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Amongst the civilizations to participate in the dynamic processes of contact and
interchange that gave rise to complex societies in the ancient Near East, Elam has
remained one of the most obscure, at times languishing in the background of schol-
arly inquiry. In recent years, however, an increasing body of academic publications
have acknowledged its relevance and suggested that its legacy was more considerable
and long-lasting than previously estimated.

The Elamite World assembles a group of 4o international scholars to contribute
their expertise to the production of a solid, lavishly illustrated English-language treat-
ment of Elamite civilization, covering topics such as its physical setting, historical
development, languages and people, material culture, art, science, religion and soci-
ety. Also treated are the legacy of Elam in the Persian empire and its presence in the
modern world.

This comprehensive and ambitious survey seeks for Elam, hardly a household
name, a noteworthy place in our shared cultural heritage. It will be both a valuable
introductory text for a general audience and a definitive reference source for students
and academics.
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CHAPTER THIRTY-NINE

ELAMITE ADMINISTRATIVE
AND RELIGIOUS HERITAGE IN
THE PERSIAN HEARTLAND

o ——

Wouter EM. Henkelman

DP 10 2 and 21, two Old Babylonian texts from early Sukkalmah-period Susa,

are written on half-circular or tongue-shaped tablets with flattened left edges.*
The seal impression on the left edge is accompanied by a caption. MDP 10 2 has a
string hole at each side of the left edge (no images of the other tablet’s left edge are
available). Although the unusual format at first sight may suggest that they were
tags of some kind (so De Graef 2009), the contents show that the tablets are self-
contained records in the full sense of the word. Despite several unclear aspects, it
appears that they are receipts for livestock used in a series of sacrifices.

Tablets of comparable format are known from Neo-Assyrian contexts (where they
are known as ‘dockets’ — see Radner 1997: 26-31), but the closest parallels, nota-
bly in terms of document category, are from Achaemenid Persepolis. There, tongue-
shaped tablets were used for economic transactions (not legal, as in the Assyrian case)
of various kinds, but mostly for receipts. One such ‘memorandum,’ PFa o2, records,
in Elamite, the allocation of barley for the purpose of acquiring livestock, which was
then sacrificed in four different rites: for Napirisa and Adad, for/at tikrakkas and
kusukum. The sacrifices listed in MDP 10 2, some 15 centuries before, includes a
rite called gasum, a term occurring only in Susa contexts and probably reflecting an
Elamite word. Achaemenid-Elamite kusukum may well derive from it (through redu-
plication: *kusu-kusum > *kusukusm > kusukum; Koch 1977: 120-125; Hinz and
Koch 1987 q.vv.; Henkelman s.d. 3 §4).

The above example illustrates the potential of tracing Elamite-Persian continuities
in the sense that it shows the antiquity of institutional households organising certain
sacrifices, the possible endurance of cultic terminology, and use of a particular tablet
format for a particular kind of record. All this potential is marred, however, by the
huge chronological gap, only slightly mitigated by the recent find of Neo-Elamite tab-
lets in tongue-shaped and other formats (Yastg, unpublished). Elamite documentary
sources are generally sparse and unevenly spread throughout history; only rarely are
the same document types and thematic scope found in corpora from different periods.

Yet another matter is how to appreciate the Elamite elements in Persepolis Forti-
fication tablet PFa o2, especially since the sacrifices had been ordered, organised and
performed on behalf of the Persian heartland administration at the time of Darius I.
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— Wouter FFM. Henkelman —

To this may be added that the officiant had an Iranian name, Kaubara, an imprecise
variant of Kambarma (OP Gaubaruva-; cf. PF 0353), better known from its Greek
form, Gobryas. How to explain the Elamite deities Napirisa and Adad (worshipped
in Elam since the early second millennium) and the Elamite term kusukum in an
otherwise Persian context?

The answer to the above question depends on the interpretative model one chooses.
One is, in its clearest and original form, that of an Indo-Iranian Landnabme: a narra-
tive of migration and conquest by groups of Iranian-speaking or Aryan people large
enough to impose their rule (see, e.g. Hinz 1976/1979 I: 42—52, 56). The migrants are
thought to have carried with them an essentially mature intellectual culture. Native
elements, if any, were absorbed and adapted within an existing and stable framework,
hence without truly impacting the incoming cultural-ethnic identity. This identity
was for a long time regarded as superior; in more recent versions of the model it is
pictured more neutrally as particular and clearly distinct from any native culture (so,
e.g., Kellens 2002; discussion in Henkelman 2017b: 290-303).

The second, alternative model entails, again in its clearest form, a denial of Persian
identity as a linear development from its Indo-Iranian roots. Articulated in a seminal
study by Pierre de Miroschedji (1985; also 1990), it proposes a Persian ethnogenesis
in which merging Elamite and Indo-Iranian cultural traditions jointly produced a
new identity. Incorporating ever-larger portions of the population of southwestern
Iran, it eventually produced the Persian nation as it emerges in the historical record,
this in analogy to the process that led to the formation of Germanic peoples in Late
Antiquity (as famously proposed by Wenskus 1961). Mirosched;ji further argued
that reduced settlement density in the centuries prior to the Achaemenids probably
pointed to increased nomadism, a factor that would have facilitated the merging
of various ethnic groups and their cultural traditions. While in itself valid, the sec-
ond inference builds an incomplete picture in the sense that it underestimates the
role of confrontations between agro-pastoralist inhabitants of the highlands with
Elam’s urban culture in the all-important contact zone of the Zagros piedmonts east
of Khiizestan (cf. Rollinger 1999: 125f.; Henkelman 20112a: §82—~584).

The ethnogenesis model does not, it should be stressed, project a homogenous
cultural landscape as the outcome of acculturation (for an instructive example, see
Henkelman 2011b: 4-6). While adoption of a single language and unified culture
may coincide with ethnogenesis, they are not decisive prerequisites of it. What one
expects rather than full-blown unity is a spectrum of cultural attitudes — yet gathered
under a broad and inclusive cultural-ethnic umbrella, viz ‘Persian’. It is this ethnonym
and the traditions projected onto it that make decisive unifiers.

Although the difference is not always observed in debates on the subject, both
models here outlined are hypotheses, not conclusions: their hypothetical nature is
a function of the absence of conclusive evidence — historical or archaeological —
confirming or falsifying either of them. Their prime value lies in the number of his-
torical phenomena they coherently explain. The present author is convinced that
the ethnogenesis model is more successful in this regard; it is this model that finds
increasing support in the mounting data from the Persepolis Fortification archive.
Overall, it seems to be the ascending perspective, but support for it is not spread
evenly over all (sub)-disciplines implicated by the question. Notably among schol-
ars of comparative Indo-European linguistics and Iranian religions, the notion of
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large-scale cultural migration and imposition, alongside the belief in an original and
definable Indo-European culture and an Aryan homeland, continues to find support.

The case of the Medes may serve as a starting point for our discussion, as it holds
some prognostic value for contemporaneous developments in southern Iran. Assyrian
sources first mention a ‘country of the Medes’ in the northwestern Zagros in 835 BCE.
At that time, the Medes seem to have been neither particularly important nor very con-
spicuous within the medley of polities and ethnic groups that made up northwestern
Iran. In the course of the next two centuries, however, Median territory — as perceived
by the Assyrians — expanded, now comprising a large number of ‘city lords’ and areas
previously not seen as Median (Radner 2003). Eventually, it became a force strong
enough to launch successful raids on the Assyrian heartland. This development can only
mean absorption of other groups into what was, essentially, an open and still forming
identity. To be added to this are, first, the development of (local) administrative and
economic networks in response to Assyrian tribute demands (perhaps inaugurated in
Kassite times) and, secondly, the co-optation, hence strengthening, of local rulers. These
are typical ingredients for a process known as secondary state formation (Brown 1986).
It was aided by the trade network depending on the Great Khorasan road, a crucial
artery for both the Assyrians and the Medes, which undoubtedly prompted increased
social stratification. Yet, as Sancisi-Weerdenburg (1988) pointed out, state formation is
not an irreversible process, at least not until it reaches a certain stability independent
from ad hoc factors and individual rulers. The collapse of the Assyrian empire took
away the critical impetus that had driven the state formation; at the same time, it must
have severely impacted the commercial network that had supported the process.

The lessons to be taken from the Median case for that of the Persians are legion.
First, the comparison prompts the question as to the importance of trade in develop-
ments in the south. The introduction and spread of the dromedary since the late sec-
ond millennium enabled trans-desert routes that previously would have been hardly
viable. The Fortification archive shows, moreover, that camels were a key factor in
southern Iran and were also deployed on the route from Persepolis to Hindus and
Gandhara (Henkelman 2017b: §5-63). It may well be that this Iranian extension of
the emerging camel trade network predated the rise of the Persian Empire. Indeed, it
has been cogently suggested that the new southern trade routes were a decisive factor
behind the mounting Assyrian aggression against southern Babylonia and Elam and,
on the other hand, the emergence of the coalitions of various southern polities (Gib-
son 1991). The crucial difference, however, is that the fall of Nineveh did not impact
the southern network in the way it impacted the northern one; on the contrary, one
may plausibly project that it profited from the sudden break of Assyrian military and
political pressure. The manifold contacts between Elam and Babylonia in the post-
Assyrian period (Zadok 201 1) should certainly be evaluated against this background.
The fact that the chiefs of Samati — perhaps no more than a successful yet local agro-
pastoralist tribe in late seventh or early sixth-century southern Lorestan — could amass
the amounts of silver nowadays known as the Kalmakarra hoard strongly implies
access to interregional trade networks in which, for example, wool and textiles could
be merchandised. The incredible richness of the princely Argan and Giibagi tombs,
roughly from the same time, conveys a similar impression of profitable economic
circumstances. References to deliveries of myrrh and frankincense in the Acropole
archive, the find of Levantine #ridacna shells at Susa, and the presence of cotton in
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— Wouter FFM. Henkelman —

the Argan tomb all fit the hypothesis of a developing trade network (see Henkelman
2017b: 60-62, with references). It is not a far stretch to project that the cultural and
social dynamic associated with this network would have become a major factor in the
rise of the Persians and the emergence of their empire.

Insofar as it refers to the southern Zagros — and not to a homonymous (and partly
contemporary) polity in the Kermansah region — the toponym Parsu(m)a(s) may with
some confidence be taken to point to early or proto-Persians in southwestern Iran
(Rollinger 1999, responding to Miroschedji 1985). To be sure, the geographical con-
text given in the Assyrian sources is at times too ambivalent to allow secure distinc-
tion. Sutruk-Nahhunte II’s plea to [. . .]Jya of Parsumas to mobilize his troops makes
much more sense, however, if it refers to the southern Zagros (SAA 15 129:6-9;
707 BCE; cf. Fuchs and Parpola 2001: lii n.102). A similar case can be made for
Parsuas$ joining the Elam-led coalition at the battle of Halulé (691 BCE; Grayson
and Novotny 2012: 259 s.v. Halulé; cf. Waters 2000: 34f.). There, under general
command of an Elamite nagiru, Elam, Parsuas, Anzan, Pasiru and Ellipi (plus a series
of Chaldean and Aramean districts) stood up to the Assyrians, suggesting that south-
western Iran at this point was as diverse a landscape as northwestern Iran in the ninth
century (cf. Potts 2005: 22; Henkelman 2011a: 600 n.65). But around the turn of
sixth century BCE, Parsip (Elamite pl.), in analogy to ‘Medes,” seems to have emerged
as the dominant ethnicon in relation to the highlands, as revealed by its use in the
Acropole archive from Neo-Elamite Susa and in the Palace archive of Nebuchadnez-
zar II (an alternative label ‘AnSanite’ does not occur). Still, its typical combination, in
the Acropole archive, with a toponym suggests a range of local identities rather than
a fully formed and harmonized sense of being Persian (Henkelman 201 1a: 603-610).
It is only with Cyrus that one can begin to speak of ‘Persians’ tout court, again not
unlike the Medes under Cyaxares and Astyages.

The aforementioned Acropole archive shows that the eastern Zagros piedmonts,
including the royal city of Hidali, remained under control of the Susa-centred late Neo-
Elamite state. It was this zone that retained an important settled population through-
out the Neo-Elamite period, presumably partly because it lay beyond the scope of the
Assyrian incursions into Elam and had gained vital strategic importance (Carter 1994;
Carter and Wright 2003; Moghaddam and Miri 2003; 2007; Henkelman 2008: 41—43;
Waters 2013: 482f.). Significantly, Hidali, Huhnur/Hunar, Kurdusum and other places
in the same region were under control of the Parsa administration at the time of Dar-
ius I. Hidali, erstwhile bulwark of the Elamite crown, appears to have remained the
region’s central town, yet it was now integrated into a network centred on Persepolis
(Henkelman 2017b: 97—99). What this suggests, more than simple military conquest,
is a progressive westward ‘Persianisation’ in the context of ethnogenesis (Henkelman
20114, 609f., 613f.; cf. Basello s.d. 1). In archaeological terms, the process may, with
due caution, be recognized at Tol-e Nurabad, where a continuous stratigraphy from
Neo-Elamite II to early Achaemenid is in evidence (Potts et al. 2009/1388: 38f., 72f.,
77f., 181; cf. McCall 2013 on the surrounding Mamasani district).

At the same time, the piedmont zone is likely to have played its role in a process
of secondary state formation, again in analogy with the Median case, and probably
coinciding with the process of ethnogenesis. Mid-seventh century references to Parsu-
masians appearing at Hidali and, perhaps, attacking Sallukku/Sullaggi (ABL 961, 13009,
1311+; see Waters 1999: 103f. and 2000: 59f., 74) suggest that it was in this region
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that early or proto-Persians were first confronted with an urban Elamite culture. It may
have been here that such elements as Elamite script, (written) language and bureaucratic
protocol were adopted for the purpose of administration (cf. below). The importance of
the contact zone may in fact be recognized in the very name the Persians gave to ‘Elam,’
as Uja-/Uvja- is arguably a cognate of Ob&or (cf. Ovlia, Ovalaivn), the name of an
(Elamite-speaking?) ethnos in the Zagros piedmonts region (Henkelman 201 1b: 10f.).

The name as well as the title of Kuras, King of Ansan, better known as Cyrus the
Great, fit the background outlined above, as both point to a milieu in which Elamite
culture was seen as prestigious.

Apart from a very early occurrence (kur-ds, Ur III), at least five individuals named
Cyrus occur in the sources from the seventh and sixth centuries BCE: 1. ™ku-ra-ds, a
kinglet of Parsumas (Annals of Assurbanipal, 639 BCE); 2. [*¥]"ku “#ds the Ansanite, son
of Sespes (Elamite seal inscription, late 7th cent.); 3. "ku-ra-ds of Ansan, grandfather of
Cyrus (Cyrus Cylinder; perhaps identical with 2.); 4. Bkur-rds, recipient of manufac-
tured items at Neo-Elamite Susa (Susa Acropole archive, early sixth century); 5. ™ku-
ur-ra-$u, father of Mardi (promissory note, Babylon, among mostly Elamite names,
541/40); 6. "ku-ra-ds of Ansan, founder of the Persian Empire (Elhulbul Cylinders of
Nabonidus, Nabonidus Chronicle, Cyrus Cylinder, etc.; Zadok 1976: 62f.; Schaudig
2001: 709; Waters 2004: 94; Tavernier 2o11: 211f.). The consistency in rendering the
name’s ending (-as) is eye-catching; it continues among the hundreds of Babylonian
legal records dating to Cyrus (“ku-ra-ds, “ku-ras, “kur-ra-ds, etc.; never -us; Tavernier
2007a: 528-530). The alternative form, Kurus is restricted to Old Persian (k*u-r"u-s)
and occurs only in Bisotin (c. 520 BCE), and the short inscriptions that Darius had
made in the name of Cyrus at Pasargadae (Stronach 1990; pace Vallat 2o011: 277-279);
the Elamite and Babylonian versions of all these inscriptions again have Kuras.

The layout of the evidence on the name of Cyrus does not warrant the conviction
with which an Indo-Iranian etymology has been and still is defended (see, e.g. Schmitt
2009: 102f.). On the contrary, it pleads compellingly against the (often implicit)
assumption that Kurus must the prius and Kuras only a derivative variant. If it were,
one would have to provide solid arguments to accommodate not only the rendering
of an original Kurus as Kuras — for which there are no phonological or morphological
grounds in Elamite or in Akkadian - but also for the diachronic, cross-cultural and
multilingual consistency of this supposed “Umdeutung des genuin iranischen Namen”
(Schmitt 2009: 102f.). Such arguments have hitherto not been advanced. As Andreas
(1904: 93f.) already observed, an adaptation Kuras > Kurus would be well explicable
in Old Iranian context, where d-stems do not have a final -s, but #-stems do. In short,
the sources favour, a priori, analysis of Kuras as an original Elamite name, only later
adapted to Kurus to match Old Persian morphology. The availability of a credible
Elamite etymology based on a familiar name type ([theonym] + verbal form, abbrevi-
ated, as often in the Neo-Elamite period) reinforces this view (cf. Henkelman 2003a:
194f.; Tavernier 2011: 211-2712). Additional support comes from the name of Cyrus’s
ancestor Teispes, the oldest attested form of which is Sespes (seal inscription of Kuras
of Ansan); this name, too, can plausibly be explained as Elamite and belonging to the
same type (Henkelman 2014: 21, with correction in 2017a: 292f. n.34).

Andreas deserves credit for his lucid comments on the name of Cyrus, but that
should not exonerate him for the all too familiar sin he appended to these, that of
taking linguistic phenomena as a direct reflection of a historical reality (“Kyros ist
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also kein Perser gewesen” [emphasis original]; Andreas 1904: 93). Lehmann imme-
diately protested against this facile identification of name and ethnicity (be it on
the grounds that “er unmoglich glauben konne, dass Kyros kein Arier gewesen sei”;
Andreas 1904: 98), suggesting, instead, that the Elamite name might have resulted
from intermarriage. It is interesting to see that exactly the same discussion re-emerged
in recent decades: as the Elamite interpretation of the name and title of Cyrus gained
traction in the 1990s and 2000s, some took these elements as markers of a distinctly
Elamite (or Ansanite) cultural identity, hence opposed to the explicitly Aryan-Persian
identity proclaimed by Darius and his successors.

The suggested opposition may well be illusory. Cyrus, for one, gave at least three
of his children Iranian names (Bardiya/Brdiya-, Artystone/*Rtastiina- and Atos-
sa/*Hutaufa-). At the very least, his family onomastics show a mixed picture, not
unlike that of the Neo-Elamite chiefs of Samati in the Kalmakarra inscriptions (Hen-
kelman 2003a: 22~24; Tavernier 2o11 index s.v. Kal.). If anything, the Elamite name
Kuras, certainly if seen as a dynastic name, betrays its mixed Elamite-Iranian cultural
context. Perhaps it additionally reflects an appropriation of a prestigious tradition,
but this is uncertain. The title of Cyrus invites similar reflections, be it that it presents
a stronger case for wilful adoption.

One way to understand “King of AnSan” in the Cyrus Cylinder and other Baby-
lonian sources is to take it at face value. After all, at the time of the battle of Halulé
(691; cf. above), southwestern Iran as seen by the Assyrians was still a mosaic of
polities, including Parsua$ and Ansan. Potts initially took this as a lead argument
in positing that Cyrus had actually been king of Ansan, a polity that, as opposed to
Parsuas and others, was “culturally Elamite, not Persian” (emphasis original) and
whose inhabitants had an Ansanite identity (Potts 2005: 16f.; cf. 2011: 41; modified
in 2016: 304f.). Zournatzi, in a recent reaction, alternatively suggested that the title
“king of (the city of) Ansan,” whatever its precise background, was merely intended
to cater to a Babylonian audience. As a royal style it was in fact “alien to his own
practice,” not unlike Darius’s adoption of Egyptian titles in the hieroglyphic inscrip-
tion on his Susa statue (Zournatzi s.d.; see also Stronach 2013).

The Ansanite titulature of the Teispid line is not limited to Babylonian contexts: it
occurs in the inscription on the seal of “Kuras of Anzan, son of Sespes” (for the read-
ing “San-za-an-ir'-ra see Henkelman 2008: 55f. n.135; Elamite seal inscriptions often
include peculiar sign shapes). Garrison’s broad contextualisation of the seal image,
now known from about 20 impressions in the Fortification archive, has established
beyond doubt that it belongs to the second half of the seventh century, that it has
important connections with late Neo-Assyrian art, but itself belongs to an Iranian
context. He also argued for a highland rather than a Susiana milieu for this particular
glyptic style, perhaps even “a nascent ‘court style’ associated with the Teispid royal
house” (Garrison 2011, citation p. 400f.). At any rate, Elamite elements are evident:
apart from the Neo-Elamite seal inscription, the motif of the broken bow has clear
Elamite associations (so Waters 2o011: 290f.).

The short seal inscription mentioning “Kura$ of Anzan, son of Se$pes,” although
it does not mention the word ‘king, strongly implies rulership of Anzan/An$an.
Whereas Cyrus, in 539 BCE, may well have been aware that the title “king of (the
city of) Ansan” would reverberate with a Mesopotamian audience, the claim of rul-
ership of Ansan in itself was a datum within the Teispid line long before his conquest

808



— Elamite administrative and religious heritage —

of Babylon. From this perspective, it is understandable that Potts presents the seal of
Kura$ of Anzan as significant evidence (Potts 2005: 12f.), whereas Zournatzi credits
it with little authority (Zournatzi s.d.).

Contextual analysis of the impressions of the seal of Kuras of Anzan in the Perse-
polis Fortification archive (siglum: PFS 0093 *) shows that it was used by a chief agent
of the crown in sealing receipts for animals procured from the Persepolis economy
for the royal table. The seal, therefore, belonged to a narrowly defined court context.
Not coincidentally, the closest parallel, PFS coo7*, used by the official procuring all
other food commodities for the court, is a so-called royal name seal stating the name
of Darius (Garrison 1996; 2014: 70f.; Henkelman 2010; 20112: 581). Both seals
were deployed, in the most literal sense, ‘in the name of the king,” be it in that of the
reigning monarch, or in that of a perceived distant predecessor with whom he sought
to associate himself. Being exposed to administrative contexts wherever the court
halted, the heirloom seal that had originally belonged to Kuras of Anzan became an
emblematic argument underscoring Darius’s dynastic claims, not unlike the posthu-
mous ‘Cyrus’ inscriptions in Pasargadae. The historic significance of the seal is there-
fore not in doubt. In fact, its central, narrative and legitimizing role need not have
commenced with Darius: for the Teispids, too, the heirloom may have suggested a
concrete connection to a distant past, to a founding hero, Sespes, of whom little was
known. Some would even suspect that the suspiciously clean and straightforward
genealogy Cyrus presents in the Cyrus Cylinder (son of Cambyses I, grandson of
Cyrus I, descendant of Teispes) was inspired by the very seal of Kuras of Anzan, son
of Sespes (so Henkelman 2011a: 602f. n.71).

With the seal of Kuras of Anzan, a third, specifically Elamo-Iranian, reading of the
title ‘king of AnSan’ comes into sight. Although not attested for every Neo-Elamite
king, it is clear that the old title ‘King of Ansan and Susa’ still resonated in Elamite
context in the seventh century and possibly, if the re-dating of Atta-hamiti-Insusnak
is correct, all the way down to ¢. 520 BCE (Tavernier 2004: 22—29; 2006; Henkel-
man 2008: 6-8, 13f., 362f.). Cultural and chronological proximity forbids discon-
necting the early Persian claim of rulership of Ansan/Anzan from the Middle and
Neo-Elamite title ‘King of Ansan and Susa. There is little doubt that the adoption
of a royal style referring to Ansan/Anzan would, in the late Neo-Elamite age, have
been understood to stand in rivalry with the Elamite kings whose rule had effectively
become confined to Susa, Khuzestan and the Zagros piedmonts. Simultaneously, it
would have expressed a pretended link to the prestigious line of those same Neo-
Elamite kings, whose names, styles and copying of Middle Elamite inscriptions in
turn betray a strong historical orientation. It should be noted, in this context, that
AnSan cannot have been a major, central town at the time. Whereas the archaeo-
logical evidence is inconclusive (only part of Tal-e Malyan has been excavated), the
scarcity of references in both the Acropole and Fortification archives should not be
ignored. Since ‘Persian’ seems to have become the dominant ethnicon in this period
(whereas there is no evidence for ‘Ansanite’), the reference to ‘Ansan/Anzan’ in the
Teispid titulature can hardly be read as a mere geographical marker. Instead, it was a
conscious strategic, ideological choice, a ‘deliberate archaism’ (so Henkelman 2003a:
193f.; cf. 2008: 55—57; Waters 2004: 94; Potts 2011).

Cyrus and his contemporaries arguably considered themselves Persian, but they
lived in a time when Elam and Elamite culture were still important referents and in
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which a royal style referring to Ansan/Anzan would have reverberated widely. With
the emergence of empire and the inclusion and consolidation of vast Iranian-speaking
territories, the focus, naturally, shifted. Darius’s choice to emphasize that he was ‘Per-
sian’ and ‘Aryan’ (i.e. Iranian-speaking) does not constitute a radical break from this
perspective but the maturing of an ethnic identity (Henkelman 2o011a: 610-614).

Just how complicated the construction of a Persian identity was is illustrated by
two other, be it ephemeral, rulers of southwestern Iran. One, Acina son of Upadarma,
rose in Elam or part thereof at the time of Darius’s accession, claimed kingship over
Elam, was labelled an Elamite in the Elamite and Babylonian versions of Bisotun,
but had an Iranian name and patronymic (DB I.56-60, 63-65; DB, 29-33; cf. DB
I.72~77, 81-83). The other, Martiya, son of Cincaxri$ (both names presumably Ira-
nian), resided in Kuganaka in Parsa, yet rebelled in Elam and took an Elamite royal
name, Ummanu$ (i.e. a theophoric name containing ‘Humban’ — DB, II.4-8; DB,
I1.8-13; DB, 41f.). These cases show that the process of acculturation, or indeed of
Persian ethnogenesis, was an active and wide-reaching phenomenon even around
520 BCE, stretching into territory that was then still seen as ‘Elamite’ (Henkelman
2003a: 183f.; Potts 2016: 315f.; for the names see Tavernier 2003: 247-250; 2007a:
12 [1.2.1], 1§ [1.2.12], 20 [1.2.24, .28]).

The original residence of the rebel Martiya, Kuganaka (Kukkannakan, Kugu-
nakka), evokes another element of possible Elamite-Iranian continuity. The place was
not, as one might suspect, located somewhere in the transitional zone between Fars
and Khuzestan: well-attested in the Fortification archive as ‘Kuknakkan, it appears
to belong to the district of Tirazzi$ (ancient Siraz). Like Matannan, which must have
been relatively near, it was the site of an estate (ulbi, lit. “house”) of queen Irtasduna
(*Rtastiina-, Artystone), daughter of Cyrus. Matannan had been developed as a pala-
tial site under Cambyses and this may have been the reason why Darius (re-)granted
it to his Teispid wife (Henkelman and Kleber 2007; Henkelman 2010: 698-703).
Kuganaka/Kuknakkan seems to have had a similar fate: the seat of a powerful and
presumably noble Persian with political aspirations in ‘Elam’ (i.e. the eastern part
thereof?) at the time of Darius’s accession, it was subsequently granted to Irtasduna
(Henkelman 2017b: 196-198).

As evidence from Bactria, Arachosia, Egypt, Babylonia and the Persian heartland
demonstrates, the phenomenon of the landed-estates held by the imperial élites and
the higher ranks of the bureaucracy (thus remunerated for their service) was common
all over the Achaemenid Empire. Estates were not only essential economic assets (for
the holder) and an effective means to develop the provinces (for the state) but also
emblems of social prestige and, as Stolper puts it, ‘determinants of political behavior’
(Stolper 1985: 52; cf. Briant 2002: 444-446, 460-463, 943, 945; Henkelman 2017b:
165-167). Also, especially the larger estates and domains (in the sense of collective
assets of an individual or family), constituted their own household economies, as
references to dependent workers, accountants and storage facilities make clear. For
all these aspects, the question as to the origin and antiquity of the phenomenon is a
vital one, as it potentially relates to the formation of Persian élites and, with that, to
the evolution of early-Persian society.

In the Fortification archive, the most frequently used term for estate is irmadim (or
irmatam, when reading Gim with an Elamite value tam ), reflecting Old Iranian *rma-
tam (Tavernier 2007a: 447 [4.4.12.10]; Henkelman s.d. 1). This term is once found in
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the Acropole archive from Susa. In MDP 9 109, various items are distributed to three
individuals: Huban-danna; Ubukra, wife of Huban-rasma; and Huban-rasma himself
(Scheil 1907: 98f.; Tavernier 2011: 207). The name of the last recipient is followed
(l.13) by ir-mad-dim, which either indicates the place of delivery or identifies Huban-
rasma as holder of an estate. Hinz concluded from this single reference that the Ira-
nian term must refer to a Persian concept adopted by the Elamites; that all Persians
and people with Iranian names receiving items in the Acropole archive were estate-
holders; that they were under obligation of military service to the Elamite crown; that
they were the avant-garde of much larger waves of Iranians, who would eventually
take control of Elam on their path to their glorious, predestined future (Hinz 1987,
esp. 130-134; cf. 1973: 60—63). These inferences are entirely unsubstantiated and of
little consequence in the debate, except for the observation that the term irmadim
occurs in a Neo-Elamite archive that indeed contains Old Iranian onomastic material
(Tavernier 2011). This appears to suggest that the phenomenon of estates — somehow
bound to the central authority of Susa and therefore explicitly mentioned — existed
around 600 BCE. Its social setting, it may be assumed, was the accultured Elamite-
Iranian world of that time, hence the occasional appearance of an Iranian term.

There may be other evidence, though it is admittedly circumstantial. Irdabama,
queen and perhaps mother of Darius, had an estate (ulbi) at Sullaggi, a town in
eastern Khiizestan. This economically very active and powerful woman sealed let-
ter orders and other documents in the Fortification archive with her privy seal, an
heirloom belonging to the same group as the seal of Kura$ of Anzan (PFS oos1; cf.
below). Yet another such heirloom seal was used by her agent, Rasda. It is this last
seal, PFS oo77%, that shows an audience scene with a seated female; its Neo-Elamite
inscription reads “Seras, daughter of Huban-ahpi.” Henkelman suggested that this
last Huban-ahpi is the same as the ‘Huban-ahpi of Sulluggi' in the Acropole archive.
If so, a hypothesis can be made that Huban-ahpi not only fathered Serag, but also was
an ancestor of Irdabama and that for this very reason Irdabama held an estate at Sul-
laggi, that is, in analogy to the estate Matannan held by Irtasduna as leading member
of the Teispid line and successor to Cambyses and Bardiya (Henkelman 2011a: 613).
In such a scenario, one could picture Irdabama and her family as prestigious (part of
the old Elamite élite), rich (having an estate or lands at Sullaggi), and taking part in
the Elamite-Iranian acculturation (Irdabama is an Iranian name), hence an attractive
party for a Persian like Hystaspes (if Irdabama was indeed Darius’s mother). Though
this reading of the evidence remains speculative, it signals the potential relevance of
landed estates in the transition from Neo-Elamite to early-Persian society.

The seal of Kuras of Anzan is, as Garrison has shown, exceptional, but not unique
(Garrison 2011). It belongs to a small group of seals, all known from impressions
in the Fortification archive, which otherwise includes the seals of Irdabama and
her agent (PFS oos1, PFS 0o77%) and a seal showing a seated deity (PFS 1308%, cf.
below). As pointed out earlier, the critical locus of this glyptic was probably in the
Neo-Elamite or early-Persian (Garrison: Anzanite) highlands. While reflecting wide
cultural associations, the seals were local products made in and for an Iranian milieu.

Beyond their art-historical significance, the four heirloom seals also have important
historical implications. Their very existence points to a need for authentication and
expression of jurisdiction in written context. This context presumably was an adapted
form of Neo-Elamite cuneiform writing (as the seal inscriptions also imply). That
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there are at least four such seals, apparently all handed down in royal or élite contexts,
implies a social stratum, rather than one exceptional individual, that had adopted the
use of these instruments. If one, with Garrison, associates the glyptic tradition under
discussion with the early Teispids and their milieu, it follows that this early-Persian
acculturated society of the late seventh century engaged in (Elamite) writing and pre-
sumably played a pivotal role in emerging bureaucratic and administrative structures.

The view presented here matches well with the fact that the Acropole archive,
which is only one or two generations younger, evidences an intricate administrative
network including the Zagros piedmonts and co-opting various groups of Parsip,
“Persians” and individuals with Iranian names. Given the overall dynamic of sec-
ondary state formation and the impact of the sedentary zone of eastern Khuzestan,
it is entirely unsurprising that administrative structures would develop in the regions
directly adjacent. The Acropole archive yields glimpses of this process as it happened.
The seals of Kuras of Anzan and his contemporaries are concrete testimonies to the
same effect but carry more weight given their continued use, as heirloom objects, in
the mature administrative contexts from the reign of Darius.

Incidentally, one of the seals regularly impressed on tablets in the Acropole archive
has an inscription that can tentatively be read as “Andada son of king/chief Tassek” (see
Garrison, Chapter 32 this volume; not retrograde, despite Vallat 1995). Tassek seems
to be an Iranian name (*Dafayak-; Tavernier 2011: 198). The fact that nothing else is
known about this person shows the level of our ignorance but also the potential scope
of Elamite-Iranian acculturation, notably in administrative and bureaucratic contexts.

In a 1978 paper, Stolper showed that the appellative "“Sd-dr-nu-up-pu, occurring in
a single Neo-Assyrian letter (ABL 281), reflected Elamite *Sarnup, which he explained
as ‘intended recipients of rations apportioned’ and which he connected to the verbal
base Sara-, ‘to apportion,” one of the key terms of the Fortification and Treasury
archives (Stolper 1978, despite De Vaan 1998: 72—73). The letter in question speaks
of workers who depend on rations (ina libbi balti, ‘they live on it’) that are issued
by a centralized redistributive household economy that managed a large territory.
The connection with the ‘Persepolis economy’ of the reigns of Darius I, Xerxes and
Artaxerxes I is therefore not only etymological but apparently also generic in nature.
In Persepolis, too, large numbers of dependent workers, kurtas, formed the backbone
of a regional institutional system; their dependence is similarly expressed by the fre-
quent addition gal makip, ‘consuming rations’ (Henkelman 2008: 18f.).

A fleeting reference in the preserved Constantinian Excerpta of Nicolaus of Damas-
cus states that, among the Medes, any pauper may subject himself to a rich man for
nourishment, be fed and clothed, and henceforth be regarded as equal in status to
the latter’s slave (F66 §2, presumably in turn based on Ctesias, F8d §2 Lenfant). This
information, given in the context of the Cyrus legend, may refer to a phenomenon
documented in developed form in primary sources from the Achaemenid period. The
most evolved version is that of the aforementioned dependent labourers, kurtas, of
the household economy of Persepolis, who received about two-thirds of their nutri-
tional needs from the state (Henkelman s.d. 4 §2.5). In this setting, the term signifies
state-dependency. The underlying Old Iranian word, grda-, ‘domestic servant’ points,
however, to an origin in actual household contexts (cf. Av. garada-, ‘house, dwelling,’
Skt. grhd-, ‘house, property,’ Eng. yard, Germ. Garten, etc.; see Tavernier 2007a: 423f.
[4.4.7.54]). Egyptian (Aramaic) and Babylonian sources from the Achaemenid period
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take an intermediate position as they use grd’/gardu in connection with estates, hence
in semi-public contexts (Stolper 1985: 56—59; Briant 2002: 455-460, 944f.; Tuplin
2013: 43, 75—77, 101f.). The same seems true for the Elamite version of the Bisotiin
inscription, where Darius claims to have restored to the free and able-bodied men
(tassup) their livestock and kurtas (as well as the ‘house/estate-subjects’; DB_ 1.49;
DB_ 165 has maniya-, ‘house personnel,” DB, 26 "hUN.GA™, ‘hirelings, hired labour-
ers’). It would not be surprising if an Elamite redistributive economic model involving
larger forces of dependent labourers impacted early Persian society, more precisely
the status and deployment of grda- workers. This idea would gain strength if, as sug-
gested, estates played a role in the transition from Elamite to early-Persian society.

The most important elements in the dossier on administrative heritage have
hitherto only been mentioned in passing: writing and language. That Elamite was
important in Achaemenid context is easy to establish. The Fortification and Treasury
archives from Persepolis bear witness to it, as do isolated texts from Achaemenid
Susa and Qandahar (Arachosia). Elamite originally was the only language of Darius’s
Bisotin monument; the Old Persian and Akkadian versions were added at a later
stage. For the early Persians, as also appears from the inscriptions on the seals of
Kura$ of Anzan and his contemporaries, writing first and foremost meant writing in
Elamite (cf. Stolper 2005: 20).

Writing in Elamite, in the days of Darius I, furthermore meant writing in a script
that continued developments peculiar to Elamite cuneiform and occurring from
about 650 or 6oo onwards. These characteristics include a progressively reduced
sign inventory and the adoption of particular writing rules (disharmonious spelling,
conventions to render Iranian diphthongs). Late Elamite script is, moreover, visually
distinct from Mesopotamian cuneiform of the same period, a difference that was
recognized in antiquity. At Bisotiin, for one, the Elamite and Babylonian versions
consistently use signs that are distinct in shape and morphology and thus give very
different aethetic impressions (cf. Stolper 2005: 205 s.d.).

The observation that an indigenous school of cuneiform writing existed and
continued from Neo-Elamite into Achaemenid times has further implications. The
ascending view on the genesis of the Old Persian script holds that the distinct tradi-
tion of Elamite cuneiform provided the main inspiration, presumably among scribes
themselves versed in Elamite writing (D’Erme 1990; Rossi 2005; Basello s.d. 2). Just
how crucial the impulse from Elamite writing was appears from the Old Persian
word for ‘inscription, tablet, dipi, a loan from Elamite tuppi (pronounced /tipi/; Tav-
ernier 2007b [it ultimately derives from Sumerian]).

Who wrote in Achaemenid Elamite, and why? In the Landnahme model men-
tioned at the beginning of this chapter, the conquering Persians are assumed to have
deployed Elamites as their clerks, not bothering to engage in writing themselves. An
extreme version of this hypothesis held that written Elamite cuneiform was actually
no more than a code for spoken Old Iranian (alloglottography: Gershevitch 1979; cf.
Hinz 1971: 271, 308f.). More recently, and in line with of model of Elamite-Iranian
acculturation, Achaemenid Elamite has been characterized as a morphosyntactically
restructured form of the language resulting from second language acquisition by
native speakers of Old Iranian (Henkelman 20112a: §86—595, 614—622; Yakubovich
2008: 207). This view agrees with the observation that when, occasionally, the eth-
nicity of the Persepolis scribes needed to be made explicit (to distinguish them from
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Aramaic scribes), they were called ‘Persians,” not ‘Elamites’ (Henkelman 2008: 348-
350; 2011a: 587f.; Henkelman and Stolper 2009: 275-278).

Achaemenid Elamite, perhaps more properly described as ‘Irano-Elamite, not only
contains numerous Iranian loanwords but betrays imposition of grammatical fea-
tures from Old Iranian. An example is the ablatival use of the Elamite separative
suffix ikkimar, a grammatical calque on haca, ‘away from, by, with the same dual
function. Other signs of language interference are the use of the relative pronoun as
article and the completion of the sets of the demonstrative pronouns with ‘here’ and
‘there’ deixis in conformity with the Iranian paradigms. All such changes increased
isomorphism between the two languages and thus facilitated code switching. More
generally, reduction of morphosyntactical complexity made access to the contact-
induced form of the Elamite language much easier, notably in those areas of the gram-
mar that were very distinct from Old Iranian (and other Indo-European languages).
The best example in this regard is the radical generalisation of a single suffix (-za) for
all attributive constructions, replacing the more complex system of gender suffixes
expressing person, number and gender.

The late, morphosyntactically restructured form of Elamite is unlikely to have
emerged among native speakers of the language: the changes that occur are too radical
for such a scenario and rather point to the agency of iranophones. At the same time,
as always, the language interference was not a one-sided process. Adaptation of Ira-
nian loanwords to inherited Elamite morphology also occurs, and this phenomenon
is typical for the agentivity of native speakers. Adaptation to native morphology was
concentrated in the western Fahliyan region. In this same area, presumed to have had
a stronger presence of native or near-native speakers of Elamite, there is a clear pref-
erence for Elamite technical words and month names instead of Old Iranian equiva-
lents. The scribes that belong to this profile form a minority of 10-15%, however: the
main body of the administrative personnel must have been iranophones. They used
Elamite in a situation of asymmetrical bilingualism, expressing themselves reasonably
well in Elamite in administrative matters but probably less so in other settings.

Common sense suggests an intimate connection between the introduction of
Elamite writing on the one hand and administrative structures and bureaucratic pro-
tocol on the other: introduction of script as an abstract skill, without its practical
basis, seems unlikely. If more complex forms of administration, involving the use of
seals and script, indeed started to emerge among the early Persians in the seventh
century BCE or even before, the adoption of the Elamite language as a language
of writing may well have occurred at the same time. This does not mean, however,
that the Persian use of Elamite was necessarily limited to bureaucracy. It may well
have been used in the increasing contacts between iranophone highlanders and the
Elamites of the contact zone of the Zagros piedmonts. Indeed, the Parsip approaching
representatives of the Neo-Elamite state at Susa, Hidali and elsewhere would hardly
have made themselves understandable by speaking Iranian.

A long-term scenario, whereby Elamite was in use among Persians for more than a
century before the reign of Darius, would account for the relative stability and coherence
of the contact-induced variety of the language as documented in the Persepolis archives.
Yet a later date and more restricted setting for the genesis of Achaemenid Elamite is cer-
tainly not excluded. In that case, adoption of Elamite would have been a means to meet
with the rising complexity of Persian society under Cyrus or his immediate predecessors
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and would have enabled the administrative structures necessary for, as an example, the
great building projects at Pasargadae and Taoce. In both scenarios, one expects a conti-
nuity of administrative jargon and details of bureaucratic protocol from the Neo-Elamite
to the Achaemenid period. Here, however, we reach the limits of the evidence at hand.
As remarked at the start of this chapter, Elamite administrative corpora from dif-
ferent periods are rarely comparable in terms of genre, bureaucratic level and admin-
istrative perspective. The detailed comparison, undertaken by Basello, between the
Neo-Elamite Susa Acropole archive (manufactured items) and the Persepolis archives
(livestock, food commodities, silver payments in lieu of rations in kind) yielded few
parallels. Not a single formulaic expression is carried over from the Neo-Elamite to the
Achaemenid corpus, and the general level of convergence is limited. The most signifi-
cant evidence is probably the shared use of the key term kurman (identifying the officer
‘handling’ the items/commodities in the recorded transaction), which may continue a
tradition going back to Middle Elamite times. That the evidence from divergent termi-
nologies should not be taken as an absolute verdict is shown by a few minor categories
as well as by exceptional texts spilled over from other branches of administration into
the Fortification archive. The format of tablets regarding exchange of surplus (su?) is
strikingly similar to that of a particular range of tablets in the Acropole archive. A sin-
gle text on manufactured items (PF 0335) is, by a number of standards, much closer
to the Acropole corpus than the average Fortification text (Basello 20115 cf. 20124).
Elamite script and language, it should be underlined, were not Fremdkorper in their
new setting: they had become Persian things that Persians used. Not only did Persians
adopt Elamite as their way to communicate in writing, especially in the context of
administration, and not only did they unconsciously impose features of their mother-
tongue onto it, but they also rendered it more Persian in the particular use of inherited
features. The increased deployment of phonetic complements (matres lectionis), for one,
would have especially aided iranophones. More important from a cultural perspective is
the extended use of determinatives, particularly the one for divinity (*Y). In Achaemenid
Elamite it is applied not only to divine names, but also to temples, rites, priests, days,
months and so on, hence reflecting a world-view informed by (Indo-)Iranian tradition.
Such adaptations point to a community of iranophone scribes who felt themselves at
home in the language of writing. Some even mastered the language well enough to be
inventive; the prime example is the production of abbreviations, a kind of new ‘logo-
grams,” from Old Iranian loanwords (such as pa™® for banura = * panira-, ‘cheese’).
Potts rightly pointed out that the technical skills, garment styles or such heirloom
forms as the ‘Elamite dagger’ by themselves need not spell a very profound Elamo-
Iranian acculturation. In a minimalist approach, as he surmises, one would consider
all these as ‘epiphenomena . . . which fail to convince one of any meaningful Elamite
contribution to the idea of Iran or Iranian identity’ (Potts 2005: 11-13). Potts’ answer
was to point out the significance of Cyrus’s name and title, as discussed above. Today,
after a decade of intensified research on Elamites and Persians, one can be more con-
fident and count writing and religion among the areas of significant contribution. The
first, as argued here, came in a context of emergent administrative structures among
the early Persians and was internalized as part of Persian culture.
Recent work has shown that institutional networks of the Persepolis type existed
at Achaemenid Susa and Ecbatana, and that Elamite (alongside Aramaic) was used at
these centres. A similar argument can be made for a range of other places, including
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Taoce, Gabae and Krmana (Kerman), suggesting that most of the western Iran plateau
was covered by such networks (Henkelman 2017b: 109-149). All this could still,
with some effort, be explained as an organic growth of an inherited Elamite model
which the Persians adopted and expanded. The Elamite Arachosian tablets and other
evidence from Achaemenid Arachosia, however, forcefully point to another expla-
nation: that of Persians conceiving the inherited institutional economy as a system
that they could advantageously use as a template for setting up complex administra-
tive and bureaucratic structures in areas where these were absent or underdeveloped
(Fisher and Stolper 2015; Henkelman 2017b: 150-174). Elamite writing, bureau-
cratic protocol and administrative tradition, then, were not epiphenomena in a brave
new Persian world but essential tools for building and organizing it. For sure, the
Achaemenids were quick to acquire a whole range of other means and mechanisms to
further and sustain their empire, but the Elamite contribution, adopted and adapted
in a truly Persian society, provided the original impetus.

The historical panorama stretching from the seal of Kura$ of Anzan to the use of
Elamite at Achaemenid Qandahar leaves no doubt as to the internalisation of bureau-
cratic and administrative traditions by the Persians. The evidence on Elamite elements
in Persian religion allows for a similar vision: not one of ‘tolerated’ yet essentially
foreign cults but of inherited traditions that were meaningfully adopted and adapted.

PFS 1308%, mentioned earlier in this chapter as one of the four Neo-Elamite/early-
Persian heirloom seals known from the Persepolis Fortification archive, depicts a
female deity seated on a throne, holding a mace and wearing a crenelated and horned
polos headdress. Whereas a number of elements have Assyro-Babylonian antecedents,
details of the composition and style point to a local background. The Neo-Elamite seal
inscription points in the same direction (Garrison 2011: 387-390). The seal is attested
only once; it probably belonged to a high-placed traveller by the name of Bakabadada
(PF 1385). Some other individuals with Iranian names used seals with seal inscriptions
stating the names of individuals with Elamite names; these seals are younger than the
four heirloom seals discussed here but nevertheless of interest. A notable example is
the seal inscribed with the (Elamite) name of ‘Huban-ahpi, son of Sati-Huban,” used
by IrSena (*Rsena-), the important director of the Fahliyan region (PFS ooo4*). Of this
last seal, Walther Hinz, in a letter to Richard Hallock, wrote that he found it incredi-
ble that the administrator IrSena had inherited his seal from an Elamite (Henkelman
2008: 119 with n.263). This is, however, exactly the point: Elamite elements are not
only absorbed but they find new meaning and context in the Persian period. The same
is arguably true for the goddess on Bakabadada’s seal and, for that matter, for all dei-
ties and rites of Elamite background attested in the Fortification archive.

The latest survey of named deities in the Fortification archive, on the basis of an
enlarged edited corpus, confirms a trend observed earlier: that gods with an Elamite
background are well presented in the cultic landscape of ancient Parsa. Table 39.1
lists all deities mentioned more than once in the available sample of the archive (c.
6400 Elamite texts and fragments as of January 2017). It indicates the cultural back-
ground, the number of attestations and — important in an economic context — the
aggregate volume of the deities’ sacrifices expressed in barley value (see Henkelman
s.d. 2 for full data; reconstructed Iranian theonyms after Tavernier 2007a).

Humban stands unrivalled in terms of attestations and aggregate volume
(6455*/6585* 1.). The latter is more than three times higher than that of Auramazda
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Table 39.1 List of deities mentioned more than once in the Fortification archive.

Elamite  Iranian attestations —aggregate —maximum
volume:
minimum
1. Humban 32 64557 L. 6585+ 1.
2. Misdusis  *Mizdusi- 7 2095t 2095* L
3. Uramasda Auramazda 13 2171t L 23310 L.
4. Napirisa 26 1880* . 1920*l.
5. Adad 12 1715l 17757 L
6. Ispanda- *Spandarmatis/ ¢ 900" I. 900" 1.
ramattis - aramatis$
7. Mariras *(H)uvarira-? 8 450* . 450" L.
8. Setrabattis  *Serapatis 3 330 L 330 L.
9. Pirdaka- 3 210 1. 210 I
miya
10. Narisanka *Brakam(i)ya- 3 270 L. 270 I.
11. ‘Earth’(?) *Narésanga- 3 270 1. 270 l.

(2171*/2331* 1.) and almost as much as that of all gods with an (Indo-)Iranian back-
ground taken together (6486*/6646* 1.). This, with the prominence of Napirisa and
Adad, and with the additional presence of Earth (if the logogram KI refers to an
Elamite deity: Henkelman 2008: 324-331; s.d. 3 §2.6), Nabbazabba, Simut, Ziz-
kurra, and Nah (Nahhunte?), shows that the significance of the Elamite element in
the divine world of the Persian heartland is unambiguous. What cause controversy
are the cultural inferences drawn from this circumstance.

One approach, in agreement with the Landnabme model, takes the evidence from
the Fortification archive as essentially coherent with the assumption of an inherited
and mature Iranian religion, more particularly of a form of Zoroastrianism (or Maz-
daism, etc.). Elamite elements are seen as either tolerated yet extraneous to the ances-
tral religion (Hinz 1970: 427-430; 1976/1979 II: 192—202; Koch 1977; 1987; 2011:
108-137; Boyce 1982: 132-149), or as adapted to an existing structure without sig-
nificantly impacting that same structure (Kellens 20125 Kreyenbroek 2012). A major
problem confronting this view, especially in its more extreme form (tolerated Elamite
paganism), is the relatively low rank of Auramazda. His non-exclusive position
appears to contrast sharply with the evidence from Achaemenid royal inscriptions; it
certainly diverges from traditional views on Achaemenid Persian religion.

A past remedy has been to identify the so-called lan-sacrifice as the exclusive rite
for Auramazda. Since lan, at the time, was only known to occur without explicit
reference to a particular deity, and since it is frequently attested, its proposed asso-
ciation with Auramazda seemed an admissible and convenient means to restore
the latter’s status as foremost god and bring the Fortification archive on a par with
the royal inscriptions. Contextual evidence had already severely undermined this
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view (Razmjou 2004; Henkelman 2005: 140-143; 2008: 214-253), when a deci-
sive counter-argument came to light in the form of several attestations of ‘lan for
Napirisa’ (Henkelman 2017a: 283-287, 324). These do not imply that all lan sacri-
fices were made for this originally Elamite god, but it excludes analysis of the word
lan as a scribal shorthand for ‘Auramazda-sacrifice.” With that conclusion, the image
of an administration that spent more of its means on Humban than on Auramazda
returns with full force. How, then, is this situation to be understood?

The case of lan and Napirisa is particularly important for the question of Elamite
elements in Achaemenid religion. lan, an inherited Elamite term for ‘offering, was
part of a web of cognate forms that was important in Middle and Neo-Elamite cultic
terminology and remained productive in Achaemenid Elamite (Vallat 2000; Henkel-
man 2008: 192—203, 241f., 254-280). A recent addition to this file is the short late
Neo-Elamite inscription on one of the gold ‘rings’ from the Giibagi tomb, which reads
la-ar-na, ‘for/belonging to the sacrificiant.” In Persepolis, one finds, among others, the
verbal base la- ‘to offer’ (especially in connection with Humban), the appellative lan-
lirira, ‘oblator’ (a qualification of makus) and the compound lankul, ‘offering-prayer’
(cf. kulla-; Henkelman s.d. 5). This rich context forbids disconnecting lan from its
Elamite past and reading it as merely an old word for a new reality (an Indo-Iranian
cult). Instead, it shows continuity of a technical sacrificial vocabulary used alongside
Iranian loanwords for specific cultic phenomena.

The most consequential case of lan for Napirisa (Fort. 1316-101:14’) is connected
to Anzamannakka, a place in the so-called ‘northern cluster’ along the road to Media.
Henkelman has argued that Napirisa’s cult in this area may have been relatively new:
it was brought there by Persians in the context of their extending administrative net-
work and institutional economy, of which cultic activity was an essential component
(Henkelman 2017a: 277-281, 287). Napirisa, in other words, had become a Persian
god, an inference also borne out by the circumstance that he was recipient of an akris
(Fort. 1785-103), a rare but seemingly important celebration, the name of which is
Iranian (Henkelman s.d. 3 §5).

The adoption of Napirisa’s cult into, and adaptation to, its new the Persian con-
text should be placed in a longue durée perspective. The overall strength of the cult
in Achaemenid Parsa may well be based on Napirisa’s long-time connection with the
highland parts of Elam (Henkelman s.d. 2 §2.4). Most scholars agree that the cen-
tral male deity at Kiirangiin and Nags-e Rustam is Napirisa (or Napirisa-Insusinak),
dispensing, as the Elamite Ea/Enki, the fertilising streams of water emerging from
the deep (Vallat 2002/03: 533f., 543f.; Potts 2004: 152~154; undecided: Seidl 1986:
20f.). The fact that both open-air sanctuaries were enlarged with additional sculp-
ture, hence still in active use in the Neo-Elamite period, is relevant here, as it allows
for a direct link between the veneration of Napirisa in the highlands in the time
before and that after Cyrus.

Incidentally, there is a Fortification seal (PFS 1312s) which shows (the statue) of a
male deity flanked by composite creatures. One of these is a goat-fish, associated with
Ea/Enki in Mesopotamia. The same creature is well attested in Elamite art, where it
may be an emblem of Napiri$a (Garrison 2017: 201; cf. Amiet 1994: 64f.).

The permanence in certain cults suggested in the case of Napirisa does not stand
on its own. Humban’s leading position among the gods mentioned in the Fortification
archive, for one, clearly continues his surging popularity in the eighth, seventh and
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sixth centuries BCE. His role as the Enlil of the Elamite pantheon (suggested by the
commentaries to Surpu) is not only reflected in the many Neo-Elamite royal names
with the element ‘Humban’ (the last one being the aforementioned rebel Ummanus) or
in Hanni of Ayapir’s reference to Humban, ‘under whose kitin a king (stands),’ but also
in the ideologically charged bakadausiyam celebrations organized in his honour under
Darius I. Not co-incidentally, Auramazda, too, figures prominently in the same context.
Although it would be reductive to postulate a one-to-one connection, there is every
reason to suspect that the role Humban assumed in the later Neo-Elamite period, that
of a typical royal god, informed the profile of Auramazda as visible in the royal inscrip-
tions (Henkelman 2008: 353-384; 2017a: 306—319; s.d. 2 §2.1; cf. Gaspa 2017).

Some have pointed out the absence of prominent Elamite gods such as InSuSinak
from the Fortification archive, and even inferred from it that his followers had turned
their back on him, disappointed that he had forsaken them against the Babylonians
and the Persians (so Koch 1995: 1963). It is not difficult to counter this e silentio argu-
ment: InSuSinak’s traditional ties were with Susa and the Susiana, hence with a region
from which hardly any Achaemenid administrative sources are preserved (Henkelman
2017a: 281f. with n.16). The few snippets that we have, however, do include reference
to the continued cult of Nanaya at Achaemenid Susa (Joannés 1990: 173-175). Late
Neo-Elamite royal inscriptions indicate continued worship, at that time, of InSuSinak,
Humban, Pinigir, and NapiriSa (EKI 77-80, 82-84), as does the Acropole archive for
In$usinak, Simut, Hutran, Sazi and Zizi-pahha, some of whom had several local cult
centres (Vallat 2002/03: 534—536; Basello 2017: 363-367; Henkelman s.d. 6). Given
the marked role of gods of Elamite descent in Achaemenid Fars, it would be unwise to
assume a dramatic rupture in the parallel case of Khiizestan, only because textual evi-
dence is scant. More plausible is a scenario of continuity of at least some of the major
cults, besides the attested one of Nanaya. One wonders, in this context, whose temple
it was which was plundered at Susa during the absence of Alexander (Arrian Anabasis
VI.27.5; see also Alvarez-Mon 2011: 346349 on Nabii and Marduk).

The various elements evoked with regard to the Elamite heritage in the Persian
heartland religion provide the basis from which other elements may be explained.
This is particularly true for aspects of Persian cultic space, cultic practice and cultic
personnel, as documented in the Fortification archive and elsewhere. An important
example is the duality of temple and open-air worship, which existed in Elamite and
Persian culture alike.

The richness of Elamite temple culture is evident from the many inscriptions
dedicated to the building and rebuilding of sanctuaries (siyan) throughout Elam
(Potts 2010), but also from the apocalyptic tale of Susa’s doom told by Assurbani-
pal (Prisms A VI:27-69 ~ F V:19—48; Borger 1996: 53—55, 241). In it, not only the
capture of divine paraphernalia and temple property are mentioned, but also that of
temple administrators (sangé) and cultic personnel (bublalé > *pubu-lar; Vallat 2001;
Henkelman 2008: 272-274). The Persepolis Bronze Plagque adds to these categories
that of the pubu ziyanup, ‘temple servants,” perhaps a class of oblates (Henkelman
2008: 273f., 315). The Neo-Elamite Sutruru Stela (EKI 74), centring on the priest
Sutruru, seems to document a complicated land grant (so Reiner 1969: 61f.; Koch
1980: 108—113; Waters 2000: 18f.). In short, economic activities of Elamite temples
are alluded to in the sources; seen within the wider ancient Near Eastern context, this
is, of course, anything but surprising.
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The Fortification archive includes a few isolated references to temples (ziyan); each
of these suggests an economic entity of some importance. An amount of 9405 1. wine
was ordered for the temple at Hakurtis, to give the most telling example. Perhaps the
rareness of such references should be explained as a function of the relative auton-
omy of the sanctuaries (Henkelman 2008: 469-473, 547f.; 2017a: 287-290; s.d. 3
§3.1). If indeed they were institutional households of their own, the phenomenon
may well have been informed by Elamite tradition.

Elamite and Indo-Iranian traditions shared a susceptibility to bodies of water
and elevated places as numinous loci where mortal man might approach the divine.
Kiarangin and the water-rich gorges of Kil-e Farah and Sekaft-e Salman are capti-
vating examples of the Elamite tradition, but they are also of direct relevance here
as they are all situated in what would become the Persian heartland (Alvarez-Mon
2013; Canepa 2013; Henkelman and Khaksar 2014; cf. Rapin 2017 on raised plat-
forms of Achaemenid Central Asia). Since water was a key element in a number of
Achaemenid monuments (Bisotiin, Nags-e Rustam, Gangnameh, Qadamgah), it is
tempting to postulate a connection with the Elamite past. Indeed, the Fortification
archive is rich in references to river and mountain sacrifices, one of which is an offer-
ing for Humban at the river Betir (‘Hostile, Adversary’). Contextual data for assign-
ing the rites to a particular god or cultural tradition are lacking for all other cases,
however. At any rate, the question of their cultural affiliation is probably moot since,
in all likelihood, Elamite and Indo-Iranian traditions both contributed to the Persian
rites (Henkelman 2008: 224, 377-380, 392f., §36-541; s.d. 3 §3.2).

A dossier that has emerged only in recent years is that of the funerary cult of Per-
sian kings. Again, some of its elements point to the Elamite past.

Food offerings for the deceased are well attested in Elam, as they are in the ancient
Near East in general (Carter 2011; Wicks 2015: 76-79, 93—97). Assurbanipal, in the
above-quoted passage, prided himself on having deprived the royal shades of food
offerings and water. The best-known individual cult, involving a statue/stela image of
the king, is that of Tepti-ahar in the early Middle Elamite period (Reiner 1973, esp.
95f.). A fragmentary Neo-Elamite inscription, perhaps from Atta-hamiti-Insusnak,
mentions sacrifices to be performed ‘for my statue/stela’ (EKI 89:5, zalmu; see Hen-
kelman 2008: 362f.). Also relevant are clay heads, perhaps intended as portraits of
the deceased, found in Elamite graves; the series continues into the Neo-Elamite
period (Alvarez-Mon 2005; Carter 2011: 49). One wonders if these representations
somehow connect to the statues of Elamite kings made from silver, gold, bronze
and alabaster, 35 in total, that Assurbanipal seized. Mentioned in the context of the
destruction of Elamite sanctuaries, they may have been votive images or the object of
a dynastic cult (or both). The same is probably true for the images of deceased and
living family members placed by Silhak-Indusinak I in the subter (Grillot 1983).

Regular offerings for the statue/stela (salmu) of Darius I were performed at Sippar
during the reign of Xerxes (Waerzeggers 2014; cf. Rollinger 2011: 44—46). Though,
presumably, continuing Mesopotamian rather than Elamite precedent, the case is
important in the wider context of Persian funerary customs. To start with, an image
of the deceased, and perhaps also those of the ancestors, indeed seems to have played
a role in funerary rites. Classical sources repeatedly refer to such an image, lain on the
royal catafalque (Hdt. VI.58.3, Ael. VH XII.64 [Alexander]|, Curt. II.3.16, perhaps
Diod. XVIL.115.1; Briant 2002: 522f., 959). Secondly, there is a series of texts in the
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Fortification archive on the food offerings for Cambyses, his queen Upandus$/Phai-
dyme and Hystaspes (Henkelman 2003b; s.d. 3 §7; Henkelman and Miri s.d.). The
cultic space for such evolvements consisted of the actual funerary monument (Sumar)
and a sanctuary (siyan) with a basur, ‘sacrificial table’ (all mentioned together in NN
2174 [collated]). That the last term, a loan from Akkadian (passiru), is potentially
significant as such loanwords, rare in Achaemenid Elamite, usually go back to Middle
or Neo-Elamite intermediate forms (cf. AE zip < ME-NE sip < Akk. sippu).

As for cultic personnel: the most common designation for priest or officiant in the
Fortification archive is Satin, continuing a term already attested in the early second
millennium (Tavernier 2007c¢: 283f.; Henkelman 2008: 254f. n.559, 298 n.677). The
majority of individuals bearing it did not have Elamite names, however, nor were
they exclusively assigned to the cult of Elamite gods. Indeed, almost all of the priests
tending to Auramazda were Satin, not makus (magus). This trend is a general one:
although specialisation in certain cults sometimes occurs, cultic personnel regularly
tended to the rites of deities of both Elamite and Indo-Iranian background. Priests
with Iranian names and designations could sacrifice to deities of Elamite descent and
vice versa. The terms makus and satin were not equivalents — satin was a more pre-
cise term for sacrificial priest, makus had to be qualified — but their difference cannot
be construed in terms of ethnic or cultural profiles. This observation carries some
weight, as the cultural traditions from which the terms Satin and makus/magus stem
were indeed distinct (Henkelman s.d. 3 §2)

It is important to remember that the sacrifices recorded in the Persepolis Fortifi-
cation archive pertain to cults that were wilfully organised by the state as part of the
activities of an institutional household. These cults were for all those gods whom the
Persians regarded to have a sway over their homeland: commodities allocated for
their sacrifices were not philanthropic subsidies for indigenous cults. Along the same
lines, places where deities of Elamite descent were worshipped, were not backward
‘enclaves.” In fact, closer inspection of such ‘isolated’ places shows that some of them
actually had a royal profile and were well connected to the rest of the institutional
territory (examples: Henkelman 2008: 316-323; 2017a: 276f.).

That only an integrated approach can make sense of the religious phenomena
documented by the Fortification archive is clearly shown by the following case. Since
agriculture and animal husbandry were the prime supports of Persian heartland soci-
ety, and since the archive pertains to an institutional context, it is not surprising that
much of the documented cultic activity is related to fertility, rain, protection of the
crops and stored revenue. Sometimes a series of sacrifices occurs, to be performed by
the same priest in the same district (but not necessarily at the same time): the deities
and rites that occur in such lists may include Adad, Napiri$a, Sakurrazis, kusukum,
hapidanus and tikrakkas. The last term perhaps refers to a conical granary (*tigra-
ka-, ‘pointed’), while hapidanus, another Iranian loan, literally means ‘water place,
reservoir’ (*apidanis; Tavernier 2007a: 398 [4.3.220], 437 [4.4.8.3]). Sakurrazis is
the elamograph of @aigracis, the name of the third month in the Persian agricultural
calendar. In this context, Napiri$a probably occurs as god of the deep waters, while
Adad, who had been at home in Elam since the Sukkalmah period, presumably is
invoked in his role as fertility and rain god (Lipinski 2005; cf. Henkelman 2008:
305-323, 519f.;5.d. 2 §2.5; see also Alvarez-Mon and Basello 2014). This shows, in a
nutshell, the practical reality of religious life: Iranian and Elamite elements occur side
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by side in an agricultural setting, the basis of human existence (Henkelman 2008:
396—400, 541f.;s.d. 3 §4).

What is true for the everyday level of agricultural life, and the worries that come
with it, also applies to prestigious, royal contexts. The grand sacrificial feast known
as $ip was performed at Pasargadae and other places with a clear royal profile. It was
organised and presided over by the general director of the Persepolis economy or his
deputy, viz by the king’s highest representatives in the heartland. As in the case of the
bakadausiyam celebrations, larger crowds must have benefitted from the generous
allocations in wine, grain and livestock. Displaying generosity on behalf of the king
was, in fact, a prime concern at such a fore: it served an ideological purpose, but also
had a practical side in motivating the workers with a little extra food. Unquestion-
ably, then, the Sip feast reflects both the way the Achaemenid monarchy wanted to
see itself and the economic reality of the Persian heartland, with its expanded and
multi-ethnic kurtas workforce, in the age of empire.

Yet $ip, both as a term and as a religious phenomenon, also connects to an Elamite
past. The first indication for this is the single occurrence of a $ip at the place Pumu.
Apparently a more modest, local version, it was performed for the god Zizkurra, whose
compound name contains a reduplication of Ziz, ‘Luck, Well-being’ (*Zizit > *Zizt
> Ziz), a theonym already attested in the Naram-Sin Treaty. Secondly, the precursor
to Achaemenid-Elamite $ip, Middle and Neo-Elamite sup, is attested as a term for
(royal) sacrifice in an inscription by Untas-Napirisa, the Neo-Elamite Persepolis Bronze
Plaque and other texts; it also occurs in various compounds and proper names. Finally,
although we do not know its name, the sacrificial feast performed at Kiil-e Farah was
arguably similar to Achaemenid $ip, as appears from the large audience, the host of sac-
rificial animals, the communal banquet and other elements. If not a $ip feast, it remains
relevant as a phenomenon that may have informed the Achaemenid celebration (Hen-
kelman 2011¢; 2017a: 303-306; s.d. 3 §8; Basello 2012b: 153-156).

Although transformed in the Persian context and adapted to the needs of Achae-
menid society, sip clearly has to be studied with due attention to the Elamite past.
That past manifests itself with great force in the Elamite version of Xerxes’ Daiva
inscription. Clearly written by an iranophone with limited command of Elamite, it
nevertheless describes the veneration of Auramazda as ‘performing his $ip.” In the
same text, moreover, Xerxes bans the cult of the daiva by laying his ‘kiten upon them,
lest the sip of the daiva be performed!” This magical use of kiten (kitin), divine power
in the hands of the monarch, strikes one as a direct echo of Elamite usage: Hanni,
for one, laid kitin of the gods upon his relief as a ban protecting it from violation
(Henkelman 2008: 364—371; 2017a: 318f. n.75; compare Garrison s.d. §4.3.5. and
Rollinger 2011: 20-22).

The central message of the Daiva inscription may be Iranian, but it nevertheless
includes an important Elamite sacrificial term and a crucial Elamite religious concept,
both connected with Elamite royal ideology. These are present not because the scribe
wanted to appeal to the tastes of an Elamite audience but because they were internal-
ized in Persian society.

NOTE

1 All abbreviations as per Henkelman 2008.
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