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The Confusion of the King List

There is great uncertainty in the King List between the First Dynasty of Ur and the accession of Sargon of Akkad which brings this period to a close. Most of the rulers of the 11 dynasties which are said to have had the kingship are otherwise unknown (even when their names can be read), and of course most of these dynasties must have overlapped in various degrees. The succession as described in the King List is given below
 with Kramer’s version
 in parentheses where it differs. 
	Dynasty 
	Ruler 

	Awan 
	3 unreadable names 

	Kiš II 
	Su...
Dadasig
Mamagalla/Magalgalla
Kalbum
še-e (Tuge)
ga-šub-nun-na (Mennumna)
Enbi-Eštar (Lugalmu)
Lugalmu (Ibbi-Ea) 

	Hamazi 
	Hataniš 

	Uruk II 
	En-šakuš-Anna (...)
[Lugal-kiniše-dudu] (Lugalure)
[Lugal-kisal-si] (Argandea)

	Ur II 
	[Lugal-kini]še-dudu (...)
[Lugal-]kisal-si (...)
[Kaku] (...) 

	Adab 
	Lugalannemundu 

	Mari 
	Ansud (Ilšu)
6 unreadable names 

	Kiš III 
	Ku-Baba (Ku-Bau) 

	Akšak 
	Unzi
Undalulu
Urur
Puzur-Nirah
Išu-Il
Šu-Sin 

	Kiš IV 
	Puzur-Sin
Ur-Zababa
Simudar
Usi-Watar
Eštar-Muti
Išme-Šamaš
Nannia 

	Uruk III 
	Lugalzaggesi 


Bearing in mind the very fragmentary nature of the tablets of the King List through this period there are several synchronisms which can be suggested. 
Agade – Ur II

Although Sargon had already claimed to have overthrown Uruk III, inscriptions of his son Rimuš declare that “Kaku, king of Ur” rebelled and was subdued.
 Since the first and third dynasties of Ur are well known and cannot contain this king it is supposed that he belonged to the second dynasty. Almost nothing remains of the names of that dynasty. It is likely then that Rimuš brought an end to that dynasty. That removes 6 dynasties from chronological succession. 

Uruk II – Kiš II

An inscription of Enšakušanna, a king of Uruk II, celebrates a victory over Enbi-Ištar of Kiš II.
 There are certainly spaces where those names can be plausibly restored to the dynasties Uruk II and Kiš II, thus bracketing the rule of the Elamite Hataniš of Hamazi. 

Uruk II – Ur I

Another inscription of Enšakušanna makes him the son of e-li-li-n(a); a brick inscription of Elili has him as the king of Ur; he appears as Elulu in the King List.
 Such a supposition eliminates 3 dynasties. If Enšakušanna is a faulty restoration, and it is tenuous enough, both this and the previous synchronism are invalidated. 

Kiš II – Kiš III – Akšak

Ku-Baba of Kiš II and her son Puzur-Sin of Kiš III are separated by the dynasty of Akšak. This clearly reflects some synchronism of which the original List author was aware, and which caused him to give Ku-Baba a reign of 100 years in order to span the interval.
 Such a synchronism exists in the Chronicle Weidner where Puzur-Nirah and Ku-Baba are deemed contemporary.
 

Agade – Kiš IV – Uruk III

Sargon of Akkad was cupbearer to Ur-Zababa of Kiš IV and defeated Lugalzaggesi of Uruk III. This is all according to the well-attested tradition. It is probable that Ur-Zababa reigned at the time of Lugalzaggesi and possibly he was defeated by him.
 


The Lagaš Sources

The ruins of Lagaš have yielded more historical texts than those of any other city
, a circumstance which, combined with the paucity of any records for this period, forces us to direct our attention to its affairs. The King List makes no mention of its rulers, who nevertheless make reliable claims to the suzerainty of much of Sumer. The explanation seems to be that the author possessed no date lists for the Lagaš dynasties. Either that, or there was an interest in denying Lagaš’s pivotal rôle in this and later periods. 

From the inscriptions of that city has been reconstructed the succession of rulers of Lagaš
: 

	Period 
	Ruler 
	Reign (years) 

	Predynastic 
	En-hegal 
	ca. 30 

	
	Lugal-šag-engur 
	ca. 30 

	Lagaš I 
	Ur-Nanše 
	ca. 30 

	
	Akurgal 
	ca. 20 

	
	Eannatum 
	ca. 20 

	
	Enannatum I 
	ca. 20 

	
	Entemena 
	ca. 30 

	
	Enannatum II 
	ca. 30 

	Priestly 
	Lugalanda 
	7 

	
	Enmetarzi 
	5 

	
	Urukagina 
	8 


And we have a small number of synchronisms involving these rulers: 

Uruk III – Lagaš
Lugalzaggesi was ensi of Umma when he ended the reign of Urukagina.
 

Uruk II – Lagaš
An inscription of Entemena makes that king a “brother” to the ensi of Uruk, Lugal-kiniše-dudu.
 

Ur I – Lagaš
The orthography of the inscriptions of A-anne-pada of Ur indicates a time about that of the ruler Ur-Nanše.
 

Akšak – Lagaš
Eannatum fought against a king Zuzu of Akšak who has been identified with Unzi for no good reason that I know of.
 


Mari

Amongst the dynasties of southern Mesopotamian cities we find an intrusion from far to the north-west. The dynasty of Mari has left us only one complete name in the King List but excavations at the site have been more successful. Amongst the names are Lamgi-Mari, Iku-Šamagan, Ebih-Il, Idi-Narum, and Ur-Nanše.
 

According to Gadd the style and context of these remains place the named figures in the period when the King List gives their city the kingship of Sumer. This period is, very roughly, that of Lugalannemundu. A further synchronism may be available through the discovery in an ED III period palace at Mari of a lapis lazuli bead bearing the name of Mesannepada which is dedicated to dgal when g[an]su(d) was king of mera. In the prologue to Hammurabi’s Code mera also occurs meaning Mari, and gansu(d) is possibly to be identified with Ansu(d) whose name is known from elsewhere at Mari.
 

The dress and general presentation of these kings is Sumerian though their names mostly are not. Clearly the city was at the periphery of the Sumerian Cultural area. Their ability to exert any authority at such a great distance indicates a state of anarchy in Sumer proper. On the other hand, there is only the evidence of the King List that any such authority was exercised. 



Lugalannemundu of Adab

The Elamite dynasties of Awan and Hamazi which ‘ended’ the heroic age are themselves succeeded by the doubtful dynasties of Uruk II and Ur II according to the King List. Next to be listed is Lugalannemundu of Adab who is given a reign of 90 years. This may include the reigns of his successors if we suppose that their names had disappeared from the author’s sources while he still possessed the note of the dynasties duration (c.f. Mesannepada’s 80 years). 

There is a document purporting to be of this ruler which is extant in two copies from perhaps 1000 years after his time.
 According to this document Lugalannemundu controlled “Cedar Mountain” land, Elam, Marhaši, Gutium, Šubir, Martu, Sutium, and Eanna. He took, quite justifiably, the title “King of the four quarters”. 

who made all the foreign lands pay steady tribute to him, who restored Sumer, who exercised kingship over the entire world. 

During his reign we hear that 13 ensis rebelled against him and were defeated. The names of most of these ensis are Semitic. 

We seem to have no cross-references to other dynasties for this king and we are at a loss to know quite where to place him. The style of his document is similar to that of the period of Agade which indicates a proximity in time which is not evident from the King List.
 It is unlikely that such a prominent king would go unmentioned in the annals of Lagaš unless he was prior to their continuous records.
 Those records would seem to exclude him certainly from any time very much later than Eannatum. If his claims are exaggerated we are of course at greater liberty. This would be welcome as the synchronisms noted above put Akurgal, father of Eannatum, at just about the likely time of the Elamite invasions. Let us therefore suppose that Lugalannemundu was a significant local liberator of Sumerian cities soon after this event. 



The Time of the Early Kings of Lagaš
Enhegal and Lugalšagengur

There are two kings whose relationship to the main dynasty is uncertain. The first, Enhegal, is known only through a record of land purchases written in an archaic style. He is generally considered to be the earliest Lagašite of whom we know.
 The other is Lugalšagengur. He is known from an inscription of Mesilim. 

Mesilim

This king has left an inscribed macehead in Lagaš and several other inscribed objects in Adab
, the city, we recall, of the problematic Lugalannemundu. He claims for himself the title ‘King of Kiš’ and does in fact seem to have widespread influence. He claims to be the lugal overseeing Lagaš’s ensi, Lugalšagengur, and mentions also the ensi of Adab. 

Mesilim played a leading rôle in the early episode of Lagaš’s long-running dispute with the neighbouring city of Umma. Inscriptions related to this dispute are our best source of information on this king. According to one inscription
: 

Enlil, the king of all the lands, the father of all the gods, marked off the boundary for Ningirsu and Šara by his steadfast word. Mesilim, the King of Kiš, measured it off in accordance with the word of Sataran. 
This agreement was, however, soon violated by Uš of Umma. Although the time of the violation is not stated it seems to have occurred not long before the time of Ur-Nanše. Given the synchronism Aannepada – Ur-Nanše this would put Mesilim approximately at or before the time of Mesannepada of Ur I. Indeed there is some suspicion that the two are identical.
 On the other hand Mesilim’s name appears to be Semitic and his god Sataran (or Ištaran) was also the god of Der, a city outside the core Sumerian area, so perhaps Mesilim was a Semitic hegemonist.
 He may be compared, perhaps, to the early kings of Kiš – if we accept the hypothesis of their prehistoric empire. 


The Time of the First Dynasty of Lagaš
Ur-Nanše

There are about 50 inscriptions known by Ur-Nanše
 but these are mostly devotional, commemorating his building programs and honouring the gods. There is little of historical interest. In one tablet we read
: 
Ur-Nanše, the king of Lagaš, the son of Gunidu, the son of Gurmu,
built the house of Nanše; fashioned (the statue of) Nanše,
queen and en;
built the temenos of Girsu; fashioned (the statue of) Šulšagga
built the Ibgal; fashioned (the statue of) Lugalure
...; fashioned (the statue of) Lugalure
built the Kinir; fashioned (the statue of) Ninab
...; fashioned (the statue of) Ningidri
built the house of Gatumdug; fashioned (the statue of) Gatumdug,
built the Bagara, built the harem, 
built the Abzu of the canals, built the Tiraš.
This gives us Ur-Nanše’s ancestors, but it seems that they were not kings of Lagaš because a later tradition existed that Ur-Nanše was the elect of a goddess.
 He may just possibly have been a Semite from Tidnum
 (to the west of Sumer). Perhaps some of those whose statues he fashioned were kings; the cult of the manes of dead kings is attested from this time.
 

Of more interest is a claim made (if the translation is correct) in several places that Ur-Nanše exerted an influence across the southern sea. A door socket inscription translated by Kramer
 tells us 

Ur-Nanše, the king of Lagaš, the son of Gunidu, the son of Gurmu,
built the house of Ningirsu; built the house of Nanše;
built the house of Gatumdug; built the house of Ninmar.
The ships of Dilmun brought him wood as a tribute from foreign lands
He built the Ibgal, built the Kinir, built the sceptre(?)-house.
We have no other evidence of an overseas empire. We do, however, have evidence of the subjection of Ur. His name is just legible upon a granite stele found at that city.
 It has apparently been defaced. We recall that his time is that of Aannepada of Ur I and that the Tummal inscription gives the stewardship of Nippur to both Aannepada and his son Meskiagnunna. At what time, we wonder, could he have overpowered that well renowned dynasty? Perhaps his date is later than has been supposed – dating by orthography is very delicate. Perhaps the Tummal’s history cannot be relied upon to this extent. Or perhaps too much is being read into a single doubtful inscription. 

Both the sculpture and the inscriptions of this reign indicate a relatively low cultural level.
 The implications of this are unclear; Lagaš was too close to the main centres of Sumer to suffer more than a generation’s cultural lag, and the Elamite invasions are unlikely to be reflected in quite this fashion. We should not perhaps rule out either a conscious archaism. 

Akurgal

All we know of this king is that he was the son of Ur-Nanše, reigned briefly, had trouble with the Ummaites, and was followed by his son Eannatum.
 

Eannatum

The battles of this king are outlined in the ‘Boulder Inscription’. It seems he fought against the Elamites near the very beginning of his reign. These may be the Elamites in the first flush of their supposed conquest, and Eannatum may have been, with Lugalannemundu, the ‘liberator’ of Sumer. He also conquered many southern cities of Sumer and many cities which are not identified. He names Umma (of course), Urua, Uruk, Ur, Kiutu, Uruaz, Mišime, and Adua. 

The conquest of Ur may have been the crushing of a rebellion if the inscription of Ur-Nanše that has been found was actually defaced.
 

The conquest of Umma at this time was an episode in the long-running feud between those two cities. At this time was erected the famous ‘Stele of the Vultures’. The greater part, in fact, of the Lagaš records deal with this dispute since they are recovered from the buildings and monuments connected with the struggle.
 It has no great historical significance beyond this. A summary will be given when we consider the reign of Entemena. 

It is recorded that Eannatum fought and defeated Zuzu, the king of Akšak. Since we have in the King List the record of a dynasty of Akšak we might have expected to find there the name of this king and thus have a valuable synchronism. Unfortunately, Zuzu is unknown to any other source. It has been supposed that this king is the Unzi of the King List, but this may only be an inference from a later synchronism (between Ku-Baba and Puzur-Nirah). If the King List source for the dynasty of Akšak did not begin until about the reign of Eannatum, as the noted synchronism makes plausible, then Zuzu may well have preceded Unzi.
 In fact, as Jacobsen points out, the defeat by Eannatum may have brought Unzi and a new dynasty of Akšak to power. 

To mark this triumph a canal was built for Ningirsu: 

He named it Lummagimdug after his Tidnu name, Lumma – Eannatum was his Sumerian name. 

The ‘Tidnu name’ may be a memory of the provenance of his family. There is a suspicion noted previously that they were of foreign extraction: there seems no other reason for him to have a special ethnically distinct name. 

At this time Inanna gave Eannatum the Kingship of Kiš, possibly because she loved him, and possibly because he had conquered the city. Eannatum could now claim to have the kingship of Sumer with as much right as anyone – yet the King List makes no mention of him. We need not suppose that the list is the creation of a propagandist denying Lagaš’s historical rôle. The limitations we have supposed of the author’s sources are sufficient explanation. At this point the King List gives the primacy to dynasties of Kiš and Akšak (in so far as we can correlate it with a specific period). 

If we can trust the sequence of events as recorded in the Boulder Inscription it seems that some time after these victories Eannatum was assailed from without. As listed, he fought off the armies of Elam, Kiš and Akšak; he defeated Elam, Šubir, Urua, Kiš, Akšak and Mari. These latter exploits repeat in large part those of the earlier part of his reign, or at least those of the previous section of the inscription. The reference then to the commemorative reinforcing of the Lummagimdug canal adds to the impression that what we have is a stylistic device rather than further historical information. It is not likely that the reinforcing indicates that the attacks came during the canal’s construction as Kramer believes. (There is a similar problem in trying to match the Tummal inscription to the historical facts.) On the other hand, Šubir and Mari are new elements which lend some credibility to the account. That this king saw variations in his fortunes is suggested by the fact that at some periods he claims the title ‘King of Kiš’ and at other times he does not. He did not manage to pass the title on to his successors. 

Mari we know participated in the troubles of these times. Šubir was a northern region later known as Subartu which is ill-defined at this point but might be near Aššur.
 If so there may be traces of Lagašite influence in Aššur in the archaic Ištar temple there which appears to be of a Sumerian-influenced design. 

Eannatum was not succeeded by his son despite the unblemished success of his record. Perhaps the latter wars prevented this consummation of his reign. In any case his brother Enannatum took the throne. 

Enannatum I

Lagaš
The reign of this king is largely a blank. We know that it saw a resurgence of the Ummaites under Ur-Lumma, son of Enakalle
 which was put down by his son Entemena. We are able to date some political events to about this time by the synchronisms with Entemena noted above. 

Enšakušanna of Uruk II


Enšakušanna, the en of Sumer, the king of the Land, when the gods had bidden him, made war on Kiš and took prisoner Enbi-Ištar, the king of Kiš. (Thereupon) the people of Akšak and the people of Kiš [begged] him that he should not lay waste the cities as well [but he should take] their possessions (instead) ... He returned their cities to them (as they requested), (but) he dedicated in Nippur their statues (that is, of Akšak and Kiš), their precious metal, precious stone, and their wooden possessions to Enlil, the king of the lands. 
Enšakušanna appears in the King List as the first king of the Uruk II dynasty. The inscription quoted shows that he was influential in his time. As a point of interest, an inscription of this king is the first to name a year by an event, i.e. ‘the year when Enšakušanna fought with Kiš’. This would become the standard means of dating.
 

Elulu of Ur II

The claim that Enšakušanna, king of Uruk, was the son of Elulu, king of Ur, indicates that Elulu had achieved enough influence over Uruk to have his son enthroned there.
 There is probably a tale of wars behind such an outcome. 

An inscription of Enannatum has been found at Ur
 which indicates that he still held this conquest of his brother. 

Entemena

Lugal-kiniše-dudu of Uruk and Ur

Upon the death of Balulu, son of Elulu of Ur II, the kingship of Ur seems to have been taken by Lugal-kiniše-dudu, the son of Enšakušanna of Uruk, the son, as we have seen, of Elulu of Ur. The thrones of Uruk and Ur were thus unified upon the accession of the second dynasty of Ur. (This conclusion depends upon our having the correct reading of the king’s name.
) 

Kiš and Akšak

It is at about this time that we should place the synchronism between Ku-Baba of Kiš II and Puzur-Nirah of Akšak listed above. According to the preserved anecdote
 Ku-Baba lived under Puzur-Nirah and was given “the kingship of all the lands”. This is assumed to mean that she defeated Akšak in battle. 

She is described in the King List as a “female wine seller” but there is no clue as to what this may signify. Divine messages to her via entrails have been preserved on tablets, but little else.
 

Lagaš vs. Umma

Because our fullest record of the conflict between these two cities is the ‘Justification of Entemena’ set down by a scribe contemporary with that king, and because little else of this king is notable, a summary of this tedious theme is given here. 

Between Umma and Lagaš lay an arable field called the gu-edin-na (‘edge of the steppe-land’) which was claimed by both cities. Mesilim, King of Kiš, having judged the dispute, set up a stele to mark the border. Some time later Uš (or Giš), ensi of Umma, being dissatisfied with this settlement, tore out the boundary stone and took the Guedinna for Umma. There things rested for a time until Eannatum of Lagaš attacked Umma and recovered the lost ground. 

Eannatum made a treaty with Enakalli, ensi of Umma. He dug a boundary dike for future reference, re-erected the stele of Mesilim, and set up the ‘Stele of the Vultures’ recording the new dispensation. A neutral zone was created on Umma’s side of the dike, but the Ummaites were allowed to farm part of the south side in return for a share of the yield. 

Ur-Lumma, son of Enakalli, finding this unsatisfactory, withheld the payments, drained the dike, tore out the stelae. With the aid of foreign forces he invaded the Guedinna. There, in the Gana-Ugigga, the Lagašites of Eannatum commanded by Entemena defeated the Ummaites of Ur-Lumma. 

After Ur-Lumma’s defeat, Il, a cleric of Hallab to the north of Umma, attacked Entemena. He put Entemena on the defensive and established himself as the ensi of Umma. He too withheld payments, drained the dike, claimed the Guedinna for Umma. The resolution of the quarrel between Il and Entemena is obscure; possibly another neutral referee was employed. The border judgement of Mesilim was allowed to stand; the impositions of Eannatum were laid aside. 

Enannatum II

The house of Ur-Nanše comes to an end in the brief reign of this king. His only known inscription decorates a door socket for Ningirsu’s brewery. 


Priestly Rule at Lagaš
There is no evidence of a violent overthrow of this dynasty and it is possible that it simply petered out. We are not well enough informed on the succession rules to apply them to difficult cases which this may well have been. A stable bureaucratic state is well able to survive the loss of its ruler and may continue some time on its own momentum. It is only to be expected that bureaucrats, meaning the temple elite, would rise to the top. 

Enetarzi and Lugalanda

The rulers who immediately followed the end of the Lagaš I dynasty were indeed members of the temple elite.
 For example, from a dating formula of Entemena we have
: 
At that time En-temena was ensi(k) of Lagaš and En-e(n)tar-zi(d) was sangu-priest of Ningirsu(k). 

The order of these two rulers is disputed. There seem to be no good reasons to claim priority for either. 

There is a good quantity of documents for this period, as we would expect from a bureaucracy. We do not, however, find any dedicatory inscriptions, which may have something to do with the status of the government in this apparently interim period. There is just one document of historical interest which has come down to us in a letter to Enetarzi from another temple head.
 

To Enetarzi, the sanga of Ningirsu, say: This is what Luenna, the sanga of (the goddess) Ninmar, says – 
Luenna, the sanga, fought with 600 Elamites who were carrying off booty from Lagaš to Elam. He defeated the Elamites and (took) 540 Elamites (prisoner). Ur-Bau, the man in charge of the šubur (?)-slaves, (and) Niglunutum, the ugula of the smiths, were among them, (and) they are in the Eninmar. He [Luenna (?) recovered (?) from them] 5 vessels (?) of pure silver, 20 ... , 5 royal garments, (and) 15 hides of food sheep. 

As long as ... the ensi of Lagaš lives (and) as long as Enannatum-sipad-zi, the agrig, lives, their ... shall be brought to Ninmar. 

The evidence of tablets dated to their reigns allows us to know that Enetarzi ruled 5 years and Lugalanda for 7. From complaints of later times it would seem that the temple elite seized this opportunity for the further aggrandisement of the already over-powerful class of priests and officials. Nevertheless, it was from this very class that a great man of justice arose. 

Urukagina

The priestly class was removed from power by one whom we know was an official under Lugalanda.
 His name has been popularised as Urukagina (and this will be retained here) but it is now thought that the character KA was pronounced ‘inim’ so that we should properly read his name as Uruinimgina. This ruler has left several long inscriptions describing the social reforms he undertook for the benefit of the hard-pressed citizens of Lagaš. They may also have been intended to justify his own accession to power, which may have been violent for in his inscriptions he declares that
: 
Ningirsu, the foremost warrior of Enlil, gave the kingship of Lagaš to Urukagina, his hand had grasped him out of the multitude; 

From the second year of his reign he styles himself lugal, ‘king’; but in his eighth year his dates stop and we must assume that the period of his rule has come to an end. At this point we may place the conquest of Lagaš by Lugalzaggesi of (where else but) Umma. The immediate consequences of this are set out with great bitterness in the ‘Lamentation over Lagaš’ – possibly written at Urukagina’s own direction, for he may have survived the disaster. Indeed, he may even have survived the subsequent Akkadian conquest of Sumer, for an inscription of Maništusu mentions an Urukagina whose father was Engilsa, ensi of Lagaš.
 



Lugalzaggesi

Lugalzaggesi had followed his father into the profession of ‘ecstatic’ for the goddess of Umma.
 The last paragraph of the ‘Lamentation over Lagaš’, however, tells us that Lugalzaggesi was ensi of Umma when he conquered Lagaš and laid it waste. Indeed the destruction of temples in Lagaš was very thorough, and very unusual – that was the sort of behaviour which one only expected from the savages from outside the Land. It has been attributed to a type of fanaticism; Maisels calls him a “bona fide berserk,” which is amusing but probably inaccurate. In fact, Lugalzaggesi may have been embarrassed by the destruction of Lagaš because in his ‘Record of Lugalzaggesi’ he makes no mention of this event which put a very final end to the dispute between those two rivals. 

We know very little about the extent or the organization of Lugalzaggesi’s kingdom but his inscriptions show that he attempted to associate himself with the gods of each of the cities which he had conquered, and by this means we may assume that he put himself in the position of ruler of each of those cities individually – but he also claimed the perhaps formulaic title ‘King of the Land’. 

In his Record he calls himself the king of Uruk and we find him claiming very much greater things 

He drew toward himself the feet of (everybody) from the Lower Sea (along) the Tigris and Euphrates to the Upper Sea. 

We can believe that he controlled the towns which he names – Uruk, Ur, Larsa, Umma, Zabalam, Der; but his wider claims are dubious. Perhaps he raided successfully, or took tribute from towns such as Mari.
 Amongst the towns not mentioned by him we must notice Kiš, where at about this time Sargon must have been the ‘cupbearer’ of the king Ur-Zababa. It is tempting to assume that it is Lugalzaggesi’s destruction of the city and the ending of Ur-Zababa’s reign to which Sargon alludes when he says
: 
Sargon, the king of the Land, restored Kiš (and) gave that city to them (the men of, Kiš) as a dwelling place. 

If so then Lugalzaggesi himself will have released from service a man who would bring an end to his own glory after 25 years of triumph and change Mesopotamia profoundly. 


Chronology

This is all very uncertain.
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