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The Ensis of Lagaš II

Amongst the cities of Southern Sumer where the Gutian invasion had provided a kind of liberation, the city of Lagaš enjoyed a period of prosperity and local dominance to rival the memory of Eannatum. The succession of ensis of Lagaš II can be provisionally constructed from the names found in inscriptions of the period and ordered according to restrictions to be noted below and by internal evidence.
 
	ensi 
	Reign length (years) 
	Relationship 

	Ur-Baba 
	 14
	

	Gudea 
	 16
	son-in-law of Ur-Baba 

	Ur-Ningirsu 
	 5
	son 

	Ugme 
	 2
	son 

	Urgar 
	
	son-in-law of Ur-Baba 

	Nammahni 
	
	son-in-law of Ur-Baba 


Ur-Bau

This period of prosperity in Lagaš really begins with the reign of Ur-Bau (or Ur-Ba’u or Ur-Baba). We can assume that Ur-Bau had some form of influence at Ur because he was able to install his daughter, Enanepada, as the priestess of Nanna there. We know this from a votive vase she left.
 He married other daughters to Gudea, Urgar, and Namhani (or Namahni), who all became ensis of Lagaš in their turn. Ur-Bau reigned for more than 14 years and was probably followed by Gudea, though we have no direct statement of this. 

Gudea

We place the rule of Gudea in the period which saw the defeat of the Gutians. We have the evidence of Utuhegal’s inscription concerning the Gutian king that: 
In Sumer he closed off the fields below, closed off roads above. He made the weeds to grow tall on all the highways of the Land. 
The inscription of Statue B of Gudea must refer to the reopening of the trade routes following Utuhegal’s victory when it says:

When the house of Ningirsu he (Gudea) had built, Ningirsu, the king whom he loves, from the upper sea to the lower sea opened his way like a door. 
This makes it probable that Gudea saw the defeat of the Gutians. 

On the other hand it is impossible that Gudea can be placed as late as the rule of Ur-Nammu of Ur (who overthrew Utuhegal) because that same inscription describes a raid on the ‘city’ of Anšan in Elam; an undertaking which implies considerable freedom of action, whether from the Guti or from Ur-Nammu . Moreover, inscriptions of Gudea are found in Ur itself. In particular, we have a stone tablet from the foundations of the temple of NinDAR. Gudea was so proud of this temple that one of his years is dated by it.
 Such evidence of authority precludes coexistence with the imperial Ur-Nammu. 

Despite the examples of Ur and Anšan it is certain that the prosperity of Lagaš was derived from trade. The inscription mentioned gives a long list of foreign places which provided the raw materials for the construction and decoration of the E-Ninnu (‘the House of the Fifty’). The places are as distant as Amanus and Meluhha. This indicates that the Lagašites had been able to trade widely for some time even during the Gutian domination. It is possible that they were especially favoured by the Guti, but it is more likely that the Gutian barbaric fervour waned quickly after the initial irruption and was then less likely to be wantonly destructive. 

Gudea is particularly well-known to the modern student. We have at least 17 statues of this ensi beautifully fashioned of diorite of Magan.
 The inscriptions found upon them and from other sources of this period show the Sumerian language in its most developed form
 and most of the inscriptions deal with the temple Eninnu whose restoration was Gudea’s magnum opus. This ensi set an example of piety and justice for over 16 years which marks his reign as one of the high points of civilisation. 

The Last ensis

Gudea was succeeded by his son Ur-Ningirsu and his grandson Ugme, but this pair did not rule much longer than a decade and cannot be considered important. For lack of anywhere else to put him we now insert the name of Ur-Bau’s son-in-law Urgar. Again, an insignificant ruler. Finally we are inclined to end the dynasty with the reign of Namhani, the third of Ur-Bau’s sons-in-law. 

Namhani was the grandson of someone called Kaku, but it does not appear that this can be the same Kaku who was defeated by Rimuš for the chronology is wrong and so is the style of his tablet.
 We do not even know whether he was an ensi of Lagaš. 

It is possible that Namhani was also ensi of Umma for we possess the following inscription
: 

In those days when Yarlagan was king of Gutium, Nammahni, the ensi of Umma, built for (the goddess) Ninurra, the mother of Umma, her old house and restored it. 
Yet if this Nammahni is identical to Namhani of Lagaš then it is odd that he dates this year by a Gutian king because we are sure that his reign followed Gudea and Utuhegal’s war of liberation. That this is the case is certain because Namhani’s rule, however long it may have been, was brought to an end by Ur-Nammu, as we read in the prologue to his law code
:

Nammahni, the ensi of Lagaš, he slew. 



Utuhegal of Uruk

The King List division of Uruk’s rulers into dynasties IV and V was due to the scribe’s methodology, and we are sure that Uruk had been independent for quite some time. Utuhegal of Uruk brought a final end to the dominance of the Guti with the assistance of several southern cities. This we learn from his inscription:

He (Tirigan) was (then) brought before Utuhegal, threw himself at his feet (and) he (Utuhegal) set his foot upon his neck. 
Omen texts of a later date connect this triumph with an eclipse (of the moon?) on the 14th day of the month called Tammuz, which may one day allow us to put a precise date to this event.
 There is support for this tradition in Utuhegal’s inscription which unfortunately suffers a lacuna just as it is about to describe an event in the night preceding the battle. In this context, note that the moon god Nanna/Sin is specially connected to the Guti.
 Omen texts also affirm the tradition that Utuhegal’s reign ended with his death by drowning while supervising the building of a canal.
 

An inscription from Ur makes clear that Utuhegal managed to establish himself as ruler of Sumer, or part of it at least.
 

For Nannar King of the Annunaki, his King, for the life of Utu-khegal the mighty man, King of Erech, King of the four regions... 
Whether or not the tradition of his untimely end is accurate, he was unable to transfer the kingship of the Land which he had gained to a successor from his own city. The King List claims that his reign was of short duration – 7 years 6 months and 14 days – but this may only indicate that the original King List was completed at that point in his reign. The King List says in its formulaic way that the kingship then descended to Ur-Nammu. 


Ur-Nammu of Ur

His Rise to Power

Ur-Nammu, ‘The Man of Nammu’, who ended by establishing the glorious Third Dynasty of Ur, began his career as the governor of Ur and vassal of Utuhegal. This is made clear by a fragment of a stele found at Ur.
 
For Ningal the beloved wife of Sin, his Lady, for the life of Utu-khegal the mighty man, king of Erech, king of the four regions, Ur-Nammu, governor of Ur ... 
It is possible that Ur-Nammu came originally from Uruk and was appointed to the governorship by Utuhegal. Ninsun, his personal goddess, and mother of Gilgameš, is closely connected to Uruk.
 He seems, however, to have been a difficult subordinate. Inscriptions of Utuhegal upon clay cones dedicated to Ningirsu and Nanše tell how he fixed the boundary between their possessions, ie. Lagaš, and those of the ‘man of Ur’. It is likely that this indicates that Utuhegal was called upon to mediate a dispute between Ur-Nammu and the Lagašites.
 

Quite how the kingship of Sumer came to be vested in Ur-Nammu is not known. It is usually considered significant that in his earlier inscriptions Ur-Nammu claims to be lord of Uruk.
 It is an unusual claim, but ambiguous. If Utuhegal died accidentally then the governor of Ur might have emerged as a natural leader and a claim to Uruk would have marked him as the legitimate heir to Utuhegal’s power. On the other hand, if Ur-Nammu had rebelled against his overlord then the claim could be seen as mere boastfulness. Ur-Nammu made his son a priest in Uruk
 and this could be interpreted as a sign of respect or not depending upon the relationship posited between Ur and Uruk. 

His Achievements

We have seen that Lagaš was conquered, but this is the only military exploit of which we are sure. All the rulers of this period are remarkably reticent about their achievements. This conquest may only have been mentioned because of the satisfaction Lagaš’s discomfiture gave Ur-Nammu. A hymn suggests
 that there were still Gutians to be dealt with, such as the overlord that Lagaš’s ruler still recognised perhaps. There is also a date formula which claims that
: 
he made straight the road from below to above 

which might indicate an otherwise unknown expedition from the Gulf to the Mediterranean, or, more likely, that the trade routes of southern Sumer were made safe. Mari at least remained independent and gave a daughter of its ruler to a son of Ur-Nammu.
 If the middle Euphrates region was independent so must have been the upper Euphrates. Certainly Ur-Nammu never claimed kingship ‘of the four regions’, but restricted himself to claiming to be the king of Sumer and Akkad (ki-engi and ki-uri.) In fact, he was the first to make that claim.

It certainly seems that his reign was more preoccupied with the repair of the Sumerian infrastructure, which we can imagine had deteriorated under the Guti, than with the expansion of his territories. Many of his inscriptions mention canals and this may also have been an opportunity for Ur-Nammu to redraw the boundaries of the cities closer to his heart’s desire. Canals were much used in such demarcations. In the case of the canal Nanna-gugal between Ur and Lagaš it is claimed that ‘justice’ was established – presumably a different justice from that established by Utuhegal. 

The gods were extremely well catered for, with remains and inscriptions from his building projects in their honour being found in many places but especially in Larsa, Nippur, Uruk and Ur. In Nippur the Tummal inscription tells us that he built the Ekur, a temple for Enlil. In Uruk he built a ziggurat and its temenos for Inanna. At Ur he built the greatest of all the monuments of Mesopotamia (not excepting the Tower of Babel), the ziggurat of Ur, dedicated to Nanna and/or Ningal.
 He also built a wall about Ur (and dated a year by it
) of which several bricks have been found. The wall was so thoroughly destroyed by Ur’s conqueror that none were found in place. 

The gods would have been just as pleased with his efforts to re-establish justice in the land. He claims to have
: 

freed the land from thieves, robbers and rebels. 

His law code is the earliest known to us and exists only in badly damaged condition. It is remarkable for its rejection of the lex talionis and its description of a generally humane ideal social order. 

The King List gives the length of his reign as 18 years. Given the nature of the source this must mean that the Ur dating system had used his rule for reference for 18 years. So long had Ur been independent. Ur-Nammu seems to have died in some unknown war where he was
:
abandoned on the battlefield like a crushed vessel 
He was not so abandoned however that he was denied a funeral fit for a great king. A poem describing his doings after death shows he was returned to his city and heard the ‘wail of Sumer’. His son succeeded him. 


Šulgi

The name, previously read as ‘Dungi’, means ‘strong young man’, and he certainly lived up to it. He earned the title ‘King of the Four Regions’, the first since Naram-Sin to do so. Like that king too he became ‘Divine’ in his own lifetime. In his time his statues in the temples of Sumer received offerings twice each month. His divinity inspired a veritable plague of extravagant royal hymns. We have about 30 examples of this genre which, however, give only a few hints as to the real nature of his achievements.
 

His Rest and Resurgence

It is likely that he reigned for 48 years
 but for the first 21 years we have little information. We have some assistance from the date-formulae but they are mostly local pieties and it may be that Šulgi was satisfied to consolidate the infrastructure of which his father had begun the repair. It is not until the 24th or 25th year
 that we find the first record of a foreign conquest in a date-formula. The same year is the lower limit for the administrative tablets now found at Ur in great quantities (over 1700 published). This pattern is repeated at other centres. 

We may suspect that the reform of the administration actually began a little earlier, as the date-formula for year (probably) 21 records that the king rationalised the land registry of the gods of Nippur. The 20th (or 19th) year has the formula
: 

Year (in which) the citizens of Ur were organized as spearmen. 

There seems little reason to doubt that military necessities led to the imposition of this strict supervision of affairs. 

His Campaigns

It is unlikely that a career of conquest would be begun in the third decade of a reign. Moreover, the list of opponents indicates that the same enemies required destruction far too often; year 45 of the reign, for example
, was 
the year in which Simurum and Lulubum were destroyed a ninth time. 

We also see mentioned amongst the enemies the previous rulers of Sumer, the vile Guti, as well as other mountain people such as the Hurrians, who are only now beginning to be significant in history. Finally, two date-formulae refer to the years about when 
the Wall of the Land (bad-mada) was Built 

whose location unfortunately is not known.
 

All these facts make it certain that the wars of Šulgi were defensive in their motivation. Though there is mention of “booty from Amurru”, this should be understood as a bonus gained while repulsing the advances of the western nomads. Eventually the threat from the west would overwhelm Ur, but at this time the mountain savages were perceived to be the greater danger. The nature of Sumer makes it necessary to defend the rich lowlands by taking action in the mountains where the savages dwell. This is where Šulgi was most active. 

Many of the places named have not been identified. The locations of those places which we can fix, and in connection with which the other place names occur, make us confident that all are in southern Kurdistan.
 Urbilim is now Irbil, Simurrum is near Lullubum now in Sulaimaniyeh, and Šušara became the mound Šemšara on the Lower Zab. 

The Extent of his Empire

In the north we have discovered the direction of Šulgi’s military efforts. The extent of his activity in the area strongly indicates that that territory marked the boundary of control from Ur. Just within it were the lands of the later kingdom of Assyria. On a stone tablet from Aššur Zariqum claims to be governor of Aššur on behalf of Amar-Sin, the successor to Šulgi. This shows that it was a vassal to Ur at that time at least. The style of some pieces of statuary found at Aššur can be dated to Ur III so the cultural connection is also undoubted. 

Of the north-west we hear next to nothing in this period. Mari and Rapiqum are mentioned in a letter and deliveries of single sheep to a state farm are recorded from Mari, Tuttul, Ebla, and Byblos. There is no corroboration of Ur’s power at this distance. 

In the east Elam became integrated into the Sumerian empire. As early as year 17 Šulgi firmed the relationship when
 

Pirig-midašu, daughter of the king, was elevated to the sovereignty of Marhaši 

This kingdom, whose name may also be seen as Barakše or Warakše had had much less cordial relations with the kings of Akkad. It is likely that Ur simply took over a dominance of Elam which had been established by the ensis of Lagaš.
 Anšan was less easily dealt with for Šulgi’s date-formulae record two expeditions against that land, and the first of these is soon after Šulgi had married another of his daughters to the governor of Anšan (in his 32nd year.
 Further north the kings of Simaš remained largely independent. Beyond them were probably the Lullubi and other savages. 

The same Zariqum who was governor of Aššur also became governor of Elam, thus demonstrating that the peaceful rule of Sumer was easily maintained. There was at the time a great deal of temple-building as Šulgi ingratiated himself with the god In-Šušinak of Susa. The god rewarded him by providing him in his later years with Elamite “janissaries” who were used in the northern wars.
 



Amar-Sin

The name of this son of Šulgi may be read in Sumerian, as above (or sometimes as Amar-Su’en), or in Akkadian, in which case it is Bur-Sin.
 Šulgi’s wife was a Semitic woman called Abisimti, and both Šu-Sin and Ibbi-Sin who were to follow had Semitic names so it would seem quite possible for the Semitic reading to be correct. Nevertheless the Sumerian reading is generally preferred. 

Upon Šulgi’s death this son succeeded to the throne without incident. The ease with which each succession is achieved in the empire of Ur III is often contrasted with the difficulties which always faced the Akkadians. The suspicion is that the difference relates to the acceptability of Sumerian domination as opposed to Akkadian. This may be so or it may simply be that Sumer as a whole grew accustomed to Empire and preferred it to the anarchy which was all it could be compared with. 

The northern regions continued to be a target of Sumerian expeditions which served to keep the savages off balance. In the date-formulae appear the names Urbilim, Šašrum, Khukhnuri, Bitum-rabium, Bešru, Iaprum, and others; some known and some not, but all likely to be in the same area. We have evidence that governors were appointed for the first time to the cities Markhaše, Simanum, Khamazi, and Khukhnuri
 so that we guess that the empire was not stagnating. 

Almost all that was remembered of this king was that he died of a ‘shoe bite’. Since he was succeeded by his brother after a reign of only 9 years it may well be that he did end unfortunately. 



Šu-Sin

This king’s name can also be read Šu-Su’en and was previously read as Gimil-Sin. He was the brother of Amar-Sin, and not the son which the formulaic King List claims. During his reign of 9 years he declared himself divine. The date-formulae of his reign are unexciting yet it was during his reign that signs began to appear of an approaching crisis. 

The Maintenance of the Empire

In the north he continued the policies of his predecessors with campaigns against Simanum defining year 3 and Zabšali and the Subarians year 7.
 The meagre information of the date-formulae may be eked out with that of the scribal records.
 From these we learn that he resettled captives from Simanum near Nippur, probably in a labour camp. We also learn that ‘Zabšali’ was a confederation of eleven governors led by Indasu, a governor of Zabšali. Zabšali was known under the name Zabzali to the Elamites who appear to have been their close neighbours.
 Whether Indasu was identical to Ziringu, who was supposed also to be governor of Zabšali at this time, is debatable.
 The prize of the expedition mounted against this ‘land’ was metal. 

It seems that the regions in the north-east required special attention for a powerful official was appointed to watch over it. Ir-Nanna (or Arad-Nanna), ensi of Lagaš, who as Ir-Mu had been Šulgi’s ambassador to the Subarians, took the position ‘Governor of the Subarians and of the land Kardak.’ Amongst many other titles he was sukkal-mah or ‘Grand Regent’. His power so impressed his neighbours in Elam that a later Elamite dynasty also took the title sukkal-mah.
 

There is no evidence that the Elamites were becoming restless yet. Šu-Sin had no difficulty in installing governors in Urua or Susa. In his second year he married one of his daughters to the governor of Anšan, just as Šulgi had done, and in Susa he has left tablets describing himself as 

the divine Šu-Sin, beloved of the god Enlil, the mighty king, king of Ur, and king of the four quarters. 
The Elamite god In-Šušinak, so carefully cultivated by Amar-Sin, is now disdained. He would be revenged for his insults. 

Muriq-Tidnim
Year four of the reign was called
 the 
Year (in which) Šu-Sin, the king of Ur, built the western wall called ‘Muriq-Tidnim’. 

The name means ‘Fender of Tidnum’. Another formula tells us that the wall was directed against the Amurru. Tidnum and Amurrum are both Semitic names for the western savages called mar-tu by the Sumerians, and whom we know as the Amorites. They had apparently attacked early in Šu-Sin’s reign and advanced far into Sumer before being driven off. The opportunity of their defeat was to be taken to create a defence as we learn in a fragmentary letter. That letter, by Šarrum-bani who was an ‘expert of the committee’ assembled to construct the work, gives some details on the wall.
 It was to stretch 26 danna or bêru (ca. 275 km) from the Apkallat canal and may have involved waterworks since the banks of the two rivers were to be breached while taking due care that farmers be not inconvenienced by flooding. 

The length of the wall, and assuming that it must have extended beyond the rivers, indicates that the banks were relatively close together. There is a string of equivalences which may allow us to place the canal itself.
 Apkallat became Aplakkat in a later syllabary, became perhaps the Pallakottas canal (or Pallacopas according to Arrian) which Alexander repaired, which is associated with the town Pallukat, which may be the town Fallujah in the eponymous northern province. Both indicators point to a location somewhere north of Baghdad. (Xenophon put the Wall of Media 18 miles from Larissa (Nimrud) but this is now generally considered to be the ruin of Nineveh.) 

As one would expect, this wall was quite useless. It is never heard of again and never hindered the Amurru when they attacked. 



The Fall of Ur

The Early Years of Ibbi-Sin

Upon the death of Šu-Sin the rule of Ur passed, peacefully as far as we know, to his younger son Ibbi-Sin who would remain in power for 24 years. The reign seems to have begun normally enough with a campaign against Simurrum in the third year and the diplomatic marriage of his daughter Tukin-khatta-migriša to the ensi of Zabšali in the sixth year.
 At some stage, however, the normal progress of Empire was interrupted and the realm of Ur III began to fall apart. Unfortunately, only the broad outlines of the collapse can be discerned. Because the date-formulae cannot yet be ordered the information they contain cannot yield a certain chronology for the fall of Sumer. We do know that the attacks were upon two fronts, upon the east from Elam, and upon the west by the Amorites. 

The Elamite Challenge

The kings of Simaš (possibly Khurrumabad in Luristan) had been recognised as the legitimate royal house of Elam since sometime after the Gutian irruption.
 It appears that very early in the reign of Ibbi-Sin they decided to assert their authority by invading and occupying Susa, Adamdun, and Awan. These cities were retaken by Ibbi-Sin in perhaps his ninth year with the added triumph of the capture of the king of Simaš. The date-formula has it that he
: 

smote like a tempest Susa, Adamdun, and the land of Awan, subdued them in one day, and captured Enbilua. 

In the Susian king list the name of that king seems to be E...luhhan and it is guessed that it refers to Enpi-Luhhan.
 

By perhaps the 14th year of the reign he felt the need to return to Elam in order to punish the rebellious region. That year was
: 

the year in which he, with a great army, marched against Khukhnur, the key of the land of Anšan, and made it obedient. 

MAR-TU
The Amorites had been recognised as a danger since at least the fourth year of Šu-Sin. In that year was built the Muriq-Tidnim, but fragmentary correspondence indicates that it had been breached without much trouble.
 The Amorites had apparently found a weak spot at one of its extremities called the ‘Mountain’, mentioned in the letter of Šarrum-Bani to Šu-Sin. The commander of ‘The Fort Before the Mountain’, a certain Puzur-Marduk, is sharply criticized by Ibbi-Sin in another of his letters for abandoning it to the enemy. 

The Amorites were, however, by no means an irresistible force, although Ibbi-Sin’s victories seem to have been rare enough. One of his year names declares
: 

The Amorites, a torrent force which from of old knew not a city, made submission. 

Nevertheless, many cities were taken and occupied by the western savages. Larsa, for example, saw the coronation of the Amorite chieftain Nablânum.
 As it became clear to the cities of north-western Sumer that they could not expect effective action from the centre, many simply ceased to acknowledge the rule of Ibbi-Sin. This we learn from their date-formulae.
 Thus Ešnunna dropped references to the Ur III king in year 2 of Ibbi-Sin’s reign, Susa in year 3, Lagaš in year 5, Umma in year 6, and Nippur in year 7.
 Foremost among these cities was Isin, which in about the 12th year of Ibbi-Sin’s reign ceased to use his date-formulae and began to mark the independent rule of the man Išbi-Erra. 

Išbi-Erra

Much of what we know of this character’s early career is gleaned from the surviving school-copies of the correspondence of Ibbi-Sin; particularly with Puzur-Numušda, governor of Kazallu, and with Išbi-Erra himself. 

From those letters we learn that he was called the ‘man of Mari’ and was ‘not of Sumerian seed’. His god was Dagan, the wheat god particularly favoured in the northern regions. These were not felt to be disadvantages by Ibbi-Sin when he set him the task of buying supplies of grain for Ur in Isin and Kazallu at a time when the Elamites appear to have been at the very gates of the capital. According to Išbi-Erra’s letter to Ibbi-Sin he had accomplished the purchase but was unable to transport the grain because of the incursions of the Amorites. He ends his letter urging resistance to the Elamites and requesting to be formally put in charge of the cities Isin and Nippur. Then, he says, he could guarantee the provisioning of the palace and its cities for 15 years. 

It is more than likely that he had already assumed control of Isin and Nippur before Ibbi-Sin, who could hardly refuse, confirmed him in this. The beleaguered king also offered double the price of the grain if barges for its transport could be provided by the northern cities, for he could send none.
 The ‘price of Isin’ was paid partly at least by raiding the temple treasuries as we know from tablets listing the items of gold, silver, bronze and copper that were collected.
 

We may be able to date this correspondence to about the year in which Enbilua was captured, for in that year “a tablet from Ur registers the issue of a travelling allowance to three men described as ‘messengers of Išbi-Erra’ and a ‘man of Isin’.
 This, if dated to the 9th year, would precede the assumption of independence by Isin in the 12th and would correlate nicely with an Elamite campaign. It is surely likely that the grain-gathering mission of Išbi-Erra would not long have preceded his correspondence so this would set at worst a latest date for the events. 

One of the messengers sent by Išbi-Erra was a man called Puzur-Šulgi, who is probably the same Puzur-Šulgi who was governor of Kazallu. He seems to have changed his name later in his career to Puzur-Numušda. Ibbi-Sin had called him by both names
 and some of their correspondence has been preserved. It is possible that the name change was to distance himself from the collapsing dynasty but it seems to have occurred long before Puzur-Numušda was ready to declare his independence. 

The letter of Puzur-Numušda to Ibbi-Sin is a plea for help following threatening representations from Išbi-Erra who desires to add Kazallu to his realm. He has already conquered ‘from the land of Hamazi unto the sea of Magan’ including Nippur, Subir, Ešnunna, Kiš and Badzi-Abba. We hear that
:  

Išbi-Erra stood at the head of his troops, seized the banks of the Tigris and Euphrates, the Nunme and the Me-Enlil canals. 

(The Nunme may be the canal we have referred to before as the Apkallat.
) 

By this time, however, Ibbi-Sin must have been quite helpless. He urged Puzur-Numušda to remain loyal even though Enlil seemed to have given the kingship of Sumer to his enemy. Išbi-Erra, he warned, would not remember Puzur-Numušda if he gave his city to him. Finally Ibbi-Sin hoped for a deus ex machina; 

(For) now Enlil has stirred up the Martu from out of their land; they will strike down the Elamites and capture Išbi-Erra 

The Elamite Conquest

By the time Ibbi-Sin faced his final challenge Ur was in a desperate condition. Extreme scarcity of supplies is indicated by the exorbitant prices which business documents of the period record.
 Barley, for example, was 60 times the normal price, fish 24 times, and oil 5 times.
 Yet those same documents seem to show reasonable quantities of supplies in storage. Probably the confusion is the inevitable accompaniment to an economy on a permanent siege footing. That there was famine seems likely since a later omen text gives the correct interpretation of a particular sign thus
: 
If the Yoke-Star (Jupiter) rises with its face towards the west and looks at the face of heaven and no wind blows at all, there will be famine, the ruler will meet the fate of Ibbi-Sin, king of Ur, who went in bonds to Anšan. 

This seems not to have been correctly interpreted at the time that it occurred. Instead it seemed a favourable sign for the: 
Year (when) the god Enlil yoked the splendour of Ibbi-Sin upon the lands. 

meaning Jupiter had appeared in a part of the sky called the ‘Way of Enlil’. There were other favourably interpreted signs also to be seen as it appeared that Ur might be going to survive its troubles. There could be no mistake about another sign though; on the 14th of Adar there was an eclipse
beginning in the south and ending in the north,
beginning in the first watch and ending in the last 

which was, of course, a sign of disaster. 

The destruction of Ur was accomplished finally by the Elamites and the Subarians (or Sú-peoples) in a savage onslaught. How stable may have been the alliance between these two peoples, with so little in common apart from a hatred of the lowlanders, is not known. They attacked Išbi-Erra at one stage, but unsuccessfully since one of his date-formulae boasts
; 

he smote the man of Subartu and Elam 

Išbi-Erra may have tried to detach the Subarians in some way. There is a model from Mari of a liver inspected by the haruspices who found that
: 
When the Subarians sent unto Išbi-Erra, but then the Subarians turned elsewhere, this (liver) was thus disposed. 

A Sumerian dirge tells us
 that Ibbi-Sin was forced 
to leave his palace and go into the land of Elam, from Mount Sabun, the “breast” of the mountain, to the end of Anšan 

and he would die in exile. He was remembered only for his disastrous end. 

The Elamites garrisoned the temenos of Ur and plundered the treasures of the city for the greater glory of Elam. This defeat in its completeness marked the end of Ur as a political centre of Sumer. The savagery of the Elamites was long remembered. Two lamentations concerning these events exist but tell us little. They do mention many cities also believed to have been destroyed by the enemy. Amongst these were Isin, Nippur, Kiš, Kazallu, and Ešnunna. These cities all belonged to Išbi-Erra, so the invasion seems to have been a series of attacks against the whole Land. There is also mention that Tidnum joined in the destruction. 

In the Susian King List the king Enpi-Luhhan, who we know was defeated by Ibbi-Sin, is followed by a king called Kindattu. The list is unreliable, however, and it is likely that he was preceded on the throne by a king Khutran-temti. This is possibly the conqueror of Ur.
 Although the List does not remember him he was claimed much later as a suitable first ancestor of Šilkhak-In-Šušinak. There is a date-formula on a tablet from Susa for
: 

the year in which Khutran-temti caused his statue to be cast from bronze 

If this bronze was from the statues of Ur’s gods, then this would be quite a suitable way to mark the destruction of the former overlords. 


Chronology

The dates given here in parentheses are now fairly well agreed.
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Map of the Empire of Ur III
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