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Abstract: This paper aims to do a prosopographical study of individuals delivering animals to the Puzris-
Dagan organization during the Third Dynasty of Ur (ca. 2112-2004 BC). Who are they? What kind of ani¬
mals did they deliver? And how did the family-based individuals deliver animals to Puzris-Dagan? Build¬
ing on previous scholarship, a comprehensive analysis of all of the Puzris-Dagan cuneiform texts recording
individual deliveries of animals (mu-DU), spanning the period between S43 and IS2, might suffice to bring
about a conclusive answer to these questions. Four issues will be quantitively discussed: individuals ap¬
pearing as delivering animals to Puzris-Dagan; the types of animals delivered to Puzris-Dagan; delivering
animals disbursed for different purposes or final destinations; and family members delivering animals to
Puzris-Dagan.
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Introduction

The Third Dynasty of Ur (ca. 2112-2004 BC according to the Middle Chronology1),
consisting of the reigns of five kings (Ur-Namma, Sulgi, Amar-Suen, Su-Suen and Ibbi-
Suen), is considered to be one of the best documented periods in the entire history of the an¬
cient Near East2. At least 120,000 cuneiform tablets have been unearthed from southern Iraq,
mostly from the following seven sites: Umma, Girsu, Puzris-Dagan, Ur, Nippur, Irisagrig and
Garsana3.

Puzris-Dagan (modern tall 'ad-duraihim, also Drehem, in southern Iraq)4 is a redis¬
tribution center for animals and various products. It was established by Sulgi, the second
king of the Ur III dynasty, in his 39t h regnal year, and lasted until the third regnal year of
Ibbi-Suen, the last king of the dynasty. The early history of the Puzris-Dagan organization is
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1 I am deeply indebted to Walther Sallaberger, Piotr Steinkeller, Magnus Widell and John Nielsen, who read the
original text of this article and offered numerous suggestions for improvement, as well as to Michel Tanret and
Vanessa Boschloos for their expert editorial input. Many thanks are also due to two anonymous peer-review¬
ers for their valuable comments, corrections and suggestions. Any mistakes or errors, however, are my sole
responsibility. The abbreviations in this study are listed on the Cuneiform Digital Library Initiative (CDLI)
website, http://cdli.ox.ac.uk/wiki/abbreviations_for_assyriology (accessed 4 October 2021). For the Middle
Chronology, see Reade 2001.

2 For the introduction of the Third Dynasty of Ur, see Steinkeller 2021, Stepien 2009, and Sallaberger

1999. Bibliographic information on studies of Ur III administrative texts and culture is available for the peri¬
ods 1882-1990 (Sigrist and Gomi 1991, 13-95), 1990-1997 (Sallaberger 1999,351-363), 1997-2014 (Garcia-
Ventura 2015).

3 See Molina 2008 and 2016.
4 PU3.SA-is-dDa-gan 'unter dem Schutz Dagans', see Hilgert 2003a, 1 and SALLABERGER 1999, 238-239. For

the earlier reading of Puzris-Dagan as Sellus-Dagan, see Edzard 1973.
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obscure. It is probable that the original name of Puzris-Dagan was identical with Esagdana
(E2-sag-da-na)5. The site of the administrative center Puzris-Dagan is located about eight
kilometers southeast of Nippur (modern Nuffar in Iraq), the religious center of the Ur HI
state6. As opposed to being discovered through systematic archaeological fieldwork, all of the
cuneiform tablets from Puzris-Dagan are the result of looting and illicit excavations prior to
the year 20077. The city Puzris-Dagan, which was directly subordinated to the royal bureau¬
cracy, was an artificial creation of the king as an administrative and economic tool of the Ur
III state, and all officials operating within this animal redistributive system were selected and
assigned by the king himself (Widell 2020; TSOUPOROPOULOU 2015, 9).

Over the past century and more, a considerable total of more than 15,000 cuneiform
documents from Puzris-Dagan during the Ur III period have been gradually published8. The
overwhelming majority of the tablets from Drehem record incoming and outgoing animals,
such as cattle, sheep and goats, all of which can be further subdivided into a number of spe¬
cies and categories. These can be divided into four categories9 : records of deliveries of ani¬
mals (mu-DU) made by various individuals and received by the main officials of the Puzris-
Dagan organization; records of disbursements of animals (ba-zi, zi-ga) (Sallaberger 2004);
records of transfers of animals (i3-dab5) from one official to another one or to several indi¬
viduals; and records of receipt of dead (or slaughtered) animals (su ba-ti) from one official
to one designated official (either Ur-nigar or Sulgi-irimu) (Widell 2020; Tsouparopoulou

2013b). Their simplified formulae are listed as follows:

mu-DU"1 ba-zi irdabs su ba-ti
Animal
PN1
mu-DU
PN2 i3-dab5

Animal
Disposition
ki PN-ta ba-zi

Animal
ki PNl-ta
PN2 i,-dab5

Dead animal
ki PNl-ta
PN2 su ba-ti

animal,
delivery of PN1,
PN2 received

animal
for disposition,
disbursed from PN

animal,
from PN1.
PN2 received

dead animal,
from PN1,
PN2 received

5 SHARLACH 2004, 12-14; Steinkeller 2001; Wilcke 1992. For the ‘Early Drehem Series’ or ‘Sulgi-
simti archives’, mainly see Sharlach 2017, 189-210; Wang and Wu 2011; Weiershauser 2008, 31-104;
Sallaberger 1999, 253-259.

6 For the physical location of Puzris-Dagan, see TSOUPAROPOULOU 2017; Adams 1981, 269; BUCCELLATI 1966,
281-282.

7 For the scientific excavations at Drehem undertaken in 2007, see AL-MUTAWALLI and SALLABERGER 2017, 151.
8 The Cuneiform Digital Library Initiative (CDLI) gives an estimate of 17,527 tablets as coming from Drehem

(though the provenance of some of these remains questioned), ‘Cuneiform Digital Library Initiative’, <https://
cdli.ucla.edu/>, accessed 17/10/2021 ; whereas the online database of Manuel Molina (BDTNS) has 16,137,
‘Database of Neo-Sumerian Texts’, <http://bdtns.filol.csic.es/>, accessed 17/10/2021.

9 For this classification of categories, see: Liu 2017; Tsoupaopoulou 2013a; Tsoupaopoulou 2008; Weszeli
2005; Hilgert 2003a; Sallaberger 1999; Sigrist 1999; Hilgert 1998; Maeda 1993; Sallaberger

1993;Sigrist 1992; Maeda 1989; Gomi 1980; Gomi 1975.
10 The term mu-DU was variously read as mu-arx by Hallo (1960, 89), mu-tum2 ‘to bring’ by Maeda (1989), or

mu-kux ‘to enter’ by Krecher (1987) questioned by Bauer (2004).
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Of these four categories, the first one records the incoming (or deliveries, mu-DU) of
animals from outside to inside the Puzris-Dagan organization, and the last three categories
(ba-zi, i3-dab5, su ba-ti) record the outgoing of animals.

The administration at Puzris-Dagan regarding the deliveries of animals (mu-DU) has
been concerned by numerous scholars. For instance, Jones and Snyder (1961, 212-238) first¬
ly presented a very useful reconstruction of the Puzris-Dagan administrative structure, albeit
incomplete due to the limited material they had on hand. GOETZE (1963, 9) focused on the
high dignitaries (particularly sagina) attested in the Ur III Drehem texts and posed a question
“who are the men contributing to the expense involved in the performance of the ritual? If
we may anticipate the answer, they are dignitaries of the Empire.” Gomi (1975) was the first
to document the important notion of the royal deliveries (mu-DU lugal) of animals in Puzris-
Dagan. STEINKELLER (1987) focused on the regular proportion of deliveries of animals (oxen
to sheep&goats by 1:10) from the periphery of the Ur III empire designated by gun, ma-da.
MAEDA (1993; 1989) further discussed the deliveries of animals to Puzris-Dagan. SlGRIST
(1992, 54-56) and HlLGERT (2003a; 1998) investigated hundreds of individuals delivering ani¬
mals to Puzris-Dagan. SALLABERGER (1999, 264-270; 1993, 26-36) treated the deliveries of
animals disbursed for the cultic purposes, and gave much prosopographic information on
the officials working at Puzris-Dagan. He also presented a thorough analysis of different
archives of Puzris-Dagan including mu-DU-type of archives. SlGRIST (1999) took a large text
(YBC 3635, AS2 xi) as an example, and analysed in detail the royal delivery (mu-DU lugal)
of animals to Puzris-Dagan. SALLABERGER (2004) highlighted the types of animals delivered
to Puzris-Dagan. TSOUPAROPOULOU (2015; 2008) discussed numbers of individuals who de¬
livered animals to Puzris-Dagan, divided into “ordinary delivery, royal delivery, deliveries
as double-entry documents, sealed delivery tablets, giri3 official in delivery documents”, and
was particularly concerned with the sealers. Wu and Ll (2013) discussed the deliveries of ani¬
mals which were disbursed for the deities and to the e,-uz-ga-organization during the reign
of Sulgi. Liu (2017) enumerated hundreds of individuals who delivered animals to Puzris-
Dagan exclusively dating to the reign of Amar-Suen. SALLABERGER (2019a, 918) discussed
the question “who is elite?”, and concluded that “two different groups of people with only
a few overlaps prove to be elites: the military and foreign policy elite at the palace and the
administrative-economic or social elite of the city-state at the religious festival.”

This article, based on works of previous scholars, aims to do a prosopographical study
of individuals delivering animals to the Puzris-Dagan organization during the Ur III period".
The problems to be solved are as follows: who are the individuals delivering animals to
Puzris-Dagan; what kind of animals did they deliver; and how did the family-based individu¬
als deliver animals to Puzris-Dagan? To settle these problems, this study heavily depends on
905 Ur III Drehem texts recording individual deliveries of animals (mu-DU), which span the

1 1 For the definition of prosopography, see STONE 2011. For a general introduction to Ur III prosopography,
see McGuiNESS 1982. For the prosopographical study of the Ur III documents from Umma, cf. Dahl 2007;
Stepien 1996.
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period between S43 i 1 (MVN 13 516) and IS2 viii 26 (NYPL 13). The number of texts under
each ruler is as follows :

Text Percentage

Sulgi 440 49%
Amar-Suen 268 30%

Su-Suen 184 20%
Ibbi-Suen 13 1%
Summary 905 100%

The chart illustrates an obvious decrease in the number of Ur III Drehem documents
recording individual deliveries of animals (mu-DU) per ruler between Sulgi and Ibbi-Suen,
from 440 (49%) to 13 (1%).

Discussion

Individuals appearing as delivering animals to Puzris-Dagan

At least 1,608 individuals1 2 who delivered animals to Puzris-Dagan were attested in
the Ur III Drehem documents. These individuals are listed in the following order: mem¬
bers of the royal family, provincial governors (alphabetically), foreigners (including Amorites,
Elamites, and others in alphabetical order), individuals with titles (alphabetically), and indi¬
viduals without titles.

No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text
1. Royal 10 170 7

No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text

2. Governor13 57 2124 21

2.1. Adab 3 160 1

2.2. Apiak 2 13
2.3. Babylon 3 35 3

2.4. Eres 2 21 1

2.5. Esnuna 1 2
2.6. Girsu 3 255 1

2.7. Girtab 1 22

2.8. Gudua 2 140

2.9. Irisagrig 2 169 1
2.10. Isin 1 30 1

2.11. Isim-Sulgi 2 5

12 Because many personal names are damaged and unreadable in the texts, there must be more. On the person¬
al names in Ur III texts, cf. Hilgert 2002 (Akkadian Names), Zadok 1984 (Elamite Names), LiMET 1968
(Sumerian names), Buccellati 1966 (Amorite names),

13 For the provinces and provincial governors of the Ur III period, see Stepien 2012; Dahl 2007; Sharlach
2004; Maeda 1994; Owen 1993; Hallo 1953.
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No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text
2.12. Kazallu 2 110
2.13. Kis 2 22
2.14. Kuara 2 20 1
2.15. Marad 4 112 2
2.16. Nippur 7 465 2
2.17. Pus 2 28 1
2.18. Sippar 2 28 1
2.19. Suruppak 4 179

2.20. Umma 2 216
2.21. Urum 3 77 1

2.22. Unknown 5 15 5

No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text
3. Foreigners14 158 3931 146

3.1. Amorite 104 705 95

3.2. Elamite 5 5 5
3.3. lu2 GN 49 3221 46
3.3.1. Adamsah 1 55
3.3.2. Assur 1 25
3.3.3. Basime 1 22
3.3.4. Daba 1 1 1

3.3.5. Der 1 1 1

3.3.6. Duduli 3 612 3

3.3.7. Dur-Ebla 1 13
3.3.8. Erut 1 6 1

3.3.9. Guhziga 1 22 1
3.3.10. Harsi 6 1817 6
3.3.11. Hubium 1 6 1
3.3.12. Hurti 1 9 1

3.3.13. Karahar 1 485 1
3.3.14. Kimas 5 14 5
3.3.15. Kumi 1 1 1

14 Most of the 26 toponyms (lu2 GN), except for five (Kummi, Mari, Mardaman, Simanum, Talmusa) belonging
to Ur III vassals or independent states, are located in the peripheral territories of the Ur III state (cf. PATTERSON
2018, 375-376; Maeda 1992, 165-172; Steinkeller 1987, 28). These places were situated in an area ranging
from the southeast part of Babylonia, namely the Khuzistan region (like Adamdun, Susa, Basime), along the
Zagros mountains (Duduli, Harsi, Hurti, Karahar, Kimas), the region of the Diyala River (like Der, Maskan-
sarrum), and Northern Mesopotamia (Assur, Mardaman, Simanum), to the middle Euphrates (like Mari). For
the foreigners and toponyms in Ur III period, see Frayne 2008; Sharlach 2005 ; Owen 1997; Maeda 1992 ;
Owen 1992; Steinkeller 1987; Sigrist 1979; Michalowski 1978; Edzard and Farber 1974. For Ur III
Amorites, see Buccellati 1966. For Ur 111 Elamites, see Michalowski 2008; Zadok 1984. For Adamsah,
previously Adamdun, see Schrakamp 2014; Civil 1998. For Assur, see Michalowski 2009. For Duduli, see
Notizia 2010; Goetze 1953.
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No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text

3.3.16. Mari 4 15 4

3.3.17. Mardaman 1 2 1

3.3.18. Maskan-sarrum 2 22 2

3.3.19. Rabi 1 1 1

3.3.20. Sallanewe 1 10 1

3.3.21. Simanum 1 0 1

3.3.22. Surbu 6 20 6

3.3.23. Susa 2 8 2

3.3.24. Talmus 2 16 2

3.3.25. Wanum 2 24 2

3.3.26. Zimudar 1 14

No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text

4. With title15 575 5529 424

4.1. a-zu 1 4 1

4.2. ab-ba-iri 1 1 1

4.3. ab2-rig 2 4 2

4.4. aga3-us2 9 62 8

4.5. dam-gar3 19 51 9

4.6. di-ku5 16 62 12
4.7. dub-sar 11 22 9
4.8. egi-zi 1 7 1

4.9. en 5 427 2

4.10. engar 2 2 2
4.II. gala 2 35 1

4.12. gala-mah 6 43 5

4.13. gu-za-la2 1 2

15 For the officials and hierarchy of the Ur III dynasty, see Sallaberger 1999, 186-199; Englund 1990, 58-59;
Steinkeller 1987. For the title a-zu ‘physician’, see K.LEINERMAN 2011, 179-180. For the title ab2-rig ‘elder
of city’, see Brumfield 2011. For the titile aga3-us2 ‘soldier’, see Allred 2006, 3. For the title dam-gar3 ‘mer¬
chant’ in Ur III period, see Garfinkle 2020 and 2010. For the title di-ku5 ‘judge’, see CULBERTSON 2009,
124-132. For the title gala and gala-mah ‘chief lament singer’, see SALLABERGER 2019b and MlCHALOWSKl
2006. For the title mas-en-gag ‘citizen’, see STOL 1993; MÜLLER 1988, 281. For the title na-gada ‘herds¬
man’, see Such-GutiÉRREZ 2019, 413. For the title nar ‘singer’, see Pruzsinszky 2013, 2012 and 2010. For
the title sagi ‘cup-bearer’, see SALLABERGER 2019b (on the religious role of the cupbearer) and 1999, 186. For
the title sukkal ‘secretary’, see SHARLACH 2005. For the title sabra and sanga, as well as other titles on tem¬
ple administration as the priest(ess) and clergy, see SALLABERGER 2019b; STEINKELLER 2019; HERNANDEZ
2013; SHARLACH 2008; Weiershauser 2008, 234-240; Sallaberger 1999, 194; Sigrist 1992, 213-221;
Charpin 1986. For the title su-ku6‘fisherman’, see Englund 1990, 230-231. For the title u2-du-lu ‘chief herds¬
man’, see Waetzoldt 1982. For the title u3-kul, see Michalowski 2006, 53. For the title u4-da-tus ‘jester’,
see D’AGOSTINO 2012. For the title ugula-gis2-da ‘officer (in charge) of sixty (men)’, see STEINKELLER 1979.
For the title ugula-us-bar ‘overseer of weaver’, see WAETZOLDT 1972, 92. For the title zabar-dab5 ‘the one who
holds the bronze (vessel)’, the highest cultic officer, see Fischer 2008, 69-70; Sallaberger 1999, 186-188;
Lafont 1987 and 1983.
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No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text

4.14. gudu4 7 30 5
4.15. ha-za-num2 11 89 11
4.16. isib 2 5 2
4.17. ka-guru7 1 193
4.18. l u2kas4 2 8 2
4.19. ku3-gal2 3 29 1

4.20. kurusda 1 7
4.21. kus7 28 364 17

4.22. lu2kiri6-mah 4 4 4
4.23. lu2-mah 2 10 1
4.24. lukur 1 1 1

4.25. mas-en-gag 5 38 5
4.26. muhaldim 9 45 5
4.27. musen-du3 1 3 1

4.28. na-gada 6 20 6
4.29. nar 4 5 3

4.30. nin-dingir 7 36 7

4.31. nu-banda3 225 1719 171
4.32. ra2-gaba 9 21 6

4.33. sagi 9 66 5
4.34. sanga 12 507 3
4.35. sipa 22 80 21

4.36. sukkal 22 64 17
4.37. sa13-dub-ba 2 2 2

4.38. sabra 59 620 40
4.39. sagina 3 34 3
4.40. sandana 1 1 1

4.41. sitim 3 6 2

4.42. su-ku6 2 19 1

4.43. u2-du-lu 2 17

4.44. u3-kul 9 27 7
4.45. u4-da-tus 1 1 1
4.46. ugula-gis2-da 14 46 13

4.47. ugula-ug3-IL2 1 3 1
4.48. ugula-us-bar 4 13 3
4.49. um-mi-a 4 24 3
4.50. zabar-dab5 1 650

No. Title Individuals Animals Individuals only attested in one text
5. Without title 808 15622 469

Total sum 1608 27376 1067
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It is notable that 1,067 individuals, each of whom is attested in only one text, account
for approximately 66 % of the 1,608 individuals who delivered animals to Puzris-Dagan.
More importantly, there are 34 individuals, each of whom is attested in at least 20 texts.
Among them, the individual who is attested in the most texts is en dlnana (attested in 172
texts), followed by ensi2 Nibruk i (in 137 texts), zabar-dab5 (in 128 texts) and Ses-Da-da sanga
(of Enlil’s temple at Nippur) (in 110 texts)16. As noted by JORGE HERNANDEZ (2013, 694),
“The activity of the sagga of Enlil is a regular component in the PD administrative system,
like the ensi2 of Nippur or the en of Inanna. The systematic nature of their deliveries is con¬
firmed by the high frequency of offerings, in which the number of animals and the recipient
remain constant.” It is evident that these individuals are related to religious purposes, such
as temple administrators, priests, religious functionaries, and the Sumerian religious center
Nippur17. The temple economy and cultic activity, particularly at Nippur, continuously played
a significant role in the administration of Ur III State at least before AS5 when the formula
sa3 mu-DU-ra-ta 'from delivery’ without the information of deliverers replaced mu-DU PN
'delivery of PN’ attested in the texts18.

Individual Attestation Individual Attestation
en dlnana 172 Id-da-a 40

ensi2 Nibruk i 137 ensi2 Adabk i 35

zabar-dab5 128 Lu2-dNin-subur 32
Ses-Da-da sanga 110 ensi2 Urumx(UR2xU2)k i 29

Se-lu-us-dDa-gan 84 Ur-nigargar ka-guru7 29

Ur-dEn-lil,-la2 64 Lugal-ma2-gur8-re 29

Lu2-dNanna 59 Ur-nigar 27

E2-a-i3-li2 57 Ur-dNin-gublaga 27

ensi2 Suruppak k l 56 Su-ru-us-ki-in 27

ARAD2-mu 56 Ur-dNin-gal 26

Nir-i,-da-gal2 52 ensi2 Mar2-dak i 24

Ur-mes ensi2 50 Sar-ru-um-ba-ni 23

ensi2 Umma1' 46 Nu-ij-da 23

Ur-dSuen 46 Lugal-nir-gal2 22

Ur-nigars“r 45 Ses-kal-la 21

ensi2 Gir2-sukl 42 Lu2-bala-sa(,-ga 21
Lugal-a,-zi-da sabra 42 Sar-ru-um-i3-li2 20

Interestingly, numerous individuals who delivered animals to Puzris-Dagan are hom¬
onymic, namely they owned the same personal names and different titles. There are two pos¬
sible explanations. Either these homonymic individuals are different persons, or they are the
same person. For the former, for instance, the personal name A-da-lal3 was attested in many
individuals with different titles, kus7, mas-en-gag, nu-banda3 and sabra. Also, the personal

16 Previously discussed by HUBER Vulliet 2019 ; HERNANDEZ 2013; Oh’E 1986.
1 7 On Ur 111 Nippur, see ZETTLER 1992.
18 See HiLGERT 2003a, 20-21.
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name Da-da was attested for many individuals with different titles and identities, dub-sar,
son of the king, son of Ur-Mama, ensi2 Kuara2ki, gala, and u3-kul. Furthermore, the personal
name Lu2-dNanna bore as many as 17 titles and identities which were dam-gar3, di-ku5, dub-
sar, dumu Da-da-ge5, dumu Du-uk-ra, dumu Igi-an-na-ke4-zu, dumu Inim-dSara2, dumu Ur-
nigargar, dumu lugal, nu-banda3, sagi, sabra dNin-subur, sabra dUtu, sanga dNin-sun2, sagina,
u3-kul and ugula-gis2-da. For the latter, very few cases can be cited. For example, the personal
name En-sa3-ku3-ge was attested in the texts with the title sanga dNin-gis-zi-da between Sulgi
44 and Sulgi 47, and with the title sabra dNin-gis-zi-da between Sulgi 47 and Amar-Suen 5,
which indicates that Ensakuge was probably promoted from temple administrator (sanga) to
chief temple administrator (sabra) in Sulgi 4719. Similarly, the personal name Lugal-inim-gi-
na was attested in the texts with the title sanga dNin-pu2-mun-na in Sulgi 47, and with the
title sabra dNin-pu2-mun-na in Amar-Suen 1.

Some personal names of individuals who delivered animals to Puzris-Dagan bore vari¬
ous spellings (of HlLGERT 2002; Di VlTO 1993; LlMET 1968). It should be noted that the
personal names are essentially syllabic Akkadian20. There is little doubt that these different
spellings refer to the same individual. They are listed as follows:

Apilasa A-pij-la-sa; A2-pi5-la-sa; A2-pi-la-sa
Apilanum A2-pi5-la-nu-um; A2-pi5-la-num2; A2-pil2-la-num2
Bamu Ba-a-mu; Ba-mu
Busanum Bu-sa-nu-um; Bu-sa-num2
Bu’udu Bu-u2-du; Bu3-u2-du
Ilum-azu DINGIR-a-zu; DINGlR-a-zua z“

Enlil-izu dEn-lil2-i-zu; dEn-lil2-i3-zu
Estar-ilsu Esi8-tar2-il,0-su; ES|8-tar2-DlNGIR-su; Es,8-tar2-il-su; Esi8-tar2-il6-su
Hanzabtum Ha-an-za-ab-tum ; Ha-za-ab-tum
Hulibar Hu-li-ba-ar; Hu-li-bar
Hun-halbid Hu-un-ha-al-bi-id ; Hu-un-hal-bi-da
Hun-num Hu-un-nu-um ; Hu-un-um
Iddin-Dagan I-di3-dDa-gan; I-din-dDa-gan
Iddin-Ea I-di3-E2-a; I-din-E2-a
Iddin-Adad l-din-dISKUR; I-di3-dISKUR
Iddin-Suen I-di3-dSuen; I-din-dSuen
Igirumah I-gi4-ri-mah; I-gi4-ru-mah ; Igigi4-ru-mah
Imer I-me-er; I-me-er3
Iribum I-ri-bu-um; I-ri-ib
Itib-sinat I-ti-ib-si-na-at; I-ti-ib-si-na-at; I-tib-si-na-at, I-tib-si-na-at
Ilalum I3-la-lum; l3-la2-lum; I3-lal3-lum

19 Previously discussed by Hernandez (2013, 698).
on

Previous attention has been paid by HlLGERT (2003b): “In fact, the seemingly arbitrary interchangeability of
presumably homophonic syllabograms and syllabogram sequences may be addressed as the one overriding
characteristic of the Akkadian orthography in the Ur III period. However, strongly varying frequencies of indi¬
vidual, interchangeable spellings prompt the assumption of preferred or quasi ‘regular’ graphic representations
of Ur HI Akkadian.”
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Ilidan I3-li2-dan; DINGIR-dan
Kurgirinise Kur-giri3-ni-se3; Kur-giri3-ni-i3-se3
Laqipum La-qi3-ip; La-qi3-pu-um
Midanum Mi-da-nu-um; Mi-da-num2
Murdi-gaba Mu-ur-din-gaba; Mu-ur2-di2-ga-ba
Nabi-Enlil Na-bi-um-dEn-lil2 ; Na-bi2-dEn-lil2
Nanna-manba dNanna-ma-an-ba; dNanna-ma-ba
Puzur-Suda Puzur4-Su-da; Puzur4-Su-u2-da
Re’i-sin Re-i3-si-in; SIPA-i3-si-in ; SIPA-si-in
Uba’a Ul8-ba-a; U3-ba-a
Simtip-haser Si-im-ti-ip-ha-se-er ; Si-im-tip-ha-se-er
Sipa-sin Sipa-i3-si-in ; Sipa-si-in
Su-kabta Su-kab-ta; Su-kab-ta2
Tahis-atal Ta2-ah-sa-a-tal ; Ta2-hi-is-a-tal
Tahisen Ta2-hi-se-en ; Ta2-hi-se-en6; Ta2-hi-is-se-en
Tesin-Mama Te-si-in-Ma-ma; Te-si2-in-Ma-ma
Tulid-Samsi Tu-li-id-dUTU; Tu-li-id-dUTU5i

Ulibelug U-li-be-l i2-ug; U-li-be-lu-ug
Ur-tilla Ur-tilla3; Ur-tilla,

One more thing to note are the gaps when some individuals did not deliver animals
to Puzris-Dagan. There are probably two reasons. One reason is that the individuals discon¬
tinued to deliver animals to Puzris-Dagan, and after a while they re-delivered animals. The
other reason is the lack of the texts recording their delivering animals to Puzris-Dagan. In
other words, many texts recording their delivering animals to Puzris-Dagan are not known to
us. In any case, one should attach great importance to this issue. The following is a tentative
statistics on the gaps when the individuals did not deliver animals to Puzris-Dagan.

S44-AS5: l-sar-pa2-dan, Nu-ur2-i3-li2
S46-AS5 : A-da-gal, Ab-ba, Hu-un-dSul-gi, I-di3-E2-a, Lugal-me-lam2, dSul-gi-i3-li2, Ul8-ba-a, Ur-dIskur
S47-AS4: DINGIR-dan nu-banda3, Su-i3-li2 nu-banda3, A2-bi2-la-sa, ARAD2-hul3-la, Hu-un-nu-um

S47-AS5: ARAD2-u3, Ha-si-pa2-tal, I-gi4-ru-mah, Lu2-dAsnan, dUtu-ba-ni
S47-AS7: Lu2-bala-sa6-ga sukkal
S47-AS8 : Du,|-ga-zi-da kus7, A-a-kal-la nu-banda3, Giri3-ni-i3-sa6 nu-banda3
S47-AS9 : Bu-u2-du
S47-SS2: DINGIR-dan
S48-AS4: A-da-tum, Du-uk-ra, Inim-dNanna, Su-Es,8-tar2

S48-AS5: Be6-bu-ru gala-mah, I-di3-dIskur kus7, Ba-a-a nu-banda3, Da-da u3-kul, A-da-lal3, A2-pi5-li2, Ar-si-
ah, Id-ni-in-dSuen, Lugal-inim-gi-na, Su-dEn-lil2, U2-u2-mu, Ur-dNin-sun2

S48-AS6: Du-du
S48-AS9: Da-da-a
S48-SS1 : dSul-gi-ha-si2-is

S48-SS4: Nam-ha-ni
S48-SS5: l-di3-dSuen
AS1-SS6: I3-li2-mi-ti
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The types and amounts of animals delivered to Puzris-Dagan

The types of animals, which were delivered to the Puzris-Dagan organization during
the Ur III period, are both diverse and regular. They mainly consist of common livestock
(sheep, goats and oxen) and a number of uncommon (rare or exotic) animals21.

Common livestock common sheep lamb
barley-fed sheep

si la4
udu niga

common goat kid
barley-fed goat

ma§2
mas2-gal niga

common ox gu4

Uncommon animals gazelle mas-da3
deer deer

fallow deer
lulim
segQ-bar

equids onager
male donkey
female donkey
mule
horse

anse-eden-na
dur3
eme6
an5ekunga2
anSesi2-si2

bear az
A/taw-animal ha-bu-um
uncommon ox wild ox

spotted ox
am
gu4gun3-a

uncommon sheep long-fleeced sheep
fat-tailed sheep
Simaskian sheep
Lullubean sheep
pot-bellied sheep
wild sheep
white sheep
black sheep
red sheep
spotted sheep

udu a-lum
gukkal
udu LU,.SU(.A)
udu lu2-U|8-um
udu gur4-gur4
udu hur-sag
udu babbar(2)
udu gi6
udu su4
udu gun3-a

uncommon goat Simaskian goat
goat with a lame hoof
lead goat
wild goat
white goat
red goat
spotted goat

mas2-gal LU2.SU(.A)
mas2-gal umbin-4
mas2-gal en-zi
mas2-gal a-dara4
mas2-gal babbar(2)
mas2-gal su4
mas2-gal gun3-a

At least 27,376 animals22 were delivered to the Puzris-Dagan organization during the
Ur III period.

The members of the royal family delivered 170 animals. They occasionally delivered
bear (by Ur-Suen son of Sulgi and Ahuni son of Amar-Suen)23, deer (by Inim-Nanna son of

21 For rare or exotic animals, cf. SUCH-GUTIÉRREZ 2019; TSOUPAROPOULOU 2015 and 2013a; HlLGERT 2003a and
1998; Heimpel 1995; Steinkeller 1995; Maeda 1994; Heimpel 1993; Maeda 1989.

22 Because many personal names are damaged and unreadable in the texts, there must be more than that. On the
category of these animals, see Such-Gutiérrez 2019; Wu 2010; Steinkeller 1995; Heimpel 1993.

23 For the delivery of bear to Puzris-Dagan, see Michalowski 2013, 305-310.
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Amar-Suen), and fat-tailed sheep (by Nanna-manba son of Amar-Suen). Further, Ur-Suen de¬
livered long-fleeced sheep, wild sheep and ha-bu-um-animals.

The provincial governors delivered 2,124 animals, of which the governors of Nippur
delivered the most animals (465)24, followed by those of Girsu (255) and Umma (216). One
possible reason why the governors of Nippur delivered the most animals may be the geo¬
graphic proximity of Nippur to the Puzris-Dagan administrative center. The other probable
reason is the fact that abundant delivered animals were disbursed to the temples of Enlil and
Ninlil in Nippur. Moreover, the provincial governors (mainly from Adab, Irisagrig, Kuara,
Nippur, Suruppak and Umma) occasionally delivered gazelle. Sigteli, the provincial governor
of Babylon, delivered fat-tailed sheep, and the governors from Marad and Sippar delivered
long-fleeced sheep.

The foreigners delivered 3,931 animals, of which the individuals from Harsi delivered
the most animals (1,817), followed by the Amorites (705), Duduli (612), and Harahar (485).
As recorded by the Ur III Year Names25, Harsi was destroyed (ba-hul) in S27 for the first
time and in S48 for the second time. One can safely assume that after S48, Harsi was incor¬
porated into a defensive zone, and obliged to pay various types of duties including numerous
deliveries (mu-DU) of animals. The extant texts record six rulers (ensi2/lu2) from Harsi deliv¬
ering animals to Puzris-Dagan dating between S46 and SS7.

Sa-lu lu2 Ha-ar-Siki 1 az §46 i 13 TRU 30
Ki-Uj-suh, lu2 Ha-ar-sik l 10 mas2-gal AS2 iv 18 Iraq 41 125 3
Ad-da-gi-na ensi2 Ha-ar-siki 1 sila4 AS5 viii 7 Tavolette 146

I-si-we-er ensi2 Ha-ar-sik i 884 mas2-gal Simaski
816 ud5 Simaski
2 az

SSI ix MVN 3 338

Engar-NE <lu2 Ha-ar-sik i> 2 udu enzi
70 mas2-gal u2
1 sila4

SS7 ii 14 MVN 5 127

Ab-ba-iri-me-es <lu2 Ha-ar-siki> 30 mas2-gal u2 SS7Ü 14 MVN 5 127

Additionally, the Amorites primarily delivered fat-tailed sheep (gukkal)26 and a number
of long-fleeced sheep. In other words, an overwhelming majority of fat-tailed sheep were de¬
livered to Puzris-Dagan by the Amorites. The reason is the fact that fat-tailed sheep can be
regarded as the characteristic animals of the Amorite nomads27. That each Amorite individual
delivered fat-tailed sheep to Puzris-Dagan was attested in only one Ur III Drehem text. As
regards other foreigners, Duduli from Hulibar delivered black sheep, lead goats and su-6
goats; Isi-Wer from Harsi delivered 1,700 Simaskian sheep&goats at a time (MVN 3 338)28;

24 Noted by Hernandez 2013.
25 For Ur III Year Names and their political affiliations, see Such-GutiÉRREZ 2020; Limet 2007; Widell 2002 ;

FRAYNE 1997; SlGRIST and GOMI 1991, 317-329.
26 The Sumerian term gukkal (Akk. gukkallu), etymologically ‘big tail’ (*kun-gal), appears to describe specifi¬

cally a sheep with a short, broad fat-tail (Steinkeller 1995).
27 See Sallaberger 2007.
28 Also discussed by Owen (1988, 113-114).
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