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The kings of Ur III did not inspire the admiration of later times in the way that Sargon and his children did. When they appear, relatively rarely, in school texts, they are associated with the destruction of the country – thus we find them featuring in lamentation texts or in examples of omens presaging disaster. And indeed the period that followed the fall of Ur III is seen, in retrospect, as the twilight of the Sumerian culture – in the sense that the culture of the Sumerian speakers of the third millennium BC had at about this time accumulated so many changes that a new culture must be spoken of. Thus we mark sometime in the Isin-Larsa period the end of Sumer.
The land itself seemed to proclaim the change of an era. The Euphrates river shifted into a western channel, and many cities which had been great in their day were abandoned. The cities of the Land had always been at risk of abandonment for whatever reason: Eridu, for example, one of the very first cities, seems to have been deserted after the ED period. (Unusually however, its cult was preserved in Ur. The priests of Enki lived there and the rites for Enki were performed in a dedicated shrine within the Nanna complex.) Now, the end of the Ur III state saw the end of Šurrupak, for example, and Keš, and Ereš. Others, like Lagaš, Girsu, and Adab, were clearly moribund, with little evidence of occupation in the OB period. On the other hand, new cities, such as Maškan-šapir, Dilbat, and Borsippa, became important.
 



Demography
The principal cause of the ‘End of Sumer’ was the influx of new people. It has already been noted that there had always been, so far as we can tell, a mixture of populations in the Land. Besides the ethnic Sumerians (the original speakers of Sumerian) themselves, there is strong evidence of a population speaking a Semitic language (Semites) in the late prehistoric period, which may or may not have been the same population as the original Akkadian-speaking peoples (ethnic Akkadians) known to have been present since earliest historical times. There was also in all likelihood a Proto-Euphratean, or ‘Ubaidan population which may have been superseded by an incoming Sumerian population.
  It has also been noted that whereas the ethnic Sumerians had no possibility of reinforcement from outside the Land, the same was not true for the Semites. In particular, as the records from Ebla now show, the Semitic element of the early third millennium BC could be refreshed from a vast area inhabited by Semitic populations that stretched from North Syria through the Syro-Arabian Desert down to Kiš, and encompassing the Jazirah and Assyria south to the Diyala valley. This being the case, those other elements could – and eventually would – overwhelm the static Sumerian population if that did not have the internal vitality to maintain its dominance.
Akkadians

The first of these renewing elements that we know of was the Akkadian. Throughout the earlier part of the third millennium and for some time before that, these Semites continued to move into the Land to settle and in large part to adopt the prevailing culture. By the time that Ur III fell we no longer hear of Akkadians immigrating into the country or featuring amongst the nomads of Mesopotamia, and we must conclude that their sources of replenishment had dried up by this time. 

As a distinct ethnos, it is certainly identifiable only by the use of its language. We have already looked at the changes that are supposedly due to their specific influence – so far as it can be identified – but for the most part, as a people who had long connections with the settled life of the southern cities, and had long participated in the development of that culture, they did not cause great cultural disruption. Their influence could be absorbed, even when they constituted a majority in many places. 

Amorites

A second element we know as the Amorites; a term from the Bible where it translates the Hebrew word ‘emori. Their name is written MAR.TU by the Sumerians, which is interpreted as martu, and they are named Amurru by the Akkadians, which is assumed to be related to the Hebrew name. They are a western people, and so the Sumerian and Akkadian names for the people became their terms for West itself. The proposal that MAR.TU originally meant West and that the direction gave its name to the people is unlikely since there is a well-attested third millennium BC Eblaite term Martu(m) referring to a region or place in the Semitic-speaking region roughly East of that city. It is assumed that this term names an Amorite homeland at the time, but the names of the kings and inhabitants of that land don’t appear to be particularly ‘Amorite’ so the relationship is not undisputed. An alternative name for these people was Tidnu (GÌR.GÌR) but what its relation to the other terms might be is unknown.
 
As a people they are, like the Akkadians before them, identifiable only by their language; but, unlike the Akkadians, their language is known almost exclusively from their names. In fact, it may well be that there are several closely related languages spoken by the Amorites, who would be better thought of as a group of closely related peoples.
 Moreover, it may even be possible to detect different waves of immigration by noting the different dialects evidenced by these names. Thus the earliest immigrants had names ending with –anum, whereas the names beginning about the middle of the Isin-Larsa period belong to a different dialect. There are no inscriptions in the language(s), and no version of it was ever adopted as a language of rule. When the Amorites wrote they wrote in Akkadian. Identification of Amorite persons by their names alone, however, is rather risky, since it was not unusual for names to be taken from languages other than one’s own. Thus Akkadians are known who had Amorite names and vice versa. 
The earliest mention of this people is in a tablet from Šurrupak dated to about the middle of the 3rd M BC on which a person is described as MAR.TU. The first evidence of the Amorites as a large-scale nuisance appears in a date formula of Šar-kali-šarri, fifth king of Akkad, where he describes a defeat of these people at Mount Basor (now Jebel Bišri.) Soon they became a constant threat to the settled peoples requiring frequent repulsion. By the time of the Ur III kings it was even felt necessary to build a wall to keep them out. This project of Šulgi completed by Šu-Sin was, of course, a failure. Mesopotamia is too open for such walls to be effective, and the semi-nomads are too well-motivated by desire for the wealth of the settled lands to be so easily deterred. It is likely that the constant influx of these tribally organized persons into the Land and the establishment (however fleetingly) of areas in which the writ of their chieftains ran supreme contributed to the collapse of the Ur III state. Certainly, by the time that Ur III was in process of collapse, much of the blame was placed on these intruding Amorites. A letter
 to Ibbi-Sin from Išbi-Erra complains that:
Now the Martu – all of them – have entered the midst of the land (Sumer) (and) have seized the great fortresses one after the other. Because of the Martu, I am not able to transport (?) that grain; they are too strong for me, and I am immobilized.
As Ur fell, it was necessary for an accommodation to be made with the intruders, so that at Ešnunna, for example, Bilalama felt it appropriate to contract a marriage with a daughter of Abda-El, a chieftain of the Amorites (rabian amurrim,) and for Ušušum, son of Abda-El, to marry one of his cousins. It is precisely by such marriages that the Amorites might be introduced to polite society, just as the myth tells us that the god Martu was introduced to the Sumerian pantheon, overcoming his barbaric non-city ways.
 
The influx continued unabated during the years that followed the fall of Ur, and the influence of the Amorite tribesmen grew, for within a century we find that cities such as Larsa, Kiš, Babylon, Sippar, Marad, and Uruk were in their power and that the Amorites had established themselves as a significant element of the settled population. We now find many names that we recognise as Amorite and we do not find people being distinguished as Amorite as if that was somehow unusual. On the other hand, there is not much else than the name which marks someone as being Amorite: those who had settled into city life were apparently integrated into the Sumero-Akkadian world as completely as the Akkadians themselves had been into the Sumerian. 
Notwithstanding this apparent integration, however, the Amorites continued to be aware of their own descent and to appeal to it as a special form of bond. The rulers, in particular, would use this supposed link to reach across the city boundaries in ways that the Sumerians could not. Thus, for example, Anam of Uruk could appeal to Sin-muballit of Babylon for assistance as a fellow member of the Amnanu-Yaḫruru tribe.


Authority
The influx of Semitic elements, of which the Amorites were the latest, led to alterations in the political forms of Sumer.
Tribal Authority
Whereas there is no trace of residual tribal structure in Sumero-Akkadian society of the third millennium BC, the Amorites, as relative newcomers to the Land and arriving in such large numbers, were both closer to their tribal roots and less isolated from the social pressures that preserve tribalism. From the Mari archives we have some idea of the functioning of this tribal society. 
We can infer from these documents that there are two principal forms of division to be noted within the Amorite population. First, though one speaks of a ‘tribe’ as if it were an uncontroversial concept, there is in fact a hierarchical organization of tribal federations and subtribes each of which might equally well be called a tribe. Each tribe would typically trace its origin or distinctness back to some supposed ancestor. Tribal loyalties are hierarchical, and the loyalty to the higher tribe would be secondary to the lower divisions of that tribe. The divisions and relationships amongst the tribes are not precisely known as yet, but there are some major groupings known: the Ḫaneans, who were a relatively settled people on the Middle Euphrates; and the Yaminites (DUMU.MEŠ.yamina, biniyamini, ‘Sons of the right’ = ‘Southerners’) a less settled, more widely dispersed people found from Sippar all along the east bank of the Tigris and across the North Jazirah to the Syrian plain and Mount Basor; the Sim’alites (DUMU.MEŠ.sim’al, binisim’al, ‘Sons of the left’ = ‘Northerners’,) who occupied undetermined regions in the North near Harran; and the nomadic Sutu about Mari. Subordinate to the Sutu were the Almutu, Miḫalizayu, Yaḫmamu. Subordinate to the Yaminites were the Ubrabu, Amnanu, Yaḫruru, Yariḫu, and Rababu. Other important tribes whose affiliations are unknown were the Numḫa and Iamutbal from around the Khabur river, and the Ya’ilanu from east of the Tigris.

Second, the Mari archives indicate that tribal society operated in distinct nomadic and urban modes. Tribes might undergo one or another process of gradual sedentarization: either parts of the tribe settling and other parts remaining nomadic, or practicing transhumance by spending the grazing season in the steppe or desert but settling down in town for the remainder of the year – or of course combinations of these processes. In that case, social structures and ways of life relevant to nomadism would persist in the town, and the distinction between the tribesman and the townsman would continue to be felt. In the area of Mari, for example, the evidence is that a town or village tended to be populated by members of one tribe or clan, and (only around Mari) was managed by a sugagu who represented it to the palace authorities, whereas the nomads had a sugagu who acted as a liaison with the state. Since the tribal authority was a separate focus of power from the state, when conflicts between those powers arose, the citizen/tribesman would find his loyalties divided or the nomad and the citizen would be divided against each other. There are records in Mari of such disputes, and it must have happened similarly in the Sumerian cities where a large share of the population was recently settled Amorites. 
The structures of tribal authority continued therefore to be effective even after the process of settlement was well begun. Recognising this, the new city rulers sought to preserve their tribal authority, as we can see in their use of certain titulary referring to tribal roles. The term, abu or ‘father.’ for example, derives from the patriarchal principle of tribal societies. Each subordinate part of a tribe was headed by a ‘father of the household’ (abū bītim,) and each higher level of the tribal organization was occupied by those selected from amongst these abūt bītim. These titles and perhaps some of the associated expectation of subordination were preserved amongst the rulers of the settled tribes. Kudur-Mabuk, for example, the Larsa dynast with the Elamite name, called himself, rather grandly, Abu Amurru (ad.da kur mar.dú, father of the Amorite land) and Abu Iamutbal. Similarly, it was fairly common for the Amorite rulers to include the title rabiānu, or ‘chief,’ amongst their honours. They would call themselves rabiān amurru, ‘chief of the Amorites’ or ‘chief of’ some more specific tribal or regional distinction. Again, the kings of Larsa provide examples; with such claims being made by, for example, Zabaia and Abi-Sare. 

Of course, the most famous of these rulers who identified themselves as Amorites was Hammurabi, who called himself ‘king of all the Amorite land’ (lugal da.ga.an kur.mar.dú.) Indeed, kingship was always at the top of the hierarchy, though it may have begun amongst the Amorites as a specifically wartime measure. One notes, however, the strict hierarchalism of the Amorites, lacking the independent hierarchies that the Sumerians recognised.
Supersession of Cities
The process which had begun under the kings of Akkad and Ur III by which the ideological centrality of cities to the political life of the Land was diminished continued under the rule of the Amorites. This process was probably somewhat assisted by the fact that the Amorite population, though it was integrating into the Sumero-Akkadian culture, was still aware of the not-so-theoretical possibility of another way of ordering society and justifying political power. The resurgence of small states based on capital cities under the petty kings of the Isin-Larsa period in the South did not retard this trend, for each of those states aspired, whenever this ambition might be realistic, to be the centre of a new empire rather than simply an autonomous city. As a consequence, the elements of this ideology were also devalued. It is particularly to be noted that the status of the city temple was vastly altered from previous times. The kings were increasingly unwilling to tolerate independent and countervailing power centres in their realms, and so the economic independence of the temples and their central role in the organization of economic life had to be curtailed. 


Economy
Tendencies in the changing economy which had been noted in the Neo-Sumerian period strengthened in the Isin-Larsa and Old Babylonian periods. Much of the information for this period comes from the very large number of ‘Old Babylonian Contracts’ that have been recovered. This is particularly the case for the private economy of the Land.

Privatisation

During the classic era of Sumerian civilization in the ED periods, the very clear state ideology had it that the material resources of the Land (and the people too) were the property of the God of the city, controlled on his behalf by the temple and with the palace playing very much a supporting role. The ideology cannot have perfectly reflected reality, however, for we know that even the poor man might have a garden that Urukagina’s laws forbade the priest to violate; but it probably paints a generally accurate picture. By the time of the Ur III period, the king – often enough a god – had assumed control of the temple and its economic rights and responsibilities. In this period we had noted that despite the near complete silence of the available texts it was clear that even in the highly centralised Ur III state there was scope for private enterprise – not least because something would be required to fill the gaps in the economic structure as it was described by the extensive palace and temple account texts. 
Now, with the fall of Ur, there was a notable increase in the significance of private enterprise. This must be attributed at least in part to the preferences of the newly settled tribesmen, plausibly a consequence of the strong tribal preference for autonomous power structures still notable today.
 But even without crediting such a cultural motive, we can trace a certain development from the practices of earlier times. It is known, for example, that some workers of the Ur III period were not permanently assigned to the work of the temple or palace – indeed, the existence of some independent class must be traced back into the ED period. In the Isin-Larsa period it became increasingly common for work for the large institutions of temple or palace, which still dominated the economy, to be administered by those institutions but to be performed by contract labourers or labourers who shared their time with other employers. Those workers were paid a salary rather than a ration, or they might take a share of the product or profit.  
Such workers were, of course, to be found in the workshops of the institutions. Others could be found tending the animals of the temple, supplying a quota of their product and undertaking to increase the numbers. Any excess they could manage would be theirs, but so would the responsibility for any deficit, which they would have to make up.
 Others again could be given land to farm on their own account with a large portion of the product again going to the landholding institutions. For example, up to ½ to 2/3 of the date harvest in such arrangements went to the treasury. Still other such workers were employed at administrative tasks. Independent agents acted as intermediaries between the large institutions and the relevant citizens: they collected taxes and fees, issued payments and rations, organized the collection and distribution of resources, etc. With time many more of these tasks associated with the operation of the institutions became commoditized, divisible, tradable, and heritable as sinecures.
Long Distance Trade
A particular form of enterprise under the control of the Palace was the long-distance trade. This was conducted by merchants on behalf of the palace, who in turn contracted out the business of trade to ‘commercial travelers.’ These latter were entrusted by their merchant principals with capital in the form of silver, or with trade goods consisting usually of various products of agriculture such as oil, grain, or wool, and they were also given a sum for travelling expenses. In return they were to import metals, timber, or slaves. 
These journeys could be risky, but they could also be highly profitable if they succeeded. This is reflected in the arrangements made for funding and distribution of risk and reward. The costs of the journey could be large because, apart from the obvious need to buy the goods to trade and to pay support the staff who would go on the voyage, there were also costs levied by river transporters, and ‘taxes’ imposed by any king or strongman across their path who had the power to do so. The initial capital for the venture was loaned to the traveler by the merchant, or by a collection of merchants, and if the trip was successful they would receive their traveling expenses back, plus the initial capital, plus a share of those profits – the profit expected in such cases seems to be something in excess of 100%. In the case that the venture proceeded normally but failed to make a profit, the traveler had to pay back twice the value of the seed fund plus the travelling expenses. If the venture failed through some accident and no fault of the traveler then he was only required to make a simple reimbursement. And if he had failed because of an attack by hostiles on the road he needed to make no repayment at all.
Credit, Debt, and Relief
Private loans which were known in the Ur III period now became extremely common, and this probably had something to do with the nature of the new economic organization, for there was every incentive for the owners of resources who were loaning out the use of their resources to maximize their share of the result. This left little room for the producing classes to weather what might have been merely temporary setbacks with their own resources. They were forced to make use of lenders who priced their loans quite high. An acceptable price for borrowed silver was 20% of the value of the loan, and 33% for grain. This price had to be paid whatever the term of the loan, so short-term emergency loans were very expensive.
 

The consequences of this new system were widespread recurrent and chronic indebtedness which if left unchecked would lead to immiserisation of the population and certain social unrest. To prevent this, and to demonstrate its capacity to create justice in the Land, the state found it expedient to relieve this distress in repeated acts of debt forgiveness in the form of decrees of mišarum (níg.si.sá) or ‘righteousness.’ Such acts are known to have occurred under the dynasties of Isin and Larsa, and are probably in the tradition of the reform act of Urukagina. By the time of Hammurabi they had become normal ways of beginning a reign, and repeated every seven years:
 which only goes to show how serious were the faults in the economic system. 
Only the Edict of Ammisaduqa, who ruled Babyon a century after Hammurabi, is sufficiently well-preserved to indicate the nature of this traditional remedy, though a fragment is also known of a similar edict of his grandfather Samsuiluna. From this document it appears that although some segments of the population and some parts of the realm might be especially favoured – possibly because their needs had become critical – all free men, whether ‘Akkadian or Amorite,’ were relieved. Slaves were excepted, but it is possible that those who had fallen into debt-bondage by defaulting on a loan were released. In general, the relief applied to debts of producers whose loans had been required for their survival and their dues, but not to loans made in the course of normal business operations. The Palace accepted it as its responsibility to bear this loss, rather than imposing an ‘injustice’ on the lenders.
Palace action was also required in a second aspect of the economy where, once again, the new system showed itself unstable and unable to regulate itself. Thus there developed a practice of fixing prices by royal decree. Again, this is in the tradition of the Reforms of Urukagina, which included a revision of wages and fees.
 The regularity of such requirements is reflected in their inclusion in published laws of the Isin-Larsa period, such as the Laws of Ešnunna. Indeed, it may have been that this was the principal motivator for the development of so-called ‘Law Codes.’ Other regulations, such as compensation rates and criteria of negligence and guidelines for consumer protection and dispute resolution and so on, naturally arose from consideration of just prices for goods and services. The implications and consequences and points requiring clarification would ramify to involve much of the life of the society. 
Classes

It is worth noting at this point also, that the intricate social stratification observed in the earlier periods is no longer dominant. In the Isin-Larsa and Old Babylonian periods a simple tripartite structure is recognised in the laws.
 
1. Awilum:

‘Man’

Free citizen
2. Muškenum:
‘Subject’
Royal retainer/Palace dependent
3. Wardum:
‘Slave’

Slave
These classes are usually presented as hierarchical, but we are only sure that the slave was seen as below all others. The exact status of the other two is obscure, but legal penalties differed depending upon which of these classes the perpetrator and the victim fell into.


Language

Sumerian had long been in decline as a living language, but the terminal point is much disputed. Partly, this is because of the poor data that we have for the true nature of the linguistic situation in the Land, but partly it is because there is disagreement over what is meant by a ‘living language’ in this context and what is meant by a language ‘death.’ The matter is complicated for Sumerian because it had an extensive life as a language of rule, a learned language and a language of prestige when it is known to have been used for many purposes by people for whom it must have been a second language. In particular we know that Sumerian was spoken in the scribal schools, so that some facility in speech was supposedly required in scribes – and this continued to be the case long after Sumerian went out of use elsewhere. That phenomenon can be considered separately: we take the naïve view that a living language is one that is used by a population for its everyday requirements, or one for which a population exists in which the language is/was learned as the first language. A language is dead when there is no such population.
A language does not come from nowhere, so we are safe in assuming that at some time there was a population for whom Sumerian was their first language, and so there was an ethnic group of Sumerians. Doubts on these matters strain at the evidence, as does the doubt that Sumerian was the language of the first writing. It is reasonably certain that Sumerian was a living language in the early ED period. After that time it is not possible to take the written use of Sumerian as evidence by itself of a Sumerian speaking population, much less one with Sumerian as its first language; but that use of Sumerian is at least consistent with such survival and would be a natural consequence of it. On the other hand, Gelb’s observation, now slightly qualified, that all letters in the OB period (a genre of informal writing) are written in Akkadian is good evidence that by the early OB period (ca. 1990 BC) Sumerian was no longer the first language of any group producing texts, nor their language of everyday usage.
 Somewhere between those two points Sumerian ‘died.’ The preponderance of the evidence seems to point to a death in the early to mid Isin-Larsa period.
Survival in Ur III

Arguments
 for fixing the point of death generally appeal to just a few kinds of evidence using which we can judge the liveliness of a language behind the mask of its scholarly or ideological role. The first of these is the onomasticon: the names that people gave themselves or their children. In the Ur III period we find Akkadian names dominating the lists in the North and Sumerian names in the South, rather as one would expect. It may be argued that it is not unknown for names to be given from languages other than that of their bearer, but in that case the names are generally altered to conform to the spoken language, they are stereotyped, and they are traditional and not innovative – none of which are true of the southern onomasticon. 
A second type of evidence is the apparent effect of characteristics of the spoken language on the orthography of the writing. In the Ur III period there are, for example, failures in orthography strongly suggestive of regular phonological movements which are only likely to be regular in a spoken language – they would otherwise be more likely to be random or graphic errors. There are also occurrences of what seem to be idiomatic expressions and other kinds of non-formulaic speech not to be expected by a language without a speaking population. These are seen in Ur III letters and in reports of speech in legal cases. 

The third line of evidence notes that constant contact between two languages – especially where bilingualism is extensive – will lead to the languages being affected by each other’s characteristic phonology, morphology, or vocabulary, sometimes to the point of simply adopting parts of them. It is believed that the influence of Sumerian on early Old Akkadian speakers (that is speakers of the form of Semitic speech that was common in the Land before written evidence of Akkadian is found) led to the weakening of the Proto-Semitic gutturals (i.e. the glottals *’ and *h, pharyngeal *ḥ and *‘, and voiced velar fricative *ǵ.) It may also have led to Akkadian’s adoption of a SOV syntax in the place of Proto-Semitic (and standard Semitic) VSO. 

Those forms of interference are rather hypothetical and, if true, indicate the dominance of the Sumerian language in the early relationship. Given the very different natures of the two languages it is much easier to identify lexical borrowings between them. The dominance of Sumerian in the initial period of contact is again indicated by the estimated 7% of Akkadian words that are borrowed from Sumerian.
 No similar quantitative studies have yet been done for Sumerian borrowings from Akkadian, but few believe that the borrowing rate would be that high. Amongst observed borrowings, however, it is remarkable to see the Akkadian conjunction u (‘and’) and preposition in (‘in’) being used from the ED I period. The borrowing of the conjunction, in particular, has been taken as a sign that Sumerian was even then in decline – but that is to overestimate its significance, for Sumerian initially lacked a useful general conjunction and this would have been a very natural thing for the speakers of Sumerian to borrow from any better equipped language with which they were in close contact.
Unstable Bilingualism and the OB Edubba
More significantly, beginning in the Ur III period, words that were borrowed from Akkadian retained their original form and were not modified to fit the Sumerian pattern as were the earlier borrowings. This is a sign of increased familiarity with the donor language and indicates an increasing degree of bilingualism in the society. Following the Akkadian imposition of their language as the official language, and the doubtless increasing number of Akkadians in the region (even in the South,) bilingualism, at the very least, on the part of the Sumerian speaking population became more and more necessary for the conduct of affairs. It is much more likely, too, that Amorite immigrants would have preferred to learn Akkadian first and Sumerian only later, if at all. Assuming that there were no disastrous depopulations or dispersions, it must be the case that eventually a point was reached in those bilingual communities where Sumerian was no longer passed on as a first language, and Akkadian became the mother tongue of all. This would have occurred at different rates at different places. It is possible, for example, that Nippur, where Sumerian personal names are in the majority into the XIXth C, remained a community of Sumerian speakers throughout the Isin-Larsa period. To judge from their altered onomastica, however, most other cities and villages would have become Akkadian speaking long before that.
The last speaking communities of Sumerian were probably, on the one hand, small isolated villages in the far South of Sumer, and on the other hand, the scribal schools where instruction was carried out in Sumerian. After all, as the proverb has it, ‘A scribe who does not know Sumerian, what kind of scribe is he?’
 In those schools Sumerian was used as a speech of daily use, even though it may have been the first language of none there. Evidence for this is in the word lists of demostratives etc. that are of little to no use for anything but spoken language use. There was still the possibility, therefore, of linguistic activity and creativity, and so a kind of afterlife for the language was created. But the fact that the OB edubba was required to teach these phrases probably also indicates an increasing distance of any vernacular Sumerian from the written form, or perhaps its entire disappearance.


Literature

The Role of the Edubba

Almost all the Sumerian literature known to us is datable to the end of this rather late period or even later, and the principal reason that we possess it is because of the use made of it in the OB scribal schools. When many southern cities were abandoned in the OB period the tablets that the trainee scribes had used and their libraries of reference tablets were also abandoned. Although we have evidence of the existence of such schools from ED periods, the remains from these early schools are sparse. From curricular materials recovered, it appears that the scribal schools were now required to concentrate upon teaching the basics of the Sumerian language and preserving a literature that could no longer rely upon oral transmission for its preservation.
 
The enormous productivity of the period in the literary realm is a consequence of the new-felt necessity to have these items in permanent and complete form. The material was generally not new material, but written forms of older material treating older themes. From the remains of such material, therefore, we get a view of the ‘literary’ world of the Sumerians of the preceding periods. Those earlier periods would otherwise only be known through very meagre contemporary remains.
 In fact, it is estimated that (depending on the types of text that may be included) the surviving Sumerian literary corpus may comprise as many as 23,000 lines.
 The two exceptions to this claimed un-creativity are, first, the genre of Royal Hymns, which, though tedious in our eyes, demonstrates the continuing ability of the scribes to create literary works in the old language; and second, the scientific and mathematical literature which now begins to appear.
 

[image: image1.emf]
Figure 1:
House F in Nippur’s ‘Scribal Quarter.’

Edubba tablets from this period come from houses in Uruk, Isin, Larsa, Babylon, Sippar, and Kiš; but the main sources are two houses in Ur – at 7 Quiet Street
 and 1 Broad Street
 – and, most importantly, at House F in Nippur, which city appears to have been temporarily abandoned about the mid-XVIIIth C at the time of Samsu’iluna of Babylon, thus preserving the texts of several previous generations of pupils.
 (How the archaeological evidence of private houses as sites of edubba is to be squared with the literary evidence of an institutional edubba is not yet known.)

The Edubba Curriculum
From the texts recovered at Nippur, something like a standard OB curriculum has been reconstructed. The education came in an elementary and an advanced stage. At every stage the technique was to require the student to write a text or set of texts repeatedly.
The elementary education came in four phases. 

First Phase: writing techniques
1. Exercises in sign forms (single wedges)
2. Syllable Alphabet B (sign forms, often without meaning)
3. tu-ta-ti (syllabic values – ‘TuTaTi’ are the first three lines of the text)
4. Lists of personal names (dinana-teš2) (basic Akkadian and Sumerian)

Second Phase: thematic noun lists (so-called forerunners to UR5.RA = hubullu)
5. List of trees and wooden objects
6. List of reeds, vessels, leather, and metal objects
7. List of animals and meats
8. List of stones, plants, fish, birds, and garments
9. List of geographical names and terms, and stars
10. List of foodstuffs

Third Phase: advanced lists (order uncertain)
11. Metrological lists and tables
12. Proto-Ea (Sumerian readings of signs)
13. Proto-Lu (thematic-acrographic: occupations, kinship terms, etc.)
14. Proto-Izi 
}
15. Proto-Kagal 
} (acrographic: ordered by initial sign(s))
16. Nigga 

}
17. Proto-Diri (compound signs)
18. Multiplication and reciprocal tables

Fourth Phase: introductory Sumerian
19. Model contracts (Sumerian sentences)
20. Proverbs (literary Sumerian)
The advanced student moved on to working on significant pieces of Sumerian literature (happily for us.) There were standardised sets of texts here too, which have been given collective titles.
 (The ETCSL no. of the text is in parentheses.) These lists don’t, however, exhaust all the material that was used for instructional purposes. 
The Tetrad (texts of intermediate difficulty)
1. (2.5.5.2)

Lipit-Ištar Hymn B
2. (2.5.3.2)

Iddin-Dagan Hymn B
3. (2.5.8.1)

Enlil-Bani Hymn A

4. (4.16.1)

Nisaba Hymn A

The Decad
1. (2.4.2.01)
Šulgi Hymn A 
2. (2.5.5.1)

Lipit-Ištar Hymn A
3. (5.5.4)

Song of the Hoe
4. (4.07.2)

Inanna Hymn B
5. (4.05.1)

Enlil Hymn A

6. (4.80.2)

Keš Temple Hymn

7. (1.1.4)

Enki’s Journey to Nippur

8. (1.3.2)

Inanna and Ebih


9. (4.28.1)

Nungal Hymn


10. (1.8.1.5)

Gilgameš and Huwawa

The House F Fourteen (particular favourites of that school)

1. (5.1.2)

edubba Composition B
2. (5.1.3)

edubba Composition C

3. (1.8.1.4)

Gilgameš, Enkidu, and the Nether World
4. (1.6.2)

Deeds and Exploits of Ninurta
5. (2.1.5)

Cursing of Agade
6. (2.4.2.2)

Šulgi Hymn B
7. (2.2.2)

Ur Lament
8. (5.6.1)

Instructions of Šurrupag
9. (5.1.1)

edubba Composition A (Schooldays)
10. (5.3.2)

Debate between Sheep and Grain
11. (1.4.3)

Dumuzid’s Dream
12. (5.6.3)

Farmer’s Instructions
13. (5.4.1)

edubba Dialogue 1
14. (5.3.1)

Debate between Plough and Hoe


� Postgate, p. 45.


� p. 3.10


� Whiting, pp. 1231 ff.


� Gadd:B, pp. 33 ff.


� p. 16.4


� p. 4.33


� Whiting, p. 1238; EJ, s.v. ‘Mari’, §§ C1-3.


� Gadd:H, p.19


� Gadd:H, pp. 17-23.
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� vdMieroop:H, p. 89; Gadd:H, pp. 22 f.
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� Gadd:H, pp. 17 f.


� Gadd:H, pp. 23 f; Kuhrt, p. 114.


� Cooper:SA, p. 240 (ref. to Gelb:SA)


� Woods passim.


� Woods, p. 100 (ref. to Edzard:SG, p. 178.)


� Woods, p. 108 (ref. to Alster:PS, vol. 2, p. 47.)
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� Rubio, pp. 34-38
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� Gadd:H, pp. 37 ff.


� Robson, p. 41, fig. 3.


� Delnero, p.64.


� George:SE, pp. 130-131


� Michalowski, pp. 2282 f.; Robson, p. 40.
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