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[A group of four Neo-Babylonian receipts from the Murašû archive for the payment of ilku-tax on a certain 

landed property comprises a unique dossier within the large dossier of Rībātu, a very active agent of the late 
Achaemenid firm (455–404 B.C., esp. 425–400 B.C.). In this sociohistorical study we contextualise the receipts and 
the individuals named in them. The dossier includes the only jointly authored document in the Murašû archive, a 
receipt written by two brothers, apparently apprentice scribes. Analysis of the contents of this dossier yields a 
snapshot of the socio-economic activities of one group of Rībātu’s dependants, who were engaged in agriculture and 
date-beer production. The dossier also provides an opportunity to consider some of the mechanisms behind ilku-tax 
payments, including their schedule.] 
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The Murašû archive from the Babylonian city of Nippur (modern Nuffar) is a large private and multi-
generational archive of an entrepreneurial family active in the late Achaemenid period (c. 880 texts).1 
Well known since its publication by Clay and others in the early decades of the twentieth-century, this 
archive has been the subject of detailed legal and socio-economic studies, particularly those of Cardascia 
(1951), Stolper (EE; 2001; 2005), Donbaz and Stolper (IMT) and van Driel (1989). These scholars have 
provided a comprehensive overview of the so-called “hierarchy of farms” and other organisational 
mechanisms of land tenure and taxation in Nippur during the late fifth-century B.C. as reflected in the 
Murašû archive as well as in contemporary data from Babylon (the Kasr archive) and Borsippa (the 
Tattannu archive). Yet, there are few studies that focus on particular agents or officials working with the 
Murašûs and compile their dossiers, business profiles and social networks.2 

 

 Abbreviations follow those of AHw and CAD, except for those in the bibliographical list; note also w. for witness. The 
reading of the name Illil-mūkin-apli is retained although Illil-kīn-apli is also possible. The paper was written in cooperation except 
for §4 (Sh. Gordin). Gordin drew all the figures. His research was supported by the Israel Science Foundation, Grant nos. 674/15 
(Ariel University) and 135/14 (The Hebrew University of Jerusalem). We wish to thank Gene McGarry for editing the manuscript. 

1. For a general introduction see Jursa (2005: 113f.). 
2. For a study of the two main chronological “networks” of officials and tablets (based on a sample of 883 individuals in 75 

tablets) that link to the main protagonists in the archive, see Wagner et al. 2013. 
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The present contribution provides a sociohistorical study of one small dossier linked to the slave 
Rībātu, a very active business agent of the Murašû firm whose large dossier constitutes a significant 
component of his master’s archive. One of his chief responsibilities was the management of payments for 
service obligations (Akkad. ilku) that were due from members of the “land-for-service” sector who held 
plots of crown land or landed property (Akkad. bīt qašti “bow property”3) in and around Nippur. These 
land owners, in part non-Babylonians (brought in forcefully or otherwise), or at least not members of the 
urban elite families, received their plots in exchange for civil or army service.4 The Achaemenids took 
over this age-old Babylonian system, but applied a more uniform terminology to the different forms of 
taxation according to social sectors (i.e. rural, urban and temple related). The Murašûs, like several other 
business men and families across Babylonia, capitalized on this system of land taxation, first by supplying 
replacement labour and credit to land owners, and eventually by assuming title of the lands pledged to 
them for their services.5  

The dossier in question consists of four receipts for payments of ilku-tax made by Rībātu to one Illil-
mukīn-apli over a span of four years. The receipts were issued in four successive years: PBS 2/1 24 is the 
earliest, followed by PBS 2/1 46, BE 10 78 and PBS 2/1 92. Cardascia (1951: 110) identified these 
receipts as a set and offered an annotated edition of BE 10 78. Here we present editions of the remaining 
three receipts, previously available only as copies, based on our collations. For the sake of convenience, 
Cardascia’s text of BE 10 78 is reproduced here along with a new English translation.  

The receipts deal with one parcel of the pledged land serviced by tenants and agents of the Murašû 
firm. Although they do not cover all the payments made by Rībātu to Illil-mukīn-apli over the four-year 
period, they permit inferences as to when ilku-taxes were paid and whether the Murašûs extracted profit 
from accrued interest on late payments. In addition, the dossier itself is unique as it contains the only 
document in the Murašû archive which is written by two scribes. The scribes of PBS 2/1 24, the brothers 
Rēma-šukun and Šuma-iddina sons of Šamaš-ušallim, do not recur in the archive, nor were they parties in 
the transaction. Several scribal errors occurring in this short deed raise the suspicion that the brothers 
lacked experience. It stands to reason that they were apprentices, if not poorly trained scribes. Finally, 
three of the four receipts in our dossier contain Aramaic epigraphs. The exception is the one written by the 
two assumed apprentice scribes (PBS 2/1 24). These epigraphs display some diversity, despite being 
appended to the same genre of deeds, namely receipts. 

Our discussion supplies the socio-economic context of the receipts, occupational profiles of the 
principal actors and remarks on the ilku payment scheme. In addition, a prosopographical comparison of 
the receipts with the rest of the Murašû archive yields some background on the witnesses and scribes 
named in this dossier. 

 
 

 

3. In the “land-for-service” sector, properties were designated according to the type of equipment received by the soldier to 
whom the property was assigned: “bow property” (less frequently “quiver property”) for an archer was the most common, but 
“horse property” for cavalry and “chariot property” for chariot soldiers are also attested. See the survey of the evidence in van 
Driel (2002: 226–45).  

4. The ilku-tax system, while essentially uniform in many respects throughout Babylonia during the sixth and fifth centuries, 
was differently structured within urban centers and in the cultic context of the temple. The basis for taxation in both spheres was 
the possession and management of land, but the individual components of ilku and other taxes were further affected by the 
different types of obligations required from the urban elite and temple institutions as well as matters of social status. See the 
recent survey of the tax system in Jursa (2011). 

5. See Jursa (2010: 405–14), and other similar examples of “Murašû-like” businesses on pp. 277f.  
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1. The Receipts 
 
PBS 2/1 24 (CBS 5289) 
Nippur, 4.XII.1 Dar II (= 4th March 422 B.C.) 
Receipt for ilku-tax paid to the house builders’ foreman (via Illil-mukīn-apli) by Rībātu, agent of the 
Murašûs. 
obv. 1  1/3 MA.NA *KÙ.BABBAR* ni-din-tu4 uš!-ki-tu4 u IGI-tu4 «il» 

2  il-ki TILmeš MU.1.KAM 
3  mda-ri-ia-a-muš LUGAL šá la:ma 
4  ud!-du šá mri-bat A šá m.d+EN-SU 
5  md+EN.LÍL-GIN-A lúda-lu˺-ú A šá 
6  mna-ṣir ma-hir e-ṭir 
7  ú-ìl-tì KÙ.BABBAR-ʾ it-ti lú!šak-nu šá lú˹ŠITIM˺meš 

lo.e. 8  a-na mri-bat i-nam-din 
rev. 9  lúmu-kin7 

10  mŠEŠmeš-GUR A šá mBAšá-a 
11  mdMAŠ-AD-ÙRU A šá mna-din 
12  md+EN.LÍL-ŠEŠmeš-MU A šá md+EN.LÍL-BAša 
13  mtat-tan-nu A šá mdUTU-GI 
14  lúUMBISAG mARḪUŠ-GAR u mMU-MU DUMUmeš šá (text: DIŠ) mdUTU-GI 
15  NIBRUki itiŠE U4.4.KAM MU.1.KAM 
16  mda-ri-ia-a-muš LUGAL KUR.KUR 

le.e. 17  ṣu-pur md+EN.LÍL-GIN-A 
 
Translation 
obv.1-lo.e.81/3 mina (= 20 shekels) of silver, the later and earlier “present”, the complete ilku-tax for the 1st 
year of King Darius, as much as is due for one-fifth of the bow property of Rībātu son of Bēl-erība. Illil-
mukīn-apli son of Nāṣiru, the alphabet scribe, was paid in full. He will hand over to Rībātu the debt-note 
of the aforementioned silver in the presence of (lit. “with”) the house builders’ foreman. 
rev.9-16Witnesses:  
Ahhē-utīr son of Iqīšâ;  
Ninurta-aba-uṣur son of Nādinu;  
Illil-ahhē-iddina son of Illil-iqīša;  
Tattannu son of Šamaš-ušallim;  
Scribe‹s›: Rēma-šukun and Šuma-iddina sons of Šamaš-ušallim. Nippur, 4th day of Addar, 1st year of 
Darius, King of the Lands. 
le.e.Fingernail mark of Illil-mukīn-apli. 
 
Textual remarks 
l. 1 KÙ.BABBAR is inserted by the scribe on the upper edge as an afterthought. For the later and earlier 

“present” (nidintu) see CAD N/2, 207a (cf. A/2, 288a who add “and passim in NB”). At the end of 
the line Clay’s copy missed an attempt of the scribe to start writing il-ki. 

l. 2 The il-ki gamrūtu was paid towards the end of the year (on 1.XII) according to, e.g., BE 10 78 (see 
§4 below). In view of the masc. pl. adjective gamrūtu, il-ki should be normalized as a collective 
term in the plural ilkū/ilkī. This usage is very likely motivated by the compound nature of the ilku-
tax in this late period, whose individual components are often enumerated (see e.g. PBS 2/1 92 
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below; cf. van Driel 2002: 255). Strengthening this idea is that ilku is seldom modified by masc. sg. 
gamri in receipts of the same type and function, as compared to other specified taxes.  

l. 3 Metathetic la:ma is a scribal error for mala “as much as”, cf. the parallel text PBS 2/1 46, 3 below. 
For more examples of sign metathesis cf. Worthington (2012: 112f.). 

l. 4 The sign UD at the beginning of the line is poorly executed with a lengthening of the lower 
horizontal (Clay’s copy already has a marginal note reading UD?): 

 
The spelling <ud-du> for uʾdu “one fifth” of a bow property (CAD U/W, 22b, for the biblical 
evidence cf. Heide 2009: 113) is exceptional. 

l. 5 lúda-lu-ú must be a scribal error for sepīru, as both Akkadian words are written with the same 
logogram lúA.BAL; see Stolper (EE 83, n. 55) and cf. Bregstein (1994: 599 ad 202). For the reading 
of the name of the haṭru-organisation of the alphabet scribes cf. Stolper (EE 93–95). For similar 
errors of sign interpretation see Worthington 2012: 96–98. 

l. 7 The determinative LÚ before šaknu is squeezed (it is not present in Clay’s copy). 
l. 8 The copy adds a damaged ŠÁ sign after the first ana, but according to the photograph this is illusory 

– just a scratch. 
 
PBS 2/1 46 (CBS 12929) 
Nippur, 26.IV.2 Dar II (= 29th June 422 B.C.) 
Receipt for ilku-tax paid to the house builders’ foreman (now Illil-mukīn-apli) by Rībātu’s servant, 
Mušēzibu. 
obv. 1  10 GÍN KÙ.BABBAR ni-din-tu4 IGI-tu4 

2  šá MU.2.KAM mda-a-ri-ia-muš LUGAL 
3  ˻šá˼ ma-la-ʾ lúʾ-ú-du šá mri-bat 
4  ‹A šá› ˻m˼˻d+EN-«TIN»-SU šá ina gišBAN šá mdMAŠ-ga-mil 
5  [md+EN.LÍ]L-GIN-A lúšak-nu 
6  ˹šá lúŠITIM˺meš A šá mna-ṣir ina ŠUII 
7  mmu-še-zib lúÌR šá mri-bat 
8  ma-hir e-ṭir  

lo.e. 9  NA4.KIŠIB / md50-GIN-A / A šá mna-ṣir 
rev. 10  lúmu-kin7 ‹m›A-a A šá mDINGIRmeš-na-tan-nu 

11  mŠEŠmeš-MU A šá˼ mna-ṣir mdMAŠ-SUR 
12  [A šá] ˻mdMAŠ-MU˼ mA-a [A šá mNIR.G]ÁL 
13  [mx-x-]˹˻x A šá mqat˺˼?-na-ʾ 
14  mMU-d+EN.LÍL A šá! mba-rik-ki-dta5-míš 
15  lúUMBISAG mKAL-A A šá! mGIN-a NIBRUki 
16  itiŠU U4.26.KAM MU.2.KAM 
17  mda-a-ri-ia-a-muš LUGAL KUR.KUR 
18  mdMAŠ-TINiṭ A mna-din 

Aramaic epigraph:  
u.e.  šṭr bnḥ 
le.e.  [zy] hl˹k˺ʾ  
r.e.  [zy] ˻š˼˺nt ˻II˼ 
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Translation 
obv.1-8Ten shekels of silver, the earlier “present” for the 2nd year of King Darius, as much as is due for one-
fifth of the bow property of Rībātu son of Bēl-erība!, which is a share of the bow property of Ninurta-
gāmil. Illil-mukīn-apli son of Nāṣiru, the foreman of the house builders, was paid in full by Mušēzibu, 
slave of Rībātu. 
rev.10-18Witnesses:  
Aplâ son of Il-natannu;  
Ahhē-iddina son of Nāṣiru;  
Ninurta-ēṭir [son of] Ninurta-iddina;  
Aplâ [son of Etel]lu; 
[xx]x son of [Qat?]nâ; 
Iddina-Illil son of Barīk-Tamiš;  
Ninurta-uballiṭ son of Nādinu; 
Scribe: Aqar-aplu son of Kīnâ. Nippur, 26th day of Tammuz, 2nd year of Darius, King of the Lands. 
lo.e.Seal of Illil-mukīn-apli son of Nāṣiru. 
Aramaic epigraph: document concerning the “present” of the ilku-tax of year 2. 
 
Textual remarks  
l. 3f. The scribe might have confused Rībātu with the homonymous son of Bēl-bullissu who is recorded 

as a holder of a bow property in Malahhānu on 17.VI.41 Art I (BE 9 91, 2). 
l. 15. This scribe is also recorded in the fragment Joannès 1987: 126 no. 42, 2’ (KAL-A son of ˹G[IN-a], cf. 

Joannès 1987: 110 ad loc.). 
l. 18 An additional witness whose name was inserted after the deed had been completed. Note that the 

affiliation is exceptionally expressed by A instead of the usual A šá.  
u.e. The Iranian etymology of Aramaic bnḥ suggested by Augapfel is incorrect (see Zadok 2003: 567 n. 

43). In view of the expected equivalent of Akkadian nidintu “present” in Aramaic,6 Gordin 
tentatively suggests a connection with mnḥt which is extant in Phoen. “gift, offering”, as well as in 
Heb. mnḥh “gift, tribute, offering”, and Arab. minḥah “loan, gift” (Brown, Driver and Briggs 1907: 
585 s.v.). The word is also recorded in Jewish Aram. mnḥtʾ with the same meaning. All these forms 
are derived from the root M-N-Ḥ. Zadok draws attention to the evidence for m- > b- before liquid 
or nasal consonants, which is listed in Brockelmann (1907: 222 §2ε and 225 §2ζ). However, it 
solely consists of examples from Classical Arabic and modern Arabic dialects (cf. ibid.: 170 §59, e, 
η, 221–231 §84, 1ε, 1θ, 3γ). 

 
BE 10 78 (CBS 5449) 
Nippur, 1.XII.3 Dar II (= 9th March 420 B.C.) 
Receipt for ilku-tax paid to Illil-mukīn-apli (without title) by Rībātu’s servant, Ninurta-uballiṭ son of 
Mušēzibu. 
obv. 1  10 GÍN KÙ.BABBAR ni-din-tu4 ár-ki-tu4 il-ki TILmeš 

2  šá MU.3.KAM mda-ri-ia-a-muš LUGAL 
3  šá lúʾ-ú-du šá mri-bat A šá md+EN-SU 
4  lúÌR šá mre-mut-dMAŠ A šá mmu-ra-šu-ú 
5  šá KI lúki-na-at-ta-ti-šú 

 

6. See Hoftijzer and Jongeling (1995: 173 s.v.). 
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6  md+EN.LÍL-GIN-A A šá mna-ṣir ina ŠUII 
7  mdMAŠ-TINiṭ A šá mmu-še-zib ma-hir 

lo.e. 8  NA4.KIŠIB / md+EN.LÍL-GIN-A 
rev. 9  lúmu-kin7 mMU-MU A šá mtat-tan-nu 

11  md+EN.LÍL-TINiṭ A šá md+AG-ŠEŠmeš-MU 
12  md+EN.LÍL-it-tan-nu A šá mdKAL-KAL-MU 
13  lúUMBISAG mre-mut-dMAŠ A šá mEN-šú-nu 
14  NIBRUki itiŠE U4.1.KÁM MU.3.KÁM 
15  mda-ri-ia-a-muš LUGAL KUR.KUR 

u.e. 16  NA4.KIŠIB / md50-MU-lil-bir / lúPA 
Aramaic epigraph:  

rev.a  šṭr bn˹ḥ˺ zy ksp hlkʾ  
zy pryʿ zy šnt III dryhwš 

Note: 
a. Inserted upside down between lines 12 and 13 (i.e. between the end of the witness list and the 

scribal signature). 
 
Translation 
obv.1-7Ten shekels of silver, the later “present” for the 3rd year of King Darius, as much as is due for one-
fifth of the bow property of Rībātu son of Bēl-erība, slave of Rēmūt-Ninurta son of Murašû, which is 
(held) together with his colleagues. Illil-mukīn-apli son of Nāṣiru was paid by Ninurta-Uballiṭ son of 
Mušēzibu. 
rev.9-15Witnesses:  
Šuma-iddina son of Tattannu;  
Enlil-uballiṭ son of Nabû-ahhē-iddina;  
Enlil-ittannu son of Kalkal-iddina;  
Scribe: Rēmūt-Ninurta son of Bēlšunu. Nippur, 1st day of Addar, 3rd year of Darius, King of the Lands. 
lo.e.Seal of Illil-mukīn-apli. 
u.e.Seal of Illil-šuma-lilbir, the appointee 
Aramaic epigraph: Document concerning the ‘present’ of the silver of the ilku-tax, which is (fully) paid 
for year 3 of Darius.” 
 
Remark on the Aramaic epigraph  

The term pryʿ “paid in full” (Akkad. mahir ēṭir) is common in receipts.7 Note the following 
examples8: 
zy pryʿ zy šnt 33 (EE 35); 
šṭr ʾḥwšn [w]ttn zy pryʿ [s] ʾt ʾr[q]ʾ (EE 37, see Cussini 2013: 47 with n. 26); 
šṭr sʾt ʾrqʾ zy ʾryb br ʾndblty pryʿ mn ʾllšwʾdn (BE 9 66a). 
 

In BE 10 78 the Akkadian text has only mahir and not the full equivalent of pryʿ. However, it should 
be remembered that the Aramaic epigraphs are not accurate equivalents of the Akkadian text but merely 

 

7. Less common (in more complicated receipts) is yh(y)b “given”: šṭr šʿrn k˹r˺n [30] zy yhyb [sʾ]t Mtryn lnbwʾtn (EE 41). 
8. The formulary of Aramaic epigraphs on receipts was collected by Zadok (2003: 565–69 nos. 117–208) and Oelsner (2006: 

50–58). 
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summarize the content, often for strictly archival reasons. On the whole, for legal purposes only the 
Akkadian text was valid. One can compare a similar situation for the Aramaic epigraphs of the Elamite 
tablets in the Persepolis Fortification archive which copy only summaries or excerpts of the full registers.9 
 
PBS 2/1 92 (CBS 5152) 
Nippur, 4.X.4 Dar II (= 1st January 419 B.C.) 
Receipt for ilku-tax paid to the house builders’ appointee (Illil-mukīn-apli) by Ninurta-uballiṭ. 
obv. 1  1/3 MA.NA 4 GÍN KÙ.BABBAR il-ki *qé-me bar-ra u*a [mim-ma 

na-da-na-a]-tú šá LUGAL 
2  šá TA itiBÁR MU.4.[KAM a-di qí-i]t 
3  itiŠE MU.4.KAM šá m!da!˼-[ri-ia-a-muš LUGA]L 
4  šá ina IGI mri-bat A šá m[d+EN-SU md+EN.LÍL-GIN-A] 
5  lúpaq-du šá lúŠITIM?!meš A šá md˹MAŠ-PA[P ina ŠUII mdMAŠ-TIN]iṭ 
6  A šá mmu-še-zib ma-hi˺-[ir e-ṭir] 

rev. 7  lúmu-kin7 mdMAŠ-na-din A šá mdMAŠ-MU  
8  mÌR-dMAŠ A šá mni-is-hur-d+EN.LÍL mKAL-A 
9  A šá mÌR-É.GAL.MAH mdMAŠ-AD-ÙRU A šá mMU-MU 
10  md+EN.LÍL-ŠEŠmeš-MU A šá mdMAŠ-PAP 
11  lúUMBISAG mdMAŠ-SUR A šá mARḪUŠ-GAR NIBRUki itiAB 
12  U4.4.KAM MU.4.KAM mdar-iá-muš 
13  LUGAL KUR.KUR 

r.e. 14  NA4.KIŠIB / mdMAŠ-GIN-A / A šá mdMAŠ-PAP 
Aramaic epigraph:  
lo.e.  šṭr bn˹ḥ˺ z[y] ksp š XX IIII [zy] ˻šnt [IIII]  
le.e.  pryʿ 
 

Note: 
a. Inserted above the line. 

 
Translation 
obv.1-61/3 mina and four shekels (= 24 shekels) of silver, the ilku-tax, flour, impost and [any “prese]nts” due 
to the king, which are (due) from Nisan of the 4th year [until the en]d of Adar of the 4th year of King 
Darius, (for the property) at the disposal of Rībātu son of [Bēl-erība. Illil-mukīn-apli], the appointee of the 
house builders, son of Ninurta-nā[ṣir] was paid [in full by Ninurta-uball]iṭ son of Mušēzibu. 
rev.7-13Witnesses:  
Ninurta-nādin son of Ninurta-iddina, 
Ardi-Ninurta son of Nishur-Illil,  
Aqar-aplu son of Arad-Egalmah, 
Ninurta-aba-uṣur son of Šuma-iddina, 
Illil-ahhē-iddina son of Ninurta-nāṣir.  
Scribe: Ninurta-ēṭir son of Rēma-šukun. Nippur, 4th day of Tebeth, 4th year of Darius, King of the Lands. 
r.e.Seal of Illil! (text: Ninurta)-mukīn-apli son of Ninurta-nāṣir. 
Aramaic epigraph: Document concerning the “present” of th[e] silver, 24 shekels, [of] year [4], which is 
(fully) paid. 
 

9. See Azzoni and Stolper (2015: 46), who suggest that the epigraph acted as a memorandum (Aram. zkrn).  
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Textual remarks 
l. 4 ina pāni (IGI) is mostly recorded in use during the Neo-Assyrian and early Neo-Babylonian periods 

(see Petschow 1956: 50f.). It customarily describes the relationship between the creditor in a legal 
document and the recipient in an administrative context (both with the meaning “at the disposal of”; 
cf. Weszeli and Jankovic 2007: 694f.). Our rendering does justice to the present context, in which 
Rībātu is the debtor who owes the tax due on the bow property pledged to him (cf. Cardascia 1951: 
103f.; Oelsner, Wells, and Wunsch 2003: 950 §7.4.1.2 “in the hand of the debtor”).10 

l. 5 Clay’s copy is incorrect as the reading of PAQ over PA is confirmed by collation. Stolper already 
suggested interpreting the sign as GÁ×MAŠ (i.e. DÍM, ŠITIM). Variants in Fossey (1926: 860f.) 
show the same number of wedges and arrangement but slightly differ in configuration: 

 
The configuration of the same sign in PBS 2/1 46, 6 shows a greater resemblance to the common 
form of ŠITIM: 

 
l. 14 The seal caption starts on the obverse but goes over to cover the right edge. The given name 

erroneously starts with dMAŠ instead of d50 (cf. his seal caption on PBS 2/1 46, 9). This is probably 
a case of attraction due to the dMAŠ in the same position in the paternal name. 

 
2. The career of Illil-mukīn-apli in context11 
 

Rībātu son of Bēl-erība, “slave” (ardu) of Rēmūt-Ninurta acted as a prominent agent of the Murašûs. 
In all four receipts under study Rībātu pays ilku-tax to Illil-mukīn-apli on one-fifth of a bow property 
belonging to the haṭru-organisation of the house builders (the organisational affiliation is implicit in PBS 
2/1 24 and BE 10 78; cf. §4 below for the ilku payments). We learn from PBS 2/1 46 that Rībātu’s one-
fifth was Ninurta-gāmil’s share in the bow property owned by the haṭru-organisation (Fig. 1). 

 

10. Perhaps as a result of its peripheral usage we still find ina pāni used as an equivalent of ina muhhi in Nippur, and rarely in 
Ur, during the “long sixth century” and even later. One interesting case of a misunderstanding by a non-local scribe is thought to 
be Spar and Jursa 2014 1 from 0 Sîn-šumu-līšir (see Da Riva 2001: 58). The scribe wrote  both ina muhhi and ina pāni, an 
indication that he did not know which term to prefer. Aramaic qdm, the equivalent of Akkad. ina pāni, persisted in deeds from 
Babylonia after the latter’s disappearance along with the more common ʿl (the Aramaic equivalent of Akkad. ina muhhi): e.g., as 
late as 421 B.C. in Nippur: qdm PN (PBS 2/1 69) and 417 B.C. in Babylon (Jakob-Rost and Freydank 1972: 12f.; cf. Cussini    
1995: 24). 

11. The place of issue of the documents cited below is Nippur unless otherwise indicated. 
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Figure 1: Flow chart of the service and obligation scheme in the Illil-mukīn-apli dossier 

 
The most plausible scenario underlying the receipts is that Ninurta-gāmil’s share was pledged by the 

house builders’ organisation to the Murašû firm, due to a debt he owed to the firm’s agent Rībātu. It is 
known that when the firm acquired use of a bow property it continued to pay the incumbent taxes.12 In the 
earliest receipt, PBS 2/1 24, Rībātu is due to receive the original debt note from Illil-mukīn-apli and the 
house builders’ foreman in exchange for paying the ilku-tax. Illil-mukīn-apli son of Nāṣiru (short for 
Ninurta-nāṣir), impressed his fingernail on this receipt, whereas on the three later receipts for taxes he 
impressed his Persian style cylinder seal (Bregstein 1994: 202; Balzer 2007: 320–322, section 3.2). Illil-
mukīn-apli’s seal is well known from his many appearances as a witness in the Murašû archive, over a 
period of twelve years from 1 to 11 Dar II.13 It may be surmised that Illil-mukīn-apli handed the debt note 
 

12. See Stolper (EE: 106f. with n. 13). 
13. (1) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-PAP, last w. (six witnesses are preserved, there is room for eight), […], -.-.1 Dar II (PBS 2/1 

40, 19); 
(2) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-na-ṣir, 7th = penultimate w., 16. I. 3 Dar II (PBS 2/1 60, 16); 
(3) d50-GIN-A s. of na-ṣir, 3rd w. (out of eight), 13.VI.3 Dar II (BE 10 67, 13, rev., sealed: d+EN.LÍL-); 
(4) d+˹EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of na-ṣir, 4th = antepenultimate w., 2.VII.3 Dar II (BE 10 69, 17, u.e., sealed); 
(5) [d+E]N.LÍL-GIN-A s. of [n]a˼-˻ṣir˼, 7th = penultimate w., 3.VII. 3 Dar II (BE 10 70, 17); 
(6) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of na-ṣir, 4th w. (out of seven), 6.X. 3 Dar II (BE 10 76, 15, lo.e., sealed); 1.XII.3 Dar II (BE 10 78, 6, 

lo.e., sealed); 8th = penultimate w., 18.-.3 Dar II (BE 10 81, 17); 6th w. (out of nine), 28.VII.4 Dar II (TuM 2/3 124, 16); 8th = 
penultimate w., 22.VIII.4 Dar II (TuM 2/3 184, 24, u.e., sealed); 

(7) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of [n]a-ṣir, 5th w. (out of eight), 28.IX.4 Dar II (PBS 2/1 89, 15); 
(8) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-PAP, 1st w. (out of seven), Illil-ašābšu-iqbi, 7.X.4 Dar II (PBS 2/1 210, 15);  
(9) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of na-ṣir, 3rd = antepenultimate w., 3.XII.4 Dar II (BE 10 95, 16, u.e., sealed); 6th = penultimate w., 

17.XII.4 Dar II (BE 10 96, 15, u.e., sealed); 4th = antepenultimate w., [x]+?7.-.[4] Dar II (PBS 2/1 98, 13, without filiation: le.e., 
sealed); 

(10) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A (without filiation), w. (witness list damaged), -.-.4 Dar II (PBS 2/1, 99, le.e., sealed); 6th = penultimate w., 
17.VI.6 Dar II (PBS 2/1 122, 20, without filiation: lo.e.: .[LÍL]-, sealed);  

(11) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-[xx], 7th = last w., -.VII.6 Dar II (BE 10 113, 16, rev., sealed: [xxx] s. of d[xxx]); 
(12) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-na-ṣir, 2nd w. (out of six); 8?.I.7 Dar II (PBS 2/1 132, 13: -[GIN]-˻A˼, u.e.: dMAŠ-PAP, sealed);  
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over to a proxy of Rībātu, who in turn would have submitted it to his master. As is well known, debt notes 
were returned to the debtors upon repayment.14 

Illil-mukīn-apli is the recipient of the tax in all four receipts (in PBS 2/1 92, lo.e. his name is 
erroneously written dMAŠ-GIN-A). He was the foreman (šaknu) of the house builders, Akkad. ˹lúŠITIM˺meš, 
on 2 Dar II (PBS 2/1 46, 6). Later, on 4 Dar II, he was the appointee (paqdu) of the house builders (copy 
GÁxMAŠ; PBS 2/1 92, 5). At the end of 3 Dar II, Illil-mukīn-apli, appearing without a title (BE 10 78), 
received the tax from Mušēzibu slave of Rībātu who acted as the proxy of his master (as in PBS 2/1 46). 
Mušēzibu’s son, Ninurta-uballiṭ, later acted as the proxy of Rībātu (PBS 2/1 92). 

Illil-mukīn-apli’s change in title poses an interesting problem. In 1 Dar II he is identified as an 
alphabet scribe who accompanies a foreman of the house builders. The title of the latter implies that the 
house builders belonged to a haṭru-organisation. By 2 Dar II, Illil-mukīn-apli himself is described as a 
foreman (šaknu) of the house builders (PBS 2/1 46, 6). Two years later, however, he is described as a 
paqdu (PBS 2/1 92, 5), a title that in this context refers to a subordinate of a foreman. Normally, a paqdu 
is a senior assistant of a foreman, but still his subordinate. The usual cursus honorum in a haṭru-
organisation is reflected in the careers of other individuals. Bēl-šuma-iddina son of Zimmâ was a deputy 
(šanû) in [3] Dar II (PBS 2/1 66) and was later promoted to the rank of paqdu according to BE 10 102. 
Šapannu son of Bēl-ēṭir was promoted within one year from paqdu (3 Dar II, PBS 2/1 74) to foreman (4 
Dar II, BE 10 83).15 In light of this sequence, Illil-mukīn-apli’s progression from šaknu to paqdu suggests 
a demotion. It should be stressed, however, that the paqdu Illil-mukīn-apli is mentioned without the 
expected name of his foreman in PBS 2/1 92. Perhaps the administrative terminology of haṭru-
organisations was not as nuanced as we are wont to believe, or the scribe of this text was insensitive to the 
difference between paqdu and šaknu. 

 
3. Prosopographical links 
 
3.1. The Protagonists 

On 20.II.40 Art I, a year before the first receipt was issued, Mušēzibu (mu-še-zib) slave of Rībātu (ri-
bat) was the debtor in a transaction (IMT 39, 2f., 5, without title: 8), in which his master acted as creditor, 
subleasing to him the palm grove of Maduʾītu (the recipient was Arad-Ninurta son of Iddina-Illil). 
Mušēzibu apparently sought to take advantage of a date surplus to manufacture an alcoholic beverage, 
literally “beer” but actually a type of date-liquor. In a text issued exactly five years later (20.II.4 Dar II, 
PBS 2/1 81, 3f., 13) he acted as his master’s agent when, together with Ninurta-ēṭir (dMAŠ-SUR), he leased 
out a bow property, once again a palm grove, on Nār-Šalla held in joint by Ninurta-ēṭir and Rībātu. The 
lessees (gardeners) were Dādīya and Illil-dana sons of Ahabû. Mušēzibu is to be differentiated from his 
namesake (mu-še-zib), slave (qallu, ardu) of Illil-šuma-iddina, who is recorded between 5.XII.20 Art I and 
11.XII.2 Dar II (BE 9 3a, 4; 10, 6, 13; PBS 2/1 55, 1f., 5). 

 
(14) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-PAP, 4th = antepenultimate w., 14.XI.6 Dar II (TuM 2/3 188, 14); 2nd w. (out of five), 12.VIII.7 

Dar II (TuM 2/3 191, 12, le.e.: d50-, sealed); 
(15) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-na-ṣir, 1st w. (out of five), 21.VIII.7 Dar II (TuM 2/3 190, 11, rev.: dMAŠ-PAP, sealed); 
(16) d+EN.LÍL-GIN-A s. of dMAŠ-PAP, 4th w. (out of seven), 25.VI.11 Dar II (PBS 2/1 148, 26, le.e., sealed). 
14. See Oelsner, Wells and Wunsch (2003: 951 §7.4.3.3). 
15. The detailed analysis of the pertinent documentation by Stolper (EE: 82f.) still leaves room for the present discussion of 

the special case of Illil-mukīn-apli. 
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Mušēzibu’s (mu-še-zib) son Ninurta-uballiṭ (dMAŠ-TINiṭ), slave (ardu) of Rībātu, was active as an 
agent of his master in several districts scattered around the Nippur region.16 He possessed both a ring and a 
seal (perhaps a stamp seal, Bregstein 1994: 267, 486). At the beginning of his recorded career we find him 
together with Adgi-širi-zabdu (Ad-gi-ši-ri-zab-du) son of Bēl-erība. They were partners in a lease of five 
kors of arable land belonging to the rab muggi official (28.XII.1 Dar II, BE 10 55, 1, 9). The field was 
situated on the Balṭīya canal in Bīt-Hadīya. In the next year Ninurta-uballiṭ leased out a field producing 
barley, emmer, wheat and sesame (4.-.2 Dar II, PBS 2/1 56, 3). Interestingly enough, the lessees Nillatâ 
(ni-il-la-ta-ʾ) and Mannu-kī-Nanâ (man-nu-ki-i-dna-na-a) were also slaves (ardāni) of Rībātu’s master 
Rēmūt-Ninurta. We thus have here a case of business transacted within the Murašû circle of dependants; 
the crops are diverse compared to those of Ninurta-uballiṭ’s father Mušēzibu, who is only known to have 
traded in dates (Table 1).17 

In the following years the scope of Ninurta-uballiṭ’s activities expanded, as did the range of field 
crops he handled. First, he turns up (without a title) as debtor in a quitclaim of a debt note for chickpeas, 
wheat and silver (his creditor is Silim-ili son of Lā-abâši, 12.VIII.3 Dar II, BE 10 73, 4). Just about three 
weeks later, according to a debt note from 2.IX.3 Dar II, Ninurta-uballiṭ acted as creditor of a debt of 
wheat, which was to be delivered in Nāqidīn (PBS 2/1 69, 1f., 5). He won a case over three kors of a field, 
yielding one kor of emmer, in Hambanāyu (6.X.4 Dar II, EE 114). According to another debt note, this 
time for barley (1;2.3 kor) and issued in Hašbâ, Bēl-ittannu and Ninurta-uballiṭ, whose title is not 
indicated, acted as agents for their master Rībātu, who was typically the creditor (11.XIIb.5 Dar II, BE 10 
104). The debtor, Bēl-ēṭir (d+EN-SUR, Aram. Blʾṭr) son of Gūzīya (gu-zi-ia, Aram. Gwzy), who impressed 
his fingernail mark on the deed, had to deliver the barley in Rībātu’s measure in Nippur. Two years later, 
Ninurta-uballiṭ (Aram. ʾnwštʾblṭ) slave of Rībātu, owed ten kors of barley to Libluṭ son of Lā-abâši 
(13.XIIb.7 Dar II, PBS 2/1 129). The latter acted through his slaves (ardāni) Hinūnī (hi-in-nu-ni-ʾ) and 
Ninurta-ēṭir. Ninurta-uballiṭ, who impressed his seal, had to deliver the barley in the kuruppu-measure in 
Nippur and his field was pledged on behalf of Libluṭ. All of these documents attest to Ninurta-uballiṭ’s 
continued activity in the agricultural sphere, dealing with field crops and fairly luxurious derivative crops 
in various localities in the Nippur hinterland over a period of seven years (Table 1). 

Ninurta-uballiṭ’s renown in agrarian circles of the Nippur hinterland can be confirmed from another 
angle. According to BE 10 77 (9.XI.3 Dar II), a Judean, Yahū-laqīm (Ia-a-hu-la-qí-im son of [xxx]), was a 
debtor of Aplâ son of Illil-[…]18 for 2;2.3 kors of barley. The guarantor was Ninurta-uballiṭ, here 
associated with the mundane crop regularly encountered in his transactions. His name is the only link 
between this document and the Murašû archive. The Judean debtor, who impressed his fingernail mark on 
the tablet, probably resided in Ša-rēšē, whereas the creditor was very likely a Nippurean (the barley was 
delivered to Nippur). It can be surmised that the transaction took place in an outlying agrarian setting, but 
both parties acknowledged Ninurta-uballiṭ’s reliability. 

Finally, there is evidence that Ninurta-uballiṭ followed in his father’s footsteps by investing in dates, 
which were the most common commodity of the region (Table 1). Ninurta-uballiṭ (Aram. ʾnwšt[ʾb]lṭ br 
Mšzb) appears as the debtor on a debt note for the delivery of dates on the Simmāgir canal on behalf of 
Rībātu (1+[x].VII.4 Dar II, BE 10 87); he impressed his ring on the record (Bregstein 1994: 267). On a 
separate occasion (-.V.- Dar II, IMT 32), together with another slave of Rībātu, Nabû-ittannu, Ninurta-
uballiṭ leased for gardening a palm grove belonging to members of the gardu-workmen. 
 

16. Ninurta-uballiṭ is to be differentiated from the homonymous individual (dMAŠ-TINiṭ) who was slave of Illil-šuma-iddina, 
the first master of Rībātu (6.XII.37 Art I, BE 8 126, 3, 6). 

17. See article appendix. 
18. Written A-a son of d+EN.L[ÍL-...]: 1, without affiliation: 4 (A-[a]), 7.  
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3.2. The witnesses and scribes: the urban circle of the protagonists  
One, or perhaps two of the witnesses named on the receipts may be related to the man for whom this 

dossier is named. Illil-ahhē-iddina son of Ninurta-nāṣir (PBS 2/1 92) and Ahhē-iddina (PBS 2/1 46) son of 
Nāṣiru19 bear the same paternal name as the foreman, Illil-mukīn-apli; perhaps they were his brothers. 
Given the similarity between the two names and their appearance in two documents, it is possible that 
Ahhē-iddina is an abbreviated form of the full name Illil-ahhē-iddina and Nāṣiru is an abbreviation of 
Ninurta-nāṣir. If so, then we are likely dealing with one and the same person here, i.e. the only recorded 
brother of Illil-mukīn-apli. 

The remaining witnesses can be divided into two categories, those who recur in other documents from 
the Murašû archive and those who do not. We suspect that recurring witnesses form part of the close urban 
circle of the archive’s protagonists; conversely, non-recurring witnesses may be members of rural 
communities. This distinction helps to identify urbanites even though they do not bear their typical three-
tier names, and has the potential to shed light on whether such deeds were drafted in the provincial social 
milieu. To the first group (urbanites) we can assign the following:  

 
1. Aplâ son of Etellu (27 Art I–2 Dar II), 4th witness of PBS 2/1 46, is also the 3rd witness out of 

eight on 18.X.27 Art I (BE 9 9, 14f.) and the 2nd witness out of seven on 4.XII.32 Art I (BE 9 31, 16). 
2. Illil-ittannu son of dKAL.KAL-iddina20 (39 Art I–4 Dar II), 3rd and last in BE 10 78 appears 

frequently as a witness in the Murašû archive over a seven-year span.21 
3. Ardi-Ninurta son of Nishur-Illil (40 Art I–4 Dar II), the 2nd witness of PBS 2/1 92, recurs as 

scribe in BE 9 78 (29.VIII.40 Art I), BE 10 35 (1.V.1 Dar II) and in Stolper 2001 7 (23.V.2 Dar II). 
The latter does not belong to the Murašû archive, but has several prosopographical links to it (see 
Stolper 2001: 98–99). 

4. Ninurta-aba-uṣur son of Šuma-iddina (40 Art I–4 Dar II), 4th and penultimate witness in PBS 
2/1 92, acts as scribe in EE 92, rev. 3’ (29.V.40 Art I) and PBS 2/1 185, 22 (2.VII.1 Dar II). His full 
paternal name is Illil-šuma-iddina, referring to a very common scribe in the Murašû archive who acted 
as the last witness in BE 10 115, 20. This figure, Illil-šuma-iddina, is treated after this list. 

5. Ninurta-aba-uṣur son of Nādinu (40 Art I–6 Dar II), the 2nd witness in PBS 2/1 24, also 
witnessed two other deeds from 29.VIII.40 Art I (BE 9 78, 9; 3rd = antepenultimate) and 14.XII.6 Dar 
II (PBS 2/1 220, 13; 6th = penultimate). 

6. Aplâ son of Il-natannu (1–2 Dar II), 1st witness in PBS 2/1 46, recurs as the 4th (penultimate) 
witness in BE 10, 55 from 28.XII.1 Dar II. 

7. Ninurta-uballiṭ son of Nādinu (1–2 Dar II), 7th and last witness of PBS 2/1 46, recurs as the 5th 
(antepenultimate) witness in PBS 2/1, 11, 13 from 3.VI.1 Dar II. 

 

19. He recurs as the 5th = penultimate w. in Stolper 2001 11, 18f. from 23.V.2 Dar II, a deed which does not belong to the 
Murašû archive, but has two witnesses and a scribe in common. 

20. The reading of dKAL.KAL as Lamassu (Cardascia 1951: 44, translation of BE 9 68, rev. 5) did not gain a consensus.  
21. (1) d50-it-tan-nu son of dKAL.KAL-MU, 6th = last, 21.VIII.39 Art I (BE 9 68, rev. 6');  
(2) d+EN.LÍL-it-tan-nu son of dKAL.KAL-MU, 19th (out of 22), 4.XII.39 Art I (BE 9 69, 24);  
(3) [...-ta]n-nu son of dKAL.KAL-MU, 12th (out of 17), - .II?.41 Art I (BE 9 86a, 32);  
(4) d+EN.LÍL-it-tan-nu son of dKAL.KAL-MU, 4th (out of seven), 22.VII.41 Art I (BE 9 106, 13); 7th = last w., 5+[x]?.-.0 Dar II 

(BE 10 6, 16); 9th = penultimate, 1.VII.1 Dar II (BE 10 45, 20); 3rd (out of seven), 18.X.2 Dar II (BE 10 61, 18, le.e.: (-t[an]-); 3rd 
w. (out of seven), 18.X.[2] Dar II (PBS 2/1 162, 14); 5th = penultimate, -.VI.[3] Dar II (PBS 2/1 66, 21, le.e., seal); 3rd (out of six), 
14.VIII.3 Dar II (PBS 2/1 197, 11); 3rd = last w., 1.XII.3 Dar II (BE 10 78, 10); 8th = penultimate, 28.VII.4 Dar II (TuM 2/3 124, 
17); 7th = penultimate w., 28.IX.4 Dar II (PBS 2/1 89, 16). 
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8. Tattannu son of Šamaš-ušallim (1–2 Dar II) is perhaps the brother of the scribes of PBS 2/1 24 
(4th and last witnesses). He reappears as a witness in PBS 2/1 56, 17 (6th = penultimate) from 4.-.2 Dar 
II which was written by Rēma-šukun son of Šamaš-aha-iddina. 

9. Ninurta-ēṭir son of Ninurta-iddina (1–4 Dar II), 3rd witness in PBS 2/1 46, recurs as the 6th and 
last witness (PBS 2/1 15, 23) and 3rd witness out of six (PBS 2/1 204, 11f.) on 28.VI.1 Dar II and 
12.XII.4 Dar II, respectively. 

10. Illil-uballiṭ son of Nabû-ahhē-iddina (1–6 Dar II), 2nd in BE 10 78 appears frequently as a 
witness in the Murašû archive over a six-year span.22 

11. Aqar-aplu son of Arad-Egalmah (4–6 Dar II), 3rd witness in PBS 2/1 92, recurs as scribe in 
PBS 2/1 219, 11 from 2.X.6 Dar II. 

 
The cumulative time span covered by these witness attestations is 21 years, from 27 Art I to 6 Dar II. 

The majority of the witnesses, however, seem to have been active during a six-year span, viz. 40 Art I–4 
Dar II. 
12. A recurring witness who stands apart from the group just enumerated is Šuma-iddina (<Illil-šuma-

iddina) son of Tattannu, 1st witness of BE 10 78 and father of witness no. 4 above. Not only is he a 
very frequent witness in the Murašû archive, he also appears as a scribe. Zadok calls attention to his 
membership in a team of alphabet scribes of the household of the treasurer (mašennu). The team 
consisted of eight individuals recorded at the beginning of the list of witnesses in EE 59, from 
Artaxerxes I’s time. The fact that the very same individual acted as both a cuneiform and an alphabet 
scribe, supports the assumption of Zadok (2003: 577f.) that some cuneiform scribes were able to 
write in Aramaic as well.23 Of course it cannot be proven that every cuneiform scribe acquired, or had 
an interest in acquiring, the skills of an alphabet scribe. Nevertheless, it is self-evident that writers 
who are acquainted with legal formularies such as those found in a few longer Aramaic epigraphs can 
be regarded as alphabet scribes. 

13. Finally, Ahhē-utīr son of Iqīšâ, 1st witness of PBS 2/1 24 (4.XII.1 Dar II), may be counted as a 
recurring witness if he is identical with the homonymous father of Illil-ittannu (Fig. 2). The latter held 
a bow property together with Illil-īpuš son of Iqīšâ, which was situated on the Euphrates near Nippur 
in an unspecified settlement. This land belonged to the haṭru-organisation of the attendants (tašlīšānu 
“third men”) of the left wing. Other coparceners were Ninurta-ana-bītišu son of Bulluṭâ and Idissu 
son of Šuma-iddina (2.IV.1 Dar II, BE 10 26). The bow property was adjacent to the field of Illil-
mukīn-apli (without filiation and organisational affiliation). If the latter is identical with the 
homonymous foreman (son of Nāṣiru) featured in the receipts –note that this name was also borne by 
two other individuals24– then the Ahhē-utīr associated with the bow property can be regarded as a 
member of the foreman’s circle of acquaintances who is almost certainly identical with the Ahhē-utīr 
who witnessed the earliest of the four receipts (PBS 2/1 24). Other coparceners were Ninurta-ana-
bītišu son of Bulluṭâ and Idissu son of Šuma-iddina, as well as Illi-ittannu son of Ahhē-utīr and Illil-

 

22. (1) d+EN.LÍL-TINiṭ son of d+AG.ŠEŠmeš-MU, brother of Ninurta-nāṣir (dMAŠ-na-ṣir), 2nd additional, inserted before the witness 
list, 6.III.1 Dar II (BE 10 16, 14); 2nd additional, inserted before the witness list on 6.VII.1 Dar II in two documents issued on the 
same day (BE 10 48, 13; BE 10 49, 12); 

(2) d+EN.LÍL-TINiṭ son of d+AG-ŠEŠmeš-MU, brother of Ninurta-nāṣir (dMAŠ-PAP) and Ninurta-mutīr-gimilli (dMAŠ-mu-GUR-ŠU), 3rd 
(out of eight), 8.VIII.6 Dar II (BE 10 114, 12f.); 

(3) d+EN.LÍL-TINiṭ son of d+AG-ŠEŠmeš-MU, 2nd = penultimate, 1.XII.3 Dar II (BE 10 78, 9). 
23. This is analogous to the biliterate scribes in Ugarit during the Late Bronze Age (see Postgate 2013: 398f.).  
24. Illil-mukīn-apli’s namesakes are a son of Kāṣiru foreman of Nippur (see Stolper 1988: 135) and a son of Ninurta-gāmil 

(e.g. PBS 2/1 110, 10.XI.4 Dar II). 
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īpuš son of Iqīšā (2.IV.1 Dar II, BE 10 26). It is not clear why Illil-ittannu is mentioned before his 
uncle Illil-īpuš in the list of coparceners. 

 
Figure 2: Iqīšâ’s descendants 

 
Aside from the thirteen recurring witnesses, there are three who appear in this dossier and nowhere 

else:  
1. Illil-ahhē-iddina son of Illil-iqīša, 3rd and penultimate witness in PBS 2/1 24.  
2. Iddina-Illil son of Barīk-Tamiš, 6th and last witness in PBS 2/1 46. 
3. Ninurta-nādin son of Ninurta-iddina, 1st witness in PBS 2/1 92. 
As for the scribes who wrote the four receipts, none are attested elsewhere in the Murašû archive. Ninurta-
ēṭir son of Rēma-šukun, bears the same paternal name as the contemporaneous scribes Bēlet-ušabši25 and 
Ninurta-nādin-šumi (IMT 95, 11), but it is not certain that they were brothers. It cannot be proven that 
these three scribes are all related to Rēma-šukun son of Šamaš-aha-iddina, also a scribe.26 Ninurta-ēṭir son 
of Rēma-šukun is not mentioned elsewhere in the Murašû archive, and the same is true of the scribes of 
BE 10 78, Rēmūt-Ninurta son of Bēlšunu, and of PBS 2/1 92, Ninurta-ēṭir son of Rēma-šukun, as well as 
the brothers Rēma-šukun and Šuma-iddina sons of Šamaš-ušallim who wrote PBS 2/1 24. 
 
4. The ilku payments 
 

All four receipts acknowledge the payment of ilku-tax for the one-fifth of the bow property held by 
Rībātu. The amount of tax remained stable over the first three years of Darius II: 20 shekels27 for the full 
annual ilku-payment (table 2). In the second and third years we have receipts for partial instalments, on 
both occasions amounting to half of the entire ilku-tax (ilkī gamrūtu): 10 shekels. In the 4th year, however, 
the tax increased by 20% to 24 shekels, which was paid in a single instalment in month X. The increase 
 

25. PBS 2/1 17, 19; 44, 28; 49, 28; 155, 26; 157, 26. 
26. BE 10 10, 15; PBS 2/1 56, 19; 73, 13; 86, 13. 
27. 1/3 mina = 20 shekels; “90 š” in van Driel (2002: 271) is a slip of the pen. 
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probably represents interest accrued by Rībātu for failing to make an advance payment (e.g. as was paid in 
month IV of 2 Dar in PBS 2/1 46) toward the annual sum. 

 

 PBS 2/1 24 PBS 2/1 46 BE 10 78  PBS 2/1 92 

date 4.XII.1 Dar II 26.IV.2 Dar II 1.XII.3 Dar II 4.X.4 Dar II 

payer Rībātu by anonymous 
proxy  

Mušēzibu, “slave” of 
Rībātu 

Ninurta-
uballiṭ/Mušēzibu 

Ninurta-
uballiṭ/Mušēzibu 

recipient Illil-mukīn-
apli/Nāṣiru, 
“alphabet scribe”, 
aide of the house-
builders’ foreman 
(see §2)  

Illil-mukīn-
apli/Nāṣiru, “house-
builders’ foreman” 

Illil-mukīn-
apli/Nāṣiru 

Illil-mukīn-
apli/Ninurta-nāṣir, 
“appointee of the 
house-builders’” 

tax period 1 Dar II 2 Dar II 3 Dar II 4 Dar II 

amount 20š 10š 10š 24š 

nature of 
payment 

first and second 
payment in one 
instalment amounting 
to the entire ilku-tax 

first payment of an 
implied ilku-tax 

second instalment 
amounting to the 
entire ilku-tax 

one instalment 
amounting to the 
ilku-tax with its 
components specified 

witnesses Ahhē-utīr/Iqīšâ;  
Ninurta-aba-
uṣur/Nādinu;  
Illil-ahhē-iddina/Illil-
iqīša;  
Tattannu/Šamaš-
ušallim 

Aplâ/Il-natannu;  
Ahhē-iddina/Nāṣiru; 
Ninurta-ēṭir/Ninurta-
iddina;  
Aplâ/[Etel]lu; 
[xx]x son of [Qat?]nâ;
Iddina-Illil/Barīk-
Tamiš; 
Ninurta-
uballiṭ/Nādinu 

Šuma-
iddina/Tattannu; 
Illil-uballiṭ/Nabû-
ahhē-iddina; 
Illil-
ittannu/dKAL.KAL-
iddina 

Ninurta-nādin 
/Ninurta-iddina; 
Ardi-Ninurta/Nishur-
Illil;  
Aqar-aplu/Arad-
Egalmah; 
Ninurta-aba-uṣur 
/Šuma-iddina; 
Illil-ahhē-
iddina/Ninurta-nāṣir  

scribe(s) Rēma-šukun and 
Šuma-iddina/Šamaš-
ušallim 

Aqar-aplu/Kīnâ Rēmūt-Ninurta/Bēl-
šunu 

Ninurta-ēṭir/Rēma-
šukun 

Table 2: The tax payments in context. 
 
Here, as in other Murašû texts, the payment scheme is bound in terms of real property, and its amount 

is specified, as is often the case elsewhere in the archive (one mina of silver for one bow property on 
average).28 The terminology reflects biannual installments remitted twice a year: an “earlier” payment 
 

28. Obligations subsumed under this tax vary to some degree between rural and urban settings, and on many occasions the 
actual amount to be paid, the exact tax period, or both, are left unspecified. See Abraham (2004: 66 with n. 234). 
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(through month VIII) and a “later” payment (through month XII).29 On the other hand, early Achaemenid 
examples cited by Jursa (2010: 656f. with fig. 24) and others,30 like the Egibi and Nappāhu archives, 
indicate that before the fifth century ilku-tax was usually paid three times a year, before the end of month 
IV,31 month VIII,32 and month I.33 The first two payments can be correlated with the barley and date 
harvests, and the last is due just before the end of the calendar year. Any payment made after the final 
“deadline” (i.e. month I, if not XII) could potentially accrue interest.34 

What caused the shift from a thrice-yearly schedule of ilku-tax payments to a twice-yearly one? Our 
evidence is inherently biased, since pre-fifth century tax payments in the “land-for-service” sector are 
poorly recorded,35 but let us assume that the pre-fifth century evidence that does survive is representative 
of actual practice. At least three reasons for the difference between pre-fifth century and Murašû ilku-
payment schedules may be advanced. First, the change may have been the result of a stricter regularization 
of tax payments initiated by Darius I late in his reign, or by one of his immediate successors. A second 
possibility is geo-economic: given the predominance of dates in the Nippur economy and the similar trend 
in Babylonia on the whole, it may have been practical to eliminate the custom of paying taxes around 
month IV, contingent upon the barley harvest, and to schedule the first tax payment of the year to coincide 
with the larger revenue from the date harvest, which occurred around month VII.36 Yet another factor 
could be “sectorial”, owing to differences between private and institutional practices. In Borsippa of the 
“long sixth century”, for instance, ilku-tax payments were synchronized with the calendar year of certain 
temples, which might be organized on a thrice-yearly basis depending on the size of the temple’s 
operations (see Waerzeggers 2010: 61–63). Regrettably overall, this issue remains unresolved for the time 
being, and is worth a separate study. 
 
5. Summary 
 

The Illil-mukīn-apli dossier represents a discrete thread in the larger context of Rībātu’s many 
transactions. He himself was apparently not present at most of the transactions recorded in this dossier, 
which were conducted by his subordinates, Mušēzibu and his son Ninurta-uballiṭ. Their activities in the 
receipts are in line with those ascribed to them elsewhere in the larger dossier of Rībātu. But these two 
agents of Rībātu had second careers in their own right, which involved date cultivation and beer 
production in the case of Mušēzibu, while his son Ninurta-uballiṭ handled a wide array of field crops in the 
hinterland of Nippur, where he was probably a well-known and respected individual. 

 

29. See Cardascia (1951: 101). 
30. See e.g. Abraham (2004: 68–72); Baker (2004: 74f.). 
31. Abraham 2004 74 (120š for four persons for 15 Dar; 30š each?). 
32. Abraham 2004 4 (21!š for 25 Dar) and VS 4 125 (20š up to X.9 Dar, most likely an instalment). 
33. VS 4 109 (7.25š, final payment; perhaps an instalment?); 121 (30š, final payment from Iddin-Nabû/Nabû-bān-

zēri//Nappāhu; part of a larger sum he owes with his coparceners); 123 (28š, final payment for 9 Dar). 
34. Abraham 2004 15 (40š late payment in III.26 Dar for 25 Dar; most likely with interest). 
35. The archives just published from Yahūdu and Bīt-Našar, which document an economic milieu during the sixth and fifth 

century similar to that reflected in the Murašû documents, add just four examples of ilku related payments, only three of which 
offer relevant parallels to our dossier (CUSAS 28 12: a receipt for 6š issued on XII.5 Cyr; J9: a receipt for 5š issued on VI.7 Cyr; 
BaAr 6 4: contract for a substitute to go to work in Elam against payment of 5š issued on X.10 Dar). 

36. See Jursa (2010: 468): “The sixth-century evidence, especially from Sippar, shows this general shift towards the 
establishment of dates as a ‘leading crop’, on par with barley, as an on-going process and thus constitutes a model for the 
development of a new kind of agrarian regime.” 
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Apart from its inherent interest as a semi-continuous record of tax payments on the same property, it 
contains several noteworthy features. For instance, all the receipts bear Aramaic epigraphs save for one, 
which was written in all likelihood by apprentice scribes. We suspect there is a circumstantial connection 
between these exceptional facts. After all, one would not expect an epigraph, whose function is archival-
classificatory, on what looks like a mere draft. In addition, the formulation of the texts included in this 
dossier is not devoid of diversity, despite the fact that it contains just four receipts dealing with the very 
same subject matter (i.e. ilku-tax) and the same piece of real property. Another interesting problem raised 
by this dossier is the unexpected sequence of the titles šaknu and paqdu in the career of Illil-mukīn-apli, 
the official who received the tax payments on behalf of the crown.  

The mechanism of ilku payments as reflected in the dossier suggests that late tax payments accrued 
fines. Comparison of the biannual payment schedule at Nippur attested in the Murašû archive with the 
early Achaemenid triannual schedule known from other cities does not permit a conclusive explanation of 
the differences between the two systems. One or more factors were clearly in play: chronological, geo-
economic and “sectorial”. 
 
6. Abbreviations 
 
CUSAS 28 Pearce, L. E. and Wunsch, C. 2014. Documents of Judean Exiles and West Semites in 

Babylonia in the Collection of David Sofer (Cornell University Studies in Assyriology and 
Sumerology 28). Bethesda, MD: CDL Press. 

BaAr 6 Wunsch, C. forthcoming. Judeans by the Waters of Babylon: New Historical Evidence in 
Cuneiform Sources from Rural Babylonia in the Schøyen Collection. With Contributions 
by L. E. Pearce (Babylonische Archive 6). Dresden: ISLET.  

EE Stolper, M.W. 1985. Entrepreneurs and Empire: The Murašû Archive, the Murašû Firm, 
and Persian Rule in Babylonia. PIHANS 54. Leiden: NINO. 

IMT Donbaz, V. and Stolper, M. W, Istanbul Murašû Texts. PIHANS 79, Leiden: NINO. 
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Text Date M, NU Geographical ref. Horticulture Date-beer Barley Chickpeas Wheat Emmer Sesame Silver 

IMT 39 40 Art I M Maduʾītu + +       

PBS 2/1 81 4 Dar II M Nār-Šalla +        

IMT 32 - Dar II NU - +        

BE 10 55 1 Dar II NU Balṭīya canal in Bīt-Hadīya   +      

PBS 2/1 56 2 Dar II NU Nippur   +  + + +  

BE 10 73 3 Dar II NU Nippur    + +   + 

PBS 2/1 69 3 Dar II NU Nāqidīn     +    

BE 10 77 3 Dar II NU Ša-rēšē   +      

BE 10 87 4 Dar II NU Simmāgir canal +        

EE 114 4 Dar II NU Hambanāyu      +   

BE 10 104 5 Dar II NU Hašbâ   +      

PBS 2/1 129 7 Dar II NU Nippur   +      

 
Table 1: The business portfolio of Mušēzibu (=M) & son Ninurta-uballiṭ (=NU), its range and the variety of staples handled; arranged chronologically 

according to staple variety. 
 
 


