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Cities and watercourses ca. 3200-1600.
 


Eridu 
Site: Abu Šahrein.
Principal god [temples]: Enki [E-abzu, E-engur, E-unir] 
Secondary gods [temples]: Nammu, Damgalnunna, (Lahmt and Lahamu, and Tiamat and Apsu.)

Principal excavations: (1947) F. Safar and S. Lloyd for the Iraqi Directorate General of Antiquities.

Historical Character 

According to Sumerian tradition, this was the oldest city. Excavations show that there was a brick temple here at the beginning of the ‘Ubaid period and that temples were built on the same site for over a thousand years. Its name may be non-Sumerian and belong to a pre-existing language of the area. This name is written NUNki with a sign reminiscent of a reed. That may refer to the marshland which it bordered. The city was at the southern edge of the alluvial plain and was sometimes claimed to be ‘on the shore of the sea.’ This is taken to mean that it was on a fresh water lagoon connected by tidal lakes and waterways to the gulf. (A lagoon forms there today in the low-lying area about the main Tell during the wet season.)
 Eridu was also on the edge of the desert, which meant that encroachment by dunes was always a problem. The lagoon was called the ab-zu, and was probably the original of the waters that are fundamental to the Sumerian cosmology. It is possibly because of the prominence of these waters that the religious role of Eridu as a centre for the worship of the fresh water god Enki developed. 
Traces of canals have been found, so that it is likely that the city was connected to the Euphrates. Those canals then continued past Ur. If a town wall existed at this period it has not been traced. The site is, nevertheless, quite large for the Ubaid period – about 20-25 acres – and may then have contained a population of about 4000. Because of its situation at the intersection of the three ecological zones, capable of supporting farming, pastoralism, and fishing, we may assume that Eridu was originally a place with a diverse economy. The principal activity seems to have been fishing (the remains in the temples indicate that fishing was important in the ritual life too.) However, because of the inhospitable nature of the site in the long term and the increasing importance of the religious role of Eridu, which became one of the principal sacred sites in the Land, the city eventually became solely a religious centre. The non-religious population seems to have become minimal to non-existent after the beginning of the Uruk period. Some attempt at recovery may have occurred in the ED II period when a twin palace was constructed for no apparent reason, but if this was the intention then it was unsuccessful. The last gasp of Eridu may have occurred in Ur III: Amar-Sin began a ziggurat there as part of the Third dynasty’s project of renewing the culture of Sumer, but it was left incomplete. Eridu continued, however, to be a site of pilgrimage, even after its complete abandonment.

Archaeological Features
The site yields a sequence from the earliest period of Sumerian occupation in the South to the late Sumerian period. The levels that were established are defined in terms of the successive rebuildings of the main temple (illustrations in the chapter dealing with the Predynastic period.)
	Period
 
	Ubaid 1 
	Uruk

	Subperiod
	1 (Eridu)
	2 (Hajji Muhammad)
	3
	4
	Early
	Late

	Date
	5000
	4500
	4000
	3750
	3300
	3250

	Level
	XVIII – XV
	XIV – XII
	XI – VIII
	VII – VI
	V - III
	II – I


The architectural developments proceeded largely in step with ceramic material developments. The latter are so well represented here that Eridu is sometimes taken to be a type site (by Lloyd, chiefly) for the earliest Sumerian culture in preference to al-‘Ubaid. The main feature of the site today is the Ur III dynasty ziggurat, but temporally this is outside the sequence of occupation levels. Also excavated was a cemetery containing about 1000 gravesites. These graves date from the Ubaid 4 period (ca. 4000-3500) and seem to have been just outside bounds of the ‘Ubaid period settlement – they are located south-west of the temple 50 metres beyond the wall.
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Figure 2

Site map of Eridu



Ur 
Site: Tell al Muqayyar (Hill of Pitch.)
Principal god [temple]: Nanna [Ekišnugal]
Principal excavations: (1920-34) C. L. Woolley for the British Museum/University of Pennsylvania Museum.

Historical Character 

A very ancient city of Sumer, inhabited since ‘Ubaid times until about 500 BC. It was sited near to a side channel of the Euphrates which ran past its North and West harbours and continued navigable to the lagoon at the head of the Gulf. This meant that sea trade and river traffic were facilitated, and in the Ur III period traders sent and received goods from as far away as India. 
Its initial interest was due to its biblical mention as the home of Abraham, but is of more interest now for its central role in the history of Sumer. It early became the most important centre for the worship of the Moon-god; a religious function which caused the city to be valued by the rulers of Mesopotamia even after the political and economic value of the site was nullified. It was one of the centres of Sumerian power in several periods: in the Early Dynastic period the first dynasty of Ur was listed as the hegemon of the Land, and during the time of the Third Dynasty it was the centre of the Neo-Sumerian empire. In earlier times (and especially during the Second Dynasty) there was an accommodation of some sort with the nearby city state of Uruk so that the dynasties of the two cities were either identical or related. This has led some to speak of their operating a condominium. 

Archaeological Features
The first serious investigations were by H. R. Hall (1918-1919) for the British Museum, but the principal work was done by Woolley. He excavated on a site that included a roughly oval walled city ½ a mile across on its long axis.
 
	Period

	‘Ubaid 
	Uruk
	Early Dynastic
	Akkad
	Ur III

	Subperiod
	
	
	I
	II
	III
	
	

	Date (ca.)
	4500
	3000
	2800
	2700
	2500
	2300
	2100

	Features
	Ur 1, 2, & 3 soundings,
Great Sherd Dump.
	SIS 8-4, 3
	SIS 3
	Royal Graves
SIS 2-1
	Graves
	Royal Mausolea


The Flood Deposit of 8 feet of almost pure clay is evidence of an inundation of some severity. It was taken by Woolley to be evidence for a flood that could correspond to the catastrophic inundation of the Sumerian and Hebrew Flood myths. It separated ‘Ubaid layers from layers with more obviously Sumerian evidence and could be dated to the 3rd millennium; but it turned out to be only a local affair.

The sacred precinct was located at the north west of the site within a temenos. The walls of this area now marked are those of the very much later king Nebuchadnezzar. In the south east those walls cut through an old cemetery (the Jemdet Nasr Cemetery) which also included 16 so-called Royal Graves of the ED period. The cemetery is significant for the information on burial practices, and the Royal Graves were remarkable for the extravagance of their chariot burials, and the evidence of human sacrifice in the associated ‘Death Pits.’ (See ch. 2, and compare with the similar, poorer burials at Kiš.) 
The graves of the old cemetery were dug into a huge rubbish pile (over 40 feet deep) from much older times which included numerous seal impressions that could be given a stratigraphical significance, so that layers could be defined called the ‘Seal Impression Strata’ (SIS). In some places SIS 1 and 2 overlay the cemetery. Other rubbish deposits of significance include the ‘Great Sherd Dump,’ a vast deposit of pottery wasters (in pit F) which demonstrates that that Ur was a centre of ceramic production from the ‘Ubaid until the end of the Uruk. 

The site is dominated today by Ur-Nammu’s great ziggurat (now partially reconstructed,) but the building work of the Ur III period had the effect of destroying much of the evidence of the immediately preceding periods. There are however some Akkadian graves. The later subterranean mausolea of the Ur III kings were located away from the old cemetery, within the temenos to the North East. The outer city walls now visible are those constructed in this period, about 2100. 

From this period too, a residential area was excavated giving an unusually complete impression of the style of a late Sumerian city. (See ch. 9.)
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Figure 3:
Schematic plan of Ur
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Figure 4:
Site plan of Ur



Uruk 
Site: Warka.
Principal gods [temples]: Inanna [Eanna], An. 
Secondary gods [temples]: Ninsunna, Nisaba, Dumuzi.
Principal excavations: (1912-14, 1928-39) N. Nöldeke and J. Jordan for the Deutsche-Orient Gesellschaft. (1953-90) Lenzen

Historical Character 

The name ‘Uruk’ is actually the Babylonian form of the Sumerian ‘Unug’, and it was recognised as the Biblical ‘Erech’ (Gen. x, 10) by Rawlinson as early as 1856.
 It was an ancient city of Sumer, inhabited from the late ‘Ubaid period until its conquest by the Arabs in 654 AD. It flourished in the time immediately preceding the emergence of Sumer into history. According to tradition it was built by the Seven Sages, and Gilgameš, who was its most famous king, set up its walls. In fact, the city seems to be the conurbation of two original settlements, Kullab and Eanna, each with its own sacred area, dedicated to An and Inanna respectively. They grew together over time and the city was indeed surrounded by a 10 km wall at about the time to which we assign the ‘historical’ figure of Gilgameš. Kullab continued as the name of a sacred area of Uruk and as a synecdoche for Uruk itself, but Eanna became the more important area of Uruk, being the site of an experimental architecture and of religious buildings devoted to Inanna. Kullab became the site of temples developing into ziggurats devoted to Anu and his wife Antu. 

In the eponymous period Uruk was by far the largest city in Sumer, being orders of magnitude greater in extent and population than any rival. It has been proposed by some that the Uruk period may have been marked by an hegemony of Uruk over the cities of the plain, or even a prehistoric empire – a proposition that is supported by the nature of the spread of typically ‘Uruk’ culture items over a wide area of Sumer and beyond. It is proposed that the experimental architecture of the Eanna precinct is related to the ceremonial or prestige requirements of the imperial metropolis.
Archaeological Features
The site covers an area of 550 ha. and the deposits lie 18-28 metres deep.
 The earliest excavations were conducted by Sir William Loftus in 1850-1854, but were inconclusive. More exact excavations have been conducted under German direction in several expeditions between 1912 and 1990. The excavations of Nöldeke and Jordan established a stratigraphy for the Eanna precinct summarized in the table below. Note that the period boundaries are not as distinctive as suggested – for example, ‘Ubaid material appears even in level XII. It is unfortunate that later periods are poorly represented in the areas so far excavated, and that cemeteries and residential areas are not amongst those areas.
	Period
 
	Ubaid 
	Uruk

	Subperiod
	
	4
	Early
	Late
	Jemdet Nasr

	Date (ca.)
	5000
	3750
	3500                          3100
	3000

	Kullab
	
	B – G +
	White Temple

	Eanna
	XVIII- XV
	XIV-VI
	V, IVb, IVa
	III


The architecture of the Eanna and Anu Ziggurat (Kullab) areas is considered in more detail elsewhere.
 Let it only be noted here that the successive buildings in the Eanna precinct do not show the usual patterns of modification and development, but each seems to completely ignore its predecessors. Recovery of the architectural history was expertly done by the early excavators but they were less interested in the pottery remains, not recognising their archaeological importance and discarding much without record. There is thus a deficit in the information available for identification of the period to which certain artefacts belong. There is also difficulty dating objects found in the Riemchengebäude, but this is because it appears to have been intended specifically as a sealed repository for material from superseded buildings such as the Stone Cone Mosaic Temple over which it was built. Inside the inaccessible inner chamber of this building was the Kleinfunde, a huge number of small objects such as ‘pottery and stone vases, alabaster bowls, copper vessels, clay cones, gold leaf and nails with heads covered in gold leaf, weapons, animal bones and broken components of furniture.’
 A peculiar feature of Uruk is that a large number of burnt offerings were discovered. The offerings are made in Opferstätten, troughs dug into the ground and lined with clay or brick. This practice spanned the ‘Ubaid period and culminated in the burning of items intended for the Riemchengebäude. Uruk is also important in that at level V the first cylinder seals occur, and at level IV the first writing appears. About 5-600 tablets were found; most at level IV but some at level III.
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Figure 5

Site map of Uruk.



Šuruppak

Site: T. Fara

Principal god [temple]: Sud (elsewhere known as Ninlil)
Principal excavations: (1902-03) R. Koldewey for the Deutsche-Orient Gesellschaft; (1931) E. Schmidt for the University of Pennsylvania Museum.
Historical Character 

Šuruppak (SU.KUR.RU: the same logogram is used for dSùd) was located on the western branch of the Euphrates and was relatively young; it had only been occupied from ca. 3000. From about ED II onwards Šuruppak suffered from an alteration in the flow of the Euphrates which favoured the eastern branch and was deserted by 2000. 

Despite its mention in the King List there is no good evidence that Šuruppak ever experienced a period of real political power, although it must have had considerable local influence in its earliest period, when it was one of only a few large cities in the area. At that time it may have contained about 20-30,000 people. There is a suspicion, based on the number of soldiers apparently quartered here, that Šuruppak played the role of military camp for the ‘Kengir League’, whose organizational base was in Nippur. The city was burned at about the end of the ED III period, to which event we owe many of the baked tablets recovered.
 If the fire is the result of military defeat, then there was obviously a failure of the military league to perform. Although there is no direct evidence, it may be that Ur was responsible. The tablets of Šuruppak repeatedly refer to Lagaš, Adab, Uruk, Umma, Nippur, and Kiš, which may be taken as evidence of the close relations of those cities, but Ur is excluded from this circle. It has been though that the league was directed against Kiš, but perhaps Ur was the real target. If so it was unsuccessful, for Ur claimed kingship of Sumer just about this time.
Šuruppak is best known for its role in the story of the flood in the Gilgameš epic and King List records. Ziusudra, a king of Šuruppak, is the survivor of that flood. The story may be related to the inundation which left traces in the ‘inundation level’ at Fara.
Archaeological Features 
The site covers about 100 ha. Despite its importance, it has not yet been satisfactorily excavated. The teams that have worked there have done little more than to survey and to sink a number of trenches. Hilprecht conducted a small, disorganized excavation in 1900, but his findings are confused. The excavations by Koldewey were more extensive – 21 shallow trenches (~2m) and some wall tracing – but suffered from a failure to record the contexts of finds or to publish properly. The trenches were numbered I – XXI and each individual pit in them was labelled a - zz. There were two layers defined: Z (Ziegelhäuser), at less than 2m depth; and H (Hütten), below Z. The excavations under Schmidt were better conducted and more stratigraphically informative, but brief and hampered by the mess that the earlier expedition had left. The site was given a grid A-O x A-T and four areas were excavated at DE 38/39, HI 47/48/58, FG 42/43, and FI 96. Two silos were also cleaned at Pit I and Pit II. 
The fire at the end of the ED III period baked the city of that time so that much of what is preserved is of that date. It seems later deposits were mostly eroded away. 840 tablets were recovered by Koldewey (322 in the ‘Tablet House’ (XVh).) As a consequence of this large number of tablets, almost all apparently from the same period, the site has given its name to the ‘Fara period’ – roughly late ED II to ED IIIa. The name is most often used in connection with the literary remains and seal styles (over 1300 seal impressions were recovered.) A further 88 tablets and 17 seal impressions were found by Schmidt. It is unfortunate that the temple has not been uncovered – though IIIb-c may be a temple – and that nothing that is uncontroversially ‘palatial’ has been found either – though the house at XIIIf-g was clearly a large administrative centre, and may have been a giparru. The lack of those archives severely restricts our knowledge of the city’s organization.
	Period
 
	Jemdet Nasr
	ED I
	ED II
	ED IIIa
	ED IIIb/Akk

	Pit I depth (m)
	7.85 – 7.1
	
	
	7.1 – 6
	6 – 0

	Pit II (m)
	
	
	
	6.7 – 4
	4 – 0

	DE 38/39 (m)

(levels)
	6.75 – 5

7
	5 – 4.7

6 (Inundation)
	4.7 – 1

5 – 2 
	1 – 0

1
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Figure 6:
Site map of Šurrupak



Lagaš 
Site: Al Hiba

Principal gods [temples]: Gatumdug, Inanna [Ibgal], Ningirsu [Bagara]
Principal excavations: (1887) R. Koldewey for the Kōniglich Preußische Museen.
Historical Character 

Lagaš (šir-pur-la) was situated beside a marsh beside a small river, or perhaps a canal, leading to the Tigris. So far as we know, its occupation only began in the ED I period, and during the Old Babylonian period it seems to have declined and to have quickly disappeared from history. Lagaš particularly flourished in the ED III period when it was a very important state in the Land. At that time it claimed supremacy over Ur and Uruk and took the kingship of Kiš. Despite this Lagaš is not mentioned on the Sumerian King List. This must surely be an accident of the scribes’ sources, for Lagaš then had at least as good a claim to the kingship as most others. 
From about this time there are copious records of the dispute with the neighbouring city of Umma over the field Guedinna. It is a trivial incident but valuable in the insight it gives into the preoccupations of the states of the time, and their styles of interaction. The triumph of the Lagašites in this struggle is proclaimed on the Stele of the Vultures. It has been proposed that a more general service that Lagaš (or the Lagaš state) performed was to provide a buffer state to absorb the blows of the eastern barbarians (ie. the Elamites.) Its location in the South, controlling the main lines of communication between the Land and the southern Iranian foothills meant that it was always in the front line of that particular recurrent struggle. 
The Lagaš state included several small cities, of which the most important was Girsu. By the time of Gudea, however, Girsu (q.v.) had overtaken Lagaš and become the political capital of the Lagaš state. 

Archaeological Features 
The mound of al-Hiba is the largest tell in southern Iraq, measuring about 3.6 km x 1.9 km, but it is not very elevated, rarely rising to more than 6m. The water table today generally occurs at the level of the ED I deposits, thus making investigation of any possible earlier periods difficult. The first excavations were conducted by Koldewey, as listed above. His discoveries are devalued by the fact that their positions on the site cannot now be determined. More recently, from 1968 on, a series of American expeditions sponsored by the New York University Institute of Fine Arts and the Metropolitan Art Museum have worked at the site. Consequently the site has now been mapped and areas are referred to by the capital letters that labelled the polygons of the mapping process. Investigations have concentrated on the areas A, B, C, and G in the west-south-western part of the mound. In area A the American expedition found a temple-oval complex that an inscription identified as the ib-gal of Eannatum sacred to Inanna. This is the earliest building in Mesopotamia that can be associated with a known historical figure. In area B was found a temple identified as the bagara of Ningirsu.
For some time it was thought that Lagaš was located at Tello, but textual evidence was used by Jacobsen and Falkenstein to demonstrate that Tello is the remains of Girsu. This is now confirmed by archaeological evidence, for it is known from literary references that the Ibgal and Bagara were located in Lagaš city.
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Figure 7

Site map of Lagaš.



Girsu

Site: Telloh (Hill of Tablets)
Principal gods [temples]: Ningirsu [Eninnu], Ninurta [Ešumeša]

Secondary gods [temples]: Bau (wife of Ningirsu) [Esilsirsir], Inanna [Emuš, Eanna], Enki, Ninhursag.
Principal excavations: (1877-1909) E. de Sarzec
/G. Cros.
Historical Character 

Signs of permanent habitation exist from the ‘Ubaid onwards; it declined in the 2nd millennium and eventually disappeared from history (it is not heard of again until a Seleucid fortress was built on the site.) Girsu was one of the main cities of the Lagaš state. By the time of Gudea it had overtaken Lagaš city itself and become the political capital of the state. References to ‘Lagaš’ in the literature (ancient and modern) are often ambiguous between the city (q.v.) and the state; and Girsu – the capital of Lagaš state – is often intended when ‘Lagaš’ is used. At this time the interpretation of recovered records indicates that Lagaš state ruled over 1600 km2. We know the names of at least 40 villages in that state, as well as 17 towns and 8 district capitals. This was a period of great prosperity for Lagaš, though Sumer generally was claimed to be suffering from the domination of the Guti. 
Lagaš (city and state) is notable for its devotion to Ningirsu, whose main temple was in the ancient acropolis uncovered at Tell K. The god’s characteristic icon – a lion-headed eagle grasping two lions – is sometimes taken as the heraldic symbol of the state (but it is not a city symbol in the sense of the ED I ‘City Seals’.) The main temple contained numerous chapels dedicated by the ruler: baga (Ur-Nanše), antasurra (Akurgal, Eannadu), kurkurra (Entemena), kalamma, tiraaš (Urukagina.)
 It has been thoroughly studied by means of the associated tablets and provides us with our standard model of the temple organization. Apart from Ningirsu, however, at least 19 other gods were honoured in Girsu: among these we note that Ningišzida had special significance for the ensi Gudea. 
Archaeological Features 
The site measures about 3x4 km2. It was discovered in 1877 by E. de Sarzec, by whom private excavations were carried out intermittently, under a Turkish firman, from the time of discovery until his death in 1901. They were then continued under G. Cros till 1909. Further work was done there in three expeditions by H. de Genouillac (1st – spring 1929; 2nd – winter 1929-30; 3rd – winter 1930-31) and two by A. Parrot (1931-33) for the Louvre Museum. A variety of naming schemes were used by the various excavators for the areas that they excavated: the significances of the names are listed in the key to the site map. 
Prehistoric levels were only reached in Tell K and Tell de l’est. In Tell K the Uruk remains were found at a depth of 9m to 14m, and Jemdet Nasr at 4m to 9m. In Tell de l’est the Ubaid extended from 6.8m to 7.4m. None of the excavators established any sort of significant stratigraphical system, but a great many texts containing names survived and serve to fix the dates of the levels in which they were found. These texts are found on tablets, but also on statues, stelae, and seals. Many objects of many different kinds were found or attributed to this site, including several interesting buildings. The oldest of these buildings is the construction inférieure / anonyme on Tell K, which appears to have been an important quarter of the ancient city. The building is a little below the level at which Ur-Nanše’s name occurs, and thus is dated to ED I – a time when Lagaš is thought to have been under foreign rule. Parrot believes it to have been the first sanctuary to Ningirsu. Above it was a structure that Heuzey called the Maison des fruits de Ur-nanše (actually, originally Ur-nina,) considering it to be a storehouse attached to a temple. About this area were found the Mace of Mesilim, the silver Vase of Entemena, and the fragments of the Stele of the Vultures. 
Other structures and many statues of Gudea were found at Tell A (the ‘Palace’.) It seems to have been another important area in the later city. Gudea’s Cylinders A and B describe the transfer of the god’s centre of worship from the Eninnu of Tell K to a new one on Tell A – without deconsecrating the original site.
A very large number of tablets (more than 90,000) and other inscribed objects were recovered at this site, which has allowed a good deal of information to be gleaned concerning the political life of the city and the organization of the temple complexes. They are concentrated in two periods: most date to about 2450, and about 1500 date to about 2150.
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Figure 8

Site plan of excavations by G. Cros at Telloh.
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Figure 9

Site plan for Telloh.



Nippur
Site: Nuffar.
Principal god [temple]: Enlil [Ekur (E-ki-ur)] 

Secondary gods [temples]: Ninlil [Tummal], Ninurta [Ešumeša], Inanna.
Principal excavations: (1890-98) H. V. Hilprecht for the University of Pennsylvania.
 (1948-50) R. C. Haines and D.E. McCown for the Chicago Oriental Institute and U. P.; (1951-90 – intermittently) the same for COI and the Baghdad School of Oriental Research.
 
Historical Character 

The city was formerly located on the Euphrates and had been occupied since 5000BC. It suffered vicissitudes as the river varied its course and as imperial power moved about it. The most important fact about Nippur may be its geographical location in the centre of the Land. It is a standard supposition that its position made it a preferred place for representatives of various powers of the Land to make contact with each other. This function had further consequences. To begin with, it has been suggested that in the very early period Nippur was the ceremonial or ritual centre of a so-called Kengir League somewhat on the model of the Greek amphictyonies – a type of diplomatic co-ordinating body for the powers of the Land.
 Part of this function may have given rise to the legitimizing role that Nippur performed. Before the fall of Ur III rulers were required to go to Nippur for their formal recognition as hegemon of the Land and to receive the royal regalia.
 Nippur extended this assumed function during and after the Akkadian period by allowing all sorts of decisions to be arbitrated in the courtyard (kisallu) of the Ekur.
 
Furthermore, because the cities were conceived of as the agents in this world of the city-gods, when the gods themselves began to be conceived of as existing in a hierarchy, the god of Nippur came to be assigned the supreme role. This was acceptable to all because Nippur itself had no imperial ambitions. And it may also be that Nippur had no imperial ambitions because it was never a dissatisfied power because it was always able to see itself as respected and central to the culture in the role to which it had consented. (An apparently stable positive feedback loop.) In this role, too, Nippur became the centre of God-processions, in which statues of the various gods of the cities of the land would be brought in ceremonial progresses through the Land to Nippur. Perhaps this was part of the ceremony attached to its political role, or perhaps it was simply felt that every god had a place at Nippur, and that it was only proper that every city god should be represented at the central site. Naturally, if the gods were to be there they would need a supporting establishment and so a large number of temples are known to have operated in Nippur. Naturally, too, this concentration made Nippur the religious centre of Sumer. As such it became a matter of prestige and policy for those who sought to establish or to emphasize the legitimacy of their rule to contribute to the wealth of Nippur. Furthermore, the concentration of scribes attached to these multitudinous religious establishments led to Nippur becoming the ‘academic’ and intellectual capital of the Land. The consequence of this is that there are plenty of interesting tablets found there – more than 30,000, with 2100 literary texts, mostly from the 3rd millennium.
Archaeological Features 
The site consists of a series of mounds covering a square mile of land on both sides of the Šatt el-Nil, a former river-bed of the Euphrates. The stratigraphy of the site is based on levels identified by Haines in excavating the Inanna Temple.
	Period
 
	Uruk
	Early Dynastic

	Subperiod
	Early
	Late
	Jemdet Nasr
	I
	II
	IIIa
	IIIb

	Date
	3500
	3250 - 3100
	3000
	2800
	2700
	2600
	2500

	Level
	XX-XVII
	XVI-XV
	XIV-XII
	XI-IX
	VIII
	VII
	VI-V


The earliest occupation appears to have been in the eastern section, and the area of the Ekur seems to have been sacralized from the beginning. Signs of occupation in the west occur in the late Uruk period. 
‘Tablet Hill’ in the scribal quarter is the source of many tablets. 
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Figure 10
Site map of Nippur
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Figure 11:
Map of Nippur from ca. 1500 BC.
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Figure 12:
The ancient Nippur map interpreted.

Selected key: 1 – Name of city, 2 – Ekur temple, 3 – Kiur temple, 5 – Kirišauru park, 6 – Ešmah (‘lofty shrine,’) 7 – Euphrates river, 8 – Nunbirdu canal, 9 – Idšauru canal, 10-16 – gates, 17-18 – moats, 


Kiš
Site: T. Ingharra and T. Uhaimir (red hill).
Principal god [temple]: Zababa [é-me-te-ur-sag (shrine: é-kišib-ba
)]
Secondary gods [temples]: Inanna [Hursagkalama (shrine: é-kur-mah)], Ninlil, Ninšubur.
Principal excavations: (1923-33) E. McKay, L. C. Watelin for Oxford-Field Museum (Chicago).
Historical Character 

Kiš was one of the most important cities of old Sumer but it was very far from being amongst the oldest. Evidence of settlement spans millennia beginning with the Jemdet Nasr period, though there is some occupation evidence stretching back to the ‘Ubaid. It developed as the conurbation of at least the two settlements that were centred on the Tells Uhaimir in the west and Ingharra in the east. The separate names of these villages are not known, though it may be suspected that Kiš originally referred to the town at Uhaimir and the town at Ingharra may have been known as Hursagkalama – known to be a temple precinct there. That name was at least used for the area about Ingharra after Ur III. Lacking better topographical knowledge, ‘Kiš’ is usually treated as a generic label covering all the settlements that existed in the general area of Kiš proper. There is no evidence, however, that this entire area, or even the two main tells, were ever surrounded by a single wall. Kiš’s position in the area where the two rivers approached gave easy access to transport routes up and down the land, and easy access to water for irrigation. The same advantages probably explain why the area contains several other ancient (and modern) capitals. 
The early importance of Kiš is marked by the custom by which those who pretended to lordship of the Land claimed the title of King of Kiš (lugal kiški, šar kiššati.) The origin of this custom is mysterious, but it has been suggested that Kiš was the centre of a prehistoric hegemony – perhaps an early imperial effort – which left a lasting residue of prestige attached to the city’s name. (Note that Kingship is said in the King List to have returned first to Kiš after the flood.) This prestige lasted until the defeat of the rebellion against Naram-Sin of Akkad, after which the ceremonial title was not universally claimed, but Kiš never regained the status of real power that it lost after Gilgameš’s defeat of Agga. It is known that Kiš was a centre of Semitic population – many of the early ruler names were Semitic – so it is sometimes assumed that the early Kiš power was a first attempt by Semites at the imperial unification of the world later achieved by Sargon. There is speculation, too, that this Semitic challenge may have led to the foundation of the Kengir League at Nippur as a response.
 
Archaeological Features 
Work was done on the site by Oppert and by de Genouillac (1912), but the major excavations were done by Mackay and Watelin under the (distant) supervision of Langdon. These excavators labelled the separate areas of the site alphabetically (apart from the two major tells.)
Tell Uhaimir was the site of the main ziggurat, which measured 59.2 x 63.2m and was about 18.5m in height. This included evidence of a plano-convex brick building assumed to be the temple of Zababa of ED known to have existed from times. In area P there was found a large ED III structure now simply known as the ‘Plano-Convex Building,’ now thought to be a palace. In mound A was found another ED III building - ‘Palace A.’ It had been quickly abandoned and immediately above it was part of the cemetery A, which may also have been begun as early as the end of ED III and went out of use in the Akkadian period. In area W the remains of a ‘library’ were found, but it is very late, dating from the 7th cent. BC. 
 
	Period
 
	Early Dynastic
	Akkad
	Ur III

	Subperiod
	I
	II
	III
	
	

	Date (ca.)
	2800
	2700
	2500
	2300
	2100

	Mound A
	
	Palace A
	Graves
	

	Ingharra

A, Z

(Cutting Y)
	Early Houses Stratum
	Flood Stratum
	Red Stratum
	Graves
	Monument ‘Z’

	
	
	Cart-burials
	Ziggurat retaining wall

	Ziggurats
	
	Graves, platform
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Grey bricks
	Red bricks


By far the most interesting area is Tell Ingharra.
 There are the remains of two ED ziggurats, Z.1 and Z.2. In hillock A was the Akkadian monument ‘Z’. Three very clear strata were observed: the ‘Red’ being the product of debris of red plano-convex bricks; and the ‘Flood’ and the ‘Early Houses’ being of obvious meaning. Cart-burials that are dated to about the ED II period and extend below the flood stratum have been compared to the Royal Burials at Ur: though they are much poorer they are the only other real evidence of the practice of including vehicles in the grave goods and occur at about the same time. Apart from the carts they are just the same as the other graves of the area; certainly the burials do not include ‘Death Pits,’ and the evidence of human sacrifice is only slight.
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Figure 13 
Site map of Kiš
 (Tell Uhaimir to the left and Tell Ingharra at lower right.) 


Sippar
Site: Abu Habb (father of wheat), T. ed-Der

Principal gods [temples]: Utu [Ebabbar (Shining House)], Anunnitu [Eulmaš]
Secondary gods [temples] (OB pd.
): Aya (wife of Šamaš) [shrine in the Ebabbar], Enlil, Ea, Nergal, Amurru, Sin, Adad, Gula, Ištar, Marduk.
Principal excavations: (1880) H. Rassam for the British Museum.

Historical Character 

The Biblical city Sepharvaim (2 Kings xvii, 24, 31) was also known in the Mesopotamian literature by several names compounded with ‘Sippar.’ It turns out that this is another twin-city created by the conurbation of the settlement at Abu Habb (‘Great Sippar’) first occupied in the Uruk period and dedicated to Utu, and the settlement some way east of it at T. ed-Der (‘Sippar Amnamum’) occupied from the Akkadian period and worshipping the goddess Anunnitu. Both sites continued to be occupied until the Sassanian period. 
Situated on the Euphrates, Sippar had the advantage of easy access to both rivers – particularly in the earliest period, when the Tigris and Euphrates were connected here – and to trade routes between the lower plain and the plains above, which also drew together at this point. Sippar became an important and cosmopolitan trading city. It flourished in the ED period and again in the Neo-Babylonian period but it never achieved great political power (the claims of the King List notwithstanding.) It did, however, become a national religious site because of the importance of the god Utu.
 
Archaeological Features 
The site has not yet been properly excavated though it has been investigated by teams from Britain (Budge, 1890), France (V. Scheil, 1894), Germany (Andrae & Jordan, 1934) Iraq (Baqir & Mustafa, 1945), and Belgium (de Meyer, 1970s), as well as by the original team led by Rassam. Many tablets, possibly as many as 40-50,000 according to Rassam,
 have been retrieved from Sippar; mostly late but including many from the Old Babylonian period. 
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Figure 14:
Site plan of Sippar at Abu Habb.
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Figure 15:
The ziggurat at Sippar-Abu Habb.
 The Ziggurat is at point O of the site plan by Scheil above.
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Figure 16:
Site plan of Sippar at Tell ed Der.
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