
Cuneiform Digital Library Bulletin 2024:2
<https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/articles/cdlb/2024-2>
© Cuneiform Digital Library Initiative
ISSN 1540-8760
Version: 18 June 2024

The Groton School Cuneiform-Text Collection
Andrew Pottorf

University of Cambridge
Andrew A. N. Deloucas

Harvard University

Abstract: This article features the Groton School cuneiform-text collection, including a discussion on its
provenance as well as photographs, transliterations, translations, notes, and commentaries on the three
texts in the collection. Two of the texts are from the Ur III period (ca. 2110–2003 B.C.E.), whereas one is from
the Late Babylonian period (ca. 5th century B.C.E. through 1st century C.E.). The Ur III texts are an expense
report from Puzriš-Dagān and a sealed receipt from an unknown provenience. Their commentaries focus
on key terminology such as the term šu-gid2 in the former and the phrase apin-la2-ta ba-a in the latter. The
Late Babylonian text is a loan document from Sippar concerning silver for a house sale. It is utilized for a
detailed reconstruction of the provenance of the Maštuk archive, first postulated by Caroline Waerzeggers
(2002). The commentaries for all three texts also highlight prosopographical observations, especially for the
Late Babylonian text.
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§1. Introduction

§1.1. The Provenance of the Groton School
Cuneiform-Text Collection

§1.1.1. The Groton School cuneiform-text collection
consists of three texts that have been designated as
Nos. 1, 2, and 3. They are referred to here as Gro-
ton School Cuneiform Text(s) (GSCT) 1 (P547617),
2 (P547618), and 3 (P547619). GSCT 1 and 2 are
dated to the Ur III period (ca. 2110–2003 B.C.E.) and
GSCT 3 is dated to the Late Babylonian period (ca.
5th century B.C.E. through 1st century C.E.).1 On 23
November 1932, J. P. Morgan Jr. wrote to G. Arthur
Jorgensen, the first press master of Groton School,
about an indefinite loan of three cuneiform texts.
On 7 December 1932, Junius S. Morgan, Morgan Jr.’s

1 Dates during the Ur III period are according to Sallaberger and Schrakamp 2015, but they remain tentative. Dates
during the Neo- and Late Babylonian periods are according to Waerzeggers 2014. Factoring in the months of
text dates makes their annual dates also approximate. Abbreviations are according to CDLI (https://cdli.mpiwg-
berlin.mpg.de/abbreviations). When a text is first mentioned, its CDLI number is provided.
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brother and the president of the board of trustees
for the Pierpont Morgan Library (now the Morgan Li-
brary & Museum), wrote to Groton School headmas-
ter Endicott Peabody to authorize this loan. On the
same day, Belle da Costa Greene (1932), the first di-
rector of the Morgan Library, packaged these three
texts and sent them to the school. Two days later,
Peabody (1932) wrote to Morgan Jr., thanking him for
“the specimens of cuneiform tablets which Mr. Jor-
gensen has been eager to get for some time.”

§1.1.2. According to a 1982 letter from Jorgensen
to Douglas Brown, the Groton School archivist then,
these texts arrived on loan to the now-defunct Gro-
ton School Press. Jorgensen states specifically that
the texts “were lent to the Press by the Morgan Li-
brary before the library was turned over to the City
of New York.” This is surely misremembered since
the Morgan Library was transferred to New York City
in 1924 (New York Times 1924), eight years prior to
the letter from Peabody. In the same letter, Jor-
gensen notes that a professor, thought to be from
Yale, made translations of the texts. We can sur-
mise that this professor was Albrecht Goetze, who,
along with Ferris J. Stephens, catalogued small col-
lections throughout the United States and Canada
when Goetze joined Yale University as a Visiting Pro-
fessor in 1934 (Finkelstein 1972). Those translations
are currently unknown to either Groton School or
Yale University according to Reyes and Lassen (pers.
comm.).

§1.1.3. The provenances of Ur III texts in gen-
eral are tragically marred by looting and smuggling.
Molina (2020, 325) estimates that “of the 90,575 texts
from collections formed before 1991, only 15% were
properly excavated by Iraqi or foreign archaeological
teams.” Whereas the details in GSCT 1 may not be
of much help, GSCT 2 includes an individual named
Guzana, who can be identified in seventeen other
texts (Steinkeller 2022, 182 n. 40). Of these texts,
eight are in the John Frederick Lewis collection, four
are in the New York Public Library (NYPL), four are

in the YBC, and one is in a private collection in the
United Kingdom. The Lewis collection was acces-
sioned in 1930 when it was donated to the Free Li-
brary in Philadelphia (FLP).2

§1.1.4. GSCT 3 belongs to a dossier similarly di-
vided between the Lewis collection and the Nies
Babylonian Collection (NBC) at Yale, accessioned in
early 1922. Waerzeggers (2002, 323; 2014, 148) ar-
gues that this dossier, bound together by the familial
name Maštuk, was acquired overall during the 1910s
and 1920s.3 Although James Nies died in 1922, ac-
quisitions continued for several years through the
YBC (Lassen [pers. comm.]), including numerous
texts that Michael Jursa (2005, 130–31) assigns to this
group. Those texts were accessed in mid- to late 1935
(Lassen [pers. comm.]). Unlike the NBC, the Lewis
collection did not purchase texts after its accession;
rather, the majority of his purchases occurred be-
tween 1928 and 1929 (Frame 2013, 12–13).4 In light
of Jorgensen’s recollection of the texts’ provenances,
the Morgan Library had access to them without com-
municating with the YBC, indicating that 1922 may
be the terminus post quem. Since the Lewis collec-
tion did not have any posthumous accessions, 1930
may be the terminus ante quem.

§1.1.5. It is most likely that the Maštuk dossier is
a part of 120 texts that were purchased by Ettalene
M. Grice, the acting curator of the YBC after Albert
T. Clay’s death in 1925, from Ibrahim Elias Gejou on
29 June 1926. Using the Nies Fund, it was autho-
rized by Yale University’s treasurer office and signed
by H. J. Ostrander (Gejou 1926a, 1926b; Grice 1926).
There are two other known transactions that pre-
date 1930 between Gejou and YBC curators regard-
ing Neo-Babylonian texts. The first possible trans-
action was by Clay, who discussed purchasing a set
of 410 Neo-Babylonian contracts in a 1922 letter, but
this transaction cannot be corroborated with regard
to price nor is there any information on the quality
of said texts (see Gejou 1922). The other possibil-
ity is a group of 478 Neo-Babylonian texts that were

2 For the FLP texts, see MVN 3 260 (P113820), 278 (P113838), 291 (P113851), 298 (P113858), 299 (P113859), 304
(P113864), 305 (P113865), and 377 (P113937). For the NYPL texts, see AOS 32 P3 (P122918), S1 (P122914); NYPL
263 (P122801), and 264 (P122802). For the YBC texts, see BPOA 6 17 (P210088); SAT 3 1902 (P145102), 1935 (P145135),
and 1937 (P145137). Note that Sollberger, JCS 19, 28 3 (P111948) is in a private collection in the UK. A brief history
of the Lewis collection is given in Owen 1975, 13. Aupperle (pers. comm.) draws a compelling connection between
the Groton School texts and a small collection of texts formerly in the now-defunct Chase Manhattan Bank Money
Museum (Molina 2008, 37 n. 76), but this possibility is not further investigated.

3 Note that Waerzeggers makes a connection between these two institutions, in addition to the later-mentioned Royal
Ontario Museum (ROM). We do not see a direct connection regarding any singular provenance among the FLP, the
NBC, and the ROM for this specific dossier, however (see §1.1.7). For the Maštuk dossier, see §2.3.4.1.

4 The Morgan Library Collection was officially accessioned into Yale’s custody in 1926 (Beaulieu 1994, viii). It is almost
certain that there were posthumous purchases after this accession that remain unassociated with the Morgan Library
Collection at the YBC.
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shipped to Yale on 1 March 1927, but these texts are
noted as being from Uruk. The 120 texts are said to
have been of “excellent quality” compared to these
478 texts from Uruk, which had been purchased
along with nearly 60 clay figurines (Dougherty 1928;
Stahlschmidt and Co. 1927).5

§1.1.6. These 120 texts were sent on 23 March 1926
through the American Consulate, along with two
cones that were requested for years by Gejou (1926c)
to be sold through the YBC.6 On 27 December 1928,
Gejou encouraged passing on material that needed
help being sold to his brother-in-law Alexander D.
Messayeh (see also Dougherty 1928). Given the state
of the Laffon Trust around this time, purchasing the
lot of figurines and Uruk texts earlier that year likely
gave reason for the YBC to sell some texts in addi-
tion to the items belonging to Gejou that had been
in the collection for several years (document “217”;
Dougherty 1929b).7

§1.1.7. The material that Raymond Dougherty, the
curator of the YBC then, sent to Messayeh was ex-
plicitly uncertain for either party. In his letter dated
31 January 1929, Dougherty (1929a) asks Messayeh:
“Did [Gejou] give you a list of the things belonging
to him which are held temporarily in the Yale Baby-
lonian collection?” The following day, Dougherty re-
ceived Messayeh’s (1929) response: “I . . . regret to
advise that I have no list of the items belonging to
Mr. Gejou. Whatever you have in your possession
that belongs to him, you may forward to me upon
receipt of which I shall advise him.” It took several
more weeks before Dougherty ascertained what to
send Messayeh; the antiquities dealer received five
boxes of texts on 30 March 1929. Being one year af-
ter Grice’s passing in late 1927, this is the likely mo-
ment when the Maštuk dossier, and perhaps oth-
ers, became separated from the larger collections
at Yale—included with these boxes were two ob-
jects being negotiated by Grice and Gejou, such as a
Warad-Sîn cone referenced as early as 1925, soon af-
ter Clay’s death. In being shipped to Messayeh, the
texts reentered the art market, wherein Lewis and
Morgan, possibly among others, purchased several
of them.

§1.1.8. There is also a text connected to the Maš-

tuk dossier in the ROM (965.262.2 [P417490]) ac-
cording to both A. C. V. M. Bongenaar (1997) and
Waerzeggers (2002). This and three unrelated texts
(965.262.1 [P417427], 965.262.3 [P417428], 965.262.4
[P417515]) were purchased through A. D. Tushing-
ham, the ROM’s chief archaeologist then (Fox [pers.
comm.]). It is noted that these texts came from
Jerusalem, where Tushingham was the associate di-
rector of the British-Canadian-French Joint Expedi-
tion to Jerusalem from 1962 to 1967. Thus, at least
one text from this dossier remained on the market
outside of the United States until the 1960s. While
it is possible that this text may have a connection to
the YBC, this is a tenuous suggestion because there
were likely texts related to this dossier existing out-
side of the proposed 120 texts first offered to Grice in
1926.

§1.1.9. Said-Ghanem (2021, 2022) notes that smug-
gled artifacts could exchange hands prior to bulk
purchases. While this allows for the possibility that
Lewis, the Morgan family, and the YBC could have
separately purchased texts from the same dossier,
this is an unlikely scenario. On the contrary, texts
were more often sold in bulk and then later divided
and purchased by various collections and individu-
als. As indicated by Grant Frame (2013, 12–13), the
Lewis collection was acquired in large part by Elias
Solomon David and the Khayat family.8 Although
David and the Khayat family both shared correspon-
dence with the Morgan family, Nies, and the YBC, we
are unable to find any connection to the Khayat fam-
ily and any texts that appear related to the Maštuk
dossier. It is equally the case that Gejou and the Mes-
sayeh family shared close contact with these three
institutions. Though it is possible that David was a
source of these texts, we are unable to find a connec-
tion within the timeline of events that connect Gro-
ton School with the Morgan family. More broadly,
we cannot establish a connection to Edgar J. Banks,
whose prolific acquisitions almost exclusively de-
fined collections like that of the World Heritage Mu-
seum of the University of Illinois (Sack 1994), and it
is unlikely that this dossier came directly from Gejou
without an intermediary figure as there is no known
correspondence between him and Lewis.

§1.1.10. American cuneiform collections often have

5 These tablets are tallied along with terracotta figurines sold by Gejou on an undated document marked “217” (Said-
Ghanem [pers. comm.]).

6 The price for these texts was negotiated downward (Grice 1926) and was paid on 29 June 1926 (document “217”).
7 It is well known that, as far back as Clay’s tenure, the YBC sold and donated texts to individuals and institutions in

order to facilitate the purchasing of more objects for the museum (Foster 2013, 128).
8 Small Jr. (pers. comm.), the associate librarian and coordinator of public services for special collections at the Uni-

versity of Delaware, is in agreement with Frame.
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single figures who provided the majority of their texts
(Dessagnes 2017; Said-Ghanem 2021, 2022). Ulti-
mately, we agree with Waerzeggers that texts of the
Maštuk dossier were purchased through single sell-
ers. To contribute to her proposal, we can ascertain
that these sales most likely took place in June 1926
by Gejou and then after March 1929 by Dougherty
through Messayeh. The text located at the ROM is ul-
timately unrelated to the provenance of the Maštuk
dossier located within the United States even though
its provenience is still intimately connected.

§1.2. Formatting

§1.2.1. Text dates are formatted according to reg-
nal year, month, and day. For the units of mea-
sure referenced here, see Powell 1989–1990. Filiation
in GSCT 3 is formatted as follows: PN1/PN2//PN3

means “PN1, child of PN2, descendent of PN3.”
These individuals are usually identified by their PIDs
established in Prosobab (Waerzeggers, Groß et al.
2019).

§2. Text Editions

§2.1. Groton School Cuneiform Text 1

§2.1.1. Overview

Dimensions (Height x Width x Thickness): 107mm x 49mm x 24mm
Mass: 176g
Period: Ur III
Provenience: Puzriš-Dagān
Date: Šū-Suen 2/5/- (ca. 2034 B.C.E.)
Genre: expense report

§2.1.2 Transliteration and Translation

Obverse
1. 1(diš) _ab2^ šu-gid2 e2-muh

˘
aldim 1 cow (as) the šu-gid2 tax (for) the kitchen:

2. u4 3(diš)-kam the 3rd day (of the month).
3. 1(diš) ab2 ba-uš2 u4 5(diš)-_kam^ 1 cow died: the 5th day.
4. 1(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 u4 8(diš)-kam 1 cow (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 8th day.
5. 2(diš) gu4 šu-gid2 u4 1(u) la2 1(diš)-kam 2 oxen (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 9th day.
6. 2(diš) gu4 šu-gid2 u4 1(u)-kam 2 oxen (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 10th day.
7. 1(diš) gu4 ba-uš2 u4 1(u) 2(diš)-kam 1 ox died: the 12th day.
8. 1(diš) gu4 4(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 1 ox (and) 4 cows (as) the šu-gid2 tax:
9. u4 1(u) 4(diš)-kam the 14th day.
10. 2(diš) gu4 šu-gid2 u4 1(u) 5(diš)-kam 2 oxen (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 15th day.
11. 2(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 1(diš) ab2 ba-uš2 2 cows (as) the šu-gid2 tax, 1 cow died:
12. u4 1(u) 6(diš)-kam the 16th day.
13. 2(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 1(diš) ab2 ba-uš2 2 cows (as) the šu-gid2 tax, 1 cow died:
14. u4 1(u) 7(diš)-kam the 17th day.
15. 2(diš) gu4 1(diš) ab2 mu 2(aš) šu-gid2 2 oxen (and) 1 two-year-old cow (as) the šu-gid2 tax:
16. u4 1(u) 8(diš)-kam the 18th day.
17. 2(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 u4 2(u) la2 1(diš)-kam 2 cows (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 19th day.
18. 2(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 u4 2(u)-kam 2 cows (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 20th day.
19. 1(diš) _gu4^ 1(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 1 ox (and) 1 cow (as) the šu-gid2 tax:
20. u4 2(u) 1(diš)-kam the 21st day.
21. 1(diš) gu4 2(diš) ab2 mu 2(aš) šu-gid2 1 ox (and) 2 two-year-old cows (as) the šu-gid2 tax:
22. 1(diš) gu4 amar ga ba-uš2 1 milk-fed bull calf died:
23. u4 2(u) 2(diš)-kam the 22nd day.
24. 1(diš) gu4 1(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 1 ox (and) 1 cow (as) the šu-gid2 tax,
Reverse
1. 1(diš) gu4 ba-uš2 1 ox died:
2. u4 2(u) 3(diš)-kam the 23rd day.
3. 1(diš) gu4 1(diš) _ab2^ mu 2(aš) 1 ox (and) 1 two-year-old cow

page 4 of 19 Cuneiform Digital Library Bulletin 2024:2



4. šu-gid2 u4 2(u) 4(diš)-kam (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 24th day.
5. 1(diš) ab2 1(diš) ab2 mu 2(aš) 1 cow (and) 1 two-year-old cow
6. šu-gid2 u4 2(u) 5(diš)-kam (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 25th day.
7. 1(diš) gu4 1(diš) ab2 2(diš) ab2 mu 2(aš) 1 ox, 1 cow, (and) 2 two-year-old cows
8. šu-gid2 u4 2(u) 6(diš)-kam (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 26th day.
9. 1(diš) gu4 mu aga3-us2-e-ne-še3 1 ox for the guards (as well as)
10. 1(diš) anšekunga2 munus 1(diš) _dusu2 nita2^ 1 female donkey-onager hybrid (and) 1 male donkey
11. mu ur-_mah

˘
^-še3 for the lions

12. šu-gid2 u4 2(u) 7(diš)-kam (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 27th day.
13. 1(diš) gu4 1(diš) ab2 šu-gid2 u4 2(u) 8(diš)-kam 1 ox (and) 1 cow (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 28th day.
14. 2(diš) ab2 mu aga3-us2-e-ne-še3 2 cows for the guards (as well as)
15. 1(diš) anšekunga2 nita2 1(diš) anšekunga2 munus 1 male donkey-onager hybrid (and) 1 female donkey-

onager hybrid
16. mu ur-mah

˘
-še3 for the lions

17. _šu^-gid2 u4 3(u) la2 1(diš)-kam (as) the šu-gid2 tax: the 29th day.
blank line

18. šunigin _1(u) 8(diš)^ gu4 1(diš) gu4 amar ga Total: 18 oxen, 1 milk-fed bull calf.
19. šunigin _2(u) 4(diš)^ ab2 7(diš) ab2 mu 2(aš) Total: 24 cows, 7 two-year-old cows.
20. šunigin 1(diš) _anše^kunga2 nita2 2(diš)

anšekunga2 munus
Total: 1 male donkey-onager hybrid, 2 female donkey-
onager hybrids.

21. šunigin 1(diš) dusu2 nita2 Total: 1 male donkey.
blank line

22. ki den-lil2-la2-ta ba-zi It was expended from (the account of) Enlila.
23. iti ezem-dnin-a-zu Month: the festival of Ninazu.
24. mu ma2-dara3-abzu den-ki-ka / ba-ab-du8 Year: the boat (named) “Ibex of the Abzu” of Enki was

caulked.
Left edge
1. 5(u) gu4 4(diš) anše (Total:) 50 cattle, 4 equids.

§2.1.3. Notes

Obv. 6: While there is damage towards the end of this
line, the text appears to be fully intact.

Rev. 10: For a recent discussion on the identifica-
tion of anšekunga2 and dusu2, see Recht 2022, 20–23,
which is the basis for the translations of equids
here.

§2.1.4. Commentary

§2.1.4.1. This expense report details the expendi-
ture of livestock from the account of Enlila. He was a
well-known livestock fattener who worked at Puzriš-
Dagān, an Ur III administrative center for the ac-
counting of livestock and various goods (Sigrist 1992;
Steinkeller 1995, 49; Tsouparopoulou 2008, 227–31).
The livestock expended here were modified by the

term šu-gid2, a description for livestock utilized over
2,000 times in Ur III texts from mainly Puzriš-Dagān
as well as ĜARšana, Ĝirsu, Irisaĝrig, Nippur (possi-
bly), Umma, and Ur. Marcel Sigrist (1992, 40–42) ad-
dresses this term, noting that it describes livestock
selected for delivery often by herders to an admin-
istrative kitchen.9 These deliveries were a livestock
tax paid by at least the periphery of the Ur III state
like the gu2 ma-da tax, among others, as is indi-
cated by Steinkeller (1991, 32), Walther Sallaberger
(1999, 267), and Piotr Michalowski (2008, 118–19),
among others. Whereas Herbert Sauren (1969, 358),
Marc Cooper (1985, 103), and Robert Englund (2004,
40; 2010, 104) connect this term to extispicy, this
is challenged by Christina Tsouparopoulou (2013,
153). Despite various treatments on this term,
its exact translation and purpose remain challeng-

9 Although the kitchen is only mentioned for the first šu-gid2 tax of livestock, all the šu-gid2 taxes of livestock were for
the kitchen.

10 For other discussions on šu-gid2, see Brumfield and Allred 2016; Hilgert 2003, 21–22, 52–53, 64; Jones 1967, 141–42;
Lafont 2009; Liu 2017; Patterson 2018; Tsouparopoulou 2013, 153–56; Widell 2005, 20–22; and 2020, 220. Note that
Daniel Patterson (2018, 459) equates the gu2 ma-da and šu-gid2 taxes since they appear to have been interchange-
able. This is plausible, but it is possible that rather than being interchangeable, they may have referred to separate
but similar taxes. This term is also used rarely for milled beans in presumably a similar sense, as noted in Brunke
2011, 60 n. 54.
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ing.10

§2.1.4.2. These livestock were typically adults that
could be fattened but were not in this case. They
were suitable to be eaten, sometimes specifically
by guards, dogs, or lions, though they may not
have been considered suitable for fattening or work.
While details regarding the purpose of these lions are
limited, they were kept for the aggrandizement and
entertainment of the king.11 He watched them feed
upon live animals (TAD 44 [P131086] obv. 7). He
also probably hunted them for spectacle, as is de-

picted as early as the Late Uruk period and in ex-
tensive detail in the Neo-Assyrian period (Lladó San-
taeularia 2019, 61–84; Watanabe 2002, 42–56, 76–88).
Though there is no explicit evidence for these hunts
during the Ur III period, Šulgi boasts in one of his
royal hymns of killing a lion he encountered in the
wild (Klein 1981, 16). As for the dogs, which are not
mentioned in this text, they were kept for mainly
military use (Tsouparopoulou 2012) and were prob-
ably also utilized for these hunts (Aupperle [pers.
comm.]).

§2.2. Groton School Cuneiform Text 212

§2.2.1. Overview

Dimensions13 (Height x Width x Thickness): Tablet: 45mm x 39mm x 17mm
Envelope: 35mm x 51mm x 30mm

Mass: Tablet and Envelope: 88.8g
Tablet, Envelope, and Fragments: 108.9g

Period: Ur III
Provenience: Unknown
Date: Šū-Suen 7/8/- (ca. 2029 B.C.E.)
Genre: sealed receipt

§2.2.2. Transliteration and Translation

Tablet
Obverse
1. 7(aš) 1(barig) 5(ban2) še-geš-/i3 gur 7 gur 1(barig) 5(ban2) (ca. 2210l) of sesame
2. _apin^-la2-ta _ba^-a allotted (as rent) from tenant land

remaining lines covered [. . . ]
Reverse

preceding lines covered
1’. _iti ezem^-[dšul]-/_gi^ Month: the festival of [Šul]gi.
2’. mu ma-da za-ab-/ša-li-umki / _ba^-h

˘
ul Year: the land of Zabšali was destroyed.

Envelope
Obverse
1. 7(aš) 1(barig) 5(ban2) še-geš-i3 _gur^ 7 gur 1(barig) 5(ban2) of sesame
2. apin-la2-ta ba-a allotted (as rent) from tenant land,
3. ki _gu^-za-na-ta provided by Guzana,
4. _šu^-[eš18]-_tar2^ (which) Šū-[Eš]tar,
5. _lu2 sag^-dnanna-/[i3]-_zu^ the representative of Saĝ-Nanna-[i]zu,
Reverse
1. _šu ba-an-ti^ received.

11 Helpful comments on the feeding of such animals to dogs and lions are provided in Owen 1979, 63; Recht 2022,
143–44; and Sigrist 1992, 30–31. Sallaberger (2004, 49) and William Hallo (2008, 101 and n. 17) indicate that these
animals were not suitable for cultic use, but they do not discuss this further. Like lions, bears were also kept for
aggrandizement and entertainment (Michalowski 2013).

12 Several fragments of the tablet and especially the envelope have been glued together with polyvinyl butyral. No
envelope fragments have been glued in any way that would obstruct the tablet, but these envelope fragments can be
pieced together to restore the text.

13 The height of the tablet is estimated by measuring the height of the tablet and the envelope, which is then subtracted
by the approximate thickness of the envelope. The dimensions of the envelope do not include the fragments.
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blank space
2. _iti ezem-dšul^-[gi] Month: the festival of Šul[gi].

blank line
3. mu ma-da _za-ab^-/ša-li-um_ki^ [ba]-/h

˘
ul Year: the land of Zabšali [was] destroyed.

Seal 1
1. _šu-eš18-tar2^ Šū-Eštar,
2. _dumu šu?-we?-er?^ son of Šū-Wer (?).

§2.2.3. Notes

Tabl. rev. 2’ = env. rev. 4: We appreciate Steinkeller’s
(pers. comm.) observation that the writing of Zabšali
with the final -um is only attested elsewhere in a few
texts from Nippur (BPOA 7 2815 [P303596]), Puzriš-
Dagān (SACT 1 104 [P128859]), and possibly the Šāt-
Eštar archive (UCTDUP 29 [P517134] and Ismael and
Abdulrahman, ZA 109, 130-131 3 [P519374]), which
is near Umma (al-Taee and Feliu 2021, 23 and n. 17).
Unfortunately, this does not help much with deter-
mining this text’s provenience.

Env. obv. 4–5: We are grateful to Molina (pers.
comm.) for his suggestions in restoring these lines,
which he relates to MVN 3 299.

Seal 1: While the seal is preserved in multiple lo-
cations, it is unfortunately difficult to read. It ap-
pears to include a two-line legend and a presentation
scene. The name in the second line is particularly
difficult to determine. It may be šu-we-er, like ša-at-
we-er (attested only in the ĜARšana text CUSAS 3 340
[P323783]), but šu-we-er is not found anywhere else.
The presentation scene, perhaps a salutation scene
more specifically, features three standings figures,
including (from right to left) a deity as the primary
figure, the presentee (Šū-Eštar), and a supporting de-
ity (Tsouparopoulou 2015, 28–34). Both deities are
challenging to identify in the iconography.

§2.2.4. Commentary

§2.2.4.1. This text (tablet and envelope) is a sealed
receipt of sesame that was rent from tenant land.
The rent for tenant land was usually paid in barley
and silver that could be worth up to about half of
the land’s yield, depending on the quality of the land
(Maekawa 1977; Steinkeller 1981). Note that sesame
is only otherwise clearly associated with tenant land
in the Irisaĝrig texts Nisaba 15/2 364 (P453796) and
423 (P387858) as well as the Umma texts Farmer’s In-
structions 8.3.2 (P109462) and MVN 4 2 (P113954),
among possible others, but this does not necessitate
that this sealed receipt originated from either loca-
tion.14 While it is not stated who paid this rent, this
sesame was provided by a certain Guzana (env. obv.
3) known for managing various staples, especially
sesame, on behalf of the Ur III state. The sesame
he managed was typically from Karah

˘
ar (GAN2-har

according to BDTNS), probably in the Diyala region.
This sesame was received by Šū-Eštar, a represen-
tative of Saĝ-Nanna-izu. It is difficult to ascertain
whether Šū-Eštar is attested anywhere else, but Saĝ-
Nanna-izu was probably the supervisor of citizens
(eren2) receiving sesame-oil allotments from Guzana
in MVN 3 299, which has an unknown provenience
as well.15 The month name in this sealed receipt is
used in several locations for different times of the
year, and it is utilized in the Reichskalendar, which is
typical for texts involving Guzana (Steinkeller 1982,
640–44; 2022, 182–84) and assumed here. Despite
these details, the provenience of this text is uncer-

14 For recent treatments on the cultivation of sesame, including on tenant land, in Ur III Irisaĝrig and Umma, see Sal-
laberger 2021 and Paoletti 2022, respectively. Although Paola Paoletti states that tenant land was minimally attested
in Umma texts and that it was generally regarded as subsistence land, this is based on a misunderstanding of the
Umma text Gomi, Orient 21, 2 (P112846). While this text is fragmentary, it actually documents extensive amounts of
tenant land that is separate from subsistence land, especially in obv. i 1’–rev. ii 29 (line citations follow CDLI). There
are many other explicit and implicit attestations of tenant land in Umma texts, which are addressed in Pottorf 2022,
366–67, 380–85, and which are further investigated in ongoing studies.

15 According to Aupperle (pers. comm.), this Šū-Eštar could be in Puzriš-Dagān texts as a person from Karah
˘

ar (Owen,
Studies Astour, 372 Nesbit C [P109323] obv. ii 5) or a colonel (nu-banda3) (PDT 2 959 [P126313] obv. iii 32), and this
Saĝ-Nanna-izu could be Saĝ-Nanna-zu in the Puzriš-Dagān text Goetze, JCS 17, 21 YBC 13087 (P111945) obv. iii 5,
which lists high-ranking military officers and governors, but neither of these individuals must be limited to Puzriš-
Dagān texts. Elsewhere, this Saĝ-Nanna-izu may be in UET 3 1160 (P137485), which lists prisoners who received
sesame-oil allotments and were seized by Saĝ-Nanna-zu, but this text’s Ur provenience challenges this connection.
For a recent treatment on eren2 as citizens, see Pottorf 2022. The sesame-oil allotments in MVN 3 299 and elsewhere
are highlighted in Steinkeller 2022, 184.

16 See Molina’s (2006, 314) discussion of the uncertain provenience of other texts relating to Guzana, specifically AOS 32
P3; MVN 3 305; NYPL 263, and 264. The uncertain provenience of texts detailing Guzana’s involvement with sesame
is also addressed in Paoletti 2021.
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tain.16

§2.2.4.2. The phrase apin-la2-ta ba-a (tabl. obv. 2 =
env. obv. 2) is not attested anywhere else. It is com-
parable, however, to apin-la2-da ba-a, which occurs
nearly 50 times in mostly Umma texts as well as a
few Ur texts from the Ur III period only.17 še apin-
la2-da ba-a is translated by G. Contenau (1915, 7) as
“orge à répartir pour la culture; (?),” by Steinkeller
(1981, 121) as “‘barley received as rent,’” by Sigrist
(2004, 159) as “barley requisitioned for (those) plow-
ing,” by Nicolas Vanderroost (2013, 2:32) as “orge de
la rente saisie,” and by Fabienne Huber Vulliet (2019,
248 n. 1140) as “sur les céréales saises des parcelles
affermées.” They all read the last three signs as da-
ba-a, and all of them, perhaps except for Contenau,
consider da-ba to be a syllabic writing for dab5-ba.18

Claus Wilcke (2007, 88) understands this phrase as a

reference to rent as well, but he reads it as še apin-
la2-da ba-a. Given -ta instead of -da in this text
as well as the limited clear evidence, especially in
the Ur III period, that dab5-ba was written as da-
ba or da2(TA)-ba, apin-la2-da ba-a and apin-la2-ta
ba-a are preferred.19 While apin-la2-ta ba-a is not
known to occur anywhere else, this slight variation
may be due to the fact that this sealed receipt was
likely produced neither near Umma nor Ur. Though
there do not appear to be any other phrases besides
apin-la2-da ba-a in any period structured as X-da
ba-a (“allotted with X”), there are several phrases in
addition to apin-la2-ta ba-a structured as X-ta ba-
a (“allotted from X”) in Early Dynastic IIIb (DP 577
[P221227], 644 [P221294]; HSS 3 40 [P221349]; VS 14
72 [P020088]), Ur III (MVN 7 76 [P115002]), and Old
Babylonian (Nanshe A [P473750]) texts, including ex-
amples in which X is arable land.

§2.3. Groton School Cuneiform Text 3

§2.3.1. Overview

Dimensions (Height x Width x Thickness): 43mm x 58mm x 21mm
Mass: 70.7g
Period: Late Babylonian
Provenience: Sippar
Date: Darius I 12/6/23 (ca. 510 B.C.E.)
Genre: loan document

§2.3.2. Transliteration and Translation

Obverse
1. 5(u) 3(diš) gin2 ku3-babbar qa-lu-u2 ina na-ši pu-ut
2. ša2

mden-ik-s. ur a-šu2 ša2
mden-mu a mmaš-tuk

3. msuh
˘

3-sur a-šu2 ša2
mnumun-ia a lu2 sanga-dutu

4. ina šuII mib-na-a a-šu2 ša2
mna-din pu-ut mden-ik-s. ur

5. na-šu-u2 ku3-babbar a4 5(u) 3(diš) gin2 qa-lu-u2

6. mib-na-a a-šu2 ša2
mna-din a-na uguh

˘
i mden-ik-s. ur

7. a-šu2 ša2
mden-mu a mmaš-tuk ina šuII msuh

˘
3-sur a-šu2 ša2

8. mnumun-ia a mlu2 sanga-dutu ma-h
˘

i-ir ku3-babbar
9. 5(u) 3(diš) gin2 qa-lu-u2 re-eh

˘
-tu2 7(diš) 1/2(diš) ma-na

17 Note that Ontario 2 268 (P209474) rev. 1 actually reads: še apin-la2-da ba-/a.
18 Concerning this phrase, Huber Vulliet (2019, 248 n. 1140) also writes, “ailleurs écrit še apin-la2 dab5-ba-a (SAT 2 473

[P143673]), ce qui exclut une lecture še apin-la2-da ba-a «distribué avec les céréales des champs à bail».” Based on a
recently available photo, dab5 there is actually da. Note that Vanderroost (2013, 1:255, 2:69) sometimes transliterates
this phrase as apin-la2-da ba-a.

19 We are thankful for Molina’s (pers. comm.) insights on this phrase. While some have considered whether dumu da-ba
is a syllabic writing for dumu dab5-ba (see Pottorf 2022, 89 n. 89 for details), Armas Salonen (1968, 322–24) distin-
guishes these terms well, noting that the former means “»an dessen (-ba<bi-a, scil. des Pfluges) Seit (da) (stehende)
Kinder», d.h. »Gehilfe des Pflügers».” There are a few attestations of lu2 da-ba, including as a personal name, in Early
Dynastic IIIb (CUSAS 33 282 [P322947]; 35 382 [P250937]) and Sargonic (MVN 3 52 [P215706]) texts, but perhaps
da-ba in some or all of them shares a meaning similar to da-ba in dumu da-ba. Vitali Bartash (2017, 353), however,
understands lu2 da-ba to be analogous to lu2 šuku dab5-ba. There may be an attestation of lu2 da-ba in the Ur III
text OLP 8, 21 19 (P124357) from Ĝirsu according to Sauren (1977, 21), who translates it as “«Arbeitsverpflichtete»,”
but it is dumu da-ba in the BDTNS. Based on the context, dumu da-ba is more likely than lu2 da-ba.
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10. šam2 e2 e-t.ir-u -

Reverse
1. lu2 mu-kin-nu mden-ik-s. ur a-šu2 ša2

mden-mu
2. a mir3-dgir4-ku3

mdag-pap a-šu2 ša2
mmu-še-zib-den

3. mqi2-bi-den a-šu2 ša2
mden-mu a mmaš-tuk

4. msumna-dag a-šu2 ša2
mdag-numun-gal2

ši

5. mdutu-tin a-šu2 ša2
mda-e2-lugal-uru3

6. mip-ri-ia a-šu2 ša2
mip-ri-ia mden-a-su-u2-a

7. mšad-din-nu lu2 umbisag mda-tin-damar-utu a-šu2 ša2

8. mki-rib-tu4 a lu2 i3-sur-gi-na sip-parki

9. itikin u4 2(u) 3(diš)-kam2 mu 1(u) 2(diš)-kam2

10. mda-ri-muš lugal eki lugal kur-kur

obv. 1–8 (Concerning) the 53 shekels (ca. 0.44kg) of refined silver in the care of Bēl-iks.ur/Bēl-iddin//Maštuk, of
which Tēšî-ēt.ir/Zērı̄ya//Šangû-Šamaš assumes responsibility on behalf of Bēl-iks.ur against Ibnāya/Nādin,
Ibnāya/Nādin received these 53 shekels of refined silver on behalf of Bēl-iks.ur/Bēl-iddin//Maštuk from Tēšî-
ēt.ir/Zērı̄ya//Šangû-Šamaš.

9–10 The 53 shekels of refined silver—the remainder of the 7.5 minas (ca. 3.75kg), the price of a house—are
paid.

rev. 1–10 The witnesses: Bēl-iks.ur/Bēl-iddin//Arad-Nergal, Nabû-nās.ir/Mušēzib-bēl, Qı̄bi-Bēl/Bēl-
iddin//Maštuk, Iddin-Nabû/Nabû-zēru-ušebši, Šamaš-uballit./Mār-bı̄ti-šarru-us.ur, Iprı̄ya/Iprı̄ya, Bēl-asūa,
Šaddinnu. The scribe: Ile--i-bullut.-Marduk/Kiribtu//S. āh

˘
it-ginê. Sippar. The month of Ulūlu, the 23rd day,

the 12th year of Darius, king of Babylon, king of the lands.

§2.3.3. Note

Rev. 5: After uru3 is an erasure of the name mden-
mu.

§2.3.4. Commentary

§2.3.4.1. GSCT 3 belongs to a dossier related to the
Maštuk family, one of several families from Babylon
who established themselves at Sippar in the mid-6th
century B.C.E. after revitalization efforts by the Neo-
Babylonian kings Nabopolassar and Nebuchadnez-
zar II. The Maštuk dossier relates to several other
archives, such as the Bal̄ıhu family, Bēl-aplu-iddin,
son of Iddinā, and the S. āh

˘
it-ginê family (Jursa 2005,

130–31; Waerzeggers 2014, ix, 148). The Maštuk fam-
ily was part of what Waerzeggers (2014, 47) calls
an “immigrant network,” which included the Arad-
Nergal, Nappāh

˘
u, Raksu, S. āh

˘
it-ginê, and Ša-nāšı̄šu

families, and she highlights how they often “turned
towards each other for legal, financial, and social
support.”20 While the Maštuk family did not neces-
sarily rise to the highest echelon of political and eco-
nomic status, several close-knit families surrounding
them did (Waerzeggers 2018, 95–98).

§2.3.4.2. This is a tablet concerning the final pay-

off amount of a mortgage—53 shekels of refined sil-
ver constituted the last principal payment of a loan
totaling 7.5 minas (of silver).21 Bēl-iks.ur undertook
this loan against Ibnāya’s credit, though Tēšî-ēt.ir is
the one who paid off the final mortgage. Eight indi-
viduals witnessed this exchange, including immedi-
ate family members. House ownership was an im-
portant part of business ventures. One of the earliest
house purchases by this family took place in ca. 618
B.C.E. (FLP 1518 [P460026], see Waerzeggers 2014,
46). Another occurred about a century later (FLP
1467 [P459975], see Jursa 2005, 131 and n. 1007), just
a few years before GSCT 3.

§2.3.4.3. The total 7.5 minas of silver are a large
amount of capital, especially for real estate. It is three
times the cost of a house at Sippar settled next to
a courtier and majordomo of the crown prince (VS
5 60 [P371794], see Waerzeggers 2014, 108), greater
than the 5 minas (ca. 2.5kg) of silver indebted to
Bēl-iks.ur’s sister Tablut. after her husband’s death
(NBC 6184 [P293101] and its duplicate NBC 6230
[P293145], see Waerzeggers 2002, 330). This is be-
cause house sales were relatively rare; more com-
monly, rooms or suites were sold, the larger estate

20 For more detail on these families, see Waerzeggers 2014, for the Nappāh
˘

u family, see Baker 2004, and for the Ša-nāšı̄šu
family, see Bongenaar 1997; Waerzeggers 2016, and 2018.

21 For refined silver in the 1st millennium, see Vargyas 2001, 13–16.
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tended to remain in the hands of families (Baker
2014, 13).

§2.3.4.4. House lots in the Neo-Babylonian and
Achaemenid periods were substantially larger than
in earlier history (Baker 2011, 541). Whole es-
tates measured anywhere from about 150 to nearly
1500m2, such as that of a double-courtyard house in-
cluding several households in YOS 6 114 (P305246),
or that of the Merkes House I, which contained
four suites (Baker 2015, 382–85). Houses could be
used to generate revenue through rent, as evidenced
by business-venture documents and general ten-
ant contracts.22 However, this may not have been
common practice, especially for families who rented
their own houses.23

§2.3.4.5. Generally, this text speaks to the signifi-
cance that families placed on real estate to build up
generational wealth during a tumultuous time, re-
lying on trusted networks to help manage the in-
evitable debt. Just one decade earlier, contenders for
the Babylonian crown erupted out of Sippar, causing
Persian king Darius to impose new taxes upon pro-
tected citizens (Waerzeggers 2014, 93 n. 79).24 The
peak of Late Babylonian texts occurs soon thereafter,
no doubt related to these changing hands of debt
that had been growing already for several decades
(Pirngruber 2018, 23; Waerzeggers 2014, 20).

§2.3.4.6. This tablet is a testament to 30 years of
close social relationships between the Maštuk, Arad-
Nergal, and S. āh

˘
it-ginê families. The debtor Bēl-

iks.ur/Bēl-iddin//Maštuk is a central actor within the
Maštuk dossier. This tablet dates to the first few
years of his activity (the 9th to 22nd years of Dar-
ius), which followed his marriage to Šin-banâ, niece
of his paternal uncle.25 He is known to have been a
business partner to Amēl-Nabû (Waerzeggers 2014,
48).

§2.3.4.7. (Nergal-ina-)tēšî-ēt.ir/Zērı̄ya//Šangû-
Šamaš (PID 6025), the individual who assumed re-
sponsibility for Bēl-iks.ur’s final principal payment,
owned a high-capacity warehouse on the quay of
Sippar for trade among other cities in the greater re-
gion of Babylonia, bridging a necessary gap between
the massive temple complexes and the local econ-

omy. Similar to Bēl-iks.ur’s father, he shared a role
that connected the local Sipparean temple commu-
nity with the larger economic network that migrated
from Babylon. It is not the first time that Tēšî-ēt.ir as-
sured bonds for others: in MR 47, he drafted a surety
bond against Marduk-rēmanni. However, he was
more often a creditor, as seen in both the S. āh

˘
it-ginê

A and Šangû-Šamaš A archives (Waerzeggers 2014,
12, 93, 122–23).

§2.3.4.8. The lender, Ibnāya/Nādin (PID 13979),
connects this text to the ascension of power by
this immigrant community. In BM 42299 (Prosobab
tablet 886), Ibnāya is mentioned alongside the
brother of our first witness (PID 13166) as part of Sip-
par’s committee of elders (šı̄būtū āli), the city’s legal
authority managed by local priestly families prior to
Darius’s reign (Waerzeggers 2014, 74, 116). Though
a link cannot be corroborated, the appearance of
Šaddinnu (PID 14739) as the final witness in both BM
42299 and GSCT 3 gives us pause.

§2.3.4.9. Our witness Bēl-iks.ur/Bēl-iddin//Arad-
Nergal was the brother of the debtor’s business part-
ner Amēl-Nabû (Waerzeggers 2014, 48). (Ina-)Qı̄bi-
Bēl/Bēl-iddin//Maštuk (PID 14689) can be seen as
a witness alongside Tēšî-ēt.ir in MR 80, a debt
note concerning 1000 kor (ca. 180,000l) of dates
and barley by Marduk-rēmanni cited in the city of
Zazannu, near Sippar. Little can be said about
Nabû-nās.ir/Mušēzib-Bēl (PID 28591) and Iddin-
Nabû/Nabû-zēru-ušebši//Bası̄ya (PID 25104), oth-
erwise witnesses attested elsewhere.

§2.3.4.10. The identities of the remaining
three witnesses, Šamaš-uballit./Mār-bı̄ti-šarru-us.ur,
Iprı̄ya/Iprı̄ya, and Bēl-asūa, are uncertain based on
their lack of patronymic certainty. The name Mār-
bı̄ti-šarru-us.ur is so far unattested; it should be
noted that the name Bēl-iddin (mden-mu) is erased
after this name. We are uncertain if Iprı̄ya/Iprı̄ya is
scribal dittography or otherwise a new attestation,
and there are too many attestations of Bēl-asūa for
us to identify him in other texts.

§2.3.4.11. The scribe Ile--i-bullut.-Marduk/Kiribtu//
S. āh

˘
it-ginê is likely Bullut.āya, son of Kiribtu/Iqı̄šāya

of the S. āh
˘

it-ginê family, in BM 42633 (Prosobab

22 The most prominent example of leasing houses for income is Iddin-Nabû/Nabû-bān-zēri//Nappāh
˘

u (Baker 2004,
47–49). For the inclusion of rent within business-venture practice, see MR 24 (note that MR stands for texts published
in Waerzeggers 2014).

23 For Marduk-rēmanni family’s renting practice, see Waerzeggers 2014, 154.
24 For the pasa-du tax, see Waerzeggers 2014, 117; on the effect of Persian taxation and the Babylonian market, see

Pirngruber 2018.
25 Bēl-iks.ur’s marriage is a case study in Waerzeggers 2002 regarding the practice of endogamy during the Neo-

Babylonian Period.
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tablet 1415, see Jursa 1999, 219–20). In that text, his
family owned bow-land; Bēl-rēmanni received their
annual stipend on behalf of Kiribtu.26 If this recon-
struction is right, then Kiribtu is certainly Kiribti-

Marduk (PID 14121). This differs from Waerzeggers
(2014, 414), who suggests Bullut. as Šamaš-uballit.,
citing the unpublished tablet NBC 6244 (P293158),
crediting Jursa.

26 For information on the ownership of royal-decreed lands in the Late Babylonian period, see Stolper 1985.
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Figure 1: GSCT 1
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Figure 2: GSCT 2 (tablet and envelope)

Figure 3: GSCT 2 (envelope reconstructed)
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Figure 4: GSCT 3
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