I. The Ubaid: Evidence for early social complexity. Chiefdoms in the Abstract + mechanisms of chiefdoms. 

A. Chiefdom Models

· Go beyond typologies, typological terminologies and debates – social constructs should be thought of as general constructs with huge amount of variability. Eg: chiefdoms – societies with the beginnings of complexity which can vary widely. Also – dynamics – social proceses are important – how these societies function, develop and what happens next to them. Through dynamics one can see and understand change.
· Service: Primitive Social Organiztion – ethnographic data( 

· Bands:25- 100, mobile, age/gender status, no specialization), 

· Tribes: larger scale 100+, different organizational means, mostly egalitarian + agricultural, no hierarchy in settlements, not much craft specialization), 

· the complex societies ( 

·  CHIEFDOMS: (Yoffee - critique) -(intermediate level of social complexity between egalitarian societies and highly stratified states over 1000 people regionally organized into several levels, 

· chiefs and chiefly lineages set off by certain markers of rank, 

· chiefs - war leaders and priests, ( no absolute power, obtain power through role as intermediaries. Centers where chiefs live both political and religious. *metonomy* - extension of one thing to mean another thing. Chiefdom and chief as ecological and economic manager ( redistribution. 

· Redistribution is stressed in the “consensus model”of chiefdoms – according to these people go along with the power of a chief in order to be helped. The redistribution model  (type of consensus)suggests that various population centers in the chiefdom would be specialized in their production of various things and that the chief would then redistribute the products of each center so that each area would get to share in all the products that all the various areas specialized in. Over last 30 yrs anthropological thought has developed a lot – work done in Hawaii found that villages were not specialized and that there was no real reason for chief and chiefly centers to redistribute. They found that more of conflict based model held true– chiefs were struggling to gain power over other chiefs, to gain followers, and to formalize position of superior rank and pass it down to descendants,  - 

· ‘network strategy’ – gaining followers for oneself as individual, 

· ‘corporate based strategy’ – gains power through role in wider group network, see less prestige goods, etc- want to minimize differences between you and everyone else- different ways to gain power, chiefdoms are not all the same things – intermediate middle range societies, also economic power – wealth and feasting, ideological and religious, kinship, military, acess to prestige good, archeology of chiefdoms very complicated thing, arch markers of chiefdoms problematical, ) states

· A change from consensus models to conflict models, emphasizes human intentionality. In redistribution models  chiefdoms seen as an ecological/economic adaptation, homogenous view of society. Conflict models see chiefdoms as arenas for social competition –more realistic heterogeneous model of society composed of numerous different groups overlapping in membership often in conflict with each other, divided along different axis, different groups w/in the society, different values and goals and agendas. We dig up the overall material emerged from that process and try to impart an over-all logic, looking for internal origins of change, and therefore don’t need to look for external sources of change, ‘dual processual model’ – network strategies and corporate strategies as ways to have power, network – prestige good economies, corporate strategies, derive power through size of corporate factions, shared ideologies very important – material culture will look very different. Network strategies will produce prestique goods, corporate strategies – veiled hierarchy, different ways to gain and exercise power. Power of chiefs is not absolute thing – through being able to insert self in some broader aspect of society, - stability of chiefdoms?
· Wright: periodic cycles of collapse, craft items made by specialists and given to those in the elite class, no reciprocity, answer – chiefly ideology, chiefs give stability, system of centralization and decentralization cycling through time, lots of segregation, gain power by giving followers stuff, followers gain power and can become competitors, when chief passes, strongest competitor/follower can take power, if no one strong enough – civil war – states significantly more centralized.

· The different strategies, different forms of power, different integrations.

· Ways to identify chiefdoms?
· Specialized craft production in the wealth distribution model
· ‘Attached craft specialization.’
· A differentiation in socio-economic status as reflected in domestic architecture and associated artifacts 
· Mortuary data
· High and low status graves (rich and poor)
· Exotic/luxury goods 
· Infants w/rich grave goods
· Unusual burials
· Some centralized religious structures, evidence for shared religious ideologies
· Evidence for conflict
· Site size hierarchies.

· Artistic representations of high status individuals

II. UBAID culture – 6,500/6,000-4,000BC
A. More than 1500 years in duration - mid 6th millennium to early 4th millennium BC, then develops into Uruk Culture.
B. 5 phases: Ubaid 0, 1,2,3,4
C. Ubaid 0: Tell Oueilli (Tell Awayli/aOueili/aAwayli) – shows evidence of the earliest Ubaid Period. Dated by Radiocarbon to 6,500BC. Pushes back earliest known example of Ubaid culture from 6,000 to 6,500 Ubadi 0 (earliest known example of Uibaid culture had previously been Ubaid 1.
D. Ubaid 0: 

· Earliest known sedentary occupation of Southern Mesopotamian alluvium – needs irrigation for agriculture
· Using cattle as draft animals for irrigation of salt tolerant crops (earliest irrigation evidence was in the Samarran Period which then expanded into the South and probably developed into the Ubaid

· Limited exposures in deep soundings

· ERIDU – very important site excavated in late 40s, exposures of sequence of temples or religious structures from 3rd millennium temples on platform continuous sequence back to very early simple temples

· In most place Ubaid so deeply buried only get little pieces

E. Ubaid Period ( bigger, better organized, more organization on specialization of labour.

F. Later phases of Ubaid – know more.
G. Northern Mesopotamia – less alluvium (sites less deeply buried). Sites include: Tell Abada, Uqair, Ubaid, etc. Related cultures in Susiana plain

H. Material culture assemblage: widely spread ceramic style, first introduction of the pottery wheel – slow wheel tournette, decoration – swag patterns, reduction fired to green, bent clay ‘nails’, figurine w/conical clay, baked clay sickles, distinctive tripartite houses. Figurines – thinner than Half figures.

I. 1st appearance of public ritual architecture, rectangular temples with altar, offering tables, tripartite, niches, buttresses, corners orientated to cardinal points – canononical for of temple that lasts for 1000s of years. 

J. Tell Oueilli (Tell Awayli/aOueili/aAwayli) : Hypostyle Hall ( Niches Along wall – traditional hallmark of a temple in Mesopotamia.

K. ERIDU: Site of Eridu – temple discovered.

L. 19 levels excavated, show continuous development from a simple one room shrine to the emergence of the fully developed Tripartite Temple.
M. Tell Abada: Upper Diala Region. ~4,500BC level – Substantial building on platform. If this building was a house (a person residxence would definitely imply social inequality. If it was a house it weas the biggest house (A) 7X size of small house – remains biggest house at site for 100 yrs.
N. Evidence for social complexity: 
1. Hierarchical settlement patterns, centers ~10ha surrounded by ~1ha villages, villages orientated along irrigation canals in centers – 
2. public ritual centers, 
3. very large central storage structures, 
4. architecture + associated artifacts suggests economic differentiation, eg. Abada 

5. No mortuary evidence for chiefs

6. Very little iconographic evidence

7. A lot of evidence for social complexity but not a lot for mass of prestige gods – probably corporate strategy – at end of Ubaid – shift to network strategy, why don’t see a lot of evidence for conflict and prestige goods until end of Ubaid period

O. A horizon style more than twice as wide as Halaf

P. Economic base different in North than South

III. THE URUK PERIOD: The Origins of the State and Urban Society.

A. Major developmental trends

a. Growth of cities

b. Rise of the state
1. Models - A fundamental distinction in thought about early Mesopotamia, cities and urbanism on one hand, the State on the other, overlapping relationship.
2. Cities

a. What is a city?  

i. Demographic aspect: large dense population concentration (10,000 min), permanent habitation. 
ii. Cities at Top of 3-4 tier settlement hierarchy (+ poss. administrative hierarchy). Exercises political/economic control over country-side (becoming specialized food producer for the city

iii. Government – some sort of centralized hierarchical control. Administrative function and associated architecture.
iv. Other public architecture and Infrastructure
v. Internal diversity: social strata: class, socio-economic status, economic activities, ethnicity/kinship, social identity. Function Specialization.
vi. More stuff – more things going on in cities, greater diversity of functions, larger markets, communications, commerce, culture, education, more advanced transport systems, greater industrial capacity – more production, religious institutions, religious center, political center, economic center, cultural center. Human resources available to fuel them and to create demand – thresholds of demand. Economies of scale – certain products are easier and cheaper to make in large quantities – only practical if have the demand

vii. Located on natural nodes of communication, transportation + defense + even ideology or economic ( nodal location

viii. Increase in complexity and compartmentalization as grow larger.
b. Presuppose that urbanism is inherently a regional concept, countryside around the developing city has to be transformed, transformation of villages. Urbanization = economic, political and cultural integration of cities and their hinterlands. Social and economic evolving phenomenon

3. The State: Political entity rather than socio-economic one

a. Characteristics of State Society

i. In control over what happens inside body. 

ii. Administrative bureaucracy, centralized bureaucratic system, government.
iii. ideology, set of ideas which bind it together and give it power

iv. integration of large population

v. Coercive ability, strives for a monopoly of force, has great coercive power, doesn’t have to be unified ideology, but there is a state ideology. Very strong.

vi. Highly centralized government

vii. Professional ruling class – formalized bureaucracy

viii. Highly stratified, diversified internally, 

ix. Internal specialization

x. External stratification/specialized

xi. Specialized economies, greater capacity to extract surpluses

xii. Relationship between state and urbanism

xiii. State often needs urban area(s), urban areas need state formation – for centralization needs centralized location BUT States do not have to have cities, political organization, often is very effective way to run state through urban development, cities without states?  Probably cannot have true city without state – theoretically or empiracly, elements of development of cities presuppose same elements of state

b. Archaeological evidence of state societies

i. Settlement hierarchy

ii. Have monumental public architecture with out state society

iii. Written evidence – but states can exist without writing (Inca), development of writing always seems to be in association with a state society? 

iv. Evidence for coercive force by centralized power

v. The cities – what part of the state is it? Role of cities in relation to one another

vi. Evidence for administration

vii. Site size hierarchy – 4 levels of settlement hierarchy? Evidence of decision making hierarchy

c. Models and theories of State formation

i. The Models

1. Witfoger’s hydraulic theory – where need irrigation need controlling body to carry it out, creates powerful wealthy body

a. Testable archaeology – should see 1st emergence of irrigation then the state

b. Problems: evidence of large scale irriagation without state, ethnographic studies Shykh and Effendi: can have irrigation without the state, archaeologically: evidence have irrigation before state but not large scale until after emergence of state

2. Karnara’s ideas, circumscription – all population centers eventually reach carrying capacity + begin to war – conquering leads to hierarchy, powerful war leaders

a. Problems: engine that drives it at all ( population growth (inevitable and uncontrollable – according to some) in circumscribed environment – people can and do control environment

b. Archaeological testing: evidence of war – burials, defense, major demographic increase , population estimation very difficult, in gross terms – major increase in size and number of settlements, intensive warfare isn’t really seen in emergence of state in Mesopotamia, in at least one key area major population growth is not seen right before period of state emergence

3. Marxist perspective: 
a. Elite trying to increase their own power through control of economic resources,  - conflict model of social change – classic Marxism – class conflict, economic theory of culture change, basically economical environmental and technological structure of society = infrastructure, superstructure = social, legal, ideological aspects of society, in Marxist view infrastructure determines superstucrture, which exists to rationailize te realities of the infrastructure, over time eventually economic infrastructure changes, dialectic – internal contradictions – old ideological superstructure has nothing to do with new economic realities – emergenece of distinct social classes, those which take control of means of production become the elite, emergence of state = invention of elite as way to perpetrate own controlmay work for Southern Mesopotamia – very historically specific, comes very close to fitting the facts

b. Problems – assumption that superstructure can’t act on the infracture, can’t assume unidirection of infrastructure acting on superstructure, very difficult to test idea of class conflict archaeologically, 

4. Flannery and Wright: 
a. Systems Theory: focused on emergence of the state- what causes administrative systems to grow – organizations processing information – when too much information coming in organization must change – centralization and segregation is one possible way, focused on organization, les important what trigger of change is, focuses on mechanisms and organizations of change

b. Problem: overly formalized, situates change as coming from outside the system, sees systems as being in equilibrium, difficult to test
5. Above theories - focused more on mechanisms through which states become more complex, different proximate causes might push system – problems – change always come from outside only focused on state as decision making system
6. Adams:
a.  synthetic model of change: 
b. focused on Mesopotamia, starts on environmental restrictions, interaction of people with those restrictions, 
c. fluctuations in crop yields, temples as communal banks for accumulation and distruibution, aggregation of populations, develops into cities with dependent hinterland, emergence of great families. synthetic model – focus on urban emergence, emergence of class hierarchy anf political power within ecological framework, temples important economic + ritual poweer centers, some families very wealthy, latercomers impoverished, focused on development of urban society rather than development of state as political system
7. Algaze – Mesopotamian advanatage, initially higher amounst of local exchange then switch to long distance – exchange driven model

ii. General models that attempt to explain The origins of The state very problematical. We don’t know much about social organization, And don’t really understand the role of exchange, relative importance of different kinds of economic activities, role of labour, role of social competition – for entire Uruk period ~12 burials known from Mesopotamia

B. Uruk period ~800 – 900 years ( Excavations of villages, limited soundings in other major urban sites, 1 place where beginning to get Abu Salabe. 
C. Really don’t know much about Uruk. 
D. Uruk Developments: 

a. 1st development of State societies, true cities.
b. At end of Uruk ~3200/3100 writing invented.
c. The wheel 

d. The plow

e. The first evidence for kings

f. 3800 – 3100BC

E. Know almost nothing about early Uruk, and little about Middle Uruk. Late Uruk: Most of what is known of Late Uruk comes from – Uruk (Warka) site, a little from Susa + Iran. Knowledge from Survey data, But don’t really know how it all develops - Many gaps in knowledge

F. WARKA/URUK: URUK PERIOD Best known from site of WARKA/URUK, 1st city on the planet -very widely recognized cultural importance - Erech in bible. 1st settled in Ubaid – appears to have been a temple town like Eridu, etc.

G. In Uruk period grew to 200hectares – very big (1 hectare = 100m X 100m) 10 – 15 ha biggest Ubaid site, ~40 – 50,000 people living there. 

H. Ceremonial ritual architecture, administrative architecture (German excavations). Pottery making area outside of core area, making of carnelian inside administrative core.

I. 2 MAJOR RITUAL AREAS ( ANU ZIGGURAT (sky god) WHITE TEMPLE. EANNA PRECINCT (sacred to Inanna – associated with the morning star). 
J. WHITE TEMPLE:

a. Inside of white temple

b. Long roomed temple corners oriented to cardinal points

c. Niched + buttressed

d. Offering table + altar inside

e. Is continuing tradition of Ubaid – but much bigger

f. Mud – brick

g. Would have taken 7500 person years to build – shows large scale planned public ritual

h. Suggests highly institualionalized elite capable of mobilizing this sort of labour

i. Major hierarchical structure

K. EANNA PRECINCT: 
a. 2 main buildings ‘LIMESTONE TEMPLE’ and ‘PILLAR TEMPLE’ – 
b. Pillar temple may have been administrative structure, 
c. Limestone temple, same tripartite plan, 
d. Mesopotamia no real resources except water and dirt, all limestone there had to be brought in from at least 60Km away, temple is 76 X 30meters. ‘pillar temple’ hypotrophic decoration – made of individual wall cones, heads different color set in plaster into elaborate geometric shapes – very excessive decoration, wall cones distinctive Mesopotamian, Uruk way of doing things, may have been associated with administrative buildings, something only the rich and powerful do

L. City - Urbanism, public architecture. Has craft specialization (distribution of debris). Massive mobilization of labor. Project patterns known from 3rd millennium back based on iconographic similarities

M. URUK/WARKA VASE – some of earliest evidence of kingship and organized religion. Narrative structure – read from bottom to top, progression from natural wortld/resource base to the cultural middle unclothes people – presenting foodstuffs, at top of vase pots with curled top – symbols of goddess Inanna – some sort of presentation scene, attendant holding sash of king (?) presenting to goddess Inanna. Religion playing key role as is kingship. The first icononographic representation of king – beard + hairstyle – giant doughnut of hair.
N. The first writing - end of sequence at Uruk– clay tablets with incised pictograms and numerical notations – 80% of earliest records – economic records, tablets were in construction fill, must have been garbage associated with the administrative core of the city 32/100 BC , standard professions list – how scribe learned to write, from highest tot the lowest, start with word we think may be ‘king’, indicates very clear social hierarchy and very great division of labor

O. Settlement Patterns for the area, Adams + _________(?) used changes in regional patterning to reconstruct, Wright + student – collecting seal impressions + wall cones to figure out administrative patterns, Enormous population of population of Southern Mesopotamia living in Urban centers – overall demographic picture very striking. Seems to be population drop before Urbanism. Administration.Writing

P. CYLINDER SEALS: Invention of cylinder seal predates writing, in Mesopotamia (?), individualized for the owner, marks of ownership. Uruk period squat + big, initially no writing, later writing on them.
Q. How pervasive was administration: Site called (__Sharaf_______) village near Susa, found big garbage pit, really beautiful microstratigraphy – 21/2 year sequence, seal imporessions, seals, potters were able to reconstruct patterns of life. Sealings on clay – ones on doors show pattern on wood on back. Certain seasons of the year when administrators coming out from Susa breaking seals on storehouses administrating seed + collecting surpluses. Controlling rural productive resources in the service of the state.
R. Middle Uruk when see emergence of 4 level settlement hierarchy. Evidence for the emergence of the state. Wright + Johnson – emergence of state emerged from need to administer surpluses.By Middle Uruk had state societies.
S. Massive differences between Mesopotamia and its neighbors (small to intermediate scale chiefdoms). Uruk heartland Uruk spread to South western Iran

T. Areas around less complex, not urbanized. Resources missing from Mesoptamia present in highlands of Anatolia and Iran,  Eastern Analolia – copper, raft on Euphrates – downstream quick voyage – raft trade very important in later times. A developmental disparity. Lack of many resources, all available in mountain areas next door, riverine stystem linking in Eastern Anatolia, mountain passes linking o Iran,

U. URUK COLONIAL NETWORK: World’s first colonial network, site Habuba Khabira (?) 1st discovered Uruk colonial, highlands of Iran Gaudin – evidence for Uruk colonial enclave
1. How to identify colonies – Habuba Khabirs planned settlement established from scratch on virigin soil, Uruk ‘middle room’ houses, Uruk pottery, even brick dimensions the same, administrative seals, uruk system of metrology, with weights, Uruk style temples ex. Gebel Aruda (?), clay wall cones

2. Seeing full range of Uruk material culture from public to domestic, existing alongside of indigenous cultures
3. Josh:  Several different types of settlements within a world system. Want to respond actively to tight resources, wanted to grow, wanted more resources and labor. Really doesn’t show international division of labor

4. With colonial dominance will see Asymmetrical exchange

5. Subsistence goods like grain moving to foreign enclaves

6. International division of labor

7. If working side by side – rather than Uruk colonies controlling these people – different pattern – 2 different systems of administration – what we do see – sealings from both populations, Uruk world system doesn’t really seem to hold up to archaeological elements – individual elements of individual and independent activities

8. Uruk centers and colonies

9. Habuba khabira North Syria excavations – late 60s early 70s, Godin Tepe – 1st evidence of large scale Uruk presence

10. More and more of these kinds of sites

11. Gebel Aruda

12. Hassek

13. By late 70s early 80s clear widespread network of sites with clear Uruk presence – not just equating pots with people

14. The beveled – rim bowl – crude, mass produced, inside often has mark of fist twisted, chaff tempered, poorly fired ‘dixie-cup’ of the Uruk period

15. Have domestic architecture, pear shaped hearths, ceramics , brick dimensions, public architecture tripartirte halls, niched butreessed, administrative – seals, etc, at end – numerical tablets, systems of weights and measures

16. Not just getting ceramics – public, private, utilitarian

17. Implanted population of people

18. Habuba Khabira – only some sickle blades – argument – people being supplied with grain by people in the country-side

19. Also had thought Uruk expansion very limited – to late Uruk and ended violently with rapid abandonment or destruction

20. Since then, have learned a lot

21. Theory of economic imperialism

22. Timescale stratched out from Just Late Uruk to Middle Uruk for 1st implantatyion

23. Material from 3 sites from Middle Uruk (which????)

24. 5-600 years

25. Nature of Uruk expansion changed over time

26. Vast majority of sites date from Late Uruk

27. Ethnogenisis/transculturation/creolization

28. Emergence of new social identity as new result from this sort of cultural interactions

29. Much variation in time and space

30. Really don’t know much about political organization of Southern Mesopotamia in Uruk period

31. Spacial evidence of site distributions

32. - beginnings of pattern of rival city-states

33. maybe the colonies are the product of rival city-states

34. maybe could be fairly decentralized – people going out and setting up trading posts?

35. Isn’t really single system, more a network – less centralized

36. The Local cultures: 

37. Shouldn’t take European colonialism as a model, no evidence of technological disparities, most advanced metallurgy – people of Anatolia

38. Real difference = social technology of urbanism

39. Smaller scale societies around them

40. Evidence of what we know about these societies

41. The disparity proablably not as great as previously thought (????????????????)

42. May have been mitigated by distance

43. What works in Southern Mesopotamia may not be what works elsewhere

44. An Assumption of cultural superiority – not true

45. When people borrow something culture they transform it into a local idiom. Book: Objects of Change
46. Arslan Tepe: late chalcolithich site in Anatolia

47. Arslan Tepe VII monumental architecture, craft specialization, well developed metallurgy – local polity already complex, chiefdom of somesort, + Arslan Tepe VIA (later level) (maximum interaction) no evidence of Presence_ of Uruk people, but evidence of contact, niched building – ‘temple 1’ very different style another temple, larger, in a room next door thousands of clay sealings, clay sealings were deformed – still wet when removed ( good evidence for local exchange, variety of items being sealed, wicker baskets, jars, doors,etc

48. 2 administrative technologies – Mesopotamian cylinder seals and local stamp seals, similar local motifs on both however

49. local complexity before contantact local complexity continues through time of contact with Mesopotamia, long range contact mediated through local system with the locals in control

50. Godin Tepe: West Central Iran, 12 ha mound, Godin VI (precontact), Godin V oval inclosure on middle of mound, within it building, w/in oval large amounts of Uruk potter, seals, impressions – believed to be Late Uruk trading post, on outskirt of mound brick kiln cut – local pottery, local pottery styles continued, coexisting with enclosure

51. No evidence for dominance

52. TELL BRAK  - pretty big

53. Hadjinebe (??????????): Precontact: Infant buried with silver rings

54. Evidence for long – distance trade,Local admininistration: seals, complex ones and simple ones, Evidence for metallurgy: firing pits, slag, unprocessed ores, Have blow pipe, Molds, And the finished products – copper chisels, Eye – idols – some very similar to Tell Brak – local religion of Upper Mesopotamia, The period of contact: Large numbers of beveled rim bowls and conical cups, bituamen dipped wall cones, Uruk styles of copper pins, baked clay sickles – very fine chert no reason to make them – distinctive Mesopotamian habit – domestic item – low status - Uruk administrative technology  - tablet, hollow clay ball with tokens, Mushroom shaped jar stoppers, Kiln wasters from Uruk pottery. Local bitumen and Mesoptamian bitumen – 1st trade good from Southern Mesopotamia

55. Hacinebi (name of site): Pre-contact architectural complexity

56. Evidence at Hamoukar ~ 350 km East of Hacinebi. Site. Also: Southern Extension. 200 – 250ha site. Southern Extension Represents large extended seasonally mobile pastoral encampment. High mound ~15 ha. 1st chance to lok at local center in area in regular contact with Uruk people. Southern Extension pottery dated to late 5th millennium, 250 ha before contact. Peak in Akkadian and post Akkadian. ‘the burnt building’ – standard tripartite. every artifact mapped in, pattern analysis, upper floor assemblage and lower floor assemblage, upper assemplage – baskets, lower – heavier (evidence from sealing backs) – may be from roof during burning of site, 175 sealings from building, patterned out 3 kinds of seals, 1 and 2 only show up on door sealings on 1st floor, 3 only on container sealings on 1st and 2nd floor
IV. JEMDET NASR + Early Dynastic Period
A. The broader developmental trends in Mesopotamia at the time

B. Roots in Uruk period

C. Emergence of virtually every phenpomenon

D. Origins of the state

E. Iconographically the origins of kingship, based on analogy with periods ~1000 years later

· The figure

· Enigmatic reference on standard profesion list

F. Cities

· more than one major urban center

· a deep sounding at Inanna temple at Nippur

· Kish

· Abu Salabe

· Etc

· At a reasonable size in period

G. Warka (Uruk)and abu salabe in S. Mesopotamia only ones know much about

· Size hierarchies

· Taxation 

· Writing

· Issuance of rations

· Large scale mobilized labor inferred for large construction

· ~3100 BC contraction of settelemnt, end of Uruk transition to Jemdet Nasr, very poorly understood

H. Jemdet Nasr – is it a period or a regional style? Period + regional style in Southern mesoptamia

· Named for Jemdet Nasr, near Kish in South

· Reorganization in settlement

I. Increasing role of Kingship in this period.
· In Uruk all large public buildings identified as temples – not correct ‘pillar temple’ not temple – like – probably administrative

· Architectural evidence of kingship ambiguous for Uruk

· A clearer picture in Jemdet Nasr

· Very large buildings
· Both from Jemdet Nasr and Kish

· Have storage areas

· Throne rooms (?)

· 92m X 48m exposed at Jemdet Nasr ( very different from temple

· monumental compounds arounf central courtyards, large numbers of sealiongs and tablets, building burned

· 230 + clay tablets archaic form of Sumerian

· administration of economic activities

· taken place under supervision of at least one centralized institution based in this building – major economic players in this urban center

J. THE ‘CITY SEALS’ = signs seem to be the names of several of the oldest Mesopotamian cities, these groups on multiple seals

· These cities listed in exact same order on contemporaneous tablets from Uruk

· League of cities? Political league? Hard to picture. Might be rough alliance. Linkage might be ritual or religious link, order might have to do with relative importance of their god in the pantheon

· A lot more cities than in Uruk

· Have cooporative structure of some kind

· List omits some of major Urban centers of S. Mesopotamia : eg. Lagash and Shurupash

· Suggests beginnings of some super-local form of organization

K. Settlement structure

· Retrenchment and reorganization of city-states after end of Uruk

· Spread of urbanism

L. Increase in role of kingship

M. Increase in interaction between city-states

N. Only barest hints for these 3 things

O. Uruk: 3800 – 3100

P. J-Nasr: 3100 – 2900

Q. ED: 2900 – 2340

V. EARLY DYNASTIC develops smoothly out of Jemdet Nasr period

A. More evidence: Here can actually start to read the records pretty well. Written records increasingly important. 

a. Earliest – administration + lexical in Uruk

b. Legal documents, royal inscript, literary texts begin in Early Dynastic

c. Letters, business records in Akkadian

d. Law codes in Ur III

e. More and more sorts of material over time

f. Sumerian king lsits

g. List from earliest Sumerian times to 19th Century BC – depicts kingship as something sent down from gods and only residing in one place at one time – beginning of list – kings before the ‘flood’ semi-mythic, ‘flood’ sometime at end of Early Dynastic I

h. Epic of Gilgamesh: semi – mythical king of Uruk, known for building the walls of the city

i. Earliest royal inscriptions on monuments

j. Texts at temples (???????????????????)

k. Sectors of Society and their textual visibility

i. Highly visible:

1. The place

2. The temple

ii. Marginally visible:

1. Large estates
2. Elite women

3. ‘attached’ craft specialists

4. ‘semi-free’ individuals (gurus/geme)

iii. invisible:

1. Urban commoners male and female

2. Independent creaft specialists – not working for palaces or temples

3. Villagers: except for bopundar stones

4. Nomads

B. 4 or 4 major trends in ED

1. Urbanization (in Uruk period Warka major known urban center in S. Mes ~200ha 4 level hierarchy) large city states all over the place, Uruk expands to 480 ha (largest city) massive fortification wall (attributed to semi-myth Gilgamesh). 

a. Urban implosion: expansion of city by draining population of villages around it, abandonment of villages around Uruk, 
b. Explanations 1. warfare 2. something about power of kings, controlled land around them, told people where to go converted land to agriculture. 

c. Explanations: brought in to be under control OR warfare protection. Not how all cities in Southern Mesopotamia developed in ED. Actual detailed dynamics of urbanization differed from city to city. 

2. Large scale long term endemic warfare among city-states. at least 25 major city states all based on irrigation, must control labor and land – increase in competition – warfare result, internsive pervasive large scale warfare. 

a. Evidence everywhere: large scale fortification walls erected, weapons found everywhere in burials.  art work – monumental reliefs. 

b. UR ROYAL STANDARD: war side. 

c. STELE OF THE VULTURES: Stele of the Vultures. A uniformed army marching formation, lead intop battle by their king. Enemies in a net. Great victory
3. Kingship: warfare has strengthened role of kings – because kings were war leaders. earlier kings social power constrained. as war more endemic -kings more and more powerful.many different avenues to power.richer and more powerful. monuments like stele of the vultures. royal inscrptiions. palaces at Eridu and kish
4. Extreme social stratification

a. ROYAL CEMETERY AT UR
b. Best single line of evidence for extraordinary social stratification of period

c. Leonard Woolley

d. City of Ur

e. A big oval shaped walled settlement

f. Temenos – enclosure with ziggaruat (to moon god Nana) + major monumental architecture

g. Underneath = trash dump

h. South East end of temenos = royal cemetery

i. Royal cem = Early Dynastic III

j. Hundreds of burials in royal cemeteries – most very simple

k. 16 of tombs recognizably different the ‘royal tombs’

l. ramps into pit with structure in pit, stone chamber with dome or corbelled vault

m. very very incredible wealth and large amounts of human sacrifice, no evidence of violence in neat rows – argument – took poison

n. 59 sacrificies in burial of Puabi

o. human sacrifice not mentioned in written record

p. PG789: burial chamber robbed but ‘death pit’ undisturbed

q. PG800: Puabi

r. Similar death pit

s. Video: royal tombs of Ur

t. The forms of wealth

u. The carnelian – from Indus valley, same sorts of beads at Harrapan contexts

v. A lot of the ones in the royal cemeteries, abrasions and rubbing – suggest antiques

w. Gold and silver from Anatolia (????????????????)

x. No trade colonies

y. No evidence of this sort of wealth in Uruk

z. Was clearly long distance trade – not evidenced to be under control of state

aa. Alternative interpretations of who was buried there

ab. Evidence for

ac. Extreme wealth

ad. Very centralized control

ae. High amount of social stratification

af. Good evidence for competition for social stratification

ag. Susan Pollock dissertation

ah. Over time see lower status people copying motifs of higher status people in cheaper materials and higher status people moving on

ai. A lot of ferment in society

aj. A lot of competition within society and competition between societies

ak. Progressively larger political units

al. Attempts to conquer

am. Always one city state conquering others, conquering and rearranging system is innovation of Akkadian

C. Presentation (Erin): next time

