls (e.g. 
AI4:B5b., SI10:9t.), and they are often illustrated praying for mercy (e.g. 
AI14:69-70, SI10:7t.). Their corpses are seen mutilated and strewn all over 
the battlefield (e.g. AI4:B9t., SI10:12). Sometimes the enemy soldiers are 
illustrated vainly fleeing to or defending themselves from mountains (e.g. 
AI14:59-60, SI10:2). At other times, enemy soldiers flee in panic through 
swimming away, usually in vain, from the approaching Assyrian army, 
sometimes even along with their horses (AI4:B17t., B27-28b. resp.).828 A 
city ruler, probably the arch-enemy Irhulenu of Hamath, is depicted help-
lessly lying on his bed within the confines of his besieged city (SI10:13t.).829 
The claim that it is hardly possible to detect the outcome of battles in 
Assyrian narrative state art is not tenable on closer inspection.830   

The harsh punishments to be inflicted upon those guilty of rebellion were 
however not automatically given. There were in other words some room for 
practising the reciprocity principle less rigidly. Foreign elites and people 
who had behaved “badly” could in special circumstances be forgiven. On 
one occasion, after an initial resistance which consisted of fortifying their 
city against the king, the besieged inhabitants finally surrender, whereupon it 
is stated that Ashurnasirpal II “saved their lives” (ana šūzub napištišunu 
ušēršunu) (e.g. AE17:iv47-48). In other but similar instances, the king 
“shows mercy” (rēmūta aškun) towards people and elites who had offered 
resistance but then changed their minds (e.g. AE1:iii76-77, SE2:ii58). Tell-
ingly, the latter phrase is associated with the deities,831 thus once again show-
ing the tendency to play with the divine, but without ever going the whole 
way to deification, when speaking of royal attributes. The almost divine-like 

                                                 
828 By contrast, naked Assyrian soldiers cross a water course in a calm, dignified, and orderly 
manner (AI4:B9-11b.). 
829 An identification based on the epigraph (SE76) and the special focusing on this person. 
830 For this claim, see Groenewegen-Frankfort 1951: 173. Scenes in which enemy soldiers are 
illustrated as defending themselves seemingly with dignity and valour are relatively few (e.g. 
AI4:B18t., and possibly SI10:16), and may be said to constitute exceptions to the rule. 
831 CAD R, rēmu (2). See also the divine epithets, containing this word, in appendices 8-9. 
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power of the king is also expressed through the words of the regretful nobles 
and elders of a rebellious state when they say: “As it pleases you, kill! As it 
pleases you, let live!” (mā ḫadât dūku mā ḫadât balliṭ) (AE1:i81). In most 
cases however, the forgiveness on the part of the king is not absolute. Often 
some showing of mercy is combined with some punishments (e.g. AE19:66-
67). Moreover, there seems to be a distinction between approved and disap-
proved atrocities. Among the latter were e.g. the non-existent literary theme 
of the maltreatment of women of conquered polities.832 

Returning to the rigid workings and collective level of the reciprocity 
principle, the unsubmissive foreign people are not always described and 
depicted as punished through annihilation. Mentionings of them as “cap-
tives” (šallatu) are also constantly attested in the narrations of the aftermath 
of battles. Oded notes that Shalmaneser III, in comparison with his father, 
took masses of captives and initiated many deportations (e.g. SE16:23).833 
Ashurnasirpal II does however talk a lot of deportations as well. The king 
takes elites and people as captives after the conquest of a city or land (e.g. 
AE1:iii98-99), and he further states that he “uprooted” (nasāḫu) people and 
troops as punishment for resistance (e.g. AE1:ii33). Foreign people and 
elites are described as deported from all over the world to the cosmic centre 
of Nimrud, where they performed “corvée” (zābil kudurri) and made “servi-
tude” (urdūtu) (e.g. AE1:ii79-80, 1:iii125-26 resp.). By these acts, they be-
came the servants (wardu) of the Assyrian king.834 Interestingly enough, the 
same word (šallatu) is used to name material booty as well as human cap-
tives, thus expressing their forfeited lives caused by resistance.835 Whether 
the word, in a specific case, refers to humans or material booty, may be con-
cluded from if it is accompanied by quantifications or not.836 

The defeated are then typically deported from the conquered city to 
Assyrian centres not only as captives but also as “hostages” (līṭu) (e.g. 
SE14:174, 14:134 resp.). Ashurnasirpal II here calls himself in a common 
epithet “capturer of hostages” (ṣābit līṭī) (e.g. AE1:i16-17). Additionally, 
several of his narrative passages refer to the seizing of hostages by him and 
the Assyrian army (e.g. AE2:45). The individuals of this category were sup-
posedly mostly high-ranking members of the foreign ruler’s court, notably 
princes and princesses.837 The alternative meaning of this word as “pledge” 
expresses the strong bond between the two rulers established in this con-
                                                 
832 Fuchs 2009. With the exception of the “burning of adolescent girls (and boys)” (see 
above). This general respect for women expressed in the ideological sources was hardly con-
sistently kept in real life, with the atrocity of rape accompanying any war, ancient or modern. 
833 Oded 1979: 20. 
834 Fales 2011: 229. 
835 CAD Š I, šallatu A (1).  
836 Noted by De Odorico (1995: 8) who states that quantifications allude to human booty. 
837 Reade 1980a: 13, Zawadzki 1995: 456. The mildest form of hostage sending was arguably 
to give an envoy, while the uttermost hostage sending self-evidently was for the foreign ruler 
himself to travel to the Assyrian court, along with his eldest son and designated heir. 
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text.838 Hostages were taken to enforce obedience, free one’s back, and to 
ensure a regular fulfilment of imposed obligations.839 

Rows of captives are often depicted in the North-West Palace and espe-
cially on the Balawat gates. These rows consist of naked, male captives in 
procession, occasionally tied to their backs (AI13:17-18, e.g. SI10:12b.), or 
naked, male, back-tied captives in neck stocks (e.g. SI10:8b.), or of naked, 
male captives in procession with a rope tied between them (SI10:3). In the 
iconography of Ashurnasirpal II, fully dressed captives are also represented 
with ropes tied between them (e.g. AI13:21-22), or bearing the burden of 
neck stocks (AI13:23-24, SI10:4b.). In a few cases, the captured people 
along with their livestock are portrayed as naked and emaciated in proces-
sions (e.g. SI10:12b.). Most often, the processions of captives move towards 
the king, but in a few cases the latter person instead heads one long proces-
sion consisting of himself, his entourage, and the captives (e.g. AI13:37-38). 
The captives are directed and disciplined by Assyrian soldiers or eunuchs 
who threatingly hold short sticks or maces in their raised right hands, ready 
to be put to use against any disorder in the lines (e.g. AI13:37-38, SI10:9b.). 

Punishing unsubmissive, foreign elites and people could in other words 
mean enslavement and captivity as well as annihilation. People of all regions 
are illustrated in this way, i.e. captured and annihilated, and both western 
and eastern/northern human beings are depicted naked (e.g. SI10:9b., 10:12 
resp.). The nakedness of the captives and enemy soldiers may be seen as 
associating them with death, defeat, and barbarism.840 That being said, all 
these portrayals of captivity and defeat tell of the status of the foreign elites 
and people after having responded defiantly to the king’s requests for sub-
mission and tribute. The relationship between the king and the foreign hu-
man beings was then determined by the latter’s actions, not by their (ethno-
cultural) nature. The giving of submission and tribute then saved the foreign 
elites and people from annihilation or captivity, and furthermore caused in-
clusion of a kind. In a transferred sense, the references to “Assyria” and 
“Assyrians” in Assyrian royal inscriptions denote political and not ethnical 
terms, defining a region and people who express the requested obedience.841 
The recognition of the principle in question thus effectively undermines the 
idea of anachronistic nationalism as well as that of indiscriminate Oriental 
violence, both often expressed in scholarly literature on the topic. 

On a practical level, the frequent acts of annihilation on the part of the 
king can be seen as him implementing a policy of determent so that people 
will not resist in the future. Olmstead in this sense refers to the “calculated 

                                                 
838 CAD L, līṭu A.  
839 Zawadzki 1995: 455. 
840 Bahrani 2001: 60-64. 
841 Machinist 1993: 89. 
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frightfulness” (of Ashurnasirpal II) and Saggs to “psychological warfare”.842 
In the words of Ashurnasirpal II, his violence “imposed awe of the fearful 
radiance of Ashur upon (in this case) the land Bit-Adini” (pulḫi melammē 
Aššur eli GN altakan) (AE1:iii54). The archival material shows that the 
Assyrian kings in reality practised an “offensive realism”, i.e. violence was 
in practice regarded as a last resort.843 The Assyrian state was content in let-
ting vassal states mind their own businesses as long as these continually 
provided tribute and expressed formal allegiance.844 Furthermore, Neo-
Assyrian deportations were motivated not just by the punishing, ideological 
aspect. Additional motives were creating bonds of dependancy, getting set-
tlers for strategic places or deserted areas, getting workforce for royal pro-
jects, and receiving recruitment for the army.845 Loyalty was created by reor-
ganization of lands and peoples. Destabilization, as a reordering of space, 
was regarded as a form of political organization in the Assyrian empire.846  

The identified principle does in itself clearly allude to a pragmatic and 
economically orientated policy. The idea that the gesture of submission must 
be accompanied by the delivering of tribute is consistently expressed. Taxes 
and tribute were centred on, and rebellion was defined by non-payment. Van 
der Spek even claims that “the Assyrian kings did not seem to pursue some 
other ideal beside the economical one”.847 Assyrian violence was not aimed 
at eradicating people or systems of thought, nor did it express nationalism 
and racism. Rather, the economic incentives were always paramount.848 This 
can also be seen in the care for deportees expressed in archival sources,849 
arguably not because of humanitarian aspects but for these people’s value as 
labourers or the like. According to Bagg, the Assyrian empire was a 
“Weltreich ohne Mission”, constituting a special historical case, being nei-
ther based on organized robbery nor on any civilizatory mission. Its driving 
principle was maximal profit by minimal effort, in which two main strategies 
were used pragmatically: annexation or granting vassalhood.850 

On a theoretical level, the reasons behind the cruel punishments are to be 
found in the foreign human’s sinful refusal of submission and tribute paying. 
Similarly, the breaking of loyalty oaths was pictured as a sin towards the 

                                                 
842 Olmstead 1918, Saggs 1984: 48-52. As for this king’s bad reputation: against the backdrop 
of World War II and the apparent celebration of violence in Ashurnasirpal II’s texts, Stearns 
(1953) even referred to the named king as a “Mesopotamian Hitler”. 
843 The notion of “truceless war” actually features as a curse (AE17:v100). The ideal ruler is 
rather “he who has governed his people in peace” (ittabbalu nišēšu ina šulmi) (AE40:16). 
844 Fales 2008: 23-27, and 2010. 
845 Oded 1979: 41-74. 
846 Bahrani 2008: 180-81. 
847 van der Spek 1993: 267. 
848 Fuchs 2009: 74-75. 
849 Bahrani 2008: 179-80. 
850 Bagg 2011: 301-08. 
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deities, by whom the oaths were sworn, and their cosmic order.851 The king 
had a divinely ordained right to world dominion, and those who opposed him 
in this quest were consequently regarded as sinners. By setting themselves 
up against the divine order implemented by the Assyrian king, their lives 
were forfeited in the eyes of the deities, i.e. their creators.852 Military cam-
paigns of the Assyrian kings were seen as natural and unavoidable as long as 
the enemies insisted upon opposing divine ambitions of realizing world rule. 
If war broke out, the enemy was always to blame since, according to 
Assyrian state ideology, he by resisting did not acknowledge the superior 
and divine power, i.e. the great gods, which ruled the cosmos.853 In line with 
this notion, the Assyrian king was acting out of self-defence against a threat-
ening “cosmic rebellion”.854 This kind of “siege mentality” is expressed 
throughout the corpus of Assyrian royal inscriptions.855 As noted by Liverani, 
war was regarded as an “ordalic procedure” in which a superior power de-
feats an inferior one, often without battle. The enemy sins, his deities then 
abandon him, whereupon the attacked, innocent, provoked, and harmed 
Assyrian king retaliates and mercilessly inflicts the divinely decreed pun-
ishment. The great gods had decreed that the foreign elites and people should 
be submissive and pay tribute, or else be annihilated and enslaved, and it was 
the Assyrian king’s duty to effectuate this cosmically charged order.856  

This ideological stance and world view is reflected in the Assyrian per-
ception of war and peace. Otto here argues that “politics were acts of crea-
tion in the sense of defeating chaos”, and that it was war and chaos and not 
war and peace which were considered antithetical. War was in this sense a 
continuous creative process, and Assyrian world rule was regarded as the 
only way to world peace, universal harmony, and social justice.857 Similarly, 
Cancik-Kirschbaum argues that peace in Assyria was not contrasted to war 
but to disorder and estrangement, and detects a belief that it was only attain-
able under Assyrian rule. Outer peace was achieved by treaties, and inner 
peace through subjugation.858 As noted by Foster, peace was however ulti-
mately possible only through the other state’s eventual inclusion within 
Assyria.859 Babylonia formed a special case in this respect (see 5.4.5). Fales 
talks of the phenomenon of Pax Assyriaca with peace on two levels: one 
abroad (ṭūbu, sulummū), and one at home (šulmu).860 A royal duty to protect 
the peace in his country was pictured. The foreign elites and people had the 
                                                 
851 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 94-95. 
852 Bottéro 2001a: 95-105. 
853 Liverani 2005: 232-33. 
854 Weippert 1972: 488. 
855 Liverani 1990: 115. 
856 Liverani 1990: 150, 157-58. 
857 Otto 1999: 7. 
858 Cancik-Kirschbaum 1997: 74-75. 
859 Foster 2007: 70.  
860 Fales 2008: 18-21. 
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choice of submitting and getting this peace through vassalage, or resisting 
and be subjected to the enforcement of hegemony through violence.861 The 
Assyrian attitude to war and peace may also be seen in the fact that both 
concepts were regarded as gifts of civilisation (parṣu), and that they in this 
way functioned as integral parts of human society.862 Summing up, war was 
seen as necessary for the creation of peace, the Pax Assyriaca. 

A final note on the topic of Assyrian violence may focus on the circum-
stance that even if the relevant phenomenon was discriminate, the emphasis 
on warfare in the propaganda of Assyrian kings is very striking and seldom 
paralleled. The deterring function may explain it partly, but possibly this 
emphasis also served to show the celebration of a fulfilment of divine orders, 
involving the ultimate sacrifices of life/death, or of the victories of the dei-
ties, i.e. the actual warriors (see 3.2).  

In conclusion, the relationship between the Assyrian king and the foreign 
human beings is described as functioning according to the principle of recip-
rocity. In this context, the form of the divinely decreed conquering acts, vio-
lent (annihilation and deportation) or peaceful (tribute and submission), de-
pended on the responses of the foreign elites and people. In this way, the 
actions and not natures, such as ethnicity, of the latter determined the rele-
vant relationship. Both collective and individual guilt levels were recognized 
in the king’s exacting of punishments, discrediting notions of indiscriminate 
Oriental violence. Contrasting perceptions of war and peace, and the idea of 
the world rule of the great gods, lay behind the principle identified above. 
The emphasis on warfare may relate to deterrent and celebrative purposes. 

5.4.3 Realized reciprocity: tribute 
In this subsection, one particular expression of successful reciprocity will be 
highlighted, namely the function of tribute. Its attestations and its practical 
and theoretical implications will be discussed. The foreign lands owed trib-
ute to the great gods, and the Assyrian king enforced this obligation.  

The Assyrian king is consistently described and depicted as receiving or 
imposing tribute upon the foreign lands. This is especially the case in the 
royal inscriptions and iconography from the Early Neo-Assyrian period.863 
The relevant terminology used in the texts consists of biltu, maddattu, 
nāmurtu or tāmartu, and igisû.864 These terms are conventionally translated 
as “tribute”, “tribute/tax”, “viewing/audience-gifts/presents”, and “gifts” 
respectively.865 The latter two categories arguably had a less regular and 

                                                 
861 Fales 2008: 21. 
862 Foster 2007: 78. See also CAD P, parṣu (3). 
863 Porter 2003: 19-20. 
864 Bär 1996: 7-11.  
865 See the relevant entries in CAD. 
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more ceremonial character than the two former ones.866 Tribute proper (biltu 
and maddattu) could be delivered either as annual tribute or as tribute on 
military campaigns,867 and it could consist of objects, animals, and humans. 
Although not always explicitly stated,868 it was first and foremost the foreign 
ruler who had the responsibility of supplying it. This can be seen in the ico-
nography where the rulers lead the tribute processions (see chs. 5.4.1/2). As 
will be shown below, tribute is described and depicted as being given from 
the whole world to the Assyrian king.  

The textual narrative, especially the commemorative texts of both kings, 
is pervaded by the theme of tribute. Occasionally, the ideological back-
ground to the giving and receiving of tribute is formulated. The burden of 
tribute on foreign lands is described as established by the commands of 
Ashur and Ninurta (AE1:i99-101), and a failure of the other side to respect 
this command was regarded as a sacrilegious rebellion by which the tribute 
(and corvée) of Ashur were withheld (e.g. AE17:iii28-29). In their role of 
tribute establishers, the deities Ashur, Enlil, Ishtar, and the other great gods 
are requested, in the contexts of a pair of blessing sections, to arrange so that 
the righteous future ruler will receive the tribute of the four quarters 
(AE17:v51-52, 40:40-41). In other words, the Mesopotamian deities had 
obliged the foreign lands to deliver tribute to them, and it was the task of the 
Assyrian king, their representative, to enforce this obligation. 

Titles and epithets which refer to a royal tribute receiving role are com-
paratively rare, but in the textual narrative and visual sources the phenome-
non of tribute is constantly focused on. As for the rare examples of epithets 
referring to tribute, Ashurnasirpal II calls himself “he who has received their 
(the enemy rulers’) tribute” (bilassunu imḫuru) (e.g. AE1:i16), “he who has 
received tribute and gifts from all lands” (māḫir bilti u igisê ša kalîšina 
mātāti) (e.g. AE40:13) as well as “he who has received tribute and tax from 
the four quarters” (māḫir bilta° u maddatte ša kibrāt erbetta°) (AE56:5). The 
latter epithet is partly attested also for Shalmaneser III (e.g. SE2:i7-8).869 
Ashurnasirpal II is also referred to as the imposer of tribute in the epithet “he 
who has imposed on them (the foreign rulers) tribute and tax” (bilta u mad-
dattu elišunu ukinnu) (e.g. AE1:i27-28). The above epithets clearly show the 
worldwide scope of the receiving of tribute. Rulers, lands, cities, and people 
from the whole world then deliver tribute to the two Assyrian kings. 

As for the textual narrative and the issue what the tribute actually con-
sisted of, the relevant narrative passages sometimes do not state what the 
tribute consists of, at other times it is specified, often in the shape of long 

                                                 
866 Bär 1996, Yamada 2000. 
867 Bär 1996: 241, Yamada 2000: 236-50. 
868 Sometimes foreign “cities” (ālāni) are delivering the requested tribute (e.g. AE1:iii11), 
referring to the city as a political institution and thus to the elites. 
869 For a discussion on the details of Shalmaneser III’s booty and tribute, see the separate 
study in Yamada 2000: 225-72. 



 157 

enumerations (e.g. AE17:iii106-09, SE8:40´-41´). The tribute (and booty) is 
in any case often described as “countless” and “many/much” in quantity, and 
as “heavy” in terms of weight (e.g. AE1:iii2, SE14:155). The numbers given 
are both realistic and fantastic.870 When the tribute is specified, the much 
sought-after horses are often mentioned as part of the tribute (e.g. AE1:i86, 
SE2:i28). As for animals and tribute, Ashurnasirpal II receives loads of ivory 
(e.g. AE1:iii61-62), arguably from Syrian elephants, but also from nāḫiru, 
i.e. “sea creatures” (binût tâmdi) in the Mediterranean (e.g. AE2:30). He 
furthermore gets monkeys (e.g. AE2:30-31), he is presented with five ele-
phants which then follow him during his onmarch (AE30:95-97), and both 
kings of course receive vast numbers of livestock consisting of oxen and 
sheep (e.g. AE1:iii10, SE6:iii13). Wild, but then domesticated, animals are 
also mentioned as forming part of tribute processions in epigraphs (AE77, 
SE89). Also humans could be given as tribute. Women are especially objec-
tified in this way. Ashurnasirpal II e.g. receives sisters, daughters, and fe-
male relatives of foreign rulers in tribute (e.g. AE19:90, 1:i85, 1:iii76 resp.). 
He additionally receives the daughters of nobles, female singers, and “ado-
lescent girls” (batultu) as tribute from the foreign courts and lands (e.g. 
AE19:90, 73, 1:iii67 resp.). As for actual objects, timber, metal, ivory tusks, 
precious stones, luxury garments, and palace furniture are commonly spoken 
of as parts of the tribute transactions (e.g. AE1:iii73-76, SE1:93´-95´). The 
all-inclusiveness regarding tribute thus did not only refer to the multitude of 
givers, but also to the actual components of the tribute. The Assyrian kings 
in a way collected the whole world in their capitals.871 

As for the textual narrative and the issue of where the tribute was deliv-
ered, it could as already mentioned both be given regularly, e.g. annually, 
and spontaneously on military campaigns. Tribute during military campaigns 
are e.g. talked of in narrative passages which proclaim that Ashurnasirpal II 
ceremonially received tribute in various foreign cities or lands such as 
Tushha, Katmuhu, and Irsia (e.g. AE1:ii101-2, 17:iv1-2, 17:iv25-26 resp.). 
Even provincial areas, e.g. Shadikanni and Bit-Halupe, are somewhat sur-
prisingly described as having delivered tribute to the same king (e.g. 
AE1:iii4, 1:iii6-7 resp.). This may be a testimony of Ashurnasirpal II’s rela-
tively loose grip on the west, while being forced to confront several rebel-
lions in the area. Furthermore, Shalmaneser III narrates that he spectacularly 
received tribute, brought by boats, in Phoenician areas (e.g. SE66), or from 
Chaldean rulers coming to him while in Babylon (SE29:47-48), and Ashur-
nasirpal II claims to have received tribute from the whole Mediterranean 
coast on campaign (e.g. AE33:15´-16´). As for regular tribute, foreign rulers 
are sometimes described as annually bringing “their valuable tribute” by 
which the king receives it in “my (his) city Assur” (AE67:9-10). It is inter-

                                                 
870 De Odorico 1995: 161-62. 
871 Reade 2004b. 
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esting that Assur and not Nimrud is stated as the destination. Arguably, this 
can be explained by the special status of the Ashur temple, located only in 
Assur. At other times, the foreign rulers are described as coming to Assyria 
carrying tribute without the passages explicitly stating a scheduled, ceremo-
nial, annual delivery (AE1:i99-101). Receiving his tribute both in Assyria 
and on campaigns, Ashurnasirpal II could claim to have received tribute 
from as well as in all lands (mātāti) and mountains (šadâni) (AE21:6´). 

As for the iconography, the throne base as well as the king’s two best pre-
served obelisks are dominated by portraying the king as receiving tribute, 
and the foreign elites and people as giving tribute (SI14:4-7, AI16:A1, 
SI11:A1 resp.). The topic of tribute is also an important part of the motifs on 
the Balawat gates, and convey the scenes on the façade of the North-West 
Palace (e.g. SI10:5, AI4:D2-9 resp.). Ivory plaques and stone vessels also 
depict this motif (e.g. SI22-23, AI29 resp.). Normally, the tribute is delivered 
by people in a long procession, symbolizing Order, which halts at the king 
who stands directed at these with his entourage of personal attendants, body-
guards, officials, and courtiers. The king himself stands with insignias 
(bows, arrows, cups, staffs) in his hands and/or makes the greeting gesture 
(karābu) with his raised right hand (e.g. AI14:73-74, SI10:5b.). The king is 
also depicted having one of his hands resting on the shaft of his sword which 
hangs down from his belt (e.g. AI13:17-18). More rarely, the king receives 
his tributaries sitting, then from a throne of some sort (e.g. AI14:83-84, 
SI10:9b.). Often he stands (e.g. AI15:95, SI10:8) or sits (AI13:23-24, 
SI10:4) under a sunshade or a canopy. The highlighted placement of the 
Assyrian king in these scenes leaves no doubt as to who the earthly recipient 
of the depicted tribute is intended to be. 

The tribute procession is headed by the foreign ruler and sometimes his 
son-heir who both normally make the gesture of clenched fists which signify 
submission (e.g. AI16:A1, SI14:4b). A long line of tributaries then follows, 
each member carrying something valuable in their hands, on their backs, or 
leading animals which function as gifts or tribute (e.g. AI14:81-82, SI10:5). 
As for the latest, tribute bearers e.g. approach the king with horses on the 
Balawat gates (e.g. SI10:7b.), with monkeys on the walls of the North-West 
Palace (AI4:D7), and with various exotic animals on the Black Obelisk 
(SI11:A-D3). A procession of animals from an ivory plaque of the 9th cen-
tury BCE may also illustrate tribute animals.872 Tributaries have precious 
objects such as ivory, metal, vessels, and furniture in their hands (e.g. 
AI14:81-82, SI14:5a-b). Carried on the shoulders of tributaries, their bowed 
backs express the heavy load of the tribute (e.g. AI14:77-78, SI14:6b).873 
Timber, tusks of ivory, and ingots of metal can be delivered in this way. 

                                                 
872 Mallowan and Davies 1970: fig. 85. For identifying these animals, at least those on the 
Black Obelisk, as depictions of Mesopotamian deities, see Börker-Klähn 1982: 191. 
873 Tribute are weighed on scales in a scene on the Rassam Obelisk (AI16:A3). 
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Tribute could also be portrayed as given from boats. Phoenician tribute is 
illustrated in this manner (e.g. AI14:63-66, SI10:14b.). This particular motif 
is centred, through its placement in the gate mid, on the door bands of the 
Mamu temple, of which it also can be said that twelve of its 16 bands carry 
scenes of tribute. The ideological image of the foreign elites and people as 
peacefully delivering tribute to the Assyrian king is then amply attested.  

If the foreign elite does not pay tribute, the king after defeating them 
seizes their goods as “booty/plunder/spoils” (šallatu, kišittu, ḫubtu) instead. 
In a contextually based classification, Yamada distinguishes between three 
types of booty: from conquered cities, from battles on the plain, and from 
pursuing the fleeing enemy forces.874 Both kings repeatedly brag about their 
plundering of foreign cities, lands, fortresses, and mountains to which the 
enemy had fled (e.g. AE1:ii84, SE2:ii64-65). It is e.g. very frequently 
claimed by the two kings that “I (i.e. they) took their (i.e. enemy cities’ or 
rulers’) booty” (šallassunu ašlula) (e.g. AE1:ii21, SE1:91´). Shalmaneser III 
also states that “I (i.e. he) carried off their booty, possessions, and property” 
([šallassunu] būšīšunu makkūršunu [ūbla]) to Assyria (e.g. SE117:7´). 
Assyrian soldiers are occasionally depicted carrying away spoils of war from 
recently besieged and conquered cities (e.g. AI4:WFL22b.). The booty is 
often characterized as “countless” (ana lā mīni), many/much, or weighty 
(e.g. AE19:83, SE8:20´´-21´´). As for large numbers, as well as separate 
positioning, the special narrative passage of Shalmaneser III which contains 
a summation of the spoils of war (ḫubtu) taken by the king during his first 20 
years on the throne (SE10:iv34-40), should be mentioned. Regarding the 
actual forms and circumstances of royal booty seizure, booty could consist 
of many things and be extracted from various situations and localities. As for 
the latter, it could even be fetched from the sea. After a naval clash, 
Shalmaneser III fishes up booty from the floating battlefield in question 
(SE28:44). Also humans, i.e. captives, hostages, and “palace women” or 
daughters of enemy rulers, are labeled as booty (e.g. AE1:iii22, SE6:iv19). 
Palaces of defeated enemy rulers are robbed of their treasures (e.g. AE2:49-
51). Ashurnasirpal II in this context claims that he brought booty from the 
whole world or “his land” to his own palace and treasury in Nimrud (e.g. 
AE17:v22-23). Whether booty or tribute, the seized goods in question be-
longed to Ashur, and was a part of the same flow from periphery to core.875 

After the conquest of a city or land, violently or peacefully, the Assyrian 
king (re)establishes (emēdu, kânu D) tribute upon the foreign polity. Ashur-
nasirpal II e.g. claims to have imposed “tribute, tax, and corvée” ([bilta mad-
datta] zābil [kudurri]) in one context (e.g. AE17:i88), and “duties, corvée, 
and labour” (ālku, kudurru, urāsu) in another (AE19:99). The mentioned 
“duties” (āliku/ilku) could at least in Neo-Assyrian times be fulfiled          
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875 van Driel 1969: 191, Liverani 1979: 313-14. 
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both by labour and “money”.876 In cases of a background of resistance, the 
imposed “tribute and viewing gifts” (biltu, tāmartu) are specified as “being 
exceptionally large” (atāru Š) (e.g. AE1:i95-96). As noted also by Yamada, 
the polities which had chosen the path of resistance literally paid a higher 
price when establishing levels and sorts of tribute.877 The regularity of the 
imposed tribute is stated in passages which tell that an annual tribute was 
fixed after a certain peaceful conquering (e.g. AE1:iii64, SE2:ii23-24).  

The installing of “governors” (šaknu), or literally of “governorship” 
(šaknūtu), accompanied the establishing of tribute. Ashurnasirpal II fre-
quently remarks that he appointed governors over conquered cities and lands 
(e.g. AE26:30-31). The theme of appointment of governors is not the least 
brought up and highlighted in a short but freestanding narrative passage of 
the annals of Shalmaneser III (SE6:iv37-39). These governors are then de-
scribed as “making servitude and corvée” (urdūti° uppušū kudurru) (e.g. 
AE26:31-32), and the monarch then announces that he received “tax” (mad-
dattu) from these same governors (AE53:6). Supposedly, this tax was actu-
ally given by the puppet king whom the governor supervised.878 

Sometimes the king is described as extracting the resources of the foreign 
lands himself. This is e.g. true of the very common theme of Shalmaneser III 
cutting down high-quality timber from western mountains and bringing it to 
Assyria (e.g. SE2:ii9). Ashurnasirpal II likewise narrates that he felled such 
trees in the Mediterranean area (e.g. AE50:25-27). Scenes in which Assyrian 
soldiers cut down trees for timber are found on the walls of the North-West 
Palace (AI4:WFL15t.), and other army members are depicted on the Balawat 
gates carrying timber (AI14:71-72, SI10:14t.). Possibly, the king himself is 
seen using an axe on a tree in a scene on an ivory plaque from the 9th century 
BCE (AI27:5a). Supposedly, the king, in analogy with his role as builder, 
here makes the symbolically significant “first cut”. The same tool is illus-
trated on another ivory plaque which portrays Shalmaneser III holding his 
axe and a cup while receiving tributaries (SI22). The attribute of axe in the 
king’s hands may then express the king’s role as timber provider.879 Some-
times the king explicitly states that the gained timber was put to use in his 
palaces and temples in Assyria (e.g. AE50:28-32). As for Nimrud, descrip-
tions on how Ashurnasirpal II adorned the North-West Palace with exotic 
timber are elaborate (e.g. AE23:18-19). In addition to procuring timber for 
the deities, the king associates himself with heroic and legendary tree fellers 
such as the Sargonic kings, and the duo of Gilgamesh and Enkidu.880 
Shalmaneser III also claims to have marched to “Mt Silver” (šad kaspi) and    

                                                 
876 CAD I-J, ilku A. 
877 Yamada 2000: 240-41. 
878 For the economic-administrative structure of the Assyrian empire, see e.g. Postgate 1979. 
879 Additionally or alternatively it may allude to the king’s role as overcomer of the difficult 
path, clearing out way in harsh, rocky terrain (see 5.1). 
880 Weissert 2011: 305. 
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“Mt Alabaster” (šad tunni) where he fetched the named resources in great 
quantities (SE40:iii2-5). Although not actually given from the foreign poli-
ties to the Assyrian king, only indirectly by them letting the Assyrian army 
exploit the natural resources of their territory, the relevant timber, metal, and 
stone nevertheless formed part of the flow from periphery to core. 

As for the practical dimension of tribute, the importance of tribute in the 
mechanics of the Assyrian empire has often been noted and stressed. The 
dependency theory developed by Wallerstein according to which a core uni-
directionally extracts resources from a dependent periphery,881 has frequently 
been applied on the Neo-Assyrian empire.882 Similarly, Tadmor has recog-
nized the economical, rather than ideological, forces and motives behind 
Assyrian expansion.883 Sharing this view, Grayson detects wealth gaining as 
a vital incitament for Assyrian imperialism, and regards it as a sign of a 
pragmatic and practical mentality of the Assyrians.884 There was a constant 
need of tribute (and booty) for strengthening the power of the king, for extol-
ling his glory, and for “paying off” those who assisted him.885  

Turning to the theoretical and ideological dimension of tribute, at least 
ever since the inscriptions of Ashur-dan II, the foreign lands were supposed 
to pay tribute to Ashur.886 The Assyrian king, i.e. the link in this transaction, 
is portrayed as the only receiver in annals and on reliefs.887 The phenomenon 
of tribute here expresses a ceremonial, hierachical system which should be 
separated from the concepts of booty and trophies.888 Gifts have in the state 
ideology a tendency to be portrayed as tribute, implying the superiority of 
the receiver.889 The Egyptian “tribute” on the Black Obelisk (SI11:A-D3) 
should e.g. be understood as mere trading gifts but signifying submission.890 
Historical events are in this way seen through an ideological lens. By send-
ing these obviously symbolic gifts, the Egyptians wanted to avoid the im-
pression of them delivering tribute and submission. In the symbolic notion of 
tribute, and in the transactions between centre (Order) and periphery 
(Chaos), an accumulation of surplus in the Assyrian “cosmic capital” is real-
ized in exchange of ideological values such as life and protection.891 Accord-
ing to the principle of “diversification of goods”, the resources receive 

                                                 
881 Wallerstein 1974. 
882 Ekholm & Friedman 1979, Larsen 1979: 92-102, Robertson 2005: 207. 
883 Tadmor 1975: 37-38. 
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meaning only in Assyria, and these are therefore directed to the capital and 
the palace which symbolize microcosm and the completion of creation.892 
Tribute was in other words not just explained by practical (i.e. economic) but 
also by theoretical (function of the divine world order) reasons.  

Summing up, tribute transactions formed a vital part of the successful re-
ciprocity identified in the previous subsection. Tribute had a theoretical as 
well as an underlying practical motivation. The foreign lands had an obliga-
tion to pay tribute to the great gods, notably Ashur, and this delivery was 
administered by the king, their earthly representative. The function of tribute 
is much emphasized in the sources of both kings. 

5.4.4 Realized reciprocity: paternalism 
In this subsection, another expression of successful reciprocity in the rela-
tionship between the Assyrian king and the foreign elites and people is iden-
tified and discussed. This time, the Assyrian king is the giver and the foreign 
elites and people are the takers. The former describes and depicts himself 
paternally and benevolently as the protective sun, and as the protective and 
providing shepherd in relation to his foreign subordinates. 

Both the images of the ruler as “sun” (šamšu) and “shepherd” (rē’û) have 
a long history in Mesopotamian state ideology, starting from the 3rd millen-
nium BCE.893 These epithets are often regarded as part of the southern 
Mesopotamian tradition of kingship which were imported to the Assyrian 
court during the Middle Assyrian period.894 The simile to the sun(god) most 
probably refers to Shamash’s universal dominion and legal authority over all 
(see 3.1) in connection with the king’s wide territorial claims. In his role of 
implementing Order worldwide, the king functioned as the sun of all lands.895 
This sun imagery also expresses a Mesopotamian “ideology of protection”, 
derived in analogy from various social relations.896 As a shepherd, the for-
eign people are the cattle who is looked after by the Assyrian king. The lat-
ter’s responsibilities in this context were to provide and protect. As noted by 
Oded, the Assyrian king regarded himself as a “universal shepherd”. The 
king’s role to “sustain peace and security and provide abundance was not 

                                                 
892 Liverani 1979: 313-14. 
893 Seux 1967: 25-26. 
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895 Maul 1999: 206. 
896 Liverani 1990: 187. 



 163 

limited to Assyria proper but had a global dimension”. In this benevolent 
role, he functioned as the shepherd of the whole world and of humankind.897  

An important epithet of Shalmaneser III, but less frequent for Ashurna-
sirpal II, is “sun of all people” (šamšu kiššat nišē) (e.g. SE1:2, AE1:i10). 
Along e.g. with the related epithet “king of all people” (see 5.4.1) it forms a 
very common and prominent cluster of royal titles and epithets (e.g. SE1:1-
2). The epithet focused on here is attested as prominent as in second place in 
one context (SE5:ii2). Ashurnasirpal II is once referred to simply as “the 
sun” (šamšu) (AE19:22). The translation “sungod”, preferred e.g. by 
Grayson, is caused by the divine determinative which normally preceeds the 
actual writing of the word for sun, and should probably not be understood 
literally. A simile to the sungod Shamash and his attributes is more likely 
expressed here. The two kings e.g. never, in contrast to Shamash, wear horns 
on their heads, stand on animals, or hold ring and rod in their hands, all of 
these divine attributes. The king as the likeness of the sungod may be al-
luded to also in the writing of the word for king. The relevant sign ‘man’ can 
also be read 20, and this number is associated with Shamash.898  

In his capacity of sun, the king directs his protective rays over his people 
and land. Ashurnasirpal II here once calls himself “he whose protection 
spreads like the rays of the sun over his land” (ša kīma šarūr šamši 
andullušu eli mātišu šuparrurū) (AE40:16), and also once “he whose protec-
tion is spread out over his land” ([ša] šuparruru [andillašu° eli mātišu]) 
(AE153:6). The protective aspect is expressed by the word andullu which 
literally means “shelter and canopy” and more figuratively “(divine or royal) 
protection and aegis”.899 Ashurnasirpal II is also three times referred to as 
“the aegis of the (four) quarters” (ṣalūl kibrāti) (e.g. AE2:19). The related D-
stem verb ṣullulu carries the notion of “to roof over, cover”, and in a trans-
ferred sense “to give protection” by deity to man, by an official to his 
king.900 The noun in question (ṣalūlu) also refers to a protective shade and 
shelter.901 The Late Neo-Assyrian portrayal of the king as mankind’s 
“shadow, protection” (ṣillu) in analogy with the divine protection of the 
king, the mediator, expresses the same kind of idea.902 

Turning to the imagery of the king as shepherd, Ashurnasirpal II refers 
four times to himself as “shepherd” (rē’û) (e.g. AE2:19). He also describes 
himself twice as “shepherd of the four quarters” (rē’û kibrāt erbetta°) (e.g. 
                                                 
897 Oded 1992: 103, 113. The alleged different understanding of the king’s shepherd role in 
Assyria stressing its coercive aspect (Magen 1986: 18) may be contradicted e.g. by the Ban-
quet Stele (AI20) which depicts the king as shepherd while its text tells of a grand banquet. 
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899 CAD A II, andullu. 
900 CAD Ṣ, ṣullulu A. The latter meaning may be expressed in the scenes (e.g. AI14:73-74, 
SI10:8) where the king’s personal (eunuch) attendants hold a sunshade above his head. 
901 CAD Ṣ, ṣulūlu A. 
902 Machinist 2011: 417-19. See also CAD Ṣ, ṣillu (1, 5). 
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AE40:7), and in an insecurely dated text the king bears the epithet “shepherd 
of Assyria” (rē’û māt Aššur).903 Adjectives also accompany the title of shep-
herd. Shalmaneser III is here described as a protector and provider of the 
foreign people in his epithet “righteous shepherd” (rē’û kīnu) (e.g. SE1:5).904 
This pastoral epithet is attested in first position of a sequence once (SE5:i5). 
Ashurnasirpal II in his turn often calls himself “amazing shepherd“ (rē’û 
tabrâte°) (e.g. AE1:i13). The translation “shepherd of mankind” is equally 
possible when interpreting the relevant word as a noun.905 The named king 
also, six times, refers to himself as “chief herdsman” (utullu) (e.g. AE1:i21). 
Such a herdsman was in charge of cows and sheep, and the epithet is also 
used to describe deities and the king.906 The people under the king’s care are 
once again metaphorically described as cattle to be herded. The king is also 
called “he whose hand you (Ashur) have granted the sceptre which herds the 
people” ([ša] ḫaṭṭa murte’ât nišē tušatmeḫu qāta) (AE154:3). The shep-
herd’s staff (šibirru) or sceptre (ḫaṭṭu) are referred to as royal and divine 
insignia in Mesopotamian texts.907 In the latest epithet, Ashur is handing the 
shepherd insignia to the king. This is also the case in a narrative passage 
which declares that Shalmaneser III is responsible for the “shepherding of 
people” ([rē’ūt] nišē) (SE5:i6). In the sections of “call to future rulers” it is 
similarly and commonly expressed that Ashur will name the successor “for 
the shepherdship of Assyria” (rē’ūt nišē māt Aššur) (e.g. AE28:13-14). 

Various motifs depict the king as shepherd, i.e. as him holding a staff (a 
long straight stick) or a sceptre (a short crooked stick) in his hands. On 
Ashurnasirpal II’s statue e.g., the king holds a sceptre in his one hand, thus 
alluding to his pastoral duties (AI12). Shalmaneser III holds a sceptre-like 
insignia on one of his statues (SI6). The image of the former king having a 
staff on the Banquet Stele (AI20, Fig. 16) fits well with the text of the same 
monument (AE30) which stresses the themes of banquet, creating of canals 
and gardens, and the resettling and rebuilding of people and cities respec-
tively. Clearly then, the described image portrays Ashurnasirpal II as shep-
herd. This king is seen in the same gesture beside one of the sacred tree 
scenes in the North-West Palace (AI4:B12, B14). This proximity provides 
evidence in the interpretation of this scene which is, in another form, attested 
also on the glazed panel of Fort Shalmaneser (SI18). The relevant tree is, as 
already discussed, probably pollinated,908 bringing fertility and prosperity to 
Assyria through the king with the aid of the winged disc.909 Ashurnasirpal II 
is frequently depicted on the Balawat gates holding a staff when receiving 

                                                 
903 Grayson 1991: A.0.0.1019. 
904 This adjective can also be translated “legitimate” or “faithful”. See CAD K, kīnu (1-3).  
905 CAD T, tabrātu. 
906 CAD U-W, utullu A. 
907 CAD Š II, šibirru, AHw I/Ḫ, ḫaṭṭum or CAD Ḫ, ḫaṭṭu (1-2). 
908 Porter 2003: 18-19. 
909 Winter 1983: 16, Lambert 2002: 326. 
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tributaries and captives (e.g. AI13:35-36, 17-18 resp.). The king in question 
here arguably functions as the shepherd of the foreign people. The shepherd-
ing and paternal role of the Assyrian king over the foreign people may also 
be indirectly expressed by the “images” set up in the foreign lands, convey-
ing notions of peaceful, pious, and righteous rule.910 The idea of the rulers as 
benevolent kings of the foreign people is clearly illustrated.  

Possible implementations of the shepherding and herdsman’s duties are 
the projects concerning agriculture, rebuilding of deserted and decayed cit-
ies, and resettling of exiled people which are referred to in integrated (see 
below) as well as separate (see below) narrative passages of the inscriptions 
of the two kings. In the words of Schramm, these projects express the theme 
of “royal providing for his land”.911 The king here creates food and shelter 
for his people, and by these pastoral actions, the king provides for his herd.  

Ashurnasirpal II sometimes claim to have stored “barley and straw” (še’u 
u tibnu) in foreign cities and local palaces, i.e. administrative centres (e.g. 
AE17:ii26-28). The local population, at least in times of bad harvests, as 
well as the bureaucracy and army could have benefited from this storing. 
Shalmaneser III speaks of the frequent use of plows “in the districts of my 
(i.e. his) land” (ina šiddi mātija), and of the great harvests of barley and 
straw which this activity resulted in (SE6:iv45-46). Another and related ex-
pression of the implementation of the king’s shepherding duties is his re-
building of cities and his resettling of people. Both kings e.g. declare that 
they have rebuilt cities and local palaces in the Jezirah which had been aban-
doned due to population pressures from the migrating Arameans (SE2:ii38, 
e.g. AE30:78-84). Ashurnasirpal II in this context boasts about having 
brought back and resettled the refugeeing Assyrians in a “peaceful dwelling” 
(šubtu nēḫtu) (AE19:94-95). The given positive value of calm and peace, 
expressed by the word nēḫtu,912 stands in contrast to the surrounding lauda-
tions of royal warfare. Ashurnasirpal II also claims to have resettled foreign 
people who had fled or initially defended their settlements, but then changed 
their minds and had submitted to the king (e.g. AE17:ii28-31). Also the for-
eign people and elites were then shepherded by the Assyrian king. 

Another imagery of implementation presents the king as harvester, thus 
obtaining sustenance for the people under his care. Ashurnasirpal II e.g. an-
nounces that he “reaped the harvest” (eṣāda eṣēdu) of the land just con-
quered (e.g. AE17:iv107). Possibly, this act had a symbolic meaning similar 
to that conveyed by the image of the basket bearing king, carrying away soil 
from the building site (as well as laying the first brick) in times of temple 
constructing (see 4.3), or of the king making the first cut with his axe in his 
role as timber provider (see 5.4.3). On an ivory plaque found next to the 

                                                 
910 Reade 1979a: 340-44. 
911 Schramm 1973: 102-03. 
912 CAD N II, nēḫtu. 
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Banquet Stele, Ashurnasirpal II is represented with a sickle in one of his 
hands (AI25). The tool in question, along with its bird-headed shaft which 
alludes to the agricultural god Ninurta,913 may both refer to the royal role of 
harvester. In another narrative passage, the named king states that he reaped 
and stored the harvest in four cities of the land Nairi “for the bodily strength 
of my land” (ana emūqi mātija) (AE19:96-97). Again, it is not immediatly 
clear who was to benefit from this harvesting, but alongside the army on 
march and local administration, a provisioning for the local people in times 
of failure of the crop seems not out of the question. In any case, the king as 
shepherd naturally had the duty to prepare for lean years through storing.  

Occasionally, the shepherding role of the king indicates superhuman and 
divine capabilities. The canal which Ashurnasirpal II commissioned in order 
to provide his new capital with freshwater for people and for irrigation pur-
poses was called Patti-ḫegalli, “Path/Canal of Abundance”, and it was con-
structed partly by drilling through solid rock (e.g. AE30:37). In this context, 
the named king portrays himself as irrigating the meadows and banks of the 
Tigris (AE30:38). Ultimately though, abundance derived from the deities, 
and the kings if pious merely channeled these bestowings. In blessing sec-
tions, the deities are asked to convey “plenty, wealth, and abundance” 
(nuḫšu, ṭuḫdu, ḫegallu) on the land of the future, righteous ruler (e.g. 
AE40:41). In curse sections on the other hand, they are requested to cause 
“famine, hunger, and need” (bubūtu, nibrītu, ḫušaḫḫu) upon the country of 
the misbehaving, future ruler (AE17:v94-96). 

Another expression of the king’s role as provider and protector is royal 
banquets. Several Akkadian words can be translated “(royal) banquet”, first 
and foremost naptanu, qarētu, and tašīltu.914 The latter two seem to have had 
a less cultic connotation than the firstly mentioned.915 From a sociological 
and anthropological viewpoint, at these banquets, like the one at Nimrud 
described below, a reciprocity principle by which the king provides and pro-
tects while the guests, in this case foreign, acknowledge their subordinate 
statuses through participating, is realized.916 Furthermore, the two sides are 
joined symbolically in the sharing of meals, carrying mutual commitments of 
protection and loyalty respectively.917 Additionally, the phenomenon of 
feasts held by a building leader to reward those who have worked on the 
accomplished building is a well-attested custom in space and time.918  
                                                 
913 Mallowan and Davies 1970: 1. Harvesting could also, in a transferred sense, refer to battle 
and the mowing down of enemies. See CAD E, eṣēdu II (2´ b). The textual and visual contexts 
of this source attestation do however speak for a more literal interpretation. 
914 EAC, “banquet” (p. 16) also enumerates šūkultu and tākultu. AEAD, “banquet” (p. 149) in 
its turn only brings up qarētu. 
915 CAD N I, naptanu (1), CAD Q, qerītu, CAD T, tašīltu. The word naptanu is attested in the 
texts of Shalmaneser III where it names the cultic meals at the Tigris-source (see 4.2/3). 
916 Dietler 2001: 76-89. 
917 Cook & Glowacki 2003: 196-97. 
918 Hayden 2001: 31-37. 



 167 

The grand banquet which Ashurnasirpal II held in order to inaugurate the 
North-West Palace and his new capital city may serve as an example. 47 000 
“men and women from every part of my (his) land”, 5 000 foreign “dignitar-
ies” (ṣīru) and “envoys” (šapru), 16 000 “people” (napištu)919 of Nimrud, 
and 1 500 zāriqu-officials of his palaces, were invited/ordered to attend this 
event (AE30:141-51).920 It is claimed that for ten whole days these guests 
were provided with food and drink which were taken from the grand 
“menu”, bathed, and anointed with oil (AE30:151-52). The narration of this 
event ends with Ashurnasirpal II claiming that he “thus honoured them and 
returned them to their lands in peace and joy” (ukabbissunūti ina šulme u 
ḫadê ana mātātišunu uterrašunu) (AE30:153-54). The word kabātu in the D-
stem (see ukabbissunūti) not only means “to honour someone”, but also to 
“make heavy”, plausibly with food and drink. Additionally, it refers to the 
act of extinguishing fire.921 By providing for the people, the act of rebellion, 
i.e. fire, is prevented.922 The name of the celebration is not given, but possi-
bly it had the status of qarētu.923 This was at least the name of the similarly 
peaceful banquet which Shalmaneser III held in Babylon (e.g. SE5:vi4). 
Ashurnasirpal II also relates of a “banquet” (tašīltu) which he held and ar-
ranged in the conquered palace of a foreign ruler (AE1:iii82). 

In terms of banquets and political propaganda, the Assyrian kings wanted 
to make manifest their intent to provide and protect the new subordinates by 
these feasts. The banquet in Nimrud, luxurious judging from the “menu”, 
here served to express an ideology of imperial domination.924 The “grand 
imperial spectacles” formed a vital part of imperial propaganda.925 Similarly 
understood, Collins claims that this banquet was intended to impress and 
overwhelm its participants, and to convey the notion of the king as granting 
an almost divine benevolence.926 Having a wider perspective, the event may 
also be regarded as carrying the dual aim “to bring the empire and its ideol-
ogy to the local as well as (to) the foreign dignitaries”.927  

A few scenes depict the king sitting with a cup in his hand, seemingly 
banqueting.928 In the North-West Palace, the named scene is complemented 
by a pair of human-headed genii and two personal eunuch attendants, one of 
                                                 
919 The word for “people” (napištu) means “soul, living being, person (of menial status)”, and 
refers to the forced, deported labour (Wiseman 1952: 39, n. 147). See CAD N I, napištu (5). 
920 The word translated as “invited” is in one case (AE30:150) the verb šasû which has the 
connotation of a herald’s shouting/calling out a proclaimation/order. See CAD Š II, šasû (2). 
The participation by free will can, on the whole, be questioned. 
921 CAD K, kabātu (1). 
922 This equating of rebellion with heat, flames, and fire was expressed also in ancient Egypt 
(Lichtheim 2006: 107, n. 1, and 99 / lines 25-29). 
923 The worldly aspect of the celebration is highlighted, and the verb qerû is used (AE30:142). 
924 Herrmann 1992. 
925 Barjamovic 2012: 55-59. 
926 Collins 2008: 31. 
927 Barjamovic 2011: 61. 
928 Magen 1986. Also, Reade (1983: 44) understands AI22 as illustrating a banqueting king. 
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whom refills the king’s cup (AI4:G2-4, Fig. 10). In addition, the cup can be 
understood as a ritual vessel, raised in the gesture of ackowledging the dei-
ties.929 On an ivory plaque, a king, probably Ashurnasirpal II, stands receiv-
ing officials and courtiers while an attendant pours his cup (AI28). In an-
other scene on ivory, the king, probably Shalmaneser III, sits with a cup at a 
table opposite a sitting, refilling eunuch, and with six guests who sit drinking 
at other tables (SI21). Obviously, the widely including banquets described 
above is not explicitly illustrated here, but rather some sort of social gather-
ing within the ruling class. This of course brings up the issue that the “shep-
herding” of the elite and the people were differentiated. The motif of ban-
queting scenes is a very important one on Neo-Assyrian seals.930 In one ex-
ample, a bareheaded man, probably Shalmaneser III, sits with a cup in front 
of a pot stand and a fan-flagging eunuch (SI24). The nature of these depicted 
banquets, i.e. public or private, ritual or “worldly”,931 is of course hard to 
establish, but it is not far-fetched that they at least indirectly refer to the pub-
lic, worldly feasts which expressed the royal role of shepherding the people.  

In conclusion, another manifestation of successful reciprocity between the 
Assyrian king and the foreign humans has been identified and discussed, 
namely the role of the former as a protective and providing sun and shepherd 
in relation to the latter. Agricultural and demographic measures as well as 
the phenomenon of royal banquets were implementations of the named role. 
The exhibited paternalism was differentiated according to whether the tar-
geted recipient belonged to the elite or to the people. 

5.4.5 Differentiation of the foreign people and lands 
In this subsection, the foreign people and lands are differentiated in the sense 
that the uniformity of this unit of analysis is examined. The supposed special 
status and function of Babylonia, and the allegedly greater Assyrian respect 
for the west than for the north or the east are the main focal points. I will 
argue for a relative uniformity, at least in the political-ideological sense. 

Scholars have often seen a differentiation of the foreign lands in the 
sources of the Assyrian kings. Liverani claims that the geographic and eth-
nographic landscape of Assyrian royal inscriptions “is stereotyped but dif-
ferentiated”.932 Reade argues that “foreign states were grouped in categories 
and treated accordingly”, and then distinguishes between independent equals 
such as Babylonia, independent states but not equals, independent but un-
civilized “states”, and tributary states.933 Regarding Babylonia, judging e.g. 
from the historical writing of the Assyrian kings, this country clearly held a 
                                                 
929 Collins 2008: 52. 
930 Collon 1987: 75. 
931 These dichotomies are of course not absolute but matters of degree (see ch. 4.4). 
932 Liverani 1979: 304. 
933 Reade 1979a: 333-34. 
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special place.934 In this context, a distinction between the traditional southern 
centres and the “Sealand” (māt tâmti) situated in the southern-most part of 
Mesopotamia and inhabited by Chaldean tribes is made both by the Babylo-
nians and the Assyrian kings.935 As for the divide along west-east/north, 
Winter stresses the relations between Assyria and the west, and claims that 
Assyria was open for influences from the west but not from the east.936 Al-
leged cultural influences from the west such as architecture, annals, reliefs, 
adû-oaths, and Aramaic are often refererred to in this context.937 

Beginning with Babylonia, there are several indications of a favoured 
status of this country, especially in the texts and images of Shalmaneser III. 
This king describes how he helps his Babylonian counterpart Marduk-zakir-
shumi I quell a rebellion instigated by the latter’s brother Marduk-bel-usate 
(e.g. SE5:iv1-v3). Shalmaneser III does this for the sake of “vengeance” 
(ana tūr gimilli) (e.g. SE6:ii43). This phrase alludes to Ninurta’s motivations 
for avenging his father Enlil.938 The literal translation “to return a favour” 939 
may refer to past events in the history of the agreement which Assyrian and 
Babylonian rulers had with each other at this time. This agreement e.g. stipu-
lated that if the line of succession in one country was threatened, the other 
party should intervene and assist the legitimate heir.940 Moving on, in anal-
ogy with the status of the Assyrian king, the Babylonian ruler is explicitly 
described as having “enemies” (gērû) (SE5:v3). Another indication of the 
recognized strength of the Babylonian king is Ashurnasirpal II’s mentioning 
of Babylonia as having the power to send support troops whom he however 
defeats to another land, in this case Suhu (AE1:iii17). Similarly, this king’s 
general silence on the subject of power over Babylonia is telling. As for the 
iconography, the emphasized scene on the front of the throne base of Fort 
Shalmanser where Shalmaneser III and Marduk-zakir-shumi I meet each 
other clasping hands (SI14:7c, Fig. 25) on seemingly equal terms may also 
indicate a favoured position. Shalmaneser III here arguably “admits another 
as his equal”, and the scene “suggests international harmony”.941  

In interfering in Babylonian affairs, Shalmaneser III claims to obey the 
command of Marduk, and the “rebel king” (šar ḫammā’i) Marduk-bel-usate 
                                                 
934 The Synchronistic History (see Grayson 1975: text 21) and Synchronistic King List (see 
Grayson 1980-83: 116-25, texts 3.12-17) in which the histories of the two neighbouring coun-
tries are intertwined, are but two expressions of this. 
935 Brinkman 1968: 181-219, 260-64. 
936 Winter 2010: 548. 
937 Winter 2010 (the first three elements), Tadmor 1982 (the final two elements). 
938 Annus 2002: 97. 
939 AHw I/G, gimillum, CAD G, gimillu (2 a). 
940 Brinkman 1968: 181. The Synchronistic History refers to the two parties in this way: 
“Together they (i.e. Shalmaneser III and Nabu-apla-iddina) made a peace treaty…[The peo-
ples of Assyria and Karduniash were joined together. They established a boundary line.]” 
(ṭūbta sulummâ gamra itti aḫāmeš iškunu [nišē māt Aššur u māt Karduniaš itti aḫāmeš 
ib]balū [miṣru taḫūmu ištēniš u]kinnū). See Grayson 1975: 21: iii 24-25, 3´-5´. 
941 Reade 1979b: 70-74. 
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is then portrayed as overwhelmed by the radiance of this same Babylonian 
god (SE5:iv4-v4, 14:78 resp.). Shalmaneser III’s support from this non-
Assyrian deity is exceptional. Marduk is also listed in some invocation of 
gods sections of commemorative texts (see apps. 6-7). The elaborate narra-
tion of the same king honouring the Babylonian deities Marduk, Sarpanitu, 
Nabu, Nana, and Nergal (SE5:v4-vi5) is another point in the case. The cir-
cumstance that the king seemingly, i.e. judging from his texts, did not erect a 
“royal image” in Babylonian temples and cities has also been taken in sup-
port of the idea of the privileged status of Babylonia.942 

Regarding the Assyrian king and the Babylonian people, Shalmaneser 
III’s narration which tells of him establishing “freedom and protection” (kid-
innu, šubarrû) at a “banquet” (qerētu) in Babylonia (SE5:vi4) indicates a 
favoured Babylonian status. The “temple cities” of Babylonia were granted 
special protection and privileges also in the Late Neo-Assyrian period. The 
named establishing of freedom and protection, notably from taxes and labour 
duties, is otherwise only associated with the granted status of the old 
Assyrian city of Assur.943 In fact, on the basis of continuity of the archaeo-
logical remains between the Late Neo-Assyrian period and the following 
Neo-Babylonian period, Reade even questions if we, with the Assyrians and 
Babylonians, really have to do with two separate people.944  

This image of Babylonia as favoured by the two Assyrian kings is not un-
ambiguous. The scene on the throne base may not after all express equal 
status. The Assyrian side, the king with his entourage, is more heavily armed 
than the Babylonian side, and the staff of the Assyrian king is somewhat 
longer. The latter circumstance may of course be an error of the artist or 
simply a reflection of reality, but it may also along with the weapons serve to 
express the superiority and seniority of Shalmaneser III. Parallels to depic-
tions of high officials standing opposite the king in a similar manner natu-
rally come to mind.945 Possibly the Babylonian king then had the status and 
function of a high royal official. Similarly, D. Oates sees a depiction of 
Babylonia as a subordinate client state. Even if the event seems to occur on 
terms of equality, the scene’s handclasping “is not a mere gesture of greeting 
between equals” since the accompanying caption makes it clear that subor-
dination and hierarchy are implied.946 The caption in question (SE59) has a 
triumphal tone, referring to “display of strength” and to Shalmaneser III as 
taking over roles and authority from the Babylonian king.947  
                                                 
942 Yamada 2000: 294. 
943 Tadmor 2011: 105. The privileged positions of temple cities are contrasted to those of 
“royal cities”, e.g. Nineveh, which had the obligation to provide labour and resources. 
944 Reade 1981: 167. 
945 See e.g. the Orontes Stele, published in Donbaz 1990: 4-24, and Russell 1998-2001: 251. 
946 D. Oates 1963: 21-22.  
947 Magen (1986: 125) even sees, in her classifying, the meeting as part of a tribute scene. 
However, the epigraph does not focus on tribute, and the relevant tribute procession is not 
from Babylonia proper but from Chaldea. 
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Offering somewhat of a compromise, Schneider sees a development from 
a portrayal of Marduk-zakir-shumi I as equal to weak in Shalmaneser III’s 
annals.948 However, the Babylonian king is described as calling for “help” 
(nārāru) and derogatory as “king of Karduniash” (see below) already in the 
earliest narration of the event given on the Balawat Gate (SE5:iv1). Moreo-
ver, the image of Babylonia and Assyria as two equally powerful states in 
the time of especially Shalmaneser III has often been challenged.949 From 
this perspective, it would then be odd if the Assyrian king gave his Babylo-
nian counterpart equal status. Having stated this, it is not unique in any way 
to describe the Assyrian king as helping or avenging an ousted vassal or 
puppet king in Assyrian royal inscriptions (e.g. AE17:iv109-20, SE16:268´-
86´). The description of the two rivalling Babylonian royal brothers as hav-
ing “divided the land equally (between them)” ([māta] malmališ izūzū) (e.g. 
SE14:75) here alludes to a common theme of disruption of the political 
world order, an order established and supervised by the Assyrian king and 
ultimately by the great gods. According to this logic, it was not up to these 
two individuals to delegate authority between themselves.  

Moreover, Marduk-bel-usate and his troops are not spared because they 
are Babylonians. The usurper is on the contrary, like any other “rebel”, 
“felled with weapons” (ina kakkī ušamqit) along with his “sinful” troops 
(e.g. SE14:80-81). Massacres on the Babylonian rebel troops are elaborately 
described in the annals of Shalmaneser III (e.g. SE5:v2-3). His father in his 
turn relates how he massacred the Babylonian support troops who had been 
sent to assist the south-western ruler of Suhu (AE1:iii21). Similarly, in anal-
ogy with descriptions of any other land, the same king states that “I made 
fear of my lordship reach as far as Karduniash (i.e. the Kassite name of 
Babylonia)” (pulḫat bēlūtija adi māt Karduniaš akšud) (AE1:iii23). Addi-
tionally, Ashurnasirpal II calls himself “avenger” (mutīr gimilli) in a general 
sense, not referring specifically to a Babylonian relationship (AE1:i21). If 
Babylonia was so respected and esteemed, these expressions, connoting to 
the use of brute violence, would hardly been made. 

Shalmaneser III, as well as Ashurnasirpal II, in all this refers to his south-
ern counterpart as “king of Karduniash” (šar māt Karduniaš) (e.g. SE5:iv1, 
AE1:iii19 resp.). As observed by Brinkman, Assyrian allusions to the Kas-
site past of the Babylonians may carry derogatory meaning, associating the 
land and its inhabitants with “mountain peoples”.950 Ashurnasirpal II uses the 
apellative of Kassite in other contexts as well, e.g. when he narrates that the 
ruler of Suhu attacks him “in trust of extensive Kassite troops” (AE1:iii17-
18). The adjective in question (rapšu) is also and tellingly used when refer-
ring to the mountain peoples of Guti and Lullumu (see below). 

                                                 
948 Schneider 1991: 135-46. 
949 See e.g. Chamaza 2002: 81, and Fuchs 2011: 264-69. 
950 Brinkman 1968: 259. 
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In a general sense, diverging ideological, political, and theological tradi-
tions likewise speak against ignoring the socio-cultural border between 
Assyria and Babylonia altogether. For example, the variations between 
Assyrian and Babylonian state ideology,951 and the varying role of the king in 
the justice system,952 serve to illustrate the differences between the two coun-
tries in yet other ways. As for theology, the gods Marduk and Nabu are 
clearly respected and venerated by the two kings, but they are not very often 
referred to, and certainly do not head any sequences of listed deities.  

As already stated, the “Sealand” of the Chaldeans was in Neo-Assyrian 
times distinguished from Babylonia proper. In this way, also this land was 
distinguished by the Assyrian kings. Shalmaneser III declares that he re-
ceived tribute from Chaldean kings coming to him in Babylon (e.g. SE29:47-
48). The same ruler may also have claimed that he gave libation offerings 
during his stay in Chaldea.953 Military confrontation, caused by resistance, is 
spoken of in other contexts (e.g. AE1:iii24, SE5:vi5-6). Ashurnasirpal II 
proudly proclaims that “awe of my weapons overwhelmed Chaldea” (šuribat 
kakkīja māt Kaldi ussaḫḫip) (AE1:iii24). The Chaldean tribe of Bit-Jakin is 
depicted being defeated on the Balawat gates (AI13:27-28). Other important 
Chaldean tribes, Bit-Dakkuri and Bit-Amukani, are seen carrying tribute to 
Shalmaneser III on one side of his throne base (SI14:4-5). Also in this case, 
actions and not essence determined the nature of the relationship between 
the Assyrian king and the foreign lands, at least in the state ideology.  

To summarize, the status and function of Babylonia proper in the state 
ideology of the two kings is obviously ambiguous. It had a culturally based 
privileged position, but it was politically still regarded as subordinate and 
part of a world which the Assyrian king had to control and protect from “re-
bellion”. Such a conclusion may reflect the ambivalent feelings towards 
Babylonia that the Assyrian kings often displayed. Deference to cultural 
superiority was here combined with a paternalistic attitude in the Assyrian, 
imperial, self-proclaimed role as the guardian of Babylonian culture.954 
Assyria’s troubled and ambivalent relations to Babylonia are even described 
in terms of a “Kulturkampf” in the context of the Tukulti-Ninurta I epic.955 
That being said, the two Assyrian kings both present themselves as the supe-
rior party of the political relationship in question. The Chaldeans are de-
scribed as subordinate both in the political and cultural propaganda sphere. 

As for the alleged differentiation between west and north/east, the evi-
dence is not conclusive, although a certain higher respect for the Phoenician 
states, especially in Ashurnasirpal II’s case, and a certain lower respect for 
the Urartu region (see below) occasionally shine through. The visual histori-
                                                 
951 Garelli 1981: 4-5. Among the diverging points are the king’s roles as warrior and priest. 
952 Postgate 1974: 421-25. In contrast, the Babylonian king had a clear role as judge. 
953 This is suggested by Radner (2009: 190-93) in her collation of a Tigris-text. 
954 Beaulieu 2005: 54. 
955 Machinist 1983: 519. The Assyrian forces e.g. plunder Babylonian libraries. 
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cal narrative of Ashurnasirpal II almost entirely depict scenes from the west. 
This is true for his two gates at Balawat (AI13-14), the Rassam Obelisk 
(AI16), and the throne room of the North-West Palace (AI4:B). Both in text 
and image, the theme of the subordination and tribute payment of the Phoe-
nician city states of Arwad, Sidon, Tyr, and Byblos is much highlighted. 
Phoenician tribute constitutes the centre of attention in terms of placement 
on the gate of the Mamu temple (AI14:63-66, 79-80).956 The king’s texts 
similarly put emphasis on his dealings with this area and people (e.g. 
AE1:iii84-92). The western preference of Ashurnasirpal II and the broader 
one of Shalmaneser III in terms of scene locations in their iconography natu-
rally correspond to the respective orientations of their military campaigns.957 
It is however difficult to avoid the impression that the former king was espe-
cially proud of his encounters with Phoenicia. Ultimately though, the recip-
rocity principle which states tribute and submission or annihilation and de-
portation, overarched any other considerations.  

Turning from the issue of differentiating through highlighting to that of 
examining possible variations in the treatment of foreign elites and people, it 
is worth noticing that there tends to be a predominance of scenes with peace-
ful subordination in western milieus on Shalmaneser III’s Balawat Gate, 
while the scenes in the north or east most often depict warfare (e.g. SI10:5, 
10:3b. resp.). On the other hand, peaceful tribute scenes are also attested 
from the north or east, and massacres are illustrated from the west as well 
(e.g. SI10:7b., 10:9t. resp.). Among the many scenes from the west in the 
iconography of Ashurnasirpal II, one may note that his captives and deport-
ees are sometimes depicted stripped of their clothes (AI13:17-18), tied to 
one another by a rope (e.g. AI13:21-22), and bearing the yoke of neck-stocks 
(AI13:23-24). Both westerners and people from the east or north are de-
picted in this way in the corresponding iconography of Shalmaneser III (e.g. 
SI10:9b., 10:1b. resp.), again expressing the lack of differentiation.  

As for the differentiating of foreign rulers, not only western rulers are 
specifically named and regarded as actual persons, but many northern and 
eastern rulers, e.g. the rulers of Zamua, Shubru, and Urartu, are individual-
ized in this manner (e.g. AE1:ii61, SE10:ii11, 10:iii30-31 resp.). Moreover, 
both Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III indiscriminately refers to the 
“fierce and merciless kings from sunrise to sunset” (šarrāni ekdūti u lā 
pādûti ultu ṣīt šamše adi ereb šamši) (e.g. AE2:20-21, SE5:i4-5). The royal 
title of “king” šarru, allegedly more prestigious than malku, is also used of 
northern and eastern rulers (e.g. AE17:iii19, SE6:i34). Similarly, the possi-
bly belittling epithet of nasīku, meaning “sheikh, tribal leader”, is used for 
leaders of the west (Laqu), north (Bit-Zamani), and east (Dagara) (AE1:iii45, 
19:91, 17:ii78-79 resp.). As for iconography, a distinction with respect to 

                                                 
956 Curtis & Tallis 2008: 72-74.  
957 On the varying geographical scope of their military campaigns, see Liverani 1992b. 
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treatment between west and east or north is probably not made on the Black 
Obelisk either, although potentially argued otherwise. As noted by Porada, 
the different contexts, ceremonial or military, of the receiving of the rulers of 
Israel and Gilzanu respectively (SI11:A1-2) may be explained by their dif-
ferent, initial reactions to the Assyrian king’s demand for tribute and sub-
mission rather than by any real differentiation in value.958  

The much cited idiom which states that the two kings “counted (con-
quered) people as Assyrians” (ana nišē māt Aššur amnušunūti) covers not 
only the west but also the north and east. Ashurnasirpal II uses this idiom 
when stating the destinies of people from the city or mountain pass of Babitu 
to the mountain of Hashmar or Namru (e.g. AE3:44-45), the whole land of 
Zamua (AE33:13´), and from Mt Kirruru to Gilzanu (e.g. AE40:24-25). In 
other words, many people from the east or north were counted as Assyrians. 
Shalmaneser III mainly refers to the elite of Bit-Adini being viewed in this 
way (SE2:ii75), but in one other passage he sweepingly declares that people 
from west to north and east also were regarded in this manner (SE5:ii3). The 
expression in question has generally been interpreted as a sign of an inclu-
sive, integrational, and non-ethnically focused foreign policy of the Assyrian 
kings,959 and also as a testimony of the flexibility of the concept of “Assyri-
ans”.960 The relevant verb manû clearly conveys the meaning of “count as, 
change into”, expressing the noted flexibility in question.961  

The phenomenon of acculturation, whatever that entailed, is applied to 
the commenting on the idiom discussed above as well as to the understand-
ing of the Assyrian king’s custom of renaming conquered, foreign cities, 
giving Akkadian names. The policy in question has been suggested as ex-
pressing cultural imperialism.962 Irrespective of this claim, it is interesting to 
note that several cities in the west, e.g. Til-Barsip which is turned into Kar-
Shalmaneser, are also renamed (e.g. SE2:ii34-35). As for religion and accul-
turation, the two kings announce that they honoured, at least in their own 
view on things, various sanctuaries in western and northern or eastern tem-
ples or palaces by placing their royal images in these localities (e.g. 
SE16:284´-86´, AE1:ii91 resp.), and Shalmaneser III further claims to have 
sacrificed to northern or eastern deities as well as to western ones (SE119, 
6:ii25-26 resp.). Godnapping was evidently a policy used against both west-
ern and northern or eastern regions (e.g. SE5:iii5-6, 14:125-26 resp.).  

As indicated above, the northern polity of Urartu or “the Nairi lands” are 
differentiated, although not consistently. The story of Shalmaneser III initiat-
ing warfare on Urartu (SE17) seems different in tone from that of e.g. the 
Babylonian narrative (e.g. SE5:iv1-vi7). The former is arguably more fo-
                                                 
958 Porada 1983: 16. 
959 See e.g. Oded 1979: 84-86. 
960 Machinist 1993: 89. 
961 CAD M I, manû (2). 
962 Pongratz-Leisten 1997b: 339. 
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cused on military aspects than the latter one. This may however be at least 
partly explained by the varying, different genres of the two inscriptions. 
More importantly though, the Urartean soldiers are in contrast to those of the 
west portrayed as naked and only wearing helmets on the palace gate of the 
same monarch (SI10:2). Soldiers of the Urartean battlefield of Mt Urina are 
depicted in the same manner on the Balawat gates of Ashurnasirpal II 
(AI14:59-60). Nakedness may be perceived as barbaric,963 although it could 
symbolize masculine strength when applied to warriors.964 Tellingly, Shal-
maneser III’s statement on his slaughtering of Gutians is embedded in a de-
scription of a campaign against Urartu (SE5:iii2).965 All these observations, 
together with the depictions of a hilly Urartean landscape, may allude to a 
Urartean status of being mountain people and fierce warriors. As shown 
above, this differentiation is however not given consistently. Urartu may 
have been regarded as culturally inferior, but the peace and well-being which 
the reciprocity principle could give them was open also to them. 

As for the west, the Arameans have a special status and function in the 
primary sources, in the sense that they are referred to as having seized land 
from Assyria and Assyrians in the migrating times of the 12th-10th centuries 
BCE. The Early Neo-Assyrian kings then claim to reconquer this lost land. 
The idiomatic narrative passage which tells of this historical phase is once 
attested in the inscriptions of Shalmaneser III (SE2:ii37-38). Ashurnasirpal 
II declares that he reclaimed cities and lands which the Arameans had seized 
by force from Assyrians, and that he then deported aḫlamû-Arameans to 
Assyria (AE19:93-96). Due to their hostile and non-sedentary ways these 
aḫlamû-Arameans were regarded as “the enemies of Ashur” by Middle 
Assyrian kings.966 The passage in question is obviously a literary topos, in-
dependent from the attitude towards the western Aramean states of the two 
kings’ own days.967 For example, already in Early Neo-Assyrian times, the 
Akkadian language was influenced by Aramaic, their language.968 Summing 
up, the Arameans were differentiated ideologically, having a special func-
tion, but not in the sense that their worth was belittled. When spoken of 
negatively, it was because of their actions, i.e. hostility and resistance.969 An 
underlying disregard for their cultural ways, i.e. nomadic, non-urban life 
style, does not come across clearly in the two kings’ propaganda.  

                                                 
963 Bahrani 2001: 60. 
964 Winter 1996: 22 (on the body of Naram-Sin), Bahrani 2001: 57. 
965 In Neo-Assyrian times, Gutians had become synonymous for people in the Zagros area, 
among them the Urarteans (Larsen 1999: 140-41). 
966 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 58. 
967 Note also Ashurnasirpal II’s referring to some Habur-rulers as “kings of Hanigalbat”, i.e. 
as rulers over the long-gone state of Mitanni. See e.g. AE17:ii73-74.  
968 Tadmor 1982. It may here be noted that the governor of Guzana wrote his commemorative 
inscriptions both in Akkadian and Aramaic (AE148). 
969 See also Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 56 for this conclusion. 



 176 

The eastern people Gutians are described by Shalmaneser III as “troops 
of the mountains” (ṣāb šadî), and their land is “extensive” (rapaštu) 
(SE118:5´, 28:41 resp.). The same king then claims to have “slaughtered the 
extensive Guti like the god Erra” (māt Qutie rapaštu° kī Erra ašgiš) 
(SE5:iii2). Similarly, Ashurnasirpal II mentions that “he in battle by (his) 
weapons felled the extensive troops of the Lullumu” (ummānāt Lullume 
rapšāti ina qereb tamḫāri ina kakkī lū ušamqit) (e.g. AE28:iii11-13), another 
archaic mountain people from the east and Zamua.970 It is evident that these 
supposedly derogatory descriptions merely reflect a literary topos and inter-
textuality, since it was anachronistic to refer to Gutium and Lullumu in this 
historical period.971 The dehumanization of these kinds of peoples which is 
attested in Sumerian literature like the “Curse of Agade”972 is in any case not 
found in the propaganda of the two kings. Prejudice against other peoples 
when expressed rather centred on way of living, urban or non-urban, than on 
essential ethnos in the Mesopotamian world view.973 Illustrative of this atti-
tude is the circumstance that the phenomenon of “domestication” can be 
conveyed by the word “town-bred” (tarbīt āli) (AE77).974 The named peoples 
are negatively differentiated due to their actions, namely resistance. A cer-
tain disregard, due to their non-urban way of life, for their culture may be 
detected, but the Assyrian reciprocity principle applied also to these peoples. 
Additionally, these descriptions merely reflect literary topoi.  

Summing up, any consistent variation with regards to emphasis or treat-
ment, other than that determined by the reciprocity principle, in line with the 
alleged divide between west and north or east, is not clearly detectable in the 
propaganda of the two kings. In a few cases however, certain derogatory 
views, but still with the reciprocity principle in operation, tend to shine 
through. These views express devaluating images of the relevant peoples as 
nomads (aḫlamû-Arameans) or mountain dwellers (Urarteans, Gutians, Lul-
lumu). The highlighting of Phoenicia may be seen as a recognition of this 
land’s culture. All this shows that the cultural but not the political sphere, 
determined by reciprocity, can express ideological differentiation. 

Although infrequently mentioned or illustrated, Egypt is given a special 
status in the sources. This land is not explicitly referred to as under the do-
minion of the Assyrian king, and the register on the Black Obelisk which 
centres this country only depicts the delivery of a row of exotic animals 
(SI11:A-D3). However, the delivery of this “tribute” conveys a propagandis-

                                                 
970 At that time termed Lullubu, here reflecting an intervocalic sound shift from b to m. This 
ethnic group is depicted on the Naram-Sin victory stele from the Sargonic period. For images 
of, and a discussion on, the stele of Naram-Sin, see Winter 1996. For the equating of Lullumu 
with the later Assyrian province of Zamua, see Fuchs 2011: 247. 
971 Prechel 1992: 173. 
972 See Cooper 1983: 154-55 (lines). 
973 Limet 2005: 370-71. 
974 CAD T, tarbītu A. 
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tic image of its subordination.975 An alternative image of confrontation, due 
to resistance, is given by the narration that Egypt took part in the great Syr-
ian-Palestine coalition against Shalmaneser III at Qarqar in 853 BCE 
(SE2:ii90-96). The subordinate status on the Black Obelisk, dated to c. 827 
BCE, may express Egypt’s final status in the eyes of the named king, devel-
oping from “rebellion” to submission. Respect for the Egyptian culture may 
be expressed by the proposed borrowing of ideological goods such as the 
obelisk by the Assyrian kings during the Middle Assyrian period,976 or even 
by the relief program in the North-West Palace.977 Additionally, the respected 
status of Egyptians may also be seen in the statement of Sargon II that “I 
(he) caused Assyrians and Egyptians to join with one another”.978 Although 
this statement focus on reopening trading activities, the parallelity of the two 
ethnonyms may speak of a certain recognition of equality. 

A problem in the discussion on Egypt in the Akkadian sources is the cir-
cumstance that the toponym of Muṣur/Muṣri denotes not only Egypt but also 
polities on the eastern side of the Tigris, in south-eastern Anatolia, and pos-
sibly also in Syria-Palestine.979 The context of the relevant attestation deter-
mines the interpretation. As for the scenes on the Black Obelisk, in light of 
the African animals (see below) portrayed in the relevant register, combined 
with the presence of a pair of sphinx-like creatures (SI11:C3), it seems safe 
to recognize Egyptian gifts or tribute. Collon seems to state conclusively, 
apparently on the looks alone, identifying the depicted elephant as Indian, 
that the tribute in question is eastern.980 However, identifying this grand trib-
ute as part of that of the obscure trans-Tigris state of Musri is not very con-
vincing. Besides, making statements solely on the basis of how Assyrian 
artists chose to depict a certain animal or people is risky, especially since 
these had a tendency to give distorted and coloured portrayals.981 The beards 
which the persons leading the animals carry could be an argument against an 
Egypt-interpretation since Egyptians are normally depicted clean-shaven in 
their own art, but at least northern Egypt was dominated by rulers of Libyan 
origins at this time, and Libyans are portrayed with beards in the art of the 
New Kingdom (1552-1069). In other words, the Black Obelisk illustrates 
Egyptian “tribute”. Additionally, the Muṣrajja which takes part in the Syr-
ian-Palestinian coalition against Shalmaneser III needs to be Egypt. As noted 

                                                 
975 Elat 1982: 72, Liverani 1990: 267. 
976 Frahm 2011a: 73-75. This borrowing then was in form, not in function. 
977 Reade 2002: 189. 
978 See Nimrud Prism, fragment D: iv 47-48, and Tadmor 2011: 264 (text and discussion). 
Transcription reads: [nišē] māt Aššur u māt Muṣur [itti] aḫāmeš ablul. 
979 Röllig & Kessler 1993-97: 264-69. 
980 Collon 1995: 161. 
981 Schwyn 2006: 328-29. 
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by Yamada, the textual context makes it clear that the country in question 
had to be a great land in the south-west, i.e. Egypt.982  

In conclusion, the unit of analysis of foreign lands seems to be fairly uni-
form. The principle of tribute and subordination or annihilation and deporta-
tion was applied universally. Babylonia clearly had a special status thanks to 
its culture, but politically it obeyed the rules, set by the Assyrian king, of all 
other regions. Egypt seems to have had a similarly respected but politically 
subordinated status. A consistent differentiation between the west and the 
north or east is not apparent, although Phoenicia is somewhat highlighted in 
scenes and passages of tranquillity. The mildly negative functions and 
statuses of the Urarteans, Arameans, Lullumu, and Gutians mostly reflect 
intertextuality, literary topoi, and their choice of actions (resistance), al-
though a certain contempt for their cultures can shine through. The cultural 
aspect aside, the reciprocity principle applied to all of the foreign lands.   

5.4.6 Alleged roles of ethnicity and nationalism 
In this subsection, the claims of a crucial Assyrian/foreign dichotomy in 
Assyrian state ideology is examined more closely. I will argue that an appli-
cation of the concepts of nationalism and essential ethnicity on the Assyrian 
material is anachronistic and weakly supported. The relevant relations of 
power was in other words not defined as one nation standing against another. 
The two kings presented themselves as universal, non-nationalistic rulers. 

The issue of ethnicity in Mesopotamia has been extensively discussed in 
Assyriology. This is especially true of the discussion on the distinction be-
tween Sumerians and Akkadians.983 In the earliest Assyriology literature, a 
belief in the relevance of races, nations, and essential ethnos for understand-
ing ancient Mesopotamia is often expressed (see 1.6). Nowadays, the schol-
arly mainstream seems to focus on constructed ethnos, emphasizing lan-
guage as a dividing line.984 Ideas on essential ethnos, forming various ancient 
nations, are however far from abandoned. Bottéro e.g. detects a certain Sum-
erian mentality, at least regarding religious thought, which contrasts to that 
of the Akkadians who arguably were a part of a larger Semitic ethnos.985 The 
identifying of a Semitic nation of which the Akkadians were a part is an 
important component of many literary pieces inspired by Orientalism.986 

                                                 
982 Yamada 1998: 90, n. 17. See also Tadmor 1961. For an identification of Muṣrajja hinting 
to a locality in the northern part of modern-day Syria, see Garelli 1971: 38-40. 
983 See e.g. Westenholz 1979. 
984 See e.g. Roux 1992: 147-51. 
985 Bottéro 2001a. 
986 Said 1978. 
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Related to this discussion on the role of ethnicity and the existence of na-
tionalism in ancient Mesopotamia are the issues of xenophobia and racism.987 
Modifying his statement, Bottéro argues that racism or “true alterity” did not 
exist in Mesopotamia, and that “the idea of ‘foreigners’ (aḫu) mattered only 
on the linguistic, economic, and political level”, i.e. it was not because of 
their foreignness that Mesopotamian kings went to war against them.988 Rob-
ertson notes that societal tensions produced by ethnic differences rarely are 
detected in the sources, and that the relational norms rather were coexistence 
and assimilation.989 The stranger/foreigner (nakru/aḫû) was not stigmatized, 
and did not form a special social class in Mesopotamia.990 This circumstance 
is also reflected in political discourse. Yoffee here refers to the “non-national 
character of Mesopotamian political authority”.991 Limet even claims that 
people in Mesopotamia hardly knew ethnic prejudice, and that they were 
generally well-disposed to foreigners. The xenophobia which did exist rather 
targeted pastoralists and “mountain peoples”.992  

The topic of ancient Assyria as a nation has been discussed frequently. 
One line of thought identifies a fixed, essential Assyrian ethnos expressed in 
the primary sources. Especially in older literature this identifying is accom-
panied by referring to Assyrians as a distinct race. However, some scholarly 
literature of today likewise refers to an idea of “the Assyrian race and na-
tion”, identifying notions of essential ethnicity.993 According to these inter-
pretations, the wars of the Assyrian kings were nationalistic wars, and the 
relations of power in question revolved around the concept of nations. 

Another line of thought regarding this nation issue is represented by the 
Italian school who detects an idea of an ethnic identity, but in a constructed 
sense, of the Assyrians. This idea then functioned as a vital part of Assyrian 
imperialism. Zaccagnini claims that the foreign enemy is portrayed as a 
“necessary dialectic term for the Assyrian reality”, and he refers to an 
“ethno-centrism” which conveys “an extremely rigid dualistic vision”.994 
Pongratz-Leisten and Limet similarly, but more cautiously, detect some kind 
of constructed, Assyrian nationalism.995 The latter scholar vaguely defines its 
expression as reverence for ancient times, i.e. for the religious beliefs and 

                                                 
987 Nationalism is here understood, in the words of Limet (2005: 377), as “a kind of ethnocen-
trism expressed in radical ethnic feelings that sometimes slip towards xenophobia and reject 
other peoples who are held to be of lower rank, edging towards racism”. 
988 Bottéro 2001a: 96. 
989 Robertson 2005: 208. 
990 Prechel 1992: 181. For a similar conclusion, see also Machinist 1986. 
991 Yoffee 1993: 305. 
992 Limet 2005: 370-71. 
993 Containing much of the relevant terminology, I understand the works of e.g. Spieckermann 
(1982: 306), and Pettinato (1988: 177-78) as examples of such expressions.  
994 Zaccagnini 1982: 409-13. 
995 Pongratz-Leisten 2001: 224, Limet 2005: 381-85. 
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cultural traditions of the past.996 In the context of discussing the state ideol-
ogy of Ashurnasirpal II, Cifarelli refers to “cultural identity and differentia-
tion” in the inscriptions of this king, and identifies a “visual discourse of 
alterity”. Although she prefers to use the terms identity/alterity, nationalism 
and constructed ethnos are clearly imagined.997 Similarly, in the context of 
Assyrian colonization of the Hurrite state Hanigalbat, Harrak talks of nation-
alities and a policy of non-integration.998 Tadmor occasionally ranks the de-
gree of expressed “nationalism” exhibited by individual Assyrian kings. 
Sennacherib is here “the most nationalistic king”,999 and Ashurnasirpal II is 
described as “the outstanding Assyrian nationalist”.1000 

Liverani identifies a self-image of the Assyrians which defines them as 
unique and chosen.1001 Although acknowledging the modernity of the concept 
of nationalism, he goes on to claim that the Assyrians nevertheless had 
“some kind of ‘nationalistic’ feeling”.1002 The foreigners were, according to 
Liverani, considered sub-humans, animal-like, strange, abnormal, unorgan-
ized, and chaotic. According to this understanding, the foreign lands were a 
chaotic periphery in need of Assyrian civilization.1003 Their otherness had to 
be eradicated by the king, either by death or by “Assyrianization”.1004 This 
term implied the creation of provinces, a unified administration, imperial 
officials, destruction of temples and palaces, and cross-deportations. He 
takes the treatment of Til-Barsip as an example of implemented Assyrianiza-
tion. After its eventual conquest by Shalmaneser III, this city was renamed, 
its people were deported, and an Assyrian-styled palace was erected.1005 
  A more radical view on the issue of Assyrian ethnos and nationalism is 
articulated by Bahrani who argues that ethnicity was an unknown concept to 
people in Assyria/Mesopotamia.1006 Machinist similarly argues that “Assyria” 
and “Assyrian” in Assyrian royal inscriptions1007 “are not ethnical but politi-
cal terms, defining a region and people who express the requested obedi-
ence”.1008 Before him, Pečirková referred to the Assyrian empire by its disin-
terest in the race and faiths of the conquered territories, and stated that       

                                                 
996 Limet 2005: 382-83. 
997 Cifarelli 1995. 
998 Harrak 1987: 274. 
999 Tadmor 2011: 285. 
1000 Tadmor 1975: 43. 
1001 Liverani 1990: 290-94. 
1002 Liverani 1992a: 1033. 
1003 Liverani 1979: 306-07. 
1004 Liverani 1979: 309-13. 
1005 Liverani 1992a: 1033. 
1006 Bahrani 2008: 179. 
1007 This remark expresses an important distinction, namely between how the issue is dealt 
with in the ideological sources, and the role ethnicity played in real life. Possibly, the down-
playing of constructed ethnicities in the ideological sources may be connected to the common 
imperialist tactics of co-opting through inclusion (Lamprichs 1995: 31, 381). 
1008 Machinist 1993: 89.  
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the crucial factor instead was the degree of loyalty towards the king. The 
empire was not based on racial or nationalistic concepts.1009 Saggs, who iden-
tifies a logic in the treatment of Assyrian prisoners of war, sees a complete 
lack of Assyrian racialism, and argues that executions were not based on 
ethno-cultural belonging. The king’s universal domain implied no distinction 
between peoples on ethno-religious grounds.1010 There were no real “Abgren-
zungen” or “Ausgrenzungen” in terms of ethnicity and culture in the Neo-
Assyrian state.1011 Instead, it was everything beyond the control of the 
Assyrian kings that was considered antithetical. The independent countries 
were in this way thought of as the “Gegenwelt”.1012 In other words, a dichot-
omy of homeland/foreign land was not centred by the Assyrian kings, but 
rather the goal of world domination implying a conflict in which the king 
and his enemies stand in a juxtaposed relation of polarity and opposition.1013  

Elaborating on the topic of Assyrian imperial identities, as Postgate ob-
serves, it is difficult do detect in the primary sources a definition of what it 
meant to be an Assyrian.1014 The evasiveness of this concept may not be a 
coincidence. Assyrian imperialism and imperial identity were inclusive in 
character in which assimilation was sought,1015 promoting the ideal of a uni-
versal empire.1016 Bagg emphatically dismisses the idea that Assyrianization, 
at least not in the west, meant any cultural or religious impositions. The dis-
tinction between Assyrians and non-Assyrians centred on whether the indi-
vidual in question lived in an area of Assyrian administration or not, thus 
expressing a political identity.1017 These presented “radical” stances all seem 
to argue that nationalism is a modern idea, and that an uncritical applying of 
it on to ancient Assyria displays anachronism. 
 The relevant discussion is often confused because of the circumstance 
that the different time periods of Assyrian history often are blended into one 
in the debate. The fundamentally political identity identified in the above 
two paragraphs may have been more culturally-based in earlier periods. Bar-
jamovic e.g. claims that there is a marked difference between the Middle and 
Neo-Assyrian periods in terms of views on integration and internal social 
structure. With the latter period, a change towards universalism, ethnic plu-
ralism, and a centering on the patrimonialism of the absolute ruler, replaced 
the earlier less inclusive views.1018 In other words, when discussing earlier 
periods, the notion of constructed ethnicity may not be out of place.  
                                                 
1009 Pečirková 1987: 169, 188. 
1010 Saggs 1982: 92. 
1011 Röllig 1996: 111-12. 
1012 For this term, see Pongratz-Leisten 2001: 202. 
1013 Steiner 1982: 646-47. 
1014 Postgate 2007: 59, 351. 
1015 Barjamovic 2011: 41-42, 2012: 47. 
1016 Barjamovic 2013: 137-50. 
1017 Bagg 2011: 281-95, 301. See also Postgate 1992b: 252. 
1018 Barjamovic 2013: 137-50, 153. 
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Turning to the major primary sources, if nationalism was, as argued by 
the scholars who detect an essential or constructed Assyrian ethnos, an in-
herent feature and even driving force of Assyrian imperialism, one would 
expect to find the terms “Assyria”, “Assyrian”, and the like occuring every-
where in the sources.  The title “king of Assyria” (šar māt Aššur) is the one 
attestation which fulfils this criterion (e.g. AE1:i28, SE1:1). The supposed 
essential, static, and fixed character of the concept of māt Aššur, as ex-
pressed in the state ideology, can however be questioned. Ashurnasirpal II 
e.g. states, when referring to conquered areas, that “I brought GN within the 
boundaries of my land” (GN ana miṣrī mātija utēr) (e.g. AE50:10-19). Simi-
larly, the coronation command exhorts the crowned king to extend (ruppušu) 
the boundaries of Assyria.1019 Ashurnasirpal II called himself “he who ex-
tends the borders of his land” (murappišu° miṣir mātišu) (AE40:8). The term 
māt Aššur denoted the land under the king’s direct dominion at any given 
time, and was an administrative rather than cultural concept.1020 In other 
words, not only the concept of Assyrians was fluid and flexible but also the 
idea of Assyria and its boundaries. Apart from this circumstance, “king of 
Assyria” is not the most common of Ashurnasirpal II’s nor Shalmaneser III’s 
titles, and the title of “king of the universe” (šar kiššati) is almost as fre-
quently attested (see apps. 10-12). In fact, the relevant title is absent from 
most titulary sections of the annals of the latter king. Furthermore, it is rarely 
attested in a primary position, not even in Assur. Just a few other royal epi-
thets refer to the alleged “homeland” as the source of authority in a geo-
graphical sense, e.g. “he who leads in peace the population of Assyria” (ša 
ina šulme ittanarrû ba’ūlāt māt Aššur) (SE1:5-6). In Ashurnasirpal II’s case, 
the king is also “the avenger” (mutīr gimilli) (e.g. AE40:7) and possibly “the 
shepherd” (rē’û) of Assyria.1021 However, with the unclear implications of 
the toponym in question, these epithets do not prove much. Additionally, 
they are rarely attested in the text corpora of the named rulers.    

Seldom is it stated that something is “Assyrian” or belonging to Assyria. 
The epithet “Assyrian Ishtar” (Ištar Aššurītu) (SE43:10) may simply refer to 
a need of distinguishing between different cults rather than signifying a na-
tional goddess. Similarly, Ashurnasirpal II twice refers to Ashur as the 
“Assyrian Enlil” (Ellil Aššurû) (e.g. AE154:1). He also once calls the same 
deity the “Assyrian god” (ilu Aššurû) (AE17:v89). In light of the demon-
strated fluid concept of Assyrianness in the ideological sources at least, the 
meanings of these divine epithets are difficult to evaluate.  

Another kind of attestation which is often called upon in order to claim 
the presence of an Assyrian nation-state in Assyrian royal inscriptions is the 
mentioning of foreign tributaries coming to Assur, and of the king carrying 

                                                 
1019 Livingstone 1989: 11: 17, and Müller 1937: ii 34-35.  
1020 Bagg 2011: 301. 
1021 The latter epithet is attested in an unsecurely dated text (Grayson 1991: A.0.0.1019). 
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his tribute and booty (including felled timber), captives, and hostages to the 
same city. The king here receives or brings tribute and booty “to my city 
Assur” (ana Aššur ālija) (e.g. AE67:9-10, SE5:iii6). Also, defeated enemy 
rulers are brought to Assyria to be flayed and having their skin draped over 
the walls of Assyrian cities (e.g. AE17:i88-89). All these narrative passages 
and expressions may however reflect an understanding of Assur and Assyria 
as the cosmic centre without any ideas of “diversification of men” according 
to ethnicity implied.1022 In Ashurnasirpal II’s time, mostly Nimrud had this 
status of a cosmic centre, in terms of cities. The king repeatedly mentions 
that he embarked on military campaigns by marching out from his new capi-
tal (e.g. AE1:iii1), and he similarly hears of rebellions from reports coming 
to him “while I was in Kalhu” (ina Kalḫi usbāku) (e.g. AE1:iii26-27), i.e. the 
“centre of my (his) lordship” (māḫāz bēlūtija) (AE30:53). In the reign of 
Tukulti-Ninurta I, this king’s new capital Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta functioned as 
the centre and microcosm in question.1023 Similarly, Sargon II refers to his 
new capital Dur-Sharrukin as a representation of cosmos.1024 Without doubt, 
the king mainly talks of building activity in what historians define as Assyria 
proper. Once again though, the idea of Assyria in general and of Assur or 
Nimrud in particular as the cosmic centre may be expressed, just as well as 
some sort of constructed ethnicity. This idea of the capital city as a micro-
cosm and cosmic centre is not unique to the Assyrians. Both Babylon and 
Persepolis were regarded in the same manner.1025 

Proceeding from the terms Assyria, Assyrian, and Assur to that of 
“Assyrians”, the commonly used idiom in the texts of Ashurnasirpal II as 
well as those of Shalmaneser III in which the king declares that “I counted 
them as Assyrians” (ana nišē māt Aššur amnušunūti) (e.g. AE26:29-30, 
SE20:18-19) indicates the flexibility of the concept of Assyrians, and simul-
taneously expresses a recognition of the foreigner’s equal status.1026 The no-
tion of a fixed, essential nation-state is not given here, but the idiom rather 
points to a political identity of some sort. The elites and people who were 
turned into Assyrians in this way were deportees and former inhabitants of 
conquered cities or lands, and may thus be regarded as subjected to a policy 
of Assyrianization. The exact implications of this policy is hard to follow, 
but the idiom seems to express a goal of inclusion and integration.  

                                                 
1022 For the view of a differentiation of men in this sense, see Liverani 1979: 309-13. 
1023 Dolce 1997. 
1024 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 74. 
1025 van de Mieroop 2005, Ehrenberg 2008: 109-10 resp. As for Achaemenian state ideology, 
the dichotomy of unity/diversity is highlighted. The diversity of the world caused by sin and 
fragmentation expressed e.g. by differences in geography, material resources, and peoples is 
brought to an harmonious unity by the Persian king. This unification is e.g. visualized through 
the depictions of tributaries of foreign lands approaching the benevolent king in his cosmic 
centre (Lincoln 2008). A similar idea may be expressed in Assyrian state ideology. 
1026 Oded 1979: 84-88, Snell 1993: 222, Kuhrt 1997: 533, Beaulieu 2005: 51. 
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As for the nature of this inclusion and integration, every individual re-
gardless of ethnicity or social standing was regarded as the “servant” 
(wardu) of the king.1027 In accordance with this conclusion, also Assyrians 
are depicted throwing themselves to the king’s feet. A delegation of Assyri-
ans are illustrated in this way on the Balawat Gate of Shalmaneser III 
(SI10:10t.),1028 and what seems to be Assyrian soldiers, one in each scene, are 
portrayed in the same manner on the walls of the throne room of the North-
West Palace (AI4:B18b.), and on the bronze helmet (AI24:22b.). Moreover, 
as shown in subsection 5.4.4 on the Assyrian king as the paternalistic shep-
herd and sun of all people and lands, there is no clear distinction, at least not 
in the state ideology, made between people according to ethnicity.1029 Simi-
larly, Assyrian “royal cities” were not excempted from taxes and labour du-
ties, with the occasional exception of Assur.1030 In line with the reciprocity 
principle, all that really mattered was how the “foreign” elites and people 
chose to respond to the territorial and material claims of the Assyrian king. 
The relationship was in other words not defined based on essence such as 
ethnicity but on actions. Whether ethnically foreign or Assyrian, all were 
servants and cattle of the Assyrian king. According to this view, the concept 
of Assyrians basically expressed a political identity. 

A prominent case for those who see a crucial Assyrian/foreign dichotomy 
expressed in Assyrian state ideology is the mentioning of Assyrian settlers 
and officials located outside the core area. These are referred to as “Assyri-
ans” (amēlē Aššurajja/Aššurû), alluding to a constructed ethnicity. This set-
tling of Assyrians is one part of a series of administrative measures which 
the Italian school refers to as Assyrianization, implying cultural imperialism. 
Archaeologists also tend to talk of Assyrianization, pointing to the imposi-
tion of uniformity and standardizations with regards e.g. to pottery, building 
types, settlement layouts, cylinder seals, cuneiform, and clay tablets.1031  

Returning to the major primary sources, Shalmaneser III only once uses 
the idiom “I settled therein Assyrians” (amēlē Aššurajja ina libbi ušēšib) in 
the context of his defeating of Arameans in the west (SE2:ii34). The same 
feat is also claimed in the inscriptions of his father in which north-western 
settlements are described as being reconquered from the hands of the 
Arameans. Ashurnasirpal II in this context refers to Shalmaneser I or II as 
the original settler of “Assyrians” (amēlē Aššurajja) in the relevant fortress 
cities by and in the Nairi-lands. After driving away the occupying Arameans, 

                                                 
1027 Garelli 1979: 323. This includes even the crown prince. Sennacherib e.g. introduces him-
self as “your servant” (uradka) in letters to his father Sargon II. See Parpola 1987: 31: 2. 
1028 Schachner 2007: 59. 
1029 Glimpsing briefly at the evidence from external sources, the 9th century BCE ruler Kila-
muwa of Sam’alla, presents his Assyrian superior as a benefactor (Fales 1979). 
1030 Tadmor 2011: 129. 
1031 See e.g. Bernbeck (2010) who even draws a parallel to the USA and the spreading of its 
material culture across the globe in today’s world. 



 185 

the Assyrians are here resettled “in a peaceful dwelling” (AE19:92-95). In 
one other passage, the same king refers to a colonization of a western city 
with “Assyrians” (amēlē Aššurajja) without giving any background of earlier 
possession and settlement (AE1:iii82-83). In yet another passage, the hard-
ships of the “weakened Assyrians” (nišē māt Aššur anšāte), who had been 
driven into exile by hunger and famine and had gone up to the lands of Shu-
bru, this people are relieved and resettled by the king (e.g. AE1:ii7-8).  

These seemingly solid proofs of the relevance of nationality and ethnicity 
in Assyrian state ideology can however be questioned. The resettling of for-
eign people in the north-west, who had regretted their original flight or resis-
tance, is told of by Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AE17:ii28-31), and in another of 
his narrative passages Assyrians living in the north-west are brutally pun-
ished for their rebellion towards his overlordship (e.g. AE1:i101-10). Ex-
pressed yet again, the political dimension overarchs any other considera-
tions, whether religious, cultural, or ethnic, in Assyrian state ideology. Loy-
alty and rebellion were met with paternalism and military force respectively 
regardless of the agent in question. Moreover, the references to Assyrian 
settlers are few. The uniformity of Assyrianization can be interpreted more 
cautiously as administrative policies,1032 responding to the need for creating a 
firm and effective royal grip on the conquered region. Furthermore, the 
colonies of Assyrian settlers should probably be understood in the light of 
economic policies,1033 not part of a conscious program to implement cultural 
imperialism. As noted recently also by Fales, Assyrianization seems not to 
have carried with it any deliberate cultural imperialism or true expressions of 
nationalism and constructed or essential ethnos. “Assyrianness” was not a 
pivotal element of Assyrian imperialism.1034 Submission and “money” were 
focused on by the Assyrian kings, both in theory and practice. 

Leaving discussions based on the word Assyria and its derivatives, one of 
the strongest cases for recognizing a constructed ethnicity as a force in 
Assyrian state ideology is the frequent use of ethnonyms attached to the 
mentioning of foreign rulers, elites, and people through use of the gentilic 
suffixes -ajja or -û to a GN. Western rulers can e.g., anachronistically, be 
referred to as “Hittites” (Ḫattajja) (e.g. AE1:ii22). Admittedly, this phe-
nomenon may speak of the belief in a constructed ethnicity, being expressed 
also in ideological sources.1035 However, when the gentilic suffix is attached 
to the name of a city (e.g. AE1:i78, [SE1:67´]), an urban rather than ethnic 
identity may be expressed. In any case, the reciprocity principle (see 5.4.2) 
by which actions and not essence is highlighted, is in operation.  

                                                 
1032 Schramm 1973: 103. 
1033 Tadmor 1975: 37-38. 
1034 Fales 2008: 20-21. 
1035 The already demonstrated fluidity of the concept of Assyria arguably rules out the 
interpretation of a fixed, essential Assyrian ethnicity. 
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A final argument in favour of the interpretation of a political identity is 
the lack in Akkadian of a clear word for “foreign”. The word nakru seems to 
be used in its meaning of “enemy” and as a way of varying, avoiding repeti-
tions, other words which share its meaning such as ajjābu, zā’iru, and 
gērû.1036 The words of wabru and ubāru, referring to “foreign” residents 
living in Mesopotamia,1037 is not attested in the relevant sources. The word 
which is commonly translated as “foreign” (aḫû) is not attested in the 
sources of Shalmaneser III, and only once in those of Ashurnasirpal II. In the 
curse section of the Nimrud Monolith, a future Assyrian king who, as a way 
of avoiding the curses, lets an “enemy, foreigner, (or) evil foe” (nakra aḫâ 
ajjāba lemna) erase and change the relevant inscription or building is cursed 
(AE17:v67-70). Even here, the focal point is not on the foreign element and 
its supposed negative connotations. Also, the word aḫû may simply mean 
“alien, odd, outsider, and hostile”.1038 Instead of the “foreigner” (essence-
defined), the real opponent is then the “rebel” or the “enemy” (actions-
defined). Additionally, ethnographic remarks are practically absent in the 
sources of the two kings. As Zaccagnini admits, there are just a few exam-
ples of ethnographic observations in the pre-Sargonid Assyrian royal inscrip-
tions.1039 A renamed city “which the people of Hatti call Pitru” (ša amēlū 
Ḫattajja ša Pitru iqabbūšuni) is spoken of in the texts of Shalmaneser III 
(SE10:i42-43), and Ashurnasirpal II uses the same expression on toponyms 
named by the people Lullu (e.g. AE1:ii34). The issue of “foreignness” is in 
other words not focused on in the primary sources.1040 

In conclusion, ethnicity does not seem to play a vital role in the state ide-
ologies of the two kings. Occasionally, a notion of a constructed ethnos 
shines through, but the concept of political identity was always supreme. 
Both the terms “Assyria” and “Assyrians” are described as fluid and dy-
namic, and they do not refer to an anachronistic ancient Assyrian nation-
state. According to this logic, Assyria was defined by the area which was 
under the Assyrian king’s direct control, and Assyrians were those who rec-
ognized the overlordship of the same man. It was the political dimension and 
the idea of the Assyrian king as representing Order which were focused on.  

5.4.7 Emphasis on the king and the ruling class 
As argued above, a dichotomy of Assyrian/foreign is not useful in the pursuit 
of grasping the nature of the attested, and often antagonistic, relations be-

                                                 
1036 CAD N I, nakru. 
1037 CAD U-W, wabru, CAD U-W, ubāru (1). 
1038 CAD A I, aḫû. 
1039 Zaccagnini 1982: 412. 
1040 A similar conclusion is reached by Assmann (1996) with regards to the Egyptians, often 
labeled as chauvinistic. Instead of ethnicity and nationalism, it was family, village, and town 
which were the main sources of identity. The outsider was defined simply as the “Fremde”. 
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tween the Assyrian king and the foreign lands. The concept of nationalism is 
anachronistic, and the notion of ethnos was not a crucial part of the tradi-
tional Mesopotamian world view. Below I will argue that the real dichotomy 
simply centres around the king alone or with his magnates, together forming 
the core of an Assyrian ruling class, and his/their enemies.    

Kingship was a central institution in ancient Mesopotamia, both in theory 
and in practice. According to the Sumerian King List, kingship was “lowered 
from heaven” by the deities in their act of installing a political system in the 
society of the newly created mankind.1041 As for Assyria, at the time of the 
Middle Assyrian period the title of king and the institution of kingship were 
firmly established as focal points of the political order. In the Neo-Assyrian 
period, the king maintained his function as the central component of the 
relevant state ideology.1042 Kingship was the reference point for the cosmic 
order, and everyone was fixed to a human hierarchy centred around him.1043 
Seux even detects a gradual transition from theocracy to autocracy with re-
gards to Assyrian state ideology.1044 A characteristic theme in Assyrian royal 
inscriptions, the king as sole and supreme hero,1045 clearly expresses this 
foregrounded and extraordinary royal status. 

The person of the king is much stressed in his inscriptions, not the least 
through the royal titulary. The king also functions as the narrator in the an-
nal-styled component of Assyrian royal inscriptions. The credit for defeating 
enemies, building sanctuaries, and enforcing tribute is taken by the king 
alone in his expressions of “I conquered, I built”, and so on (e.g. AE2:53, 
SE28:32). Not only the things that he did serve to elevate the king’s position, 
but also the things he was. Several outstanding personal qualities such as 
“celebrated, exalted, and important” (nâdāku, ṣīrāku, kabtāku) are claimed 
by Ashurnasirpal II in a certain cluster of descriptive stative formations 
(AE1:i32-33). Tellingly, ahead of this cluster is the identification “I am 
king” (šarrāku) (AE1:i32). The extraordinary personal qualities, often ex-
pressed in the titulary, of both kings as “heroic” (qarrādāku/qarrādu) (e.g. 
AE1:i32, SE2:ii71), “strong” (dannu) (e.g. AE1:i9, SE16:1), and “compe-
tent/wise” (itpēšu/eršu) (SE16:1, e.g. AE2:23 resp.) likewise aim to highlight 
the Assyrian ruler. As for the personal quality of wisdom, Ashurnasirpal II 
occasionally claims to have created temples, palaces, cities, and statues with 
a cunning which the wisdom god Ea had given him (e.g. AE32:8-9). It there-
fore comes as no surprise that the North-West Palace was named “palace-
full-of-wisdom” (ekal kullat nēmeqi) by the king in question (AE30:103). 
The two kings are each not only described as “competent/wise” (see above), 
but also as “one who knows” (mūdû) (AE2:23, SE16:2), and Ashurnasirpal 
                                                 
1041 See Jacobsen 1939 (text). 
1042 Kuhrt 1997: 362. 
1043 Liverani 1979: 312. 
1044 Seux 1980-83: 172-73. 
1045 Tadmor 1997: 326-27. 
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II also claims to be “intelligent” (ḫasīsu) (AE2:23). The epithet eršu actually 
heads the cluster in the relevant Ashurnasirpal II text. The centering on the 
king in Assyrian royal inscriptions is massive. A related centering takes 
place in royal letters with their emphasis on the king’s person and health.1046 

This tendency of focusing on the king is striking also in Assyrian state 
art. Reade consequently refers to the North-West Palace as conveying “a 
massive corpus of personal propaganda”.1047 Winter notes that all action 
emanates from the king, and that the visitor of the North-West Palace must 
have been confronted by the king in every situation and position.1048 As for 
the monuments of Shalmaneser III, the king is constantly in focus on the 
Balawat Gate, e.g. receiving tribute or facing cities under siege (e.g. 
SI10:7b., 10:8t. resp.). The two separate processions on the throne base both 
lead to him (SI14:4-7). The two kings are also centred on the Rassam and 
Black Obelisks where they are portrayed receiving tribute and submission 
(AI16:A1, 3, SI11:A1-2 resp.). The centering of the king is achieved in vari-
ous ways. He is both focused on by means of his royal entourage whose 
members are lined up so as to centre him (e.g. AI30, SI10:4), and through 
the directions and compositions of processions of tributaries and captives, 
i.e. these move towards him, and their leader is closest to the king (e.g. 
AI4:B5-6b., SI10:5). The king is also centred by his standing or sitting under 
a canopy or sunshade (e.g. AI13:17-18, SI10:8b., and AI4:B7b., SI10:4 
resp.), or by his sitting on a fixed or mobile throne (e.g. AI4:G3, SI10:9b., 
and AI14:83-84 resp.). In other words, even without the help of the king’s 
characteristic attributes of crown and other bodily-worn insignia, it would be 
fairly easy to recognize and isolate the Assyrian king in a given scene.  

Disregarding the mentioned observation on the sole, supreme, royal hero, 
the impression of an “Assyrian side” fighting against a “foreign side” in the 
iconography is deceptive. The uniform appearance of Assyrian soldiers, e.g. 
wearing a certain type of pointed, monochromed helmet, is contrasted with 
the colourful and diverse appearances of the juxtaposed foreign soldiers and 
elites. A visualization of national armies fighting each other is therefore 
sometimes identified.1049 However, Assyrian royal inscriptions clearly state 
that it is the king and not “the Assyrians” who conducts the warfare. The 
Assyrian soldiers, by their compact and victorious presence, merely serve to 
convey a visual illustration of the power and efficiency of the king. In this 
role, they are simply the extended arm of the king. The king’s army then 
symbolize the power and efficiency of the king and his warfare rather than 
conduct any “war between civilizations”. By way of repitition, the soldiers 

                                                 
1046 Expressed in the idiom “I am well, you can be glad.” See e.g. Parpola 1987: 1: 1-2. 
1047 Reade 1979a: 331 (cursivation his). 
1048 Winter 1983: 21. 
1049 See e.g. Cifarelli 1995: 229-324. 



 189 

emerge as a unit and as an indicator of the central point of the scenes, the 
Assyrian king. The Assyrian army embodies the power of the king.1050 

The strength of the named extended arm is e.g. seen on the three Balawat 
gates and in the North-West Palace where the king’s soldiers are standing 
erect and not crouching (e.g. AI4:B3-4t., SI10:4), forcefully and not in panic 
swimming over waters (AI4:B9-11b., SI10:15b.), storming cities through 
ladders (e.g. AI4:B5b., SI10:13t.), breaching and undermining walls of be-
sieged cities (e.g. AI4:B4-5b., SI10:4b.), as well as killing enemy soldiers 
(e.g. AI4:B3-4t., SI10:3b.). They are impersonally represented in symmetri-
cal rows, thus representing Order, as marching (e.g. SI10:1t.), riding (e.g. 
SI10:9t.), driving (e.g. AI13:25-28, SI10:4t.), or shooting arrows on enemy 
cities (e.g. AI13:11-12, SI10:4). The king’s soldiers are strong and muscular 
(e.g. AI13:15-16, SI10:4), and they are occasionally represented in social 
perspective (SI10:7t.), expressing a narrative device rather than racism.1051 
The enemy soldiers are depicted as the direct opposite of the king’s army, 
i.e. unorganized, crouching, mercy seeking, panicing, fleeing, killed, and 
strewn around as corpses, thereby representing Chaos (e.g. AI4:B8-11t., 
SI10:13). As noted also by Collins, the neat rows of depicted Assyrian sol-
diers served to convey the impression of Order fighting against Chaos.1052 
Accordingly, it was the king and his enemies who stood against each other in 
these scenes. The same interpretation can be made of the scenes which de-
pict the king and his assistants hunting wild game (e.g. AI13:29-32). The 
king with his men (Order) defeat wild lions and bulls (Chaos).  

This emphasizing on the king and kingship is also attested in the frequent 
theme of royal genealogy. Royal descent was along with divine choice a 
king’s major legitimacy grounds,1053 royal lineage was an integral part of the 
ideology of the Assyrian state,1054 and the “seed of kingship” (zēr šarrūti) 
was a vital component of Mesopotamian royal ideology.1055 The two patro-
nyms of “son of Tukulti-Ninurta (II)” (mār/apal Tukultī-Ninurta) (e.g. 
AE23:1) and “son of Ashurnasirpal (II)” (mār/apal Aššur-nāṣir-apli) (e.g. 
SE1:10) are actually the most common “titles” in the titularies of Ashurna-
sirpal II and Shalmaneser III respectively. Tellingly, the word aplu both 
carries the dual meaning of son and heir.1056 Especially Shalmaneser III is 
also frequently referred to as “prince” (rubû) (e.g. SE1:1), a title traditionally 
connected to descent.1057 Ashurnasirpal II’s title “legitimate prince” (rubû 
kēnu) puts further emphasis on this notion of a royal line (e.g. AE1:i24).1058 
                                                 
1050 Bahrani 2008: 108-09, 213. 
1051 The viewer had to be able to separate the two kinds of soldiers from each other. 
1052 Collins 2008: 98. 
1053 Tadmor 1981: 26-30. 
1054 Postgate 2008: 178. 
1055 Lambert 1974b. 
1056 CAD A II, aplu (1). 
1057 Larsen 1974: 295-99. 
1058 See CAD K, kīnu (3) for the meaning “legitimate”. 
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The contempt towards other rulers who are not of royal descent or not the 
intended heir is expressed e.g. by the epithets of “son of a nobody” (mār lā 
mamman) and “lord of a non-throne” (bēl lā kussî).1059  

The ancestry of the king, i.e. royal genealogy, is often referred to, e.g. by 
the epithets “my fathers” (abbūa) (e.g. AE30:79, SE56:4), and less often by 
“former kings” (šarrāni maḫrûti) (SE13:l.e.6´-7´). The reigning king is the 
“grandson” (mār māri) in relation to these (e.g. AE40:18). The predecessor 
is specifically named in the epithets of “offspring of Ashur-dan (II)” (liblibbi 
ša Aššur-dān) (e.g. AE1:i30),1060 and “offspring of Tukulti-Ninurta (II)” (ṣīt 
libbi ša Tukultī-Ninurta) (SE154). The once attested epithet of Ashurnasirpal 
II describing him as “holy progeny” (nabnītu ellutu) (AE40:6) may rather 
allude to the theme of the metaphorical divine creating of the king’s body 
(see 4.1) attested in the texts of his two closest predecessors.1061 A king’s 
titulary normally names and gives the titles for the three closest royal prede-
cessors. Epithets list and remember Ashur-dan II as a resettler of the west, 
Adad-narari II as a powerful ruler, and Tukulti-Ninurta II as a ferocious war-
rior (e.g. AE1:i28-31). Successors are each regularly called upon as “later 
prince” (rubû arkû) in the sections of blessing and curses (e.g. AE40:38, 
SE43:9). A concrete manifestation of this belief in the sacredness of the 
royal line and ancestors is the royal burial site under the Old Palace of Assur, 
from where e.g. the sarcophagus of Ashurnasirpal II has been excavated. 
Also the Assyrian King List may be seen as a concrete expression of the 
importance attributed to the royal line. It may have played a part in the royal 
burial,1062 and it may also have been worn, inscribed on a tablet, around the 
king’s neck at coronation.1063 Focusing on the royal line, the enemy ruler was 
a personal enemy of the Assyrian king, and not an abstract enemy to the 
Assyrian state or alleged nation.1064 The antagonism thus revolved around the 
concept of king versus foreign ruler. 

The Assyrian king not only passively had to belong to the royal line, he 
also was obliged to actively work for his predecessors and successors. The 
king had to respect the monuments and inscriptions of his predecessors, and 
instruct his successors to do likewise. This two-fold duty clearly comes 
across in the sections of blessings and curses, containing addresses to future 
rulers. These addresses both convey instructions on what the future ruler 
should do as well as what he should not do. As for the former, he should 
                                                 
1059 Yamada 2000: 189, 222 resp. This connotation seems to be expressed at least in the 
Assyrian sources. Reversely, the Neo-Babylonian king Nabopolassar does in fact brag about 
being “the son of a nobody” in his inscriptions, perhaps with the intention to present himself 
as a “self-made man” or as singled out by the deities. See Langdon 1912: 4: 4.  
1060 The word liblibbu is also associated with the god Shamash, son of Sin, again testifying to 
the close ideological relationship between the king and the sun. See CAD L, liblibbu (1 a). 
1061 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2:5-7, A.0.100.1:18-20. 
1062 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 115. 
1063 Renger 2011: 3. 
1064 Fuchs 2009: 88. 
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respect and rebuild, i.e. when decayed, the building or monument in question 
(e.g. AE17:v24, SE25:34-35), and he should respect, by reading, anointing, 
and make an offering to, and return the predecessor’s inscription to its place 
after renovation (e.g. AE50:44-46, SE13:l.e.1´-10´). Ashur will, alone or less 
often in the company of other deities,1065 then listen to the prayers of the pi-
ous successor (e.g. SE25:36), and in more elaborate passages Ashur will, 
along with Enlil and the great gods, bring prosperity to this king’s land, and 
grant this ruler domination over the world (e.g. AE17:v45-54). The impious 
successor will evoke divine anger, inflicting famine upon his land, as well as 
causing himself to sit in chains before his enemies. He will moreover have to 
witness the destruction of his (name and) seed (e.g. AE32:18-21). The ruler 
who obeys the instructions is in contrast described as one who works “for the 
well-being of his seed” (ana šulum zērišu) (e.g. SE93:3). In a wider sense of 
his working for his royal predecessors, the king is also the “avenger of his 
fathers” (mutīr gimilli abbīšu) (AE1:i21).  

The two kings also express their roles of working for, if not alongside, 
their royal ancestors in their “building inscriptions”. In his act of actively 
working for the royal line through rebuilding, and in extension through reset-
tling and reconquering, the king often refers to the royal master builders who 
had commissioned work on the building or city in question before him. In 
this way, Ashurnasirpal II repeatedly refers to Shalmaneser I, notably in the 
context of his rebuilding of Nimrud (e.g. AE23:14-15). Regarding temple 
renovations, the same king refers to Shamshi-Adad I and Ashur-uballit I as 
earlier master builders (e.g. AE40:31-32, 56:14 resp.). Also Shalmaneser III 
lists famous predecessors such as Adad-narari I, Tukulti-Ninurta I, and 
Tiglath-pileser I as earlier master builders of the city wall of Assur (e.g. 
SE10:iv41-45). Also these type of attestations bear witness to the importance 
attributed to kingship and the royal line. 

Another kind of work in honour of the royal line is the phenomenon of 
erecting monuments and creating inscriptions adjacent to those of earlier 
Assyrian kings. Narrations of these acts are occasionally attested. Ashurna-
sirpal II e.g. claims to have created an image beside those of Tiglath-pileser I 
and Tukulti-Ninurta I or II at the source of the Subnat-river (e.g. AE1:i104-
5). Shalmaneser III raised an image on a mountain beside that of Anum-
hirbe (e.g. SE29:24-26). The supreme value of kingship and the irrelevance 
of nationality are expressed by the referring even to “non-Assyrian” kings 
like Anum-hirbe.1066 Shalmaneser III also commissioned a stele beside that of 
Ashurnasirpal II in Kurkh (SI13), and at the Tigris-source his artisans carved 
images beside that of Tiglath-pileser I (SI16-17).  

                                                 
1065 Uniquely only Adad (SE41:5) or Ishtar (AE56:17). For Ashur in pair with Adad or Ner-
gal, see SE42:12-13, 47:12-13 resp. See also apps. 6-7. 
1066 This man was appearantly a legendary eastern Anatolian ruler from the Old Assyrian 
period (Yamada 2000: 104, n. 99). 
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The theme of “heroic priority” also stresses the predominance of the king 
as well as the vital role of the royal line. It was the duty of every king to 
surpass his predecessors either in war or in building.1067 Also in the texts of 
the two kings “heroic priority” is frequently expressed. In Shalmaneser III’s 
case, it can refer to him entering regions unknown to his predecessors (e.g. 
SE1:20-21), as producing unprecedented harvests (SE6:iv45-46), or to him 
creating comparatively outstanding monuments (e.g. SE27:9-11). As for 
Ashurnasirpal II, he claims to have entered mountains and cities which none 
of his predecessors had ever visited (e.g. AE1:i50, 1:ii73 resp.), he builds 
temples and decorates palaces and temples in a grander way than previous 
rulers had managed (e.g. AE40:36, 56:16 resp.), and he imposes levels of 
tribute higher than ever before (AE1:ii78-79). He also fashions a divine 
statue and builds temples which had not existed before (AE1:ii133, 30:53-55 
resp.), and he triumphantly announces that a ruler of Suhu had not delivered 
tribute formerly (AE1:i100). In yet another way of expressing heroic prior-
ity, the enemy army is sometimes described as massive or beyond counting 
(e.g. AE1:iii52, SE2:i32), presumably in order to stress the major achieve-
ment of the king in defeating it.1068 In sum, it was the king and not “the 
Assyrians” who were the main protagonist of the often antagonistic relations 
of power. Kingship was the primary identity of the two rulers.  

Polarization between the Assyrian king and the enemy ruler also high-
lights kingship as the primary identity. The enemy is stereotypically por-
trayed as the direct opposite of the king, thus expressing his chaotic nature. 
He is the “rebel” who dares to be unsubmissive towards the king and there-
fore Ashur. In terms of qualities, the enemy king is treacherous, i.e. breaks 
oaths and treaties, he is ungrateful, arrogant, hostile, and mad.1069 As suc-
cinctly expressed by Fales, the enemy “either does what he is not supposed 
to do, or does not do what he is supposed to do”.1070 The Assyrian king on the 
other hand stands as the good example, representing Order.1071  

The enemy ruler goes against the divinely sanctioned Order when he re-
sists the Assyrian king. In this act, he is described as unsubmissive (lā 
māgirūti, lā kanšūti) (see 5.4.1/2), and as “obstinate enemy” (nakru šapṣu) 
(SE40:iii6). Instead of “trusting” (takālu) in the Mesopotamian deities and 
their Order, the enemy ruler trusts “in himself” (ramānu),1072 or as in the 
texts of Shalmaneser III in “each others help” (ana rēṣūti aḫāmiš) i.e. in 
coalition forces (SE2:i43), in “the massiveness of his troops” (ana gipiš 
                                                 
1067 Garelli 1982: 24. 
1068 When the Assyrian army by contrast is described as innumerable, the aim is probably to 
express the great power of the king. See notably the narrative passage SE16:88´. 
1069 Fales 1982: 427-31. Reversely, the Neo-Babylonian king Nabonidus calls Sennacherib 
“king of Subartu”, as one who planned evil, desecrated sites, had no mercy, and the like. See 
Langdon 1912: 270-72, i 7-40, and Tadmor 2011: 674, n. 42 (discussion). 
1070 Fales 1982: 427. 
1071 Maul 1999. 
1072 Fales 1982: 427-31. 
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ummānātišu) (SE2:i32), or in “remote highlands” ([ina ḫuršāni] birūti) 
(SE17:37). The resisting enemy or enemies of Ashurnasirpal II additionally 
trusts in his own “might” (emūqu) (AE1:iii39), “their numerous troops” 
(ummānātišunu madāte) (e.g. AE1:iii52), and his extensive Kassite “troops” 
(ummānātu) (AE1:iii17), as well as in “their strong walls” (dūrīšunu 
dannūte) (AE1:i114), and in his strongly fortified cities and mountains 
(AE17:ii52-53). Basically, he trusts in everything else than in the deities, and 
by doing so he is godless and presumptous.1073 The Assyrian side put their 
trust in the divine (Order), while the enemy trusted in the human-profane.1074 
The former side, i.e. the Assyrian king, presents himself as a pious, humble, 
and god-fearing priest and servant of the deities (see e.g. 4.1). The polarity 
of piety versus sacrilege is clearly expressed. 

A related polarization which serves to centre kings as the main figures of 
war narrations focuses on the theme of the fleeing enemy ruler. The theme of 
the fright and flight of the enemy ruler is extremely common. While the 
corageous Assyrian king without hesitation marches out to engage in battle, 
the enemy ruler either makes an initial futile attempt to resist and then flees, 
or he flees without ever trying to resist. Most often he takes refugee to a 
mountain peak (e.g. AE17:iii59-61, SE6:i68-69). The rebellious Babylonian 
usurper is described as fleeing “like a fox through a hole” (kīma šēlubi ina 
pilše) when he manages to escape from a siege (SE5:v1).1075 This juxtaposi-
tioning also highlights the non-national character of the antagonism. 

As for his or theirs chaotic nature in terms of physical violence, the en-
emy is sometimes considered as wild. The epithet which tells of the “fierce 
and merciless kings from sunrise to sunset” has already been mentioned (e.g. 
AE2:20-21, SE5:i4-5). More specifically, the ruler Ahuni of Til-Barsip is 
e.g. said to “start hostilities” (igranni) (SE2:i32), and to be arrogantly and 
violently “roaming about with force and strength” (šipṣu u danānu iltakanu) 
(SE20:7-8). The same action, i.e. fierce warfare, is positive and “ordered” if 
made by the Assyrian king, but negative and “chaotic” if exercised by the 
enemy,1076 devaluatingly called “the man of GN” (amēl GN).1077 In this view 
on things, a polarity between ordered and chaotic violence is expressed. The 
discriminate violence (see 5.4.2) of the two kings relates to the former. 

In his act of exercising chaotic violence, the enemy is seen as wild. The 
enemy is even likened to a chaotic wild beast in the sense that he is de-
scribed as being subjected to the royal act of “capturing” (ṣabātu, kašādu). 
                                                 
1073 Kuhrt 1997: 516. 
1074 Liverani 1995: 2361.  
1075 Although D. Marcus (1977: 88) seems to regard this simile as flattering by referring to 
foxes as “wily and cunning”, this animal may have been associated otherwise in ancient 
Assyria. Moreover, it is hard to believe in a positive imagery in this context. 
1076 Certain words concerning warfare, such as kitru and katāru, were actually restricted to 
describe the behaviour of foreign troops (Liverani 1982b). 
1077 This frequent expression arguably carries contempt, and may express some kind of dam-
natio memoriae (Fales 2011: 221). 
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Hostile foreign elites and people are in several passages explicitly described 
as being “captured” (here ṣabātu) (e.g. AE1:i82, SE2:ii46). The claim that 
the Assyrian king “took (cities or the enemy ruler with his goods and people) 
for myself” (ana ramānija aṣbat and ana pānija uterra resp.) may be simi-
larly understood (e.g. AE1:iii101, SE5:iii5-6). The two kings also claim to 
have “confined” (esēru) enemy rulers to their cities by besieging (e.g. 
AE1:iii46, SE40:iii6-7). The verb esēru is also used to describe birds in a 
cage, a simile famously used on Hezekiah in the annals of Sennacherib.1078 
The wild nature and mentality of the enemy is conveyed by these portrayals. 
The Assyrian king naturally stands at the opposite pole of this imagery, not 
the least in his role of hunter, slaying and capturing wild beasts (see 5.2). 

As further testimony of the chaotic nature and mentality of the obstinate, 
foreign ruler, this agent is also described as suffering mentally. The Babylo-
nian usurper Marduk-bel-usate is e.g. the one “who did not know what he 
was doing” (lā mūdê alakte ramānišu) (SE5:iv4).1079 As already shown, the 
two kings are by contrast presented as wise. Although from texts of the later 
Sargonid period, Sennacherib refers to the king of Elam as someone “who 
has neither reason nor intelligence”.1080 Relatedly, the arch-enemy of Sargon 
II, Rusa of Urartu, is described as going mad in the statement that “Rusa 
threw himself onto his bed like a woman in labour“ after having suffered 
defeat by the hands of Sargon II and his army.1081 Additionally, an outright 
feminization of the enemy ruler takes place through the cited simile.1082 

Although the king mostly describes himself as acting heroically alone, the 
primary sources do occasionally, especially in iconography and the state 
archive material, present him as the head of an Assyrian ruling class. This 
ruling class consisted of the king, his higher officials and courtiers, and their 
respective social affiliations. Identifying such an institutionalized Assyrian 
ruling class, Parpola has even suggested that the highest Neo-Assyrian offi-
cials,1083 together with the king, formed a royal cabinet or council in analogy 
with the divine council.1084 Similarly, Roaf recently suggested that the genii 
in the North-West Palace allude to the vital role of human sages, i.e. the 
king’s scholars, in the palace.1085 In the same vein, Ataç highlights the role 
and power of the king’s scholars.1086 According to these interpretations, at 

                                                 
1078 CAD E, esēru B (1:1´). See Grayson & Novotny 2012: 4: 52. 
1079 Literally, “he who did not know his own behaviour”. 
1080 Grayson & Novotny 2012: 22 v 33-34. The relevant terms are ṭēmu and milku. 
1081 See Mayer 1983: 83, and 149-51 (lines). 
1082 Chapman 2004: 37. 
1083 Namely the field marshal (turtānu), the chief eunuch (rab ša rēši), the chief cup-bearer 
(rab šaqê), the vizier (šukkallu), the treasurer (masennu), the chief judge (sartennu), the pal-
ace herald (nāgir ekalli), the chief scholar (ummânu), and the governors (bēl pīḫati or šakin 
māti). For a discussion on the statuses and functions of these officials, see Mattila 2000. 
1084 Parpola 1995a. A theory followed in Mattila 2000: 165-68. 
1085 Roaf 2008: 209. 
1086 Ataç 2010: 201. 
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least that of Parpola, the socio-economic class in question functioned also as 
an ideological entity in addition to an underlying practical one. As will be 
shown below, this understanding is valid even if not accepting the elaborate 
and controversial idea on an analogous human council. 

Both Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III are depicted accompanied by 
an entourage which typically consists of bodyguards, sunshade, napkin, and 
fly wisk bearers, a high official, officials/courtiers, and a waving announcer 
(e.g. AI13:23-24, SI14:6a). The high official standing in front of the king 
wears a diadem which may indicate his status of crown prince.1087 High offi-
cials were sometimes of royal descent in the Neo-Assyrian empire.1088 Alter-
natively, the king’s field marshal (turtānu) may be the one illustrated, report-
ing to the king on the successes of the campaign. The officials or courtiers, 
both eunuchs (ša rēši) and bearded ones (ša ziqni), who are depicted with 
greeting or clasped hands in these scenes may possibly portray other high 
members of the ruling class in question, such as the chief eunuch (rab ša 
rēši) who was another official with extensive military duties.1089 The eunuch 
attendants had the function of defining, emphasizing, and protecting the 
king’s sacred space.1090 The king along with the described entourage form a 
special cluster in these scenes. In this way, the artisans managed to focus on 
the elite as well as on just the king. The named cluster can also be expressed, 
as on an ivory plaque probably belonging to Shalmaneser III (SI21), in the 
shape of a banquet scene. The king here evidently hosts a banquet which has 
six seated guests, supposedly high officials and courtiers. Royal banquets of 
this type are spoken of already in Middle Assyrian times.1091 

If the iconography of the two kings on the whole seems to support the 
idea of a ruling class, inscriptions largely portray them as sole heroes. How-
ever, the mentioning of Shalmaneser III’s later field marshal Dajjan-Ashur 
as conducting campaigns in the king’s name is noteworthy (e.g. SE14:175-
76). This emphasis on an official in Assyrian royal inscriptions is almost 
unique.1092 In the same vein, Reade and Yamada have both referred to the 
Black Obelisk as a monument of Dajjan-Ashur.1093 Schneider stresses, in-
spired by Olmstead’s theory of Dajjan-Ashur as the actual ruler, that this 
official was much emphasized in the final edition of Shalmaneser III’s an-
nals.1094 In the same vein, Fuchs argues that references to “the second epo-
nymat of NN” in fact refers to that of Dajjan-Ashur and not to that of the 
                                                 
1087 Reade 2009: 262. The king’s brother(s) was also depicted in this way (Reade 1967: 46). 
1088 Grayson 1993: 30. 
1089 Mattila 2000: 70-76. This official may also be seen standing under a canopy, receiving 
captives or standing alone, in the iconography of both kings (AI4:B7t., SI10:13b. resp.). 
1090 Collins 2008: 188-97. 
1091 Glassner 1987-90: 263. 
1092 The chief eunuch of his heir and son Shamshi-Adad V (823-811) is similarly, and posi-
tively, highlighted. See Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: ii 17-18. 
1093 Reade 1981: 159, Yamada 2000: 325-32. 
1094 Schneider 1991: 242-49. 
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king, and the named scholar even claims that Shalmaneser III was out of 
play in the 820’s with Dajjan-Ashur completely in charge.1095 It must be said 
though that also Shalmaneser III’s earlier field marshal Ashur-bel-ka’’in 
plays a prominent role in a royal inscription dated to 856 BCE (SE17:10-30). 
The general confusion and arbitraryness in the use of the pronouns I and he 
in the narration of Dajjan-Ashur’s deeds may express the idea of a single 
unit, i.e. the Assyrian ruling class, carrying out the feats (e.g. SE14:185). 
Similarly, the Assyrian army as a single body fly like the Anzu-bird against 
the enemy army (SE5:iii5, e.g. AE19:74). Arguably, texts like the Standard 
Inscription in itself tell of the existence of a ruling class, since this kind of 
propaganda implies recipients who could actually read the message.  

The important role of the officials is also expressed through mentioning 
them as dedicators of gifts to either of the two kings. The mayor of Nimrud 
e.g. dedicates a throne base and several door sills to the king’s review palace 
Fort Shalmaneser (e.g. SE57:7, 30:32-34 resp.). Similarly, the field marshal 
Bel-luballit commissions monuments in his own right. A stone vessel is de-
scribed as dedicated for his life, not mentioning the king, to the Nergal tem-
ple of Tarbisu.1096 A few depictions illustrate officials in leading positions, 
supposedly representing the king in his absence (e.g. AI4:B7t., 4:WFL22, 
SI10:11b.). Seals arguably from the 9th century BCE even show eunuchs 
taking the king’s role in the sacred tree scene.1097 The important and partly 
independent role of the king’s entourage is also attested archaeologically 
through their erecting of stelae in the row of stelae between the city walls of 
Assur.1098 More importantly, the eponyms defined the most powerful people 
of the day, namely the king and his high officials.1099 Furthermore, the chief 
scholars (ummânu) of the kings are mentioned along with the king in 
Assyrian or Synchronistic King Lists.1100 The strength of the high, royal offi-
cials is conveyed in ideological sources also from the provinces. Mushezib-
Ninurta, the governor of Shadikanni, refers to himself as a “vice-regent” 
(iššakku) who has his own “palace” (ekallu) (AE151:1). This palace is 
archaeologically attested through the remains of colossi and lions at the 
doorways, and through reliefs on orthostats and stelae (AI6, 10).  

Arguably, the socio-economic factor rather than any identity based on 
ethnicity then defined the king’s side. As noted by Lamprichs in his work on 
the structure of the Neo-Assyrian empire, the population of the empire was 
divided, both in core and periphery, according to the lines of elite and peo-
ple. The elites frequently interacted with each other, having the supposed 
ethnical boundaries systematically crossed. The elite and people of both core 

                                                 
1095 Fuchs 2008: 65, and 65-66 respectively. 
1096 Searight et al. 2008: fig. 602. 
1097 Collon 1987: figs. 812, 866. 
1098 Reade 2004a. 
1099 For a discussion on the meaning of eponyms in Assyria, see Larsen 1976: 192-217. 
1100 Published and discussed in Grayson 1980-83: 116-25, texts 3.11-12, 14, 17. 
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and periphery of a certain polity were on the other hand alienated from each 
other.1101 The idea of a nation-state fighting another is further complicated by 
the population structure of these alleged nations. The issue if e.g. slaves 
counted as part of these national communities arises. Taken together, the 
socio-economic dividing line seems far more relevant, isolating the Assyrian 
king and his ruling class as the righteous “unit of analysis” on earth. The 
Assyrian king worked together with his magnates forming a single body, 
against those regardless of ethnicity who opposed the realization, implying 
tribute and submission, of the world dominion of the great gods. 

In conclusion, the often attested antagonistic relations in Assyrian state 
ideology are not described in terms of a dichtomy Assyrian/foreign, but 
rather in terms of the king, alone or as part of a ruling class, against “the 
enemy”. Assisted by his magnates, the king had the duty to realize the theo-
retical world dominion of the Mesopotamian deities. In this struggle, all that 
really mattered was submission and tribute, not ethnical belongings. King-
ship, involving royal descent and lineage, and the social belonging, being 
part of a ruling class, manifest the primary identities of the two kings. 

5.5 Summary  
This chapter has focused on the two kings’ interaction with various aspects 
of the foreign lands. In 5.1 it is shown that the ruggedness and remoteness, 
i.e. the “difficult path”, of the foreign geography are commonly portrayed. 
Its wildness serves to symbolize a chaos which is provisional and not essen-
tial. Through conquering and cultivation the geography can become ordered. 
The overcoming acts also serve to portray the king as hero. The wild beasts 
of the foreign lands also confront the king. Symbolizing chaos, they are 
hunted and slayed. As hunter, the king plays the role of Ninurta. The ritual-
religious character of the royal hunt is also expressed by the narrative pas-
sage which states that gods have commanded the king to hunt. Alternatively, 
he could catch and collect these animals in zoos. The collecting of them 
would then symbolize domestication and a transference to the ordered world.  

The king’s relationship with the foreign deities is described as charac-
terized by mutual respect. At least Shalmaneser III occasionally presents 
himself in a priestly role in relation to them. The theme of “godnapping” 
conveys the ideas of divine abandonment and fulfilment of divine orders, i.e. 
the foreign deities had abandoned their worshippers and locality, and had 
ordered the Assyrian king to conquer. Tenable evidence of iconoclasm and a 
fanatic imposition of Mesopotamian deities is not attested.   

Turning to the king and the human component of the foreign lands, a dis-
tinction between “elites” and “people” is made in the sources. Both kings 
                                                 
1101 Lamprichs 1995: 381. 
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present themselves as the masters of all lands, often “the universe” or “the 
four quarters”, as well as over all foreign elites and people. The mission of 
conquering could be achieved either peacefully or by force, depending on 
the responses of the foreign elites and people. According to the “reciprocity 
principle” identified in this book, they are spared and included if they give 
submission and tribute, but annihilated and enslaved if they resist. As for the 
latter, by refusing to submit to the Assyrian king, the deities’ representative 
on earth, and by withholding the tribute which they owe the king and ulti-
mately the great gods, their lives were forfeited in the eyes of the king and 
the deities. Descriptions and depictions of the flaying, impaling, dismember-
ing, burning of the king’s captured enemies are numerous. Especially sym-
bolically loaded was the severing of the killed enemies heads, hanged up in 
trees, used in cultic games, and made into “tower of heads”. Depicted rows 
of war prisoners, sometimes tied up and given neck stocks, illustrate another 
kind of fate. Guilt seems to be established on two levels: collectively and 
sometimes individually. As for the latter, innocent individuals, notably civil-
ians, within a rebellious polity could be spared. Occasionally, the Assyrian 
king extends mercy to those who have initially resisted. Disapproved atroci-
ties, e.g. the unspoken maltreatment of women, are distinguished. The em-
phasis on violence may relate to deterrent and celebrative purposes. In the 
event of delivered tribute and displayed submission, the king reciprocates by 
taking on the roles of sun and shepherd. In these roles, he had the pater-
nalistic duty to provide and protect. Banquets, demographic and agricultural 
reforms are described as some of the ways of implementing this royal obli-
gation. Being a part of successful reciprocity, tribute (and booty) had an 
ideological (tribute was due to Ashur and the great gods as world rulers) as 
well as a practical (vital for the imperial economy) dimension.  

At least concerning ideology and relations of power, the unit of analysis 
of foreign people/lands is quite uniform. Even Babylonia and Egypt are por-
trayed as subordinate to Shalmaneser III. A certain disregard for pastoralists 
(Arameans) and “mountain peoples” (e.g. Urarteans) can be detected, but 
still with the reciprocity principle firmly in operation. Regarding the issue of 
nationalism, racism, and ethnicity as possible components of Assyrian state 
ideology, the first two terms are obviously anachronistic and non-applicable. 
The component of ethnos is however relevant to discuss. The terms Assyria 
and Assyrians are mostly described as flexible and dynamic, referring to 
political identities. Similarly, so-called Assyrianization centred on political 
measures rather than on any agenda of cultural imperialism. Thus, in the 
often antagonistic relations between the king and the foreign lands, a di-
chotomy of Assyrian/foreign is not a focal point. Tendencies towards a con-
structed ethnos are present but subordinated. A belief in a fixed and static 
Assyrian ethnos is definitively not expressed in the sources. Ethnos was not 
an important component of Assyrian state ideology. 
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The main dichotomy in question instead revolves around the king, repre-
senting Order, and “the enemy”, representing Chaos. As for the former, the 
king along with his high officials can be said to form the Assyrian ruling 
class, functioning as the superior part in an open (theoretical/ideological) as 
well as underlying (practical/economical) dichotomy of rulers versus ruled. 
The primary identity of the kings was obviously kingship, expressed e.g. 
through their constant references to the royal line. Any confrontations be-
tween the Assyrian king and foreign polities then occured between 
royal/ruler houses, not between nations. The concept of patrimonialism, fo-
cusing on inequalities based on class and sex, was found relevant here.  

Post-colonial theory was not only used in identifying images of negative 
stereotyping and Otherness, but also in identifying and discussing Orientalist 
features in the scholarly debate regarding ancient Assyria and Assyrian state 
ideology. These features include Orientalist ideas of Oriental violence, des-
potism, and decadence applied to the Assyrian material. As for the first fea-
ture, the identified logic in the royal use of violence exposes the images of 
the Assyrians as conducting indiscriminate violence as an offspring of Ori-
entalism. Similarly, the Orientalistic view on the Mesopotamian ruler as 
despotic and decadent is juxtaposed by the primary sources which present 
the propagandistic image of the Assyrian king as pious, humble, restrained, 
and as part of a ruling class. Anachronisms with regards to “nationalism”, 
iconoclastic religious imperialism, and “secularism” were also noted. 



 200 

6. Ideological development within the reigns  

In this chapter, the issue regarding the existence or lack of ideological varia-
tion and development within the respective reigns of Ashurnasirpal II and 
Shalmaneser III is highlighted. Its first section gives an introductory and 
general overview on the relevant discussion in scholarly literature, the fol-
lowing two sections present conclusions on the subject based on general and 
strategic comparisons while focusing the major primary sources of the two 
kings, and the final section lastly provides a summary with reflections.  

6.1 Introduction 
As claimed by Garelli, ideological development and innovation was not con-
sidered positively in the higher stratas of Mesopotamian and Assyrian socie-
ties.1102 As a result, change therefore had to be masked or presented as being 
in line with tradition and its age-old legitimacy grounds.1103 Anyway, 
ideological change within reigns has been noted by several modern scholars, 
although the phenomenon largely has been neglected in Assyriological re-
search. Often the royal titulary e.g. is analysed without taking much consid-
eration on change and variation.1104 However, a pioneering study on ideo-
logical development within reigns is the article by Liverani who highlights 
the change, in time and place, of a certain section of Sennacherib’s annals. 
His underlying stance is that variations in ideological sources are not due to 
e.g. scribal errors or artistic elaborations. On the contrary, variations are 
meaningful and reflect adaptions to historical and ideological changes. Thus, 
these deserve to be observed and taken seriously.1105  

A part of such an understanding is the notion that the ruler must “earn” 
his titles and claims. Liverani here sees a tendency of Assyrian royal titulary, 
within individual reigns, developing from a “heroic-competitive stage” to a 
“territorial stage”, the latter marked by unquestioned control and superiority. 
In the latter stage, the king first takes control over compact totality (kiššatu), 

                                                 
1102 Garelli 1979: 320-25. See also Pečírková 1993. 
1103 According to Pečírková (1993: 244), initiated political-ideological reform was the down-
fall of several Assyrian kings such as Tukulti-Ninurta I, Shalmaneser III, and Sennacherib. 
1104 Another neglected area is the contextual aspects of titles. On all this, see Cifola 1995: 2-3. 
1105 Liverani 1981.  
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then the inner core, and lastly the patterned totality (kibrāt erbetti).1106 A 
similar idea is identified by Dalley who argues that the Assyrian king could 
not claim the titles of “king of the universe” and “king of the four quarters” 
before having conducted vital and successful military campaigns in various 
directions.1107 Cifola presents another picture, although fully subscribing to 
the idea that titles had to be earned. She argues that Assyrian titulary devel-
oped gradually, within reigns, from religiously orientated epithets to more 
secular, heroic, military ones.1108 However, in Ashurnasirpal II’s case, this 
process is claimed to be reversed.1109 Referring to the extension of the king’s 
domains, Cifola also argues that there is a tendency of a gradual abandon-
ment of the more local title “king of Assyria”.1110 Adding to these observa-
tions, Tadmor notes and discusses a literary convention in Assyrian annals 
which states that the king had to describe a great military campaign or all his 
military victories as taking place in the king’s first regnal year.1111 

Not only the presenting of the role of the Assyrian king as warrior may 
have varied according to regnal phase. While identifying “pietistic-pastoral” 
epithets, relating to deities and the people respectively, Liverani argues that 
these epithets developed from a state of fear and insecurity to a state of di-
vine confirmation and royal expertise. The people turned from being the 
object of conquests to the object of peaceful government.1112 Regarding the 
king as master builder, another literary convention presents the Assyrian 
king as a pious master builder and restorer of temples right after acces-
sion.1113 Logically, the themes of royal descent and divine choice, i.e. the two 
major legitimacy grounds,1114 may have been emphasized in the first regnal 
phase of an Assyrian king as he had not yet earned his position through ac-
tions.1115 The theme of difficult path may also belong to an earlier regnal 
phase, since the role of discoverer fits well into the image of a monarch ex-
ploring the regions to be conquered early on in his reign.  
 Concrete historical developments may have inspired ideological change. 
Liverani notes how the varying editions of Sennacherib’s annals focusing on 
events in Babylon may be explained by historical change, e.g. reflected in 
the description of his puppet king Bel-ibni.1116 Similarly, Schneider detects a 
                                                 
1106 Liverani 1981: 234-36. 
1107 Dalley 1998: 76. 
1108 Cifola 1995: 146. The scholar in question even sees an intentional ordering of royal epi-
thets in sequences according to which religious epithets preceed those of war and triumph, 
and to which epithets of heroism proceed those of triumph (Cifola 1995: 146). 
1109 Cifola 1995: 147. 
1110 Cifola 1995: 147. 
1111 Tadmor 1981: 14-21. 
1112 Liverani 1981: 244-45. 
1113 Tadmor 1981: 21-25. 
1114 Tadmor 1981: 25. 
1115 Even though such an ordering, at least regarding the theme of divine choice, goes against 
the identified development pattern in Liverani 1981 presented above. 
1116 Liverani 1981: 252-57. 
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development in the description of Marduk-zakir-shumi I, from equal to 
weak, in the annals of Shalmaneser III.1117 According to her, the annal in-
scription as such was changed due to the encounter with Babylon. The narra-
tion changed from being structured on eponyms (limmu) to regnal years 
(palû), arguably a move inspired by Babylonian scribes and traditions.1118 
The powerful position of the field marshal Dajjan-Ashur has also been seen 
reflected in ideological change. The excluding of a narration from regnal 
year five in the annals on the Kurkh Stele (SE2) arguably glosses over a 
proposed “palace revolution” in which the named man was deeply in-
volved.1119 The later Black Obelisk (SI11) is regarded as a monument both of 
the king and Dajjan-Ashur.1120 Important historical events such as Ashurna-
sirpal II’s move from Assur to Nimrud, his reaching of the Mediterranean 
and Phoenicia, the reaching of various river sources, the encounters with 
great coalitions in the reign of Shalmaneser III, and the creation of the two 
main palaces of the two monarchs, i.e. the North-West Palace and Fort 
Shalmaneser, may also be reflected through ideological change.  

6.2 Ideology and regnal phases of Ashurnasirpal II 
In this section, ideological change and continuity in the reign of Ashurnasir-
pal II is investigated. Firstly, a general comparison is made, then a strategic 
comparison focusing two texts from the Ninurta temple is conducted. I will 
argue that the overall impression is one of continuity, although certain ideo-
logical themes may tentatively be tied to specific regnal phases. There is no 
real evidence for the grand ideological schemes mentioned above. 

The thesis of Liverani which says that ideological development within a 
reign moves linearly from a heroic-competitive stage to a territorial stage is 
hard to substantiate in the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal II. The narrative in 
his commemorative texts rather portrays the strive towards control and sub-
mission as continuous and as a cyclical process (e.g. AE1). Moreover, epi-
thets such as “king without rival”, “great king” (see 5.4.7), “hero” (uršānu, 
qarrādu), and “(dominant) male” (eṭlu, zikaru) which should belong to the 
early phase only are attested also in the later phase (e.g. AE56:1, 31:1, 1:i32, 
23:2 resp.). The circumstance that epithets concerning tribute are found pre-
dominantly in the later phase (e.g. AE3:28) gives some credit to his argu-
ment, but in light of the overall lack of a clear pattern this does not prove 
much. In the textual narrative, the theme of tribute is naturally not restricted 
to any specific phase (e.g. AE17:iv53-57, 2:49-51). Moving on, the theme of 

                                                 
1117 Schneider 1991: 135-46. 
1118 Schneider 1991: 80-87. 
1119 Olmstead 1921, Schneider 1991: 127-35, 242-44. 
1120 Reade 1981: 159, Yamada 2000: 325-32, Fuchs 2008: 65. 
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heroic priority is only attested late (e.g. AE30:53-55). The related heroic 
theme of difficult path is, both in narrative passages and royal epithets, 
clearly expressed in both regnal halves (e.g. AE1:i45-54, 40:4). The hy-
pothesis of Liverani, Cifola, and Dalley regarding a king’s earning of certain 
important titles is likewise difficult to substantiate. The title “king of the four 
quarters” is used by Ashurnasirpal II in an early text in which there are not 
any claims of a southern dominion (AE17:i40). Similarly, the title “king of 
the universe” is claimed right from the start (e.g. AE19:6). It may be noted in 
this context that much less powerful monarchs are attested bearing this title, 
making the claim of earning problematic.1121 Also, in contradiction to the 
idea of Cifola, there is not any gradual abandonment due to imperial expan-
sion of the title “king of Assyria”, as proved by frequent late attestations 
(e.g. AE1:iii113). The local character of this title should also be questioned 
(see 5.4.6). Furthermore, the observation of Tadmor regarding the ideologi-
cal theme of a king conducting a great, or all of his, campaign(s) at the be-
ginning of his reign, this theme is simply not present in the texts of Ashurna-
sirpal II. Great military campaigns are conducted continuously throughout 
his reign. Lastly, as for the king as warrior, the visual motif of the ritual 
cleansing of the monarch’s weapons is attested only in the first phase (e.g. 
AI4:G6), but in light of the difficulty of dating the art in the North-West 
Palace outside the throne room, this should not be so conclusive. In analogy 
with the above, the divine epithets do not show any tendency of progressing 
from expressing a theoretical to a realized type of world dominion. The epi-
thet “lord of all lands”, denoting Anu and Ashur, e.g. is attested already in 
the first regnal phase (e.g. [AE20:2]). 

Turning to more peaceful royal roles and the aspect of internal ideological 
development, Cifola’s identified pattern of the royal ideology changing from 
an emphasis on the religious to focusing secular, heroic, and military aspects 
does not stand the test in this case. As for royal epithets, the king calls him-
self “purification priest” (AE26:35, 1:i21), “provider of offerings for the 
great gods” (AE17:i19, 8), and “he whose deeds and offerings the great gods 
of heaven and underworld love” (AE17:i21-22, 1:i24-25) in both temporal 
halves of his reign. Narrative passages centering offerings and weapon 
cleansing at the felling of trees or the reaching of large bodies of water e.g. 
are only attested in the later half of his reign (AE1:iii89, e.g. 2:26-27 resp.). 
An argument in favour of Cifola’s thesis is that the motif of “king as vener-
ating priest” is attested only in the first phase (e.g. AI17). Also, the motifs of 
“king as libating priest” and “king being ritually purified” are also restricted 
to the named phase (e.g. AI4:G8, 4:G3 resp.), i.e. if accepting the insecure 
dating of the reliefs in rooms G-H of his North-West Palace. The insecure 
dating and the textual evidence make this argument inconclusive. Her idea of 
a special, reversed case for Ashurnasirpal II does not stand the test either in 
                                                 
1121 See the relevant list and history of attestations in Seux 1967: 308-12. 
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light of the above and the lack of a clear phase profile of the priestly 
theme/motif. Liverani’s idea that there is a change from fear and insecurity 
to one of confirmation in relation to the deities, also seems unapplicable 
here. The theme of divine choice  as well as royal epithets concerning divine 
favour are brought up early as well as late in the reign (e.g. AE17:i33-34, 
154:3 resp.). Relatedly, narrative passages and royal epithets regarding di-
vine support are amply found also in inscriptions from the first half of his 
reign (e.g. AE17:iv60, 17:i37 resp.). Priestly epithets including the keywords 
of palāḫu, šaḫtu, and na’ādu, denoting fear of the divine, are attested also in 
the later regnal half (e.g. AE2:17, 28:i9, 15 resp.).  

As for Tadmor’s noting of the literary convention to present the Assyrian 
king as a great master builder at the start of his reign, there seems not to be 
any such convention articulated in the texts of Ashurnasirpal II. In com-
memorative texts, the main focal point is warfare and conquering, as ex-
pressed right after the invocation of deities and the royal titulary (e.g. AE19). 
If anything, the trend seems to be royal building in the later half. Divine 
statues are created only late (e.g. AE30:64-68), and the creating of “royal 
images” is similarly restricted to the named regnal phase (e.g. AE1:i105). 
These attestations are too numerous to be dismissed right away, but it is of 
course possible that this phase profile merely is a result of the predominance 
of late texts in the text corpus of Ashurnasirpal II (see app. 1). More impor-
tantly, typology is arguably a more important aspect than internal chronol-
ogy as far as variations and changes in the royal role of master builder is 
concerned.1122 Texts which commemorate buildings or cult objects naturally 
carry a lot of building themes. Not even the proposed development of pas-
toral epithets according to which the people first are regarded as objects to 
be conquered and then as objects to be peacefully governed, is evidenced. 
Royal epithets such as “amazing shepherd”, “he who rules all people”, “sun 
(of all people)”, and “chief herdsman”, are all attested from the first regnal 
phase as well (e.g. AE19:21, 19:18, 19:22, 17:i15 resp.). Finally, the hy-
pothesis that lineage and royal genealogy is stressed in earlier inscriptions is 
not found. The monarch is frequently called “son”, “grandson”, and the like, 
also in later texts (e.g. AE9:1, 40:18 resp.), and narrative passages which 
centre the royal line are notorious in later sources (e.g. AE1:i104-5). 

There are however some tendencies expressed in the sources. Tree felling 
and image creating have already been identified as late. The role of royal 
hunter is almost exclusively attested late in the textual narrative (e.g. 
AE1:iii48-49), and the theme of zoological gardens is only late (e.g. 
AE2:31-38). This tendency is however disturbed by the hunting reliefs in the 
North-West Palace which may be dated to the early-middle part of the reign 

                                                 
1122 In a similar vein, Cifola (1995: 146) refers to typology, as well as e.g. addresee, as an 
important aspect when evaluating royal titulary. 
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(AI4:B19-20), in analogy with those giving a historical narrative.1123 Another 
interesting tendency is the theme of royal wisdom as a late phenomenon. The 
king is here referred to as “wise”, “intelligent”, “he who knows”, and “open 
to understanding and wisdom” only in late texts (e.g. AE29:8´, 2:23, 2:23, 
2:23 resp.). Possibly, the idea of Liverani that royal expertise characterizes a 
later development stage of a king’s state ideology is expressed here.1124 Di-
vine epithets on wisdom have the same temporal distribution (e.g. AE38:23), 
and the narration of the king acting after being given wisdom and skills from 
Ea has the same temporal bias (e.g. AE32:8-9). Another tendency which 
may carry some meaning concerns the descriptions of some enemy peoples. 
References to Arameans having seized land are only made in early texts (e.g. 
AE19:92-96), while the mentioning of the mountain people of the Lullumu 
is largely restricted to later texts (e.g. AE1:iii119). This tendency may con-
note the leaving of a historical phase of reconquering just accomplished by 
the monarch, confronted by a new kind of threat. 

In line with historical developments, the river Subnat is brought up as a 
border in both regnal halves (e.g. AE3:37-38, 23:9), and the conquering and 
control over the west and the land Hatti is concentrated to the later half of 
the reign (e.g. AE3:34-37). Historically “correct”, the theme of “display of 
strength” is attested only in late inscriptions (e.g. AE1:iii84-88), referring to 
triumphant marches in the west along the Mediterranean coast. Also in line 
with historical developments, Babylon is only referred to in the later half 
when Babylonian troops in Suhu are fought against (e.g. AE1:iii15-26), 
while the cultural influence is noticeable already in the first regnal half by 
the presence of Babylonian deities in early deity sequences (see app. 6).  

Continuing with the likely link between historical developments and ideo-
logical change, the move from Assur to Nimrud may be highlighted. A con-
sistent pattern of “before/after” is difficult to detect. Nimrud is very much 
centred already in the early texts of Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AE17), and Assur 
is not spoken of so much in early texts either (e.g. AE17). Moreover, the god 
Ashur is much focused also in the textual narrative and epithets of the later 
half of this monarch’s reign. As for the latter, the title of “vice-regent of 
Ashur” runs throughout the reign (e.g. AE23:1, 30:1). As for the former, 
Ashurnasirpal II conducts warfare by the command and in support of Ashur 
(e.g. AE21:8´-9´, 17:ii83-100 resp.), he is given authority by him (e.g. 
AE30:20-21), and he makes offerings to Ashur (e.g. AE1:iii135) in later 
texts. Lands are unsubmissive and obliged to give tribute to Ashur also in 
later texts (e.g. AE40:11, 1:ii50 resp.). Moreover, Ashur is consistently listed 
in first place in deity sequences throughout the reign (see app. 6), and Nim-

                                                 
1123 By contrast, the miniature reliefs (AI23) which show the act of royal hunting are hardly 
possible to date with any confident degree of security. 
1124 The study of Pongratz-Leisten (1999) regarding the increased development of the theme 
of the king as wise and a scholar refers to change between rather than within reigns. 
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rud is actually stated as being dedicated to Ashur (AE30:40). In short, there 
is no official abandonment of devotion to Ashur. Reade argues that Ashurna-
sirpal II “promoted” Ninurta as the patron god of Nimrud in the later stages 
of his reign, e.g. by commissioning this god’s temple c. 865 BCE.1125 Ninurta 
is however highlighted also in early inscriptions, both in the textual narrative 
and epithets (e.g. AE26:70, 17:i6 resp.). There is in other words not any sud-
den official switch of devotion from Ashur to Ninurta in analogy with the 
replacing of capital city. In fact, the named gods are often mentioned to-
gether, e.g. as tribute commanding (AE1:i99-101), curse implementing 
(AE36:4´-8´), listening to prayers (AE36:1´-4´), and war commanding 
(AE2:25-26). Additionally, several royal epithets (see e.g. AE1:iii128, and 
app. 10) have both deities, acting together, as components. Summing up, 
there is not any consistent change in state ideology dependent on before/after 
the move of capital city from Assur to Nimrud. 

Turning finally to the strategic comparison, a look at the early inscription 
on the Nimrud Monolith (AE17) and at the late one in the Ninurta temple 
(AE1) may be the most rewarding and fair comparison available. These texts 
are both substantial, of the same genre (annals), and they have the same 
provenance (Nimrud and the Ninurta temple). The only setbacks are their 
different placement (outside/inside) and iconographic or typological context 
(stele/wall reliefs). A perfect comparison is however hardly attainable. 

Both texts start with an invocation of deities. In AE17 (i1-12) no less than 
13 deities are enumerated, with Ashur at the head and Ninurta in seventh 
place. In AE1 (i1-9) only Ninurta is invoked. Typology rather than a 
switched emphasis from Ashur to Ninurta may explain this variation. AE1 
(i9-17) then has a section of royal epithets which starts with “strong king”. 
Also heroic-competitive, fearfulness expressing, and priestly epithets are 
found in this section. A short statement that Ashur has chosen and handed 
weapons to the king follows in AE1 (i17-18). Both texts then have a cluster 
of epithets, followed by a genealogy, which begins with “attentive prince” 
(AE1:i18-31, 17:i12-32). Heroic-competitive, fearfulness expressing, and 
priestly epithets are included in the cluster. The only territorial title is “king 
of Assyria”. After a brief statement that the great gods have given the king 
power (AE1:i31, 17:i33-34), another section of royal epithets starting with “I 
am king” follows (AE1:32-36, 17:i34-44). These are mostly heroic and mili-
tary, but also include the title “king of the four quarters”. Interestingly, the 
epithet “vice-regent of Ashur and Ninurta” of AE17 is replaced by “king of 
Assyria” in AE1. After a short statement that the deities have fixed the 
king’s destinies (AE1:36-37, 17:i44-46), it is narrated that Ishtar has com-
manded the king to embark on military campaigns (AE1:i37-38, 17:i46-49). 
After a small epithet section starting with “attentive prince” and referring 
both to priesthood and warfare (AE1:i38-40, 17:i49-54), an “abstract” which 
                                                 
1125 Reade 2002: 191, 199. 



 207 

tells of how Ashur has chosen the king and commanded royal warfare, is 
likewise given in both texts (AE1:i40-43, 17:i54-59).  

Thereafter, a long and detailed narrative of the king’s military campaigns 
takes place (AE1:i43-ii125, 17:i59-iv120). The narrative of AE17 was cop-
ied into AE1. In AE17 (v1-24), a description of building activities in Nim-
rud, focusing on the building of the palace, then follows. Later princes are 
called upon to respect the king’s monument (AE17:v24-25). A list of what 
the successor should not do to it is expressed (AE17:v25-45), and a long list 
of blessings and curses is given (AE17:v45-103). Instead of a description of 
building in Nimrud, AE1 (ii125-26) has a short cluster of epithets which 
begins with “great king”, followed by a genealogy. Both heroic and territo-
rial titles are attested here. Another and longer section of royal epithets fol-
low, focusing geographical extremes (AE1:ii126-31). Both heroic and terri-
torial titles are given, and the emphasis is on conquest. Then a description of 
the building of sacred buildings and cult objects in Nimrud is given 
(AE1:ii131-35). The narrative of military campaigns then returns (AE1:iii1-
113), interluded once by a narration of royal hunting (AE1:iii48-50). A short 
cluster of epithets which starts with “great king” and another genealogy is 
presented (AE1:iii113-14), followed by another and longer section of royal 
epithets which include aspects of royal heroism, warfare, and shepherding 
(AE1:iii114-18). The brief statement that Ashur has given the king power 
and weapons then returns (AE1:iii118-19), whereafter a narration focusing 
conquest and geographical extremes follows (AE1:iii119-26). A long section 
of royal epithets which starts with “attentive prince” is then expressed 
(AE1:iii126-32). It includes heroic (to a great extent), fearfulness expressing, 
and priestly epithets. The title “king of the four quarters” is used. The annals 
end with a note on various building activities in Nimrud (AE1:iii132-36), 
similar to that of AE17. A variation is found through the existence of the 
issue of deportation of peoples to Nimrud. 

Drawing conclusions from this comparison, although certain tendencies 
may be expressed, there is not any consistent development from a heroic-
competitive to a territorial, from a state of fearfulness to one of confirmation, 
or from a priestly to a military-heroic state, attested in the relevant sources. 
Wide-claiming territorial titles are used in the titulary right from the start. 
The title “king of Assyria” is in fact more popular in the later text. The nar-
rative on military campaigns was merely copied from AE17 to AE1. It is of 
course possible that the noted variation in the section of invocation of deities 
reflects a switched emphasis from Ashur to Ninurta, but here and generally 
variations may be explained by the varying typological and situational con-
texts and considerations rather than by any change in ideology. 
 Summing up the findings of this section, the general impression is one of 
ideological continuity between the two regnal phases. Some ideological fea-
tures may however be temporally biased, such as those of royal hunting and 
wisdom, tree felling, image creating, and Arameans as land seizers. There is 
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inadequate evidence to confirm any grand ideological development scheme 
or the idea that every title must be earned before taken.  

6.3 Ideology and regnal phases of Shalmaneser III 
In this section, ideological change and continuity in the reign of Shalmaneser 
III is investigated. Firstly, a general comparison is made, then a strategic 
comparison focusing on three texts from each of his three regnal phases is 
conducted. I will argue that the overall impression is one of continuity, indi-
cating the existence of an ideological program right from the start. Some 
ideological themes are preliminary identified as restricted in time, but there 
is not any conclusive evidence for grand ideological development schemes. 

As appendices 10-11 indicate, there are more basis for claiming a devel-
opment from a heroic-competitive to a territorial stage in the texts of this 
ruler than in those of the former. The common expressions which present the 
king as having conquered or subdued from one locality to another e.g. are  
largely absent from the last regnal phase (e.g. SE24:5-8).1126 Regarding war-
fare and the monarch’s roles, themes restricted to early texts are the deities 
commanding warfare upon coronation (SE1:11-13), the simile to Adad, the 
flooder (e.g. SE2:ii98), and atrocities such as the building of “tower of 
heads” (e.g. SE2:i25). This may however be a result of the less abbreviated 
nature of his earlier annals. In the annals from the final third phase, there 
seems to be less focus on the exercise of violence. In analogy to the above, 
this may however be explained by the abbreviated nature of the annals in 
question rather than conveying some kind of changed view on the role of 
royal violence. Problematic for an adoption of the thesis of Liverani is the 
circumstance that epithets such as “king without rival”, “hero” (ālilu), 
“(dominant) male”, and “great king” are not restricted to the first phase (e.g. 
SE25:2, 5:iv2, 6:i20, 24:1 resp.). Moreover, the epithet “rival of the great 
rulers of the universe, and of kings” is only attested late (SE40:i3-4), i.e. 
when the king should be in complete control. As for the heroic theme of 
difficult path, it is expressed throughout the reign (e.g. SE16:273´-74´, 
2:ii41-42), although epithets expressing this theme are concentrated to the 
first two phases. In line with Tadmor’s argument, the epithet “he whose 
hands at the beginning of his reign conquered the upper and lower sea” (ina 
šurrât šarrūtišu tâmtum elītum u tâmtum šupālītum qāssu ikšudu) is ex-
pressed in the first regnal third (SE1:7-8). However, military campaigns are 
not restricted or concentrated to the beginning of the king’s reign. As in the 
case of Ashurnasipal II, the king describes his conquesting as a continuous, 
cyclical process, not as a fixed, linear development (e.g. SE10). As for the 
iconography, the motifs of “king in battle”, “observing battle”, “on march”, 
                                                 
1126 These expressions can of course also be interpreted as pointing to territorial rule. 
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and “receiving captives” are all restricted to the first phase (e.g. SI10:1b., 
10:4b., 10:11b., 10:3b. resp.), and the motif of “king receiving tribute/booty” 
is concentrated to the named regnal phase (e.g. SI14:6a, 10:9b. resp.). This 
may however be due to the fact that these attestations almost exclusively 
derive from the same primary source, i.e. the Balawat Gate, thus displaying 
the tendency in question as typologically biased.  

Regarding conquesting and the idea on the required earning of titles and 
epithets such as “king of (all) the four quarters”, this title is taken right from 
the start, and in a narration which does not bring up the south (e.g. SE1:2). 
Similarly, the title “king of the universe” is expressed already in the first 
regnal phase (e.g. SE20:1). In line with the above, the divine epithets do not 
display a move from theory to practice in terms of the world dominion of the 
deites. Anu is e.g. “lord of all lands” right from the start (SE2:i1).  

As for the role of royal priest and ideological change, there are some ar-
guments in favour of Cifola’s thesis on a development from religious to he-
roic-military titles. Most importantly, the priestly epithets of the king seem 
to be concentrated to the first two regnal phases (e.g. SE1:5). Also, the motif 
of “king as venerating priest” is again expressed almost exclusively in earlier 
iconography (e.g. SI10:10b.). However, the statues representing the king as 
priest are attested from all regnal phases (SI4-8), and the theme of royal 
heroism and militancy is much present also in early inscriptions (see para-
graphs above). Another indication of continuity is the circumstance that the 
ordering of deities in sequences is consistent throughout the reign, especially 
regarding the first four, i.e. Ashur, Anu, Enlil, and Ea (see app. 7). Liverani’s 
idea of a change of mood from fearfulness to divine confirmation is difficult 
to substantiate here. Royal epithets containing the words palāḫu and na’ādu 
are found in the last and middle phases respectively (e.g. SE16:3, 8:10-11 
resp.), and the narrative theme of divine choice is present throughout the 
king’s reign e.g. in the shape of abstracts (e.g. SE1:11-13, 5:i6-ii2). Addi-
tionally, royal epithets focusing on divine favour such as nišītu, šaknu, and 
šakkanakku of DN are attested completely or largely from the first two reg-
nal phases (e.g. SE6:i14, 26:2, 1:3 resp.).  

The literary convention of concentrating royal building activities to the 
start of the reign, present in texts of Sargonid kings, according to Tadmor, is 
not found in the sources. Again, annals focus on military campaigning right 
from the king ascending the throne, and typological factors such as dedica-
tions seem to trigger building themes much more effectively. Royal epithets 
concerning the king’s role as master builder (bānû) are distributed through-
out the reign (e.g. SE103:3, 54:4-5), and many texts centering building from 
Fort Shalmaneser (e.g. SE28-37) are dated to the middle phase. The idea on 
the development of the monarch’s role in relation to the people, from exer-
cising discipline to displaying benevolence, can definitively be discarded 
here. Shalmaneser III calls himself “shepherd” and “sun of all people” also 
in the first phase (e.g. SE1:5, 2:i5 resp.), and the once attested epithet “he 



 210 

who leads in peace the population of Assyria” derives from the first phase 
(SE1:5-6). Additionally, the references to the king being granted the shep-
herdship of Assyria by the deities is only found in early inscriptions (e.g. 
SE1:11). The title “king of all people”, implying control over the people, 
heads a certain cluster of epithets which dominates every edition of Shal-
maneser III’s annals (see apps. 7, 11). The common theme of royal descent 
is focused on throughout the reign, i.e. also late, both in narrative passages 
(e.g. SE27:6-8) and in royal epithets (e.g. SE8:20). 

Turning to actual tendencies of ideological development within the reign, 
the narrative theme of royal hunting is restricted to the last two phases (e.g. 
SE16:341´-347´). Its attestations are too numerous to be dismissed right off. 
The same trend is seen in the texts of Ashurnasirpal II. Possibly, hunting 
largely took place in conquered territory, symbolizing the king’s extended 
authority.1127 Another tendency which is repeated in the sources of Shal-
maneser III is that of royal wisdom as a late phenomenon. Royal epithets 
claiming this status, i.e. “he who knows” and “competent/wise ruler”, is only 
attested from the final regnal third. The attestations are few however, being 
restricted to one single text (SE16:1-2). Arguably, the notion of gradual 
gaining of royal wisdom fits well with the image of Liverani regarding this 
topic. Also the theme of the king as tree feller seems to be a late phenome-
non (e.g. SE14:140-141), again in line with the sources of his father. A tem-
poral bias with regards to image creating of various kinds is by contrast 
clearly absent (e.g. SE3:87-89, 14:30-31). A fourth tendency which seems to 
be meaningful is the theme of godnapping, almost being restricted to the 
later two phases (e.g. SE16:22-23). It is reasonable to assume that this act 
was made also in the earliest phase, but that the king preferred to not narrate 
it at the time. According to this tendency, the theme of honouring the foreign 
deities, by respecting their wishes, is emphasized in later ideology. It must 
be said though that Shalmaneser III makes offerings to foreign forms of 
Adad and the Babylonian deities also in early texts (e.g. SE5:iv2-3, 5:v3-vi5 
resp.). The relevant tendency may thus be seen as gradual rather than abrupt. 
Some themes are only attested in the earliest phase, having the character of 
inherited goods from the ideology of his father. These themes are the burn-
ing of adolescent boys and girls (SE2:i17), the resettling of Assyrians and 
creating of palaces abroad (SE2:ii33-38), and the mentioning of Arameans as 
having seizing lands (SE2:ii38). 

Regarding ideological change and specific historical events, the themes of 
display of strength in Babylonia and on the Mediterranean coast, and control 
over the land Hatti are quite logically used already in the first phase (e.g. 
SE2:ii7-8, 6:iv28 resp.). Similarly, authority over Chaldea is expressed only 
from the middle phase onwards (e.g. SE29:46-48). The focusing on the 

                                                 
1127 A similar argument is found in Winter 2000: 68. The practice of an urban hunt within 
Assyria identified by Weissert (1997) naturally complicates this interpretation. 
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king’s encounter with various coalitions is reflected in the ideological devel-
opment (e.g. SE40:i14-24). In other words, historical events are duly incor-
porated into the existing ideological fabric. 

The decline of authority at the end of the king’s reign, eventually leading 
to a rebellion, may also be expressed through ideological change. The theme 
of appointing puppet kings, which may express weakness and a less tight 
control, is expressed almost exclusively in the last regnal third (e.g. 
SE14:95), and the theme of officials and governors as donors and dedicators 
of objects is restricted to the last two regnal phases (e.g. SE31:17-19). More 
importantly, the field marshal Dajjan-Ashur is an important character in the 
final edition of the king’s annals (SE14,16). Arguably, this is a reflection of 
the deteriorating authority of Shalmaneser III, of the ascendancy of the new 
bureaucracy, and of the overshadowing of the traditional elite.1128 This may 
very well be true, although the perceived status of this official seems some-
what exaggerated. The king’s inclusion of Dajjan-Ashur may also be seen as 
an extraordinary bestowing of honour, due to friendship and long service, 
and the monarch as the ultimate source of authority is made clear in the an-
nals, not the least because the narration of the field marshal’s campaigns 
often use the pronoun “I”, referring to the king, when speaking of the named 
official’s deeds (e.g. SE16:328´). Shalmaneser III is in other words still the 
main focal point. All in all, a tendency pointing to the increasing power of 
officials may however be identified also in the propaganda. 

Continuing on the topic of ideological change, Dajjan-Ashur, and royal 
power, a military campaign from the fifth regnal year is lacking in the annals 
on the Kurkh Stele (SE2). In later annals, a brief narration of a campaign to 
Mount Kashiari is given (e.g. SE6:ii16-18). Olmstead and Schneider believe 
that this exclusion serves to gloss over a regnal year in which Dajjan-Ashur 
arguably rose to power in a palace revolution which successfully targeted the 
old establishment.1129 This idea seems overly imaginative. The relevant ex-
clusion may rather be explained by the need for abbreviations or the prob-
able circumstance that the king did not conduct a significant military cam-
paign in this year. The eponym-based way of structuring the narration made 
it possible to cover this up. In later annals, which used regnal years, this was 
not possible any more. Moreover, Dajjan-Ashur is mentioned as the eponym 
of the following sixth year on the Kurkh Stele (SE2:ii78). There was conse-
quently not any specific taboo regarding this official at the time. As for the 
shift from eponyms to regnal years, the idea of Schneider that it reflects a 
royal program to focus even more on himself,1130 is persuasive. That being 
said, as shown by various features of e.g. SE1 and SE2 such as royal epithets 
and the monarch narrating in first person, there was an overwhelming focus-

                                                 
1128 Reade 1981: 156-60, Schneider 1991: 244-46. 
1129 Olmstead 1921: 380-82, Schneider 1991: 242-44. 
1130 Schneider 1991: 68-96. 
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ing on the king right from the start of the reign. Summing up, the idea of a 
palace revolution does not add to the tendency identified above. 

As for Babylonia and ideological development, Shalmaneser III entered 
this land in 851-50 BCE. Babylonian deities are mentioned and have epithets 
in texts from the early phase (e.g. SE5:vi2), and Marduk is described as 
overwhelming enemies early on (SE5:v4). The southern deities are however 
listed only in texts from the middle phase onwards (see app. 7). The switch 
from eponyms to regnal years has also been seen as a development inspired 
by the Babylonian custom of dating.1131 This argument is attractive, but the 
question remains why the shift from eponyms to regnal years does not occur 
already in the annal edition which firstly relates the king’s campaigns in 
Babylonia (SE5). This objection may of course be met by the argument that 
the change took hold of the king’s mind a few years after his southern mis-
sions. As noted above, an increased stress on the persona of the king was 
expressed by the shift. Schneider also claims that there is a historically de-
termined change in the description of Marduk-zakir-shumi I, from equal to 
weak, in the annals of Shalmaneser III. She here sees a shift of the image of 
the relevant king from him being active to passive and helpless, starting from 
the handclasping scene on the throne base of the second phase (SI14:7c).1132 
However, this king’s name is always mentioned, indicating the same degree 
of respect, slaughtering of Babylonians is claimed in the earliest version, the 
king in question was arguably powerful at the end of his reign,1133 the earliest 
(SE5) and latest (SE16) annal editions describing the events are similar e.g. 
with regards to Marduk-zakir-shumi I seeking assistance, and the need for 
abbreviations in the later narrations must have played a part. Additionally, 
the scene on the throne base may, as noted in 5.4.5, not express equality. 
Marduk-zakir-shumi I is thus consistently portrayed as a subordinate to Shal-
maneser III throughout the latter’s reign. In other words, the image of 
Babylonia’s weakness throughout the reign displays continuity. Certain in-
fluences from the south, notably palû with its ideological implication, may 
however be expressed due to the close contact in 851-50 BCE. 

Turning to the method of strategic comparison, the most rewarding option 
is probably to focus on the varying annal editions attested from Nimrud.1134 
Texts SE1 (from Fort Shalmaneser) and SE3 (from the local Nabu temple) 
represent the first phase, while text SE8 (on citadel colossi) represents the 
middle phase, and the texts SE14 (on the Black Obelisk) and SE16 (on a 
citadel statue) represent the final regnal phase. The texts in question have the 
same provenance (Nimrud), are of the same literary genre (annals), and they 
together cover all the three regnal phases of Shalmaneser III. 

                                                 
1131 Schneider 1991: 80-87. 
1132 Schneider 1991: 135-46. 
1133 He was the most powerful part in relation to Shamshi-Adad V (Brinkman 1968: 204-05). 
1134 There are not any annals preserved from the first regnal phase in Assur. 
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By contrast to SE1, the inscription SE3 (in 1-85) begins with an invoca-
tion of deities. Seven gods and goddesses are listed. Ashur is at head, and no 
Babylonian deities are named. Text SE8 does not have an invocation of dei-
ties. Text SE14 (1-14) does, in contrast to SE16, on the other hand have such 
a feature. 13 deities are listed, with Ashur at top, and Marduk among those 
listed. A cluster of royal epithets is then attested in all texts mentioned 
(SE1:1-9, 3:in1-85, 8:1-19, 14:15-17, 16:1-3). The cluster always, with the 
exception of SE16, starts with “king of all people”, and in SE3 epithets con-
noting heroism, territorial rule, fearfulness, confirmation, and especially 
warfare are attested. In SE1 is the priestly aspect emphasized. The territorial 
titles are “king of Assyria” and “king of all four quarters”. The named clus-
ter of royal epithets is almost identic in SE8, with the notable exception of 
“king of Assyria” being absent. In SE14, the cluster in question is much 
shortened, but still with “king of all people” at head and “king of Assyria” 
excluded. Royal epithets which clearly express militarism, fearfulness, and 
priesthood are here lacking, but this condition may be due to the abbreviated 
state of the cluster rather than signifying any ideological change. In the like-
wise late SE16, there is a short cluster of epithets beginning with “strong and 
wise/competent ruler”. All aspects with the exception of titles of militarism 
are expressed in this cluster. In all inscriptions, a short genealogy is then 
given. SE1 (10-11) and SE3 (in 1-85) present slightly different versions, and 
SE8 (20-24) comes up with yet another version which then is used also in 
the later inscriptions of SE14 (17-21) and SE16 (4-5). 

After these clusters of divine and royal epithets, an abstract which pre-
sents Ashur as the one who has given Shalmaneser III authority and weap-
ons, and has ordered royal imperialism, is conveyed in SE1 (11-13) and SE3 
(in 1-85). It may also have been expressed in SE8 in the unfortunate lacuna 
of this text. Right after the genealogy, SE8 (24-40) instead has an elaborate 
narration regarding the king’s conquesting from GN to GN. In SE14 and 
SE16, both the named abstract and the relevant conquesting narration are 
absent. Returning to SE1 (14-15) and SE3 (in 1-85), a brief statement that 
the king, after having “greatly taken a seat upon his throne”, mobilized his 
chariots and troops is given. This statement was probably a part also of SE8, 
and most evidently of SE14 (22-24) and SE16 (6-7). Thereafter, a chrono-
logically ordered narration of military campaigns begins. In SE1 (15-95´) 
and SE3 (in 1-85, 85-99), the narration is structured around eponyms and the 
itinerary expression “moving on” (namāšu), and the military campaigns are 
described in relative detail. In SE8 (1´-27´´), the narration is structured 
around regnal years, and the military campaigns are narrated in an abbrevi-
ated way. Texts SE14 (24-190) and SE16 (7-341´) are also structured around 
regnal years, and display an even greater degree of abbreviation. Variations 
in the narration of military campaigns seem to a large extent depend on edi-
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torial considerations.1135 The text SE16 (341´-47´, 348´ resp.) adds two narra-
tive passages to the description of the last campaign in regnal year 31. The 
first one states that Ninurta and Nergal have ordered the king to hunt, where-
after a list of felled prey follows. The last one briefly states that the king 
strengthened his army by aquiring chariots and by equipping its horses.  

Drawing conclusions from this comparison, the overall impression is one 
of continuity. The cluster of royal epithets as well as the ordering of deities 
(see app. 7) remain stabile throughout the reign. The various aspects regard-
ing royal epithets of heroism-competition, territorial rule, fearfulness, divine 
confirmation, priesthood, and royal warfare are not restricted to any particu-
lar regnal phase. Interesting variations are the title “king of Assyria” as an 
early phenomenon,1136 and the emergence of Marduk in list of deities in the 
later phases. The move from eponyms to regnal years seems to be the one 
major, significant change, possibly implying an intention to focus even 
stronger on the monarch. It may also speak of Assyria’s special relationship 
with Babylonia. Abbreviations may explain much variation. 
 Summing up the findings of this section, the general impression is, once 
again, continuity in terms of the king’s ideology and his three regnal phases. 
Some ideological features may however be noted, such as royal wisdom, 
royal  hunting, godnapping, and tree felling, all occuring as late phenomena. 
An increased emphasis on the king and his officials has also been observed. 
A few, early restricted, narrative themes such as references to Arameans, and 
the burning of boys and girls may be regarded as inherited from his prede-
cessor(s). Neither the idea of grand ideological development schemes nor the 
idea of earning titles can be convincingly attested in the sources. 

6.4 Summary and reflections 
From the discussion above, a number of points can be made. Firstly, it is 
difficult to substantiate any fixed, grand scheme of ideological development 
according to which the state ideology of a particular monarch gradually 
changes from heroism-militarism to territorial rule (Liverani), from priest-
hood to military leadership (Cifola), and the like. Although tendencies may 
occasionally exist, sometimes in the opposite direction, the exceptions to the 
rule are simply too many to ignore. Liverani’s analysis of Sennacherib’s 
annal editions thus has limited general application.  

Secondly, individual themes may on the other hand be chronologically 
dependent. Royal hunt, royal wisdom, tree felling, references to Arameans as 
land seizers, and the creating of royal images (the latter only in Ashurnasir-

                                                 
1135 Most importantly abbreviations. Noted also by Grayson (1981: 36-47). 
1136 It must be noted however, as shown by e.g. SE27:1, that this title is frequently attested 
also in the king’s final regnal phase. 
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pal II’s case) may have that character, although further studies need to be 
made in order to confirm these examples as temporally biased.  Because of 
the inadequate temporal distribution of the motifs, it is hardly meaningful to 
draw any conclusions on the basis of the iconography. 

Thirdly, the general impression of ideological continuity within the two 
reigns indicates that the monarchs in question had an established ideological 
program right from their seizing of the throne, which they then kept 
throughout their reigns. This may especially be said of Shalmaneser III with 
his remarkable continuity, spanning nearly three decades, regarding deity 
hierarchy and a specific cluster of royal epithets. 

Fourthly and more generally, the idea of several scholars, notably Liver-
ani, that the Assyrian king’s titles had to be “earned” and can be explained 
by historical events, should be modified. Although this idea is certainly 
valid, and can be detected also in the primary sources of this study (see e.g. 
the issue of Babylonia), it should be recognized that royal epithets are, at 
least to some extent, “bombastic and rhetorical”,1137 and not always earned. 

Fifthly, it seems clear that other factors such as typology, i.e. literary 
genre and type of monument, and archaeological context, e.g. type of site, 
building or room, are more important to focus on as far as variations in the 
ideological sources are concerned. As for the former, annals centre on the 
king as warrior, stelae portray the king as venerating priest, obelisks convey 
scenes of tribute, and so on. As for the archaeological context, the issue of 
ideological variation and change depending on provenance in terms of cities 
or regions is the focal point of the following chapter.  
 

                                                 
1137 Terms used by Cifola (1995: 148) to denote features which, according to her, do not exist. 
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7. Local state ideologies and regional politics  

In this chapter, the issue regarding the existence or lack of ideological varia-
tion and trends due to the relevant provenances of the major primary sources 
belonging to Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III is highlighted. Its first 
section gives an introductory and general overview of the relevant discussion 
in scholarly literature, the following two sections present conclusions on the 
subject based on general and strategic comparisons while focusing on the 
major primary sources of the two monarchs, and the final section lastly pro-
vides a summary with reflections. As made clear below, the discussion on 
local ideologies is closely connected to the issue of regional politics. 

7.1 Introduction 
Also the topic of ideological variation caused by provenance, in terms of 
cities and regions, has been fairly neglected in Assyriological research.1138 
The study of Liverani centering variations in Sennacherib’s titulary serves as 
a groundbreaking study yet again. The scholar in question observes varying 
annal editions in Assur and Nineveh, and concludes that the edition from 
Assur does not focus on military-territorial superiority by which Ashur has 
commanded warfare, but on peaceful roles where the ruler had the defensive 
function of protecting the people from external threats. By contrast, the edi-
tion from Nineveh highlights warfare and divinely ordained imperialism.1139 
Also, the special profile of propaganda from Assur is much about, in an Old 
Assyrian fashion, seeing the ruler strictly as a “first among equals”. Argua-
bly, there was a resistance in Assur against the idea of a strong kingdom of a 
Babylonian character.1140 The special role of Assur is also seen in the privi-
leges granted to its inhabitants, in the temple of Ashur, and in the proposed 
tradition of a public recital of letters to Ashur.1141 A special ideological pro-
file of Nimrud, and later also of Dur-Sharrukin/Khorsabad and Nineveh, are 
the monumental reliefs which lined the walls of palaces and temples. A stan-
dard inscription (AE53) was inscribed everywhere in the Old Palace of As-

                                                 
1138 Liverani 1981: 231, n. 12, Cifola 1995: 2-3. 
1139 Liverani 1981: 248-51. 
1140 Oppenheim 1979: 133-35. 
1141 Tadmor 2011: 126-34 (on privileges), Oppenheim 1960 (on letters to Ashur). 
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sur, like AE23 in Nimrud, but without the grand reliefs celebrating the might 
of the imperialist and increasingly autocratic king.1142 The locally diverging 
patron deities Ashur (of Assur), Ishtar (of Nineveh and Arba’il), and Ninurta 
(of Nimrud) of the named great Assyrian centres must also be factors to 
reckon with concerning ideological variation. In short, there are good 
grounds to investigate the issue of local ideologies. 

The topic of local ideologies is intimately connected with regional poli-
tics. During the reign of Ashurnasirpal II, Assur was given less prominence, 
and Nimrud and Nineveh were highlighted instead.1143 Nineveh had grown in 
importance already before the named king,1144 and at the beginning of his 
reign he conducted his military campaigns from Nineveh, arguably a sign of 
this city being a vital administrative centre, e.g. as a seat of residence. Later 
on, Nimrud usurped the role of departure point for the army. Assur is not 
mentioned as a destination for booty and tribute. All this tells of moves di-
rected by geopolitical concerns.1145 Also regarding the texts of Shalmaneser 
III, this shift of departure point for the army from Nineveh to Nimrud is pre-
sent, even though the former city is by contrast not described as a seat of 
residence. As opposed to in the texts of his father, Assur is frequently stated 
as being the destination for booty and tribute.1146 The move from Assur to 
Nimrud seems pivotal. Radner has suggested that the move aimed at coun-
terbalancing the regional dominance of Arba’il and Nineveh.1147 Similarly, 
the move served to establish a new social order, alienating the traditional 
elite and fostering an elite directly dependent on the king.1148 According to 
Postgate and Reade, the move was made because of the central location of 
Nimrud, its good communications, the pristine character of the land (with 
lots of potential for ambitious building projects), and because it was a way to 
avoid taking sides between Assur and Nineveh.1149 The central location of 
Nimrud could also realize the idea of the Assyrian capital city as the “city at 
the center of the world”.1150 Balawat may also be discussed here. This town 
was not a remote outpost, rather it was a vital way station at an important 
road between Arrapha, modern Kirkuk, and Nineveh. All the building activi-
ties there indicate its high status, and it arguably functioned as a supply base 

                                                 
1142 Orlamünde 2011b: 447-50 (on decoration), Seux 1980-83: 172-73 (on autocracy). 
1143 Schramm 1973: 18 (based on the king’s building activities). 
1144 Note e.g. the expression of Tukulti-Ninurta II, indicating seat of residence: “While I was 
in Nineveh” (ina Ninua usbākūni). See Grayson 1991: A.0.100.5:9. 
1145 Schneider 1991: 234-39. 
1146 Schneider 1991: 234-39. Although not mentioned by Schneider, also Arba’il is stated as a 
departure point for the army. See e.g. SE6:iii58. 
1147 Radner 2011: 324-25. See also her overview of earlier stances on p. 323, n. 4. 
1148 Barjamovic 2011: 61. For earlier such stances, see e.g. Reade 1981: 156-60, and Larsen 
1976: 293 or 1979: 85-86. 
1149 Postgate & Reade 1976-80: 320. 
1150 Liverani 1973: 189-90. 
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for the army. Moreover, it may have served as a convenient place from 
where to supervise construction in Nimrud.1151  

Regional politics are by its very nature a source of controversy. Localities 
and people stand against each other in a fight over power and resources. 
Opposition is created, and rebellions and civil wars may eventually erupt. 
The traditional and privileged centre Assur is often spoken of as a notorious 
centre of opposition in Neo-Assyrian times, whose establishment had to be 
appeased or pacified by the elsewhere residing ruler.1152 Frahm presumes a 
tension between the elite of Assur and the absent Neo-Assyrian monarch, 
and provides several examples of opposition with Assur as its source.1153 The 
move by Ashurnasirpal II from Assur was triggered by a desire to strengthen 
the position of the king at the expense of the “old urban elites”.1154 There was 
a constant struggle for power between the king and the “aristocracy” in the 
Early Neo-Assyrian period.1155 As two results of this, the civil war at the end 
of Shalmaneser III’s reign as well as the increased decentralization of 
authority in the first half of the 8th millenium BCE, were the consequences of 
a deep rift between the old establishments of the old urban centres and the 
new imperial administration or bureacracy, represented mostly by eunuchs, 
in the new urban centres.1156 The suggested palace revolution in the fifth year 
of Shalmaneser III’s reign in which Dajjan-Ashur, a eunuch, came out as a 
dominating element, is also seen as an example of this conflict.1157 Along 
these ideas, the conflict between the arguably sidestepped crown prince 
Ashur-da’’in-apli and Dajjan-Ashur at the end of the king’s reign was a con-
flict between old and new establishments.1158 The crown prince here reacted 
to the proposed great and usurped power of the field marshal.1159 However 
that may be,1160 the existence of, and conflict between, two different estab-
lishments one old and one new certainly seems plausible.  

                                                 
1151 D. Oates 1974: 173-75. Mallowan (1957) describes it as some kind of summer residence 
in which the king could dwell in peace and serenity. 
1152 Garelli 1973: 209-10, Oppenheim 1979: 133-35, Frahm 2010: 89-90. 
1153 Frahm 2010: 89-90. 
1154 Schneider 1991: 244-46, Radner 2011: 323, n. 4. 
1155 Larsen 1979: 85-86. 
1156 Reade 1981: 156-60. See also Schneider 1991: 244-46. 
1157 Olmstead 1921: 380-82, Michel 1947-52a: 391, n. 1, Schneider 1991: 242-44. However, 
as noted by Fuchs (1998: 95), the proposed palace revolution in regnal years 4-6 seems too 
imaginative. Rather, a standard change of royal officials took place in those years. 
1158 Schneider 1991: 244-46. Fuchs (2008: 65-68) claims that Dajjan-Ashur (855-826) died in 
the same year that the rebellion broke out, and he also states that Ashur-da’’in-apli was the 
designated heir. The Dajjan-Ashur clique which backed Shamshi-Adad V, and which also 
comprised the following field marshal Jahalu (826-816), eventually emerged as the victor. 
1159 Olmstead 1921: 381-82. Providing another picture, Lambert (1974a: 109) suggests that 
Dajjan-Ashur, and not crown prince Ashur-da’’in-apli, led the army for safety reasons, be-
cause of a strong opposition within the armed forces who might have tried to assassinate him. 
1160 A partly different approach in this issue on internal rebellion is made by Cancik-
Kirschbaum (2008: 62) who proposes that the ambitious building projects in Nimrud, putting 
strains on the finances, triggered oppositional forces. 
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7.2 Ashurnasirpal II and local ideology 
In this section, the issue of local ideologies and regional politics in the reign 
of Ashurnasirpal II is investigated. Firstly, a general comparison is made, 
then a strategic comparison, focusing on two texts from Assur and Nineveh, 
is conducted. I will e.g. argue that the scarcity of propaganda from Assur and 
the lack of clear local ideologies in the Assyrian core, point to a conscious 
move towards autocracy and ideological standardization respectively. 

Spatial distribution of the major primary sources (see app. 5) may be pre-
sented and discussed initially. Ashurnasirpal II invested a lot of effort and 
prestige in the elevation of Nimrud. This is not the least reflected in the large 
share of the major primary sources deriving from Nimrud. No less than 
66,7% of his iconographic entities come from the named city, and as much 
as 40,8% of his inscriptions have Nimrud as their provenance. By contrast, 
Assur seems neglected as far as proportions are concerned. No securely 
dated iconography comes from this city, and only 12,1% of his inscriptions 
derive from the old city in question. Nineveh was considerably better treated 
when it comes to shares of primary sources. 8,3% of his iconography and 
24,1% of the monarch’s texts have this age-old city as their origins. Balawat 
was highlighted by the monarch in question. 5,5% of the king’s iconography 
and 17,8% of his inscriptions derive from this elevated core town. As for 
iconography and the provinces or the border areas/foreign lands, the num-
bers are 11,1% and 5,5% respectively. The corresponding figures regarding 
the inscriptions are 2,3% and 1,1% respectively. 

Turning to a qualitative evaluation and the city Assur, the royal epithets 
of Ashurnasirpal II from this urban centre are much varied, and display a 
great representativity of the whole epithet collection. The king as hero and 
warrior is much highlighted (e.g. AE153:12-13, 153:6-11 resp.), thus not just 
roles of a peaceful character are expressed. Interestingly, the epithet of 
“shepherd” is absent, possibly implying a resistance towards this south 
Mesopotamian notion of leadership. On the other hand, the imagery of 
“sun”, also a south Mesopotamian import, is present (e.g. AE153:2). Epithets 
which of age are associated with Assur such as “vice-regent of Ashur”, 
“prince”, “king of Assyria”, and “lord” are all attested also outside Assur 
(e.g. AE41:1, 29:4´, 1:i28, 20:42 resp.). The secondly and fourthly men-
tioned epithets are even given to foreign rulers (e.g. AE35:8, 1:i19 resp.). 
Not only Ashur is included in the Assur-texts. Ishtar is centred in a royal 
prayer (AE170), Sin and Shamash are highlighted in building inscriptions 
(e.g. AE52:3´-9´ rev.), and Ninurta is featured in the commemorative texts 
(e.g. [AE153:1]). Enlil is a frequent component of royal epithets (e.g. 
AE154:2), although perhaps in this god’s role as merging with Ashur. As for 
divine epithets, Ashur is “lord of all lands” not in Assur but in Nineveh 
(AE40:9), and he is called “king of all the great gods” also in Nimrud 
(AE17:i1). The named god is heading sequences also in Nimrud and the 
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border areas (see app. 6). The primacy of Ashur is thus not just connected to 
Assur. As for the textual narrative, both violent and peaceful activities of the 
king are expressed in the texts from Assur (e.g. AE154:11-20´, 52:3´-10´ 
resp.). Some themes may however tell of tendencies towards a local ideol-
ogy. The inscribed stele belonging to the row of stelae (AE108), and the 
inscribed royal sarcophagus from the Old Palace (AE115) from this city may 
speak of a local stamp on the ideological sources. These sources arguably all 
hark back to a more traditional notion of rulership. On the whole though, the 
propaganda from Assur lacks a clearly defined local character. 

Moving on to Nimrud, the royal epithets are of all possible kinds, display-
ing a great representativity in relation to the whole collection of epithets. It is 
noticeable that the theme of the wise king is expressed only in royal epithets 
from this city (AE2:23). The epithet of “purification priest” is amply attested 
in Nimrud (e.g. AE1:i21). This priestly role seems to be much alluded to on 
the walls of the North-West Palace (AI4). A local stamp on the sources is 
given by the frequent inclusion of Ninurta in the king’s epithets, such as in 
“vice-regent of Ashur and Ninurta” and in “chosen of Enlil and Ninurta” 
(e.g. AE17:i37, 23:1 resp.). Just as Ashur and Enlil are coupled in Assur is 
Ninurta and Enlil coupled in Nimrud.1161 Ninurta, and not only Marduk, is 
referred to as “sage” (e.g. AE3:9), and he is also “foremost among the dei-
ties” (ašarēd ilāni) (e.g. AE169:2). Ashurnasirpal II arguably had a program 
to establish Ninurta as the patron god of Nimrud, replacing Ishtar-mistress-
of-Kidmuru.1162 Despite this primacy, neither Ashur (from Assur) nor Ishtar 
(from Nineveh) are neglected in the divine titulary from Nimrud (e.g. 
AE28:v15, 1:i37-38 resp.).1163 Ninurta does not dominate deity sequences in 
Nimrud or anywhere else (see app. 6). Nimrud was cherished as “the centre 
of my (i.e. the king’s) lordship” (AE30:53). Nevertheless, the city was ex-
plicitly dedicated to Ashur and not Ninurta (e.g. AE30:40). As for the textual 
narrative, the range of themes is great, not giving a clear and consistent local 
profile. The texts from Nimrud, and those from the border areas, may be 
slightly more focused on violence than those from other localities, but this 
may be due to typological factors, such as the circumstance that the “brutal” 
AE1 was inscribed in the temple of the war waging god Ninurta,1164 and to 
the many annals from Nimrud. The themes of the monarch holding banquets, 
or hunting and collecting wild animals, or creating gardens and orchards are 
however typical features of the inscriptions from Nimrud (e.g. AE30:102-54, 
1:iii48-49, 30:36-52 resp.). Building activities and deportations are also 
much highlighted (e.g. AE23:14-22, 30:33-36 resp.).  

                                                 
1161 Reade 2002: 191. 
1162 Reade 2002: 191, 198-99. 
1163 Reade 2002: 199. The neglect of building a shrine for Ashur in Nimrud may paradoxically 
be seen as a sign of respect. 
1164 Porter 2003: 84-85. 
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Turning finally to the iconography of Nimrud, neither wall reliefs nor co-
lossi are restricted, although concentrated, to Nimrud.1165 It may be noted 
though that minor arts (AI23-36) largely derive from Nimrud, although this 
probably is a result of the history of excavations rather than symptomatic of 
any ideological trend. The motifs attested from Nimrud are wide-ranging. 
The motifs of “king in battle”, “on march”, “receiving captives, booty, or 
tribute” are all attested from the new capital city (e.g. AI4:B18t., 
4:WFL19b., 4:B18b., 4:WFL24b., 4:D2 resp.). The motifs of “king as 
hunter” and the priestly ones of “king as venerating or libating priest” are 
also attested from the named city (e.g. AI23:G8,31a, AI19, 22 resp.). Some 
motifs, such as “king being ritually purified”, weapon cleansing, “king as 
shepherd”,1166 and “king at banquet” are attested only from Nimrud (e.g. 
AI4:F4, 4:G6, 4:B14, 4:G3 resp.). Ashurnasirpal II is represented both as 
warrior and violent and as priestly and benevolent in the propaganda from 
Nimrud. In sum, although some local marks on the propaganda from Nimrud 
can be detected, it is hardly justified to talk of a local ideology. 

Continuing on to Nineveh, also in the case of royal epithets from this city 
there is a great variety and range. Nevertheless, some features stand out, 
possibly indicating a local ideology of a sort. The theme of difficult path is 
much highlighted (e.g. AE56:3), and the role of the king as conqueror and 
extender of borders is a reoccuring theme (e.g. AE40:8). The notion of the 
king as “progeny” (nabnītu) is also unique to Nineveh (AE40:6), possibly 
alluding to the divine forming of the king’s body spoken of in texts of his 
father and grandfather.1167 The presence of the title “priest” (šangû) obvi-
ously alludes to a priestly function also in this urban centre (e.g. AE59:3). 
Ishtar is highlighted e.g. in the royal epithets of “he who made and repaired 
the Ishtar temple” or “he who marches with the support of (e.g.) Ishtar” 
(AE111:4, 56:7 resp.). Neither Ashur nor Ninurta are however neglected. 
Ashur, Adad, Ishtar, and Ninurta are e.g. “his (the king’s) lords” (e.g. 
AE66:4-5), and Ashur and Ishtar are “those who love my (Ashurnasirpal 
II’s) kingship” (AE:40:38-39). The patron deity of Nineveh is consistently 
placed at or towards the end of deity sequences (see app. 6). The textual 
narrative from Nineveh involves both violent and peaceful roles of the king. 
The theme of royal hunting is absent, but the theme of royal wisdom is ex-
pressed (AE40:33-34). There are not many motifs preserved from Nineveh. 
The few which exist show the king as hunter, bow shooting and libating 
(AI1:214-220, 1:86 resp). A clearly defined local ideology is hard to pin-
point also in the case of propaganda from Nineveh. 

                                                 
1165 See also AI1,5-6,10. Orlamünde (2011b: 453) suggests a dating to Ashurnasirpal II of 
some of the fragmentary colossi excavated from the Old Palace. 
1166 Note however that the king, on the door bands from Balawat, often holds a staff while 
receiving processions of various kinds (e.g. AI14:67-68). 
1167 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2:5-7 and A.0.100.1:14-21 resp. 
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Regarding Balawat and the royal epithets, the latter include “basic ti-
tles”1168 and additionally echo many of the epithets attested in AE23, i.e. the 
Standard Inscription (e.g. AE51:1, 51:5-6 resp.), but otherwise the relevant 
epithets are almost completely stressing royal heroism and militarism (e.g. 
AE51:3-11). Clear priestly epithets are lacking. The textual narrative has a 
partly different character. It conveys both an image of the king as violent and 
benevolent-peaceful. The role of the king as master builder of temples, pal-
aces, and the town is unproportionally high (e.g. AE50:21-34), although in a 
smaller scale than in texts from Nimrud. The theme of royal hunt is attested 
more than once (e.g. AE94). Turning lastly to the relevant royal iconogra-
phy, the bronze bands (AI13-14) function as the major source of informa-
tion. The Balawat gates display a tendency of focusing on the king being 
engaged in warfare and receiving tribute. The motifs of “king in battle” and 
“receiving captives” are only attested in Balawat (e.g. AI13:9-10, 13:21-22 
resp.) and Nimrud, something which almost also can be said of the motif 
“king receiving tribute” (e.g. AI14:73-74). Similarly, the motif of the “king 
as hunter” is predominantly found in Balawat (e.g. AI13:29-30) and Nimrud. 
Priestly motifs, attested in Nimrud, are lacking. The motif of the “king as 
shepherd” is attested insofar as the king is frequently depicted holding a staff 
while receiving processions (e.g. AI13:35-36). Taken together, there seems 
to be a clear emphasis on military matters in the propaganda from Balawat, 
justifying talks of local ideology. This particular profile of the king’s ideol-
ogy in Balawat may be due to the function of this town as lying on a march-
ing route and being a way station of the Assyrian army. 

Turning to the provincial areas and possible local ideologies in the time of 
Ashurnasirpal II, the issue is highly justified. Adad is e.g. highlighted in the 
western areas, e.g. through the many divine epithets which are given to this 
god in the text of Adad-it’i (AE148), the governor of Guzana. In the named 
inscription there is an almost complete focus on this god who was honoured 
with many cult centres in the west. The governor of Shadikanni, Mushezib-
Ninurta, calls himelf “vice-regent”, and furthermore highlights his local de-
ity (AE149-51). The palace of the latter royal official was decorated with 
reliefed orthostats, colossi, and lions (AI6,10), all fashioned in an Assyrian-
ized, Syro-Hittite style.1169 By contrast, the palace of the governor of Dur-
Katlimmu was decorated in the style of the North-West Palace (AI5),1170 
indicating centralization and homogenization. Taken together though, local 
ideologies are highly relevant to talk of regarding the provincial sources. 

Ending with the issue of local ideologies in the border areas or foreign 
lands, the royal epithets attested from these peripheral regions share the 
characteristics of those from Balawat. Many epithets focus on royal vio-

                                                 
1168 A term used by Liverani (1981: 233) to denote titles such as “great king, strong king”. 
1169 Russell 1998-2001: 250. 
1170 Russell 1998-2001: 248. 
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lence, heroism, and territorial dominion (e.g. AE19:11-15, 20:43, 19:22 
resp.), although “basic titles” and epithets centering peace, tending, and be-
nevolence also are attested (e.g. AE19:5, 19:21 resp.). Overall though, the 
relevant epithets are quite crude and harsh. As for the textual narrative, there 
is a dominance of descriptions of military campaigns and atrocities, although 
this may be due to typology represented by the annals of the Kurkh Mono-
lith. Among the themes covered are royal hunting (e.g. AE30:84-94). As for 
the iconography, the image is completely different. The Assyrian monarch is 
only peacefully depicted as a venerating priest, making the gesture of ubāna 
tarāṣu (e.g. AI17-18). The proposed dual function of stelae in the periphery 
may be expressed here. The messages of royal stelae, attested both in the 
core and periphery, are here interpreted as simultaneously conveying intimi-
dation and speaking of peacefulness and priesthood.1171 

Turning to the methodological component of strategic comparison, the 
standard inscriptions of Nimrud (AE23) and Nineveh (AE40) may be com-
pared. They are both summary inscriptions, similarly dated, having the same 
status, and having a similar type of closer provenance, i.e. palace/temple. 
Both texts start with a cluster of royal epithets with genealogy, the former 
(AE23:1-5) beginning with “vice-regent of Ashur”, and the latter (AE40:1-
10) with “great king”. AE23 (5-6) goes on to state Ashur as having chosen 
and armed the king, and briefly informs that the king had engaged in warfare 
against certain mountainous peoples and areas (AE23:6-8). AE40 instead 
notes that Anu, Enlil, and Ea had chosen and invested the king, and ordered 
the king “to make lands unsubmissive to Ashur submit” (AE40:10-12). An-
other cluster of epithets, beginning with “heroic man”, and a genealogy fol-
low (AE40:12-19). Both texts then have a long note on the geographical 
extent of the king’s conquests (AE23:8-11, 40:19-27), and they both state 
that the king has counted conquered people as Assyrians (AE23:11, 40:24-
25). AE23 (11-12) adds a statement of the installing of governors, and an-
other cluster of royal epithets, starting with “attentive prince”, comes next 
(AE23:12-14). The same text finishes with a note on the building of Nimrud, 
mentioning the deportations of people to this city, and giving a longer de-
scription of the constructing of the North-West Palace (AE23:14-22). By 
contrast, AE40 (28-30) finishes with a brief statement that the king went to 
Mehru to fetch timber for the rebuilding of the temple of Ishtar in Nineveh. 
The process of rebuilding is described, involving the themes of previous 
builders, wise king, and heroic priority (AE40:30-37), a call to future rulers 
with blessings given by Ashur and Ishtar follows (AE40:38-41), and a curse 
to be implemented by Adad (AE40:42-44) ends this inscription.  

To evaluate this strategic comparison, the texts differ structurally quite a 
lot. Possibly, this has to do with the varying archaeological contexts (temples 
or palaces) of the two texts, although tendencies of local ideologies also may 
                                                 
1171 Börker-Klähn 1982: 54-60, Liverani 1992b: 132 (on praise and intimidation). 
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have played a part. The royal epithets are much varied in both cities, al-
though a few ideological tendencies may be discerned. AE23 seems to be 
slightly more focused on priesthood than AE40, and the latter definitively 
stands out by the frequent use of the theme difficult path. Nineveh’s status of 
a departure point for the army may explain the latter theme. As for the for-
mer theme and war/peace, the genealogy with royal epithets in AE40 is more 
focused on violence than that of AE23. Possibly, the slightly more violent 
AE40 may be due to the fact that this text is connected with the war goddess 
Ishtar. Also noticeable is the function of Anu, Enlil, and Ea, but not Ashur, 
as the crowning and commanding gods in AE40. This should not be over-
dramatized though, since the following sentence clearly states Ashur as a 
principal god. Overall, Ashur plays a substantial role in both inscriptions. 
Not surprisingly, Ishtar is highlighted in AE40, and Ninurta is often men-
tioned in AE23. The special note on governors in AE23 may allude to the 
administrative focusing present in texts from Nimrud. The major role of city 
building and deportations in AE23 may be explained in the same way. On 
the whole, there are not any striking differences in content between the two 
texts, although certain individual ideological trends are clearly visible. 
 Summing up the findings of this section, the propaganda expressed in 
Assur, Nimrud, and Nineveh appears fairly uniform, arguably pointing to a 
move towards ideological standardization. By contrast, Balawat and the 
provinces, especially the latter, display clear traces of local ideologies, the 
former with an emphasis on warfare. In terms of spatial distribution of the 
sources, Assur is neglected, at the advantage of Nimrud, Nineveh, and Bala-
wat, arguably as a result of regional politics.  

7.3 Shalmaneser III and local ideology 
In this section, local ideologies and regional politics in the reign of Shal-
maneser III is investigated. Firstly, a general comparison is made, then a 
strategic comparison focusing on two texts from Nimrud and Assur is con-
ducted. I will e.g. argue that the relatively plentyful ideological sources from 
Assur tell of a strategy to appease the old nobility, and that the absence of 
clear, delimited local ideologies in the Assyrian core is a reflection of an 
ongoing program to centralize and standardize propaganda in Assyria. 

Beginning once again with the issue of the spatial distribution of the ma-
jor primary sources (see app. 5) in terms of provenance, i.e. cities or re-
gions,1172 also in this king’s case does Nimrud dominate when it comes to 
iconographical entities. Over half of them, i.e. 53,8%, have such an origin. 
The share of texts from Nimrud is however not quite so significant, namely 

                                                 
1172 Here it may be worth noting that as much as 7,0% of the king’s inscriptions can not be 
assigned to any particular locality. 
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23,6%. By contrast to his father, Shalmaneser III seems to have favoured 
Assur, the old capital city. No less than 19,2% of his iconography and 40,1% 
of his inscriptions derive from Assur. Nineveh is, by contrast, not so much 
centred as far as proportions of the king’s sources are concerned. No se-
curely dated iconography comes from this city, and only 3,8% of his texts 
have the named centre as their origins. Balawat was highlighted also by 
Shalmaneser III. The sources include the Balawat Gate (3,8%) and 16,6% of 
his text corpus. While iconography from the provinces is lacking, iconogra-
phy from the border areas/foreign lands amounts to 15,4%. The correspond-
ing figures for the share of texts are 0,6% and 4,5% respectively. 

Turning more clearly to the issue of local ideologies, the king’s epithets 
in Assur are wide-ranging, displaying a great representativity of the whole 
corpus. The king presents himself as a warrior just as well as a priest and 
master builder (e.g. SE10:ii51-iii5, 6:ii49-50, 25:21-34 resp.). The only at-
testation of the epithet “priest” (šangû) and all the references to him as 
“builder” (bānû) are however from Assur (SE10:i13, e.g. 101:5 resp.). Also 
noteworthy is the treatment of the two southern Mesopotamian epithets of 
“sun” and “shepherd”. The former is attested (e.g. SE6:i12), while the latter 
is absent. As with the texts of his father, the epithets of “vice-regent of 
Ashur”, “king of Assyria”, “prince”, and “lord” are not just attested in Assur 
(e.g. SE2:i5, 3, 8:3, 17:28 resp.). Also the textual narrative from Assur is 
wide-ranging and all-inclusive. Again, there is no special focus on priest-
hood. The antagonistic, in relation to Assur, city of Babylon is certainly 
mentioned (e.g. SE10:ii41) and thus not taboo, but the narration of the king 
treating the people of Babylonia in a favoured way, or the capacity of Mar-
duk as overwhelming the enemy, are not found in Assur-texts. The frequent 
references to earlier master builders in texts from this city (e.g. SE10:iv40-
50), may allude to the importance of royal ancestry held in Assur. The em-
phasis on booty, e.g. through the booty summation (SE10:iv34-40), may be 
explained by the use of Assur as the homecoming venue of the army. How-
ever, the phrase, implying army movement, “to my city Assur” is not only 
given in texts from Assur (e.g. SE10:ii5-6) but also from Nimrud and Kurkh 
(e.g. SE14:141, 2:ii75 resp.). Somewhat surprisingly, the theme of royal 
hunting is amply given in Assur-provenanced texts (e.g. SE6:iv40-44). As 
for iconography, an obelisk centering tribute and some statues depicting the 
king as priest remain from Assur and the time of Shalmaneser III (e.g. SI12, 
6, 8 resp.). As for the deities and the issue of local ideology, Ashur is listed 
in first place consistently also in texts from Nimrud and the border areas (see 
app. 7). Similarly, Ashur’s epithet “king of all the great gods” is not re-
stricted to Assur (SE2:i1). Marduk is mentioned as “sage of the deities” (ap-
kal ilāni) (SE10:i8), and Ninurta is referred to as “foremost among the dei-
ties” in texts from Assur (e.g. SE10:i4). There is thus no blind favouring of 
Ashur present. All in all, although certain trends may exist, the overall im-
pression is one of ideological diversity and representativity.  
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Moving on to Nimrud, the royal epithets of Shalmaneser III represent 
every possible ideological nuance attested in the propaganda of this mon-
arch. He is variously described as a warrior, hero, priest, shepherd, engaged 
in overcoming the difficult path, and so on (e.g. SE28:8, 30:10, 57:4, 1:5-6, 
8:11 resp.). Some trends may however be possible to discern. The theme of 
royal wisdom is e.g. restricted to epithets from Nimrud (SE16:1-2). The lack 
of the epithet šangû is made up for by the use of other priestly titles such as 
perriku and šaprû (SE1:6, 56:2 resp.). Ninurta is unproportionally present in 
the titulary of the named king, such as in “chosen of Enlil and Ninurta” and 
“he whose support is Ninurta” (e.g. [SE16:1], [16:48-49] resp.). This may be 
a local stamp on the state ideology. Ninurta is however not dominating deity 
sequences from Nimrud (see app. 7), and Ashur and Ishtar are often referred 
to (e.g. SE14:1-2, 14:13 resp.). Also the textual narrative is characterized by 
its wide-ranging and representative character. Some trends are however visi-
ble. The king is presented as an architect (e.g. SE56:3-7), fitting to the role 
of him commissioning numerous buildings in the new capital city. The 
theme of appointing puppet kings is only attested in texts from Nimrud (e.g. 
SE16:281´-82´), possibly as an expression of the administrative focusing of 
this city project. Nimrud is also the place alongside Assur for narrations 
regarding the divine ordering of royal hunt and the enumeration of its end 
results (e.g. SE16:341´-47´). The person of Dajjan-Ashur is highlighted only 
in texts from Nimrud (e.g. SE14:141-90), indicating in yet another way that 
this city was the centre of the new, powerful establishment. Similarly, the 
phrase “when I was in Nimrud”, emphasizing this city’s status of the primary 
royal residence, is only found in texts from Nimrud (e.g. SE16:268´).  

Turning to the royal iconography of Nimrud, both major and minor arts 
have been excavated from the urban centre in question. The king’s few and 
fragmentary wall reliefs and colossi are restricted to Nimrud (SI1, 2-3 resp.), 
pointing to the grand scale and status of this city. The motifs are, on the 
whole, primarily peaceful and priestly. A few attestations of the king as re-
ceiving booty or tribute exist (e.g. SI14:4b.), but the image of the king as 
warrior is not illustrated. Instead, he is represented as a venerating or libating 
priest (e.g. SI18, 19-20 resp.), or in a priestly dress and poses on statues 
(SI5, 7). He is also depicted at banquets (SI21, 25), and as meeting his Baby-
lonian counterpart Marduk-zakir-shumi I (SI14:7c). Typological considera-
tions may explain the variations between the two medias texts and images. 
Summing up the whole discussion on Nimrud, although certain trends exist, 
a clear local ideology is hard to discern. 

Moving on to the rest of the core, the propaganda from Nineveh are too 
few and fragmentary for a fair evaluation. That being said, as for the epi-
thets, “basic titles” dominate (e.g. SE107:1-2), but it is noticeable that “vice-
regent of Ashur” is used (SE95:4), and that the epithet of “conqueror” reoc-
curs (SE38:4´]). As for the textual narrative, the short inscriptions (no long 
text is preserved) naturally shape and limit the ideological content. Notewor-



 227 

thy is the circumstance that Nineveh is referred to as “my city” ([SE95:4]). 
Also noteworthy is the circumstance that a prayer to Mullissu (SE154) has 
been found in Assur, and not in Nineveh. Ishtar consistently features at or 
towards the end of deity sequences, regardless of provenance (see app. 7). 
As already discussed, the royal seal (SI25) which depicts the king slaying a 
lion may come from Nineveh. This motif is not brought up in the textual 
narrative though. Possibly implying decentralization and the weakening of 
royal authority,1173 the inscriptions of the high official Bel-luballit from the 
neighbouring city Tarbisu are characterized by the lack of references to the 
king, here Shamshi-Adad V.1174 The reliefs on the stone vessel which bears 
one of these texts do however represent the relevant monarch, although the 
official in question may be illustrated alongside.1175 

As for Balawat, there are many royal epithets which refer to violence, ter-
ritorial control, and heroism (e.g. SE5:i2, 5:i3, 5:i4 resp.), although quite a 
few centre on divine choice and on the peaceful and benevolent nature of the 
monarch’s rule (e.g. SE5:i5, 5:ii2 resp.). Priesthood is not directly spoken of. 
The textual narrative from this town is much dominated by the theme of 
royal militarism and imperialism (e.g. SE5). Also the iconography, i.e. the 
bronze bands (SI10), has a strong focus on military matters. The warfare 
connected motifs of “king in battle”, “observing battle”, “on march”, and 
“receiving captives” are in fact restricted to Balawat (e.g. SI10:16b., 10:15t., 
10:11b., 10:13b. resp.). The king often receives different kinds of proces-
sions, characteristically holding a bow and two arrows in his hands (e.g. 
SI10:9b.). His priesthood is visualized through the royal illustrations of 
“venerating” and “libating priest” (e.g. SI10:1t.). A royal banquet may be 
alluded to in the depicted offering scenes at the Tigris-source (SI10:10).1176 
On the whole, Balawat may be said to contain a local ideology in the sense 
that militarism was highlighted. The military profile of this town may ex-
plain this particular ideological feature. 

Regarding the provincial areas, the ideological sources are extremely 
sparse. The atypical Sultan Tepe-text (SE17) was copied or created in an 
Assyrian scribal school in the Habur-town of Sultan Tepe.1177 This may be 
indicative of the strive towards centralization and uniformity which was 
present in this period (see 7.2). The border areas have more material to dis-
cuss. The royal epithets from the cliffs and stelae of the periphery centre on 
royal violence, control, and heroism (e.g. SE23:9-10, 2:i6, 23:12-13 resp.), 
although expressions of divine choice and royal benevolence occasionally 
occur (e.g. SE2:i6, 2:i5 resp.). Noticeable is the high degree of the theme 
difficult path (e.g. SE2:i10), a feature quite logical when considering the 
                                                 
1173 Grayson 1996: 200-01 (referring to the 8th century BCE). 
1174 Grayson 1996: A.0.102.2001-02. 
1175 Searight et al. 2008: fig. 602. 
1176 This “banquet” (naptanu) is spoken of in the texts. See e.g. SE14:70-71. 
1177 Lambert 1961: 156. 
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geographical contexts, harsh and distant, of the monuments in question. The 
textual narrative shares the characteristics identified above. Much emphasis 
is on warfare and conquering (e.g. SE2:ii45-47). Turning lastly to the ico-
nography, the only preserved motif is that of the king as venerating priest 
(e.g. SI13, 15-17). Again, this mixed message given by texts and images 
may be telling of a dual strategy of intimidation and promises of benevo-
lence. Typology may be regarded as more important than provenance here, 
in that commemorative texts and the image of the king as venerating priest 
are typically found on Assyrian, royal stelae. 

Turning lastly to the strategic comparison, the best comparison available 
may be that between SE8 (from Nimrud) and SE10 (from Assur). They are 
both annals, they both come from citadel areas, and they are dated similarly, 
to 841 and 839 BCE respectively. SE10 (i1-9) starts with an invocation of 
deities. Ashur of course heads the list, but it is noticeable that the deities 
Ninurta (Nimrud), Ishtar (Nineveh, Arba’il), and Marduk (Babylon) are in-
cluded and thus not censored because of the Assur-provenance. Both texts 
then have the same cluster of royal epithets which begins with “king of all 
people” (SE8:1-19, 10:i10-13). SE10 has a much abbreviated version of it 
though. Identical genealogies, i.e. in relation to each others, then follow in 
both texts (SE8:20-24, 10:i13-18). While SE8 (24-40) has a section on the 
geographical extent of the king’s conquests, SE10 (i19-21) instead notes that 
the king mobilized his army directly after his ascending the throne.  

After a lacuna, the descriptions of military campaigns (of regnal years 3-
15, and 18 after a new lacuna) structured around regnal years follows in SE8 
(1´-27´´). The military campaigns of the king’s first 20 regnal years are nar-
rated without a break in SE10 (i21-iv34). The latter narrations are more ab-
breviated. It may also be noted here that offerings in Babylonia are men-
tioned in the Assur-text, thus not taboo, but that Nineveh is not mentioned as 
a departure point in the named text, this in contrast to SE8. This exclusion 
may be explained either by editorial concerns, as an effect of abbreviations, 
or as a sign of a local ideology in which the rival city of Nineveh should not 
be spoken of. After the campaign narrations, SE8 ends, due to a lacuna or 
intentionally. SE10 (iv34-40) continues with a list of the total amount of 
booty taken by the king during his first 20 years on the throne. This focusing 
on booty may be explained by the role of Assur as a traditional destination 
for booty and tribute. A building inscriptions follows, including references to 
earlier master builders (SE10:40-b.e.3). This focusing on the royal line may 
also be a typical expression of a local Assur-ideology. Also the call to future 
rulers with the connected blessings given by Ashur and Adad centres gene-
alogy (SE10:b.e.3-l.e.1). A dating (SE10:l.e.1-2), followed by a brief note on 
the strengthening of the army (SE10:l.e.2) conclude the text. The latter fea-
ture is just another example of the conclusion that militarism and heroism is 
a part of propaganda also from Assur. On the whole, although certain ideo-
logical variations are detectable, the overall impression is one of relative 
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uniformity. Editorial considerations, involving abbreviations, may account 
for some of the variations between the two texts. 
 Summing up the findings of this section, the propaganda expressed in 
Assur, Nimrud, and Nineveh is fairly uniform, arguably pointing to a move 
towards ideological standardization. The few sources from the provinces, 
produced by Assyrian scribal schools, tell the same story. By contrast, the 
propaganda from Balawat displays local ideological imprints, having an 
emphasis on warfare. In terms of spatial distribution of the sources, Assur 
and Nimrud are highlighted. The relative favouring, in relation to his father, 
of the former city may be understood as a result of regional politics. 

7.4 Summary and reflections 
To begin with, when examining the major primary sources for potential local 
ideologies, the issue of regional politics must be addressed. A second point 
to make is that a distinction between quantitative and qualitative ideological 
variations should be made. In other words, both the spatial distribution of the 
propaganda, in terms of cities and regions, as well as ideological variations 
within the preserved propaganda according to locality matter.  

As for ideological variations in terms of quantity (spatial distribution), 
clear patterns exist. Ashurnasirpal II mainly favoured Nimrud, while Shal-
maneser III favoured both Ashur and Nimrud. The role of Assur as the tradi-
tional centre, and therefore conservative by nature, and thus a potential 
source of opposition to be fought or appeased when various royal reforms 
occured, and the divide between an old elite, primarily residing in Assur, and 
a new establishment, headed by eunuchs, can be used to explain the signifi-
cant shift of favour in terms of spatial distribution.  

Ashurnasirpal II’s move from Assur to Nimrud may here be seen as an at-
tempt to get away from the restraints, resistance, and traditions which 
marked Assur, and by establishing a new centre he could create his own 
power base, including a new bureaucracy. Additionally, the move brought 
with it a more central position of the capital in Assyria, presumably needed 
in order to administrate the expanding state in a more effective way. It is 
likely that this move created opposition and resentment, if it did not already 
exist, among the elite of Assur and possibly also that of Nineveh. As for the 
latter city, although relatively much sources derive from Nineveh, in light of 
the great emphasis on this city by his direct predecessors, this may be greatly 
relativized. Shalmaneser III’s many sources and projects in Assur may be 
regarded as a way of responding to, by appeasing and “buying off”, the 
named opposition. In the long run this did not work, since a rebellion includ-
ing Assur, Nineveh, and Balawat broke out at the end of his reign. The par-
ticipation of urban centres with a military character such as Nineveh and 
Balawat may speak of a divide also within the Assyrian army, i.e. not only 
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within the civilian sector of society.1178 His son and successor Shamshi-Adad 
V finally managed to put down this wide-ranging rebellion, achieving a vic-
tory for the king, Nimrud, and the new establishment.  

Admittedly, the reconstruction of events above is somewhat speculative 
because of the lack of explicit sources on the topic. Having said that, in state 
ideological terms, the relevant move from Assur to Nimrud conveys a royal 
intention to focus more on the persona of the king, being the centre point of 
a rapidly changing political formation. This observation in its turn tell of the 
relevance of the concept of patrimonialism when talking of Neo-Assyria. 
The king exercise paternalism, and creates a power base of officials who are 
directly dependent on the monarch for the well-being of their careers. The 
latter feature is often connected to the Late Neo-Assyrian period,1179 but it 
may thus be in existence already in the 9th century BCE. 

Focusing on variations in terms of quality and the potential expressions of 
local ideologies, the results are fairly similar with respect to Ashurnasirpal II 
and Shalmaneser III, although not much can be said about state art from 
Assur in the former case, or about state ideology from Nineveh in the latter 
case. The conclusions below thus are valid for the propaganda of both mon-
archs. Although certain ideological trends exist (see 7.2-3), the impression of 
uniformity is dominant. There is e.g. no special ideology in Assur which 
only focuses priesthood and building, or any Nimrud and Nineveh-
ideologies which solely centre on warfare and conquests. The ideological 
expressions from the named three centres are wide-ranging and with a high 
degree of representativity. Probably, the absence of clear local ideologies in 
Assur, Nimrud, or Nineveh should not be seen as a proof of the lack of local 
ideas and traditions, but rather as an indication of a royal program to stan-
dardize and homogenize perceptions of rule in Assyria. In other words, the 
relative uniformity speaks of a movement towards ideological centralization 
in correspondence with related urges on the geopolitical field.  

Moving on, the state ideology of Balawat seems to emphasize military 
matters, although peaceful royal roles also are included, perhaps as a reflec-
tion of this town’s status of support point for the army. The few state ideo-
logical expressions from the (western) provinces which have been preserved 
often tell of clearly defined local ideologies. This finding is not surprising 
because the region in question lay outside Assyria proper. Dur-Katlimmu 
and Sultan Tepe seem here to function as Assyrian enclaves, presenting art 
and texts in true Assyrian fashion. The ideological sources from the border 
areas, i.e. stelae or cliff reliefs and their texts, consistently convey images 
which depict the monarch as a venerating priest, and texts which describe the 
king as a conqueror and fierce warrior. Possibly, this dual, mixed message 

                                                 
1178 This distinction may of course be relativized. Neo-Assyrian society must have been a 
highly militarized society (Fuchs 2005: 55-56, Assante 2007). 
1179 Larsen 1999: 367-77. 
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reflects a combined message of intimidation and promising benevolence. 
Alternatively, the inscriptions may have been regarded as decorative, carry-
ing the notion of great royal power.1180 Generally speaking, typology (genre, 
type of monument, type of media) and editorial considerations (notably ab-
breviations) may account for some of the ideological variations. 

In sum, two major ideological trends have been identified. On the one 
hand, the move to Nimrud served to highlight the role of the king at the ex-
pense of the old nobility residing primarily in Assur. On the other, the gen-
eral lack of local ideologies, at least in the core, is a testimony of the king’s 
intent to standardize and to gain control over all ideological expressions of 
his country. A move towards royal autocracy is common to both trends. 
 

                                                 
1180 See Russell 1999: 229-30 for a similar argumentation. The named scholar talks of the 
“imbuing of an aura of royalty” as one of the reasons behind the inscriptional program in the 
North-West Palace., the others being “marking ownership” and “decoration”.  
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8. Ideological comparison Ashurnasirpal II – 
Shalmaneser III 

In this chapter, a comparison between the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal II 
and that of Shalmaneser III is conducted. In its first section, a brief overview 
of the topic as treated in scholarly literature is given. The two following sec-
tions turn to the major primary sources, and conduct both a general and stra-
tegic comparison. A final section gives a summary with reflections. 

8.1. Introduction  
Standard textbooks on the history of Ancient Mesopotamia tend to focus on 
Ashurnasirpal II of the two monarchs,1181 arguably because of the spectacular 
character of this king’s palace and because of his radical move of changing 
capital city. In less inclusive scholarly literature, the importance of Ashurna-
sirpal II is relativized, and the successor Shalmaneser III is emphasized. 
Liverani e.g. claims that the former king was the last monarch of a historical 
period of reclaiming lost territory, and that the latter king was the first mon-
arch of a truly imperialist phase. The military campaigns of the earlier king 
took place within the borders established in Middle Assyrian times, while 
those of the later king often occurred beyond those borders.1182 As he puts it, 
Ashurnasirpal II was an imperialist only in the propaganda, Shamaneser III 
was an imperialist also through his actions.1183 This understanding of Shal-
maneser III as an expansionist in comparison to his more known father is not 
unique to Liverani’s works.1184 Only with Shalmaneser III did Assyria start to 
leave real marks in Syria,1185 and the named ruler was the first Assyrian king 
to put a lot of strength in western campaigns, thus opening the grounds for 
later advances in the area.1186 Not the least in respect to his western cam-
paigns, the reign of Shalmaneser III was a “transitional stage”,1187 breaking 

                                                 
1181 See e.g. Roux 1992: 288-99. 
1182 Liverani 2004: 213-15. 
1183 Liverani 2004: 220. 
1184 See e.g. Baker 2006-08: 581, Bagg 2011: 191-205. 
1185 Winter 2010: 542. 
1186 Grayson 2007: 52, 58. 
1187 Schneider 1991: 252-53. 
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through a historical-military watershed of a kind.1188 While Ashurnasirpal II’s 
advances in the west were of a surveying kind, those of his successor were of 
a conquering sort.1189 To quote Liverani: “the novelty in the policy of Shal-
maneser III is absolute”.1190 In other scholarly literature, the two monarchs 
are spoken of more on equal terms. Here it is commonly stated that, just like 
his father, Shalmaneser III was a powerful and significant king,1191 and that 
there was a great continuity between the two reigns.1192 It is sometimes rec-
ognized that the two kings chose to realize the “state ethos” differently. Ac-
cording to Lambert, Ashurnasirpal II was pragmatic and conducted more 
targeted campaigns, geographically and chronologically, while his successor 
campaigned fanatically all over the place.1193 Ashurnasirpal II had a con-
scious and methodical strategy for reconquering, whose implementing laid 
the foundations for future conquests.1194 It is also claimed that both kings 
conducted carefully planned military campaigns, on which Ashurnasirpal II 
marched everywhere except to Babylonia, while Shalmaneser III went in all 
directions but focused mainly on the north and west.1195 An older view con-
cerning the two monarchs and their respective historical importances is 
given by Olmstead who presents Shalmaneser III as a weak monarch, cow-
ardly and imitating, who had Dajjan-Ashur as the actual ruler.1196 In line with 
this understanding, Ashurnasirpal II was successful in his military cam-
paigns, while the military plans of Shalmaneser III largely failed.1197 

Given their alleged, varying historical contributions, differences in state 
ideologies between the two kings are only to be expected. A feature often 
highlighted in this context is the identified phenomenon of “calculated 
frightfulness” of Assyrian kings, arguably present and especially greatly 
visible in the texts of Ashurnasirpal II.1198 This king is presented as more 
savage than others, which very well may have corresponded to reality.1199 
Ashurnasirpal II is here characterized as ferocious, spontaneously campaign-
ing, using calculated frightfulness, and as a “nationalist” (because of using 
the Neo-Assyrian dialect), while Shalmaneser III is understood as conduct-
ing well-planned, annual campaigns, focusing on material gains, refraining 
from describing atrocities, and consistently using Standard Babylonian.1200 
                                                 
1188 Yamada 2000: 1, 308. 
1189 Bagg 2011: 191-205. 
1190 Liverani 1988: 91, n. 38. 
1191 Schramm 1973: 70. 
1192 Kuhrt 1997: 487, Beaulieu 2005: 50. 
1193 Lambert 1974a: 107-09. 
1194 Liverani 1992b: 96-99, 115. 
1195 Grayson 1976: 136-37. 
1196 Olmstead 1921: 380-81.  
1197 The apparent failure to defeat the Syrian-Palestinian coalition is often spoken of in the 
context of arriving at this evaluation (Grayson 1976, Yamada 2000). 
1198 Olmstead 1918: 225. 
1199 Lambert 1974a: 107. 
1200 Tadmor 1975: 36. 
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Following this track, Cifola states that Ashurnasirpal II was a ferocious king 
who did not care much for justice and shepherding, and who saw his great-
ness in his military power.1201 Shalmaneser III, by contrast, did not celebrate 
war, but he rather emphasized the constructive view of the steady flow to-
wards Assur of goods from the periphery and of the expanding of the area 
delivering tribute, thus focusing on effective reign.1202 Marcus also sees a 
tendency in the sources of Shalmaneser III of an emphasis on tribute and of 
an avoidance of narrating war, at least not in great detail, arguing that for 
this king it was more about collecting than about dominating. All this is con-
trasted with the sources of Ashurnasirpal II, both with regards to texts and 
images.1203 These proposed ideological differences have been explained in 
different ways. Marcus speculates that “emerging nations”, here under 
Ashurnasirpal II, have a stronger need for “arrogant display of power” than 
already established ones, here under Shalmaneser III.1204 The relevant differ-
ences have also been dismissed, e.g. by Grayson who refers to editorial 
needs of abbreviations,1205 and by Porter who notices that the very brutal 
AE1 is inscribed upon the walls of the temple of the warrior god Ninurta.1206 
According to this view, also Shalmaneser III was a ruler executing terror and 
operating calculated frightfulness.1207 According to Pettinato, the named 
monarch continued with terror and warfare with religious fanatism, but with 
a new and underlying idea of inclusion and universalism.1208 Shalmaneser III 
here counts to those visionary kings who vainly tried to reform Assyrian 
political life.1209 Ideological features which this ruler did introduce were the 
focusing on the erecting of monuments in the periphery and on the perform-
ing of rituals at large bodies of water.1210 Shalmaneser III, allegedly yet an-
other ruthless imperialist, also arguably stands out by his emphasis on tree 
felling, boat building, and (again) image making.1211 In sum, there are good 
grounds to conduct the comparison in question. 

8.2 General comparison 
This section conducts a general comparison of the propaganda of the two 
kings. It is structured according to type of source. I will argue that, although 

                                                 
1201 Cifola 1995: 93-96. 
1202 Cifola 1995: 115. 
1203 M. Marcus 1995a: 2490-91. 
1204 M. Marcus 1995a: 2491. 
1205 Grayson 1976: 137-38. 
1206 Porter 2003: 84-85. 
1207 Olmstead 1921: 347.  
1208 Pettinato 1988: 99, 109. 
1209 Pečírková 1993: 244. 
1210 Grayson 1976: 138. 
1211 Cameron 1950: 7-8. 
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there are fundamental ideological similarities, the differences are many. Al-
though Shalmaneser III in several respects followed his famous father politi-
cally and ideologically, he comes across as having his own twist to the ideo-
logical program, actually having greater claims than that of Ashurnasirpal II. 
Also, the standard images of Ashurnasirpal II as a fierce warrior and that of 
Shalmaneser III as a tribute receiver need to be problematized. 

Starting with the royal iconography, many features are shared but clear 
variations are still present. As for the visual illustrations (see apps. 13-14),1212 
the list of Ashurnasirpal II (see app. 15) is headed in order of frequency by 
“libating priest”, “receiving tribute”, and “having his weapons ritually 
cleansed”, while the list of Shalmaneser III (see app. 15) is headed by “re-
ceiving tribute”, “in battle”, and “venerating priest”. As for motifs involving 
the execution of violence, these are a little bit more frequent in the case of 
Ashurnasirpal II but surprisingly modest in the context of the discussion 
above. Proportionally, the motif of “king in battle” is even stronger in the 
case of his successor. The motif of “king in battle” comes on fifth place in 
the list of Ashurnasirpal II. Shalmaneser III also figures in the motif “observ-
ing battle”, while Ashurnasirpal II often is depicted “having his weapons 
ritually cleansed”. The former motif may speak of this monarch as an orga-
nizer of battle.1213 The latter motif is restricted to the North-West Palace. 
Royal hunting is almost restricted to the earlier monarch who is seen 16 
times pursuing this activity, while Shalmaneser III’s only such image is on 
the royal seal. If not counting the pursuit of hunting among the theme of 
violence, Shalmaneser III may actually be labeled as the ferocious one of the 
two, executing the calculated frightfulness in question.  

Turning to more peaceful royal roles and motifs, the illustrating of the 
“king receiving tribute” is more often attested (20 and 12 attestations resp.) 
in the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal, but proportionally the motif in question 
is stronger for Shalmaneser III while also “leading” the list of visual illustra-
tions. Considering the much identifying of this royal role as typical for the 
latter monarch, the relative strength of this motif in the propaganda of Shal-
maneser III is modest. The motifs of “receiving captives and booty” do not 
alter this impression. Another peaceful role and motif is the “king as shep-
herd”. It characterizes the iconography of Ashurnasirpal II (4 and 0 attesta-
tions resp.), including the many representations of this king receiving pro-
cessions holding a long staff, while Shalmaneser III instead stands holding 
bow and arrows in his hands (e.g. AI13:33-34, SI10:5t. resp.). 

Moving on to the king’s role as priest, the motif of “libating priest” is 
characterizing the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal (23 and 4 attestations resp.), 

                                                 
1212 In this chapter, source references to divine or royal epithets and royal visual illustrations 
are not provided when simply discussing their attestations in either reigns. See instead the 
columns containing source attestations in appendices 8-11, and 13-14. 
1213 D. Oates 1963: 13, n. 15. 



 236 

while the motifs of “venerating priest” and “priest (statue)” are stronger in 
the case of Shalmaneser III. The motif of the North-West Palace of the “king 
being ritually purified”, may be considered as a part of the motifs illustrating 
the king as priest, given the ritual dimension. Considering the circumstance 
that the total number of motif attestations are greatly uneven,1214 the motif of 
“king as priest” is fairly proportionally distributed, although with a slight 
inclination towards Shalmaneser III. 

Ashurnasirpal II is the only king of the two attested as “felling tree” and 
as “being crowned”, while Shalmaneser III alone has the motifs of “meeting 
another ruler”, “receiving timber”, and “enthroned (statue)”. As for the latter 
king, the first motif may speak of his special relationship with Babylonia, 
and the last one may tell of his role as a master builder, here in Assur. The 
ideological notion of Ashurnasirpal II being protected is amply given 
through the frequent illustrations of apotropaic colossi, genii, and trees. The 
sacred tree, also symbolizing prosperity, is a typical motif of Ashurnasirpal 
II. The idea of prosperity also links the king to his role as shepherd. 
 Proceeding to the source of royal titulary, both the alphabetically and the 
frequentally ordered lists of royal epithets (see apps. 10-12) show that the 
titulary of Ashurnasirpal II is much more violent.  The latter kind of list (see 
app. 12) e.g. gives nine epithets alluding to or clearly expressing violence, 
warfare heroism, and physical strength, while the corresponding figure for 
Shalmaneser III is four only. A continuation of that frequency list only 
strengthens that conclusion. Ashurnasirpal II has many violent and heroic 
epithets which are common in his own texts but either uncommon or absent 
in the titulary of his successor. Among these count “great king” (alluding to 
rivalry), “heroic man”,1215 “he who has no rival among the rulers of the four 
quarters”, “fearless in battle”, “(destructive) weapon”, “merciless weapon”, 
“fierce dragon”, “he who scatters the forces of the rebellious”, 
“hero/warrior”, “king capable in battle”, “avenger”, and “controller of the 
brazen ones”. The frequent stating of this king as being in charge of 
kings/rulers/lords everywhere, and the sporadic ones of him having estab-
lished one single authority, add to this list. The relatively common epithet of 
“seizer of hostages” is unique to Ashurnasirpal II, and tells of this monarch’s 
inclination of referring to hostages (see 5.4.2 and below). 

Moving on to more peaceful aspects of the titulary, the theme of the king 
receiving tribute is more common in the titulary of Shalmaneser III than in 
that of his predecessor. His frequent epithet “receiver of booty and tax from 
all the four quarters” accounts for much of that impression. In light of the 
discussion above, one would expect a stronger dominance than this though. 
Moving on, the named monarch stands out as the only one who uses the 
epithet of “builder”, here in relation to his Assur. The priestly role however 

                                                 
1214 130 attestations for Ashurnasirpal II, and 59 for Shalmaneser III (see apps. 13-15). 
1215 The related epithet of “strong male” is however equally distributed between the two. 
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comes out more clearly in the epithet collection of Ashurnasirpal II, at least 
if looking at the more commonly attested royal epithets. The named ruler is 
here called “worshipper of the great gods” and “purification priest”. Also, 
the expressions of the king as “he who roams about with the support of DN” 
is more frequent and varied in the case of this ruler, even if it also may tell of 
the king’s military role, intertwined with the priestly. This result seemingly 
stands in sharp contrast to the notion of the king being a ferocious and ruth-
less warrior. The idea and theme of the king as “shepherd”, with or without 
adjectives, and “chief herdsman” is much stronger in the propaganda of 
Ashurnasirpal II, affirming the conclusion on this topic with regards to royal 
iconography. The latter epithet is not even held by Shalmaneser III. 

One may also note that the standard, although not “nationalist” (see 
5.4.6), title “king of Assyria” is relatively stronger in the case of Ashurnasir-
pal II. In relation to this ideological feature, the idea of the Assyrian king as 
a universal ruler of all lands and people(s) is much centred in the propaganda 
of Shalmaneser III. This monarch is e.g. commonly called in the same clus-
ter of epithets “king of all people”,1216 “king of all the four quarters”, “leader 
of all lands”, and “sun of all people”. This ideological phenomenon may be 
connected to the broader geographical horizons of this monarch (see 8.1), 
reaching further and further away in terms of military campaigns. His ten-
dency of having the theme of difficult path in common royal epithets, may 
be explained similarly. Shalmaneser III is e.g. “he who has seen innermost 
and rugged regions”, “he who has trodden upon the mountain peaks of all 
highlands”, and “opener of paths above and below”.  

Another observation on differences in the royal titulary may focus on the 
varying strength of the patronym “son/heir of RN”. The patronym heads 
both lists, but it is relatively stronger in the sources of Shalmaneser III. This 
may be explained by the circumstance that since Ashurnasirpal II was argua-
bly seen as a greater Assyrian king than the short-reigned Tukulti-Ninurta II, 
the patronym was a more potent source of legitimacy for Shalmaneser III. 

Also the issue of local ideologies and regional politics is relevant when 
comparing the titulary of the two monarchs. Ninurta, the patron god of Nim-
rud, comes across in a fair number of Ashurnasirpal II’s epithets, such as in 
“chosen of Enlil and Ninurta”, “designate” or “favourite” of Ninurta, “vice-
regent of Ashur and Ninurta”, and in “he who marches with the support of 
Ashur and Ninurta”. Other gods than Ashur are referred to in the king’s fre-
quent epithets of “beloved of Anu and Dagan”, “designate of Sin”, “favour-
ite of Anu”, and “beloved of Adad”, all epithets non-existent in the propa-
ganda of Shalmaneser III. As noted in chapter 7, Ashur was highlighted also 
by Ashurnasirpal II but tendencies nevertheless exist. By contrast, Assur and 
Ashur are centred in the sources of Shalmaneser III. The standard title of 
“vice-regent of Ashur” is strikingly strong in the relevant propaganda, he is 
                                                 
1216 Ashurnasirpal II has the variant “he who rules all people”. 
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the “prudent appointee of Ashur”, and the focus on Enlil (=Ashur?) is strong 
by the dual epithets of “chosen of/appointed by Enlil”. At least the former 
epithet, i.e. “chosen of Enlil”, is seldomly attested in the texts of Ashurnasir-
pal II. Shalmaneser III is also described as frequenting the Esharra, i.e. the 
temple area of Ashur. As noted in chapter 7, Ninurta and the other deities are 
far from forgotten however. The unusual prominence of the epithet “prince”, 
typical for the Old Assyrian period when Assur dominated, may also be a 
testimony of Shalmaneser III’s dedication to this city.  

Turning lastly to the textual narrative, the similarities are many but clear 
differences exist. Ashurnasirpal II has several themes which are lacking or 
are very weak in the texts of his successor. The former king e.g. talks of 
bringing lands and people within the boundaries of his land (e.g. AE50:10-
19), placing all under one single authority (e.g. AE17:iii21-22). This tells of 
the reconquering phase of this king (see 8.1). Similarly understood, Ashur-
nasirpal II often refers to the imposition of tribute and labour duties (e.g. 
AE17:iv48-49), and of the installing of governors in reconquered territories 
(e.g. AE1:iii104). The statement that this ruler took hostages is also typical 
of his texts (e.g. AE1:iii104). The descriptions of atrocities, involving the 
killing of subjects and destructing of objects, directed against enemy polities 
are more frequent and varied than in the texts of Shalmaneser III. Ashurna-
sirpal II e.g. stands out as having flayed and burnt hostile opponents and 
captives respectively (e.g. AE17:i88-89, 1:i108 resp.). He also profiles him-
self by the cutting of limbs (e.g. AE17:iv99-100), the gouging out of eyes 
(e.g. AE1:iii113), the cutting out of tongues of enemies (e.g. AE21:14´), and 
by the hanging of severed heads in trees (e.g. AE1:ii71). These themes are 
all absent in the texts of Shalmaneser III. Although expressed in both reigns, 
the theme of burning boys and girls is a theme of Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. 
AE17:ii62-63). Even though Shalmaneser III certainly does not present him-
self as a peacelord, the theme of royal violence and atrocities is clearly 
stronger in the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal II. 

Moving on to more peaceful themes, Ashurnasirpal II stands out as a 
master builder in several respects. Unique to this monarch is the claim that 
Ashurnasirpal II acted as a master builder with the wisdom which Ea had 
given him (e.g. AE40:33-36). He creates “wild beasts” and “dragons” for his 
palaces and temples (e.g. AE35:9-10, 30:72-73 resp.), he stresses the creat-
ing of divine statues (e.g. AE1:ii132-33), and he brags about the luxurious 
building of palaces and temples (e.g. AE23:17-22). Ashurnasirpal II builds 
or rebuilds cities, notably Nimrud and Balawat, after these having turned 
into “ruin hills” (e.g. AE26:46-48). Ashurnasirpal II not only builds or re-
builds palaces in Nimrud, Nineveh, and Balawat, but also in the provinces, 
often with the idiom that he “inaugurated” (šarrû) palaces in various cities 
(e.g. AE1:ii101). The king in question also talks more of naming or renam-
ing conquered sites of various kinds (e.g. AE1:i69). Also typical of the texts 
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of this king is the statement that he deported people to Nimrud to be used as 
forced labour in building projects there (e.g. AE30:33-36).  

Another theme which makes Ashurnasirpal II stand out in relation to 
Shalmaneser III is of course the great banquet in the North-West Palace 
(AE30:102-54). Also, his emphasis on breeding and displaying wild animals 
in zoos and palaces is characteristic (e.g. AE2:31-38). The king in question 
even calls out to future rulers with a request to keep these animals alive 
(AE2:38-39). Wild animals are also occasionally listed among the received 
tribute (e.g. AE77). Animal similes are more common in the texts of Ashur-
nasirpal II, both with regards to himself and his own army and to his enemies 
(e.g. AE17:i85, 1:i49-52 resp.). In a related notion of benevolence, Ashurna-
sirpal II profiles himself as creating gardens and orchards (e.g. AE26:54), as 
irrigating fields by creating a canal (e.g. AE30:36-38), and as reaping and 
storing harvests (e.g. AE1:iii82). An idiom states that he stored barley and 
straw in provincial cities and palaces (e.g. AE30:78-84). Also the theme of 
Ashurnasirpal II as a resettler of people, both of “Assyrians” and “foreign-
ers”, is a characteristic ideological feature (e.g. AE17:ii30-31).  

Ashurnasirpal II talks more of (constructed) ethnicity than his successor. 
The opposition between “Assyrians” and “Arameans” in the context of re-
conquest is more often spoken of (e.g. AE19:91-96), and the Lullumu and 
the land of Hanigalbat is frequently highlighted (e.g. AE23:6-7, 19:102 
resp.). The rebellion of Assyrians in the west is centred (e.g. AE1:i101-10). 
In connection with this, the named king not only receives tribute on cam-
paigns but also from delegations coming to him in Assyria proper (e.g. 
AE1:i99-101). The related feature of royal genealogy is stressed differently 
by this king. The elaborate instructions, causing either curses or blessings, 
directed at future rulers on the Nimrud Monolith are unique (AE17:v24-
103). Shalmaneser I is highlighted among his predecessors, arguably because 
of this king’s role as the original founder of Nimrud (e.g. AE32:7). The stele 
in the row of stelae (text AE108), and the sarcophagus in the Old Palace 
(text AE115) tell of a wish to connect to Assur and the long royal line.  

Also Shalmaneser III has narrative themes which are modest or non-
existent in the propaganda of his predecessor. The theme of facing grand, 
international coalitions including Egypt and some Arab tribes (e.g. SE2:ii89-
102), in the end receiving tribute from as distant countries as Israel and 
Egypt (e.g. SE88, 89 resp.), is characteristic. His ambitious military plans 
(see 8.1) are expressed e.g. in the common statements that “he ruled over the 
whole of Chaldea or Hatti” (e.g. SE59:47, 28:24 resp.). These features may 
be explained by the allegedly wider geographic horizon of this king (see 
8.1). In his campaigning, Shalmaneser III also centres the defeating of 
Urartu and Gutium, portraying them both as distant, wild, and exotic, inhab-
ited by “mountain peoples” (e.g SE17:41-57, 28:41 resp.). Staying with 
power politics, his note on the strengthening of the army makes him stand 
out (e.g. SE11:l.e.ii1-2), and so does the frequent idiom that he crossed riv-
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ers, traversed mountains, or entered regions for the eleventh-or-so number of 
times (e.g. SE14:100-1). The theme of avenging or saving and (re)installing 
puppet kings (e.g. SE14:146-56), may also be explained by him campaigning 
wide and far. Common and typical idioms tell that the monarch “claimed 
conquered cities as my (i.e. his) own” (e.g. SE6:ii22), that he “confined en-
emy rulers to their (besieged) cities” (e.g. SE8:16´´), and that the enemy 
ruler cowardly abandoned his own attacked city (e.g. SE6:i58). Shalmaneser 
III is in other words not at all presented as an all peaceful ruler but on the 
contrary as a forceful imperialist.  

Although the narrative theme of the king receiving tribute or taking booty 
is very much attested also in the texts of Ashurnasirpal II, the proportions 
between the themes of booty and tribute on the one hand and on royal vio-
lence and atrocities on the other is different. On the basis of this perspective, 
it may thus be argued that tribute is more centred in the inscriptions of 
Shalmaneser III, and that the degree of violence is less. The frequent idiom 
which states that the king in question brought his tribute or booty to “my 
(his) city Assur” (e.g. SE40:iii1-2), is telling of this emphasis as well as of 
the central position of Assur. The special theme of booty summation in a text 
from Assur (SE10:iv34-40) adds to this impression. Also the theme of the 
ruler procuring timber, metal, and stone by himself in the foreign lands, di-
rectly from the sources, is associated with Shalmaneser III. He fetches ala-
baster and silver from Anatolian mountains (SE40:iii2-5), and he narrates 
much more often of tree felling in Syria-Palestine (e.g. SE3:89-90). 

A narrative theme which is clearly highlighted in comparison with 
Ashurnasirpal II is the theme of the creating and erecting of “images” such 
as stelae, statues, or cliff reliefs in the periphery, at the shores of rivers, river 
sources, lakes, and seas (e.g. SE3:87-89), on mountains and cliffs (e.g. 
SE3:91-92), and in various parts of urban centres (e.g. SE6:iii45). This 
theme is insignificant in the texts of his predecessor. The monarch in ques-
tion gave his and the deities’ praises on the monuments erected at these sites 
(e.g. SE16:42-43). Also the closely related theme of making sacrifices and 
arranging banquets at the reaching of geographical extremes (e.g. SE16:40-
42), is characteristic of Shalmaneser III’s textual narrative. The old, Sargonic 
ideological theme of the imperialist king washing weapons in the sea or 
lake,1217 is also much more common in the inscriptions of Shalmaneser III 
(e.g. SE1:34) than in those of Ashurnasirpal II. 

The special role of Babylonia, its cities, people, and deities in the time of 
Shalmaneser III comes across e.g. in the unique narrations of Marduk over-
whelming the king’s enemies (SE14:188), and of this god ordering him to 
turn to warfare (SE5:v4). Ashur alone normally features in these roles. After 
his allegedly victorious intervention, Shalmaneser III claims to have visited 

                                                 
1217 For Sargonic influences on Assyrian royal inscriptions, see notably Kienast 1997, and 
Liverani 1993. For Sargonic state ideology in general, see Franke 1995. 
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temples in Babylon, Borsippa, and Cuthae, making sacrifices and displaying 
pious humility (e.g. SE5:v3-vi5). The monarch in question also claims to 
have affirmed the traditional privileges of the named temple cities, arranging 
a grand banquet (SE5:vi4-5), arguably signifying royal protection (see 
5.4.4). The “display of strength” in Babylonia, thus not only in the west, also 
shows his geographical emphasis and preferences (SE5:v3-vi5).  

However, not only Babylonian deities are honoured by Shalmaneser III. 
He offers also to two local forms of Adad (e.g. SE5:iv2-3, 2:ii87), gives a 
votive object to Hallasua (SE119), and commissions a divine statue of a 
Phoenician god (SE55:4-6). Additionally, the theme of godnapping is also 
more common in the propaganda of Shalmaneser III (e.g. SE10:ii3-5). There 
is not any indication that Ashurnasirpal II disrespected foreign deities (see 
5.3), but he clearly did not express his honouring just as much as his son and 
successor did. Possibly, the wider geographical horizon of Shalmaneser III 
(see 8.1) may explain also this ideological trend. 

An emphasis on royal officials in the textual narrative of Shalmaneser III 
may tentatively be identified. These officials are not seldomly spoken of as 
dedicators of gifts, alone to a deity, or to the king. The mayor of Nimrud, 
Shamash-bela-usur, e.g. provides Fort Shalmaneser with a throne base and 
several door sills (e.g. SE30:32-34), and the likely Shalmaneser III-official 
Bel-luballit dedicates cult objects in his own right.1218 The emphasis on Da-
jjan-Ashur is of course another point in the case (e.g. SE14:141-90). The 
earliest field marshal, Ashur-bel-ka’’in, is also mentioned separately (e.g. 
SE17:10). The switch from narrating after eponyms, naming royal officials, 
to narrating after regnal years, may be understood as a reaction against this 
internal, gradual, political development (see 6.3, 7.4). 

In sum, although the propaganda of the two kings are fundamentally 
shared, there are certain ideological motifs and themes, identified and dis-
cussed above, which give the respective state ideologies of the two monarchs 
their own individual character. Shalmaneser III was not blindly following, 
neither politically nor ideologically, in the footsteps of his reconquering 
father, and actually presents himself as more of an imperialist monarch than 
Ashurnasirpal II. Furthermore, the images of Ashurnasirpal II as only a 
fierce warrior and of Shalmaneser III as only a peaceful ruler who focused 
on tribute, need to be revised. 

8.3 Strategic comparison 
The next section of this chapter makes a comparison between selected major 
primary sources of the two kings. Now, for the first time, it is possible and 
meaningful to take both epigraphic and iconographical evidence into account 
                                                 
1218 See Grayson 1996: A.0.102.2001-02, and Searight et al. 2008: fig. 602. 
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when comparing. The best sources for comparisons are, in my view, the 
Kurkh Monoliths with texts and images, and the two palace gates with texts 
and images in Balawat. As for the former, these monuments stood next to 
each other, and their texts are both annals and written early on in the two 
reigns. As for the latter, these monuments come from the same town and 
type of building, are embossed on the same material, bronze bands, and the 
texts are commemorative in both cases.1219 The two comparisons are in other 
words fair. I will argue that individual ideological traits such as hunting, 
shepherding, and image making often shine through, although the two kings 
express fundamentally the same state ideology. Again, their respective re-
pute of being warrior and tribute receiver should be problematized. 
 Beginning with the Kurkh Monoliths, the images on the Kurkh Monolith 
(AI18) and the Kurkh Stele (SI13) are fundamentally the same. They both 
illustrate the king wearing his crown, priestly garment, armed with mace and 
daggers, and making the pointed gesture in the presence of deity emblems 
hovering in mid-air. Adad, Ishtar, Shamash, Ashur/Enlil, and Sin are illus-
trated on both stelae, but at least on the Kurkh Stele the emblem of the Sibitti 
of seven dots is added. Ashurnasirpal II may also have had the necklace of 
divine emblems which Shalmaneser III certainly has. The emblems of Adad, 
Shamash, Sin, and Ashur/Enlil are possible to discern, although both stelae 
are badly preserved. The earlier king is depicted more slender than the later 
one, arguably a case for the idea that the two monarchs belong to two sepa-
rate art historical phases.1220 Except for concerning one circumstance, the 
Kurkh Monoliths, in terms of iconography, may be regarded as examples of 
the lack of ideological differences, namely that of the varying size of the two 
stelae. The 220 cm high Kurkh Stele is 45 cm higher than the Kurkh Mono-
lith,1221 thus displaying heroic priority visually, and more generally the in-
creased ambitions of this king (see 8.1). 

Turning to the inscriptions on these twin monuments, both AE19 (1-4) 
and SE2 (i1-4) start with an invocation of deities which in both cases is 
headed by Ashur. SE2 then enumerates Anu, Enlil, Ea, Sin, Shamash, and 
Ishtar as great gods who give power, while AE19 lists Adad, Sin, Shamash, 
and Ishtar as great gods who go ahead of the king’s troops. AE19 (5-22) then 
gives a long cluster of royal epithets which begins with “great king, strong 
king”, while SE2 (i5-10) instead goes on with a long cluster beginning with 
“king of all people, prince, vice-regent of Ashur”. The latter cluster also 
involves several expressions of difficult path. A genealogy follows in both 
texts (AE19:23-25, SE2:i11-12). The closest predecessors of Ashurnasirpal 

                                                 
1219 The only significant downside of this latter selection of comparison is the circumstance 
that AE51 is a display inscription while SE5 is an annal inscription. 
1220 Strommenger (1970: 32-33), Madhloom (1970: 118-22), and Winter (1997: 369) all argue 
for the two monarchs belonging to the same art phase, while Czichon (1992: 191) by contrast 
identifies an art historical break in the reign of Shalmaneser III. 
1221 Börker-Klähn 1982: 182, 187. 
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II are described as slayers and city founders, while Shalmaneser III describes 
these as priest-conquerors and slayers.1222 The narrative part of the two in-
scriptions are introduced by short and slightly varying notes on the circum-
stance that Ashur has chosen, crowned, armed, and ordered the two mon-
archs to engage in warfare (AE19:25-27, SE2:i12-14). In Shalmaneser III’s 
case, Ashur grants the “shepherdship” of people and Assyria in the ruler’s 
hands. Both texts then add, in slightly varying ways, a brief note on the cir-
cumstance that the monarch mobilized his army (AE19:28-29, SE2:i14-15). 
After those initial elements, the narrations of military campaigns follow in 
both texts. The campaign narratives of AE19 (29-103) and SE2 (i15-ii102) 
express many different ideological themes, although the exercise of royal 
violence features prominently. Both narrations abruptly but intentionally 
ends, and they are both structured around eponyms.  

Summing up, the ideological similarities of the royal iconography are 
striking, alluding to the usefulness of royal lineage, through imitating a work 
of a predecessor, as a source of legitimacy in Shalmaneser III’s case. The 
varying size of the two monuments may speak of heroic priority and of the 
greater ambitions of the named monarch. Also the texts underline similari-
ties. They are structured in the same way in terms of content components, 
both use numerous themes but with an emphasis on royal violence, and they 
both partly narrate in an itinerary style (e.g. AE19:52-60, SE2:ii40-66), and 
according to eponyms. Some differences exist however. The royal epithets 
are less violent and more ambitious in SE2, and the mentioned section of 
epithets also contains several expressions of difficult path. The narrative 
themes of image creating and facing large coalitions further profile SE2 (e.g. 
ii44, ii89-102 resp.). The ideological themes in SE2, typical of Ashurnasirpal 
II, such as the burning of boys and girls (i17), the juxtaposition of Assyrians 
and Arameans (ii37-38), the use of eponyms, and of the itinerary style con-
veying the royal discoverer theme (see 5.1), the notion of shepherdship, and 
of the king chiseling out way in mountainous regions (e.g. ii41-42), tell of 
the great influence of AE19 upon SE2. Once again, connecting with royal 
predecessors was crucial. All in all, also in the case of the inscriptions, the 
overall impression is ideological similarity.  

Moving on to the bronze bands of the palace gates in Balawat, those of 
Ashurnasirpal (AI13) illustrate in five cases warfare, in four hunting, in four 
captive processions, and in three tribute. Drawing from this, the visual repre-
sentations of the king (see app. 13) are “king in battle” (four), “receiving 
captives” (four) “receiving tribute” (three), and “king as hunter” (three). The 
scenes are mostly from the west, i.e. Hatti and the Aramean states, but also 
from the south-west, i.e. Suhu. Tendencies of grouping according to geogra-
phy and themes exist.1223 The height of the doors which made up the gate is 

                                                 
1222 Tukulti-Ninurta II is the one presented as a ferocious king here.  
1223 Reade 1979b. 
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estimated to just over four meters.1224 As for the bronze bands of Shalmane-
ser III (SI10), they are dominated by warfare, including captive processions, 
on 9,5 bands, on 4,5 of them the scenes convey tribute processions, and on 
two of them the motif is cult, i.e. expedition to the holy river sources, image 
carving, and stele dedicating. Drawing from this, the king’s visual represen-
tations (see app. 14) are “king in battle” (twelve), “observing battle” (six), 
“on march” (one), “receiving captives” (two), “receiving booty or timber” 
(two), “receiving tribute” (seven), “venerating priest” (three), “libating 
priest” (two), and “receiving submissive Assyrians” (one). In terms of geog-
raphy, the scenes are fetched from all points of the compass. It has been sug-
gested that the ordering of the scenes reflects the notion of the four quar-
ters.1225 The height of the gate was probably around 7,30 meters.1226 

In comparing the visual sources of the two gates, it is striking that the 
military aspect comes across much in the iconography of Shalmaneser III. 
Atrocities of various kinds are much more commonly depicted on the gate of 
this monarch (e.g. SI10:4). The royal hunt as a feature of Ashurnasirpal II is 
less surprising (e.g. AI13:15-16). Tribute is centred on both gates. While 
Ashurnasirpal II often holds a long shepherd’s staff in his hand (e.g. 
AI13:33-34), Shalmaneser III is most often depicted holding bow and arrows 
while receiving processions of various kinds (e.g. SI10:5t.). As for tribute, 
no less than twelve of Ashurnasirpal II’s bands from the Mamu temple 
(AI14) illustrate such scenes while only four of them depict warfare, further 
problematizing the discussed common view. The priestly role is expressed 
more clearly on the gate of Shalmaneser III. The representations of priests 
and of divine chariots engaged in warfare (e.g. SI10:4, 10:9t. resp.), may be 
seen as strengthening this impression. Moving on, the motif of difficult path 
is also more frequent on the bands of the named king (e.g. SI10:1t.). The 
more diverse geography of SI10, and its arrangement according to the four 
quarters, are also indicative of the greater horizon of Shalmaneser III (see 
8.1). The motif of the king as observer and of the highlighted role of officials 
(e.g. SI10:4, 10:11b. resp.), may also be seen as expressions of ideological 
differences and profiling. Also noteworthy is the substantial difference in 
height between the two gates, again visually displaying the ideas of heroic 
priority and a strengthening of royal ambitions. In sum, the two gates convey 
basically the same state ideology but with varying emphasis. 
 Turning to the dual commemorative texts which were inscribed twice on 
each lining of the two doors,1227 both texts, AE51 (1) and SE5 (i1), begin 
with the same short cluster of royal epithets which starts with “great king”. 
Repetitive geneaologies are then given (AE51:1-3, SE5:i1). Another block of 

                                                 
1224 Curtis & Tallis 2008: 72. 
1225 Hertel 2004 (partly revised in Hertel 2012). 
1226 Unger 1920: 102. See also Schachner 2007: 23 for this view. 
1227 See also the captions (AE80-97, SE63-86). 
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royal epithets follow in both texts (AE51:3-11, SE5:i1-6). Both starts with 
“heroic man” but then differ considerably. AE51 (11-13) then claims that 
Ashur had chosen and armed the king, while SE5 (i6-ii2) adds the aspect of 
investiture and the notion of shepherdship. The latter text also includes the 
claim that Ashur and Ninurta had given the king world dominion. SE5 (ii2-
5) then goes on by giving the royal epithets of “strong king, sun of all peo-
ple” before arguing that the king swept across the foreign lands as a “flood”, 
as Erra and Adad. AE51 (13-26) instead argues that the king violently sub-
dued or even massacred various mountain peoples with the aid of the deities, 
presents the king as a conqueror from GN to GN, declares that he counted 
conquered people as people of his land, and briefly notes that he appointed 
governors and imposed corvée. A third set of royal epithets then follows, 
beginning with “attentive prince, worshipper of the great gods” (AE51:26-
28). Instead of a narrative of military campaigns, AE51 (28-30) mentions 
that the king rebuilt and named the town, and then concludes by referring to 
the palace and its gate. The annal text of SE5 (ii2-vi7), by contrast, provides 
a narrative of military campaigns, arranged around eponyms, emphasizing 
the king’s encounters with Urartu, Bit-Adini, Chaldea, and especially Baby-
lonia. The text in question abruptly but intentionally ends. 
 The comparison is obviously hampered by the varying genres of the two 
texts, display inscription (AE51) versus annals (SE5). The building theme 
thus comes across clearer in AE51, while the military aspect is emphasized 
in SE5. Still, image making thus building is centred in SE5 (e.g. ii3), and the 
king’s role as warrior is highlighted also in AE51. The themes of warfare, 
conquering, and imperialism permeate the narrative and non-narrative parts 
of both texts. The geographical range of SE5 serves to differentiate this text 
from AE51, e.g. by their focusing on GNN which basically only Shalmane-
ser III had to do with. It is clear that this king drew inspiration from the 
works of Ashurnasirpal II, not only in the sense that he followed his father’s 
example of furnishing Balawat. The first cluster of royal epithets is identical, 
and the second one is headed by the same epithet. Furthermore, the SE5-
epithets of “controller of the brazen ones, decked with radiance, fearless in 
battle” (SE5:i3, 5:i3-4, 5:i4 resp.) which are common in the titulary of 
Ashurnasirpal II but infrequent in that of Shalmaneser III, bear clear traces 
of his father’s ideological influence here. In sum, the same may be said of 
the texts as with the images above, namely that there is a fundamentally 
shared ideology expressed in both sources, but that clear differences, ex-
pressing emphasis on different aspects, nevertheless exist. 
 The strategic comparisons of the Kurkh Monoliths and the bronze bands 
of the palaces in Balawat have shown that, although the two kings’ propa-
ganda basically convey the same message, individual ideological traits often 
shine through. The themes and motifs of heroic priority, difficult path, royal 
genealogy, image making, and the broad range of toponyms are some of the 
ideological elements which differentiate the propaganda of Shalmaneser III, 
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while hunting, building, and shepherding are themes and motifs typical of 
Ashurnasirpal II. Their respective repute of being warrior and tribute re-
ceiver (see 8.1), should be problematized. 

8.4 Summary and reflections 
This chapter has hopefully shown that, although the propaganda of the two 
monarchs is fundamentally the same, thus their common treatment in chap-
ters 3-5, clear ideological differences, mostly by varying emphasis, between 
the two exist, making both kings stand out as leaving their own individual 
marks upon the basic tenets of Assyrian state ideology. In other words, there 
is diversity within the unity. 
 It was noted in 8.1 that Ashurnasirpal II is often focused upon of the two 
kings in textbooks on Mesopotamian history, implying that his “contribu-
tion” historically and ideologically was greater as well as closely determin-
ing that of his son and successor Shalmaneser III. According to this image, 
the state ideology of the latter was both more modest and very closely fol-
lowing that of his famous father and predecessor. 

For sure, Shalmaneser III emphasized his connection with this king, e.g. 
through the use of patronyms, the reuse of ideological goods, and the erec-
tion of monuments beside those of Ashurnasirpal II, e.g. in Kurkh and Bala-
wat. This does not mean however that he simply imitated the propaganda of 
his father. The themes and/or motifs of image making and other rituals in the 
periphery, his acting as priest (on the Balawat Gate), the king as observer of 
battle, the emphasis on his royal officials, and of him facing large coalitions, 
highlighting difficult path and the campaigning in all four quarters, e.g. in 
Babylonia, the Levant, Urartu, and Media, serve to profile the propaganda of 
Shalmaneser III. The themes and/or motifs of the king as shepherd and as 
hunter, his building of cities, palaces and temples, the juxtapositioning of 
Assyrians and Arameans, the emphasis on the west, the use of eponyms, and 
the theme of discoverer through the itinerary style of narration, in their turn 
all serve to profile the propaganda of Ashurnasirpal II. 
 The contribution of Shalmaneser III may in fact, both in terms of history 
(see 8.1) and state ideology, be regarded as greater than that of Ashurnasir-
pal II. His royal epithets talk more of universal dominion, his military cam-
paigns, emphasized in the propaganda, reached more widely and included 
even the Levant and Babylonia, and his monuments of the strategic compari-
son, i.e. among the Kurkh Monoliths and the palace gates of Balawat, are 
substantially larger in size, displaying heroic priority and greater claims. In 
other words, Shalmaneser III was in his propaganda not a copycat, yet influ-
enced by his father, but an innovator, heralding a new imperial phase. 

The slentrian image of Ashurnasirpal II as a ferocious warrior, imple-
menting calculated frightfulness, and of Shalmaneser III as a peaceful tribute 
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receiver needs to be modified. Although trends in that direction exist, the 
roles are reversed on some of the monuments such as the Balawat gates. The 
point to make here is that the reciprocity principle (see 5.4.2) overarched any 
other considerations. Supposedly, Shalmaneser III did not have to resort to 
violence just as much as the reconquering Ashurnasirpal II had to do. 

Typological considerations may also add to the explaining of the varying 
ideological emphasis. Even though the distribution of major primary sources 
in terms of literary genre or type of monument is fairly balanced between the 
two rulers, the circumstance that we have so many images from the North-
West Palace but only a very few from Fort Shalmaneser of course matters. 
The aspects of adressee, especially relevant for the discussion on AE1, edito-
rial considerations involving the use of abbreviations, as well as the apparent 
separation between text and image seen e.g. in the cases of the Kurkh Mono-
liths here and AE23 before, must also be evaluated. 

 
 

 
 

 



 248 

9. Historical-ideological context of Early Neo-
Assyrian state ideology  

In this final discussion chapter of the study, the identified Early Neo-
Assyrian state ideology is placed in a wider historical-ideological context, 
focusing on the Old (phases OA I-II), Middle (MA I-II), Early (eNA I, III), 
and Late Neo-Assyrian (lNA I-II) propaganda in relation to the one dis-
cussed in chapters 3-8, presenting eNA II.1228 Firstly, the topic is introduced 
in 9.1 through references from the scholarly debate, then the royal iconogra-
phy and titulary of older and younger times are looked upon in comparison, 
and in 9.3 the older and younger textual narrative themes are looked upon in 
the same way. The chapter ends by a summary with reflections.  

9.1 Introduction 
The development of Assyrian state ideology has been intimately linked to 
the historic developments of the Assyrian state. This is no wonder since 
modern historians’ outlining of ancient history is to a considerable extent 
based on the claims made by kings and rulers in various propagandistic 
sources. In the outline of Assyrian history, the story begins with the semi-
independent “governors” of Assur in the later half of the third millennium 
BCE, and continues with the Assur-based, mercantile city state of the Old 
Assyrian period. A historical and thus also ideological break then occurs, 
represented by Assyrian empire building. Postgate identifies four different 
phases in the development of the Assyrian empire, namely the time between 
c. 1450-1208 BCE, a high point ended with the death of Tukulti-Ninurta I, 
that between 1207-935, largely a period of decline, the time between 934-
745, i.e. the Early Neo-Assyrian period, and that between 744-609, i.e. the 
Late Neo-Assyrian or Sargonid period.1229 

The ideology of the semi-independent Assur-rulers of the third millen-
nium BCE escapes us, but the ideology of the Old Assyrian state comes 
across in comparatively many sources. Larsen focuses on four different ruler 
titles whose attestations are dependent on type of inscription, and which 

                                                 
1228 For comments on these abbreviations and historical phases, see app. 16. 
1229 Postgate 1992b: 247-51. 
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express different roles in relation to the people and the deities. The title iššak 
Aššur refers to the ruler’s priestly duties, the epithet rubā’um alludes to the 
ruler’s genealogy, the epithet “overseer” (waklum) tells of the ruler’s judi-
cial-administrative authority, and the epithet bēlum refers to the status of the 
ruler as the head of political authority.1230 The title of “king” (šarrum) was 
not yet used, and the political power of the ruler was quite limited, with the 
“city assembly”, termed ālum, and possibly also the “eponyms” (limmum) 
figuring as sharing political power in the Old Assyrian city state.1231 The 
Amorite king Shamshi-Adad I who had his base in the Habur-area conquered 
Assur and integrated it as one part of his regional state. The ideology of this 
king bears influences from the Old Akkadian and Babylonian periods and 
regions, e.g. through his references to Ashur-Enlil, his inclusion of warfare, 
booty seizing, and tribute receiving in Assyrian royal inscriptions.1232 

In his treatise on political and ideological history of the Amarna age, Liv-
erani describes the ideological character of Middle Assyria, having moved 
away from the city state format to that of a larger, territorial state. This proc-
ess was started primarily with the reign of Ashur-uballit I, attested as writer 
of letters in the Amarna correspondence. The new state ethos was to, by the 
command of Ashur and the great gods, extend the borders of Assyria. The 
goal was to bring cosmic order and organization from one sea to another, i.e. 
from one end of the world to another. The Assyrian ruler, now called “king”, 
functioned as Ashur’s representative on earth in this mission.1233 With the 
reign of Adad-narari I, the role of the king as warrior is also expressed in the 
royal inscriptions.1234 According to Machinist, the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I 
presented further elements of this revised ideology, namely the idea of the 
king as divinely connected or created, the notion of royal radiance, and the 
idea of the king as an “image” (ṣalmu) of the deities. Despite especially the 
firstly and lastly mentioned points, there remained a decisive hesitation on 
the part of the Assyrian king to formulate royal deification.1235 Another im-
portant time period was the reign of Tiglath-pileser I in which the first true 
royal annals are attested.1236 The White Obelisk of Ashurnasirpal I also tell of 
the changed character of Middle Assyrian state ideology through its images 
of the king conducting warfare and hunting. 

Turning to the Neo-Assyrian period, the developed state ideology focus-
ing on divinely ordered imperialism continued, but royal iconography was 
greatly developed, with the North-West Palace serving as a model for the 

                                                 
1230 Larsen 1974, 1976: 149. 
1231 Larsen 1976: 109-223. 
1232 Galter 1997: 55, Grayson 1987: 47 (Babylonian), Kienast 1997 (Sargonic). 
1233 Liverani 1990: 53, 56-57. 
1234 Grayson 1987: 128, Galter 1997: 57. 
1235 Machinist 2011: 413-24. 
1236 Tadmor 1981: 14-19, Grayson 1991: 6. 
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architectural program of later kings.1237 Variations within the period are de-
tectable. Some scholars centre the differences between the two phases of the 
period. Winter explains the dominance of historical narrative in royal art 
after Ashurnasirpal II as a testimony of a successive secularization of the 
state and/or as an adaption to the more heterogenous viewers of the Sargonid 
period, requiring a less esoteric visual language.1238 The development of 
Assyrian propaganda from Ashurnasirpal II to Ashurbanipal shows that vis-
ual propaganda was preferred more and more,1239 a phenomenon which may 
be explained by the latter argument. Relatedly, the gradual decline of the 
Early Neo-Assyrian sacred tree scene, arguably illustrating prosperity, has 
been explained by the shift of the state economy, from one based on agricul-
ture to one based on warfare.1240 Similarly, the decline of tribute scenes in 
Sargonid times has been understood as a reflection of a shift in the political 
organization of the state, from centering vasall states giving tribute to prov-
inces paying taxes and dues.1241 Another focal point has been the increased 
emphasis on the king. Seux here refers to a gradual development from theoc-
racy to autocracy.1242 Pongratz-Leisten identifies a historical shift from the 
temple to the king and the latter’s role as builder and caretaker of the cult in 
Mesopotamia. In her words: “the agency of the king replaces the temple as 
the key-metaphor for the social and cosmic order”.1243 In the time period 745-
612 BCE, the Assyrian king “is presented in a more grandiose and some-
times even magnanimous light”.1244 The king is occasionally represented in 
social perspective, displaying his greater status.1245 Some scholars even iden-
tify an idea of the semi-divine nature of the Assyrian king.1246 Also notewor-
thy is the development of the theology of Ashur-Anshar in the time of Sen-
nacherib according to which this Assyrian god took Marduk’s place.1247  

The focal point of the description above is on change. Continuity is how-
ever commonly identified, often in the same paper/book which pinpoints 
change. Lambert e.g. claims, regarding Assyrian state ideology, that “the 
continuity of tradition is remarkable”.1248 Similarly, Frankfort states that 
there is “an unbroken tradition” from Old to Neo-Assyrian times in terms of 
titulary.1249 The political structure of Old Assyria never disappeared com-

                                                 
1237 Barjamovic 2011: 27. 
1238 Winter 1983: 28. 
1239 Russell 1999: 217. 
1240 Porter 2003: 19-20. 
1241 Bär 1996: 230. 
1242 Seux 1980-83: 172-73. 
1243 Pongratz-Leisten 2009: 426-27. 
1244 Beaulieu 2005: 52. 
1245 Barnett 1960: 16 (Tiglath-pileser III), Reade 1979a: 331-32 (Esarhaddon). 
1246 See notably Parpola 1995b and 1999, but also to a lesser extent Winter 2010. 
1247 Chamaza 2002: 71-167. 
1248 Lambert 1998: 68. 
1249 Frankfort 1948: 223-30. 
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pletely, and the overall impression of the development of Assyrian royal 
inscriptions is one of continuity.1250 Also Cancik-Kirschbaum stresses the 
aspect of continuity, e.g. by referring to the idea of a royal/ruler dynasty as 
running through all Assyrian, historical phases.1251 The image of the Assyrian 
king in later times arguably preserved elements of the idea of the traditional 
Mesopotamian city state ruler.1252 Stressing continuity between the Middle 
and Neo-Assyrian periods is even more common. Focusing on the texts, 
Kuhrt states that it in historical-ideological terms was “a relative continuity” 
between the two periods.1253 Focusing on the art, Collon argues that there is 
“a strong continuity” between these periods, and that the monuments of 
Middle Assyria served as a model for Neo-Assyria, expressing “a conscious 
revival of style”.1254 Postgate’s characterization of Assyrian state ideology as 
a special case in relation to Mesopotamian state ideology generally and as a 
“hybrid” of old and new ideological elements,1255 captures the observation 
that change and continuity existed alongside in Assyrian ideology history. 

9.2 Early Neo-Assyrian propaganda in history: royal 
iconography and titulary 
In this section, the “visual illustrations” of the two kings as well as the most 
common (c. 20) royal titles and epithets of the two monarchs are checked 
according to if they were used before and/or after the time period in ques-
tion. The discussion thus centres on ideological change and continuity. The 
data provided by Magen on illustrations and Seux on titulary are consulted. I 
will e.g. argue that Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology was groundbreaking 
in iconography, but that it was following the paths of Middle Assyrian state 
ideology, although containing elaborations, regarding the titulary. 

Regarding royal, visual illustrations, there are not any preserved ones, if 
existing at all, from the Old Assyrian period, and only a few of them from 
the Middle Assyrian period, then belonging to Tukulti-Ninurta I (e.g. a re-
liefed cult socle), Tiglath-pileser I (e.g. a cliff relief), Ashur-bel-kala (Bro-
ken Obelisk), and Ashurnasirpal I (White Obelisk).1256 The greater proportion 
of royal iconography and motifs derives from the Neo-Assyrian period, from 
the capital cities Nimrud, Khorsabad, and Nineveh. 

Beginning with the visual illustrations and the combined most common 
one in the time of the two monarchs (see app. 16), the motif of “receiving 
                                                 
1250 Renger 1997: 171, 175. 
1251 Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: 103-04. 
1252 Reade 1979a: 342. 
1253 Kuhrt 1997: 478. 
1254 Collon 1995: 129. 
1255 Postgate 1995: 405-10. 
1256 See ch. 2.3, and the contextualizing discussions in ch. 1.1 and Magen 1986: 9-19. 
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tribute” may be attested from the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta II, Ashurnasirpal 
II’s father, and it is certainly attested from Ashurnasirpal I, Tiglath-pileser 
III, and Sargon II.1257 The second most common motif of “libating priest” is 
also attested from Ashurnasirpal I, Ashurbanipal, and possibly Tiglath-
pileser III.1258 Next, “king in battle” also comes from the reigns of Ashurna-
sirpal I, Tiglath-pileser III, and Sargon II.1259 Weapon cleansing is in another 
form attested also from the time of Tiglath-pileser III.1260 The motif of “ven-
erating priest” runs through the Middle and Neo-Assyrian periods. It was 
expressed also in the reigns of e.g. Tukulti-Ninurta I, Tiglath-pileser I, 
Ashurnasirpal I, Tukulti-Ninurta II, Shamshi-Adad V, Adad-narari III, and in 
the reigns of all the Late Neo-Assyrian kings except Esarhaddon.1261 Moving 
further down the list, the motif of “royal hunter” is attested also from the 
sources of Ashurnasirpal I, Sargon II, Ashurbanipal, and possibly also from 
those of Esarhaddon.1262 The motif of the “king being ritually purified” is 
also expressed in the time of Sargon II and possibly also in that of Sennach-
erib.1263 Assyrian kings are depicted receiving captives and booty also in the 
reigns of Tiglath-pileser III, Sargon II, Sennacherib, and Ashurbanipal,1264 
and Assyrian monarchs “observe battle” also in the time of Sargon II.1265 The 
motif of “priest (statue)” is restriced to the two monarchs, but Magen instead 
identifies the motifs of “king in front of god with clasped hands” for Sargon 
II,1266 and “king as purification priest” for a Middle Assyrian king.1267 

Turning to those royal, visual illustrations which have only a few attesta-
tions in eNA II, the motif of “banqueting” is also expressed in the propa-
ganda of Ashurnasirpal I, Sargon II, Ashurbanipal, and possibly also in that 
of Tukulti-Ninurta I.1268 The king is “on march” also in the sources of Ashur-
nasirpal I, Sargon II, Sennacherib, and possibly also in those of Ashurbani-
pal,1269 and the Magen-motif of “triumphant entry” is attested for the named 
kings with the possible addition of Tukulti-Ninurta I.1270 Moving on, the mo-
tif of “shepherd” is also expressed in the propaganda of Ashur-bel-kala, 

                                                 
1257 Motif IX in Magen 1986: 115-16. 
1258 Magen 1986: 65-69 (motif IVa). 
1259 Motif VII in Magen 1986: 114. 
1260 Magen 1986: 81-84 (motif IVd). 
1261 Magen 1986: 45-55 (motif IIIb). 
1262 Magen 1986: 29-36 (motif I). 
1263 Magen 1986: 73-81 (motif IVc). 
1264 Motif X in Magen 1986: 117. 
1265 Motif VIII in Magen 1986: 115. 
1266 Magen 1986: 40-45 (motif IIIa). 
1267 Magen 1986: 69-73 (motif IVb). See also Strommenger 1970: 11-13. 
1268 Motif XIII in Magen 1986: 119. 
1269 Motif VI in Magen 1986: 113. 
1270 Motif XII in Magen 1986: 118. 
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Tiglath-pileser III, Sargon II, and Esarhaddon,1271 and the motif of “master 
builder” is conveyed in the sources of Sennacherib and Ashurbanipal.1272 

The rare motifs of “receiving submissive Assyrians”, “felling tree”, “re-
ceiving timber”, “being crowned”, and “meeting another ruler”, are appar-
ently unique to the two monarchs. Reversely, only a few motifs can not be 
covered by the royal iconography of the Early Neo-Assyrian period, namely 
“king in front of god making the appa labānu-gesture”, i.e. nose stroking,1273 
army cleansing by means of plants in the king’s hands,1274 and “king as tri-
umphator” treading on or blinding defeated enemies.1275 The firstly men-
tioned of these is attested from the reigns of Sennacherib, Esarhaddon, and 
Ashurbanipal, and may be seen as a late version of the ubāna tarāṣu-
gesture,1276 the second of these, attested from Tiglath-pileser III, Sargon II, 
Sennacherib, and Ashurbanipal, may be regarded as a variation of the 
weapon cleansing motif, while the last of these motifs, used by Tiglath-
pileser III, Sargon II, and possibly also by Tukulti-Ninurta I, is certainly 
attested in the inscriptions of the two monarchs (see chs. 5.4.1-2).  

Commenting this data, it is striking that royal iconography is completely 
lacking from the Old Assyrian period. The contributions of the following 
Middle Assyrian period are also quite modest. The period of MA I gives 
little and non-narrative art, while MA II provides more and give some vari-
ety, thanks largely to the White Obelisk. It was with the time of Ashurnasir-
pal II that monumental art through the use of reliefed stone orthostats cover-
ing palace and temple walls was initated. Almost every single royal motif 
which were used in the following period of lNA are expressed already in the 
art of the Early Neo-Assyrian period. No motifs from the Middle Assyrian 
period were abandoned. The time period in question also stands out by the 
use of royal statues. Somewhat surprisingly, lNA I stands closer ideologi-
cally to eNA II than lNA II. The motifs of the king receiving tribute and 
being engaged in battle are e.g. abandoned in the Late Neo-Assyrian II-
period, telling of another view on kingship. This revising of motifs was ac-
companied with developments in the way narrative art was depicted on the 
palace walls of Nineveh.1277 Nevertheless, it may be recognized that the Early 
Neo-Assyrian royal iconography was the beginning of monumental art as 
well as of a wide-ranged visual propaganda in Assyria. 

                                                 
1271 Motif V in Magen 1986: 113. 
1272 Magen 1986: 36-40 (motif II). 
1273 Magen 1986: 55-65 (motif IIIc). 
1274 Magen 1986: 84-91 (motif IVe). 
1275 Motif XI in Magen 1986: 118. 
1276 Magen 1986: 94-108. 
1277 For example, the different use of registers, the more frequent use of epigraphs/captions, 
and the greatly increased focus on historical narrative (Reade 1979b, 1983). 
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Moving on to the royal titulary, the most common epithet combined (see 
app. 16) is “son/heir of RN”. It is attested through all phases,1278 showing that 
royal genealogy, e.g. by patronyms, was a constant source of legitimacy. On 
second place comes “king of Assyria”. It is attested from the reign of Ashur-
uballit I all the way to the end,1279 showing that the abandoning of the city 
state format took place in MA I. The title of “king” was used only from the 
Middle Assyrian period onwards. On third place, the title “king of the uni-
verse” is attested from Shamshi-Adad I  of OA II onwards, right down to the 
last kings of Assyria.1280 On fourth place, the title “strong king” is likewise 
attested from the reign of Shamshi-Adad I onwards.1281 The title on place 
number five is “vice-regent of Ashur”, a title which by contrast is attested in 
all phases of Assyrian ideology history, starting with the Old Assyrian I-
rulers Silulu and Erishum I. It is however noteworthy that neither Sennach-
erib nor Esarhaddon seem to have taken this title.1282 On sixth place, the title 
“great king” was taken by kings from Shamshi-Adad I onwards, by Ashur-
uballit I, Ashur-bel-kala, and all the Late Neo-Assyrian monarchs.1283 Next, 
the epithet “conqueror (kāšidu) of/from GN (to GN)” was used also by e.g. 
Shalmaneser I, Tiglath-pileser I, Adad-narari II and III, Sargon II, and 
Esarhaddon, displaying it as a MA and NA-phenomenon.1284 The notion of 
“heroic man” was embraced e.g. by Tiglath-pileser I and Sargon II. With 
another adjective attached, the noun is also used to describe Sennacherib and 
Esarhaddon.1285 The epithet “attentive prince” on ninth place is equally 
widely distributed.1286 The lack of an attestation in eNA III may be due to the 
relatively low degree of preserved texts from this period. 

Proceeding to epithets which are attested less than 30 times, the epithet of 
“prince” is used in all phases of Assyrian, ideology history, mostly when 
referring to successors. Also Tukulti-Ninurta I and Sargon II are called this 
as reigning kings, and with an added adjective the noun is attested for many 
different monarchs.1287 The epithet “he who has no rival among the rulers of 
the four quarters” is restricted to the two monarchs, as far as I can see.1288 
Next, the epithet “appointee of Enlil” was a standard feature of Assyrian 

                                                 
1278 Grayson 1987: A.0.27.1:5, A.0.39.9:4, A.0.73.1:2, Grayson 1991: A.0.87.3:5, A.0.98.3:2, 
Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1:i34, Tadmor & Yamada 2011: 58: 2, Leichty 2011: 20: 5. The 
attestations of patronyms are however weak in the time period of lNA I. 
1279 Seux 1967: 301. 
1280 Seux 1967: 308-10. 
1281 Seux 1967: 295-96. The author in question however fails to note this epithet for the 
named king. For a such attestation, see Grayson 1987: A.0.39.6: 6. 
1282 Seux 1967: 112-15. 
1283 Seux 1967: 300. 
1284 Seux 1967: 139. 
1285 Seux 1967: 92-93. 
1286 Seux 1967: 254. 
1287 Seux 1967: 251-56. 
1288 Seux 1967: 120. Note however that the Urartean king Sardur I also used this epithet! 
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titulary ever since the days of Shamshi-Adad I.1289 Moving further down the 
list, “fearless in battle” was used only by the two monarchs and Sargon II, 
even though a slightly modified version of this epithet was used also by 
Esarhaddon.1290 Shalmaneser III’s common epithet “king of all people” is 
attested also for the kings Enlil-narari, Shalmaneser I, Ashur-nadin-apli, all 
MA I-kings, and in a way also for Tukulti-Ninurta I.1291 The epithet “king of 
all the four quarters” was also used by Tiglath-pileser I, Ashur-bel-kala, and 
Adad-narari II.1292 The less frequently attested, thus off the list, “king of the 
four quarters” was used from Middle Assyrian all the way through Sargonid 
times.1293 As far as I can see, the epithet “he who marches with the support of 
Ashur, his lord” was used just by Adad-narari II and the two monarchs,1294 
while the simile “like Adad” was put to use at least also by Tiglath-pileser I 
and III, Shamshi-Adad V, and Sennacherib.1295 The epithet “weapon of the 
(great) gods” is attested also for Tukulti-Ninurta I.1296 Lastly, the epithet 
“strong male” was used also by kings such as Tukulti-Ninurta I and Tiglath-
pileser III. With, or without, another adjective, the latter epithet is attested 
also for Adad-narari II, Sennacherib, and Esarhaddon.1297 

Concluding from all this data, it is obvious that there is a striking differ-
ence between the two Old Assyrian phases. Shamshi-Adad I introduced new 
concepts of rule. The Middle Assyrian rulers were much influenced by the 
ideological developments in OA II. The Early Neo-Assyrian kings were in 
their turn much influenced by the Middle Assyrian monarchs of both MA I 
and MA II. There is a fundamental continuity between MA and NA. Addi-
tionally, the ideological link between eNA and lNA is obvious. The ideology 
expressed in OA I was however not compeletely abandoned. The refraining 
from royal deification, and the two frequent titles of “vice-regent of Ashur” 
and “prince” are clear testimonies of this. 

9.3 Early Neo-Assyrian propaganda in history: textual 
narrative themes 
This section will investigate whether the most characteristic narrative themes 
of each section of chapters 3-5 also are found in earlier and later royal in-
                                                 
1289 Seux 1967: 280, 112-15. 
1290 Seux 1967: 34-35. Sardur I of Urartu claimed this epithet as well. 
1291 Seux 1967: 313. The related epithet “sun of all people” is attested also for Tukulti-Ninurta 
I and II, Adad-narari II, and Esarhaddon (Seux 1967: 284). 
1292 Seux 1967: 313-14. 
1293 Seux 1967: 305-08. 
1294 Seux 1967: 38-40, 130. 
1295 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: iv 90, Tadmor & Yamada 2011: 16: 8, Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: 
iii 68-69, Grayson & Novotny 2012: 18: v 22´. 
1296 Seux 1967: 143. 
1297 Seux 1967: 377-78. 
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scriptions. The data gathering in question was made through surveying the 
relevant royal inscriptions, and it could not use any works comparable to 
those of Magen and Seux, thus the separate position of this discussion in 
relation to that of 9.2. The emphasis of the resulting discussion rests on the 
earlier periods and on the concept of innovation in eNA II. In common with 
the royal titulary, the textual narrative themes are attested from many of the 
relevant phases. I will first and foremost argue that the textual narrative 
themes of the Early Neo-Assyrian period are telling of a continuity, although 
with elaborations, in relation to Middle Assyrian state ideology. 

Having the narrative themes (see app. 16) and the Old Assyrian sources 
as the first focal points, the idea of divine choice is attested in both phases. 
Ilu-shumma is “beloved of Ashur and Ishtar”,1298 and Anu and Enlil call the 
name of Shamshi-Adad I.1299 The king is a priest in both phases, at least indi-
rectly expressed.1300 Erishum I dedicates a mace to Adad,1301 and another 
cultic instrument is provided by Shamshi-Adad I.1302 In both phases, the ruler 
is a master builder. Shalim-ahum e.g. works on the Ashur temple,1303 and 
Shamshi-Adad I commissions a new temple for Ashur-Enlil.1304 Only OA I 
presents the ruler with paternalistic duties. Erishum I talks of his mission of 
ensuring justice,1305 and Ilu-shumma claims that he “opened streams of wa-
ter”,1306 probably for irrigation. References to the royal line are extremely 
common in both phases. Royal genealogy, call to future rulers, and previous 
builders, are the main themes. Shamshi-Adad I refers to his ancestor Ila-
kabkabu as well as to Manishtusu, the latter of the Sargonic dynasty, as pre-
vious master builders,1307 while his successor Puzur-Sin in a famous inscrip-
tion totally rejects Shamshi-Adad I and his descendants as “not being of the 
flesh of Ashur”.1308 Heroic priority is expressed in both phases. Puzur-Sin 
commissions the construction of a wall which none before him had built,1309 
and a sanctuary, not renovated since Sargonic times, is rebuilt by Shamshi-
Adad I within the temple of Ishtar in Nineveh.1310 Babylonia is emphasized in 
both phases. Ilu-shumma refers to the giving of “freedom” (andurārum) to 
the Akkadians, i.e. people of south Mesopotamia,1311 and Shamshi-Adad I 

                                                 
1298 Grayson 1987: A.0.32.2: 4-6. 
1299 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.1: 12-17. 
1300 A direct expression would be the title iššak Aššur discussed above. 
1301 Grayson 1987: A.0.33.16: 1´-3´. 
1302 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.6. 
1303 Grayson 1987: A.0.31.1: 7-11. 
1304 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.1: 18-58. 
1305 Grayson 1987: A.0.33.1: 26-74. 
1306 Grayson 1987: A.0.32.2: 30-48. 
1307 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.9: 5-7, and A.0.39.2: 10-13 resp. 
1308 Grayson 1987: A.0.40.1001: 1-29. 
1309 Grayson 1987: A.0.40.1001: 30-36. 
1310 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.2: i 7 – ii 20. 
1311 Grayson 1987: A.0.32.2: 49-65. 



 257 

e.g. calls himself “king of Akkad”.1312 The notion of an Assyria is not present 
in OA. The city state ideal may be highlighted by Puzur-Sin’s criticism of 
Shamshi-Adad I who had a large territorial state in which Assur only was a 
minor part. The latter king nevertheless refers to Assur as “my city”.1313  

As shown by app. 16, many narrative themes which are expressed in eNA 
II are lacking in OA I. There are several gaps regarding OA II as well, al-
though a few more themes are present here. The deities are e.g. presented as 
conquerors when Shamshi-Adad I claims that he conducted warfare and won 
“by the command of Ishtar”.1314 The notion of the ruler as warrior is intro-
ducted in OA II.1315 A related theme is also a newcomer, that of the ruler 
receiving tribute.1316 Telling of the wider horizon of Shamshi-Adad I is also 
the theme of respecting foreign deities. The named ruler e.g. dedicates cult 
objects to Itur-mer, a deity of Mari, as well as to Dagan of the Habur-city 
Terqa.1317  This of course reflects this ruler’s wider cultic obligations. 

Moving on to the Middle Assyrian period, it is striking to note that virtu-
ally all the narrative themes conveyed by the two kings are expressed in the 
royal inscriptions of this time period. The only exceptions in the case of MA 
I are the themes of “hunter” and “respecting foreign deities”, while the pe-
riod of MA II in a way presents a “full match”. As for ch. 3.1, the great gods 
have the power to allot regions to Tukulti-Ninurta I,1318 and Tiglath-pileser I 
refers to Enlil as “lord of all lands”.1319 The Mesopotamian deities are also 
presented as actual conquerors in both phases. Tukulti-Ninurta I conquers by 
the support of Ashur, Enlil, Shamash, and Ishtar, of which the last deity ad-
ditionally is said to go in front of the army,1320 and Ashur, Ninurta, and Adad 
are said to march alongside Ashur-bel-kala.1321  

Turning to characteristic themes from chapter four, Ashur is claimed to 
have chosen and invested Shalmaneser I,1322 and the great gods grant author-
ity and insignias to Tiglath-pileser I in a long passage.1323 As for the role of 
priest, Shalmaneser I is responsible for “providership” (zāninūtu) in relation 
to temples,1324 and Tiglath-pileser I makes offerings to Adad, implementing 
the duty of priesthood.1325 The theme of the king as master builder is fre-
quently expressed. Tukulti-Ninurta I e.g. refers to the creating of his new 
                                                 
1312 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.6: 7. 
1313 See e.g. Grayson 1987: A.0.39.1: 56-57. 
1314 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.2001: 6-7. 
1315 See e.g. the narration of warfare in Grayson 1987: A.0.39.1001. 
1316 Grayson 1987: A.0.39.1: 73-80. 
1317 See Grayson 1987: A.0.39.4-5 and A.0.39.7-8 resp. 
1318 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.1: iv 24-35. 
1319 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: i 3-4. 
1320 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.5: 48-56. 
1321 Grayson 1991: A.0.89.2: i 9´-10´. 
1322 Grayson 1987: A.0.77.1: 22-26. 
1323 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: i 15-27. 
1324 Grayson 1987: A.0.77: 1008: v 6´. 
1325 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: viii 9-10. 
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capital city Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta,1326 and Tiglath-pileser I e.g. talks of rebuild-
ing the Anu-Adad temple in Assur.1327 The role of the king as warrior is very 
often expressed, especially in MA II. Adad-narari I e.g. narrates of his war-
fare against Hanigalbat/Mitanni,1328 and the annals of Tiglath-pileser I is 
permeated with this theme, suitable for this literary genre.1329 

Regarding characteristic narrative themes of chapter five and the royal in-
scriptions of the Middle Assyrian period, difficult path is commonly ex-
pressed in both phases. Tukulti-Ninurta I e.g. breaks through mountainous 
areas by cutting out way with metal tools,1330 and Ashur-bel-kala arguably 
manages to traverse mountains.1331 The statement by Shalmaneser I that he 
took wild beasts as booty from conquered areas may not refer to a royal role 
of hunter,1332 but so does for sure that of Tiglath-pileser I when he claims to 
have hunted wild bulls, elephants, and lions, all by the command of Nin-
urta.1333 Foreign deities are not spoken of in MA I, but in MA II-times for-
eign deities are brought to Assyria and used, thus recognizing their powers, 
as gate keepers of several important temples in Assyria.1334  

Tukulti-Ninurta I is presented as having authority over all, or at least vast, 
lands in the enumeration of conquered GNN,1335 and Tiglath-pileser I states 
that he conquered land after land, city after city, mountain after mountain, 
and subdued ruler after ruler.1336 The seizing of booty is a frequent topic in 
both phases. Adad-narari I seizes booty after his victory against Hanigal-
bat,1337 and Tiglath-pileser I does the same after defeating a large coalition.1338 
As for deportations, Tukulti-Ninurta I claims to have brought 28 800 “Hit-
tites” to Assyria,1339 and Tiglath-pileser I arguably seized 6 000 enemy sol-
diers and regarded them as “people of my (his) land”.1340 Adad-narari I also, 
in another stage, receives a considerable amount of tribute from Hanigal-
bat,1341 and Tiglath-pileser I likewise receives tribute, e.g. through the shape 
of horses.1342 As for fetching resources, Tukulti-Ninurta I takes and uses tim-
ber felled in Mehru,1343 while Tiglath-pileser I seizes valuable stone sorts in 
                                                 
1326 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.22: 39-54. 
1327 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: vii 60-114. 
1328 Grayson 1987: A.0.76.3: 4-51. 
1329 Grayson 1991: A.0.87: 1. 
1330 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.23: 40-45. 
1331 Grayson 1991: A.0.89.2: i 12´-18´. 
1332 Grayson 1987: A.0.77.1: 105-06. 
1333 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: vi 55-84. 
1334 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: iv 32-39. 
1335 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.2: 17-35, A.0.78.1: iv 24-35. 
1336 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: i 51-61. 
1337 Grayson 1987: A.0.76.3: 31-34. 
1338 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: iv 71- v 8. 
1339 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.23: 27-30. 
1340 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: i 84-88. 
1341 Grayson 1987: A.0.76.3: 12-14. 
1342 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.3: 13-14. 
1343 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.1: iii 12-20. 
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the lands of Nairi.1344 Paternalism is expressed clearly in both phases. Ashur 
chooses Tukulti-Ninurta I to be royal shepherd and herdsman,1345 and 
Tiglath-pileser I claims to have brought contentment to his people, and to 
have placed them in a “peaceful dwelling”.1346  

Babylonia is emphasized in both phases. Tukulti-Ninurta I claims to have 
defeated and captured the king of Babylonia, and then calls himself “king of 
Sumer and Akkad”,1347 while Tiglath-pileser I conquers lands and cities from 
Babylonia, defeating its king several times.1348 The notion of Assyria is es-
tablished by Ashur-uballit I at the latest. This king refers to his work in the 
Ishtar temple of Nineveh,1349 now an Assyrian city. Similarly, Tiglath-pileser 
I narrates of various works in the same city.1350 References to the royal line 
are frequent, through royal genealogy, call to future rulers, and previous 
builders. The firstly mentioned theme is e.g. highlighted in an building in-
scription of Adad-narari I.1351 Tiglath-pileser I e.g. gives extensive geneaolo-
gies with several, long epithets for each predecessor.1352 Also heroic priority 
is consistently expressed in the two phases. Shalmaneser I e.g. rebuilds the 
Ashur temple “more skillfully than before”,1353 and Tiglath-pileser I traverses 
a mountain which none other king had visited.1354  

As shown by app. 16, all the characteristic themes of chapters 3-5 is ex-
pressed already in eNA I, i.e. in the three reigns which preceded the two 
monarchs. Additionally, a look at app. 16 also reveals that the addressed 
narrative themes which are all characteristic of the respective sections of the 
study, are all found in eNA III as well as in lNA I and lNA II.1355 The theme 
of “heroic priority” is lacking for eNA III and that of “hunter” for lNA I, but 
otherwise the relevant primary sources convey a full match. 

Focusing on eNA I because of this chapter’s emphasis on innovation in 
eNA II, the great gods decree destinies, and portion out authority to Tukulti-
Ninurta II,1356 thus showing their control over all lands. Also, in a text from 
Ashur-dan II, Ashur and the divine standard are said to go ahead of the 

                                                 
1344 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: viii 11-16. 
1345 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.1: i 21-24. 
1346 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: vii 33-35. 
1347 Grayson 1987: A.0.78.5: 53-69. See also the Tukulti-Ninurta I epic (text in Machinist 
1983) where the named king presents himself as a Babylonian ruler as well. 
1348 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.4: 37-51. 
1349 Grayson 1987: 115, A.0.73.1001. 
1350 See e.g. Grayson 1991: A.0.87.10: 54-62. 
1351 Grayson 1987: A.0.76.1: 18-32. 
1352 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: vii 42-59. 
1353 Grayson 1987: A.0.77.1: 135-36. 
1354 Grayson 1991: A.0.87.1: iii 37-39. 
1355 References to attestations for these periods are given in the footnotes which apply to the 
now discussed textual narrative themes of the time period eNA I.  
1356 Grayson 1991: A.0.100.1: 14-25. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.104.2010: 3. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 35: i 1-20, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 16: i 15-22. 
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king’s army, thus presenting the deities as conquerors.1357 Moving on to 
chapter four, the great gods are described as physically shaping Adad-narari 
II in the womb according to their desires,1358 in this way expressing divine 
choice. As for the king as priest, the named king makes offerings during a 
military campaign.1359 The theme of the king as master builder is amply 
given, e.g. when Adad-narari II claims to have renovated a temple to 
Gula.1360 The eNA I-king’s role as warrior is consistently given and empha-
sized, e.g. through and in the annals of Ashur-dan II.1361 

Turning to the foreign lands and its landscapes, difficult path is expressed 
e.g. by Adad-narari II in his narration of traversing mountainous terrain with 
his army.1362 The theme of the king as hunter is e.g. conveyed in a narrative 
passage which states that Tukulti-Ninurta II hunted lions after divine com-
mand.1363 Respect for foreign deities is displayed in the statement that Adad-
narari II offered to Adad of Kummu, identified as “my (his) lord”.1364 Mov-
ing on to the human components, Tukulti-Ninurta II is described as having 
conquered from GN to GN,1365 thus in a sense claiming world domination 
over all lands and peoples. Seizing of booty from conquered cities is a fre-
quent theme, e.g. attested in the annals of Ashur-dan II.1366 The same king 
also refers to deportations from conquered localities.1367 Tribute is of course 
also much focused on, e.g. by the enumeration of tribute delivered by Suhu 
to Tukulti-Ninurta II.1368 The theme of fetching resources is not clearly given, 
although the statement that Tukulti-Ninurta II took silver back to Assyria,1369 

                                                 
1357 Grayson 1991: A.0.98.1: 48. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.4. For lNA I-II, 
see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 6: 4-5, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 4: 44. 
1358 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2: 5-7. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: ii 13-14. For 
lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 47: 3-4, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 4. 
1359 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2: 74-76. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.104.8: 24. For 
lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 8: 3-4, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 92. 
1360 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2: 128-31. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.9. For lNA 
I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 28: 6-7, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 63-92. 
1361 Grayson 1991: A.0.98.1. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: i 53-iv 45. For 
lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 8: 8-9, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 16-62. 
1362 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2: 81-86. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: ii 34-35. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 15: 11, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 3: 21. 
1363 Grayson 1991: A.0.100.5: 134-35. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: iv 3. 
For lNA II, see Gerardi 1988: 14-15.  
1364 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2: 91-92. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: ii 27-29. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 5: 1, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 4: 39. 
1365 Grayson 1991: A.0.100.6: 2-10. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.104.8: 5-14. For 
lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 5: 5-8, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 4: 36-38. 
1366 Grayson 1991: A.0.98.1: 56-57. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: ii 27-29. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 7: 8, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 29-33. 
1367 Grayson 1991: A.0.98.1: 31-32. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: ii 27-29. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 5: 3, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 60-61. 
1368 Grayson 1991: A.0.100.5: 69-73. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: ii 1-3. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 6: 5-7, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 3: 33. 
1369 Grayson 1991: A.0.100.5: 27-28. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.104.7: 10-12. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 8: 3, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 16: v 79 - vi 10. 
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may be an example of this kind. Paternalism is expressed notably by the 
claim in a separate narrative passage that the named king initiated agricul-
tural reforms, “hitching up plows”.1370 Adad-narari II centred Babylonia 
through his narration of areas which he seized from the Babylonian king.1371 
The wider focus than just Assur, thus Assyria, is reflected e.g. in the state-
ment of Tukulti-Ninurta II carrying the phrase “while I was in Nineveh”.1372 
References to the royal line are frequent, not the least by mentioning previ-
ous master builders. Ashur-dan II has a long enumeration of those.1373 Lastly, 
heroic priority is clearly expressed, e.g. in Adad-narari II’s statement that he 
made the town Apqu “larger than before”.1374  

Concluding on textual narrative themes and the data just provided, it is 
easy to see that there is a great continuity between the Middle and Neo-
Assyrian periods in terms of textual narrative themes and royal inscriptions. 
Speaking of continuity, the phases of eNA I and III together with both 
phases of lNA display all the narrative themes of eNA II. As with the royal 
titulary, the Old Assyrian period again stands out, and again there is a clear 
ideological division of that period into before and from/after Shamshi-Adad 
I. Worth pointing out is that the themes of divine choice, emphasis on Baby-
lonia, references to the royal line, and the king’s roles as master builder and 
priest run through the whole of Assyrian, ideology history. With the Middle 
Assyrian period, the added roles of the ruler, now termed king, as warrior, 
booty seizer, and tribute receiver were firmly established, while the polity 
was being enlarged from a city state to a territorial state.  

9.4 Summary and reflections 
This chapter has aimed at placing the identified Early Neo-Assyrian state 
ideology into a wider historical-ideological context by noting the presence or 
absence of the most common royal, visual illustrations and royal epithets of 
eNA II in the propaganda of earlier and later Assyrian periods, and by noting 
the absence or presence of key textual narrative themes of the chapters 3-5 in 
the royal inscriptions of earlier (emphasized) and later periods. The contex-
tualization had to, out of necessity, be quite rough, e.g. by leaving out the 

                                                 
1370 Grayson 1991: A.0.100.5: 132-33. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.107.1: 7´-11´. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 35: ii 17´, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 88-90. 
1371 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2: 26-29. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: iv 5-6. 
For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 16: 12, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 5-54. 
1372 Grayson 1991: A.0.100.5: 9. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.103.1: i 39-53. For 
lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 14: 8-10, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 66. 
1373 Grayson 1991: A.0.98.3: 5-8. For eNA III, see e.g. Grayson 1996: A.0.104.1: 9-27. For 
lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: 35: iii 6´-10´, Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 66. 
1374 Grayson 1991: A.0.99.2: 36-38. For lNA I-II, see e.g. Tadmor/Yamada 2011: [42: 30´], 
Grayson/Novotny 2012: 1: 58. 
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aspects of quantitative and qualitative differences,1375 as well as the issue of 
external influences in time and place,1376 but all the same it may give some 
well-founded indication on how to situate the propaganda of the two kings in 
the overall Assyrian, ideology development. 

The period eNA II stands out when it comes to royal iconography, both in 
terms of size/scale and range of motifs, heralding the grand developments of 
the lNA I and II-periods. Although grand visual arrangements surely existed 
also in earlier periods,1377 these have not been satisfactory preserved because 
of the use of different and perishable media such as wall textiles, paintings in 
stucco or on glazed tiles. Even so, the innovative way of Ashurnasirpal II, 
who probably was inspired by Syro-Hittite art,1378 of expressing his state 
ideology visually through stone orthostats, covering much of his palaces and 
temples, and which were decorated with various narrative scenes and royal 
motifs, makes the Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology stand out. In terms of 
royal, visual illustrations the named period was truly groundbreaking. 

Regarding the royal titulary and the textual narrative themes, the situation 
is much different. Firstly, a striking feature is the remarkable continuity be-
tween the Middle Assyrian, both MA I-II, and the Neo-Assyrian ideological 
sources. In this context, Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology appears as a con-
tinuation, although with elaborations, of Middle Assyrian state ideology. 
Secondly, there is also a strong link with the Late Neo-Assyrian period. 

Thirdly, another important point to make here is that the Old Assyrian pe-
riod expresses two separate phases, i.e. OA I-II, with their own ideological 
character. The Amorite and Babylonian-influenced ruler Shamshi-Adad I 
introduced several royal epithets and narrative themes which were to be 
standard in later royal inscriptions. In this way, the period of OA II can not 
be severed from the later ideological developments of MA and NA. 

Fourthly, the ideology of rule expressed in the first Old Assyrian phase 
may seem to be remote from the imperial ideology of the first millennium 
BCE because of the lack of ideological themes and motifs which were to be 
vital later, such as the ruler as warrior and hunter. Still, several ideological 
features of the eldest times were kept all through Sargonid times, such as the 
title “vice-regent of Ashur”, the structure of building inscriptions, the con-
stant references to the ruler line, the statement that “Ashur is king” and the 

                                                 
1375 Such as the increasingly more “political” notions of iššak Aššur over time, as it is inte-
grated into epithet clusters which focus on more worldly, notably military, matters. See Lar-
sen 1976: 149 for an image of the title as basically “religious”. 
1376 Ideological influences from Sumer, Akkad (Sargonic times), and Babylonia have been 
identified throughout the book. The other way around, Assyrian state ideology did to some 
extent live on in the later political formations of the Neo-Babylonian and Persian empires 
(Seux 1980-83: 166, and Barjamovic 2012 respectively). 
1377 Tukulti-Ninurta I’s palace in Kar Tukulti-Ninurta e.g. bore wall decorations (Eickhoff 
1976-80), and it has been suggested that the scenes on the White Obelisk reflect the visual 
program on the palace walls which have not been preserved (Pittman 1997). 
1378 See e.g. Winter 2010: 539. For a rejection of this idea, see Orlamünde 2011b: 466-67. 
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related lack of royal deification. Although called “king” from the Middle 
Assyrian period onwards, the Assyrian ruler was modestly the “vice-regent 
of Ashur”, as well as the “overseer”, right down to the end of Assyrian his-
tory.1379 It is in this strange and fascinating mix of change and continuity 
which Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology should be placed. 

                                                 
1379 However, although the notion of “first among equals” remained until the end, it of course 
“became increasingly hypocritical in practice” (Barjamovic 2013: 148), with the Assyrian 
polity having evolved into the likeness of a patrimonial state. 
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10. Conclusion of the study 

10.1 General summary   
This study aimed at identifying and describing Early Neo-Assyrian state 
ideology through a thorough analysis of the inscriptions and iconography of 
Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III in which the described and depicted 
relationship between the Mesopotamian deities, the Assyrian king, and the 
foreign lands is highlighted. Comparative or secondary/derived aims then 
focused on differences/similarities between the identified propaganda of the 
two kings, on ideological continuity and change within their respective 
reigns, on ideological variation based on city or region, and on placing the 
identified state ideology in the larger temporal frameworks of Old, Middle, 
and Late Neo-Assyrian state ideology. The fulfilment of all these aims aimed 
at contributing to filling the identified gaps in the relevant area of research. 

Moving from aims to sources, the epigraphic and iconographic sources of 
this study were early on classified as state ideology and propaganda. This 
character of the sources is e.g. expressed by the idealized portrayals of the 
Assyrian king and by the negatively stereotyping of his opponents. The pri-
mary sources, i.e. the propaganda, were divided into major and minor ones. 
The former category, listed in apps. 1-4, represents sources which are firmly 
dated, official in character, widely disseminated, and rhetorical in content, 
and they naturally formed the basis of this study. The issue of assigning 
dates to individual inscriptions and iconographic entities according to reign 
and regnal phases thus formed an important part of this work. Another im-
portant distinction regarding the relevant state ideological sources was made 
between narrative and non-narrative text and iconography. The latter cate-
gory, listed in apps. 8-11 and 13-14, contains divine or royal titles and epi-
thets as well as “royal visual illustrations”, i.e. images of the king.  

As for inscriptions, the major primary sources were found to contain 329 
“texts” or 1634 “exemplars” of various genres. Inscriptions have been pre-
served notably from bricks, clay cones, tablets of clay, metal, and stone, or 
written on palace and temple walls, and on freestanding monuments of vary-
ing size and type. The literary genres attested are annals, summary inscrip-
tions, dedicatory texts, captions, label/tags, royal hymns,  prayers, and de-
crees as well as a loyalty oath. Regarding the iconography, the major pri-
mary sources were found to contain 61 iconographic entities of various 
types, including around 15 “visual programs”. Monumental iconography 



 265 

have been preserved through reliefs on temple and palace walls, stelae, “obe-
lisks”, and cliffs, through paintings on glazed bricks, and through emboss-
ings on bands fastened to monumental palace and temple gates. Minor visual 
arts likewise carrying propaganda have been preserved e.g. on seals, ivory 
plaques, and stone vessels. The most famous and extensive iconographic 
source is of course the visual program on the walls of the North-West Palace 
with its accompanying Standard Inscription. The major primary sources de-
rive largely from Assyria proper, but also although to a lesser extent from 
the provincial areas, the border areas, and the foreign lands. Due to the vast-
ness and variety of the sources of this study, there are good grounds to claim 
a great deal of representativity when drawing conclusions from them. 

Turning to methodology and theory, the relationship in question, referred 
to in the overarching aim, was studied on the bases of its status and function. 
Furthermore, the concept of (political and structural) power appeared as 
fundamental, focusing on the relationship in terms of “relations of power”. 
In order to contextualize the ideological image, the relations of power “in 
real life”, focusing on geopolitics, class, and religion, were addressed. The 
analysis in question was then conducted through a close reading of both texts 
and images with attention payed to features such as semantics, topoi, style, 
proportions, and perspective. Both the content, i.e. the ideological themes 
and motifs, and its various contexts, i.e. frequency, sequence, clustering, 
typology, space, time, and visual/textual, were considered in the analysis. 
Specific theories concerning the interpretation of texts and images, as well as 
more general theories like critical theory and post-colonial theory were em-
ployed throughout the work.  

Moving on to presenting the results of the described analysis, the rela-
tionship between the Mesopotamian deities, i.e. the great gods, and the for-
eign lands is mostly indirectly expressed. The great gods are of another na-
ture, live in another sphere, having created mankind and the world. Sepa-
rated from the human world, they have a transcendent authority. A direct 
relationship is pictured when the great gods are presented as having univer-
sal dominion, and in the theme of divine intervention through warfare. As 
for the former, the foreign lands are described as owing tribute and submis-
sion to Ashur and the great gods. As for the latter, winged discs, divine birds 
and divine chariots are often depicted as taking part in battle on the king’s 
side, and the literary theme of divine warfare is common. Being part of the 
human world, the great gods have an immanent authority. 

The Assyrian king serves as the link between the other two units of an-
alysis. In this capacity, he is the representative of the great gods, chosen, 
supported, and protected by them. The two kings are described both as 
“vice-regents” and “governors” of various deities. Narrative passages often 
state that the deities assist and protect the Assyrian king in the realizing of 
his duties. As guardians of the king, divine emblems, genii, sacred trees, and 
colossi convey the idea of the protected ruler visually. In his status and func-
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tion of link, he presents himself as a human being and merely a “first among 
equals”. The divine weapons, radiance, and personal qualities which the 
deities handed to the king at coronation, and which describe him as making 
him outstanding in relation to others, were temporary, conditional, and de-
rived, rather than part of his essence. Tenable proofs of royal deification 
such as divine determinitives, cult of the king, images of the king with horns 
or standing on animals, i.e. how deities are portrayed, are lacking. The king 
is elevated in terms of functions but not in terms of essence. 

The king functions as “priest” and servant in relation to the great gods. 
This observation reflects a belief in the religious character of Assyrian king-
ship. In this role, the two kings sacrifice to and perform rituals in honour of 
the deities. The ruler often depicts himself wearing a priestly garment, com-
municating with divine emblems. As the servant of the great gods, he por-
trays himself as humble, attentive, and obeying. Another function of the king 
in relation to the great gods concerned building. Both larger objects such as 
temples as well as various cult paraphernalia were dedicated to the deities by 
the two monarchs. A characteristic feature of Shalmaneser III’s state ideol-
ogy is his emphasis on creating “images” in conquered territories or at geo-
graphical extremes. These monuments served both propagandistic and reli-
gious needs. The irrelevance of the term secularism is noted in this context.  

The two kings also portray themselves as the warriors of the great gods. 
In this function, the ruler had the duty to effectuate the divine command of 
extending the borders of Assyria. The texts and images which describe and 
depict the kings as warriors, besieging enemy cities or fighting on the battle-
field, are very frequent. In combat, the king is compared to deities like Adad, 
Erra, and Girru, and the mythological battle of Ninurta is alluded to. The 
religious nature of his warfare is also expressed in the rituals connected to 
his military campaigns. Images are sanctified, divine weapons are washed, 
and offerings are presented in thanksgiving. In short, the king’s wars were 
the deities’ wars, and Assyrian warfare is consequently presented as a reli-
gious act and duty. In the discussion on the term “holy war”, the irrelevance 
in referring to secularism is once again noted.  

The two kings interact with various aspects of the foreign lands. The rug-
gedness and remoteness, “difficult path”, of the foreign geography are com-
monly portrayed. Its wildness serves to symbolize a chaos which is provi-
sional and not essential. Through conquering and cultivation the geography 
can become ordered. The overcoming acts also serve to portray the king as 
hero. The wild beasts of the foreign lands also confront the king. Symboliz-
ing chaos, they are hunted and slayed. As hunter, the king plays the role of 
Ninurta. The ritual-religious character of the royal hunt is also expressed by 
the narrative passage which states that gods have commanded the king to 
hunt. Alternatively, he could catch and collect these animals in zoos. The 
collecting of them would then symbolize domestication and a transference to 
the ordered world. The king’s relationship with the foreign deities is de-
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scribed as characterized by mutual respect. At least Shalmaneser III occa-
sionally presents himself in a priestly role in relation to them. The theme of 
“godnapping” conveys the ideas of divine abandonment and fulfilment of 
divine orders, i.e. the foreign deities had abandoned their worshippers and 
locality, and had ordered the Assyrian king to conquer. Tenable evidence of 
iconoclasm and a fanatic imposition of Mesopotamian deities is not attested.   

Turning to the king and the human component of the foreign lands, a dis-
tinction between “elites” and “people” is made in the sources. Both kings 
present themselves as the masters of all lands, often “the universe” or “the 
four quarters”, as well as over all foreign elites and people. The mission of 
conquering could be achieved either peacefully or by force, depending on 
the responses of the foreign elites and people. According to the “reciprocity 
principle” identified in this book, they are spared and included if they give 
submission and tribute, but annihilated and enslaved if they resist. As for the 
latter, by refusing to submit to the Assyrian king, the deities’ representative 
on earth, and by withholding the tribute which they owe the king and ulti-
mately the great gods, their lives were forfeited in the eyes of the king and 
the deities. Descriptions and depictions of the flaying, impaling, dismember-
ing, and burning of the king’s captured enemies are numerous. Especially 
symbolically loaded was the severing of the killed enemies heads, hanged up 
in trees, used in cultic games, and made into “tower of heads”. Depicted 
rows of war prisoners, sometimes tied up and given neck stocks, illustrate 
another kind of fate. Guilt seems to be established on two levels: collectively 
and sometimes individually. As for the latter, innocent individuals within a 
rebellious polity, notably civilians, could be spared. Occasionally, the As-
syrian king extends mercy to those who have initially resisted. Disapproved 
atrocities, e.g. the unspoken maltreatment of women, are distinguished. The 
emphasis on violence may relate to deterrent and celebrative purposes. In the 
event of delivered tribute and displayed submission, the king reciprocates by 
taking on the roles of sun and shepherd. In these roles, he had the pater-
nalistic duty to provide and protect. Banquets, demographic and agricultural 
reforms are described as some of the ways of implementing this royal obli-
gation. Being a part of successful reciprocity, tribute (and booty) had an 
ideological as well as a practical dimension, i.e. tribute was due to Ashur and 
the great gods as world rulers besides being vital for the imperial economy.  

At least concerning ideology and relations of power, the unit of analysis 
of foreign people/lands is quite uniform. Even Babylonia and Egypt are por-
trayed as subordinate to Shalmaneser III. A certain disregard for pastoralists 
(Arameans) and “mountain peoples” (e.g. Urarteans) can be detected, but 
still with the reciprocity principle firmly in operation. Regarding the issue of 
nationalism, racism, and ethnicity as possible components of Assyrian state 
ideology, the first two terms are obviously anachronistic and non-applicable. 
The component of ethnos is however relevant to discuss. The terms Assyria 
and Assyrians are mostly described as flexible and dynamic, referring to 
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political identities. Similarly, so-called Assyrianization centred on political 
measures rather than on any agenda of cultural imperialism. Thus, in the 
often antagonistic relations between the king and the foreign lands, a di-
chotomy of Assyrian/foreign is not a focal point. Tendencies towards a con-
structed ethnos are present but subordinated. A belief in a fixed and static 
Assyrian ethnos is definitively not expressed in the sources. Ethnos was not 
an important component of Assyrian state ideology. 

The main dichotomy in question instead revolves around the king, repre-
senting Order, and “the enemy”, representing Chaos. As for the former, the 
king along with his high officials can be said to form the Assyrian ruling 
class, functioning as the superior part in an open (theoretical/ideological) as 
well as underlying (practical/economical) dichotomy of rulers versus ruled. 
The primary identity of the kings was obviously kingship, expressed e.g. 
through their constant references to the royal line. Any confrontations be-
tween the Assyrian king and foreign polities then occured between 
royal/ruler houses, not between nations. The concept of patrimonialism, fo-
cusing on inequalities based on class and sex, was found relevant here.  

Post-colonial theory was not only used in identifying images of negative 
stereotyping and Otherness, but also in identifying and discussing Orientalist 
features in the scholarly debate regarding ancient Assyria and Assyrian state 
ideology. These features include Orientalist ideas of Oriental violence, des-
potism, and decadence applied to the Assyrian material. As for the first fea-
ture, the identified logic in the royal use of violence exposes the images of 
the Assyrians as conducting indiscriminate violence as an offspring of Ori-
entalism. Similarly, the Orientalistic view on the Mesopotamian ruler as 
despotic and decadent is juxtaposed by the primary sources which present 
the propagandistic image of the Assyrian king as pious, humble, restrained, 
and as part of a ruling class. Not the least in this context it may be needed to 
stress that the image of the king which is identified and presented in the dis-
cussion is an ideological one, corresponding to “the real world” in unknown 
degrees. Anachronisms with regards to “nationalism”, iconoclastic religious 
imperialism, and “secularism” were also noted in the study. 
 In chapters 6-9, four secondary or derived aims were addressed. The first 
one (see ch. 6) dealt with the potential ideological development within the 
reigns of the two kings. The results were similar in relation to the sources of 
both monarchs. The overall impression is one of continuity, although with 
certain ideological features, whose temporal bias need to be confirmed fur-
ther, appearing as temporally restricted. Especially the propaganda of Shal-
maneser III tell of a considerable degree of continuity, e.g. with a certain 
cluster of royal epithets reoccuring across regnal phases. The results in ques-
tion show that the two monarchs each had a set ideological program right 
from the start of their respective reigns. There are not any grand ideological 
development schemes (which have been identified by some scholars) visible, 
and the idea of the king having to “earn” his titles (another notion which has 
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been identified by some scholars) needs to be modified. Royal titles and 
epithets were to a considerable extent “bombastic and rhetorical”. Typologi-
cal factors may account for some ideological variation. 
 The second derived aim (see ch. 7) focused on the potential existence of 
local ideologies in the propaganda of the two kings. Also in this case, the 
sources of the two monarchs largely tell the same story. The ideological 
sources in Assur, Nimrud, and Nineveh tell of a relative uniformity, while 
the propaganda in Balawat stands out on account of its stronger focus on 
heroism and military matters, supposedly as a result of this town’s function 
as a military base. Ideological sources in the provinces have their own char-
acter, while the sources in the border areas stand out with their mixed mes-
sages of peace and war. Regional politics are taken into account. The relative 
uniformity of the propaganda from the inner core may then be seen as a tes-
timony of an intention to standardize and centralize state ideology, and the 
varying spatial distribution of the sources corresponds to the varying views 
on Assur which the two kings quite plausibly held. Ashurnasirpal II focused 
on Nimrud, while Shalmaneser III centred both Assur and Nimrud. The rela-
tionship between the old and new elites and the concept of autocracy are 
highlighted in this discussion on local ideologies and regional politics. Both 
the move to Nimrud and the fairly homogenous propaganda of the inner core 
may be regarded as expressions of an increased patrimonialism. 

The thirdly derived aim (see ch. 8) centred the potential differences be-
tween the ideological programs of the two kings. It is concluded that, al-
though fundamentally the same ideology is expressed in the two sources, 
there are enough ideological variations to characterize their respective 
propaganda. Ashurnasirpal II e.g. focused on hunting, shepherding, and re-
conquering, while Shalmaneser III centred image making, coalition facing, 
and new conquests. The propaganda of Shalmaneser III stands out as con-
taining greater claims, and as greatly innovating in relation to that of his 
father, all this in sharp contrast to the standard textbooks on Mesopotamian 
history which tend to focus on Ashurnasirpal II of the two. The slentrian 
images of Ashurnasirpal II as only a fierce warrior and of Shalmaneser III as 
only a peaceful tribute receiver, also need to be modified, notably by taking 
all medias including the iconography into account. Typology has in other 
words played a part in the creating of the described image. 
 The fourthly derived aim (see ch. 9) focused on placing the identified 
Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology into a historical-ideological context, hav-
ing an emphasis on the earlier periods and on the concept of innovation in 
the ninth century BCE. The named ideology comes across as groundbreaking 
in terms of royal iconography, both in terms of size/scale and repertoire of 
motifs. With regards to the royal titulary and the textual narrative themes, 
the named ideology rather appears as a continuation, although containing 
elaborations, of Middle Assyrian state ideology. There is also a strong ideo-
logical connection between the Early and Late Neo-Assyrian periods. The 
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state ideology of late Old Assyrian ruler Shamshi-Adad I is noted as inspir-
ing the Middle Assyrian one, and the earliest Old Assyrian state ideology is 
recognized as surviving in part all down through the Sargonid period. It is in 
this peculiar mix of change and continuity which the identified Early Neo-
Assyrian state ideology ought to be placed.  

10.2 Further research 
An obvious way of conducting further research on Assyrian state ideology is 
to analyse the propaganda from other kings and time periods in a similar 
manner as has been done here. A more solid base of comparative material 
will then emerge. Other interesting and logical avenues for further research 
would be to focus on ideological development within reigns as well as on 
local ideologies. These two topics are heavily underresearched. 

Due to unfortunate circumstances I was not able to complete a gender 
analysis in this study. However, I will take the opportunity to briefly summa-
rize the preliminary analysis in question here in this final section. 

The Neo-Assyrian society was a patriarchy,1380 i.e. at least in the sense 
that the political apparatus and the military, i.e. arguably the two foremost 
coercive and vital powers of the state, was almost completely dominated by 
men.1381 Assyrian women were of course not “powerless”,1382 but in the po-
litical and military arena they were clearly marginalized. In royal inscrip-
tions as well as in royal iconography, i.e. sources highlighting high politics 
and warfare, Assyrian and foreign women are either absent or belonging to 
the periphery,1383 and I personally believe that this calls for an analysis. 
Focusing on the political and military aspects may of course be seen as too 
narrow, but these aspects are arguably the most important ones when consid-
ering formally held power. I would dare to say that these two aspects alone 
justify the use of the term patriarchy being applied to the Assyrian context. 

                                                 
1380 For such a conclusion, also based on an evaluation of the socio-economic dimension of 
the ancient Assyrian society, see e.g. M. Marcus 1995a, Kuhrt 1997: 363,  and Assante 2007. 
1381 For such a conclusion, based primarily on an evaluation of the political-military dimen-
sion of the ancient Assyrian society, see e.g. Melville 2004 and Chapman 2004. Women are 
never depicted or described as actively taking part in battle or as holding key positions in the 
state apparatus in the major primary sources of this study. 
1382 For the notion of “powerful” women outside and inside the palace, see Macgregor 2012 
and Svärd 2012. The former scholar represents a radical reaction to the old image, based 
largely on Middle Assyrian sources (laws and palace decrees), of Assyrian women as totally 
dependent on the male components of society. The latter scholar, using another way of defin-
ing “power”, arrives at the conclusion that also Assyrian palace women were “powerful”.  
1383 As for the former source, a few powerful “queens” form exceptions to the rule (Macgre-
gor 2012: 82-85, 95-122, Svärd 2012: 90-135). As for the latter, (foreign) women may be 
present as passive and anonymous captives (e.g. AI4:B8b., SI10:3b.). It is striking that e.g. the 
throne base (SI14) and the Black Obelisk (SI11) do not have any depictions of women at all. 
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Also the asymmetrical power relations between the sexes were used in 
picturing the relations of power which are attested in the propaganda. As the 
female aspect was associated with subordination and passivity in the relevant 
fields of action it was only natural for the Assyrian kings to portray their 
enemies as belonging to that aspect. Subordination and passivity meant 
emasculation and feminization which in their turn expressed derogation and 
degrading.1384 On the battlefield, the Assyrian king presents himself  as em-
bodying ideal masculinity (being strong and brave) while his enemies are 
represented as emasculated (being weak and cowardly),1385 displaying 
“failed masculinity” and sometimes even feminization.1386 This gendered 
imagery was then another method of belittling the opponents of the Assyrian 
king. In other words, gendered roles and relations were also a part of Early 
Neo-Assyrian state ideology. I hope to return to this topic at another time.  
 

  
 
 

                                                 
1384 Winter 1996 (drawing from the imagery of Naram-Sin’s victory stele), Chapman 2004 
(drawing from Assyrian royal inscriptions). 
1385 Chapman 2004: 20. A primary expression of these roles is the idea that when the Assyrian 
king bravely marches out for battle the cowardly enemy embarks on a flight or hides behind 
his city walls or on top of a mountain (e.g. AI14:59-60, AE19:80-81, SI10:2, SE40:i32-33). 
The ideal masculinity of the Assyrian king is expressed e.g. by “heroic man” (eṭlu qardu) (e.g. 
AE1:i12, SE5:i1) and “strong male” (zikaru dannu) (e.g. AE2:4, SE6:i20) in royal epithets. 
1386 Regarding feminization, people from an eastern polity is likened to women (sinništu) by 
Ashurnasirpal II (e.g. AE1:ii75-76). Feminization is also attested in the curse sections of 
treaties and loyalty oaths or royal letters and royal inscriptions from earlier and later time 
periods (e.g. Parpola & Watanabe 1988: 2: v 9, Leichty 2011: 98: rev. 55-56 respectively), 
and in the exemplifying of bad fates in omen literature (Guinan 1997).  
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App. 1: List of the texts of Ashurnasirpal II 

This appendix lists and classifies all the texts belonging to the major primary 
sources of Ashurnasirpal II: 174 texts/1120 exs. The combination AE stands 
for Ashurnasirpal II, Epigraphic (source). The abbreviations in the first row 
stand for: b ref reference in book, publ ref reference in publication, gn 
(suggested) genre, A Assur, K Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the 
core (including Balawat), pr the provinces, bf the border areas/foreign lands, 
1 first regnal half, 2 second regnal half. Abbreviations in the genre column 
stand for commemorative text (co), caption (ca), dedicatory text (de), la-
bel/tag (l/t), royal prayer (rp), royal hymn (rh), royal decree (rd), loyalty oath 
(lo). Crosses indicate attestation, empty cell lack of attestation. All the texts 
which are named according to the standard pattern of “A.0.101” refer to the 
publication of Grayson 1991, RIMA 2. The genre ordering of Grayson, or  - 
if not “royal inscriptions” proper - the order in/date of relevant publications, 
determine the order of the texts which are not published in RIMA 2. The first 
published commemorative text of Ashurnasirpal II after RIMA 2 replaces 
the text on the White Obelisk A.0.101.18, here dated to Ashurnasirpal I. All 
numbers following author/publisher and publishing year (see second col.) 
refer to texts and not to pages. If a text has several exemplars (1991), this is 
indicated by numbers in parantheses (see second col.) and crosses in italic 
(see cols. 4-11). The final column provides an index. The numbers in the 
index column refer to (sub)sections. The epigraphic sources listed here be-
long to the foundations of this study, and are described in chapter 2.2. 

 
b ref publ ref gn A K N co pr bf 1 2 index 
AE1 A.0.101.1 (4) co  x      x 1.5, 1.7.1, 

2.2, 3.1/2, 
4.1/2/3/4, 
5.1/2/3, 
5.4.1/2/3/4/ 
5/6/7/8, 6.2, 
7.2, 8.2, 
10.2 

AE2 A.0.101.2 (8) co  x      x 2.2, 4.1/2/3 
/4, 5.1/2, 
5.4.1/2/3/4/
7/8, 6.2, 
8.2, 10.2 

AE3 A.0.101.3 co  x      x 2.2, 4.1, 
5.4.1/5, 6.2, 



 273 

7.2 
AE4 A.0.101.4 co  x       2.2, 4.1 
AE5 A.0.101.5 co  x      x 2.2 
AE6 A.0.101.6 co  x      x 2.2, 4.1 
AE7 A.0.101.7 co  x      x 2.2 
AE8 A.0.101.8 co  x      x? 2.2, 3.1 
AE9 A.0.101.9 co  x      x? 2.2, 6.2 
AE10 A.0.101.10 co  x      x? 2.2 
AE11 A.0.101.11 co  x      x? 2.2 
AE12 A.0.101.12 co  x      x? 2.2 
AE13 A.0.101.13 co  x      x? 2.2 
AE14 A.0.101.14 co  x      x? 2.2 
AE15 A.0.101.15 (4) co   x     x 2.2 
AE16 A.0.101.16 co x        2.2 
AE17 A.0.101.17 co  x     x  1.4.2, 1.5, 

1.7.1, 2.2, 
3.1/2, 
4.1/2/3/4, 
5.4.1/2/3/4/
5/6/7/8, 6.2, 
7.2, 8.2  

AE18 Finkel 2008a: 
temple door 
leaf text (2) 

co    x    x? 2.2 

AE19 A.0.101.19 co      x x  2.2, 3.2, 4.1 
/3/4, 5.1/2, 
5.4.1/2/3/4/
5/6/7/8, 6.2, 
7.2, 8.2/3, 
10.2 

AE20 A.0.101.20 co      x   2.2, 3.1, 
4.1, 6.2, 7.2 

AE21 A.0.101.21 (2) co x        2.2, 4.4, 
5.1, 5.4.2/3, 
6.2, 8.2 

AE22 A.0.101.22 co x        2.2 
AE23 A.0.101.23 

(406) 
co  x     x x 2.1/2, 4.1/2 

/3, 5.4.1/2 
/3/7/8, 6.2, 
7.1/2, 8.2/4 

AE24 A.0.101.24 co  x      x 2.2 
AE25 A.0.101.25 co  x       2.2 
AE26 A.0.101.26 

(16) 
co  x  x   x  2.2, 3.2, 

4.2/3, 5.4.3 
/6, 6.2, 8.2 

AE27 A.0.101.27 co  x       2.2 
AE28 A.0.101.28 (2) co  x      x 1.5, 2.2, 3.1 

/2, 4.1/2/3, 
5.1, 5.4.1/4/ 
5/8, 6.2, 7.2 

AE29 A.0.101.29 co  x       2.2, 3.2, 
4.1, 6.2, 7.2 

AE30 A.0.101.30 co  x      x 1.4.2, 1.5, 
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2.1/2, 4.1/2 
/3, 5.1/2, 
5.4.1/3/4/6/
7/8, 6.2, 
7.2, 8.2 

AE31 A.0.101.31 (3) co  x      x? 2.2, 4.1, 
5.4.1/8 

AE32 A.0.101.32 co  x      x? 1.4, 2.2, 
4.2, 5.4.1/7, 
6.2, 8.2 

AE33 A.0.101.33 co   x?     x? 2.2, 4.3, 
5.1, 5.4.3/5 

AE34 A.0.101.34 (6) co  x      x? 2.2 
AE35 A.0.101.35 

(10) 
co  x      x? 1.4, 2.2, 

7.2, 8.2 
AE36 A.0.101.36 (2) co  x       2.2, 6.2 
AE37 A.0.101.37 co  x       2.2 
AE38 A.0.101.38 

(25?) 
co  x      x? 2.2, 4.2/3, 

5.1, 6.2 
AE39 A.0.101.39 co  x      x? 2.2, 5.4.1 
AE40 A.0.101.40 

(31) 
co   x     x? 2.2, 3.1, 

4.1/3/4, 5.1, 
5.4.1/2/3/4/
5/6/7/8, 6.2, 
7.2, 8.2 

AE41 A.0.101.41 (5) co   x     x? 2.2, 7.2 
AE42 A.0.101.42 (2) co   x     x? 2.2, 5.4.1 
AE43 A.0.101.43  co   x     x? 2.2 
AE44 A.0.101.44 co   x     x? 2.2 
AE45 A.0.101.45 (5) co   x      2.2, 5.4.1 
AE46 A.0.101.46 co   x      2.2, 4.1/2 
AE47 A.0.101.47 (2) co   x      2.2, 3.1, 4.1 
AE48 A.0.101.48 co   x      2.2 
AE49 A.0.101.49 co   x?      2.2, 3.1, 4.2 
AE50 A.0.101.50 (4) co    x    x? 2.2, 3.1, 

4.2/3/4, 
5.4.3/6/7, 
7.2, 8.2 

AE51 A.0.101.51 (2) co    x    x? 2.2, 5.4.1, 
7.2, 8.3 

AE52 A.0.101.52 co x      x?  2.2, 7.2 
AE53 A.0.101.53 

(40) 
co x  x    x?  2.2, 5.4.3, 

7.1 
AE54 A.0.101.54 co    x     2.2 
AE55 A.0.101.55 co  x       2.2 
AE56 A.0.101.56 

(25) 
co   x     x? 2.2, 3.1, 

4.1/3, 5.1, 
5.4.1/3/7, 
7.2 

AE57 A.0.101.57 
(19) 

co   x      2.2, 4.1/3 

AE58 A.0.101.58 co   x      2.2 
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AE59 A.0.101.59 co   x      2.2, 4.2, 7.2 
AE60 A.0.101.60 co   x      2.2 
AE61 A.0.101.61 co   x      2.2 
AE62 A.0.101.62 co   x      2.2 
AE63 A.0.101.63 co   x      2.2 
AE64 A.0.101.64 co   x      2.2 
AE65 A.0.101.65 co   x      2.2 
AE66 A.0.101.66 

(17) 
co   x     x? 2.2, 7.2 

AE67 A.0.101.67 
(12) 

co x       x? 2.2, 
5.4.1/3/6 

AE68 A.0.101.68 co x        2.2 
AE69 A.0.101.69 co x        2.2 
AE70 A.0.101.70 (2) co    x     2.2, 4.3, 

5.4.1 
AE71 A.0.101.71 ca  x      x 2.2 
AE72 A.0.101.72 ca  x      x 2.2 
AE73 A.0.101.73 ca  x      x 2.2 
AE74 A.0.101.74 ca  x      x 2.2 
AE75 A.0.101.75 ca  x      x 2.2 
AE76 A.0.101.76 ca  x      x 2.2 
AE77 A.0.101.77 ca  x      x 2.2, 5.2, 

5.4.3/5, 8.2 
AE78 A.0.101.78 ca  x      x 2.2 
AE79 A.0.101.79 ca   x      2.2 
AE80 A.0.101.80 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE81 A.0.101.81 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE82 A.0.101.82 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE83 A.0.101.83 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE84 A.0.101.84 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE85 A.0.101.85 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE86 A.0.101.86 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE87 A.0.101.87 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE88 A.0.101.88 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE89 A.0.101.89 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE90 A.0.101.90 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE91 A.0.101.91 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE92 A.0.101.92 ca    x    x? 2.2, 5.2, 8.3 
AE93 A.0.101.93 ca    x    x? 2.2, 5.2, 8.3 
AE94 A.0.101.94 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE95 A.0.101.95 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE96 A.0.101.96 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE97 A.0.101.97 ca    x    x? 2.2, 8.3 
AE98 A.0.101.98 de  x       2.2, 3.1/2, 

4.3 
AE99 A.0.101.99 (2) de  x       2.2, 4.3 
AE100 A.0.101.100 de  x       2.2, 4.2/3 
AE101 A.0.101.101 

(2) 
de  x       2.2, 4.3 

AE102 A.0.101.102 l/t  x       2.2 



 276 

(6) 
AE103 A.0.101.103 l/t  x       2.2 
AE104 A.0.101.104 l/t  x       2.2 
AE105 A.0.101.105 l/t  x       2.2 
AE106 A.0.101.106 l/t  x       2.2 
AE107 A.0.101.107 l/t  x       2.2 
AE108 A.0.101.108 l/t x        2.2, 7.2, 8.2 
AE109 A.0.101.109 

(7) 
l/t  x       2.2 

AE110 A.0.101.110 l/t  x       2.2 
AE111 A.0.101.111 

(43) 
l/t   x      2.2, 4.3, 7.2 

AE112 A.0.101.112 
(5) 

l/t   x      2.2 

AE113 A.0.101.113 
(66) 

l/t  x x      2.2 

AE114 A.0.101.114 
(4) 

l/t x        2.2 

AE115 A.0.101.115 
(50) 

l/t x x x x     2.2, 7.2, 8.2 

AE116 A.0.101.116 
(9) 

l/t x  x      2.2 

AE117 A.0.101.117 
(3) 

l/t x  x?      2.2 

AE118 A.0.101.118 
(27) 

l/t x  x      2.2 

AE119 A.0.101.119 l/t x        2.2 
AE120 A.0.101.120 

(4) 
l/t  x       2.2 

AE121 A.0.101.121 
(3) 

l/t  x       2.2 

AE122 A.0.101.122  l/t  x       2.2 
AE123 A.0.101.123 

(14) 
l/t  x       2.2 

AE124 A.0.101.124 
(4) 

l/t  x       2.2 

AE125 A.0.101.125 
(10) 

l/t  x       2.2 

AE126 A.0.101.126 
(7) 

l/t   x      2.2 

AE127 A.0.101.127 
(14) 

l/t   x      2.2 

AE128 A.0.101.128 l/t   x      2.2 
AE129 A.0.101.129 

(16) 
l/t x        2.2 

AE130 A.0.101.130 
(5) 

l/t  x       2.2 

AE131 A.0.101.131 l/t  x       2.2, 4.3 
AE132 A.0.101.132 l/t  x       2.2 
AE133 A.0.101.133 

(3) 
l/t   x      2.2 

AE134 A.0.101.134 l/t   x      2.2 
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(3) 
AE135 A.0.101.135 

(20) 
l/t   x      2.2 

AE136 A.0.101.136 l/t   x      2.2 
AE137 A.0.101.137 

(8) 
l/t   x      2.2 

AE138 A.0.101.138 
(4) 

l/t x        2.2 

AE139 A.0.101.1001 co   x      2.2 
AE140 A.0.101.1002 co   x      2.2 
AE141 A.0.101.1003 co   x      2.2 
AE142 A.0.101.1004 ca x        2.2 
AE143 A.0.101.1005 co x        2.2 
AE144 A.0.101.1006 co  x       2.2 
AE145 A.0.101.2001 de  x       2.2 
AE146 A.0.101.2002 de  x       2.2 
AE147 A.0.101.2003 de  x       2.2 
AE148 A.0.101.2004 de     x    2.2, 3.1/2, 

4.1/2/3, 
5.4.5/8, 7.2 

AE149 A.0.101.2005 l/t     x   x 2.2, 7.2 
AE150 A.0.101.2006 l/t     x   x 1.5, 2.2, 5.3 
AE151 A.0.101.2007 

(2) 
l/t     x   x 2.2, 5.4.7 

AE152 Finkel 2008b: 
“stone text 3” 

co    x    x? 2.2, 4.3 

AE153 Frahm 2009: 
23 

co x       x? 1.5, 2.2,  
4.1/3, 5.4.4 
/8, 7.2 

AE154 Frahm 2009: 
24 

co x      x?  2.2, 3.2,  
4.1/2/4, 5.1, 
5.4.4/6, 6.2, 
7.2 

AE155 Davies et al. 
2008: MM L1 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE156 Davies et al. 
2008: MM L2 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE157 Davies et al. 
2008: MM L6 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE158 Davies et al. 
2008: MM L8 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE159 Davies et al. 
2008: MM R2 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE160 Davies et al. 
2008: MM R3 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE161 Davies et al. 
2008: MM R5 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE162 Davies et al. 
2008: MM R7 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE163 Davies et al. 
2008: MM R8 

ca    x    x? 2.2 

AE164 Curtis 2008: ca  x     x?  2.2 
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NIM 1 
AE165 Curtis 2008: 

NIM 2 
ca  x     x?  2.2 

AE166 Curtis 2008: 
NIM 3 

ca  x     x?  2.2 

AE167 Reade & 
Finkel 2008: 
601 

de  x       2.2 

AE168 Reade & 
Finkel 2008: 
603 

de   x      2.2 

AE169 Reade & 
Finkel 2008: 
607 

de  x       2.2, 7.2 

AE170 Ebeling 1923 
(=KAR): 334 / 
CDLI: P3692- 
98 (uned.) 

rp x        2.2, 4.1/2, 
7.2 

AE171 Ebeling 1923 
(=KAR): 342 / 
CDLI: P3693- 
09 (uned.) 

rh x        2.2 

AE172 Ebeling 1953 
(=LKA): 64 
(uned.) 

rh x        2.2, 4.1/2 

AE173 Kataja & 
Whiting 1995: 
82/83/84 (3) 

rd  x     x?  2.2, 4.1 

AE174 Frahm 2009: 
66 

lo x        2.2, 3.1, 5.3 
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App. 2: List of the texts of Shalmaneser III 

This appendix lists and classifies all the texts of the major primary sources of 
Shalmaneser III: 155 texts/514 exs. The combination SE stands for Shal-
maneser III, Epigraphic (source). The abbreviations in the first row stand for: 
b ref reference in book, publ ref reference in publication, gn (suggested) 
genre, A Assur, K Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the core (in-
cluding Balawat), pf the provinces, border areas, and foreign lands, 1 first 
regnal third, 2 second regnal third, 3 last regnal third. The abbrevations in 
the genre column stand for: commemorative text (co), caption (ca), dedica-
tory text (de), label/tag (l/t), royal prayer (rp), court inscription (ci). Crosses 
indicate attestation, empty cell lack of attestation. All the texts which are 
named according to the standard pattern of “A.0.102” refer to the publication 
of Grayson 1996, RIMA 3. The genre ordering of Grayson, or - if not “royal 
inscriptions” proper - the order in/date of publications, determine the order 
of the inscriptions which are not published in RIMA 3. All numbers follow-
ing author/publisher and publishing year (see second col.) refer to texts and 
not to pages. If a text has more than one exemplar (1996), this is indicated by 
numbers in parantheses (see second col.) and crosses in italic (see cols. 4-
11). The final column provides an index. The numbers in the index column 
refer to (sub)sections. The epigraphic sources listed here belong to the foun-
dations of this study, and are described in chapter 2.2. 
 
b ref publ ref gn A K N co pf 1 2 3 index 
SE1 A.0.102.1 co  x    x   1.7.1, 2.2, 

3.1, 4.1/2/3, 
5.1, 5.4.1/2 
/3/4/6/7/8, 
6.3, 7.3 

SE2 A.0.102.2 (3) co  x x  x x   1.5, 1.7.1, 
2.2, 3.1/2, 
4.1/2/3/4, 
5.1/2/3, 
5.4.1/2/3/4/
5/6/7/8, 6.3, 
7.3, 8.2/3 

SE3 A.0.102.3 co  x    x   2.2, 4.3, 
6.3, 8.2 

SE4 A.0.102.4 co     x    2.2, 5.4.1 
SE5 A.0.102.5 (2) co    x  x   1.5, 2.2, 

3.1/2, 4.1/4, 
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5.1/2/3, 
5.4.1/2/4/5/
6/7/8, 6.3, 
7.3, 8.2/3, 
10.2 

SE6 A.0.102.6 (12) co x x     x  1.5, 1.7.1, 
2.2, 3.1/2, 
4.1/2/3/4, 
5.1/2/3, 
5.4.1/2/3/4/
5/7/8, 6.3, 
7.1/3, 8.2, 
10.2 

SE7 A.0.102.7 co  x    x?   2.2 
SE8 A.0.102.8 (4) co  x     x  2.2, 4.2/4, 

5.1, 5.4.2 
/3/8, 6.3, 
7.3, 8.2 

SE9 A.0.102.9 co x?      x?  2.2, 4.1, 
5.4.1 

SE10 A.0.102.10 co x      x  1.5, 2.2, 
3.1/2, 4.2/3, 
5.1/2, 5.4.2 
/3/5/6/7/8, 
6.3, 7.3, 8.2 

SE11 A.0.102.11 co x      x  1.5, 2.2, 
3.1/2, 8.2 

SE12 A.0.102.12 co  x?     x  2.2, 3.2, 
4.1/2/4, 
5.4.2 

SE13 A.0.102.13 co x      x  2.2, 4.3, 
5.4.7 

SE14 A.0.102.14 co  x      x 1.5, 1.7.1, 
2.2, 3.1/2, 
4.2/3/4, 5.1, 
5.4.1/2/3/5/
7/8, 6.3, 
7.3, 8.2 

SE15 A.0.102.15 co x       x? 2.2, 3.1 
SE16 A.0.102.16 co  x      x 1.7.1, 2.2, 

4.1/2/4, 
5.1/2/3, 
5.4.1/2/5/7/
8, 6.3, 7.3, 
8.2 

SE17 A.0.102.17 co     x x   2.2, 3.1/2, 
4.2/4, 5.1, 
5.4.1/2/5/7/
8, 7.3, 8.2 

SE18 A.0.102.18 (4) co x     x   2.2 
SE19 A.0.102.19 co  x       2.2, 3.1/2 
SE20 A.0.102.20 co     x x   2.2, 3.1, 

5.1, 5.4.6/8, 
6.3 
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SE21 A.0.102.21 co     x x   1.5, 2.2, 
4.1/3 

SE22 A.0.102.22 co     x x   2.2 
SE23 A.0.102.23 co     x  x  2.2, 4.1, 

5.1, 7.3 
SE24 A.0.102.24 co     x  x  2.2, 6.3 
SE25 A.0.102.25 co x     x   1.5, 2.2, 

3.2, 4.1/3/4, 
5.1, 5.4.1/ 
2/7/8, 6.3, 
7.3 

SE26 A.0.102.26 co x     x   2.2, 4.1, 6.2 
SE27 A.0.102.27 co x       x? 2.2, 5.4.7, 

6.3 
SE28 A.0.102.28 co  x     x  2.2, 4.2/3, 

5.1, 5.4.1 
/2/3/7/8, 
6.3, 7.3, 8.2 

SE29 A.0.102.29 co  x     x  2.2, 5.4.1/3 
/5/7, 6.3 

SE30 A.0.102.30 co  x     x  2.2, 4.3, 
5.4.1/7, 7.3, 
8.2 

SE31 A.0.102.31 (3) co  x     x  2.2, 4.3, 
5.1, 6.3 

SE32 A.0.102.32 co  x     x  2.2, 4.3 
SE33 A.0.102.33 co  x     x  2.2, 4.3 
SE34 A.0.102.34 co  x     x  2.2, 4.3 
SE35 A.0.102.35 co  x     x  2.2, 4.3 
SE36 A.0.102.36 (2) co  x     x  2.2, 4.3 
SE37 A.0.102.37 co  x     x  2.2, 4.3 
SE38 A.0.102.38 co   x    x?  2.2, 7.3 
SE39 A.0.102.39 (7) co x      x  2.2 
SE40 A.0.102.40 co x       x 2.2, 4.3, 

5.4.1/3/8, 
6.3, 8.2, 
10.2 

SE41 A.0.102.41 
(11) 

co    x     2.2, 3.2, 
5.4.1/7 

SE42 A.0.102.42 (4) co x       x 1.5, 2.2, 
4.3, 5.4.7 

SE43 A.0.102.43 
(12) 

co x       x 2.2, 5.4.6/7 

SE44 A.0.102.44 
(109?) 

co x      x?  2.2 

SE45 A.0.102.45 (3) co x      x?  2.2 
SE46 A.0.102.46 (4) co x      x  1.5, 2.2 
SE47 A.0.102.47 (4) co x      x?  2.2, 5.4.7 
SE48 A.0.102.48 (2) co x      x?  2.2 
SE49 A.0.102.49 (2) co x        2.2, 3.1, 4.1 
SE50 A.0.102.50  co x        2.2 
SE51 A.0.102.51 (4) co x        2.2 
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SE52 A.0.102.52 co x        2.2 
SE53 A.0.102.53 (2) co x     x?   2.2, 4.3 
SE54 A.0.102.54 (4) co x      x?  2.2, 4.3, 6.2 
SE55 A.0.102.55 (2) co x        1.5, 2.2, 

4.3, 5.3, 8.2 
SE56 A.0.102.56 (2) co  x       2.2, 4.1/2, 

5.4.7, 7.3 
SE57 A.0.102.57 co  x     x  2.2, 5.4.7, 

7.3 
SE58 A.0.102.58 co    x     2.2 
SE59 A.0.102.59 ca  x     x  2.2, 5.4.5, 

8.2 
SE60 A.0.102.60 ca  x     x  2.2 
SE61 A.0.102.61 ca  x     x  2.2 
SE62 A.0.102.62 ca  x     x  2.2, 4.3 
SE63 A.0.102.63 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE64 A.0.102.64 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE65 A.0.102.65 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE66 A.0.102.66 ca    x  x   2.2, 5.4.3, 

8.3 
SE67 A.0.102.67 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE68 A.0.102.68 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE69 A.0.102.69 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE70 A.0.102.70 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE71 A.0.102.71 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE72 A.0.102.72 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE73 A.0.102.73 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE74 A.0.102.74 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE75 A.0.102.75 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE76 A.0.102.76 ca    x  x   2.2, 5.4.2, 

8.3 
SE77 A.0.102.77 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE78 A.0.102.78 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE79 A.0.102.79 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE80 A.0.102.80 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE81 A.0.102.81 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE82 A.0.102.82 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE83 A.0.102.83 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE84 A.0.102.84 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE85 A.0.102.85 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE86 A.0.102.86 ca    x  x   2.2, 8.3 
SE87 A.0.102.87 ca  x      x 2.2 
SE88 A.0.102.88 ca  x      x 2.2, 5.3, 8.2 
SE89 A.0.102.89 ca  x      x 2.2, 5.4.3, 

8.2 
SE90 A.0.102.90 ca  x      x 2.2 
SE91 A.0.102.91 ca  x      x 2.2 
SE92 A.0.102.92 de x?        1.5, 2.2, 5.3 
SE93 A.0.102.93 (2) de x      x?  2.2, 4.3, 

5.4.7 
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SE94 A.0.102.94 de x      x?  2.2 
SE95 A.0.102.95 de   x      1.5, 2.2, 

3.1/2, 4.1/3, 
7.3 

SE96 A.0.102.96 (2) de    x     2.2 
SE97 A.0.102.97 de         1.5, 2.2, 

4.3, 5.3 
SE98 A.0.102.98 de         2.2 
SE99 A.0.102.99 

(14) 
l/t x       x? 2.2 

SE100 A.0.102.100 
(12) 

l/t x       x? 2.2 

SE101 A.0.102.101 l/t x      x?  2.2, 7.3 
SE102 A.0.102.102 

(6) 
l/t x      x?  2.2 

SE103 A.0.102.103 
(2) 

l/t x     x?   2.2, 4.3, 6.3 

SE104 A.0.102.104 
(13) 

l/t x   x     2.2 

SE105 A.0.102.105 
(3) 

l/t         2.2 

SE106 A.0.102.106 
(43) 

l/t x  x      2.2 

SE107 A.0.102.107 
(5) 

l/t   x      2.2, 7.3 

SE108 A.0.102.108 
(7) 

l/t x        2.2 

SE109 A.0.102.109 
(5) 

l/t x        2.2 

SE110 A.0.102.110 
(2) 

l/t x        2.2 

SE111 A.0.102.111 
(77) 

l/t  x       2.2 

SE112 A.0.102.112 l/t  x       2.2 
SE113 A.0.102.113 l/t  x       2.2 
SE114 A.0.102.114 l/t  x       2.2 
SE115 A.0.102.115 l/t  x       2.2 
SE116 A.0.102.116 l/t   x      2.2 
SE117 A.0.102.1001 co         2.2, 5.4.3 
SE118 A.0.102.1002 co  x     x?  2.2, 5.4.5 
SE119 A.0.102.1003 de         2.2, 3.1,5.3, 

5.4.5, 8.2 
SE120 A.0.102.1004 l/t         2.2 
SE121 A.0.102.1005 de    x     2.2 
SE122 A.0.102.1006 l/t    x     2.2 
SE123 A.0.102.1007 l/t x        2.2 
SE124 A.0.102.1008 co   x      2.2 
SE125 A.0.102.1009 l/t    x     2.2 
SE126 A.0.102.1010 co   x      2.2 
SE127 A.0.102.1011 de         2.2 
SE128 A.0.102.1012 l/t         2.2 
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SE129 A.0.102.1013 l/t         2.2 
SE130 A.0.102.2003 de        x? 2.2 
SE131 Frahm 2009: 

28 
co x      x?  2.2, 3.1 

SE132 Frahm 2011a: 
K.1 

co x        2.2 

SE133 Frahm 2011a: 
K.2 

co x        2.2 

SE134 Frahm 2011a: 
III:1 

ca x        2.2 

SE135 Frahm 2011a: 
III:2 

ca x        2.2 

SE136 Frahm 2011a: 
III:3 

ca x        2.2 

SE137 Frahm 2011a: 
III:4 

ca x        2.2 

SE138 Frahm 2011a: 
III:5 

ca x        2.2 

SE139 Frahm 2011a: 
III:6 

ca x        2.2 

SE140 Frahm 2011a: 
III:9 

ca x        2.2 

SE141 Frahm 2011a: 
III:10 

ca x        2.2 

SE142 Frahm 2011a: 
III:12 

ca x        2.2 

SE143 Frahm 2011a: 
III:13 

ca x        2.2 

SE144 Frahm 2011a: 
III:17 

ca x        2.2 

SE145 Frahm 2011a: 
III:20 

ca x        2.2 

SE146 Frahm 2011a: 
III:22 

ca x        2.2 

SE147 Frahm 2011a: 
III:49 

ca x        2.2 

SE148 Frahm 2011a: 
III:61 

ca x        2.2 

SE149 Frahm 2011a: 
III:63 

ca x        2.2 

SE150 Frahm 2011a: 
III:65 

ca x        2.2 

SE151 Frahm 2011a: 
III:67 

ca x        2.2 

SE152 Frahm 2011a: 
III:68 

ca x        2.2 

SE153 Reade & Finkel 
2008: 608 

de  x?       2.2 

SE154 Ebeling 1923 
(=KAR): 98 
(uned.) 

rp x        1.7.2, 2.2, 
4.1/2, 5.4.7  

SE155 Fadhil 1990: 
A/B (2) 

ci  x       2.2 
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App. 3: List of the iconography of 
Ashurnasirpal II 

This appendix lists and classifies all the iconographic entities of the major 
primary sources of Ashurnasirpal II. The relevant 36 entities incorporate at 
least nine visual programs. The combination AI stands for Ashurnasirpal II, 
Iconographic (source). The abbreviations in the first row stand for: b ref 
reference in book, A Assur, K Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the 
core (including Balawat), pr the provinces, bf the border areas/foreign lands, 
1 first regnal half, 2 second regnal half. Crosses indicate attestation, empty 
cell lack of attestation. All numbers following author/publisher and publish-
ing year (see publication column) refer to figures/plates and not to pages. 
The final column provides an index. The numbers in the index column refer 
to (sub)sections. The iconographic entities are primarily listed according to 
their respective types and size, and secondarily, whenever relevant, also to 
order in/date of relevant publication. The iconographic sources listed here 
belong to the foundations of this study, and are described in chapter 2.1. 
 
b ref publication(s) iconographic 

entity 
A K N co pr bf 1 2 index 

AI1 Weidner 
1939: 86; 
Russell 2004: 
214-220 

wall reliefs, 
local Ishtar 
temple 

  x     x? 2.1, 5.2, 
7.2 

AI2 Meuszyński 
1972 

wall reliefs, 
Ninurta temp-
le 

 x      x 2.1, 3.2 

AI3 Meuszyński 
1976: 8-10  

wall reliefs, 
Central Buil-
ding 

 x       2.1, 3.2 

AI4 Meuszyński 
1981; Paley & 
Sobolewski 
1987, 1992 

(monumental) 
wall reliefs, 
North-West 
Palace 

 x     x  2.1, 3.1 
/2, 4.1/4, 
5.4.1/2/ 
3/4/5/6/7 
/8, 6.2, 
7.2, 10.2 

AI5 Kühne 1987-
88: 17 

wall relief, 
local palace 

    x    2.1, 4.1, 
7.2 

AI6 Mahmoud & 
Kühne 1993-
94: 23-29 

wall reliefs, 
local palace 

    x   x 2.1, 
5.4.7, 7.2 
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AI7 Meuszyński 
1972 

colossi, Ni-
nurta temple 

 x      x 2.1, 4.1 

AI8 Meuszyński 
1981; Paley & 
Sobolewski 
1992 

colossi, 
North-West 
Palace 

 x       2.1, 4.1 

AI9 Meuszyński 
1976: 8-10 

colossi, Cen-
tral Building 

 x       2.1, 4.1 

AI10 Mahmoud & 
Kühne 1993-
94: 23-29 

colossi and 
lion sculptu-
re, local 
palace 

    x   x 2.1, 5.4.7 

AI11 Madhloom 
1970: LXXVI, 
2 (Budge 
1914: 6) 

lion sculptu-
res, Sharrat-
niphi temple 

 x      x? 2.1, 3.2 

AI12 Strommenger 
1970: 1 

statue, Shar-
rat-niphi 
temple 

 x      x? 2.1, 3.1, 
4.1/2/3, 
5.4.4 

AI13 Curtis & 
Tallis 2008: 5-
38 

embossings 
on door 
bands, local 
palace 

   x    x? 2.1, 4.4, 
5.2, 5.4.1 
/2/3/4/5/ 
7/8, 7.2, 
8.2/3 

AI14 Curtis & 
Tallis 2008: 
55-88 

embossings 
on door 
bands, Mamu 
temple 

   x    x? 2.1, 3.1 
/2, 4.1,  
5.4.1/2/3 
/4/5/7/8, 
7.2, 8.3, 
10.2 

AI15 Curtis & 
Tallis 2008: 
95-97 

embossings 
on door 
bands, North-
West Palace 

 x     x  2.1,  
5.4.1/3 

AI16 Börker-Klähn 
1982: 138 
(Reade 1980a) 

reliefs on 
Rassam 
Obelisk 

 x      x 2.1, 4.4, 
5.1/2, 
5.4.1/3/5 
/7/8  

AI17 Börker-Klähn 
1982: 134 

relief on 
Babil Stele 

     x x  2.1, 4.1, 
6.2, 7.2 

AI18 Börker-Klähn 
1982: 135 

relief on 
Kurkh Stele 

     x x  2.1, 4.2, 
8.3 

AI19 Börker-Klähn 
1982: 136 

relief on 
Ninurta temp-
le stele 

 x     x  2.1,  
4.1/2/4, 
7.2 

AI20 Börker-Klähn 
1982: 137 

relief on 
Banquet Stele 

 x      x 2.1, 4.2, 
5.4.4 

AI21 Campbell 
Thompson & 
Hutchinson 
1931: 31:2 

painting on 
glazed brick, 
local palace? 

  x     x? 2.1 

AI22 Reade 1983: 
41 

painting on 
glazed brick 

 x       2.1, 
5.4.4, 7.2 
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AI23 Layard 1853; 
Canby 1971; 
Paley 1976 

(miniature) 
wall reliefs, 
North West 
Palace 

 x     x  2.1, 
4.1/2/4, 
5.2, 7.2 

AI24 Born & Seidl 
1995: 22 

embossings 
on metal 
helmet 

        2.1, 4.1, 
5.4.1, 
5.4.6 

AI25 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
I:1 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 3.1, 
4.2, 5.4.4 

AI26 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
IV:4 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 
5.4.1/2 

AI27 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
IV:5 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 5.4.3 

AI28 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
V:8 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 5.4.4 

AI29 Searight et al. 
2008: 600 

reliefs on 
stone vessel, 
Ninurta temp-
le 

 x       2.1, 5.4.3 

AI30 Searight et al. 
2008: 603 

reliefs on 
stone vessel, 
Nabu temple 

  x      2.1, 5.4.7 

AI31 Collon 1987: 
339 

carving / 
incision on 
seal 

 x       2.1, 4.2 

AI32 Collon 1987: 
340 

carving / 
incision on 
seal 

 x?       2.1, 3.1, 
4.2 

AI33 Collon 1987: 
341 

carving / 
incision on 
seal 

    x?    2.1, 3.1, 
4.2 

AI34 Collon 1987: 
693 

carving / 
incision on 
seal 

 x?       2.1, 5.2 

AI35 Collon 1987: 
733 

carving / 
incision on 
seal 

 x       2.1, 4.1/4 

AI36 Collon 1987: 
880 

carving / 
incision on 
seal 

 x?       2.1, 4.1, 
5.2 
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App. 4: List of the iconography of 
Shalmaneser III 

This appendix lists and classifies all the iconographic entities of the major 
primary sources of Shalmaneser III. The relevant 25 entities incorporate at 
least six visual programs. The combination SI stands for Shalmaneser III, 
Iconographic (source). The abbreviations in the first row stand for: b ref 
reference in book, A Assur, K Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the 
core (including Balawat), pf the provinces, border areas, and foreign lands, 1 
first regnal third, 2 second regnal third, 3 last regnal third. Crosses indicate 
attestation, empty cell lack of attestation. All numbers following 
author/publisher and publishing year (see publication column) refer to fig-
ures/plates and not to pages. The final column provides an index whose 
numbers refer to (sub)sections. The iconographic entities are firstly listed 
according to their respective types and size, and secondarily, whenever rele-
vant, also to order in/date of publication. The iconographic sources listed 
here belong to the foundations of this study, and are described in chapter 2.1. 
 
b ref publication iconographic 

entity 
A K N co pf 1 2 3 index 

SI1 Meuszyński 
1976: 11 

wall relief, 
Centre Palace 

 x     x  2.1, 7.3 

SI2 Mallowan 
1966: 6 

colossus, city 
gate 

 x       2.1, 4.1 

SI3 Sobolewski 
1982a 

colossi, Cen-
tre Palace 

 x     x  2.1, 4.1 

SI4 Strommenger 
1970: 2-3 

seated statue, 
city gate 

x     x   2.1, 4.3 

SI5 Strommenger 
1970: 4-5 

Kurba’il-
statue, Fort 
Shalmaneser 

 x?     x  2.1, 4.1/ 
3, 4.2, 
7.3 

SI6 Strommenger 
1970: 6a 

standing 
statue, city 
gate 

x       x 2.1, 4.2/ 
4, 5.4.4/ 
8, 7.3 

SI7 Strommenger 
1970: 6b, 7 

statue, Nim-
rud-citadel 

 x      x 2.1, 4.2, 
7.3 

SI8 Strommenger 
1970: 15c-d 

statue AX2, 
temple  

x        2.1, 4.2, 
7.3 

SI9 Curtis & 
Tallis 2008: 
100b (Andrae 

embossing on 
a door band, 
Anu-Adad 

x      x?  2.1, 3.1, 
4.2 
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1909: 33) temple 
SI10 Schachner 

2007: 1-16, 
17-62 

embossings 
on door 
bands, local 
palace 

   x  x   2.1, 3.2, 
4.1/2/3/ 
4, 5.1/2, 
5.4.1/2/3 
4/5/6/7/8, 
6.3, 7.3, 
8.2/3, 
10.2  

SI11 Börker-Klähn 
1982: 152 

reliefs on 
Black Obelisk 

 x      x 2.1, 4.1/ 
2/4, 5.2/ 
3, 5.4.1/ 
2/3/5/7/8 

SI12 Orlamünde 
2011a: III 

reliefs on 
Assur-obelisk  

x        2.1, 7.3 

SI13 Börker-Klähn 
1982: 148  

relief on 
Kurkh Stele 

    x x   2.1, 4.2, 
7.3, 8.3 

SI14 D. Oates 
1963: 3-7 

reliefs on 
throne base, 
Fort Shalma-
neser 

 x    x?   2.1, 4.1/ 
4, 5.4.1/ 
2/3/5/7/ 
8, 6/7.3 

SI15 Taşyürek 
1979: 15-16 

relief on a 
cliff at Kenk  

    x x   2.1, 4.3 

SI16 Schachner 
2009: 225-
227 

relief on a 
cliff at the 
Tigris-source 

    x x   2.1,   
4.1/2/3, 
5.4.7 

SI17 Schachner 
2009: 228-
233 

relief on a 
cliff at the 
Tigris-source 

    x  x  2.1,  
4.1/3, 
5.4.7 

SI18 Reade 1963: 
9 

painting on a 
glazed brick 
panel  

 x       2.1, 3.2, 
4.1/2/4, 
5.4.4, 7.3 

SI19 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
II:2 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 4.2 

SI20 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
III:3 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 4.2 

SI21 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
V:7 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 
5.4.4/7, 
7.3 

SI22 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
XX-XXI:67 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 4.2, 
5.4.3 

SI23 Mallowan & 
Davies 1970: 
XX-XXI:69 

carving / 
incision on 
ivory 

 x       2.1, 
5.4.3 

SI24 Collon 1987: 
338 

incision on a 
seal 

 x?       2.1, 
5.4.4 

SI25 Collon 1987: 
15i 

incision on the 
royal seal 

  x?      2.1, 5.2, 
7.3 
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App. 5: Spatial distribution of the major 
primary sources 

This appendix presents statistics on the spatial distribution, in terms of cities 
or regions, of the totally 329 “texts”, 1634 “exemplars”, and 61 “icono-
graphical entities” of Ashurnasirpal II (see app. 1, 3) and Shalmaneser III 
(see app. 2, 4). The abbreviations stand for: A Assur, K Kalhu (Nimrud), N 
Nineveh, B Balawat, co the rest of the core, pr the provincial areas, bf the 
border areas or foreign lands, unpr unprovenanced. Numbers within paran-
theses indicate quantity of texts/exemplars or iconographic entities. This 
appendix is mostly centred in chapters 2.1-2 and 7. 
 
 
 A K N B co pr bf unpr 
Ashurnasirpal  
II, texts (174) 

12,1% 
(21) 

40,8% 
(71) 

24,1% 
(42) 

17,8% 
(31) 

1,1% 
(2) 

2,3% 
(4) 

1,1% 
(2) 

0,7% 
(1) 

Ashurnasirpal 
II, exs. (1120) 

10,3% 
(115) 

53,8% 
(603) 

31,3% 
(350) 

3,5% 
(39) 

0,3% 
(3) 

0,4% 
(5) 

0,2% 
(2) 

0,3% 
(3) 

Shalmaneser  
III texts (155) 

40,6% 
(63) 

23,9% 
(37) 

3,9% 
(6) 

16,8% 
(26) 

2,6% 
(4) 

0,6% 
(1) 

4,5% 
(7) 

7,1% 
(11) 

Shalmaneser 
III, exs. (514) 

58,4% 
(300) 

23,9% 
(123) 

4,1% 
(21) 

5,3% 
(27) 

3,1% 
(16) 

0,2% 
(1) 

1,4% 
(7) 

3,7% 
(19) 

 
 
 A K N B co pr bf unpr 
Ashurnasirpal 
II, icono-
graphic 
entities 

0% 
(0) 

66,7% 
(24) 

8,3% 
(3) 

5,5% 
(2) 

0% 
(0) 

11,1% 
(4) 

5,5% 
(2) 

2,8% 
(1) 

Shalmaneser 
III, icono-
graphic 
entities 

20,0% 
(5) 

56,0% 
(14) 

0% 
(0) 

4,0% 
(1) 

0% 
(0) 

0% 
(0) 

16,0% 
(4) 

4,0% 
(1) 
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App. 6: Mesopotamian deities in sequences in 
the texts of Ashurnasirpal II 

Appendix, used e.g. in ch. 3, illustrating internal hierarchy among the great 
gods based on the largest deity sequences (three units or more) in the sec-
tions of “invocation of deities” and “concluding formulae” which are found 
in the inscriptions of Ashurnasirpal II. Numbers indicate position in se-
quence. Empty cell denotes absence in sequence. All the deities mentioned 
in deity sequences and narrative passages of the text corpus of Ashurnasirpal 
II are listed in the appendix. The abbreviations refer to the following texts: 
AE17, AE19, AE20, AE32, AE38, AE47, and AE49. A and B refer to sec-
tions of invocations of deities and concluding formulae respectively.  
 
deity 17A 17B 19 20 32 38B1 38B2 47 49 
Aššur 1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Anu 2 1  2    2  
Enlil 11 2  3    3  
Ea/Nudimmud 3 3  4    4  
Sîn 4  3 5      
Adad 6  2 6   2 5 2 
Marduk 5   8      
Šamaš 12  4 7  2  6  
Ninurta/Utulu 7   9 2     
Nusku 8   11      
Nergal 10   10      
Ninlil/Mullissu 9   12      
Erra       3   
Ištar 13  5 13 3 3   3 
Anunnaki          
Bēlet-ekalli          
Damkina          
Ea-šarru          
Gula          
Igigi          
Kidmuru          
Mama          
Nabû          
Sibitti          
Šala          
Šarrat-nipḫi          
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App. 7: Mesopotamian deities in sequences in 
the texts of Shalmaneser III 

Appendix, used e.g. in ch. 3, illustrating internal hierarchy among the great 
gods based on the deity sequences in the sections of “invocation of deities” 
in the six editions of Shalmaneser III’s annals, identified and termed A-F in 
Schramm 1973: 70-81, in the edition (1) published in Grayson 1996 after P. 
Hulin’s notes, and in the summary inscriptions (21, 22) and concluding for-
mulae (39, 43, 46) with the largest deity sequences (three units or more). 
Numbers indicate position in sequence. Empty cell denotes absence in se-
quence. A cross stands for unknown order in alternative version of the same 
edition. All the deities mentioned in deity sequences and narrative passages 
of the text corpus of Shalmaneser III are listed in the appendix. The abbre-
viations refer to the following texts: SE1, A=SE2+4, B=SE5, C=SE6, 
D=SE8, E=SE10-12, F=SE14+16, SE21, SE22, SE39, SE43, SE46. 
 
deity 1 A B C D E F 21 22 39 43 46 
Aššur  1  1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Anu  2  2  2 2   2   
Enlil/Bēl  3  3  3 3      
Ea  4  4  7 4      
Adad      4 6 4 2 3 2 2 
Sîn  5  5  8 5 2 3   3 
Šamaš  6  6  -/x 7 3 4   4 
Ninurta/Utulu    7  5 9      
Ištar  7  8  6 13 5 5  3 5 
Marduk/Bēl      9 8      
Nergal      -/x 10     6 
Nusku      -/x 11      
Ninlil/Mullissu      -/x 12      
Ereškigal             
Erra             
Girru             
Nabû             
Nana             
Sibitti             
Ṣarpānītu/Bēlat             
Šarrat-nipḫi             
Šulmānu             
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App. 8: Divine titles and epithets in the texts 
of Ashurnasirpal II 

Listing in alphabetical order of all the divine titles and epithets attested in the 
text corpus of Ashurnasirpal II. Quantifications (abbr. quant) indicate total 
number of attestations in “texts” and “exemplars” with the latter numbers 
within parantheses. If an epithet is shared by several deities, numbers first 
refer to those valid for an individual deity mirroring the order of the third 
column, and then to the total number of attestations, all deities combined. 
The final column (abbr. at/in, attestations/index) gives information on place 
of attestation in the primary sources and provides a complete index referring 
to the relevant (sub)sections in the book. The data concerning attestations 
and index are separated graphically by / . If an epithet is attested more than 
five times, a selection of the first, i.e. in their order in the AE-list, and “best”, 
i.e. fully assigned and largely unreconstructed, attestations is given. When an 
epithet is shared by several deities, at least one attestation for each deity is 
provided, the respective data separated graphically by ; . The prefix AE is 
implicit. This appendix is referred to mainly in chapter 3. 

 
title/epithet  translation deity quant at/in 
abi ilāni father of the deities Enlil 4 (5) 8, 17:i8, 20:3, 

[47:2] 
aḫḫūšu/ša his/her brothers ”the gods” 2 (3) 28:i3; 148:5 / 4.2 
ālik pānija he who marches 

ahead of me 
Nergal 1 (1) 154:14´ / 3.2 

ālikat maḫri she who marches in 
the front 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i3 

ālikūt maḫri 
ummānātija 

they who march in the 
front of my troops 

Ashur, Adad, 
Sin, Shamash, 
Ishtar 

1,1,1,1,1 
(1,1,1,1,1)
= 5 (5) 

19:4 / 3.2, 8.3 

ālilu heroic one Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i6, 3:11, 4 
apkal ilāni  sage of the deities Ninurta, 

Marduk 
3, 3 (6, 3) 
= 6 (9) 

1:i5, 3:9, 4; 8, 
17:i5, 20:8 / 3.1 

aplu rēštu  first son Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i1-2, 3:3, 4 / 3.1 
ašarēd ilāni foremost among the 

deities 
Ninurta 4 (7) 1:i1, 3:1, 4, 169:2 

/ 7.2 
ašarēd kibrāti foremost in the quar-

ters 
Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i4, 3:7, 4 / 3.1 

āšib bīt Kidmu-
ri 

who dwells in the 
Kidmuri temple 

Enlil 1 (1) 98:2 
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āšib ekurri šī who dwells in this 
temple 

Mamu 1 (4) 50:39 

āšib Guzāni who dwells in the city 
Guzana 

Adad 1 (1) 148:7 

āšib Kalḫi who dwells in Kalhu Ninurta 4 (7) 1:i9, 3:16-17, 4, 
[169:5] 

āšib Sikānu  who dwells in the city 
Sikanu 

Adad 1 (1) 148:25 

āšibat ekurri 
šuātu  

who dwells in that 
temple 

Ishtar 1 (1) 32:17 

āšibat Kalḫi who dwells in Kalhu Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i7 
āšibūt Eḫur-
sagkurkura 

who dwell in Ehur-
sagkurkura 

Ashur, the 
great gods 

1, 1 (1, 1) 
= 2 (2) 

153:4´ 

[āšibūt] parakkī [who dwell] in the 
sanctuaries 

”the deities” 1 (1) 174:8´ 

bānû kullati creator of all Enlil 3 (3) 8, 17:i9, [20:3] / 
3.1 

bēl agê lord of the lunar disc Sin 2 (2) 8, 17:i4  
bēl bēlē  lord of lords Ninurta/Utulu 4 (8) 1:i5, 3:10, 4, 

101:3 
bēl dīnišu lord of his legal case Adad 1 (1) 148:18 / 4.1 
bēl Ḫabur lord of the Habur 

river 
Adad 1 (1) 148:25 

bēl ḫegalli lord of abundance Adad 2 (3) [20:6], 47:4 / 3.1 
bēlī/šu my/his lord(s)  Adad, Ashur, 

Enlil, “the 
gods”, the 
great gods, 
Mamu, Ninur-
ta, Shamash, 
Sin 

2, 49, 1, 
10, 1, 1, 
10, 4, 3 
(34,576,1,
10,410,4, 
23,15,14) 
=81(1087) 

66:5; 1:ii25; 98:2; 
30:60; 1:i15; 
50:24; 1:i9; 
67:12; 67:12 / 
3.1, 4.1/2/3 

bēl mātāti lord of all lands Anu, Ashur 2,1 (3,31) 
= 3 (34) 

[20:2], 47:2; 40:9 
/ 3.1, 6.2, 7.2 

bēl mehî u 
šagašte 

lord of storm and 
destruction 

Ninurta 1 (4) 32:19 

bēl nagbē u 
tâmāti 

lord of springs and 
seas 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i6, 3:11-12, 4 

bēl nēmeqi 
ḫasīsi 

lord of wisdom and 
intelligence 

Ea 5 (6) 8, 17:i4, [20:4], 
47:3, [100:1-2] / 
3.1 

bēl šīmāti lord of destinies Ashur 2 (3) 17:v90, 152:20 
bēl šipṭi u 
šagašte 

lord of judgement and 
destruction 

Erra, Ninurta 1,1 (25,2) 
= 2 (27) 

38:45; 36:6´ 

bēl tîrāte lord of omens Marduk 3 (3) 8, 17:i5, [20:8] 
bēlat Kidmuri mistress of Kidmuru Ishtar 3 (75) 38:19, 38:26, 

38:35 / 1.7.2, 4.3, 
7.2 

bēlat Ninua mistress of Nineveh Ishtar 2 (29) 1:iii92, 56:17 
bēlat qabli u 
tāḫāzi 

mistress of battle and 
combat 

Ishtar, Shar-
rat-niphi 

5, 1 (21, 
2) = 6 
(23) 

26:69, 28:v15, 
29:25´, 32:19; 
28:i4 / 3.2 

bēltī/šu my/his mistress Ishtar, Shala, 
Sharrat-niphi 

18, 1, 1 
(210,1,2) 

1:iii92, 30:108, 
30:109; 148:29; 
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=20(213) 28:i7 / 3.1, 4.1 
bēlat irammu 
šangûtī 

mistress who loves 
my priesthood 

Ishtar 4 (7) 1:i37-38, 4, 8, 
17:i47 / 4.2 

bēltu rabītu great mistress Ishtar, Shar-
rat-niphi 

1, 2 (25,3) 
= 3 (28) 

56:19; 28:i1, 
32:14 / 3.1, 4.1 

bēlu lord Ashur, Ninur-
ta 

4, 1 (11, 
3) = 5 
(14) 

1:ii26, 17:ii85, 
28:v15, 50:38; 
31:17 

(bēlu) nābû 
šumī  

(lord) who called my 
name 

Ashur 11 (491)  1:i17, 1:i40, 
1:iii118, 2:7-8, 
3:29 / 4.1 

bēlu rabû great lord(s) Adad, Ashur, 
Enlil, Ninurta, 
Mamu 

2,28,2,3,1 
(2,125,32,
11,4) = 36 
(174) 

49:6´; 1:i40; 
98:2; 1:i9; 50:32 / 
3.1, 4.3 

bukur Nudim-
mud 

child of Nudimmud Ninurta 4 (7) 1:i2, 3:3, 4, 169:4 
/ 4.1 

bukurti Anim child of Anu Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i3 / 4.1 
dajjān kibrāti judge of the quarters Shamash 5 (8) 1:i44, 4, 8, 17: 

i62, 154:11 / 3.1 
dajjān šamê u 
erṣeti 

judge of heaven and 
underworld 

Shamash 5 (30) 8, 17:i9, 20:7, 
38:34-35, 47:5 

dāliḫat tâmāte who stirs up the sea s Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i3 
dandannu all-powerful Ninurta 4 (7) 1:i1, 3:1, 4, 

[169:1] / 3.1 
ekdu fierce Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i4, 3:7, 4 / 3.2 
Ellil Aššurû  Assyrian Enlil  Ashur 2 (3) 152:20, 154:1 / 

5.4.6 
eršu wise Sin 3 (3) 8, 17:i4, 20:5 / 

3.1 
ezzu lā pādû furious and merciless Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i7, 3:12, 4 / 3.2 
gešertu strong  Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i1 / 3.2 
gešru strong Adad, Ninurta 1, 5 (1, 9) 

= 6 (10) 
17:i6; 1:i1, 3:1, 
101:1, [169:1] / 
3.2 

gešru rēštu first in strength Anu 2 (2) 8, 17:i2 
gešru šūturu strongest Adad 2 (3) 20:6, 47:4 / 3.1/2 
gitmāltu perfect Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i6 / 3.1 
gitmālu perfect Nergal, Ninur-

ta 
3, 3 (3, 6) 
= 6 (9) 

8, 17:i8, 20:10; 
1:i6, 3:11, 4 / 3.1 

gugal nārāti canal inspector of 
water courses 

Adad 1 (1) 148:5 / 3.1 

gugal šamê u 
erṣeti 

canal inspector of 
heaven and under-
world 

Adad 4 (61) 1:ii135, 38:44, 
40:42-43, 148:1 

gugallu šamru  impetuous canal 
inspector 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i4, 3:8, 4 

hāmim tuqmāte  who concentrates on 
battles 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i2, 3:3, 4 / 3.2 

ḫīrti Ellil spouse of Enlil Ninlil 3 (3) 8, 17:i7, [20:11] 
[ilāni] ammar 
[ina ṭuppi] annê 
[šumšunu 

all [deities who are 
named on] this [tab-
let] 

”the deities” 1 (1) 174:9´ 
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zakrū] 
ilāni ellūtu  holy gods Sin, Shamash 1, 1 (4, 4) 

= 2 (8) 
1:iii90  

ilānija my deities ”the deities” 2 (12) 1:iii89, 2:27 / 4.1 
ilāni migrūa gods who favour me Anu, Ea, Enlil 1,1,1(1,1,

1) = 3 (3) 
17:v99 / 4.1 

ilāni rabûti  great gods  Adad, Anu, 
Ashur, Dam-
kina, Ea, Ea-
sharru, Enlil, 
Gula, Ishtar, 
Kidmuru, 
Marduk, 
Nabu, Nergal, 
Ninlil, Ninur-
ta, Nusku, 
Shala, Sha-
mash, Sharrat-
niphi, Sibitti, 
Sin 

11,2,12,2,
4,1,6,3,7,1
,2,1,3,2,6,
2,2,8,3,1,9  
(35,5,37,3
,9,1,11,4, 
27,1,5,1,6,
5,26,5,5, 
23,4,1,24) 
= 88 (238) 

17:i11, 28:v9, 
30:58 / 1.5, 3.1 
etc. 

ilāni rabûti ša 
šamê erṣeti 

great gods of heaven 
and underworld 

”the deities” 5 (15) 1:i25, 2:24, 4, 8, 
17:i22 / 4.1 

ilāni rēṣūšu   deities, his helpers Ashur, Adad, 
Ishtar, Ninurta 

1,1,1,1(25
,25,25,25)
= 4 (100) 

56:7 / 4.1, 7.2 

ilāni tiklūšu  gods, his supporters Ashur, Sha-
mash, Ninur-
ta, Adad 

8,14,2,9 
(41,458, 
24,445) = 
33 (968) 

1:i22, 1:i104, 
1:iii120, 2:10, 
1:iii128 / 4.1 

ilitti Ekur offspring of Ekur Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i2, 3:4, 4 / 4.1 
iltu rēmēnītu compassionate god-

dess  
Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i7 / 3.2 

ilu Aššurû Assyrian god Ashur 1 (1) 17:v89 / 5.4.6 
ilu multālu  circumspect god Nusku 3 (3) 8, 17:i7, 20:11 / 

3.1 
ilu rēmēnû compassionate god  Adad, Ninurta 1, 3 (1, 6) 

= 4 (7) 
148:6; 1:i9, 3:16, 
4 / 3.2 

ilu ša ina ba-
lušu purussû 
šamê ū erṣeti lā 
ipparrisu 

god without whom no 
decisions are taken in 
heaven or underworld 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i3, 3:6, 4 

ilu šarḫu splendid god Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i7, 3:13, 4 / 3.1 
ina ilāti šūturat 
nabnīssa 

whose form is outs-
tanding among the 
goddesses 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i2 / 3.1 

ina kibrāt 
mātāti kalîšina 
nabû šumuša 

whose name is called 
in the corners of all 
lands 

Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i6-7 / 3.1 

Ištar ša Ninua Ishtar of Nineveh Ishtar 11 (230) 40:29, 40:31, 
56:14, 57:2, 
111:4 / 4.3 

kābisi erṣeti 
rapašti 

who treads the wide 
underworld 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i3, 3:5, 4 

kakkīšunu who granted to his ”the deities” 3 (6) 1:i26, 17:i23-24, 
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ezzūte ana 
širikte bēlūtišu 
išrukū 

dominion their furious 
weapons 

20:30-31 / 4.4 

kaškaš ilāni who is all-powerful 
among the deities 

Adad 9 (13) 1:iii130, 17:i6, 
17:i38, [20:45], 
152:4 

kullat mātātišu-
nu ana šēpēšu 
ušeknišā 

who made all their 
lands submit at his 
feet 

Ashur, Sha-
mash 

3, 3 (6, 6) 
= 6 (12) 

1:i23, 17:i18-19, 
20:24 / 3.2 

lē’ât Anunnakī capable of the Anun-
nakis 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i3 

lē’û capable one Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i2, 3:4, 4 
lē’û rapšu widely capable Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i5, 3:9, 4 
lēqât unnīni who takes petitions Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i5 
māḫirat tešlīte who receives suppli-

cations 
Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i6 

malik ilāni ruler of the deities Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i2, 3:4, 4 
mālikat aḫḫīša counsellor of her 

brothers 
Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i3 

mu’abbit 
lemnūte 

destroyer of the evil 
ones 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i8, 3:14, 4 / 3.2 

muḫalliq zā’irī  destroyer of enemies Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i8, 3:15, 4 / 3.2 
mukīl markas 
šamê erṣeti 

who holds the bond of 
heaven and under-
world 

Ninurta 4 (8) 1:i2-3, 3:4-5, 4, 
[101:2] 

multālu  circumspect Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i5, 3:9, 4 
muma’’iri gimrī commander of all  Shamash 4 (5) 8, 17:i9, [20:7], 

47:5 / 3.1 
munarriṭ 
ḫuršāni 

who shakes the high-
lands 

Enlil 1 (1) 98:1-2 / 3.2 

munarriṭat 
ḫuršāni  

who shakes the high-
lands 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i4 / 3.2 

munnarbu swift Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i4, 3:6, 4 
mušakniš lā 
māgirī  

who makes the insu-
bordinate submit 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i8, 3:15, 4 / 3.2 

mušalqat līti who takes hold of 
victory 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i5 

mušamqit 
lemnūte 

who causes the evil  
ones to fall 

Ninurta 2 (2) 8, 17:i6 / 3.2 

mušamqit 
targīgī 

who causes the evil-
doers to fall 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i7, 3:13, 4 / 3.2 

mušamṣat 
ammar libbi 

who complies with 
the heart  

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i5 / 4.1 

mušarbû šarrūti 
Aššur-nāṣir-
apli 

who make the kings-
hip of Ashurnasirpal 
II great 

”the deities” 3 (4) 17:i11-12, 20:14, 
47:6-7 / 4.1 

mušarbû 
šarrūtija 

who make my kings-
hip great 

”the deities”, 
Ashur, Adad, 
Enlil 

1,11,1,1(1
,465,6,1)=
14 (473) 

1:i77; 1:i17, 
1:iii118; 1:i77; 
17:v48 / 4.1 

mušarbû 
šarrūtija eli 
šarrāni ša 
kibrāt erbetti 

who made my kings-
hip surpass the kings 
of the four quarters 

Ashur 2 (5) 1:i41, 17:i55-56 / 
3.1 
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mušaznin ḫenu-
ni 

who rains down plen-
ty 

Adad 1 (1) 148:1-2 

mušīm šīmāt 
mātāti  

who decrees the 
destinies of all lands 

Ea 1 (1) 100:1 / 3.1 

mušīm šīmāti who decree(s) destini-
es  

Anu, the great 
gods 

2, 2 (2, 3) 
= 4 (5) 

8, 17:i2-3; 
[20:13], 47:6 / 3.1 

mušimmū šīmāt 
māti 

who decree the desti-
nies of the land 

the great gods 2 (2) 8, 17:i11 / 3.1 

mušpardu 
qereb Apzî 

who illuminates the 
interior of Abzu 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i8, 3:14, 4 

muṭaḫḫidu° 
kibrāti 

who makes the (four) 
quarters flourish 

Adad 1 (1) 148:6 / 3.1 

nādin ḫaṭṭi u 
purussê ana 
napḫar kal 
ālāni 

who gives sceptre and 
(powers of) decisions 
to the totality of cities 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i4, 3:7-8, 4 / 3.1 

nādin išqū° u 
nindabê ana 
ilāni aḫḫīšu 

who provides temple 
shares and food offe-
rings for the gods, his 
brothers 

Adad 1 (1) 148:3-5 / 4.2 

nādin rîti u 
mašqīte ana 
nišē kal ālāni 

who provides pastu-
rage and watering for 
the people of all cities 

Adad 1 (1) 148:2-3 / 3.1 

nāṣir apli guardian of the heir Ashur RN e.g. 1:i9 / 4.1 
nāši ḫaṭṭi ellate  bearer of the holy 

sceptre 
Nusku 3 (3) 8, 17:i7, [20:10] 

nebûtu radiant Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i6 / 3.1 
nūr šamê u 
erṣeti 

light of heaven and 
underworld 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i8, 3:14, 4 

pēti uzuni° 
ḫasīsi 

opener of understan-
ding and intelligence 

Ea 1 (25) 38:23 

pētû nagbē  opener of springs  Ninurta 4 (8) 1:i3, 3:5, 4, 101:2 
qā’iš balāṭi bestower of life  Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i9, 3:16, 4 
qā’išat balāṭi  bestower of life  Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i7 
qardu heroic one Adad, Ninurta 1, 7 (1, 29 

= 8 (30) 
148:18; 1:iii127, 
17:i6, 17:i15, 
26:35 / 4.1 

qarrād Igigī warrior of the Igigis Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i2, 3:3-4, 4 
qarrād Igigī u 
[Anunnakī]  

warrior of the Igigis 
and [Anunnakis] 

Ninurta 1 (1) 20:9 / 3.2 

qarrādi° ilāni  warrior of the deities Ninurta 2 (2) 8, 17:i6 / 3.2 
qarrādu šarhu 
gitmālu 

splendid and perfect 
warrior 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i1, 3:1-2, 4 / 3.2 

rā’imat kināte lover of righteousness Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i5 
rā’imūt šarrūti-
ja 

who love my kingship  Ashur, Ishtar 1,1(31,31) 
= 2 (62) 

40:39 / 4.1 

rēšti šamê 
erṣeti 

first in heaven and 
underworld 

Ishtar, Shar-
rat-niphi 

3, 1 (3, 2) 
= 4 (5) 

8, 17:i10, 20:12; 
28:i1 / 3.1 

rubû prince Ashur 2 (6) 28:v15, 50:38 
sāpin māt nakrī  who flattens the ene-

my land 
Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i7, 3:12-13, 4 / 

3.2 
ṣīru exalted Adad, Enlil, 

Ninurta 
2,3,4(2,4,
7)=9(13) 

17:i6; 17:i8, 20:3; 
1:i1, 3:1 / 3.1 
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ša baluša ina 
Ešarra šipṭu ul 
immaggaru 

without whom a 
judgement is not 
agreed upon in Eshar-
ra 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i4 

ša [ina 
ekurrāti] si-
qirša kabitu 

whose command is 
weighty [in the temp-
les] 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i1 

ša ina puḫur 
ilāni siqrašu ilu 
mamma lā ēnû 

whose command none 
of the deities in the 
divine assembly can 
change 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i8-9, 3:15-16, 4 

ša ina tāḫāzi lā 
iššannanu 
tībušu 

whose attack in com-
bat is unequaled 

Ninurta 4 (8) 1:i1, 3:2, 4, 
101:1-2 

ša irammūni  who love me ”the deities” 1 (1) 32:11 / 4.1 
ša kīma Šamaš 
kippat šamê 
[erṣeti] mithāriš 
tahīṭā 

who like Shamash 
thoroughly has sur-
veyed the circumfe-
rence of heaven [and 
underworld] 

Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i2 

ša kippat šamê 
u erṣetim 
qātuššu paqdu 

into whose hands is 
entrusted the circum-
ference of heaven and 
underworld 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i5-6, 3:10, 4 

ša lā ēnû ištīššu who never once 
changes 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i7, 3:13-14, 4 

ša lā ēnû 
mēlik[šu] 

[whose] counsel can 
not be changed 

Ea 1 (1) 100:2 

ša lā ēnû qibīt 
pîšu 

whose order of mouth 
can not be changed 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i4, 3:7, 4 

ša lā uttakkaru 
siqir šaptišu 

whose pronouncement 
can not be altered 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i5, 3:8-9, 4 / 4.2 

ša paraṣ 
qardūti šuklulat 

who perfects the 
rite(s) of warriorhood 

Ishtar 3 (3) 8, 17:i10, 20:12-
13 / 3.2 

ša qurbūssa ṭāb whose closeness is 
pleasant 

Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i7 

ša rāḫiṣi the flooder Adad 11 (458) 1:iii120, 2:11, 
3:34, 17:iv71, 
19:73 / 3.2, 4.4 

ša sīpušu ṭāb to whom it is good to 
pray 

Adad, Ninurta 1, 4 (1, 7) 
= 5 (8) 

148:7; 1:i9, 3:16, 
4, 169:5 

ša siqrūšu […] whose commands [are 
unalterable?] 

Enlil 1 (1) 46:2 

ša šamê erṣetim 
tahīṭa 

who has surveyed 
heaven and under-
world  

Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i6 

ša šangûtī 
irammū  

who love my pri-
esthood 

Ninurta, 
Nergal 

4,2 (18,9) 
= 6 (27) 

2:26, 9; 2:40, 
30:84 / 4.2, 5.2 

ša tībušu abūbu whose attack is a 
flood 

Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i7, 3:12, 4 / 3.2 

ša tuqmātū 
ittallu 

who extols in battles Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i6, 3:11, 4 / 3.2 

šadê šapṣūte u 
malkī nakrīšu 

who made the diffi-
cult mountains and 

Ashur, Ninur-
ta 

3, 3 (9, 9) 
= 6 (18) 

1:iii128-129, 15, 
27 / 3.2 
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kullat mātātišu-
nu ana šēpēšu 
ušeknišā 

the rulers of all lands 
hostile to him submit 
at his feet 

šadâni šapṣūte 
u malkī nakrīšu 
kīma qān api 
uhaṣṣiṣū 

who cut down like 
marsh reeds difficult 
mountains and rulers 
hostile to him 

Ashur, Sha-
mash 

3, 3 (6, 6) 
= 6 (12) 

1:i22-23, 17:i17-
18, 20:23 / 3.2 

šalummat 
kakkīšu melam 
bēlūtišu eli 
šarrāni ša 
kibrāt erbetti 
ušarrihūšu 

who made him more 
splendid than any of 
the kings of the four 
quarters as for the 
aura of his weapons 
and the radiance of 
his lordship 

”the deities” 3 (6) 1:i26-27, 17:i24-
25, 20:31-32 / 4.1 

šangûssu ina 
ekurrāti ana 
dāriš ukinnū  

who established for 
all times his priestho-
od in the temples 

”the deities” 3 (3) 17:i22-23, 20:29-
30, 49:8 / 4.2 

šaqû namrīri° elevated luminary  Sin 3 (3) 8, 17:i4-5, [20:5] 
šar [agê]  king [of the lunar 

disc] 
Sin 1 (1) 20:5 / 3.1 

šar Apzî king of the Abzu Ea 8 (41) 2:23, 17:i3, 20:4, 
30:23, 32:8 / 3.1 

šar gimrat ilāni 
rabûti 

king of all the great 
gods 

Ashur 4 (5) 8, 17:i1, 20:1, 
47:1 / 3.1, 7.2 

[šar] Igigī u 
[Anunnakī] 

[king of] the Igigis 
and [Anunnakis] 

Anu 1 (1) 20:2 

šar šīmāti u 
gišḫurrī  

king of destinies and 
designs 

Enlil 1 (1) 98:1 / 3.1 

šar tamḫāri   king of battle  Nergal, Ninur-
ta 

3, 2 (6, 2) 
= 5 (8) 

8, 17:i8, 20:10; 
1:i6, 3:10 / 3.2 

šarrat kal ilāni queen of all deities  Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i1  
šarrat Kidmuri  queen of Kidmuru Ishtar 1 (2) 99:1  
šēmât ikribī who listens to prayers Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i5 
šitarḫu splendid Ninurta 1 (1) 169:3 / 3.1 
šulluṭu triumphant Ninurta 3 (6) 1:i6, 3:11, 4 
šurbû greatest Ninurta 1 (1) 167:1 / 3.1 
šurbût ilāni greatest among the 

deities 
Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i3 / 3.1 

šūturtu supreme Ishtar 1 (2) 28:i6 / 3.1 
talīmuša her favourite brother Shamash 1 (2) 28:i2 
ummi ilāni 
rabûti 

mother of the great 
gods 

Ninlil 3 (3) 8, 17:i8, [20:12]  

uršānat Igigī heroine of the Igigis Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i4 
uznu rapaštu extensively wise  Ea 2 (2) 30:23, 32:8 
zīmu namru shining appearance Sharrat-niphi 1 (2) 28:i2 / 3.1 
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App. 9: Divine titles and epithets in the texts 
of Shalmaneser III 

Listing in alphabetical order of all the divine titles and epithets of the text 
corpus of Shalmaneser III. Quantifications (abbr. quant) indicate total num-
ber of attestations in “texts” and “exemplars” with the latter numbers within 
parantheses. If an epithet is shared by several deities, numbers first refer to 
those valid for an individual deity mirroring the order of the third column, 
and then to the total number of attestations, all deities combined. The final 
column (abbr. at/in, attestations/index) gives information on place of attesta-
tion in the primary sources and provides a complete index referring to the 
relevant (sub)sections in the book. The data concerning attestations and in-
dex respectively are separated graphically by / . If an epithet is attested more 
than five times, a selection of the first, i.e. in their order in the SE-list, and 
“best”, i.e. fully assigned and largely unreconstructed, attestations is given. 
When an epithet is shared by several deities, at least one attestation for each 
deity is provided, the respective data separated graphically by ; . The prefix 
SE is implicit. This appendix is referred to mainly in chapter 3. 

 
title/epithet  translation deity quant at/in 
abu ilāni  father of the deities Enlil 6 (18) 2:i1, 3, 4:3 obv., 

6:i2, 14:4 / 3.1 
ālilū gitmālūtu perfect heroes Sibitti 1 (1) 95:1 / 3.2 
apkal ilāni sage of the deities Marduk 3 (3) 10:i8, 14:9, 15 / 

3.1, 7.3 
ašarēd ilāni foremost among the 

deities 
Ninurta 2 (2) 10:i4, 19:2-3 obv. 

/ 3.1, 7.3 
ašarēd ilāni 
šitarḫu 

splendidly foremost 
among the deities 

Ninurta 1 (11) 6:i6 

ašarēdat šamê 
u erṣetim 

foremost in heaven 
and underworld 

Ishtar 3 (3) 10:i5, 14:13, 15 / 
3.1 

ašarēdu foremost Shulmanu RN e.g. 2:i5 / 3.1, 4.1 
[āšib] Kalḫi [who dwells] in Kalhu Ninurta 1 (1) 19:5 obv. 
āšib Kurba’il  who dwells in Kurbail Adad 1 (1) 12:8 
āšib Tarbiṣi who dwells in Tarbisu Nergal 2 (3) 96:1, 130.3 
āšibūt [Ninua] who dwell [in Nine-

veh]  
Sibitti 1 (1) 95:3-4 

bābil [ḫegalli] bringer of [abundan-
ce] 

Adad 1 (1) 131:8      

bānû kullati  creator of all Enlil, Ea 3, 1 (13, 6:i2, 14:4-5, 15; 
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3)= 4 (16) 2:i2* / 3.1 
bānû niklāti  creator of skills Ea 3 (5) 2:i2, 3, 4:5-6 obv. 
banītu beautiful one Ishtar 1 (1) 154:rev.7 
bēl gimrī  lord of all Shamash, 

Adad 
1, 1 (11, 
1) =2 (12) 

6:i5; 12:1 / 3.1 

bēl ḫegalli  lord of abundance Adad 2 (2) 14:7, 15 / 3.1 
bēlī/šu  my/his lord(s)  Adad, Anu, 

Ashur, great 
gods, Nabu, 
Nergal, Ninur-
ta, Sibitti 

9,2,47,2,1,
3,2,2 
(16,9,75,4
,1,3,3,2) 
= 69 (113) 

12:8; 93:4; 1:27; 
2:i33; 5:vi3; 94:1; 
56:4; 95:4 / 3.1, 
4.1/2/3, 5.3 

bēl mātāti  lord of all lands Ashur, Anu 1,6 (1,18) 
= 7 (19) 

17:1; 2:i1, 3, 4:3 
obv., 6:i2, 14:3 / 
3.1, 6.3 

bēl namrīri  lord of brilliance Sin 1 (1) 10:i7 
bēl nēmeqi 
ḫasīsu° 

lord of wisdom and 
intelligence 

Ea 2 (12) 6:i3, 10:i6 / 3.1 

bēl qabli u 
tāḫāzi 

lord of battle and 
combat 

Ninurta 1 (1) 10:i4 / 3.2 

bēl têrēti  lord of omens Marduk 3 (3) 10:i8, 14:9, 15 
bēlu uznu ra-
paštu  

lord of wide unders-
tanding  

Ea 1 (2) 56:6 

bēlet Ninua mistress of Niniveh  Ishtar 1 (1) 17:2  
bēlat qabli u 
tāḫāzi  

mistress of war and 
combat   

Ishtar 5 (17) 2:i3, 3, [4:8 obv.], 
6:i7, 38:2 / 3.2 

bēltī/šu my/his mistress Ishtar, Shar-
rat-niphi, 
Nana 

1, 3, 1 (1, 
7, 2) = 4 
(10) 

58:4; 49:3, 50:4, 
51:3; 5:vi3 / 3.1, 
4.1 

bēltu rabītu great mistress Ishtar, Shar-
rat-niphi 

1, 1 (1, 2) 
= 2 (3) 

38:1; 49:2 / 3.1, 
4.1 

bēlu lord Ashur, Adad 1, 1 (1, 1) 
= 2 (2) 

1:58´; 131:6´ 

bēlu [gitmālu] [perfect] lord   Adad 1 (1) 131:1 
bēlu īdû […] lord who knows […] Adad 1 (1) 131:7 
bēlu rabû great lord(s) Adad, Ashur, 

Marduk, 
Ninurta, 
Sibitti 

2,27,2,3,1
(2,52,4,4,
1) = 35 
(63) 

12:8; 1:11; 5:v4; 
19:6 obv.; 95:4 / 
3.1 

dajjān kibrāti judge of the (four) 
quarters 

Shamash 3 (5) 2:i3, 3, [4:7 obv.] 
/ 3.1 

dajjān šamê u 
erṣetim  

judge of heaven and 
underworld  

Shamash 3 (3) 11:1´ obv., 14:8, 
15 

dajjān šamê 
erṣetim šaqû 

elevated judge of 
heaven underworld 

Shamash 1 (11) 6:i5 

dandannu all-powerful Ninurta 2 (12) 6:i6, 19:2 obv./ 
3.1 

eršu wise one  Ea, Sin 3, 2 (5, 2) 
= 5 (7) 

2:i2, 3, 4:5; 
[14:6], 15 / 3.1 

etellu pre-eminent  Sin 3 (5) 2:i2, 3, 4:7 obv. / 
3.1 

eṭlu uršānu heroic man   Adad 1 (1) 131:3  
gešru strong one  Ninurta, Nabu 2, 1 (12, 

2) =3 (14) 
6:i6, 19:1 obv.; 
5:vi2 / 3.2 
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gešru šūturu strongest one Adad 2 (2) 14:7, 15 / 3.1/2 
gitmālu perfect one  Nergal 3 (3) 11:3´ obv., 14:11, 

15, / 3.1 
gugal šamê 
erṣetim 

canal inspector of 
heaven and under-
world 

Adad 3 (3) 10:i3, 12:1, 131:2 

ḫā’iṭū šamê 
erṣeti  

surveyors of heaven 
and underworld 

Sibitti 1 (1) 95:1-2 

ḫīrti Ellil spouse of Enlil  Ninlil 3 (3) 11:5´ obv., 14:12, 
15 

ilāni rabûti great gods Adad, Anu, 
Ashur, Ea, 
Enlil, Ishtar, 
Marduk, 
Nergal, Ninlil, 
Ninurta, 
Nusku, Sha-
mash, Sin 

7,6,1,1,6,6
,9,2,3,2,3,
2,9,9(24, 
18,41,18, 
18,24,2,6,
2,13,2,24,
24) =75 
(216) 

14:14, 95:1 / 1.5, 
3.1 etc. 

ilāni rēṣūšu   gods, his helpers  Ashur, Sha-
mash 

5, 5 (20, 
20) = 
10 (40) 

1:7, 2:i9, 3, 6:i21, 
8:16 / 4.1 

ilāni tiklūšu  gods, his supporters 
  

Shamash, 
Adad 

2, 2 (2, 2) 
= 4 (4) 

23:6, 24:2 / 4.1 

ilī/ilānija  my god/deities Ashur, the 
great gods 

1, 5 (1, 5) 
= 6 (6) 

17:58; 10:i26, 
14:29, 14:70, 15, 
16:41 / 4.1 

ilu dandannu all-powerful god Nergal 2 (2) 14:10, 15 / 3.1 
ilu multālu  circumspect god  Nusku 3 (3) 11:4´ obv., 14:12, 

15 / 3.1 
ilu rēmēnû compassionate god(s) Adad, Sibitti 1, 1 (1, 1) 

= 2 (2) 
12:7; 95:3 / 3.2 

ilu ṣīru  exalted god   Anu 1 (1) 10:i1 / 3.1 
ilu ša nīš qāti  god of the hand lifting Adad 1 (1) 131:6 
Ištar Aššurītu Assyrian Ishtar Ishtar 1 (12) 43:10 / 5.4.6 
Ištar ša [Ninua] Ishtar of [Nineveh]  Ishtar 1 (1) 116:4 
kāṣir urpēti   who assembles clouds Adad 1 (1) 131:4 
kaškaš ilāni all-powerful among 

the deities 
Adad 1 (1) 12:2 

lēqû unnīni  who take petitions  Sibitti 1 (1) 95:2 
māḫirū teslīti who receive supplica-

tions 
Sibitti 1 (1) 95:2 

mār Bēl son of Bel   Nabu 1 (2) 5:vi2 
mukanniš 
šapṣūte 

who makes the obsti-
nate submit 

Ashur 1 (1) 25:44 / 3.2 

mukīl mê nuḫši who holds abundant 
water 

Adad 1 (1) 12:4 

mukinnū ešrēti  who establish shrines  Sibitti 1 (1) 95:2 
muma’’er gimrī commander of all  

  
Shamash 3 (3) 11:2´ obv., 14:8, 

15 / 3.1 
muṣṣir eṣurāt 
šamê u erṣetim 

who draws the de-
signs of heaven and 
underworld 

Enlil 3 (5) 2:i2, 3, 4:4 obv. / 
3.1 
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mušabriq berqi who makes lightning 
strike   

Adad 1 (1) 12:5 

mušabšû urqēti who creates greenery Adad 1 (1) 12:5 
mušamqitū 
zajjārī 

who make enemies 
fall  

Sibitti 1 (1) 95:3 / 3.2 

[mušamṣū] mal 
libbi   

[who comply with] 
the heart    

Sibitti 1 (1) 95:3 

mušarbū 
šarrūtija  

who make my kings-
hip great 

the great gods 4 (14) 6:i8, 11:7´ obv., 
14:14, 15 / 4.1 

mušarbū šumija who make my name 
great 

the great gods 1 (1) 21:3-4 / 4.1 

mušaznin zunni who creates rain Adad 1 (1) 12:5 
mušimmū 
šīmāti 

who decree(s) destini-
es 

Enlil, Ea, the 
great gods 

3, 2, 5 (5, 
2, 15) = 
10 (22) 

2:i1; 14:5; 6:i8, 
10:i9, 15 / 3.1 

muštēšir (gimri) 
tenēšēte 

who guides aright (all 
of) humankind  

Shamash 3 (5) 2:i3, 3, 4:7-8 obv. 
/ 3.1 

mūtallikū 
sangāni 

who roam about on 
mountain paths 

Sibitti 1 (1) 95:1 

nannār šamê 
ersetim 

light of heaven and 
underworld 

Sin 3 (5) 2:i2, 3, [4:6 obv.] 
/ 3.1 

nāši ḫaṭṭi ellati  bearer of the holy 
sceptre 

Nusku 3 (3) 11:4´ obv., 14:11, 
15 

nāši qinnanzi 
ellati mušanbi’ 
tâmāte 

who bears a holy 
whip which stirs up 
the seas  

Adad 1 (1) 12:3 

nēr multarḫi slayer of the rebellio-
us 

Shamash 1 (1) 25:45 / 3.2 

qardu šarḫu 
gitmālu 

splendid and perfect 
warrior 

Ninurta 1 (1) 19:3 obv. / 3.2 

qarrād Igigī u 
Anunnakī 

warrior of the Igigis 
and Anunnakis 

Ninurta 2 (2) 14:9-10, 15 

qarrād ilāni  warrior of the deities Nabu, Nergal 1, 1 (2, 2) 
= 2 (4) 

5:vi2; 5:v4 

rā’imūt ṣuṣē  who love marshes Sibitti 1 (1) 95:1 
rā’imūt šarrūti-
ja 

who love my kingship the great gods 5 (7) 2:i3, 3, 4:9-10 
obv., 21:3, 22:2-3 
/ 4.1 

rāḫiṣu flooder Adad 1 (2) 5:iii3 / 3.2, 4.4 
rašubbu terrifying one Adad 1 (1) 12:2 / 3.2 
rē’û ša kal 
malikī 

shepherd of all rulers 
  

Ashur 1 (1) 17:1 / 3.1 

rubû gašru  strong prince Nabu 1 (2) 5:vi2 
ṣābit kippat 
šārāni 

who commands all the 
winds   

Adad 1 (1) 12:4 

ṣīru exalted one Enlil, Ninurta 3, 1 (13, 
1) =4 (14) 

6:i2, 14:4, 15; 
19:2 obv. / 3.1 

ša bēlūt kiššūtī 
u šāpirūtī šumu 
kabtu ušarbū 

who made my lord-
ship, power, leader-
ship, and weighty 
name great 

the great gods 1 (1) 22:3-5 

ša bēlūtī kiššūtī 
u šāpirūtī 

who made my lord-
ship, power and lea-

the great gods 4 (16) 2:i4, 3, 4:10-11 
obv., 6:i9 / 4.1 
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ušarbū dership great  
ša ina rigmešu 
huršāni inuššū 
isabbu’ā tâmāte 

at whose shout the 
highlands shake and 
the seas are stirred up 

Adad 2 (2) 12:6, 131:5 

[ša] ina tāḫāzi 
lā iššannanu 
tībušu 

whose attack in com-
bat is unequaled  

Ninurta 1 (1) 19:4-5 obv. 

ša lā iššannanu 
dannūssu 

whose strength is 
unequaled 

Adad 1 (1) 12:2 

ša mēlultaša 
tuqumtu 

whose (cultic) game is 
battle 

Ishtar 4 (16) 2:i3, 3, 4:9 obv., 
6:i7 / 3.2 

ša nasḫuršu 
balṭu 

whose favourable 
attention is life 

Adad 1 (1) 12:7 

ša paraṣ 
qardūti šuklulat 

who perfects the 
rite(s) of warriorhood 

Ishtar 2 (2) 14:13, 15 / 3.2 

ša supûšunu ṭāb to whom it is good to 
pray 

Sibitti 1 (1) 95:3 

ša šangûtī 
irammū 

who love my pri-
esthood 

Ninurta, 
Nergal 

4, 2 (15, 
12) = 6 
(27) 

5:ii1, 16:34-35; 
6:iv40, 16:341´ / 
4.2, 5.2 

šadê dannūte 
ištu ṣīt šamši 
adi ereb šamši 
ušatmeḫā ana 
[qātēšu] 

who have put in [his 
(Shalmaneser III’s) 
hands] the mighty 
mountains from sunri-
se to sunset 

Shamash, 
Adad 

2, 2 (2, 2) 
= 4 (4) 

23:7-9, 24:3 

šaqû elevated Ishtar, Adad, 
Nergal 

1,1,1 (1,1, 
2) = 3 (4) 

17:2; 12:1; 5:v5 / 
3.1 

šaqû namrīri°  elevated luminary   Sin 3 (13) 6:i4, 14:6, 15 
šar Apzî king of the Abzu Ea 7 (19) 2:i2, 3, 4:5, 6:i3, 

10:i6 / 3.1 
šar agê   king of the lunar disc Sin 4 (14) 6:i4, 10:i7, 14:6, 

15 / 3.1 
šar gimrat ilāni 
rabûti  

king of all the great 
gods 

Ashur 6 (18) 2:i1, 3, 6:i1, 14:1-
2, 15 / 3.1, 7.3 

šar gimrī  king of all   Marduk 1 (2) 5:v6 / 3.1 
šar Igigī u 
Anunnakī 

king of the Igigis and 
Anunnakis 

Anu 6 (18) 2:i1, 3, 4:2, 6:i1-
2, 14:2-3 

šar tamḫāri  king of battle   Nergal 3 (3) 11:3´ obv., 14:11, 
15 / 3.2 

šēmû ikribī   who listen to prayers  Sibitti 1 (1) 95:2 
šumī kabtu siqri 
ṣīra eli napḫar 
bēlē ma’diš 
iškunūninni  

who have richly 
established for me my 
weighty name and my 
exalted command 
over all lords 

the great gods 4 (16) 2:i4, 3, [4:11-12 
obv.], 6:i10 

šurbû gitmālu  perfectly magnificient Enlil 1 (11) 10:i2 / 3.1 
ummi ilāni 
rabûti 

mother of the great 
gods 

Ninlil 3 (3) 11:5´-6´ obv., 
14:12-13, 15  
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App. 10: Royal titles and epithets of 
Ashurnasirpal II 

Appendix listing, in alphabetic order, all the royal titles and epithets of 
Ashurnasirpal II. Abbreviations refer to: fr frequency (total number of attes-
tations), se sequence (attested in first position), (attested in) A Assur, K 
Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the core (including Balawat), pr 
the provinces, bf the border areas or foreign lands, (attested in) 1 first regnal 
half, 2 second regnal half. (For the aspect of frequency, see also the list in 
app. 12.) Numbers in the second column refer to attestations in texts and 
exemplars respectively. Crosses indicate attestation, empty cell lack of at-
testation. The final column (abbr. at/in, attestations/index) gives information 
on place of attestation in the primary sources and provides a complete index 
referring to the relevant (sub)sections in the book. The data concerning attes-
tations and index respectively are separated graphically by / . If an epithet is 
attested more than five times, a selection of the first, i.e. in their order in the 
AE-list, and “best”, i.e. fully assigned and largely unreconstructed, attesta-
tions is given. The giving of several attestations from the same text or of 
attestations from texts which lack information on colums and lines has been 
avoided whenever possible. This appendix is used mainly in chapters 4-9. 
 
title/epithet fr se A K N co pr bf 1 2 at/in 
abūbu šamru 
(impetuous flood) 

2 
(32) 

 x  x     x? 40:13, 
[153:9] / 4.1 

(kīma) Adad ša 
rāḫiṣi (like Adad, 
the flooder) 

16 
(448) 
 

 x x x? x  x x x 1:ii106, 
2:11, 3:34, 
4, 17:iv71 / 
4.1/4, 5.4.2, 
10.1 

agâ ṣīra [ušat-
meḫū …] ([into 
whose grasp] they 
(Ashur, Ninurta) 
granted the exal-
ted crown) 

1 (2)    x      47:14 / 4.1 

āmeru° durgi u 
šapšāqi (who has 
seen innermost 
and rugged regi-
ons) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:5  

ana ḫuribte ta- 1 (4)   x      x 1:iii26 / 5.1 
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ruṣu pānušu 
(whose face is 
turned towards 
the desert) 
ana šitaprušu° 
ḫutennišu iṣaḫḫa 
libbašu (who 
rejoices in relea-
sing his spear)  

1 (4)   x      x 1:iii26 

āpir šalummate 
(who is decked 
with radiance) 

9 
(424) 

  x x   x x x 1:i19-20, 
2:18, 4, 
17:i14, 
23:13 / 4.1 

ašarēd kalâ° 
malikī (foremost 
of all rulers) 

2 
(32) 

 x  x     x? 40:12, 
[153:8] / 
5.4.1 

ašarēd tuqmāte 
(foremost in 
battle) 

8 
(29) 

  x  x   x x 1:i35, 17: 
i40, 26:42, 
54, 152:6 / 
4.4 

ašarēdāku (I am 
foremost) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i32, 4, 8, 
13, 17:i35, 

bēl bēlē (lord of 
lords) 

9 
(43) 

 x x x   x x x 1:i21, 4, 17: 
i15, 40:13, 
47:11 / 5.4.1 

bēlāku (I am lord-
like) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i32, 4, 8, 
17:i34, 
20:42 / 5.4.1 

bilassunu imḫuru 
(who has received 
their tribute) 

12 
(442) 

  x  x    x 1:i16, 2:7, 
3:28, 23:5, 
26:13 / 5.4.3 

bilta u maddattu 
elišunu ukinnu 
(who imposes 
upon them tribute 
and tax) 

10 
(31) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i27-28, 
17:i26-27, 
26:39, 54, 
152:2-3 / 
5.4.3 

dā’iš kullat nakrī 
(trampler of all 
enemies) 

10 
(440) 

  x x x   x x 1:i15, 2:5, 
3:25, 23:4, 
26:9-10 / 
5.4.1 

dā’iš mātāti nakrī 
(trampler of the 
lands of enemies) 

2 (4)   x      x 1:iii116, 4 / 
5.4.1 

edû gapšu ša 
māḫira lā īšû 
(arisen flood 
wave which has 
no antagonist)  

15 
(462) 

  x  x   x x 1:i13-14, 
2:3-4, 3:23-
24, 23:3, 
26:6-7 / 
4.1/4 

edû gapšu ša lā 
iššannanu qab-
lušu (arisen flood 
wave whose 
battle cannot be 
rivalled) 

1 (1)       x x  19:15 / 4.1/4 

eršu/eršāku 2 (9) x  x      x 2:23, 29:8´ / 
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(wise/I am wise) 4.1, 5.4.7, 
6.2 

eṭlu (man) 1 
(17) 

   x     x? 66:4  

eṭlu qardu (heroic 
man) 

28 
(617) 

 x x x x   x x 1:i12, 2:2, 
3:21, 23:2, 
26:3 / 7.2, 
8.2/3, 10.2 

gešrāku (I am 
powerful) 

2 (2)   x     x  13, 17:i34 / 
4.1 

gišginû dannu 
(strong clamp)  

1 (1)       x x  19:13  

hasīsu (intelligent 
one) 

1 (8)   x      x 2:23 / 4.1, 
5.4.7, 6.2 

ḫišiḫti Ellil (desi-
red of Enlil) 

2 (2)  x        170:6 obv., 
170:9 rev. / 
4.1 

ḫišiḫtu° ilāni 
rabûti (desired of 
the great gods) 

1 (1)  x        172:4 rev. / 
4.1 

ḫuršāni pāṭ gim-
rišunu ipellu 
(who rules over 
the highlands in 
their entirety) 

12 
(443) 

  x  x   x x 1:i16, 2:6, 
3:27-28, 
23:4-5, 
26:12 / 5.4.1 

ina malkī ša 
kibrāt erbetti 
šāninšu lā īšû 
(who has no rival 
among the rulers 
of the four quar-
ters) 

23 
(564) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i12-13, 
2:3, 3:22, 
19:9-10, 
23:2 / 5.4.1, 
8.2 

ina siqir Aššur u 
Ninurta ba’ūlāt 
Ellil [iltapru 
gimirta] (who by 
the command of 
Ashur and Ninur-
ta [has full autho-
rity over] the 
population of 
Enlil) 

1 (2)    x      47:12-13 / 
3.1 

(kīma) iṣṣūri (like 
a bird) 

1 (4)   x      x 1:ii36 / 3.2, 
5.2, 5.4.2 

išippu na’du 
(attentive purifi-
cation priest) 

11 
(36) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i21, 17: 
i15, 26:35, 
47:11-12, 
54 / 4.2, 6.2, 
7.2, 8.2 

iššak Aššur (vice-
regent of Ashur) 

28 
(680) 

x x x x x   x x 2:1, 23:1, 
30:1, 40:2, 
41:1 / 4.1/2, 
6.2, 7.2, 8.2 

iššak Aššur u 
Ninurta (vice-

2 (4)   x     x  1:i33, 
17:i37 / 4.1, 
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regent of Ashur 
and Ninurta) 

6.2, 7.2, 8.2 

ištamdaḫu šadê u 
tâmāte (who has 
marched through 
mountains and 
seas) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:6 / 5.1  

ištu ṣīt šamši adi 
ereb šamši ana 
šēpēšu ušaknišu 
(who has made 
(all) from sunrise 
to sunset submit 
at his feet) 

1 (2)     x     70:5-6 / 
5.4.1 

ittabbalu nišēšu 
ina šulmi (who 
governs his peop-
le in peace) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:16 / 5.4.2 

kabtāku (I am 
important) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i32, 17: 
i35, [20:42] 
/ 5.4.7 

kakku lā pādû 
mušamqit māt 
nakrīšu (merci-
less weapon 
which causes 
lands hostile to 
him to fall) 

9 
(30) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i34, 
17:i38-39, 
26:41, 54, 
152:4-5 / 
5.4.2, 8.2 

kāšid ajjābīšu 
(conqueror of his 
foes) 

4 (7)   x     x x 1:i39-40, 4, 
8, 17:i52-53 
/ 5.4.1 

kāšid ajjābūt 
Aššur (conqueror 
of the foes of 
Ashur) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i28, 4, 8, 
13, 17:i27 / 
5.4.1 

kāšid ālāni 
ḫuršāni pāṭ gim-
rišunu (conqueror 
of cities and the 
entire highlands) 

15 
(448) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i19, 2:17-
18, 17:i12-
13, 23:12, 
26:33 / 5.4.1 

kāšid ištu GN adi 
GN (conqueror 
from GN to GN) 

9 
(83) 

 x x x    x? x? 39:4-6, 40: 
19-20, 41:3-
7, 42:2-3, 
52:1´-2´ / 
5.4.1, 8.3 

kāšid GN ana pāṭ 
gimriša (conque-
ror of the whole 
of GN) 

2 
(57) 

 x  x    x? x? 53:1-2, 66:6 

kāšid mātāti 
kalîšina (conque-
ror of all lands) 

1 (2)     x     70:4 / 5.4.1 

kašūš ilāni rabûti 
(weapon of the 
great gods)  

21 
(461) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i11, 2:1, 
3:19, 17:i16, 
23:1 / 4.4, 
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8.2 
lā ādiru ina 
tuqumte (fearless 
in battle) 

25 
(887) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i13, 2:3, 
3:23, 17:i14, 
19:11-12  / 
8.2/3 

lā pādû (merci-
less) 

5 
(26) 

  x x x   x  1:iii127, 15, 
26:34, 27, 
54 / 4.1 

labbāku (I am 
lion-like) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i33, 4, 8, 
13, 17:i36 / 
4.1, 5.2 

le’âku (I am 
capable) 

1 (1)   x       29:8´ / 4.1 

liblibbi ša Aššur-
dān (offspring of 
Ashur-dan II) 

3 (6)   x    x  x 1:i30, 17: 
i31, [20:39] 
/ 4.1, 5.4.7 

māḫir bilta° u 
maddatte ša 
kibrāt erbetta° 
(who receives 
tribute and tax 
from the four 
quarters) 

1 
(25) 

   x     x? 56:5 / 5.4.3 

māḫir bilti u igisê 
ša kalîšina mātāti 
(who receives 
tribute and gifts 
from all lands) 

2 
(32) 

 x  x     x? 40:13, 
153:9-10 / 
5.4.3 

malku (ruler) 1 (1)  x        172:13 obv. 
malku šūquru 
(very valuable 
ruler) 

1 (1)  x        170:6 obv.? 

mār/apal Tukultī-
Ninurta (son/heir 
of Tukulti-
Ninurta II) 

89 
1035 

 x x x x  x x x 1:ii125, 2:2, 
4:1´, 9:1, 
17:i28 / 4.1, 
5.4.7 

mār māri Adad-
nārārī (grandson 
of Adad-narari II) 

6 
(39) 

  x x   x x? x 1:i29, 17: 
i29, 19:24, 
20:37, 40:18 
/ 5.4.7 

māt Ḫatti ana 
siḫirtišu qāssu 
ikšudu (he whose 
hand has conque-
red the entire land 
of Hatti) 

4 
(63) 

   x     x? 40:21, 41:7-
8, 42:3-4, 
56:9 / 5.4.1 

mātāti kalâšina 
[ana] šēpēšu 
ušeknišu (he who 
has made all 
lands submit [at] 
his feet) 

1 
(17) 

   x     x? 66:5 / 5.4.1 

mātāti kalâšina 
qāssu ikšudu (he 
whose hand has 

13 
(444) 

  x  x   x x 1:i16, 2:6, 
3:27, 23:4, 
26:11-12 / 
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conquered all 
lands) 

5.4.1 

megir Ellil (fa-
vourite of Enlil) 

2 (4)   x      x 1:i11, 3:20 / 
4.1 

megirka/ki (your 
(Ninurta’s / Shar-
rat-niphi’s) fa-
vourite) 

2 (3)   x      x 29:4´, 
28:i11 / 4.1 

migir Anim 
(favourite of 
Anu) 

10 
(31) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i33, 17: 
i37, 26:40, 
54, 152:4 / 
4.1 

mu’abbit dūrī 
nakrī/šu (who 
destroys the 
fortifications of 
his enemies) 

2 
(26) 

   x   x x  19:19, 56:4 

mudīš targīgī 
(trampler of 
evildoers) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:6 / 5.4.1 

mūdû (one who 
knows)  

1 (8)   x      x 2:23 / 5.4.7, 
6.2 

muḫalliq zā’irīšu 
(destroyer of his 
enemies) 

1 
(26) 

   x     x? 56:4 / 5.4.1 

mukabbis kišād 
ajjābīšu (who 
treads upon the 
necks of his foes) 

12 
(442) 

  x x x   x x 1:i14-15, 
2:4-5, 3:25, 
23:3-4, 26:9 
/ 5.4.1 

mukabbis kišād 
malkī (who treads 
upon the necks of 
rulers) 

2 
(32) 

 x  x     x? 40:12, 153:8 
/ 5.4.1 

mukabbis rēšēte 
ša mātāte kalîš 
ḫuršāni (who 
treads upon the 
mountain peaks 
of all lands and 
highlands) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:3 / 5.1 

mukabbisi° kišād 
malkī lā māgir-
ūtešu (who treads 
upon the necks of 
rulers insubordi-
nate to him) 

1 (1)       x x  19:14 / 5.4.1 

mula’’iṭ ekṣūte 
(controller of the 
brazen ones) 

15 
(448) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i19, 2:18, 
17:i13, 
23:12-13, 
26:34 / 
5.4.1, 8.2/3 

munēr ajjābīšu 
(slayer of his 
foes) 

8 
(26) 

  x  x   x x 1:i35, 17:i 
40-41, 26: 
43, 54, 
152:7 / 5.4.1 
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muparriru° 
ḫuršāni šaqūti ša 
durugšunu lā 
etiqu (who opens 
elevated high-
lands of the in-
nermost regions 
which not had 
been traversed) 

1 
(26) 

   x     x? 56:3 / 5.1 

muparriru° kiṣrī 
multarḫi (who 
scatters the forces 
of the rebellious)  

12 
(442) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i15, 2:5, 
3:26, 23:4, 
26:10 / 
5.4.1, 8.2 

mupatti ṭūdāt 
šadê ša kīma 
šēlūt patri ana 
šamê ziqipta 
šaknū (opener of 
paths in moun-
tains which rise 
perpendicularly 
to the sky like the 
tip of a sword) 

2 
(32) 

 x  x     x? 40:15-16, 
153:12-13 / 
5.1 

murappišu° miṣir 
mātišu (who 
extends the bor-
der(s) of his land) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:8 / 4.4, 
5.4.6 

murīb anunte 
(who requites 
with strife) 

14 
(447) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i20, 2:19, 
17:i14, 
23:13, 26:34 
/ 5.4.2  

[murīb] tuqumti 
[u] tamḫāri ([who 
requites] with 
battle and con-
flict) 

1 (1)       x x  19:16-17 / 
4.4  

murtedû kalîš 
mātāti (leader of 
all lands) 

1 
(31) 

   x      45:7-8 / 
5.4.1, 8.2 

mušabbir kakkī 
malkī ša kalîšina 
kibrāti (who 
smashes the 
weapons of the 
rulers of all (the 
four) quarters) 

1 (1)       x x  19:19-20 / 
5.4.1 

mušakmeṣi° malkī 
lā kanšūtešu (who 
forces to bow 
down rulers 
unsubmissive to 
him) 

1 (1)       x x  19:17-18 / 
5.4.1 

mušekniš lā 
māgirūt Aššur ša 
pāṭāti eliš u 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:3-4 / 4.4, 
5.4.1 
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šapliš (who ma-
kes those insu-
bordinate to 
Ashur submit to 
the borders above 
and below) 
mutēr gimilli māt 
Aššur (avenger of 
Assyria) 

2 
(32) 

   x     x? 40:7, 43:11´ 
/ 5.4.2/5, 8.2 

mutīr gimilli 
(avenger) 

5 (8)   x     x x 1:i21, 4, 8, 
13, 17:i16 / 
5.4.5 

mutīr gimilli 
abbīšu (avenger 
of his fathers) 

1 (4)   x      x 1:i21 / 5.4.7 

muttallik šamgāni 
(who roams about 
on mountain 
paths) 

2 
(32) 

   x     x? 40:4, 43:5´ / 
5.1 

nabnītu ellutu 
(holy progeny) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:6 / 4.1, 
5.4.7 

nâdāku (I am 
celebrated) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i32, 4, 8, 
13, 17:i34 / 
5.4.7 

nākirūt Aššur pāṭ 
gimrišunu eliš u 
šapliš ištananu 
(who has compe-
ted with every 
last enemy of 
Ashur above and 
below) 

10 
(25) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i27, 
17:i25-26, 
26:38-39, 
54, 152:1-2 
/ 4.4, 5.4.1 

namad Adad 
(loved one of 
Adad) 

10 
(31) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i33, 
17:i37-38, 
[20:45], 
26:40, 152:4 
/ 4.1, 8.2 

napḫar malkī lā 
māgirīšu ikšudu 
rabītu qāssu 
(whose great 
hand conquered 
all rulers insub-
ordinate to him) 

4 (7)   x     x x 1:i39, 4, 8, 
17:i51-52 / 
5.4.1 

napḫar nakrīšu 
ikšudu ešartu 
qāssu (whose just 
hand conquered 
all his enemies) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:8-9 / 
5.4.1 

narām Anim u 
Dagan (beloved 
of Anu and Da-
gan) 

11 
(427) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i10-11, 
2:1, 3:18-
19, 23:1, 
28:i8 / 4.1, 
8.2 

narām libbija/ 5 (9)  x x      x 172:13 obv., 
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ka/ki (beloved of 
my/your (Enlil’s/ 
Ninurta’s/Sharrat-
niphi’s) heart)  

1:i11, 3:19-
20, 28:i10, 
29:4´ / 4.1 

nibīt Ellil u Ni-
nurta (designate 
of Enlil and 
Ninurta) 

1 (8)   x      x 2:1 / 4.1 

nibīt [ilāni] (de-
signate [of the 
deities]) 

1 (2)    x      47:15 / 4.1 

nibīt Ninurta 
qardi (designate 
of the heroic 
Ninurta) 

10 
(37) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i21, 17: 
i15, 26:35, 
27, 54 / 4.1 

nibīt Sîn (desig-
nate of Sin) 

10 
(31) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i33, 17: 
i37, 26:40, 
54, 152:3 / 
4.1 

nišīt abiki Ellil 
(chosen of your 
(Ishtar’s) father 
Enlil) 

1 (1)    x      46:1 / 4.1 

nišīt Ellil u Aššur 
(chosen of Enlil 
and Ashur) 

1 
(406) 

  x     x x 23:1 / 4.1, 
7.2 

nišīt Ellil u Ni-
nurta (chosen of 
Enlil and Ninurta) 

13 
(454) 

 x x x x   x x 1:i10, 2:1, 
3:18, 23:1, 
28:i8 / 4.1, 
7.2, 8.2 

nišīt īnē Ellil 
(chosen of Enlil) 

2 
(32) 

 x  x     x? 40:9-10, 
153:3 / 4.1, 
8.2 

pāliḫ ilāni rabûti 
(worshipper of 
the great gods) 

19 
(463) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i18, 2:17, 
17:i12, 
20:15, 23:12 
/ 4.2, 8.2/3 

parriku (overse-
er?) 

1 (1)  x        172:4´ / 4.2 

pēt uzni nēmeqi 
Ea išmāni ana 
jāši (open to 
understanding 
and wisdom 
which Ea desti-
ned for me) 

1 (8)   x      x 2:23  

qādid° kal malkī 
(who makes all 
rulers bow down) 

1 (1)       x x  19:11 / 5.4.1 

qarrādu / 
qarrādāku) (war-
rior/I am warrior-
like) 

10 
(16) 

 x x    x x x 1:i32, 1:ii 
35, 17:i36, 
[20:43], 
154:15 / 5.1, 
5.4.7, 6.2, 
8.2 
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rē’û (shepherd)  4 
(420) 

  x     x x 2:19, 4, 
23:13, 49:9 / 
5.4.4, 7.2, 
8.2 

rē’û kibrāt erbet-
ta° (shepherd of 
the four quarters) 

2 
(32) 

   x     x? 40:7, 43:10´ 
/ 5.4.4 

rē’û tabrâte° 
(amazing  
shepherd) 

16 
(463) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i13, 2:3, 
3:23, 19:21, 
23:2-3 / 
5.4.4 

rubû (prince) 7 
(41) 

  x x     x 1:i11, 3:20, 
28:i10, 
29:4´, 40:2 / 
1.1, 1.4.2, 
5.4.7, 7.2, 
8.2/3 

rubû kēnu (legi-
timate prince) 

6 (9)  x x    x x x 1:i24, 4, 8,  
17:i20, 
[154:4] / 
5.4.7 

rubû na’du (at-
tentive prince) 

22 
(466) 

x  x x x  x x x 1:i18, 2:17, 
17:i12, 19-
10-11, 
23:12 / 4.2, 
6.2, 7.2, 8.3 

ṣābit līṭī (seizer 
of hostages) 

14 
(473) 

  x x x   x x 1:i16-17, 
2:7, 3:28, 
23:5, 26:13 / 
5.4.2, 8.2 

ṣīrāku (I am 
exalted) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i32, 1, 4, 
8, 13 / 5.4.7  

ṣalūl kibrāti 
(aegis of the 
quarters) 

3 
(415) 

  x     x x 2:19, 4, 
23:13 / 5.4.4 

ša ana šutēšur 
parṣī ekurrāti 
mātišu pitqudu 
kajjāna (to whom 
is perpetually 
entrusted the 
organization of 
the rites of the 
temples of his 
land) 

5 (8)   x    x x x 1:i24, 4, 8, 
17:i20-21, 
20:26-27 / 
4.2 

ša ana tīb kakkīšu 
ezzūte gimir 
mātāti iḫillāma 
ultanapšaqā kīma 
kiškitte iṣūdā (at 
the attack of 
whose furious 
weapons all lands 
convulse, are 
constrained, and 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:13-15 / 
5.4.2 
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melt as though in 
a furnace) 
ša arḫī pašqūte 
ittanallaku (who 
marches on nar-
row ways) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:5 / 5.1 

ša biblat libbišu 
Ellil ušakšidušu 
(whose heart’s 
desires Enlil 
helped him reach) 

4 (7)   x     x x 1:i39, 4, 8, 
17:i50-51 / 
4.1 

ša bīt Ištar ša 
Ninua ēpušma° 
arṣip° (who made 
and repaired the 
temple of Ishtar 
of Niniveh) 

2 
(63) 

   x      111:4, 
135:3-4 / 
4.3 

ša epšēt qātišu u 
nadān zībišu ilāni 
ša šamê u erṣeti 
irammū (whose 
deeds and giving 
of food offerings 
the great gods of 
heaven and un-
derworld love) 

5 (8)   x    x x x 1:i24-25, 4, 
8, 17:i21-
22, 20:27-
29 / 4.2, 6.2 

[ša] ḫaṭṭa 
murte’ât nišē 
tušatmeḫu qāta 
([whose] hand 
you (Ashur) have 
granted the scep-
tre which herds 
people) 

1 (1)  x      x?  154:3 / 5.4.4 

ša ina ašri 
namrāṣi uparriru 
kiṣir multarḫi 
(who in harsh 
terrain scatters 
the forces of the 
rebellious)  

4 (7)   x     x x 1:i40, 4, 8, 
17:i53-54 / 
5.1 

ša ina qitrub 
bēlūtišu šarrāni 
ekdūte lā pādûte 
ištu ṣīt šamši adi 
ereb šamši pâ 
ištēn ušaškin° 
(who by his 
lordly combat has 
placed under one 
command fierce 
merciless kings 
from sunrise to 
sunset) 

4 
(416) 

  x     x x 2:20-21, 4, 
23:14, 27 / 
5.4.1 

ša ina tukulti 2    x     x? 56:7, 66:4-5 
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Aššur, Adad, 
Ištar, Ninurta 
rēṣīšu ittanallaku 
(who marches 
with the support 
of Ashur, Adad, 
Ishtar, Ninurta) 

(42) / 4.1, 7.2 

ša ina tukulti 
Aššur ittanallaku 
(who marches 
with the support 
of Ashur) 

22 
(511) 

  x x x   x x 1:i12, 2:2, 
3:21-22, 
23:2, 26:4 / 
4.1 

ša ina tukulti 
Aššur u Šamaš 
ittanallaku (who 
marches with the 
support of Ashur 
and Shamash) 

2 
(32) 

   x   x x  19:7-9, 40:2 
/ 4.1 

ša ištu GN adi 
GN [qāssu] ikšu-
du (whose [hand] 
conquered from 
GN to GN) 

1 
(25) 

   x     x? 56:8-9 / 
5.4.1 

ša kīma šarūr 
šamši andillašu° 
eli mātišu šupar-
ruru (whose 
protection spre-
ads like the rays 
of the sun over 
his land) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:16 / 5.4.4 

ša mātāti kalâši-
na ištu ṣīt šamši 
[adi ereb šamši 
ikšudu qāssu] 
(whose [hand 
conquered] all 
lands from sunri-
se [to sunset]) 

1 (1)    x?     x? 33:18´ / 
5.4.1 

ša napḫar kiššat 
nišē ipellu (who 
rules all people) 

18 
(457) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i14, 2:4, 
3:24-25, 
17:i43-44, 
19:18 / 5.4.1 
/4, 6.2, 8.2 

ša napḫar kiššat 
nišē pâ ištēn 
ušaškinu (who 
has placed all 
people under one 
command) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:7 / 5.4.1 

ša šangûssu eli 
ilūtika/ki rabûti / 
rabītu iṭibbu 
(whose priestho-
od satisfies your 

4 (8)   x      x 1:i11-12, 
3:20-21, 
[28:i11-13], 
[29:4´-5´] / 
4.2 
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(Ninurta’s/Sharrat 
-niphi’s) great 
divinity) 
[ša] šuparruru 
[andillašu° eli 
mātišu] ([whose 
protection] is 
spread out [over 
his land]) 

1 (1)  x       x? 153:6 / 5.4.4 

[ša DN ušatmeḫu 
kakka] ḫaṭṭa agâ 
u [šibirra] ([who 
has been granted 
weapon], sceptre, 
crown, and [staff 
by DN]) 

1 (1)  x       x? 153:5 / 4.1 

šāgiš ālāni u 
ḫuršāni (slaugh-
terer of cities and 
highlands) 

8 
(29) 

  x  x   x x 1:i34, 
17:i39-40, 
26:42, 54, 
152:6 / 5.4.2 

šagganakku° 
(governor) 

1 (1)  x        172:14 obv. 

šaḫtu (reverent 
one) 

4 (8)   x      x 1:i11, 3:19, 
28:i9, 
[29:4´] / 4.2 

šakin Ellil 
(appointee of 
Enlil) 

15 
(223) 

x x  x    x? x? 41:1, 57:1, 
66:1, 67:1, 
111:1 / 4.1 

šākin līte eli 
kalîšina mātāti 
(who achieves 
victory over all 
lands) 

14 
(450) 

  x x? x   x x 1:i17, 2:7, 
3:28-29, 
23:5, 26:13-
14 / 5.4.1 

[šākin] līte eli 
malkī ša kalîšina 
kibrāti ([who 
achieves] victory 
over all rulers of 
the quarters) 

1 
(25) 

   x     x? 56:6 / 5.4.1 

šakkanakki Aššur 
(governor of 
Ashur) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:9 / 4.1 

šamšu (sun) 1 (1)       x x  19:22 / 5.4.4 
šamšu kiššat nišē 
(sun of all peop-
le) 

8 
(42) 

 x x x   x x x 1:i10, 3:18, 
4, 28:i8, 
40:1 / 5.4.4 
/6, 6.2, 8.2/3 

šangû ellu (holy 
priest)  

1 (1)    x      59:3 / 4.2 

šangû ṣīru (exal-
ted priest)  

1 (1)    x      49:6 / 4.2 

šāninišu° lā īšû 
(who has no 
rival) 

1 (2)     x    x? 18:II2  
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šāpir kal nišē 
(commander of 
all people) 

1 (1)       x x  19:21 / 5.4.1 

šar bēlē (king of 
lords)  

13 
(446) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i19, 2:18, 
17:i13, 
23:12, 26:33 
/ 5.4.1 

šar kal malkī 
(king of all ru-
lers) 

11 
(35) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i20, 4, 15, 
17:i15, 
26:34 / 5.4.1 

šar kibrāt erbetti 
(king of the four 
quarters) 

8 
(26) 

  x  x   x x 1:i35, 17: 
i40, 26:43, 
54, 152:6 / 
5.4.1, 6.1/2 

šar kiššat kibrāte 
ša napḫar malkī 
kalîšunu (king of 
the totality of the 
quarters including 
all their rulers)  

4 (7)   x     x x 1:i35-36, 
17:i42 / 
5.4.1 

šar kiššat nišē 
(king of all peo-
ple)  

1 (1)       x x  19:22 / 
5.4.1/4 

šar kiššati (king 
of the universe) 

68 
(923) 

x x x x x  x x x 1:i10, 2:1, 
3:17, 9:1, 
19:6 / 1.1/5, 
5.4.1/6, 
6.1/2 

šar kullat kibrāt 
erbetti (king of 
all the four quar-
ters) 

10 
(72) 

 x x x   x x x 1:i10, 3:17-
18, 19:22, 
28:i7-8, 
40:1 / 5.4.1 

šar lā šanān 
(king without 
rival) 

6 
(34) 

x  x x     x 1:i10, 3:17, 
4, 28:i7, 
29:2´ / 
5.4.1/8, 6.2 

šar māt Aššur 
(king of Assyria) 

87 
(972) 

x x x x x  x x x 1:i28, 2:1, 
9:1, 17:i27, 
19:6 / 5.4.6, 
6.1/2, 7.2, 
8.2 

šar mātāti šarḫu 
(splendid king of 
all lands) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:5 / 5.4.1 

šar šarrāni (king 
of kings) 

13 
(65) 

  x x   x x x 1:i21, 17: 
i15, 26:35, 
40:9, 47:11 / 
5.4.1 

šar tanadāte 
(king worthy of 
praise) 

3 
(415) 

  x     x x 2:19, 4, 
23:13 

šarḫu/šurruḫāku 
(splendid/I am 
splendid) 

9 
(42) 

 x x x   x x x 1:i32, 17: 
i35, 19:16, 
40:13, 
[153:9] / 4.1 
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šarru/šarrāku 
(king/I am king)
  

10 
(16) 

x  x    x x x 1:i32, 4, 8, 
13, 17:i34 / 
5.4.1/7 

šarru ba’’īt ilāni 
(king who is the 
desired one of the 
deities) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:9 / 4.1 

šarru dannu 
(strong king) 

64 
(891) 

x x x x x  x x x 1:i9, 2:1, 
9:1, 17:i27, 
19:6 / 6.2, 
7.2, 8.3 

šarru dapīnu 
(martial king) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:6 / 4.4 

(šarru) lē’û qabli 
(king/he who is 
capable in battle) 

9 
(27) 

  x  x  x x x 1:i34, 4, 17: 
i39, 26:42, 
152:5 / 4.4, 
8.2 

šarru mušakmiṣ° 
lā kanšūtešu 
(king who forces 
to bow down 
those unsubmis-
sive to him) 

4 (7)   x     x x 1:i36, 4, 8, 
17:i43 / 
5.4.1 

(šarru) mušakniš 
lā kanšūtešu 
(king/he who 
makes those 
unsubmissive to 
him submit) 

14 
(472) 

  x x x   x x 1:i14, 2:4, 
3:24, 23:3, 
26:7-8 / 
5.4.1 

(šarru) mušḫar-
miṭ kullat nakrīšu 
(king/he who 
disintegrates all 
his enemies)  

4 (7)   x     x x 1:i35, 4, 8, 
17:i41 / 
5.4.1 

šarru rabû (great 
king) 

30 
(355) 

x x x x x  x x x 1:ii125, 9:1, 
19:5, 26:1, 
31:1 / 5.4.1, 
6.2, 7.2, 
8.2/3 

šarru ṣīru (exal-
ted king) 

1 (1)    x?     x? 33:18´ 

šarru ša biblat 
libbišu Aššur 
ušekšidušu (king 
whose heart’s 
desire Ashur has 
caused him to 
reach) 

1 
(31) 

   x     x? 40:8 / 4.1 

šarru ša ina qibīt 
pîšu ušḫarmaṭu 
šadê u tâmāte 
(king who disin-
tegrates moun-
tains and seas 
with his order) 

3 
(415) 

  x     x x 2:19-20, 4, 
23:13-14 / 
4.4, 5.4.2  
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šarru ša ina 
tukulti Aššur u 
Ninurta mēšariš 
ittanallaku (king 
who marches 
justly with the 
support of Ashur 
and Ninurta) 

5 
(26) 

  x x x   x x 1:iii128, 15, 
26:36, 27, 
54 / 4.1 

šarru ša ina 
tukulti Aššur u 
Šamaš mēšariš 
ittanallaku (king 
who marches 
justly with the 
support of Ashur 
and Shamash) 

5 (8)   x    x x x 1:i22, 4, 8, 
17:i16-17, 
20:21-22 / 
4.1 

(šarru) ša ina 
tukulti ilāni 
rabûti ittanallaku 
(king/he who 
marches with the 
support of the 
great gods) 

13 
(449) 

  x  x   x x 1:i15-16, 
2:5-6, 3:26-
27, 23:4, 
26:11 / 4.1 

šarru ša ištu GN 
adi GN ana 
šēpēšu ušekniša 
(king who made 
(all) from GN to 
GN submit at his 
feet) 

19 
(503) 

  x x x   x x 1:iii121-22, 
2:11-12, 
3:34-37, 15, 
23:8 / 5.4.1 

šarru ša tanat-
tašu° danānu 
(king whose 
strength is worthy 
of praise) 

1 (1)   x      x 30:22  

šarru ša tanat-
tašu° danānu 
kajjamānu (king 
whose strength is 
constantly worthy 
of praise) 

1 (4)   x      x 1:iii25-26 

ṭiriṣ qāt [DN] 
(who is reached 
by [DN’s] hand 

1 (1)  x      x?  154:2 / 4.2 

tizqāru (promi-
nent) 

5 
(26) 

  x x x   x  1:iii127, 15, 
26:34, 27, 
54  

tušaršidu palâšu 
(whose reign you 
(Ninurta/Sharrat-
niphi) establi-
shed)  

4 (8)   x      x 1:i12, 3:21, 
28:i14-ii1, 
29:5´ / 4.1 

uršānāku/uršānu 
(I am heroic / 
hero) 

10 
(16) 

  x    x x x 1:i32, 4, 13, 
17:i35, 20: 
43 / 6.2 
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uršānu lā pādû 
(merciless hero) 

4 
(417) 

  x x    x x 2:18, 4, 23: 
13, 47:10  

uršānu tizqāru lā 
pādû (prominent 
and merciless 
hero) 

5 (8)   x    x x x 1:i20, 4, 8, 
17:i14, 
[20:18]  

ušumgallu ekdu 
(fierce dragon) 

16 
(456) 

  x x x  x x x 1:i19, 2:17, 
17:i12, 
19:12, 23:12 
/ 4.1/4, 8.2 

utullu (chief 
herdsman) 

6 
(10) 

  x x   x x x 1:i21, 4, 8, 
17:i15, 47: 
11 / 5.4.4, 
6.2, 8.2 

zānin nindabê 
ana ilāni rabûti 
(provider of food 
offerings for the 
great gods) 

5 (8)   x    x x x 1:i23-24, 4, 
8, 17:i19, 
20:25 / 4.2 

zikarāku (I am 
manly) 

6 (9)   x    x x x 1:i33, 4, 8, 
13, 17:i36  

zikaru dannu 
(strong male) 

12 
(442) 

  x  x   x x 1:i14, 2:4, 
3:25, 23:3, 
26:9 / 8.2, 
10.2 

zikaru qardu 
(heroic male) 

1 (1)  x       x? 153:5 / 8.2 



 323 

App. 11: Royal titles and epithets of 
Shalmaneser III 

Appendix listing, in alphabetic order, all the royal titles and epithets of 
Shalmaneser III. Abbreviations refer to: fr frequency (total number of attes-
tations), se sequence (attested in first position), (attested in) A Assur, K 
Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the core (including Balawat), pf 
the provinces, border areas/foreign lands, (attested in) 1 first regnal third, 2 
second regnal third, 3 last regnal third. (For the aspect of frequency, see also 
the list in app. 12.) Numbers in the second column refer to attestations in 
texts and exemplars respectively. Crosses indicate attestation, empty cell 
lack of attestation. The final column (abbr. at/in, attestations/index) gives 
info on place of attestation in the primary sources and provides a complete 
index referring to the relevant (sub)sections in the book. The respective data 
concerning attestations and index are separated graphically by / . If an epi-
thet is attested more than five times, a selection of the first, i.e. in their order 
in the SE-list, and “best”, i.e. fully assigned and largely unreconstructed, 
attestations is given. This appendix is used mainly in chapters 4-9. 

 
title/epithet fr se A K N co pf 1 2 3 at/in 
abūbāniš (like a 
flood) 

2 (2)  x? x     x?  [9:10], 
12:18 / 4.1 

(kīma) til abūbi 
(like (the effects 
of) a flood 
mound) 

12 
(41) 

 x x  x x x x x 5:ii2-3, 6: 
ii1, 6:iv36, 
8:40, 31:16 / 
4.4, 5.4.2 

(kīma) Adad (like 
the god Adad) 

5 
(12) 

  x  x x x   1:59´, 2:i46, 
2:ii50, 2:ii 
98, 3 / 4.1/4, 
5.4.2, 10.1 

ālilu šamru (im-
petuous  hero) 

2 (3)   x  x  x  x 5:iv2, 16:48 

āmeru° durgi u 
šapšāqi (who has 
seen innermost 
and rugged regi-
ons) 

9 
(24) 

 x x   x x x  1:9, 2:i6-7, 
3, 6:i15, 
8:11 / 5.1, 
8.2 

āmir ēnāte ša 
Idiqlat u Puratte 
(who has seen the 
sources of the 

1 (1)  x     x   25:12-13 / 
5.1 
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Tigris and the 
Euphrates) 
[āpir] šalummate 
([who is decked] 
with radiance) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i3-4 / 4.1, 
8.3 

bāni Bāb-Tibira 
(builder of the 
Tabira Gate) 

1 (1)  x      x?  101:5 

bāni bīt Anim bīt 
Adad (builder of 
the temple of Anu 
and Adad) 

1 (4)  x      x?  54:4-5 / 4.3 

bāni dūr Libbi-āli 
(builder of the 
wall of the inner 
city) 

1 
(14) 

 x       x? 99:4 

bānû kisal Aššur 
(builder of 
Ashur’s court-
yard) 

1 (2)  x     x?   103:3 / 4.3 

bēl kibrāt [er-
betti] (lord of the 
[four] quarters) 

1 (1)      x x   17:43 

bēlum° šarrāni 
(lord of kings) 

1 (1)      x x   17:28 / 5.4.1 

bēlšu (his (an 
official’s) lord)  

3 (5)   x     x  [30:34], 
31:19, 62 

dā’iš kullat 
nakrīšu (trampler 
of all his en-
emies)  

2 (2)   x     x  28:8-9, 
30:10 / 5.4.1 

edû gapšu [ša 
māḫira lā īšû] 
(arisen flood 
wave [which has 
no antagonist]) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i3 / 4.1/4 

ekdu (fierce) 1 (1)  x       x 40:i2  
(kīma) Erra (like 
the god Erra) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:iii2 / 4.4, 
5.4.5, 8.3, 
10.1 

eṭlu qardu (heroic 
man) 

4 (5)  x? x  x  x x  5:i1, [9:4], 
28:9, 30:10 / 
7.2, 8.2/3, 
10.2 

(kīma) Girru (like 
fire/the god 
Girru)  

2 (2)  x x?     x x 12:20, 40:i9 
/ 4.4, 5.4.2, 
10.1 

iḫillū mātāte ina 
mēziz qardūtišu 
išdāšina (at 
whose warlike 
wrath the lands 
are convulsed 
down to their 

2 (4)   x   x x   2:i9, 3 
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foundations) 
[… ilāni] ša šamê 
[u erṣeti haṭṭu] 
eširtu [qātuššu] 
umallû ([whose 
hands the deities] 
of heaven [and 
underworld] 
filled with the 
just [sceptre]) 

1 (1)  x?      x?  9:15-17 / 
4.1 

ina šurrât 
šarrūtišu tâmtum 
elītum u tâmtum 
šupālītum qāssu 
ikšudu (whose 
hand at the be-
ginning of his 
kingship con-
quered the upper 
and lower seas) 

1 (1)   x    x   1:7-8 / 6.3 

iššak Aššur (vice-
regent of Ashur) 

40 
(109) 

x x x x x x x x x 1:1, 2:i5, 3, 
5:i5, 6:i11 / 
4.1/2, 7.3, 
8.2/3 

iššak Aššur 
pitqudu* (prudent 
vice-regent of 
Ashur) 

1 (1)      x x   2:i6 

iššakku° Aššur 
šurruḫu (splendid 
vice-regent of 
Ashur) 

3 (3)   x     x  28:3, [30:4], 
57:3 

ištamdaḫu šadê u 
tâmāte (who has 
marched through 
mountains and 
seas) 

4 
(19) 

 x x   x  x  2:i10, 3, 
6:i23, 8:19 / 
5.1 

kakkēšu dannūte 
[…] šadê ināru 
(who slew […] in 
the mountains 
with his mighty 
weapons) 

1 (1)  x?      x?  9:8-9 

kāšid (conqueror 
of GN/from GN 
to GN) 

24 
(36) 

 x x x  x x x x 8:24-26, 
12:11-13, 
20:3-7, 
21:6-8, 22: 
8-9 / 5.4.1 

kašūš kal kibrāte 
(weapon (which 
smites) all quar-
ters) 

2 (2)  x     x x?  9:2-3, 25:3 / 
5.4.2 

[…] kippat mātāti 
qātuššu ukinnū 
([into whose] 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i3 / 4.1 
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hands (Ashur and 
the great gods) 
firmly established 
the circumference 
of lands) 
lā ādiru tuqumti 
(fearless in battle) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i4 / 8.3 

lā mupparkû 
zānin Ekur 
(ceaseless pro-
vider for Ekur)  

1 (1)   x    x   1:5 / 4.2 

lā pādû (merci-
less)  

1 (2)     x  x   5:i2 / 4.1 

lā pādû lā gāmil 
tuqunte (merci-
less and unsaving 
in battle) 

2 (2)  x     x x?  9:7, 25:6-7 

lē’û (capable) 1 (1)  x       x 40:i3 / 4.1 
māḫir bilti u igisê 
ša kalîšina kibrāti 
(receiver of tribu-
te and gifts from 
all the (four) 
quarters) 

8 
(23) 

 x x   x x x  2:i7-8, 3, 
6:i17, 8:12-
13, 28:5-6 / 
5.4.3 

malku dannu 
itpēšu (strong and 
competent ruler) 

1 (1) x  x      x 16:1 / 
5.4.1/7, 6.3 

mār/apal Aššur-
nāṣir-apli 
(son/heir of 
Ashurnasirpal II) 

72 
(341) 

x x x x x x x x x 1:10, 2:i11, 
3, 6:i24, 
8:20 / 4.1, 
5.4.7 

migir Ištar (fa-
vourite of Ishtar) 

1 (1)  x        154:4 rev. / 
4.1 

migirki (your 
(Ishtar’s) favouri-
te) 

1 (1)  x        154:11 obv. 
/ 4.1 

mūdû (one who 
knows) 

1 (1)   x      x 16:2 / 5.4.7, 
6.3 

mukabbis kišād 
ajjābīšu (who 
treads upon the 
necks of his foes) 

2 (2)   x     x  28:8, 30:8-9 
/ 5.4.1 

mukabbis rēšēte 
ša šadê kalîš 
ḫuršāni (who 
treads upon the 
mountain peaks 
of all highlands) 

9 
(24) 

 x x   x x x  1:9, 2:i7, 3, 
6:i15-16, 
8:11-12 / 
5.1, 8.2 

mukīl nindabê[ki] 
(holder of [your] 
(Ninlil’s) food 
offerings) 

1 (1)  x        154:1 obv. / 
4.2 

[mula’’iṭ ekṣūte] 
([controller of the 

1 (2)     x  x   [5:i3] / 
5.4.1, 8.3 
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brazen ones]) 
munēr alṭūti 
(slayer of the 
obdurate) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i2 / 5.4.1 

muparrir kiṣrī 
multarḫi (who 
scatters the forces 
of the rebellious) 

2 (2)   x     x  28:8, 30:9 / 
5.4.1 

mupattû° ṭūdāti 
ša eliš u šapliš 
(who opens paths 
above and below) 

8 
(23) 

 x x   x x x  2:i8, 3, 
6:i18, 8:13-
14, 28:6 / 
5.1, 8.2 

murtedû kalîš 
mātāti (leader of 
all lands) 

11 
(26) 

 x x   x x x x 1:2, 2:i6, 3, 
6:i13, 8:7-8 
/ 5.4.1, 8.2 

mušeknišu° [lā 
kanšūte] (who 
makes [the un-
submissive] 
submit) 

1 
(11) 

    x     41.1 / 5.4.1 

mušte’’û ašrāt 
ilāni ša qereb 
Ešarra (who 
frequents the 
shrines of the 
deities within 
Esharra) 

4 (5)   x     x  28:4, 30:4-
5, 56:2-3, 
57:4 / 4.2 

[muštēšir?] 
kiššatu° ([who 
directs] the uni-
verse) 

1 (1)      x x   17:4 / 5.4.1 

nādin išqī u 
nindabê ana ilāni 
rabûti (who gives 
temple shares and 
food offerings to 
the great gods) 

1 (1)   x    x   1:4 / 4.2 

narām ilūtiki 
(beloved of your 
(Ninlil’s) di-
vinity) 

1 (1)  x        154:5 rev. / 
4.1 

nārāti šadê 
marṣūti ukabbisa 
šalṭiš (who tri-
umphantly treads 
over rivers and 
difficult moun-
tains) 

2 (2)      x  x  23:12-13, 
24:4-5 / 5.1 

[nišīt Ellil u 
Ninurta] ([chosen 
of Enlil and 
Ninurta]) 

1 (1)   x      x [16.1] / 4.1, 
7.3 

nišīt īnē Ellil 
(chosen of Enlil) 

11 
(36) 

x x x  x x x x  1:3, 2:i6, 3, 
4:16 obv., 
6:i14 / 4.1, 
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8.2 
pāliḫ [ilāni 
rabûti] (worship-
per [of the great 
gods]) 

1 (1)   x      x 16:3 / 4.2 

perriku ṣīru 
(exalted over-
seer?) 

1 (1)   x    x   1:6 / 4.2 

qarrādu (warrior) 1 (3)       x x   2:ii71 / 5.1  
rē’û kīnu (right-
eous shepherd)  

3 (4) x  x  x  x  x 1:5, 5:i5, 
16:3 / 5.4.4, 
6.3, 7.3, 8.2 

(kīma) rīmi (like 
a wild bull) 

1 (3)      x x   2:ii52 / 
4.1/4 

rubû (prince)  21 
(39) 

 x x   x x x x 1:1, 2:i5, 3, 
6:i11, 8:3 / 
1.1/5, 5.4.7, 
7.3, 8.2 

rubû na’du (at-
tentive prince) 

10 
(26) 

 x x   x x x  1:4, 2:i6, 3, 
6:i14, 8:10-
11 / 4.2 

ṣābit serqiki 
(holder of your 
(Ninlil’s) strewn 
offering) 

1 (1)  x        154:1 obv. / 
4.2 

ṣīt libbi ša Tu-
kultī-Ninurta 
(offspring of 
Tukulti-Ninurta 
II) 

1 (1)  x        154 / 5.4.7 

ša ana tīb 
tāḫāzišu danni 
kibrāte ultanap- 
šaqā (iḫillū ālāni) 
(at whose strong 
attack for combat 
the quarters are 
constrained (and 
cities are con-
vulsed)) 

4 
(19) 

 x x   x x x  2:i8-9, 3, 
6:i19-20, 
8:14-15 

ša ana ṭēmēt ilāni 
upaqqû (who 
heeds the orders 
of the deities) 

1 (1)   x    x   1:6 / 4.2 

ša arhī pašqūte 
ittanallaku (who 
marches on nar-
row ways) 

4 
(19) 

 x x   x x x  2:i10, 3, 
6:i22-23, 
8:18-19 / 
5.1 

ša arki [zā’irīšu] 
ittanallaku (who 
marches after [his 
enemies]) 

2 (2)      x  x  23:10-11, 
[24:4] 

[ša] bēlūtišu 
šarrāni ekdūti u 
lā pādûti [ultu ṣīt 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i4-5 / 
5.4.5/8 
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šamše] adi ereb 
šamše iktašadu 
(whose lordship 
has conquered 
fierce and merci-
less kings [from 
sunrise] to sunset) 
ša ina kibrāt 
erbette [ittanal-
laku] (who 
[marches] in the 
four quarters) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i1 

ša ina malkī ša 
kibrāt erbetti 
šāninšu lā īšû 
(who has no rival 
among the rulers 
of the four quar-
ters) 

5 
(20) 

 x x   x x x  1:8, 2:i10, 3, 
6:i21-22, 
8:17 / 5.4.1 

ša ina reṣūte ša 
Šamaš Adad lē’îš 
ittanallaku (who 
marches mightily 
with the help of 
Shamash and 
Adad) 

2 (2)      x  x  23:4-7, 24:2 

ša ina rēšti? 
idukku (who kills 
on the front line?) 

1 (1)      x  x  24:4 

ša ina šulme 
ittanarrû ba’ūlāt 
māt Aššur (who 
leads in peace the 
population of 
Assyria) 

1 (1)   x    x   1:5-6 / 
5.4.6, 6.3 

ša ina tukulti 
Aššur mātāti 
kalîšina kīma 
kerṣappi ana 
šēpīšu ikbusu 
(who with the 
support of Ashur 
has trodden all 
lands under his 
feet as if it were a 
footstool) 

2 (2)   x     x  28:9-10, 
30:10-12 / 
5.4.1 

ša ina tukulti 
Aššur u Šamaš 
ittanallaku (who 
marches with the 
support of Ashur 
and Shamash) 

5 
(20) 

 x x   x x x  1:7, 2:i9, 3, 
6:i20-21, 
8:16 / 4.1 

ša ina zikir 
bēlūtišu kibrāte 
ultanapšaqā 

1 (1)   x     x  28:7 
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iḫillū ālāni (at 
whose lordly 
command the 
quarters are 
constrained and 
cities are con-
vulsed) 
[ša] kibrāti 
kalîšina qātuššu 
paqdā (into who-
se hands are 
handed over all 
the quarters) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i2 / 5.4.1 

ša kullat nakirīšu 
kīma ḫaṣbāte 
udaqqiqu (who 
has crushed all 
his enemies like 
potsherds) 

2 (2)  x     x x?  9:5-6, 25:4-
6  

ša tukultašu° 
Ninurta (whose 
support is 
Ninurta) 

2 (3)   x  x  x x  5:iv2, 
[16:48-49] / 
4.1, 7.3 

šāgiš [lā] kanšūt 
Aššur (slaugh-
terer of those 
[un]submissive to 
Ashur) 

1 (2)     x  x   5:i2-3 / 4.4 

šaḫtu (reverent 
one)  

1 (1)   x    x   1:5 / 4.2 

šakin Ellil (appo-
intee of Enlil)  

11 
(20) 

x x x? x   x x?  26:2, 48:1, 
50:2, 55:1, 
93:2 / 4.1 

šakkanakki ilāni 
rabûti (governor 
of the great gods) 

1 (1)   x?     x  12:9 / 4.1 

šakkanakku° 
Aššur pitqudu 
(prudent governor 
of Ashur) 

7 
(21) 

 x x   x x x  1:3, 2:i6, 3, 
6:i14, 8:9-
10 / 8.2 

šakkanakku° 
Aššur šurruḫu* 
(splendid gover-
nor of Ashur) 

1 (3)      x x   2:i6 

šakkanakku pit-
qudu (prudent 
governor) 

1 (1)  x        154:5 rev. 

šamšu kiššat nišē 
(sun of all peop-
le) 

11 
(27) 

 x x  x x x x x 1:2, 2:i5, 3, 
6:i12, 8:5-6 
/ 5.4.4/6, 
6.3, 8.2/3 

šangû ṣīru 
(exalted priest) 

1 (1)  x      x  10:i13 / 4.2 

šānin malkī ša 
kiššati rabûti 

1 (1)  x       x 40:i3-4 / 
5.4.1, 6.3 
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šarrāni (rival of 
the great rulers of 
the universe and 
of the kings) 
šāpir malkī ša 
kullate (com-
mander of all 
rulers) 

2 (2)  x     x x?  9:3, 25:3-4 / 
5.4.1 

šaprû Aššur 
šurruḫu (splendid 
temple admin-
istrator of Ashur) 

1 (2)   x       56:2 / 4.2 

šar kibrāt erbetti 
(king of the four 
quarters)  

3 (4) 
 

  x  x  x  x 1:2, 5:i3, 
16:3 / 5.4.1, 
6.1 

šar kiššat nišē 
(king of all peop-
le) 

23 
(41) 

x x x   x x x x 1:1, 2:i5, 3, 
6:i11, 8:2 / 
5.4.1/4, 6.3, 
7.3, 8.2/3 

šar kiššati (king 
of the universe) 

33 
(230) 

x x x x x x x x x? 5:i1, 9:1, 
20:1, 21:5, 
23:3 / 1.1/5, 
5.4.1/6, 
6.1/3 

šar kullat kibrāt 
erbetti (king of 
all the four quar-
ters)  

11 
(26) 

 x x   x x x x 2:i5, 3, 
6:i12, 8:4-5, 
10:i11-12 / 
5.4.1, 8.2 

šar lā šanān 
(king without 
rival) 

2 (2)  x     x x?  [9:2], 25:2 / 
5.4.1/8, 6.3 

šar māt Aššur 
(king of Assyria) 

46 
(273) 

x x x x x x x x x? 1:1, 2:i5, 3, 
5:v4, 5:vi5 / 
5.4.6, 6.1/3, 
7.3, 8.2 

šar mātāti šarḫu 
(splendid king of 
all lands) 

4 
(19) 

 x x   x x x  2:i10, 3, 
6:i22, 8:18 / 
5.4.1 

šarru ba’’īt ilāni 
(king who is the 
desired one of the 
deities) 

10 
(25) 

 x x   x x x  1:3, 2:i6, 3, 
6:i13, 8:8 / 
4.1 

šarru dannu 
(strong king) 

34 
(181) 

x x x  x x x x x 1:1, 2:i5, 3, 
5:i1, 5:ii2 / 
7.2, 8.3 

šarru ekdu lā 
pādû (fierce and 
merciless king) 

2 (2)      x  x  23:9-10, 
24:3-4 

šarru rabû (great 
king) 

13 
(105) 

x x x  x x x x x 5:i1, 23:2, 
24:1, 40:i1, 
96:2 / 
5.4.1/8, 6.3, 
7.2, 8.3 

šarūru (brilliant) 1 (1)   x    x   1:6 / 4.1 
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šitrāḫu (splendid) 1 (2)     x  x   5:i6 / 4.1 
ušumgallu (dra-
gon) 

2 (2)  x     x x?  9:2, 25:2 / 
4.1/4 

zānin išrēti[ki] 
(provider of 
[your] (Ninlil’s) 
shrine) 

1 (1)  x        154:11 rev. / 
4.2 

zikaru dannu 
(strong male) 

8 
(23) 

 x x   x x x  2:i9, 3, 
6:i20, 8:15, 
25:6 / 8.2, 
10.2 

zikaru qardu* 
(heroic male) 

1 (3)      x x   2:i9  
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App. 12: List of the most common royal titles 
and epithets 

This appendix, which draws on appendices 10-11, lists the most frequently, 
i.e. the c. 25 most common ones in each text corpus, attested royal titles and 
epithets in the inscriptions of the two kings. The abbreviation fr refers to 
frequency. Numbers without parantheses are based on counting attestations 
in “texts”, those within parantheses on counting attestations in “exemplars”. 
Presence or absence in the much attested (406 exs.) Standard Inscription 
(AE23) account for the high and varying numbers in the second column. A 
fair list of the most common titles and epithets of Ashurnasirpal II based on 
exemplars needs to be presented otherwise, since c. 15 royal titles or epithets 
with between 400-500 attestations are not represented in the list below. 
Rather than making an additional list, I refer the reader to the titulary sec-
tions in AE23. This appendix is mostly used in chapter 8. 
 
epithet of Ashurnasirpal II fr epithet of Shalmaneser III fr 
mār/apal Tukultī-Ninurta (son/heir 
of Tukulti-Ninurta II) 

89 
(1035) 

mār/apal Aššur-nāṣir-apli (son/heir 
of Ashurnasirpal II) 

72 
(341) 

šar māt Aššur (king of Assyria) 87 
(972) 

šar māt Aššur (king of Assyria) 46 
(273) 

šar kiššati (king of the universe) 68 
(923) 

iššak Aššur (vice-regent of Ashur) 40 
(109) 

šarru dannu (strong king) 64 
(891) 

šarru dannu (strong king) 34 
(181) 

šarru rabû (great king) 30 
(355) 

šar kiššati (king of the universe) 33 
(230) 

iššak Aššur (vice-regent of Ashur) 28 
(680) 

kāšid ištu GN adi GN (conqueror 
from GN to GN) 

24 
(36) 

eṭlu qardu (heroic man) 28 
(617) 

šar kiššat nišē (king of all people) 23 
(41) 

lā ādiru ina tuqumte (fearless in 
battle) 

25 
(887) 

rubû (prince) 21 
(39) 

ina malkī ša kibrāt erbetti šāninšu 
lā īšu (who has no rival among the 
rulers of the four quarters) 

23 
(564) 

šarru rabû (great king) 13 
(105) 

ša ina tukulti Aššur ittanallaku 
(who marches with the support of 
Ashur) 

22 
(511) 

kīma til abūbi (like (the effects of) a 
flood mound) 

12 
(41) 

rubû na’du (attentive prince) 22 
(466) 

šar kullat kibrāt erbetti (king of all 
the four quarters) 

12 
(26) 
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kašūš ilāni rabûti (weapon of the 
great gods) 

21 
(461) 

nišīt īnē Ellil (chosen of Enlil) 11 
(36) 

šarru ša…ana šēpēšu ušekniša 
(king who made lands from GN to 
GN submit at his feet) 

19 
(503) 

šamšu kiššat nišē (sun of all people) 11 
(27) 

pāliḫ ilāni rabûti (worshipper of 
the great gods)  

19 
(463) 

murtedû kalîš mātāte (leader of all 
lands) 

11 
(26) 

ša napḫar kiššat nišē ipellu (who 
rules all people)  

18 
(457) 

šakin Ellil (appointee of Enlil) 11 
(20) 

rē’û tabrâte° (amazing shepherd) 16 
(463) 

rubû na’du (attentive prince) 10 
(26) 

ušumgallu ekdu (fierce dragon)  16 
(456)  

šarru ba’’īt ilāni (king who is the 
desired one of the deities) 

10 
(25) 

kīma Adad ša rāḫiṣi (like Adad, the 
flooder) 

16 
(448) 

āmeru° durgi u šapšāqi (who has 
seen innermost and rugged regions) 

9 
(24) 

edû gapšu ša māḫira lā īšu (arisen 
flood wave which has no antago-
nist) 

15 
(462) 

mukabbis rēšēte ša šadê kalîš 
ḫuršāni (who treads upon the 
mountain peaks of all highlands)  

9 
(24) 

mula’’iṭ ekṣūte (controller of the 
brazen ones) 

15 
(448) 

mupattû° ṭūdāti ša eliš u šapliš 
(opener of paths above and below) 

8 
(23) 

kāšid ālāni ḫuršāni pāṭ gimrišunu 
(conqueror of cities and the entire 
highlands) 

15 
(448) 

māḫir bilti u igisê ša kalîšina kibrāt 
erbetti (receiver of tribute and gifts 
from all the four quarters) 

8 
(23) 

šakin Ellil (appointee of Enlil) 15 
(223) 

zikaru dannu (strong male) 8 
(23) 

ṣābit līṭī (seizer of hostages) 14 
(473) 

šakkanakku° Aššur pitqudu (prudent 
governor of Ashur) 

7 
(21) 

(šarru) mušakniš lā kanšūtešu 
(king/he who makes those unsub-
missive to him submit) 

14 
(472) 

ša ina malkī ša kibrāt erbetti 
šāninšu lā īšû (he who has no rival 
among the rulers of the four quar-
ters) 

5 
(20) 

šākin līte eli kalîšina mātāti (who 
achieves victory over all lands) 

14 
(450) 

ša ina tukulti Aššur u Šamaš itta-
nallaku (who marches with the 
support of Ashur and Shamash) 

5 
(20) 

murīb anunte (he who requites with 
strife) 

14 
(447) 

ša ina tīb tāḫāzišu danni kibrāte 
ultanapšaqā (iḫillū ālāni) (at whose 
strong attack for combat the four 
quarters are constrained (and cities 
are convulsed)) 

4 
(19) 
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App. 13: Visual representations of 
Ashurnasirpal II 

Below is a thematically ordered list of all the visual representations of 
Ashurnasirpal II, comprising 130 attestations. The abbreviations stand for: A 
Assur, K Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the core (including 
Balawat), pr the provinces, bf the border areas or foreign lands, 1 first reg-
nal half, 2 second regnal half. (For the aspect of frequency, see also the list 
in app. 15.) Crosses indicate attestation, empty cell signals lack of attesta-
tion. The final column provides an index whose numbers refer to 
(sub)sections. Only direct references to the royal visual illustration in ques-
tion are included in the index. The idea of this appendix is partly taken from 
Magen (1986) who lists royal motifs in a similar way. Numbers within par-
antheses regarding AI23-motifs refer to the ordering of Magen. The appen-
dix conveyed here is mainly used and referred to in chapters 4-9. 

 
motif source A K N co pr bf 1 2 index 
king in battle AI4: B18t.  x     x  5.4.1/8, 7.2 
king in battle AI4: B11t.  x     x  3.2 
king in battle AI4: B3t.  x     x  3.2, 4.4, 

5.4.2 
king in battle AI4: B5b.  x     x  4.4 
king in battle AI4: 

WFL21t. 
 x     x  2.1, 3.2, 4.4 

king in battle AI13: 9-10    x    x? 5.2, 7.2 
king in battle AI13: 11-12    x    x?  
king in battle AI13: 19-20    x    x?  
king in battle AI13: 27-28    x    x?  
king in battle AI14: 59-60    x    x?  
king in battle AI14: 75-76    x    x?  
king in battle AI14: 85-86    x    x?  
king in battle AI35  x       4.1/4 
king on march  AI4: B5t.  x     x  7.2 
king on march  AI4: 

WFL19b. 
 x     x  5.1, 7.2 

king on march  AI4: B9b.  x     x  5.1 
king receiving 
captives 

AI4: B18b.  x     x  5.4.6, 7.2 

king receiving 
captives 

AI4: B7b.  x     x  5.4.7 
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king receiving 
captives 

AI13: 17-18    x    x? 5.4.3/7/8 

king receiving 
captives 

AI13: 21-22    x    x? 7.2 

king receiving 
captives 

AI13: 23-24    x    x? 5.4.3/7/8 

king receiving 
captives 

AI13: 37-38    x    x? 5.4.2 

king receiving 
booty? 

AI4: 
WFL24b. 

 x     x  7.2 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI4: D2  x     x  2.1, 5.4.1, 
7.2 

king receiving 
tribute? 

AI4: 
WFL16t. 

 x     x   

king receiving 
tribute 

AI13: 7-8    x    x?  

king receiving 
tribute 

AI13: 33-34    x    x? 8.2/3 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI13: 35-36    x    x? 5.4.4, 7.2 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI14: 57-58    x    x? 3.2 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI14: 67-68    x    x? 4.1 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI14: 73-74    x    x? 5.4.4, 7.2 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI14: 79-80    x    x? 5.4.3 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI14: 81-82    x    x? 5.4.1/3 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI14: 83-84    x    x? 5.4.3/7 

king receiving 
tribute? 

AI15: 95  x     x  5.4.3 

king receiving 
tribute? 

AI15: 96  x     x   

king receiving 
tribute? 

AI26  x       5.4.1/2 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI29  x       5.4.3 

king receiving 
tribute? 

AI30   x      5.4.7 

king receiving 
tribute? 

AI28  x       5.4.4 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI16: 138 
A1 

 x      x 4.4, 5.4.1 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI16: 138 
A3 

 x      x 4.4, 5.4.1 

king receiving 
tribute 

AI23: P2 
(49a) 

 x     x  4.1/4 

king as tree 
feller?  

AI27  x       5.4.3 

king as hunter AI4: B20t.  x     x  2.1, 5.2, 6.2 
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king as hunter AI4: B19t.  x     x  2.1, 5.2, 6.2 
king as hunter AI4: 

WFL13b. 
 x     x  2.1 

king as hunter AI4: 
WFL14b. 

 x     x  2.1 

king as hunter AI13: 13-14    x    x? 5.2 
king as hunter AI13: 15-16    x    x? 5.2, 8.3 
king as hunter AI13: 29-30    x    x? 5/7.2, 5.4.7 
king as hunter AI1: 86   x     x? 5.2, 7.2 
king as hunter AI34  x?       5.2 
king as hunter AI36  x?       4.1, 5.2 
king as hunter AI23: G8 

(31a) 
 x     x  7.2 

king as hunter AI23: G11 
(33a) 

 x     x   

king as hunter AI23: G16 
(36a) 

 x     x  5.2 

king as hunter AI23: P2 
(49b) 

 x     x  4.1, 5.2 

king as hunter AI23: P4 
(49c) 

 x     x  4.1 

king as hunter AI23: S3 
(50a) 

 x     x  5.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

A14: B23l.  x     x  2.1, 3.1/2, 
4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI4: B23r.  x     x  2.1, 3.1/2, 
4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI4: B13l.  x     x  2.1, 3.2, 4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI4: B13r.  x     x  2.1, 3.2, 4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI23: G3 
(29a) 

 x     x  4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI23: G3 
(29b) 

 x     x  4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI19  x     x  4.1/2/4 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI18      x x  4.2, 8.3 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI17      x x  4.1, 6.2, 7.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI32: l.  x?       4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI32: r.  x?       4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI33: l.     x    4.2 

king as venera-
ting priest 

AI33: r.     x    4.2 

king as priest 
(statue)  

AI12  x      x? 3.1, 4.1/2/3, 
5.4.4 

king as libating AI4: B20b.  x     x  2.1, 5.2, 6.2 



 338 

priest  
king as libating 
priest 

AI4: B19b.  x     x  2.1, 5.2, 6.2 

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: G8  x     x  6.2 

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: G10  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: G13  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: G16  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: G25  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: G29  x     x  2.1 

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: C7  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H2  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H4  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H9  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: [H13]  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H16  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H19  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: [H26]  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H29  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H31  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI4: H33  x     x   

king as libating 
priest 

AI25  x       3.1, 4.2, 
5.4.4 

king as libating 
priest 

AI22  x       5.4.4 

king as libating 
priest 

AI1: 214-20   x     x? 5.2, 7.2 

king as libating 
priest 

AI23: G 
(40a) 

 x     x  7.2 

king being 
ritually purified  

AI4: F4  x     x  7.2 

king being 
ritually purified 

AI23: C7 
(27a) 

 x     x  4.1 

king being 
ritually purified 

AI23: C7 
(27b) 

 x     x  4.1 

king being 
ritually purified 

AI23: G8 
(31b) 

 x     x   



 339 

king being 
ritually purified 

AI23: G8 
(31c) 

 x     x   

king being 
ritually purified 

AI23: G11 
(33c) 

 x     x   

king being 
ritually purified 

AI23: G11 
(33d) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI4: G6  x     x  4.4, 6.2, 7.2 

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI4: G11  x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI4: G14  x     x  5.4.1 

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI4: G23  x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI4: G31  x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI4: N6  x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29c) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29d) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29e) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29f) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29g) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29h) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29i) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29l) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G2 
(29k) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29m) 

 x     x   
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king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G3 
(29n) 

 x     x   

king having his 
weapons ritual-
ly purified 

AI23: G11 
(33b) 

 x     x   

king as 
shepherd 

AI4: B14  x     x  3.1, 5.4.4, 
7.2 

king as 
shepherd 

AI4: B12  x     x  3.1, 5.4.4 

king as 
shepherd 

AI4: S3  x     x  2.1 

king as 
shepherd 

AI20  x      x 4.2, 5.4.4 

king banqueting AI4: G3  x     x  5.4.4/7 
king banque-
ting? 

AI31  x       4.2 

king receiving 
submissive 
Assyrians 

AI24: 22b.         4.1, 5.4.1/6 

king being 
crowned  
by deities 

AI24: 22t.         4.1, 5.4.1/6 
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App. 14: Visual representations of 
Shalmaneser III 

Below is a thematically ordered list of all the visual representations of Shal-
maneser III, comprising 59 attestations. The abbreviations stand for: A As-
sur, K Kalhu (Nimrud), N Nineveh, co the rest of the core (including Bala-
wat), pf the provinces, border areas, and foreign lands, 1 first regnal third, 2 
second regnal third, 3 final regnal third. (For the aspect of frequency, see 
also the list in app. 15.) Crosses indicate attestations, empty cells denote lack 
of attestations. The final column provides an index. The numbers in the in-
dex column refer to (sub)sections. Only direct references to the royal visual 
illustration in question are included in the index. The idea of this appendix is 
partly taken from Magen (1986) who lists royal motifs in a similar way. The 
appendix conveyed here is mainly used in chapters 4-9. 
 
motif source A K N co pf 1 2 3 index 
king in battle SI10: 1b.    x  x   4.4, 5.4.1, 6.3 
king in battle SI10: 2t.    x  x    
king in battle SI10: 2b.    x  x    
king in battle SI10: 3b.    x  x   6.3 
king in battle SI10: 7t.    x  x   4.4, 5.4.1 
king in battle SI10: 9t.    x  x    
king in battle SI10: 12t.    x  x   5.2 
king in battle SI10: 12b.    x  x   5.2 
king in battle SI10: 13t.    x  x    
king in battle SI10: 15b.    x  x    
king in battle SI10: 16t.    x  x    
king in battle SI10: 16b.    x  x   7.3 
king observing 
battle 

SI10: 4t.    x  x   4.2, 5.4.3/7, 
8.3 

king observing 
battle 

SI10: 4b.    x  x   4.2, 5.4.3/7, 
6.3, 8.3 

king observing 
battle 

SI10: 8t.    x  x   5.4.4/7 

king observing 
battle 

SI10: 8b.    x  x   5.4.3/4/7 

king observing 
battle 

SI10: 10b.    x  x   5.4.3 

king observing 
battle 

SI10: 15t.    x  x   7.3 

king on march SI10: 11b.    x  x   6.3, 7.3 
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king receiving 
captives 

SI10: 3b.    x  x   6.3 

king receiving 
captives 

SI10: 13b.    x  x   7.3 

king receiving 
booty 

SI10: 9b.    x  x   4.4, 5.4.1/3/7, 
6.3, 7.3 

king receiving 
booty 

SI11: A1  x      x 2.1, 4.1/4, 
5.4.1/2/3/5/7/8 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI10: 3t.    x  x    

king receiving 
tribute 

SI10: 5t.    x  x   5.4.3/7, 8.2/3 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI10: 5b.    x  x   5.4.3/7, 8.2/3 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI10: 6t.    x  x    

king receiving 
tribute 

SI10: 6b.    x  x    

king receiving 
tribute 

SI10: 7b.    x  x   4.1, 5.4.1/3/7 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI10: 11t.    x  x    

king receiving 
tribute 

SI11: A2  x      x 2.1, 4.1/2, 5.2 
/3, 5.4.1/3/5/7 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI14: 4b  x    x?   4.1/4, 5.4.1 
/3/5/7, 7.3 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI14: 6a  x    x?   5.4.3/7/8, 6.3 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI22  x       4.2, 5.4.3 

king receiving 
tribute 

SI23  x       5.4.3 

king receiving 
timber while 
banqueting? 

SI10: 14t.    x  x    

king as hunter SI25   x?      5.2, 7.3 
king as venera-
ting priest 

SI18: 9l.  x       3.2, 4.1/2/4, 
5.4.4, 7.3 

king as venera-
ting priest 

SI18: 9r.  x       3.2, 4.1/2/4, 
5.4.4, 7.3 

king as venera-
ting priest 

SI13     x x   4.2, 7.3, 8.3 

king as venera-
ting priest 

SI15     x x   4.3 

king as venera-
ting priest 

SI16     x x   4.1/2/3 

king as venera-
ting priest 

SI17     x  x  4.1/3 

king as venera-
ting priest (stele 
image) 

SI10: 1t.    x  x   4.2/4 

king as venera-
ting priest (stele 

SI10: 10b.    x  x   4.2, 5.1, 7.3 
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image) 
king as venera-
ting priest (stele 
image) 

SI10: 14t.    x  x   4.2, 6.3 

king as priest 
(statue) 

SI5  x     x  4.1/2/3, 7.3 

king as priest 
(statue) 

SI6 x       x 4.2/4, 5.4.4/8, 
7.3 

king as priest 
(statue) 

SI7  x      x 4.2, 7.3 

king as priest 
(statue) 

SI8 x        4.2, 7.3 

king as libating 
priest  

SI10: 1t.    x  x   4.2/4 

king as libating 
(or rather over-
seeing) priest 

SI10: 10b.    x  x   4.2, 5.1, 7.3 

king as libating 
priest 

SI19  x       4.2 

king as libating 
priest 

SI20  x       4.2 

king banqueting SI21   x       5.4.4/7, 7.3 
king banqueting SI25  x?       5.4.4 
king meeting 
another ruler 

SI14: 7c  x    x?   5.4.5, 6.3, 7.3 

king receiving 
submissive 
Assyrians 

SI10: 10t.    x  x   5.4.1/6 

king enthroned 
(statue) / as 
master builder? 

SI4 x     x   4.3 
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App. 15: List of the most common royal visual 
representations 

This appendix lists, drawing on appendices 13-14, all the visual illustrations 
attested for the two kings according to frequency (abbreviated fr). Numbers 
refer either to the total number of attestations of a particular motif, or motif 
corpus (see the numbers in the last row), or to the relative proportion, given 
in percentage, of a particular motif within a certain motif corpus. This ap-
pendix mainly forms a part of the discussion in chapter 8. 

 
 

Ashurnasirpal II-motif fr Shalmaneser III-motif fr 
Libating priest 23 (17,7%) Receiving tribute 12 (20,3%) 
Receiving tribute 20 (15,4%) In battle 12 (20,3%) 
Having his weapons ritually 
purified 

18 (13,8%) Venerating priest 9 (15,3%) 

Hunter 16 (12,3%) Observing battle  6 (10,2%) 
In battle 13 (10%) Priest (statue) 4 (6,8%) 
Venerating priest 13 (10%) Libating priest 4 (6,8%) 
Being ritually purified 7 (5,4%) Receiving captives 2 (3,4%) 
Receiving captives 6 (4,6%) Receiving booty 2 (3,4%) 
Shepherd 4 (3,1%) Banqueting 2 (3,4%) 
On march 3 (2,3%) On march 1 (1,7%) 
Banqueting 2 (1,5%) Hunter 1 (1,7%) 
Receiving booty? 1 (0,8%) Meeting another ruler 1 (1,7%) 
Felling tree? 1 (0,8%) Receiving submissive Assyri-

ans 
1 (1,7%) 

Priest (statue) 1 (0,8%) Enthroned (statue) / Master 
builder? 

1 (1,7%) 

Receiving submissive Assy-
rians 

1 (0,8%) Receiving timber while ban-
queting? 

1 (1,7%) 

Being crowned by deities 1 (0,8%)   
 =130  =59 
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App. 16: Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology in 
a historical-ideological context  

This appendix places the identified Early Neo-Assyrian state ideology into a 
wider historical-ideological context. All royal visual representations (1), the 
most common royal titles/epithets as counted from “texts” (2), as well as the 
textual narrative themes covering the whole study (3), of the two monarchs 
are listed, and the presence or absence of these ideological features in other 
time periods are noted by the use, or lack thereof, a cross. Quantifications 
give the total number of attestations, the two sources combined. Abbrevia-
tions stand for: quant quantification of attestations, sect (sub)section of the 
book, OA I Old Assyria excluding Shamshi-Adad I, OA II Old Assyria in-
cluding Shamshi-Adad I, MA I Middle Assyria before Tiglath-pileser I, MA 
II Middle Assyria from Tiglath-pileser I onwards, eNA I early Neo-Assyria 
934-884, eNA II early Neo-Assyria 883-824, eNA III early Neo-Assyria 
823-745, lNA I late Neo-Assyria before Sennacherib, lNA II late Neo-
Assyria from Sennacherib onwards. This appendix is centred in chapter 9. 
 
royal visual repre-
sentation, eNA II 

quant OA 
I 

OA 
II 

MA 
I 

MA 
II 

eNA 
I 

eNA 
III 

lNA 
I 

lNA 
II 

receiving tribute 32    x x?  x  
libating priest 27    x   x? x 
in battle 25    x   x  
venerating priest 22   x x x x x x 
weapon cleansing 18       x  
hunter 17    x   x x 
receiving captives 8       x x 
ritually purified 7       x x? 
observing battle 6       x  
priest (statue) 5         
banqueting 4   x? x   x x 
on march 4   x? x   x x 
shepherd 4    x   x x 
receiving booty 3       x x 
receiving Assyrians 2         
felling tree 1         
being crowned 1         
meeting a ruler 1         
as master builder? 1        x 
receiving timber? 1         
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royal title/epithet, 
eNA II 

quant OA 
I 

OA 
II 

MA 
I 

MA 
II 

eNA 
I 

eNA 
III 

lNA 
I 

lNA 
II 

mār/apal RN 161 x x x x x x x x 
šar māt Aššur 133   x x x x x x 
šar kiššati 101  x x x x x x x 
šarru dannu 98  x x x x x x x 
iššak Aššur 68 x x x x x x x x 
šarru rabû 43  x x x x x x x 
kāšid ištu GN adi GN 33   x x x x x x 
eṭlu qardu 32   x x x  x (x) 
rubû na’du 32   x x x  x x 
rubû 28 (x) (x) x (x) (x) (x) x (x) 
ina malkī ša kibrāt 
erbetti lā šāninšu īšû 

28         

šakin Enlil 26  x x x x x x x 
lā ādiru tuqumte 26       x (x) 
šar kiššat nišē 24   x      
šar kullat kibrāt 
erbetti 

22   (x) x x  (x) (x) 

ša ina tukulti Aššur 
ittanallaku 

22     x    

kašūš ilāni rabûti 21   x      
kīma Adad (ša rāḫiṣi) 21    x  x x x 
zikaru dannu 20   x  (x)  x (x) 
textual narrative 
theme, eNA II 

sect OA 
I 

OA 
II 

MA 
I 

MA 
II 

eNA 
I 

eNA 
III 

lNA 
I 

lNA 
II 

deities as masters 3.1   x x x x x x 
deities as conquerors 3.2  x x x x x x x 
divine choice 4.1 x x x x x x x x 
priest 4.2 x x x x x x x x 
master builder 4.3 x x x x x x x x 
warrior 4.4  x x x x x x x 
difficult path 5.1   x x x x x x 
hunter 5.2    x x x  x 
respecting foreign 
deities 

5.3  x  x x x x x 

king over every land 5.4.1   x x x x x x 
king over all peoples 5.4.1   x x x x x x 
booty 5.4.2   x x x x x x 
deportations 5.4.2   x x x x x x 
tribute 5.4.3  x x x x x x x 
fetching resources 5.4.3   x x x? x x x 
paternalism 5.4.4 x  x x x x x x 
Babylonia-emphasis 5.4.5 x x x x x x x x 
Assyria 5.4.6   x x x x x x 
royal line references 5.4.7 x x x x x x x x 
heroic priority 5.4.7 x x x x x  x x 
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Fig. 1: Map of the Ancient Near East (Early Neo-Assyrian period). Toponyms written with 
large letters refer to regions or countries, those with small letters to cities. Italics indicates 
modern place names. Placement of toponyms is according to ANE.kmz, and Parpola & Porter 
2001. The darker encircled area denotes the core, the lighter adds the provincial areas. The 
widest encircled area demarcates the maximal extent of Shalmaneser III’s campaigns.
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Fig. 2: Map of the city Assur. The city’s temples and palaces are situated at the 
northern part of the city. The Old Palace, i.e. the initial residence of Ashurnasirpal 
II, is to the west of the ziqqurat of the Ashur temple (the black square). To the 
(south-)west of the Old Palace are temples to Ishtar, Sin-Shamash, and Anu-Adad, 
while the Ashur temple is situated to the north-east of the ziqqurat. The Tabira Gate 
is at the western end, and the Row of Stelae is to be found in the south, between the 
double walls. Reproduced from Nunn 2006: pl. 1 (drawing from Andrae 1938: 293). 
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Fig. 3: Map of the citadel of Nimrud. The North-West Palace and the temples to 
Ninurta and Sharrat-niphi (called Ishtar on the map) in the upper left, and the area of 
the Central and Shalmaneser III’s Buildings in the lower mid, close to the “obelisks” 
and “Central Palace” of the map. Fort Shalmaneser was situated in the outer city, to 
the south-east. Other remains marked on the map are largely from a later period. 
Reproduced from Mallowan 1966: pl. 1. 
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Fig. 4: Plan of the North-West Palace. Large A stands for the outer palace, large B 
for the inner palace, large C for the domestic wing, ED for the main entrance, small 
B for the throne room. The Banquet Stele stood east of E. Rooms with W as first 
letter comprise the western wing, S and T (e.g.) the southern wing, while G and H 
(e.g.) comprise the eastern wing. Reproduced from Paley & Sobolewski 1987: pl. 1. 
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Fig. 5: The sacred tree scene (king as venerating priest). Ashurnasirpal II, depicted 
twice, addressing tree and/or winged disc while having two genii behind him. Relief 
in stone from the throne room of the North-West Palace, now in the British Mu-
seum. Reproduced from Meuszyński 1981: fig. B 23. Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
Fig. 6: King as hunter (and king as libating priest). Ashurnasirpal II killing and libat-
ing over lions and wild bulls. Relief in stone from the throne room of the North-
West Palace, now in the British Museum. Reproduced from Meuszyński 1981: figs. 
B 19-20. Brought up e.g. in 5.2. 
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Fig. 7: King as warrior. Assault by chariot-bound Ashurnasirpal II (upper right) on 
an enemy city. Relief in stone from the throne room of the North-West Palace, now 
in the British Museum. Reproduced from Meuszyński 1981: figs. B 3-5. Brought up 
e.g. in 4.4 and 5.4.2. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Fig. 8: King as receiver of captives. Ashurnasirpal II receiving captives in the lower 
register. Ritual scenes from the army camp in the upper register. Relief in stone from 
the throne room of the North-West Palace, now in the British Museum. Reproduced 
from Meuszyński 1981: figs. B 6-8. Brought up e.g. in 5.4.2. 
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Fig. 9: King having his weapons ritually purified. Ashurnasirpal II standing between 
purifying genii while holding bow and arrows. Relief in stone from the eastern wing 
of the North-West Palace, now in the British Museum. Reproduced from 
Meuszyński 1981: figs. G 6-7. Brought up e.g. in 4.4. 

 
 
 

 
 
Fig. 10: King banqueting. Seated Ashurnasirpal II among attendants, bodyguards, 
and genii. Relief in stone from the eastern wing of the North-West Palace, now in 
the British Museum. Reproduced from Meuszyński 1981: figs. G 2-4. Brought up 
e.g. in 4.2 and 5.4.4. 
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Fig. 11: King being ritually purified. Ashurnasirpal II between purifying bird-headed 
genii. Relief in stone from the North-West Palace, now in the British Museum. Re-
produced from Meuszyński 1981: figs. F 3-4. Brought up e.g. in 4.1 and 4.2. 

 
 
Fig. 12: King as libating priest. Ashurnasirpal II standing between attendant and 
bodyguard while holding cup and bow. Relief in stone from the eastern wing of the 
North-West Palace, now in the British Museum. Reproduced from Meuszyński 
1981: figs. G 15-16. Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 
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Fig. 13: King on triumphant march (and king as warrior). Ashurnasirpal II returning 
in triumph to camp, and fighting as foot soldier respectively. Relief in stone from the 
throne room of the North-West Palace, now in the British Museum. Reproduced 
from Meuszyński 1981: fig. B 5. Brought up e.g. in 4.4 and 5.4.1. 

       

 
 
Fig. 14: Divine guardians (bird-headed genii and lion colossi) of the North-West 
Palace and the king. Sculptures and reliefs in stone from the main entrance of the 
North-West Palace, now in the British Museum/in situ. Reproduced from 
Meuszyński 1981: figs. B 1, 32, B a 1-2. Brought up e.g. in 4.1. 
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Fig. 15: King crowned by deities. Ashur and Ishtar crown Ashurnasirpal II with two 
bird-headed apkallu (outside the image) on either side of the deities. Embossing on a 
bronze helmet. Reproduced from Cancik-Kirschbaum 2008: fig. 6 (originally from 
Born & Seidl 1995: 24, pl. 22). Brought up e.g. in 4.1. 
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Fig. 16 (left): The Banquet Stele (king as shepherd). Ashurnasirpal II standing at 
divine emblems holding mace and staff, and with the summary inscription AE30 
inscribed outside the niche. Stele in stone (128x105x57 cm) located outside the 
throne room of the North-West Palace, now in the Mosul Museum. Reproduced 
from Börker-Klähn 1982: fig. 137. Brought up e.g. in 5.4.4. 

Fig. 17 (right): The Nimrud Monolith (king as venerating priest). Ashurnasirpal II 
addressing deities. Stele in stone (295x138x38 cm) from the Ninurta temple, now in 
the British Museum. Reproduced from Magen 1986: fig. 7:6. Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 
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Fig. 18 (left): Statue of Ashurnasirpal II (king as priest). Ashurnasirpal II holding 
mace and scepter. Statue in limestone (106/159 cm without/with socle) from the 
Sharrat-niphi temple, now in the British Museum. Reproduced from Magen 1986: 
fig. 14:1 (originally from Strommenger 1970: fig. 2d). Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 

 Fig. 19 (right): King as harvester (and king as libating priest). Ashurnasirpal II 
holding cup and sickle. Carving on an ivory plaque (27x7,5x0,5 cm) found next to 
the Banquet Stele of the North-West Palace. Reproduced from Magen 1986: fig. 
14:2. Brought up e.g. in 4.2 and 5.4.4. 
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Fig. 20: Reconstruction of the Balawat Gate of Shalmaneser III. 16 embossed bronze 
bands decorating a pair of wooden palace doors (c. 730 cm in height) from Balawat, 
now in the British Museum. Reproduced from Reade 19(83/)98: fig. 28. 

                  

 
 
Fig. 21: The cult scene from Lake Van or Urmia (king as image creator). Scene from 
the Balawat Gate of Shalmaneser III depicting sacrifices and image creating on a 
northern campaign. Embossing on a bronze band from Balawat, now in the British 
Museum. Reproduced from Schachner 2007: pl. 1. Brought up e.g. in 4.3. 
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Fig. 22: King as receiver of tribute. Scene from the Balawat Gate showing Shal-
maneser III as he receives tributaries and their goods (in both registers) while hold-
ing bow and arrows. Embossing on a bronze band from Balawat, now in the British 
Museum. Reproduced from Schachner 2007: pl. 5. Brought up e.g. in 5.4.3. 

 
 

 
 
Fig. 23: King as observer of battle. Scene from the Balawat Gate depicting a seated 
Shalmaneser III (upper left) as he watches his army attack an enemy city. Emboss-
ing on a bronze band from Balawat, now in the British Museum. Reproduced from 
Schachner 2007: pl. 4. Brought up e.g. in 4.4. 
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Fig. 24: The throne base of Shalmaneser III. Incised reliefs on all visible sides. 
Throne base in stone (50x228x382 cm) from Fort Shalmaneser, now in the Iraq 
Museum, Baghdad. Reproduced from D. Oates 1963: pl. 3a. 

 
 

                      

 
 
Fig. 25: King meeting another ruler. “Handshake” between Shalmaneser III (right) 
and his Babylonian counterpart and ally Marduk-zakir-shumi I (left). Relief in stone 
from the throne base of Fort Shalmaneser, now in the Iraq Museum, Baghdad. Re-
produced from Roaf 1990: 165. Brought up e.g. in 5.4.5. 
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Fig. 26: The glazed brick panel of Shalmaneser III (king as venerating priest). Shal-
maneser III, depicted twice, standing below sacred tree and winged disc. Recon-
structed painting on glazed bricks (407x291 cm) once located at the entrance to the 
throne room of Fort Shalmaneser, now in the Iraq Museum, Baghdad. Reproduced 
from Reade 1963: pl. 9. Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 
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Figs. 27-28: The Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III & Shalmaneser III and Jehu 
(king as libating priest). Above, one of four sides of the monument with five regis-
ters of scenes and with an annal inscription above and below. Below, scene showing 
Shalmaneser III in front of a prostrating Jehu. Obelisk in stone (198x61x43 cm) 
from the Central Building, now in the British Museum. Reproduced from Börker-
Klähn 1982: fig. 152, and Roaf 1990: 175 respectively. Brought up e.g. in 5.4.1. 
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Fig. 29 (left): The Kurkh Stele (king as venerating priest). Shalmaneser III with 
mace and priestly garment, addressing divine emblems. Stele in stone (220x87x23 
cm) from Kurkh, modern-day Üç Tepe, now in the British Museum. Reproduced 
from Magen 1986: fig. 7:9 (originally from Börker-Klähn 1982: fig. 148). Brought 
up e.g. in 4.2. 

Fig. 30 (right): Cliff relief of Shalmaneser III (king as venerating priest). Relief in 
stone (height c. 70-80 cm) from (in situ) the “Tigris-tunnel” at the sources of the 
Tigris in today’s south-eastern Turkey. Reproduced from Schachner 2009: 209, fig. 
230. Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 
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Fig. 31 (left): Assur-statue of Shalmaneser III (king as purification priest). Statue in 
stone (c. 190 cm without socle) from the Tabira Gate of the city Assur, now in 
Istanbul Museum. Reproduced from Magen 1986: fig. 14:3 (originally from Strom-
menger 1970: fig. 5). Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 

Fig. 32 (right): Nimrud-statue of Shalmaneser III (king as priest). Statue in stone 
(140x35 cm) found in the south-eastern part of the citadel area of Nimrud, now in 
the Iraq Museum, Baghdad. Reproduced from Strommenger 1970: 17, fig. 6. 
Brought up e.g. in 4.2. 
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