Sumer 



The First Early Dynasties 

5

The First Early Dynasties


Contents
5.2
The Evidence of the King List
5.3
Kiš I
5.4
Synchronization of Kiš I, Uruk I and Ur I
Rulers of Ur prior to Ur I
Ur I
5.5
Uruk I
Meskiaggašer
Enmerkar
5.6
Lugalbanda
Dumuzi
5.7

Gilgameš
The Struggle Kiš – Uruk – Ur
5.8
The End of the Heroic Age

Chronology


A group of Uruk kings bridges the gap between the mythical, the prehistoric and the historical. Most of what we know of these kings is derived from later epic traditions, and so cannot be altogether trusted, especially where they interact with the gods of Sumer. It may be significant that no inscriptions from any of these kings have yet been found. On the other hand this group is linked by reasonable historical evidence with dynasties of two other cities who are purely historical and whose existence is undoubted. Because these first dynasties of Kiš, Uruk and Ur form a relatively self-contained unit at the beginning of our historical knowledge, and because their story introduces us to the epic tradition which links us by oral tradition with the prehistoric period, it is appropriate to treat them separately. The approximate period of these historical characters is probably ED II or IIIa. 



The Evidence of the King List

It is not surprising that there is so little evidence for the earliest ‘historical’ period of Sumer. At this time writing was still a new invention whose use was fairly strictly utilitarian. The Epics of the period, for example, were written down only at a much later date, so it is only with great caution that they can be used to illuminate the period of their oral composition and currency. 

The document known as the Sumerian King List is also problematic, but remains almost our only source for the historical sequence of that time. It is considered more fully in the Appendix. Many of the early entries appear to be unhistorical, a suspicion which leads us to discount the first ten rulers of the Kiš dynasty, for example. With this omission noted, however, it is useful to list the first dynasties of the first three seats of the postdiluvian ‘Kingship’ of Sumer as they appear in the King List. They have been aligned in something approximating their chronological relationship. (The italicised entries are of no interest to us in this section.) 

	Kiš I 
	Uruk I 
	Ur I 

	Etana 
	 
	 

	Balih 
	
	

	Enmenunna 
	
	

	Melam-Kiš 
	
	

	Barsalnunna 
	
	

	Meszamug 
	
	

	Tizkar 
	Meskiaggašer 
	

	Ilku 
	Enmerkar 
	

	Iltasaum 
	Lugalbanda 
	

	Enmebaragesi 
	Dumuzi 
	

	Agga 
	Gilgameš 
	Mesannepada 

	 
	Urnungal 
	(Aannepada) 

	
	Udulkalamma 
	Meskiagnunna 

	
	Labašer 
	Elulu 

	
	Ennundaranna 
	Balulu 

	
	Mešede 
	 

	
	Malamanna 
	

	
	Lugalkidul 
	




Kiš I

Historicity of Kiš I

The names in the King List before Etana are spurious (Akkadian words and animals
) and the true Kiš traditions begin with that ruler. (He is also known as the King of Kiš in the Epic tradition cited.) His entry contains the first historical note in the List. It says 
Etana, the shepherd, he who made firm all the lands, reigned ...

To judge from the traditions which this figure inspired
 he may have been a very significant king just prior to history. His successors until Enmebaragesi are mere names. 

Both Etana and Enmebaragesi are distinguished as the ‘heads’ of dynasties in the King List. A fragment of a large alabaster object found at Khafajah in Oval Temple I
 (about ED II) bears the words 

Me-barag-si, King of Kiš
being the first attested use of the title lugal, ‘king’, and establishing that member of the Kiš I dynasty as an historical figure, the first of which we are sure.
 The King List says of him:
 
En-me(n)-barage-si,
the one who carried away as spoil
the weapons of the land of Elam,
became king and reigned 900 years;
Aka,
son of En-me(n)-barage-si
reigned 625 years.
The dates still are unhistorical but the recorded event seems plausible. 

Enmebaragesi also heads the Tummal inscription, which says of him that: 

Enmebaraggesi, the king, 
In this very city built the House of Enlil
With respect to this claim it is interesting to note that, whereas that city’s Inanna shrine can be traced back to an establishment in the Uruk period, the Enlil temple does appear to have been founded in the later Early Dynastic, which would have been about the time of Enmerkar. 

Suspected Empire

There is no doubting the importance of the kingship of Kiš. It was prized as the trophy of hegemony in Sumer, claimed by Mesannepada of Ur, by Sargon of Agade, etc. The kingship of Kiš heads the kingship list and we may assume this to be based on some fact. It may be that the kings of Kiš had established their rule over large parts of the Land in the period preceding the first historical records. If so, then when records begin this hegemony was either under threat or already past. Kiš was a centre of Semitic population as far back as we can trace these things, which may have meant that its orientation was towards the north-west and the encroaching Semites. To judge from the provenance of inscriptions of this dynasty its empire, if there was one, seems have extended in that direction rather than towards the Sumerian south. In this respect it may have foreshadowed the later Akkadian empire. 


Synchronization of Kiš I, Uruk I and Ur I

According to the King List the kingship is now transferred to Uruk (called Eanna at first).
 A poem which is part of the Gilgameš epic cycle describes the defeat of Agga of Kiš by Gilgameš of Uruk, which indicates that the two were considered by the historians to be contemporary and not separated by the reigns of four kings as the King List would have it. This is the first clear overlapping of listed dynasties. 

The overlap with the third major set of dynasties, those of Ur, is demonstrated by the Tummal inscription. This makes it clear that Mesannepada and his son Meskiagnunna are to be placed after Agga and before Gilgameš, making them contemporaries. 

The Tummal inscription also makes it clear that these kings, and Enmebaragesi, exercised stewardship over the shrines of Ninlil in the city of Nippur. Certainly this implies control over that city, and Mesannepada preceded Gilgameš in this. 



Rulers of Ur prior to Ur I

The Royal Cemetery of Ur excavated by Woolley is generally considered on stratigraphic evidence to be not later than the time of Ur I. There were found cylinder seals inscribed, 
Meskalamdug (hero of the good land), King (lu-gal) 

Akalamdug (Son of the good land), king of Ur
These names are unknown to the King List and are assumed to be prior to its sources. Two other names are qualified by nin, ‘queen’. They are Nin-banda, wife of Meskalamdug, and Pu-abi (once read semitically as Šub-ad), wife of an unknown monarch. There were 16 royal tombs discovered, indicating a lengthy tradition of monarchy. The wealth of the discoveries shows that Ur had for some time been a very wealthy city. 


Ur I

Mesannepada is known by his seal impressions found at Ur to have styled himself ‘King of Kiš’
 beginning a tradition of some considerable duration. The point of this claim is to assert his hegemony over Sumer, apparently at the expense of Agga of Kiš. His length of reign seems to be unhistorical whereas those of the rest of the dynasty are more plausible. A marble tablet found by Woolley at al-‘Ubaid mentions him and a son by name. It reads;
 
To (the goddess) Ninhursag, A-anne-pada, King of Ur, son of Mes-anne-pada, King of Ur, built (this) temple.
In the King List his son is given as Mes-kiag-nunna. It is considered that the length of Mesannepada’s reign results from a conflation of two reigns; that of Mesannepada, and that of his son Aannepada who is not mentioned in the King List.
 The name of that son is also omitted by the Tummal inscription in favour of Mes-kiag-nunna. 

The formulaic nature of the Tummal inscription makes it unclear at what point Ur lost the stewardship of Nippur. This would likely have occurred in connection with the loss of the kingship of Kiš. The traditions are agreed that both of these were gained by Gilgameš. 



Uruk I

Meskiaggašer

The King List says of Meskiaggašer
 in Jacobsen’s translation
 that 
Mes-kiag-gašer
went into the sea
and came out (from it) to the mountains
As he is claimed to be the son of Utu, the sun-god, this may be related to the sun’s daily journey across the sky. In that case, unless it reflects a ritual peculiar to that kingship, the point is obscure. If the text is rendered as
: 
Meskiaggašer entered the sea and ascended the mountains
then it is more suggestive of campaigns in southern Sumer and against some mountain people. They might be Elamites, although the Arattans loom large in the tales of this dynasty. 

Enmerkar

At this time the city may have been called Eanna, ‘The House of An (or Heaven)’, or perhaps as Poebel suggests
 only the temple precinct so-called existed. In either case Uruk was created by Enmerkar, son of Meskiaggašer, according to the note in the King List. Enmerkar is mentioned in several places outside the King List
, in one of which we read of: 
...uggalgim, apkallu of En-me(r)-kar, (him) who made Inanna(k) descend from heaven into E-anna(k).
which tends to support Poebel’s thesis. Note also this from the epic of Gilgameš
 (speaking of Gilgameš): 
Of ramparted Uruk the wall he built,
Of hallowed Eanna, the pure sanctuary.
We have evidence of epic cycles centred upon Enmerkar and his successor Lugalbanda in four Sumerian tales. They concern the struggles between Uruk and Aratta, possibly over the supply of precious stones. Aratta may have been located near lake Urmiah in Iranian Kurdistan,
 or near Hamdan.
 Enmerkar is said to have subjugated Aratta, though this could probably mean no more than that he exacted tribute, a remarkable achievement if true. 

One of the tales describes deeds said to have occurred when Ennamibaragga-Utu was king of all Sumer
 though this name is not known elsewhere. Ensukuŝsiranna or Ensuhkeŝdanna is the name given to the lord of Aratta in that tale and these certainly seem to be Sumerian names. Is it possible that Aratta, being at so great a distance as we believe, could have been a member of the Sumerian polity? Since the intent of the Arattans is to return with heavily laden boats to Aratta we may suspect some confusion in the tradition, and that the name of Aratta has become attached to a tale concerning some other, Sumerian, city. 

In an interesting aside to the description of the negotiations between the two kingdoms in the tale ‘Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta’, the poet claims that Enmerkar was the first to write on clay tablets, apparently as an aide mémoire for his herald. Certainly some of the earliest writing is found in Uruk which speaks well for Sumerian traditional knowledge. Note that these tales were written down about 1800 BC, about a thousand years after the events they describe.
 

Lugalbanda

Lugalbanda (‘Junior King’) succeeded Enmerkar to the throne of Uruk. He had been with Enmerkar in his wars against Aratta and had also travelled to Aratta to seek help for his lord in his struggle against the Mar-tu, the Semitic Amorites who were besieging Uruk.
 His efforts were apparently rewarded by a grateful sovereign, for he is not said to have been the son of Enmerkar. In fact he is described as a shepherd by the King List. By about 2400 he had joined the ranks of the gods of Sumer.
 Even Gilgameš makes offerings to his god Lugalbanda.
 

Dumuzi

Very little is known of Dumuzi’s reign or deeds. He is described as
:

ddumu-zi šu-peš (divine Dumuzi, the fisherman(?))
uruki-ni ku6-aki (his city was Ku’a(ra))
Ku’a(ra) is a city not far from Eridu with which it appears to have had some sort of close connection.
 The identification of šu-peš with šu-ku6, ‘fisherman’, is a general assumption.
 (Amongst the antediluvian kings another divine Dumuzi is described as a shepherd – Lugalbanda’s declared trade. Might there be a confusion of traditions here?) There may have been an Elamite attack on Sumer in his time.
 

One of the Dumuzis became a ‘dying god’ and was involved in a ‘holy marriage’ rite. Which one and why are not known. 

Gilgameš
After Dumuzi, Gilgameš ruled in Uruk. He is the subject of 5 known Sumerian epics, only one of which, unfortunately, tells us anything credible concerning his political career – and that the shortest of them. The King List describes him thus:
 
Divine Gilgameš – 
his father was a demon(?) – 
a high priest of Kullab
Kramer
 translates lil-la as ‘nomad’ rather than ‘demon’. It might also mean ‘fool’ and refer to Tammuz’s (Dumuzi’s) title mu-lu-lil, ‘the fool god’.
 The Kullab was the area about the Eanna in Uruk.
 


The Struggle Kiš – Uruk – Ur

Gilgameš is recorded in the epic ‘Gilgameš and Agga of Kiš’ to have fought off the challenge of Agga, the last king of the first dynasty of Kiš. The King List gives the impression that Gilgameš succeeded Agga to the kingship of Sumer, and the Tummal inscription that Mesannepada was steward of Nippur between the stewardships of these two kings. 

The Tummal inscription follows the recording of the deeds of Gilgameš and his son with the lines; 

Nanna built the “Lofty Park” of the House of Enlil
Meskiag-nanna, the son of Nanna, (etc ...)
Now it appears that Nanna is a corrupted form of A-anne-pada, possibly resulting from the developing lacuna in the King List tablet.
 Thus:

a – an – ne – [pa – da] ( a – an – ne = a’anne ( ananne.

It is also certain that Meskiagnanna is a variant of Meskiagnunna
 so that we see the kings of Ur I once again in control of Nippur. The sequence is so confused, however, that we must tread carefully. 

These doubts notwithstanding, this all indicates a struggle between powerful states to retain or attain the kingship in a period of relative weakening of Kiš’s position. 



The End of the Heroic Age

The seven successors of Gilgameš seem not to have been significant rulers. his son Ur-lugal (or Ur-Nungal
) is mentioned in the Tummal inscription as having 

Made the Tummal pre-eminent,
Brought Ninlil to the Tummal.
His successors do, however, have the advantage of being attributed credible regnal spans, the first in this dynasty to be so undistinguished. Nor are the last rulers of Ur of any great importance. 

The ‘Kingship’ is now carried off to Awan, a city in Elam, returns to Kiš, is lost again to Hamazi, also in Elam, and is reclaimed by Uruk. None of the rulers of these second dynasties of Kiš and Uruk have left us any inscriptions. It is has been supposed that these shifts in the kingship allude to an invasion of the Elamites, the old enemies of Sumer. This would accord with the observed tendencies in later Sumerian history, but there is little other evidence to support this. In fact, the known history of Lagaš suggests that it assumed the kingship, at least in the south, not too long after Aannepada. 



Chronology

Date

Kiš

Uruk

Ur

Lagaš

Akšak





1st Dynasty

2750



Meskiaggašer






Enmerkar









Meskalamdug




Lugalbanda
Akalamdug
Enhegal



2700

1st Dynasty



Enmebaragesi
Dumuzi

1st Dynasty



Agga

Gilgameš
Mesannepada
Lugalšagengur


2nd Dynasty

2650

Su8-[…]









Dadasig

Ur-Lugal



2600



Utulkalamma
Aannepada
Ur-Nanše




Mamagalla
La-ba-‘-[š]um



Galbum

Enundaraanna







MES-HE
Meskiagnunna


2550

TUG-e

Melamanna


Akurgal


Menunna
Lugalkitun









Elulu

Eannatum
Unzi


En-bi-Ištar






2500



2nd Dynasty







Enšakušanna
Balulu

Enannatum I



Lugalmu
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