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CHAPTER I

ELAM

1. The Emergence of the Elamite City-States

The earliest part of present-day Iran to reach the level of urban and class
civilization was the region which later was called Khiizistin and which
in ancient history is usually designated by its Biblical name of Elam
(Hebr. ‘Elam). It lies outside what geographically is the Ifanian Plateau
properly speaking, and i1s a plain surrounded from three sides by
mountains and crossed by rivers flowing from the highlands into
the Persian Gulf — the Karkhah (or Saimarreh, the Assyrtan Uqnd, the
Greek Choaspés) and the Karin (the Assyrian Ulai, the Eulaeus of the
Greeks),” as well as by the river Ab-i Diz (Copratés) running parallel
to the Karkhah but halfway down the plain flowing into the Kiriin.
Through the ages the courses of the Karkhah, the Karan and its
affluents, and the Ab-i Diz, as they ran across the lowlands of Elam,
changed many times, and many canals, later silted up, have at various
times been led from them into the parched country around, or between
the rivers as their connection. The part of the alluvial plain nearer to
the sea was in ancient times covered by shallow freshwater lakes and
salt or brackish lagoons, overgrown with reeds and gradually turning
into marshland, and the coastline lay farther north than now. The
winter on the plain of Elam is mild, the temperature but seldom falling
below zero Centigrade, and the summer very hot indeed, the heat
sometimes reaching 60° C. The precipitation is scarce, but the valley
can be irrigated by the water of the nvers.

Thus, the climate and the general ecological conditions of Elam were
very similar to those of neighbouring Sumer in the lower valley of the
Euphrates (now in Iraq); the historical development of both countries
was also typologically similar and more or less simultaneous. But the
two countries were separated by a stretch of marshes and desert difficult
to pass, and so the usual road connecting Elam with Sumer led either
along the foot-hills towards the north-west, or in the same direction
upwards into the mountains along the valley of the Karkhah and then

! The ancient Eulaeus (Uldi was apparently the modern Sa’ur plus the lower part of the Karun.
[Differently john Hansman, *“Charax and the Karkheh”, .4 vir (1967), 21—58.]



ELAM

over a mountain-pass towards present-day al-Badra at the same foothills;
thence to the valley of the Tigris (more often than not via the Diyala
valley near modern Baghdad), and from there to the Sumerian settle-
ments along the lower Euphrates.

No important culture could develop in Elam until the first men who
had descended to the piain from the highlands established communities
1in sufficient numbers and with techniques adequate to turn the waters
of the rivers to their use and to develop an agricultural civilization based
upon river irrigation. The first settlers are attested in a side valley (the
site of Ali Kosh, early 7th millennium 8.c.). They were goat-herds
acquainted with some primitive agricultural processes; they were
apparently related to the first herdsmen-agriculturists of the more
northern regions of the Zagros mountains, but a change of burial
customs in the 6th millennium B.C. may testity to the coming of a new
population. The men of this later period (as also those at the sites of
Jowiand of Ja*taribad) have in their material culture and burial customs
much in common with the nearly contemporary inhabitants of Sumer;
they already practised artificial irrigation and it 1s not improbable that
these might have been the tribes who later sent ocut a part of their
population to colonize the lower Euphrates valley — the colonists later
becoming Sumerians. When, however, in the second half of the 4th
millennium a considerable chalcolithic community of a semi-urban type
emerged on the site of Susa by a river-bed or an artificial canal between
the Karkhah and the Ab-i Diz (now the Sha‘ir), it was probably already
inhabited by yet another ethnic group — probably the same people as
dwelled on that site later, in historical times, from the 3rd to the 1st
millennium B.C. — the Elamites proper, whose language was entirely
unrelated to that of the Sumerians.

The ethnic composition of the population of the whole ot Iran during
the early millennia of history can only be a matter of conjecture; most
probably the tribes of the Iranian highlands (in the broadest meaning
of that term) belonged to the North-East Caucasian linguistic family
in the north-west of the plateau, and to the Proto-Dravidian in the
south-east; there might well have also been peoples or tribes speaking
archaic languages unconnected with any extant linguistic family, as was
the case with Sumerian in the Near East in early antiquity, or with the
typologically somewhat similar although unrelated Burus$aski language
still spoken in the mountains of the borderland between Pakistan and
Afghanistan; other tribes may have spoken languages akin to Kassite

Z
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(an idiom spoken at least since the 2nd millennium B.C. in present-day
Luristin, not used for writing and very deficiently attested), or to
Elamite. As mentioned above, this latter language was spoken in Elam
(and probably in other parts of central and southern Iran) at least from
the 3rd or even 4th millennium B.c. until the 1st millennium B.C., but
possibly also later, throughout the 1st millennium A.p.Y There are some
grounds for believing that the Elamites, at least in the lowlands, were
dark-skinned,? and their language seems toc have been related to Proto-
Dravidian, the ancestor of the Dravidian languages now spoken in
southern India and in some parts of Baluchistan.3

We may be sure that no tribes of the Iranian Plateau in the very
ancient period under discussion spoke Indo-European languages.
Proto-Indo-European was spoken in the 4th and early 3rd millennium
only by certain late neolithic, half-agricultural, half cattle-breeding
tribes in the south-eastern part of Europe. The Indo-Iranian (so-called
Aryan) languages, which had branched oft from the earlier Proto-
Indo-European, prevailed in northern India and on the Iranian Plateau
only at 2 much later date.

Up to the time when the first wave of Indo-European languages
reached Iran, the inhabitants of that country spoke languages of which
we scarcely know anything. One of these, perhaps the most widespread,
was Elamite. It had probably arrived at some earhier period from the
east, superseding perhaps Sumerian on the plain of the Karkhah and
the Kirtn; but we need not view the migration in question as ousting
or destroying the earlier settlers; a merger 1s more likely to have taken
place.

' On this, see below, p. 24.

2 Some of the Elamite (?) warriors are represented as dark-skinned on the Achaemenian glazed
tile reliefs of the sth century B.C., and a rather dark-skinned anthropological type can be
encountered in southern Khizistin to the present day. See Hinz, Das Reich Elam, pp. 184

> The degree of possible athnity is not easy to define. The pronominal systems of Elamite and
Proto-Dravidian are nearly identical; some of the most ancient features of the Dravidian verbal
system and declensional system also connect Dravidian with Elamite. Unfortunately, we know
very few Elamite words referring to the basic notions of human life and its surroundings, so that
comparison with the Proto-Dravidian vocabulary is not very revealing; some of the similarities
may be fortuitous. In any case, Elamite is not a Dravidian language. If the modern Dravidian
languages (Tamil, Telugu, Malayalam, Gond, Brahui, etc.) were Romance languages, and
Proto-Dravidian were Latin, then Elamite would occupy in relation to them the position of some
very ancient language belonging to another branch of Indo-European, e.g. Slavic. The
relavonship between Slavic and Latn (let alone French, Italian etc.}, though close encugh, is not
immediately apparent without penetrating philological analysis. This comparison is, however,
not quite adequate, because a longer period of time must have separated Elamite and Proto-
Dravidian from their supposed common ancestor than the period separating Latin and Slavic from
Proto-Indo-Eutropean.
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The Elamite culture was originally one of the “painted ware™
cultures, typical of the early chalcolithic periods in all the mote

developed parts of the ancient wortld. The “painted ware” is a
characteristic product of the aesthetic creative need ot early chalcolithic
man, already trying to generalize his emotional impressions (which at
that stage are blended with magical and mythtcal concepts) of the laws
governing the external world in a systematic rhythmical pattern derived
from human, animal, or vegetable lite. But this creative work was part
of everybody’s productive activity, not yet 2 monopoly of professional
artists. This is why the main objects of art were painted pottery and,
probably, woven fabrics, 1.e. objects of everyday use, or at least objects
with which the dead were supplied for zheir everyday use in the Land
of Beyond.

Susa is famous in archaeology for some of the best samples of
“painted ware” in a local variant, with geometrically stylized designs
of water birds, hunting dogs, ears of corn and palm leaves — a hand-made
pottery found in the burials of the so-called “Susa A” period (¢. 3,500
B.C.). But 1t 1s only later, in the *“Susa C” period (after 3,000 B.C.),
roughly corresponding to the Sumerian Late Proto-Literate period, that
certain finds seem to indicate the attainment of a level of “urban
revolution” in Elam. This means that more could be produced by
labour than was strictly necessary for the sustenance of the labourer;
not only could the constant danger of starvation be kept from the door
of the hut, but society could allow itselt a division of labour into
agriculturists and different kinds of handicraftsmen, and the luxury ot
freeing some of its members from drudgery in order to concentrate on
priestly, military, judicial and administrative tasks. By the “Susa D”
period (first half and middle of the 3rd miliennium B.C.) 2 class
civilization had emerged. This 1s shown indirectly by the appearance
of numerous clay tablets inscribed in a local hieroglyphic script and
apparently representing temple archives, administrative and economic;
the finds also include cylinder seals,! probably serving as symbols or
as magical protection of movable property. They are engraved with
representations of whole rows of weavers or potters, as well as of
mythological figures, half animal and half men. Unfortunately Susa was
not always excavated scientifically, and therefore yields much less
information than could otherwise have been expected. Moreover the
earliest texts in Elamite hieroglyphics have not been deciphered.

' Button seals, which probably had a similar function, appear half 2 millennium earlier.

4
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Theretore the only data we have on the history and language of the first
Elamite states of the 3rd millennium B.C. must be gleaned trom the
documents and inscriptions of netghbouring Sumer and Akkad, written
in cuneiform, and from the proper names of the Elamite rulers whom
they mention.

Apparently there existed several rather primitive city-states, each
centred around its own water-supply and therefore occupying either the
irrigation-area ot one main canal dug by its citizens or, higher up in
the hills, one river valley, or a given part ot it. From the earliest time
the most important community seems to have been Susa — Sasen (),
Susen, or Susun in the local language. As already mentioned, Susa was
situated in the plain (but relatively near to the hills) between the
Karkhah and the Ab-i Diz, and was supplied with water from a canal
connecting the two rivers. Most of the city-states ot Elam are so far
known by name only; a number of hypotheses as to their localization
have been put forward, some of them rather vague, others connecting
the ancient city-names with actual archaeological sites; but none have
as yet been proved. [t 1s possible that Awan, War(a)h3e,! and Huhunuri
lay to the north and north-west of Susa, nearer to Mesopotamia (Awan,
in particular, seems to have been closely connected with Dér, present-day
al-Badra on the road from Khiizistdn to Baghdad), while Simagki lay
probably to the north-east; according to W. Hinz, Huhunurt 1s modern
Malamir (Iseh) to the east of Susa.

It is possible that Elam in the narrow sense (Elamite Hattami,
Hatamti, Sumerian Adamdun, Akkadian Elamtulm], also spelled ideo-
graphically NIM™ or NIM.MA, ““the high country”) was originaily a
city-state separate from Susa, situated perhaps higher up in the hills,
although later the term was used for the country as 2 whole, including
more especially the lowlands.

A very important centre was Anshan in the eastern rnountains.?
From the earliest times there almost certainly was an intimate connec-
tion between the Elamite lowlands, eminently suitable tor irrigational
agriculture, and the Elamite hill-lands suited ftor sheep- and cattle-
breeding and in earlier times fairly rich in woods. The hill-lands could
also serve as a refuge area for the inhabitants of the lowlands during

U Written, at different periods, Barahse, Parabsi, Marbasi, etc.
¢ Written Aﬁ—gg-ﬁﬁKI Of Aﬂ-fﬂ—-ﬂﬁK]: and probabiy pronounced Anfan. But in modern works the
spelling Anshan has become usual. [ The site of Anshan was discoverea after Dr Diakonoff wrote

the present chapter, by John Hansman whose account of that city-state is printed below, as chaprer

z.]
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times of disastrous inundation or excessive heat and drought. In no
period was there in Elam such an opposition to hill-people as there was
in the neighbouring land of Sumer, although at present it is very difficult
to say how far to the north-west, north and east the area of Elamite
civilization extended at different stages of its development.

On the other hand some administrative temple (?) records written
in Elamite hieroglyphics from the beginning of the 3rd millennium s.c.
have been found at Tepe Sialk near Kiashan in the centre of Iran and
at other points in the highlands; similar documents, written at Tepe
Yahya where they were found, probably date from the same period;
and Elamite cuneiform inscriptions of the 13th century B.C. are available
from the region of Bandar Bushire on the Persian Gulf. The discovery
of the urban settlement of Tepe Yahya, dating from the 4th and 3rd
millennia B.c., is due to C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky. The site is situated
156 miles south of Kirmian and 8c miles east of the Kirmian—Bandar
‘Abbas road, half-way between Elam and the cities of the Indus
civilization. It is contemporary with Susa if not older, and may well have
been the legendary Aratta of the Sumerian epics, separated from Elam
by ‘““seven mountain ranges”.! According to these epics Aratta was a
strong and influential city-state enjoying a civilization similar to the
Sumerian and connected with it by trade relations, but distinct from
the Proto-Indus civilization which apparently was known in Sumer
under the name ot Meluppa (the reading i1s conventional; the cuneiform
signs in question are more likely to be read Melapa). But we are at the
mercy of guesswork; the Elamite city-states (or colonies, or whatever
they may have been) which lay to the north and east of Elam proper
are not mentioned, or at least cannot be identified, in the Sumerian,
Akkadian, and Elamite official inscriptions. Therefore, 1n attempting to
trace the history of Elam through the scanty sources made available by
chance finds, we shall have to speak mostly of Susa and its immediate
neighbours.

Both warlike and commercial contacts between Sumer and Elam are
attested in written sources from the first half of the 3rd millennium B.C.
According to the legendary history of Sumer as recorded in the so-called
“Sumerian King List”, a composition dating from the 21st century B.C.
but including some older traditions, the first invasion of Elam by

I [A different location of Aratia has meanwhile been suggested by John Hansman, ** Elamites,
Achaemenians and Anshan”, Iran x (1972), 118, n.g2.]
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Sumerians is ascribed to the reign of En-Menbaragesi, or the en
Mebaragesi.? This was 2 historical personage, also known from a short
inscription of his own, a king ot the First Dynasty of K13 in the northern
part of Sumer flourishing in the 27th century B.C.

Subsequently wars between the Sumerian and the Elamite city-states,
waged for the sake of plunder, became frequent. A dynasty from the
Elamite city of Awan is recognized as a legitimate Sumerian dynasty
by the “King List” which dates it to the period corresponding
apparently to the 25th century B.C. according to present reckoning; at
some time soon after 2500 B.C. Eanatum, a ruler of Laga$ in south-eastern
Sumer, made a raid into Elam; no doubt, many other raids on both sides
remain unknown to us. Temple records from Laga$ in the 24th century
speak of a raid into Sumerian territory by a small detachment of
Elamites, and later of temple merchants from Laga$ going to Elam.

About 1goc B.C. or so, the Elamites imitated the Sumerians by
composing their own *“King List”, based on some of their local
traditions; a fragment listing the kings of a Dynasty of Awan {probably
the Second of that city) and those of the Dynasty of Simadk: has
survived. Both dynasties include twelve names each, but not all the
names of the kings of Awan can be read with certainty. The kings of
the “List” were apparently rulers of all Elam, the (Second?) Dynasty
of Awan reigning from the 24th (?) to the 22nd (?) century B.C. The
last king of that dynasty is PUZUR-In$usinak (or, according to W.
Hinz, Kutik-In$usinak), also known from his own inscriptions. Of
course the correctness of the Elamite historical tradition as written
down several centuries after the events is open to doubt.

From contemporary Akkadian and Sumenan records it appears that
simultaneously with kings originating from Awan and Simaski (but
extending their hegemony over all Elam and probably in actual fact
reigning in Susa) there also existed “kings” (Akkad. farram), *“ gover-
nors”’ (Akkad. Sakkanakkum), * priest-princes” (Akkad. 557’ akkum) and
“judges” of the individual city-states, e.g. of Huhunuri, of Elam
(= Adamdun), of Zahara etc.; there were also some city-states that had
both a “king” and a *governor” (Warahde), or 2 “king” and a2
“priest-prince’’ at the same time (Elam) — beside the “king” of Awan,
who exercised some sort of authority over the whole country. The royal

* An en was a priest-prince in carly Sumerian city-states; in the later tradition the title en often
formed part of personai names.
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title apparently did not descend from father to son,! and the “kings”
were perhaps elected from among the lesser dignitaries; these probably
belonged as a rule to the nearest kin of former kings.

After the creation in Mesopotamia of the first centralized despotic
monarchy by the Dynasty ot Akkad, Elam became the target of a
number of Akkadian campaigns aimed at subjecting the country.
Already Sargon of Akkad (¢. 2300 B.C.) captured five Elamite princes,
among them Luh-Hi$8an, son of HiSep-raser; later he fought with the
next all-Elamite king Hidep-rader 11 (HiSep-ratep of the Elamite “King
List’). It seems that Sargon took possession — at least temporarily
of Elam {= Adamdun) and Warah3e, Susa and Awan. A war against
Awan, Warahse, Elam and Zahara was waged also by Sargon’s son
Rimus. Under the next Akkadian king, Man-i$tu$u, Elam remained
under Akkadian hegemony, and ESpum, the priest-prince of Elam
(= Adamdun) and apparently also of Susa, consecrated a statue of the
Akkadian king to the Elamite goddess Narunte in the latter city. One
of the next Elamite kings —or a coalition of Elamite princes —
concluded a treaty with King Naram-Su’en of Akkad, the earliest written
document of diplomatic contents in world history. It 1s written in Old
Elamite in the Eastern Semitic {Akkadian) cuneitorm script. Unfortun-
ately, it has come down to us in a poor state of preservation; besides,
our state of knowledge of Elamite is still such that a coherent translation
of the document is not possible. However, one clause 1s clear, namely
the statement of the Elamite party: “The enemy of Narim-Su'en will
be mine enemy, the friend of Nariam-Su’en will be my friend!” A list
of deities invoked to punish him who would break the treaty gives an
insight into the Elamite pantheon of the 3rd millennium s.c.

This was a period of strong cultural influence of Mesopotamia on
Elam. It can be observed in art —the “Akkadian Kealistic” school
prevailing in Elam from then on for many centuries — and in religion.
It was probably from this time that Mesopotamian deities began to be
included in the Elamite pantheon. We encounter in Elam, at different
periods of its history, mostly indigenous Elamite gods: Humpan the
Great God? and his son Hutran, the mother-goddesses Pinenkir,

' Thus Luh-hi$8an of Awan was son of one HiSep-raler | and not of his own predecessor
Kukku-sime-temti, and PUZUR-Indusinak was son of one Simpi-i$huk, and not of the preceding
king Hita. Cf. the later system of promotion to kingship in 2nd millennium Elam.

2 It was perhaps Humpan who was associated with, and perhaps even wotshipped under the
form of, the Great human-headed Serpent. However, it is possible that also In¥udinak and other
deities assumed for Elamite believers the same aspect, thus perhaps being remote precursors of
the King-Serpent Azi Dahika of ancient Iranian lore.
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Kiririda and Parti and the warlike Narunte, the Sun-god Nanhunte
(Nahhunte), Insusinak the city-god of Susa’ and others, but also some
Mesopotamian deities: the two female participants in the judgement
over the newly dead, I§me-karab and Li-gamal (Elamite: I$nikarap and
Lakamar)},2 [8tar, the goddess of love and strife, Nanna the Sumerian
Moon-god, and several others.

The ancient Elamite hieroglyphic writing had apparently been
introduced as a developed system in the early 3rd millennium B.c., i.e.
at a time when in Sumer the local hieroglyphic system was already being
replaced by its offspring, the cuneiform writing; this means probably
that the Elamite hieroglyphic system was not the direct descendant of
its Surnerian counterpart. But it is most probable that the inventors of
the Elamite script were influenced by the idea of using a semiotic system
consisting of ideographic or syllabo-logographic signs —an idea
developed probably somewhat earlier in Sumer.

In the 23rd and 22nd centuries B.C. the local Elamite hieroglyphic

writing seems already to have become too primitive for the demands
of a now more developed and sophisticated class civilization. There
were three ways of reforming the writing in accordance with the new
demands: one could modify the native hieroglyphics, e.g. by developing
a system in which more stress was laid on the syllabic values of the signs:
the number of signs could thus be limited, and their forms simplified;
one could apply the ready-made Sumerian or Akkadian cuneiform
system to the Elamite language; ot one could simply import Sumerian
and Akkadian cuneiform along with the corresponding literary
languages.

Actually all three ways were tried. Some of PUZUR-In$usinak’s
inscriptions — if we are to accept Hinz’s decipherment - are written in
a simplified syllabic variant of Elamite hieroglyphics; the treaty with
Naram-Su’en is written in the Elamite language but in the Akkadian
script; however, it was the third way which proved to be the most
viable. Already PUZUR-Inusdinak ordered to make inscriptions in

' The structure of this name suggests that it might have originally been Sumerian, and meant
“lord of Suden (Susa)”; perhaps the worship of this Susan god goes back to the times before
the Elamite-speaking tribes settled on the plain of the Katkhah and the Karin. InSuinak was
aiso the supreme judge of the dead, the goddesses I3nikarap and Lakamar acting as counsels for
defence and prosecution respectively. The Akkadian Ensnaki wete, appatently, a kind of jury over
which InSusinak presided.

¢ In Akkadian, the names mean ““ She has heard the supplication”, and “No mercy . Curiously
enough, there are few signs of a2 worship of these goddesses in Mesopotamia, and the image of
the Nether World seems there to have been quite different from the Elamite.
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Akkadian, and for several centuries very few texts were written in
Elamite in Susa — or, at least, very few have come down to us. The

reason was probably that many more well qualified Akkadian scribes
were avallable than Elamite ones, the more so as Susa became in time
very much Akkadianized, and Semitic personal names prevailed there
tor centuries over Elamite ones; even prayers to Elamite gods were
written in Akkadian, although the country as a whole retained its
Elamite linguistic and cuitural character.

2. The Old Elamite Kingdom

However, the political hegemony established in Elam by the Akkadian
kings between 2300 and 2200 B.C. did not last long. After 2200 B.C. there
began an invasion of the Qutium tribes from north-western Iran into
Mesopotamia, and a king of Elam seized the opportunity to create his
own empire. Whether this was PUZUR-In8usinak I (of, according to
Hinz, Kutitk-In3udinak) whom we have already mentioned, or whether
it was already one of his predecessors of the Dynasty of Awan, is
unknown. In his Akkadian inscription PUZUR-In$usinak imitates
Narim-Su’en’s title of “King of the Four Quarters of the Earth™, and
states that he conquered about sixty different places or regions, among
them Huhunuri and Qutium, and that the king of Simaski had embraced
his knees.

But it was precisely the kings of Sima$ki who after some time seem
to have gained hegemony over the country.! They must have risen to
power soon after (?) the time when Gudea, the priest-prince of Laga$
in Sumer (¢. 2130 B.C.), boasted that Elamite workers were being called
up to help in the construction of the chief temple of that city; at least
some of the Simaskite kings of Elam were contemporaries of the kings
of the Third Dynasty of Ur in Southern Mesopotamia, or the “ Kingdom
of Sumer and Akkad™ as it was called officially (¢. 2111-2003 B.C.). The
kingdom of Ur was a strongly unified despotic monarchy which had
reduced a considerable percentage of the Mesopotamian population to
virtual slavery, and which in Elam pursued a high-handed policy of
intervention. Already the second and mightiest king ot Ur, Sulgi
(2093—2046 B.C.), could undertake the construction of some temples in

' The Elamite *“King List” must be partly erroneous, because king Kirnamme, appearing in
the list as the first king of the dynasty of Simaski, is mentioned in a Sumerian administrative
document only a few years before Enpi-luhhan who is the fifth on the list; there are also other
discrepancies between the list and the data of the documents.
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Susa, and married one of his daughters to the priest-prince of WarahSe
and another to the priest-prince of Anshan; however, the latter city later
rebelled against him and was sacked. Under the last king of Ur, Ibbi-
Su’en, most of the Elamite city-states rose in rebellion. There followed
a big campaign against Elam, during which the cities of Susa, Elam
(= Adamdun), and Awan were captured, and Enpi-luhhan, the fifth
king of Elam of the Dynasty of Simaski according to the “King List”,
was taken prisoner. However, very soon afterwards the Elamites, using
the opportunity created by the invasion of Amorite (Western Semitic)
shepherd tribes into Mesopotamia across the country from the Euphrates
to the Tigris and thence along the route south of jebel Hamrin via
al-Badra and then again over the Tigris to the west, followed them with
a raid in the same direction from the passes over al-Badra. Ur, the
Sumero-Akkadian capital, was destroyed, the statues of its deities were
carried away, and Ibbi-Su’en himselt led into captivity to Anshan. In
fact, the leadership in Elam, after the fall of Enpi-luhhan, seems to have
passed to the rulers of Anshan, although the Simakite kings were
probably still for a time recognized as nominal overlords. This situation
lasted for about one century; no very strong central power seems to
have existed in Elam. Thus, King I8bi-Erra of Issin (the successor-state
of Ur in Mesopotamia), after a victory over Elam, married his daughter
to one Humpan-Simti, sukka/ of Susa (a new title on which more will
be said below), who may have been the son of Hutran-temti of Simaski;
it is possible that Susa was practically independent both of Simaski and
of Anshan. But about 1900 B.C. 2 new dynasty arose in Elam, probably
of Anshanite origin. Its founder was one Eparti who succeeded Intattu
IT of S1imask1 as overlord of Elam. Two more Sima$kite kings seem to
have reigned nominally in Epartt’s time, and it was only Epartt’s son
who assumed an entirely new imperial title; but there 1s little doubt that
in fact already Eparti ruled over the whole country.

During the reign of the Dynasty ot Eparti a curious torm of polity
is attested in Elam. The system probably goes back to much earlier
times; already under the (Second) Dynasty of Awan we know of a
simultaneous existence in Elam of a whole hierarchy of rulers with
different titles, but it cannot be proved that this hierarchical system was
the same as in the 2nd millennium B.C.; and in any case, the change in
the titulature of the rulers between the 3rd and the 2nd millennia s.c.
seems to indicate that the system itself had somewhat changed.

11
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As attested during the first half of the 2nd millennium B.C., the system
was as follows:

The overlord of the country bore (in Sumerian) the title sukkal-mah,
which literally means something like “grand vizier” or “supreme
messenger’”’ but was apparently used in the approximate sense of
“emperor”. In order not to introduce anachronistic notions, we shall
render this title as “overlord’’; it corresponded probably to the earlier
title of *“king” when applied to a ruler ot the whole country, standing
above mere “kings’’ of city-states. Eparti himself still bore only the title
“King of Anshan and Susa”, while his Sima8kite predecessor was
“ Priest-Prince of Susa and King of Simaski and Elam ™. It was Eparti’s
son Silhaha who first assumed the new title: ““Sukkal-mah, King of
Anshan and Susa™.?

Alongside the title of sukkal-mal, or “overiord”, there also existed
(in descending order of importance) the titles of simple sukkal of Elam
(and of Simaski), a “king of Susa™, and a “shepherd of the people of
Susa”, also called “shepherd of Indusinak” (the local god of Susa).
Sometimes two or even three of these tities were borne by one person
at the same time, but at least two of these titles (usually those of sukkal-
mah and ‘“king”’) were borne by two different persons, the second being
subordinate to the first. They were always related to each other. As often
as not, the “king” was the son of the “overlord”, but one must not
infer from this that the title “king” was that of the heir-apparent: 1t
was usually the overlord’s uterine younger brother and not the “ king™
who inherited his title after the death of the sukkal-mah. During the
lifetime of the “ overlord’ his younger brother would usually be sukkal
of Elam; only as next in order after the brothers of the “overlord” could
his son, the “king” of Susa, be promoted to the dignity of a sukkal,
while he could not as a rule become sukkal-mah so long as any of his
imperial uncles were alive. At least in some cases he would stay “king™
to the end of his days, while the sukkal-mahs were changing, as it were,
over his head.

Seeing, however, that the number of an overlord’s brothers could
be considerable, while we have no evidence of more than two (?)
brothers succeeding each other on the throne of the sukkal-mah, we may
conclude that the promotion depended on some sort of election
nrocedure among the deceased overlord’s relatives. It seems that not

' Silhaha — but not his successors — bore also the title of ““father” (adda, or atta), i.e. probably
“protector” of the Amorite shepherd tribes (7#).

12
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every male relative was eligible but only a2 rubasak, an Elamite term
designating a son or direct descendant of the sister of an “overlord™
called ““the reverend mother” (Elamite amma bhastuk) who probably was
the high priestess of Elam and the wife of her brother the “overlord™;
thus, to aspire to the throne, the candidate must have been of imperial
blood both from his father and his mother; the latter was even the more
important: a sukkal-mah, or sukkal, or king, while mentioning that he
was son or descendant of an overiord’s sister, sometimes omitted to
mention the name of his own father; and when he did mention him,
it sometimes appears that he had no royal or higher title.

Two points must be stressed here: first, that the ““king ot Susa™ was
2 very real and active governor of that city, not a mere shadowy figure,
just as the “overlord” was no mere ritualistic puppet but an active figure
in the political life of Elam; second, that the whole hierarchical system
of promotion of rulers had nothing to do with supposed survivals of
a matriarchate developed by the native pre-Indo-European population;
the Elamite family was definitely of a patriarchal type, and the system
described above of inheritance of the crown, limited to princely families
only, was designed to keep the imperial heritage strictly within one
single patriarchal family and exclude its passing outside through
marriage. Similar devices, resulting in brother-and-sister marriages, are
known from Ancient Egypt, Asia Minor, and Achaemenian Iran. They
survived as common practice in iater Zoroastrian communities, where
next-of-kin marriages were favoured, especially in noble families.

A number of Elamite “overlords™, sukkals, and ““kings™ reigning
between ¢. 1900 and 1600 B.C. are known to us by name, and there are
several synchronisms with kings of Babylonia and Assyria.! However,
the order of their reigns 1s 2 matter of some dispute,? and few political
events of importance in the history of Elam are known during the reign

' Attahudu, “king” of Susa under the “overlord” Silhaha = Sumuabum of Babylon,
¢. 1893—90; Siruktuh, “overlord” = Samsi-Adad I of Assytia, second half of 1g9th century B.C.;
Siwe-palar-huhpak, “ovetlord” (?) and “king of Anshan” = Hammurapi, after 1790; Kututulus,
sukkal of Susa (not yet “overlord”) = Hammurapi, after 1790; Kuter-Nahhunte = Samsuiluna,
son of Hammurapi (after 1752)?; Kuk-NaSur III (or, as “overlord”, Kuk-Nafur I) = Ammi-
saduqga of Babylon, about 1630 B.C.

2 The order according to Hinz (1964) is Eparti, Silhaha, Siruktuk I, Simut-warta$, Siwe-
palat-huhpak, Kutu¢ulus I, Kuter-Nahhunte I, Lila-ir-ta§, Temti-agun I, Tan-Uli, Temti-halki,
Kuk-Nagur, Kuter-Silhaha, Temti-rapta$, Kututulu$ 11 (III), Tata, Atta-merra-halki, Pala-hisan,
Kuk-Kirwe$, Kuk-Nahhunte, Kuter-Nahhunte IT; the order according te Yusifov (1968) is Eparti,
Silhaha, Pala-hidian, Kuk-kirwag, Kuk-Nahhunte, Siruktuh, Simut-wartag, Siwe-palar-huhpak,
Kututulus I, Kuter-Nahhunte, Lila-ir-ta§, Temti-agun I, Tata, Atta-mer-halki, Temfi-agun If,
Tan-Uli, Temti-halki, Kuter-Silhaha, Kuk-Nasur, Temti-raptad, Kututulu$ I1.
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of the Dynasty of Eparti. The inscriptions only mention the construction
of temples, and similar pious deeds, by rulers of different rank. But there
were other events, for instance the seizure of power in the southern
Mesopotamian kingdom of Larsam (1834 B.C.) by the half-Elamite,
half-Semitic dynasty of one Kutur-mapuk, adda of the Amorite tribe of
Yamiitba®l on the north-western outskirts of Elam. One of the later
kings of Elam of the Dynasty of Eparti became dependent on
Hammurapi of Babylon (1792—1750); but already the contemporary of
Hammurapi’s son, Samsuiluna, the Elamite king Kuter-Nahhunte
seems to have overrun southern Babylonia.

Much more 1s known about the social situation in Susa of the period.
The population was strongly Akkadianized; Akkadian and Amorite
personal names are at least as frequent as Elamite ones if not more
frequent, and all the documents, and most inscriptions, are written in
a local Akkadian dialect. The main soctal unit among the free citizens
of Susa was the family commune, or ““brotherhood™ (Akkad. ahphitx)
embracing several couples with their children, the men being mostly,
but not always, closely related to each other. The conditions existing
inside such family communes resemble those envisaged by the Old
Babylonian and the Hurrian customary family law; no phenomena
analogous to the inheritance of the imperial title through the female line
of kinship are to be observed. After the death of the father the family
property was equally divided among all children but the widow was
not an heir; the paterfamilias could allot her some property for her
personal use during her lifetime, or cede to her the right to manage the
family property during the minority of her sons. The grown-up sons
could manage the family property together, one of them becoming the
head of the family commune (this, apparently, was not necessarily the
eldest; the paterfamilias or his widow could choose his successor at
discretion). Alternatively the brothers could divide, and start their own
tamily households, or enter severally into ““brotherhood” with other
related or even unrelated persons. The labour force of the tamily
commune consisted mainly of its members and of men taken into the
“brotherhood” by some kind of charity; there seems also to have been
a limited number of slave-women, as well as slaves, probably mostly
born of the slave-women in the house. '

A number of family communes would be set up as a territorial
community. There are some indirect indications of the possible existence
of popular assemblies of communities, but if they existed, they had little
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importance. More important was the authority of the temples; among
other things, they regulated the legal life of the community by written
or traditional “rules’ or “ways of walking [before the god]” (Akkad.
kubussi).

The private business life in Susa was much the same as in contem-
porary Babylonia. There exist 2 number of documents referring to the
“purchase” of immoveables, but — just as in other countries of the
Ancient Near East —a “sale” of immoveables was probably not an
irrevocable act. There are also a2 number of documents of loan (often
from the temple), but debtor-slavery, the plague of most INear-Eastern
countries of that epoch, does not seem to have developed to an
appreciable extent.

Alongside of private immoveable property of communal family
households there existed crown land. Most of it was allotted in small
parcels to royal servants in payment of their service; sometimes parts
of royal land were presented to higher officiais as gifts of the king or
“overlord’; such land might be exempted from taxes, and its owner
with his dependents from the labour service incumbent on the citizens.
In one document Kuk-Nasur, sukkal of Susa, legalized the purchase by
a royal servant of high standing, of the holdings which had been allotted
to royal shepherds, warriors, Amorite policemen (?), messengers etc.
for their service. It seems that the royal estate was rapidly disintegrating
into separate private estates on what was only technically royal land.

The royal lands, as well as those granted to dignitaries, were
apparently worked not by slaves but mostly by men who, while
retaining their legal status of freemen (in the same way as younger family
members were freemen although under the absolute authority of the
head of the family) were devoid of property, had no means of
production of their own, and were kept to their labour tasks by tforces
at the disposal of the body of royal officers.

There also existed temple lands, but we know little about them.
Temples partook in commercial and money-lending operations. The
temple lands were worked by “temple boys” (Elamite pubu siyannir),
who despite this designation could be of any age.

In the 18th century B.C. the Elamites seem to have acted in alliance
with Kassite mountaineers, who overran central Mesopotamia; in the
16th century Elam, like Babylonia, seems in its turn to have been
devastated by Kassites. A big find of Elamite cuneiform documents
from about that period at the site of Haft Tepe south of Susa was

b
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announced recently, but it will take some time before they are published,
It was probably at this time or somewhat later that speakers of
Indo-Iranian dialects for the first time reached the outskirts of what in
carlier periods had been Elamite territory; at some undefined later
period they settled on the borders of Elam.

3. The Middle Elamite Kingdom

From Babylonian sources we learn that Elam and Susa wete conquered
by the Kassite Babylonian king Kurigalzu in the second part of the 14th
century. But soon after Kurigalzu’s raid the Elamite kingdom was
restored and even enlarged, apparently under Pahir-hi$an, son of
Ike-halki. Pahir-hi$San’s nephew and second successor, Humpan-
nummena I, held under his sway, among other places, Liyan near
modern Bandar Bishahr (Bushire).

The title of sukkal-mah seems now to have fallen into disuse;
Pahir-hi$8an and his successors bore only the titles of “kings of Anshan
and Susa” and ““kings of Elam”, but the ancient custom of inheritance
of the throne both through the female kinship line and through the male
apparently continued. The royal inscriptions — unfortunately preserved
not from all the Elamite kings of this “Middle Period” — are written
in Elamite, in a local cuneiform script which differs considerably from
its Old Babylonian prototype.

One of the descendants of Ike-halki, king Un-ta§-napir-ri$a (or
Un-ta§-Humpan) who reigned in the middle of the 13th century B.C.,
seems to have been a powerful monarch; he attempted to preserve his
name for posterity by 2 number of pious inscriptions and buildings. He
was the founder of a new royal city, Dar-Unta$ (now Tchogha-Zambii)
where 2 big temple-tower (ziggurat) of the Babylonian type with several
adjoining buildings was discovered in a fairly good state of preservation
by the French expedition headed by R. Ghirshman. The architecture
demonstrates the complete absorption of Mesopotamian cultural tra-
ditions in Elam. It is interesting to note that the Elamite sculpture of
the 2nd millennium B.C., also continuing the Akkadian art traditions
of Mesopotamia, preserved their realistic trends better than the Baby-
lonian itself. One of the best examples is the (now headless) statue of
Un-tas-napir-ri¥a’s queen Napir-asu.

The last of the dynasty of lke-halki was perhaps Kiten-Hutran who
reigned in the last third of the 13th century B.c. The power of Elam
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was still on the rise; this king even raided Babylonia twice, although
he gained no lasting results: Babylonia remained under the supreme
hegemony of the Assyrian king Tukulti-Ninurta I who raised his own
appointees to the throne of Babylon. But Elam itself suffered no injury
from the Assyrians.

The period of the 13th and 12th centuries B.C. is again lluminated
for us by native inscriptions and archaeological remains. We do not
know whether the kings of this period belonged to the descendants of
Ike-halki, or whether the successor of Kiten-Hutran, King Hallutu$-
In$usinak I, belonged to another house,

His son Sutruk-Nahhunte I has left a number of inscriptions, not only
in Susa, but also in far-off Liyan (Bushire). Among other things, these
inscriptions mention a number of military campaigns, apparently in all
directions from Susa, although most of the place-names so far defy
identification. About 1160 Sutruk-Nahhunte led a campaign against
Mesopotamia, capturing Babylon itself, as well as several important
cities of northern Babylonia. A tribute amounting to 120 talents of gold
and 48¢ talents of silver was laid upon the conquered country, and
many statues, steles and other objects were brought home to Susa as
memorials of the victorious campaign (among others the famous stele
with the Laws of Hammurapi). But this was not the end of the war with
Babylonia; the eldest son of Sutruk-Nahhunte I, Kuter-Nahhunte I1I,
to whom his father had entrusted the rule of Mesopotamia, inherited
the hostilities. In 1157 he succeeded in taking prisoner the last
Babylonian king of Kassite origin, Ellil-nadin-ahhé, but could not
conquer the land, either in his father’s lifetime or during his own reign,
which presumably was short (¢. 1155—11507); in Issin there arose a new
Babylonian kingdom; border raids seem to have continued between
Babylonia and Elam for more than one generation.

According to ancient custom, the next Elamite king to ascend the
throne was Silhak-In$uinak I, the brother of Kuter-Nahhunte III.
Seeing that the inheritance of the royal title followed the female line,
and perhaps not being himself the son of the queen of Hallutus-
InSusinak,! Silhak-In$usinak married his own brother’s widow. The
uncertainty of his rights to the throne made him include in his
inscriptions a huge genealogy of Elamite kings, his presumed ancestors,
up to the Dynasty of Sima$ki. Kuter-Nahhunte’s own eldest son,

' In one of his inscriptions he calls himseif “the beloved man of (the lady) Peyak”; this lady
may or may not have been the queen of Halluru¥-Indudinak —more probably she was not.
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Hutelutu$-Indusinak, was meanwhile the regent in Susa. A Babylonian
legend makes him the murderer of his father (and thus a conspirator
bringing his uncle to the throne?). As W. Hinz rightly points out, this
tradition can hardly be correct.

Silhak-In¥udinak I (¢. 1150—1120 B.C.) Was one of the greatest warriors
in Elamite history; he conquered a wvast territory reaching from
northern Babylonia and the borders of Assyria deep into the highlands
of Iran in the direction of modern Kirminshah and even further. The
place-names mentioned in his inscription do not suggest, however, that
he intruded into territory inhabited already by Iranian-speaking tribes.

Hutelutus$-InSusinak (¢. 1120—1110?7), who calls himself son of Kutet-
Nahhunte and of Silhak-In¥udinak (he was, in any case, the son of
Nahhunte-Utu, the wife of both) and drops the title “king of Anshan™
(perhaps because this eastern province was already lost — to Iranians??),
suffered a defeat from Nebuchadrezzar 1 of Babylon about 1110; after
that a new dark age begins in the history of Elam. It seems that
Hutelutu$-Iinsusinak had no sons, nor was he succeeded by a brother.

4. 1The Neo-Elamite Kingdom

It is not necessarily to be inferred that there was then a complete decline
of the kingdom of Elam. The finds of inscriptions and documents are
always largely due to chance. Probably the Elamite state revived not
long after it was defeated by Nebuchadrezzar 1: neither his successors
nor, apparently, he himseif had sufficient strength to keep Elam in their
power. Admittedly further misfortunes must have befallen Elam
between the 11th and the 9th century B.C. In the gth to 7th centuries
8.C. the eastern valleys of what formerly was Elamite territory — modern
Fars including the ancient land of Anshan seem to have been in the
possession of the Persians, and no one can say how much earlier they
may have settled there. But the Elamite kingdom itself survived,
although no native written sources from the period in question are
known — nor, for that matter, any Babylonian or Assyrian source.This
is because both these Mesopotamian kingdoms, for different reasons,
suffered a decline precisely in this period. Their kings could not
campaign far from their own frontiers, and thus no countries except
the nearest neighbours of Assyria and Babylonia are mentioned in their
inscriptions.

When we next hear of Elam — in the annals of the Assyrian king
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Sams$i-Adad V under the year'821 B.C. — the news is of a civil war waged
inside a still existing big state, reaching ““from Bit-Bunaki to Parsiad”,
i.e. apparently from a region south of Kirmanshah to Firs. Parsta$ is
here, as we shall attempt to show below, probably alteady a small
kingdom inhabited by Iranian-speaking Persians. However, this is but
a casual entry in the Assyrian annals; no other sources on Elam have
come down to us from either the ninth or the greater part ot the 8th
century. Only beginning with the second part ot the 8th century B.c.
we have a very laconic but trustworthy source on the political history
of Elam in the “Babylonian Chronicle”, a sort of annals kept in
Babylonia from the year 745 B.c. down to Hellenistic times.! Apart from
this ““ Chronicle”’, there exist some Neo-Elamite inscriptions of the late
8th and the 7th centuries B.C., 2 few documents in Elamite from the
same period (mostly concerning loans and not very informative), and
an archive of the shops of the royal crattsmen, dating from the very
end of the existence of independent Elam, viz. the 6th century B.C.
Elamite affairs are also often mentioned in Assyrian royal annals and
state letters from the last part of the 8th century to the second third
of the 7th century. Thus one may attempt to write a political history
of the “Neo-Elamite” period, although allowance must be made for
many gaps in our knowledge.

The ancestor of the dynasty of Elamite kings reigning trom the
middle of the 8th to the middle of the 7th century was one Humpan-
tahrah; his date and exact relationship to the following rulers are
unknown. Under the year 742 the “Babylonian Chronicle” states that
king “Umbaniga$ (= Elamite Humpan-nika$)? ascended the throne in
Elam”. This king was an ally of the famous Chaldaean chieftain and
pretender to the Babylonian throne, Merodach-baladan, during the
latter’s struggle against Assyria; in an attempt to break the Assyrian
might, Merodach-baladan tried to create a coalition of its enemies, and
Elam was one of the mainstays of the alliance. Moreover, it appears that
it was a constant policy of the Neo-Elamite kings to counteract the
power of Assyria by gaining control over Babylonia — the richest

' In the following we will subsume under the general term of * Babylonian Chronicle” all the

different texts of this genre which have come down to us, treating them as a single interconnected
series.

¢ The Elamite names are also here and below given in their Middle Elamite form. But actually
the Elamites of the late period “dropped their #’s”, did not pronounce final vowels and, to judge

by Assyrian and Babylonian transcriptions, tended to pronounce stops between vowels and after
sonants as voiced, [ This is why the god (whose name forms part of many Elamite proper names)
referred to in the present chapter as “ Humpan ” is widely called “ Humban in modern literature. ]
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country ot the Near Fast and its undisputed religious and cultural
centre — either by overrunning it with their own forces, or by entering
into alliance with Babylonian kings or rebellious Chaldaean chiefs.
Sometimes they met with considerable success. Thus, in 720 Humpan-
nika$§ did in fact inflict a serious defeat on the great Assyrian warrior
king Sargon II at Dér (now al-Badra) on the road from Elam to the
Tigris.

The policy of the Nec-Elamite kingdom in Iran is little known, and
its eastern frontiers have not been ascertained. It seems that at least in
the early 7th century (and probably a considerable time before that) a
string of (semi-?) independent little states existed along the north-eastern
and eastern border of Elam, some of them certainly with Iranian or
mixed dynasties: Ellipi (Elymais), Padiru, Anshan, Parsta$§, Hudimeri
etc.

The first Neo-Elamite king whose inscriptions have come down to
us, was Sutur-Nahhunte, or Sutruk-Nahhunte II, son of the sister (and
probably wife) of Humpan-nika$§ by another man (presumably his
brother), Intattu; Sutruk-Nahhunte II reigned from 717 to 699 B.C.; at
first he used the traditional title *“*King of Anshan and Susa’, but we
happen to know that a generation later Anshan was in actual fact an
autonomous kingdom, probably with an Iranian population; whether
or not it was the secession of Anshan which caused Sutruk-Nahhunte
to drop the Anshanite title in his later inscriptions, we have no means
of ascertaining. He claims to be an ““expander (?) of his country”,
enjoying the spiritual help of a number of former kings who presumably
were his ancestors: Hutelutus-Indusinak, his cousin (?) and successor
Sithina-hamru-Lakamar, and one Humpan-nimmena (I1?) who appat-
ently belonged to the same royal family; Sutruk-Nahhunte claims to be
his “son” (i.e., direct descendant). Unfortunately, the inscriptions of
Sutruk-Nahhunte II are still difficult to understand in the present state
of our knowledge of the Elamite language; it seems, however, that he
conquered a considerable stretch of territory to the north-west of Elam
proper — one of the inscriptions mentions Karinta§ (modern Karind)
and Arman (near Sar-i Pul?). We do not know the date of these
conquests and the duration of the Elamite occupation there; apparently
it was but an episode in the protracted hostilities between Elam and
Assyria during the times of the kings Sargon II and Sennacherib, of
which a more detailed account will be given in chapter 111.

In 699 Sutruk-Nahhunte was deposed by his younger brother
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Halluu-In$usinak. Merodach-baladan had by that time suffered another
defeat from Sennacherib and had settled with his adherents in the
marshes by the Elamite coast, in Nagitu, while Sennacherib’s first-born
son AsSur-nadin-§umi ruled in Babylon. To end the danger created by
Merodach-baladan once and for all, Sennacherib organized a fleet
manned by Phoenicians, as well as by Cypriote Greeks; the fleet sailed
down the Euphrates and devastated the Elamite coast (694 B.C.). But
the Assyrian king left his rear unprotected, and Hallu$u-InSusinak fell
into Babylonia along the usual road and took Sennacherib’s son as
prisoner to Elam, where he probably was put to death. However,
already in the following year the allied Elamite and Babylonian troops
were defeated by the Assyrian in central Babylonia. Hallu$u-In3usinak
retreated to Susa but was not let in by the citizens, who killed him and
put his son Kuter-Nahhunte (IV?) on the throne. An Assyrian winter
campaign against Elam under its new king did not meet with success,
but Kuter-Nahhunte perished in 692 during a mutiny in Elam.

The next Elamite king was Humpan-nimmena (III?), a younger
brother of the late king. The Babylonians pinned their hopes on him,
knowing that the Assyrian king was bent on destroying their city as
a nest of sedition and in punishment for the fate of his son. Humpan-
nimmena marched to Babylonia in 691 1n alliance with the Aramaic
nomads of the steppes between that land and Elam, but (more
important) also with a2 number of vassal states situated on the eastern
borders of Elam: Ellipi, Pasiru, Anshan, and ParsGa$. Parsia$ in this
context being almost certainly Fars, a computation of generations
suggests that the king ruling there at the time may have been
Achaemenes, the ancestor of the later Great Kings.! The allied army
met with the Assyrians at Halulé on the Tigris; the annals of
Sennacherib draw a vivid picture of what they treat as if it were the
greatest victory of all times, while the “ Babylonian Chronicle” states
laconically: ** Assyria was routed.” Apparently the battle was indecisive;
both parties retreated to their respective countries. The decisive victory
ot the Assyrians came later: when in 689 Sennacherib renewed his
campaign against Babel, Humpan-nimmena was suddenly crippled with
paralysis; the Elamite troops did not come to assistance, and the ancient
capital of Babylonia was razed to the ground, only to be rebuilt eleven
vears later by Sennacherib’s son.

Not much is known of the next Elamite king Humpan-hai-ta§ 1

t fHansman, ‘“Elamites, Achaemenians anid Anshan”, 109, argues that the king was Teispes. ]

21



ELAM

(688—-681), except that he died suddenly. In the following period the
order of the kings in Elam 1s not quite clear, and the land was possibly
in a state of civil war.” It was king Humpan-hal-ta$ II who was accepted
as king of Elam by the Assyrians and Babylonians; after a period of
triendly relations with Assyria, he made a raid in 675 against Assyrian-
occupied Sippar in Babylonia. |

After 675 we again encounter two kings in Susa. Instead of peacefully
dividing their power as in ancient times, they appear as rivals. At first
it was apparently Urtaki, son of Humpan-hal-ta§ II who was overlord;
for ten years he had good relations with Assyria, but in 665 he too
attempted a raid into Babylonia, without much success. Soon afterwards
Urtaki died, or was put to death by his co-regent and rival Temti-
Humpan-In§usinak II. The sons and other relatives of Urtaki and of
Humpan-hal-ta$ II fled to A$§urbanapli of Assyria.

The middle of the 7th century B.C. was disastrous for Elam. It was
a critical period in the history of the Near East: a major attempt was
made to put an end to the tyranny of Assyria; this time it was an
Assyrian who stood at the head of the anti-Assyrian alliance: Sama3-
Sumukin, the vassal king of Babylon and brother to As$urbdnapli, the
king of Assyria.

King Temti-Humpan-In$usinak of Elam (663—653), better known by
his Assyrian name Teumman, allied himself, like most of the still
independent monarchs of the Near East, with the rebel brother of the
Assyrian king. But before Babylon’s fate was to be sealed, A$§urbanapl
invaded Elam (653) and, after a rout of the Elamites on the bank of
the Uldi, sacked Susa. The Elamite warriors capitulated, and Teumman
was beheaded before the ranks of his own army. Humpan-nika$ 1I, son
of Urtaki, was made king of Elam with his brother Atta-hameti-In$usinak
(Attamet) as viceroy or “king” of Susa; a separate kingdom was created
for his second brother Tammarit in the city of Hetali. As soon as the
Assyrian troops were out of Elam, Humpan-nika$ joined the pro-
Babylonian alliance (which by now included countries from Media to
judah), only to be deposed by Tammarit, who, however, followed the
same policy. Tammarit made, it seems, an effort to reunite the country,
but in vain: this was only a signal for a general civil war, and by 648,
when As$Surbdnapli made his second Elamite campaign, there were
already at least two kings in Elam, beside Tammarit: Humpan-hal-tad

: Acmrding to W. Hinz, it was at this period that one Silhak-In§uginak 11 reigned at Susa, while
the “Babylonian Chronicle” tells us that Humpan-hai-ta$ Il ascended the throne,
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II1, son of Atta-hameti-In$usinak ruled in DGr-Unta$ and Madaktu,
and Humpan-ahpi in Pupila.’

There were several campaigns of ASSurbinapli against Elam (probably
in 653/2,648, 646/ 5, 642 and 639). It was during one of these that Cyrus
I (Akkad. Kwra$), grandfather of Cyrus the Great of Persia, sent
propitiatory gifts to the Assyrian king and gave him his son, Arukku,
as hostage. The king of the neighbouring (?) country of Hudimeri did
the same. In 646/5 Susa suffered the worst sack of its history;
Humpan-hal-ta§ III tried to hide in the mountains but was delivered
to the Assyrians, with a number of other Elamite nobles, by the
inhabitants of Ellipi (Elymais) near modern Kirminshih (644).

It looked as if Elam as a state were completely destroyed, but several
kinglets still held out in the mountain strongholds, then descended into
the lowlands as soon as the Assyrians went away; and at last the
Assyrians went for good. After the death of A$Surbdnapli a civil war
broke out in Assyria, and from the middle ot the twenties of the 7th
century B.C. most of Babylonia was in the vigorous hands of the general
Nabopalassar, founder of the Neo-Babylonian empire. This new
Babylonian king returned the statues of the Elamite gods captured by
As8urbinapli to Susa, in order to gain the favour of the Elamites; at
about the same time one of the Elamite pretenders seems to have
achieved the umification of the devastated kingdom. Later, under the
next Babylomian king, Nebuchadnezzar 11, war broke out between
Babylonia and Elam (596/5), leading to the capture of Susa by the
Babylonians; but, as can be gleaned from Jeremiah 49, the attention of
the Babylonian king was riveted on other more important political
matters elsewhere, and it seems that Elam again regained its indepen-
dence (Jeremiah 49. 39).

The social and economic conditions in the Neo-Elamite period are
unknown, except for scanty information from the archives of the royal
workshops at Susa, probably dating from the 6th century s.c., and
testifying to independent relations of Elam with Syria, Media (?) and
Babylonia. In contrast with texts written in Elamite under the
Achaemenian rule, which are full of Old Persian words, the documents
of these archives contain as yet hardly any Iranisms.

The circumstances that brought about the final destruction of the
kingdom of Elam are obscure. Elam probably recognized the

L . Hinz places Hetali near Behbehan, Madaktu in the valley of the Saimarteh, and Pupila
nearer to the Persian Gulf.
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supremacy of Cyaxares, king of Media, and became one of Media’s
semi-independent border provinces. It must have been incorporated
into the Persian Empire as a satrapy under Cyrus at about the same time
as Babylonia (538 B.C.). Nevertheless during the turmoil between the
death of Cambyses and the final victory of Darius I no less than three
pretenders to the local throne rose in Elam (522—519 B.C.).

The influence of the FElamite culture on the Old Persian was
considerable; Elamite reliefs influenced the sculpture of the time of
Darius I; Elamite was still the language of administration in Firs in as
late as the sth century B.c. All the more curious is the fact that the
Elamite cunetform script seems to have had no influence at all on the
so-called *“Old Persian™ cuneiform writing.

As to the Elamite nation and language, their end, too, 1s unknown.
Susa became one of the royal residences in the Achaemenian Persian
Empire; renamed Seleucia on the Eulaeus in the Hellenistic pertod, it
was granted the constitution of a pe/is and used Greek as the official
and even as the unofficial language as late as the Parthian period; but
the countryside must have remained Elamite for a very long time.
Arabic authors of the 1oth century A.p. mention a language spoken in
Khtzistain which was different from Persian, Arabic and Hebrew.
Whether it was a peripheral Iranian dialect like Kurdish or Liri, or an
Aramaic dialect like the Mandaic of Southern lIraq, or really a remnant
of ancient Elamite, remains uncertain.
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CHAPTER 2

ANSHAN IN THE ELAMITE AND
ACHAEMENIAN PERIODS

For over 1,500 years the land of Anshan occupied a prominent place
in the political history of south-western Iran. Anshan is first attested
in Akkadian and Sumerian texts of the late 3rd millennium 8.c. During
the z2nd and early 15t millenniums Elamite rulers traditionaily took the
title king of Anzan (Anshan) and Shushan (Susa). In the middle st
millennium B.c. Anshan became the homeland of the Achaemenian
Persians.

Different writers have sought to locate the city and region of Anshan
in various parts of south Iran. In 1970 a large archaeological site in
western Fars called Malyan, was proposed as being that of the lost city.!
This identification had been suggested from a consideration of historical
and archaeological evidence and seemed to be supported by the finding
that an early Islamic town called Ash was once located in the vicinity
of Malyin.2 In two of the dialects spoken in this part of Fars Ash is
a possibie development of the ancient toponym Anshan.’ Fragments of
inscriptions in Elamite cuneiform recovered during archaeological
work carried out at Malydn in 1971 and 1972 bore parts of the dedication
of a temple which is described as being in Anshan,*thereby confirming
the suggested identification of the site.

In treating the early history of Anshan we shall also note textual
references to the FElamite province of Awan and consider the possibility
that this toponym and Anshan may have been used at different periods
tor the same area.

The Sumerian King List states that the Kingdom of Ur (¢. 2600 B.C.)
was smitten with arms and its kingship taken to the Elamite land of
Awan.5 A king of Kish is reported, in turn, to have invaded Awan and

* The proposed identification was first made by the present writer in discussions with
colleagues in 1970 and later published; see }J. Hansman, Iraz x (1972), 101—24.

2 Jbid., 120—2.

3 1. Gershevitch, frar x (1972), 124-5.

* E. Reiner, “The location of Ansan”, R A LxviI (1973), 5762.

5 T. Jacobsen (ed.), The Sumerian King Lis¢ (Chicago, 1938), 83—j3.
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to have taken its kingship to Kish.? Somewhat later, around 2500 B.C.,
the first Elamite dynasty of which we have record, was founded in Awan
by a certain Peli.?

The dynasty of Peli seems to have flourished for several generations
until Sargon of Agade (2334—2279 B.C.) invaded Elam and sacked a
number of districts of that region, including Awan and Susa.? Rimush,
son and successor of Sargon, continued to war in the territories of
Awan, Susa and Elam.4+ Manishtusu, successor to Rimush in Agade,
speaks of resubjugating Anshan after the ruler of that region revolted
from the empire created by Sargon.” But whereas Sargon’s own texts
do not mention Anshan, Manishtusu makes no reference to Sargon’s
Awan. Naram-Sin (222¢9—2255 B.C.), a later ruler in Agade, concluded
a treaty of alliance with Khita the ninth king of Awan.® The dynasty
of Peli eventually ends with the fall of Khita’s successor Kutil-
Inshushinak in about 2220 B.Cc. At approximately this same period
(Gudea, a ruler of Lagash, claims to have conquered the city of Anshan
in Elam.” The possible association of these two events suggests that
Anshan may have been the chief city of the district of Awan.® The
sudden disappearance of Awan could then be explained in a perfectly
reasonable historical context. Indeed the sources show that both Awan
and Anshan are closely associated with Elam and the Elamites in the
earliest historical phase, some time contemporaneously but never in the
same text. It would appear that the Kings of Awan of the old Elamite
period became the Kings of Anshan and Susa of later dynasties. The
political divisions of Awan, Susa, Elam and Simashki, which were
contemporary with the dynasty of Awan, would then continue in the
districts of Anshan, Susa, Elam and Simashki of the succeeding
dynasties. The available evidence suggests that Awan may attest an
alternate, perhaps an early Elamite name for the region called Anshan
by later Sumerians and Elamites.

U Ibid., 95—.

2 V. Scheil, RA xxvini {1931), 1—3.

3 G. Barton, The Royal Inscriptions of Sumer and Akkad (New Haven, 1929), 114.

4 Ibid., 124.

s Ibid., 128—30.

6 F. W. Konig, Corpus Inscriptionum Elamicarum 1, Die altelamischen Texte (Hanover, 1923), no.
3. On the identification of Khita in this text see G. Cameron, History of Early Iran (Chicago, 1936),
34-

7 Barton, op. cit., 184.

8 Gudea i1s sometimes placed in the last quarter of the 23rd century B.c. However recent
comparisons of dynastic lists show that Gudea wouid have reigned closer to 2220 B.C. See
Hansman, Iran x (1972), 101, note 11; also CAH 1, pt. 1 (3td edn., 1970), 219.
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After the fall of Awan a new Elamite dynasty rose in the district of
Simashki which is probably to be located in the region of modern
Istahan.! At this period the Sumerians appear to have maintained some
measure of political control at Susa in south-west Iran and in Anshan
in the east. Shulgi (2095—-2048 B.C.), a ruler of the third dynasty of Ur,
married one of his daughters to the ishshak or governor of Anshan.?
But Shulgi also claims to have laid waste to Anshan.? A temporary peace
was apparently established when Shu-Sin, son and successor of Shulgi,
like his father gave a daughter in marriage to a governor of Anshan.4
This state of relations, however, was not to last. In about 2021 B.C.,
a few years after Ibbi-Sin, a son of Shu-Sin, succeeded to the throne of
Us, the King of Simashki had occupied the land of Awan (Anshan) and
Susa in Elam. By 2017 B.C. Ibbi-Sin regained much of this territory;3
but his success proved only temporary for we learn that within a few
years the Elamites had waged a successful military campaign against Ur.
Following his defeat, the last King of Ur, Ibbi-Sin, was carried off to
Anshan together with a statue of the Sumerian moon-god, Nanna. A
generation later Gimil-ilishu, second King of Isin brought back Nanna,®
the God of Ur, from Anshan.? Finally we learn that Gungunum fifth
King of Larsa boasts of military victories in Anshan (¢. 1928 B.C.).?

It 1s evident from the texts that Anshan/Awan had been an important
Elamite political centre during the last half of the 3rd millennium s.c.
The archaeological remains at Malyan, identified as Anshan, would seem
to bear out this assessment. The site is surrounded by a rectangular wall
of mud brick, now much eroded, which measures approximately 1 km
by 0.8 km. The cultural deposit within the enclosure rises to a height
of from 4 to 6 metres.” Surface surveys of the pottery remains collected
at Malyan indicate that perhaps one third of the ancient settlement there
(between 30 and 50 hectares) was occupied from the late 4th millennium
B.C. to the later part of the 3rd millennium B.c.’°The distribution of

! On the locaticn of Simashki see E. Herzteld, The Persian Empire (Wiesbaden, 1968), 179—8c,

2 ¥. Thureau-Dangin, Die sumerischen und akkadischen Konigsinschriften (Leipzig, 1907), 230.

3 Ihid., 231—7.

¢ C. Virolleaud, ZA xix (19056}, 384.

5 L. Legrain, Business Documents of the Third Dynasty of Ur, Ur Excavation Texts1i1 (London, 1928},
N0, 1421.

¢ A. Falkenstein, Die Welt des Orients 1 (1947—52), 379, 383.

? (Gadd and Legrain, Royal Inscriptions: Ur Excavation Texts 1 (London, 1928), no. 100.

8 L. Matous, 470 xx (1952), 304fl.

9 W. Sumner, Iran x11 (1974), 158.

10 The pottery defining this sequence of occupation is termed Banesh ware. On the extent and
the dating of this ware at Malyin see 7bid., 160, 167.
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later pottery suggests that the major occupation of the site (approxi-
mately 130 hectares) occurred during the later centuries of the 3rd
millennium and continued into the early centuries of the 2nd millennium
B.C.' This is the pertod when Anshan is given prominent notice in the
cuneiform texts.

The text of Gungunum (¢. 1928 B.C.) referred to above, contains the
last mention of Anshan, district or city, to be found in Mesopotamian
sources for over 1,300 years. Political strife at home had apparently
weakened the control which successive Mesopotamian states maintained
from time to time over the affairs of south Iran and a new line of Elamite
kings was eventually able to re-establish local rule in their own country.
Epart, the founder of this new dynasty (¢. 1890 B.C.), was also the first
known Elamite leader to call himself King of Anshan and Susa.2
References to Anshan during the remaining centuries of the 2nd
millennium B.C. are attested only in inscriptions and texts of the
successive Elamite dynasties of this period.

Shilhakha (¢. 1870—1840 B.C.), the heir of Epart in Elam, styled
himself, in addition to king, sskkazl-mah or grand regent, a Sumerian
appellation. During this period the title sukka/ or regent of Elam and
Simashki and sukkal of Susa are also commonly used.? The sons of the
ruling sukkal-mah normally filled the offices of the two sukkal, though
inscriptions show that the sukkal-mah on occasion would hold all three
titles. However, throughout the approximately 3co-year rule of the
Eparti kings, there is no record of a sukkal of Anshan. This could mean
that Anshan consisted at that time of a district subject entirely to the
jurisdiction of the sukkal-mah. It has been suggested, on the other hand,
that the sukkal-mah and the sukkal of Susa were both resident in the
city of Susa. A relationship of this sort in the same town could have
caused political tension.* Indeed, any decree of the Elamite king which
might apply to the political district of Susa required ratification by the
sukkal of Susa. Yet the case for Susa as the Elamite capital of this period
would seem to be the most plausible. Anshan is hardly mentioned in
Elamite texts during the whole of the Eparti dynasty except as used in
the conventional title of the sukkal-mah. A political decline of the older
capital is perhaps implied. This finding would appear to be supported

' Kaftari ware which succeeded the Banesh assemblage at Malyin is tentatively dated berween
zooo and 1700 B.C. See #hid., 160, 173.

* V. Scheil, RA xxvi1 (1929), 1.

* On the term sukkal-mah see Cameron, 71-2.

+ W. Hinz, The Lost World of Elam (London, 1972), 5.
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by the indications of the archaeological survey carried out at Malyin,
the site of the city of Anshan. These show that with the disappearance
of the Kaftari sequence of pottery there during the early second
millennium B.C., the distribution of the succeeding Qaleh ware on the
site’ is greatly reduced from that of the Kaftari.! This suggests that the
city of Anshan at Malyan was very severely depopulated during the first
third of the 2nd millennium B.c.

Susa, on the other hand, which appears not to have expanded
significantly during the ascendancy of earlier Elamite dynasties into a
major political centre, was certainly to dd so with the rise of Epart and
his successors in Elam. Numerous inscriptions found at Susa attest to
the building activities undertaken there by different sukkal-mah and by
various of the sukkal of Susa. The extensive excavations made by
Ghirshman in the ‘ville royale’ at Susa have shown that much of this
very large quarter of the ancient city was first built upon in the earlier
znd millennium 8.c.” This evidence would seem to support the possi-
bility that the main political centre of Elam may have been moved from
its traditional location at Anshan to Susa within the period associated
with the expansion at the latter site.

Whereas in southern Mesopotamia the kingdom of Babylonia fell to
Kassite and allied invaders from the north in about 1593 B.C., cuneiform
texts continue to mention Elamite rulers until the final quarter of the
16th century B.c. It is not known whether these later governments in
south-west Iran were subject to the Kassite alliance or, indeed, whether
it was the Kassites who eventually put an end to the house of Epart.
Whatever the cause, after about 1§20 B.c. we have no further record of
the Elamites for over 200 yeats.

Duuring the last half of the 14th century B.C. an apparently independent
Elamite dynasty reappears suddenly on the historical scene. The earliest
known ruler of this new line to adopt the old title King of Anshan and
Susa was Attar-kittah (1310—-1300 B.C.).?

No inscriptions or other texts are known from the dynastic prede-
cessors of Attar-kittah and no foundation or rebuilding dedications of
this king or of his immediate successor Humban-numena (1300—-1275
B.C.) were found at Susa. Only at Liyan located near the centre of the
Bushire peninsula, an island-like extension of the coastal plain of

I Sumner, op. ¢it., 160, suggests that present understanding of the pottery at Malyan indicares
a considerable decrease in population there during the iast haif of the second millennium s.c.

2 R. Ghirshman, Arés Asiatiques xv (1967), 4—-12.
3 R. Labat, “Elam ¢. 1600—1200 B.C.”", CAH 1, pt. 1 {(31d edn., 1970), 384.
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modern Fars, have inscribed bricks of Humban-numena been recovered.
The Liyin texts commemorate the construction by this king of a
religious sanctuary at that site.?

Inscriptions of Untash-napirisha (1275—1240 B.C.), son and successor
of Humban-numena, are found at Susa in Khuzistan and also at the
religious centre of Dur-Untash (now Choga-Zambil) located 30 km to
the south-east of Susa. Dur Untash bears the name of Untash-napirisha
and was probably his chief place of residence. But the absence of any
significant inscriptions of the father of Untash-napirisha at Susa or
eisewhere in Khuzistan prompted Labat to suggest that the capital of
Humban-numena may have been situated in the province of Anshan.?
If this were so, however, the finding of only sparse archaeological
remains of the corresponding period of occupation at Malyan suggests
that the main seat of government was not then located at the city of
Anshan. On the other hand, beaker-shaped jars have been found at
Malyian which are closely similar to vessels dating from the last quarter
of the second millennium B.c. excavated at Susa. Inscribed bricks of the
Susian Elamite king Hutelutush-Inshushinak {1120—-1110B.C.) have also
been recovered at Malyin.® The evidence suggests that Susa and
Anshan were culturally and politically linked at this period, but that the
latter settlement during the late second millennium was little more than
an outpost of the eastern Elamite territorities of the kings resident at
Susa. The reign of Hutelutush-Inshushinak ended with a devastating
invasion of Elamite territories (¢. 1110 B.C.) by Nebuchadrezzer I of
Babylon.* This event marked the effective end of Elam as an independent
ruling power for nearly three hundred years.

Not until 821 B.C. do we hear again of the Elamites, who are then
found allied with the Chaldeans against the Assyrian king Shamshi- Adad
V.®> Although Elam did not maintain a political unity during these
intervening centuries of obscurity, local chieftains must have preserved
a semblance of control in areas where their authority had been
traditionally exercised. Cameron suggests that local rule would probably
have remained strongest in the remote eastern districts of Elamite
territories, sc. the region of modern Fars.® Even so and despite their

Konig, Corpus Inscriptionam Elamicaram, no. 40.
Labat, op. ¢it., 8.
See p. 23, 0. 4.
R. Thompson, Reporés of the Astrologers of Nineves and Babylon (I.ondon, 1900), no. 200,
feV. §.
* D. Luckenbill, Ancient Records of Assyria and Babylonia 1 (Chicago, 1926), no. 726.
¢ Cameron, 156.
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isolation from the aggressive Mesopotamians, the inhabitants of Fars
were eventually to sufler new pressures from Iranian migrants moving
down from the north. Whether or not the coming of the Iranians caused
the divided provinces of Elam to support the rise of 2 new centralized
authority in south-west Iran is a question which cannot be answered
on present evidence. Whatever the reason, by ¢. 742 B.c. Humban-
nikash I had become king of an apparently reconstituted Elamite
federation.!

Humban-nikash was succeeded by a nephew, Shutruk-Nahhunte Il
(717699 B.C.), who took the old title Great King of Anshan and Susa.?
Shutruk-Nahhunte entered into an alliance with the Chaldeans against
both Sargon II and Sennacherib of Assyria; his military efforts,
however, were not successful and he was eventually replaced in Anshan
and Susa by a younger brother, Halludush-Inshushinak (699693 B.C.).
The new Elamite leader invaded Babylonia and temporarily held parts
of it from the Assyrians, but Sennacherib quickly retook most of these
territories. Halludush-Inshushinak, meanwhile, was deposed in Elam
and replaced by his son Kudur-Nahhunte (693-692 B.C.). The short rule
of Kudur-Nahhunte is of interest to our study in that from his reign
onwards, no Elamite head of state 1s known to have assumed the ancient
royal title King of Anshan and Susa.’ Such an omission would suggest
a loss to the Elamites of at least the area of Anshan either by
Kudur-Nahhunte or by his immediate predecessor.

Following the reconquest of Babylonia, Sennacherib invaded the
Elamite territories which lay to the north of Susa. As a result of this
campaign, the weakened Kudur-Nahhunte was forced to flee and seek
refuge in the mountains of Hidalu.

Humban-numena (692—-687 B.C.) who succeeded Kudur-Nahhunte in
Flam, renewed the old political alliance with Babylonia and sought
military assistance from a number of neighbouring districts, including
the lands of Anshan and Parsuash.# It is to be noted that in these late
references Anshan is treated as a separate territory and not subiect to
centralized Elamite authority. What happened 1n Anshan at this time 1s
bound up with the political and territorial relationship of that place with
Parsua, Parsuash and Parsamash/Parsuwash, and of those same regions
with the Assyrian empire. T'o understand these associations better, we

1 Luckenbill, Ancient Kecords 1, no. 84.

2 V. Scheil, Mémoires de la Délégation en Perse v (1904), no. 84.
3 See Cameron, 158-03.

* Luckenbill, Ancient Records 11, no. 252.
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must establish the location of Parsua and that of the similarly-named
Parsuash.

Assyrian texts of the gth century B.C. give the earliest reference to
the land of Parsua. According to the latest studies this district, which
was invaded successively by Shalmaneser III, Adad-Nirari III and
Tiglath-pleser 1lI, is to be located in the vicinity of Kirmanshih in
western Iran.? Inscriptions of Sargon 11 (721—705 B.C.) identify the same
area as Parsuash and show it to have become by that reign an established
province of the Assyrian empire. It was presumably the people of a
rebellious Parsuash who, under that name, were identified as allies of
Humban-numena against the armies of Sennacherib. At some time
subsequent to the formation of this alliance a2 major clash with the
Assyrians took place at Halule in Mesopotamia. Sennacherib claims a
considerable victory over the joint Babylonian/Elamite forces at the
battle (¢. 691 B.C.); Babylonian texts record a more inconclusive result.?

Following the reign of Humban-numena in Elam, rival claimants to
the central kingship seem concurrently to have controlled various parts
of the old domains. Periodic attempts were made to reform the
pan-Elamite alliance, notably by Tempt-Humban-Inshushinak (663653
B.C.) of Susa. However, his efforts met with only a passing success.
Tempt-Humban was eventually deteated by an army of Ashurbanipal
and several districts in Elam which had been overrun were thereafter
placed in the control of local chiefs whose support the Assyrians
claimed.® These supposed loyalties did not last, for a year later,
Humban-nikash III, vassal governor in Madaktu, supported a2 new
uprising in Babylonia against the Assyrians. The rebel Elamite suffered
an inglorious rout by enemy troops at Der and fled to the mountainous
district of Hidalu* to seek aid from that region and from the people
of neighbouring Parsumash.® A revolt in part of Elam at this time,
however, caused the fall of Humban-nikash. He was replaced by
Tammarit (65 1—649 B.C.) who continued local resistance against Assyria.
Tammarit urged Hidalu and the adjoining district of Parsamash (Par-
sumash) to send troops in support of his campaign. The people of
Parsamash apparently did not respond at once and the delay seems to
have proven costly to the allies. By 649 B.C. most of the Elamite lands

I Fot the most recent study on the location of Parsua, see L. Levine, Iran xi1r (1974}, 106-13.
* See Cameron for sources and discussion.

3 A. Piepkorn, Historical Prism Inscriptions of Ashurbanipal (Chicago, 1933), 7off.

% On the location of Hidalu see Hansman, Iran x (1972), 108, note 54.

> L. Waterman, Royal Correspondence of the Assyrian Empire 1 (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1930), g410—12.
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up to the borders of Parsamash had been overrun by forces loyal to
Ashurbanipal.?

Although the Elamites seem to have regained a measure of local
autonomy in succeeding years, as recounted in Chapter 1, p. 23 later
Assyrian and Achaemenian advances finally put an end to independent
Elam.

A king of Parsuwash named Kurash 1s mentioned 1n an Assyrian text
relating to the destruction of Elam by Ashurbanipal.? This Kurash,
recognized as Cyrus I, offered submission to Ashurbanipal and sent his
son to Nineveh as-a testimony of good faith. It 1s with this reference
that the House ot Achaemenes first enters the historical record.

Cyrus I 1s given the title “ Great King of Anshan™ in a text of his
grandson Cyrus 11 (the Great).3 It would appear that the first Cyrus was
political chiet in Parsuwash and ruler ot the tormer Elamite province
of Anshan, which we have associated with the district of Fars. The two
lands would seem to be identical. Parsuwash apparently is an Assyrian
rendering of the name from which Old Persian Parsa derives, the
ancestral form of present-day Fars and referring to the same district,
the Persis of the Greeks. Anshan remained the traditional name in south
Mesopotamia for the northern area of Fars down to the New-Babylonian
period. But when did the Achaemenians accede to kingship in Fars?

A comparison of the relevant texts shows that the Achaemenians were
governing in Anshan/Parsuwash at least 2 generation before
Ashurbanipal commenced his decisive invasion of Elam. As we have
seen, the earlier alliance of Anshan and Elam against Sennacherib (691
B.C.) occurred during the reign of the Elamite king Humban-numena,
this being shortly after the rulers of Elam abandoned the old title King
of Anshan. Cyrus 1 (of Parsuwash) recognized the supremacy of
Ashurbanipal near the time, or shortly after Assyrian troops had
overrun the district of Elam (¢. 646 B.C.). As Cyrus Il gives both his
grandfather Cyrus I and his great grandtather Teispes the title “King
of Anshan”, % the first Cyrus must have aiready been ruler in Anshan
at the time of his contacts with Assyria. Thus according to the relative
chronology of these events, we have a period of some 45 years between

the first alliance of Anshan/Parsuwash with Elam and the submission
of Cyrus 1. This length of time could fali well within the limits of the

Ibid., y00—03.

E. Weidner, Af0 vir {(1931), 4.

§. Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts (Princeton, N.}., 1953), 316.
Loc. cit,

W W =
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possible reigns of two successive Achaemenian kings. Although

Achaemenes (Old Perstan Hakhamanish) i1s usually recognized as
eponymous founder of the Achaemenian royal house, it is his son
Teispes (OP Chishpish) who is first called “ Great King in Anshan™.
‘Thus it would appear more probable that Teispes, rather than his father
Achaemenes, established Achaemenian rule in Anshan/Parsuwash/
Parsa/Fars and became the ally of Elam against Sennacherib.! It is not
likely, on the other hand, that the land of Parsuash, allied with the lands
of Anshanand Elam in this campaign (seeabove pp. 3 1—2) was Parsa. Had
Parsuash and Anshan been under the same local rule, the two would
hardly have made separate alliances with the Elamite king (see above,
p. 31). Therefore while Parsuash, Parsuwash and Parsumash may be
different spellings of one and the same name, there appear to have been
several different geographical areas identified by it. The first, Parsuash,
is 2 Persian land which 1s to be located in the region of Kirmanshah.
The second, Parsuwash/Parsumash, identifies the Achaemenian terri-
tories which are to be located in south Iran.

Whereas the Chronicle of Nabonidus, the last king of Babylon
(556—539 B.C.), refers in one passage to Cyrus II as King of Anshan,
in a later entry Cyrus is identified as king in Parsu? (an Akkadian
rendering of Old Persian Pirsa). Thus as we have seen in the case of
earlier references to Anshan and to Parsuwash, Anshan was also
considered at this later period a part ot the province now called Fars.

An archaeological survey of the surface pottery at the site of Malyan
has produced only a handful of Achaemenian sherds® and we may
conclude from this that the Achaemenians did not maintain a significant
settlement there. However, as suggested above, the name Anshan may
have survived in the reduced form Ash, in the region of Malyin, until
the early Islamic period.* The replacement of Anshan as name of the
province would have occurred much earlier, when the Achaemenian
Persians transferred the ethnic name of their nation, Parsa, to their new
homeland.

Anshan i1s mentioned in § 40 of the Behistun inscription of Darius I,
but tts location is not specified. Classical texts refer only to Persis.

! It is of course possible that Achaemenes ruled a part of Anshan without having the title
“king”. On the genealogy of the Achaemenian line see R. Kent, OMd Persian Grammar (New Haven,

I 95 5)5 I 58_9
2 S, Smith, Babylonian Historical Texts (London, 1924), 100ft.

3 Sumner, Iran x11 (1974), 158.
4 Dee p. 25, n. 3.
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CHAPTER 3

MEDIA

I. THE MEDES AND THE NEIGHBOURING COUNTRIES

1. Lhe earliest recorded information on the population
of the Iranian highlands

During the epoch which forms the subject of this chapter the name
Media (Iranian Mada), as covering the entire historical region which
later bore that name, did not yet exist. However, for the sake of
simplicity, we shall with some anachronistic licence speak of “Media”
in the broad meaning of this geographical term, understanding by it
the territory limited in the west by the Zagros mountain ranges, in the
north by the river Araxes and the Alburz mountain range, in the east
by the salt desert Dasht-1 Kavir, and in the south by a line passing along
the watershed which separates the valleys of the rivers flowing towards
the centre of the highland, from those of the rivers Saimarreh-Karkhah,
Ab-1 Diz, Kiriin and the basin of Lake Nairiz.

Of the other tribes inhabiting the Iranian highlands outside Elam at
the dawn of history, written sources In Sumerian, Akkadian, and
Elamite mention the Quti, the Lullubi, and the Kassites, as well as the
Hurrians whose original home lay outside Iran but who partly
encroached on some regions of present-day Kurdistan up to Lake
Urmiya.

The Quti, under the name of Gu-ti-um™', or more correctly Qu-ti-
um™!, appear in the historical arena at the end of the 23rd century s.c.
during the reign of Narim-Su’en, king of Akkade, who at that time
held under his sway the whole of Mesopotamia up to the foot-hills of
the Zagros, the Armenian Taurus and the Taurus in Asia Minor; Elam,
too, was subject to him. To judge from a later Akkadian tradition
Naram-Su’en had to fight the Qutl and possibly fell in a battle against
them. Apparently at that time the leader of the Quti, Enridawazir,
penetrated deep into Southern Mesopotamiz and seized the sacred town
of Nippur, where an inscription was composed for him by Sumerian
scribes.

Ki

36



THE MEDES AND THEIR NEIGHBOURS

Although the Akkadians were undoubtedly far superior in develop-
ment to the Quti, the Old Akkadian army was still rather primitive
both in equipment (a copper helmet, a hatchet of the same metal, a
javelin and a bow) and in organization; this could have allowed the
mountaineers to defeat it, probably by overwhelming numbers. Naram-
Su’en’s son, Sarkalifarri, succeeded in restoring the situation in his
favour and in capturing the Quti leader, Sarlagab. However, atter
Sarkali$arri’s death internecine strife broke out in Southern Mesopo-
tamia in which the Quti leader, Elulume$, also took part; as a result
Akkade became a state of merely local importance, while the hegemony
in Southern Mesopotamia passed into the hands of the Quti.

The ““ Sumerian King List”” compiled from various sources soon after
the fall from power of the Quti, and intended to show the existence
from time immemorial of despotic state rule, includes the Qutl in order
to create the appearance of an uninterrupted succession of legitimate
dynasties in Southern Mesopotamia. But the enumeration of the Quti
rulers is somewhat peculiar: it allots exceptional brevity to each of the
reigns, and in the beginning states in a note that “the Quti tribe had
no king”.! If, as seems to be the case, this note corresponds to reality,
how are we to explain that nevertheless short-lived reigns are attributed
to Quii “kings”? Certainly not by a state of perpetual feud, as this
would be incompatible with the retention by the Quti for ninety-one
vears, of their dominion over the most developed state of the time. As
shown by W. K. Silejko, their power in Southern Mesopotamia was
firmly established; even so powerful a ruler as Gudea of Laga$
apparently paid them tribute. It is possible that the Quti rulers were
not kings but tribal chieftains elected for a term. Their power in
Southern Mesopotamia was destroyed in (¢.) 2109 B.C. by Utuhegal,
ruler of the Sumerian city of Uruk.

The precise location of the original home of the Quti cannot be
established; suggestions that it should be sought in the region of
present-day Kirkuk or in the Judi-dagh mountains are not supported
by sufficient evidence. Apparently the inhabitants of Southern Mesopo-
tamia gave the name Qutil to the population of the Zagros mountains
which belonged to the area of the “painted ware” culture. Their
language, judging by their names, differed from that of the neighbouring
Hurrians. Although the tribute levied from Southern Mesopotamia
must have enriched the Quti, or at least their tribal chiefs, this does not

! Thas is the meaning of the original text of the note in the present author’s opinion.
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seem to have led to noticeable alterations in their social structure. For
later times our information on the Quti, and in general on the tribes
of the Zagros, remains scanty. The campaigns of the kings of *“Sumer
and Akkad” (the so-called Third Dynasty of Ur) against various
strongholds on the western slopes of the Zagros are often mentioned,
sometimes together with the names of their rulers (Hurrian and others).
There also exist lists of women and children driven as slaves from the
mountains into the Sumerian camps where they soon perished. Their
names seem to be Quti.

The Hurrian strongholds in the nearer foot-hills (Simurrum, now
Altin-kopria, Urbillum, now Erbil, Kima$), and those in the more
remote regions of the Zagros (Humurti, Hardi, Ganhar, or Karahar)
seem to have been centres of extremely primitive city-states; the
importance of the part that could still have been played by extended
tamily links, with extended families inhabiting characteristic dwelling-
towers, and by voluntary, not administrative, unions can be judged
even from much later documents (2nd millennium B.C.) from Arrapha
(Kirkuk), a town situated in the hill-country at no great distance from
the plain; the primitivity of the social conditions in these states appears
also from documents of the 2nd millennium found in Su$3ari (Tell-
Shemshara), and from a Babylonian charter exempting the population
from a small contribution of beer, that has come down to us from a
fortress in the heart of the Zagros as late as the early 1st millennium
B.C. The Luliubi mountaineers were the objects of slave-hunting by the
inhabitants of the Hurrian towns of the 2nd millennium B.c.; less
trequently it was the Lullubi who carried oft Hurrians into slavery. In
the mountain regions, in tombs of the 2nd millennium B8.C. {e.g. on the
site of (Geoy-Tepe) burials of slaves together with their masters have
been discovered. They testity both to the existence of siavery and to
its negligible economic importance, as in a more advanced society slave
manpower would not be expended in human sacrifice.

In the foot-hills of the Zagros, along with the city-states larger,
though ephemeral, tribal and even state federations were sometimes
formed. The most powerful of these was probably that of the Quti
mentioned above. We also know of the state (?) of Lullubum, at the
head of which was a certain Sidurru (?) in the days of Narim-Su’en,
who defeated it. Another “king”” of Lullubum, Anubanini, of Akkadian
origin, had an inscription carved in Akkadian on a rock in Sar-1 Pul-1
Zohib (the ancient Padir). We do not know whether a certain
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Map 2. Approximate distribution of settlements of ethnic groups at the beginning of the
1st millennjum B.C.

Lisir-pir’ini, son of Ikkib-Sahmad (?), was a Lullubian or some other
king ;! he too left an inscription, in the mountains of Shéhan above the
valley of the Diyili (Ab-i Sirvin) river.

In the 18th century 8.c. (anno 1741) incursions begin into Mesopo-
tamia of another tribe — the Kassites (Akkadian Kas$7) — who apparently
lived in present-day Luristan where the Kassites, or “Cossaei’”,
survived till the days of Alexander. Southern Mesopotamia came fully
under the domination of the Kassites only in the 16th century under
the Kassite king Agum II the Merciful Sword ( Agum kak réme). In his

' Formerly this name was mistakenly read as “Tardunni, son of Ikki”, or Hubbani-pit’ini .
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inscription Agum cails himself *“the illustrious descendant of the god
Sugamuna. . ., king of the Kassites and the Akkadians, king of the vast
land of Babylon, who has populated A3nunak (Tell Asmar in the valley
of the Diyilid river) with numerous people, king of Padan and Almin
(mountains to the east of the Diyila valley and to the north-west of
Elam), king of the Quti—the barbarous men”. The new Kassite
kingdom in Babylon received the name of “Kar-Dunias§” after one of
the Kassite gods. The Kassites of Southern Mesopotamia became
entirely Babylonized in culture, although for centuries the Kassite
wartriors formed here a special privileged stratum; later, apparently as
a result of the activity of the Assyrian and Elamite kings, Kassite
Babylonia was cut oft from the Kassite habitats in the mountains.

An analysis of Kassite glosses in Akkadian texts, as well as of Kassite
names of men and gods, has disproved the view that the Kassites were
Indo-Europeans, or at least worshipped some of the Indo-European
gods. The names of the god Duni1a$, of the goddess of the Earth Miria§,
of the Sun-god Suria$, and of the storm-god Ubria$ (also Buraria§), of
the goddess of the mountains Simalia etc. have no Indo-European
etymologies, contrary to what used to be thought, The first four names,
for example, contain the Kassite word a8 “earth”. Neither has the
assumption so far been confirmed of a close parentage of the Kassite
language on the one hand with Elamite, and on the other with the
language ot the Caspit by the Caspian sea. Of the latter in fact nothing
has survived except the name of the tribe itself, and even of it we cannot
be sure that it was a seif-appellation. There are, however, grounds tor
affirming that the Kassites introduced horse-breeding and the light
chariot into Babylonia on a considerable scale.

In the second half of the 2nd millennium 8.c. expeditions were led
into the heart of the Zagros by the Assyrian kings Adadnérari I,
Shalmaneser I, Tukulti-Ninurta 1, Tiglathpileser I and others {14th to
11th centuries B.C.), as well as by the Elamite kings Sutruk-Nahhunte
I, Silhak-In$udinak I and others (12th century). In their inscriptions
some names of localities and inhabited places have survived (in the
Assyrian inscriptions they seem to be mainly Quti, and Kassite (?);
Akkadian etc. in the Elamite), but their localization is very difficult and
uncertain. Only a few of the inhabited places mentioned by Silhak-
Indusinak occur also in Assyrian inscriptions of the 1st millennium s.c.
A comparison of Elamite and Assyrian texts suggests that these
strongholds and settlements must be sought mainly along the road
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from present-day Khizistin to Khurramabad — Kirmanshah — Tuz-
Khurmatli and further along the Tigris. It is of interest that some of
them were specialized centres for craftsmen. How long Elamite
influence in the other parts of the Iranian highlands lasted (cf. Ch. 1)
— whether, for instance, only till the middle or the end of the 3rd
millennium B.C., or till the end of the 2nd, or even till the beginning
of the 1st — is not at all clear.

2. Iranian-speaking tribes in Iran

Not later than at some time in the first half of the 2nd millennium B.c.
tribes speaking Indo-Iranian reached the Iranian plateau. As mentioned
above (p. 3), Indo-Iranian is a branch of the Proto-Indo-European
dialects, spoken in the 4th and early 3rd millennia B.C. in eastern-central
Furope.

To the problem of the spread of Indo-European from Europe to Iran
and India archaeclogy, and physical anthropology in its historical
aspect, contribute decisively, though in a negative sense. The ethnical
movements in those early times were not, it seems, migrations of
conquering hordes completely displacing, let alone annihilating, the
autochthonous population. No tribe of that epoch can have been
numerous, least of all any that was on the move. None had means of
moving swiftly over vast areas. Therefore new tribes only oozed into
countries suitably thinly populated, though not so thinly that the natives
were not usually more numerous than the immigrants. Merger came
about only graduallv, by way of intermarriage, adoption, and sometimes
the temporary establishment of social relations in which one tribe was
the dominant, the other the dependent. We must bear in mind that
before the emergence of class society there could exist some ideological
difference between the dominant and the dependent group, but hardly
much difference in their ways of supporting lite, the produce of labour
being insufficient to feed two at the expense of one. There were
therefore never strong bars to merger. The proof that the ethnical
movements had the character described above, is the fact that early
migrations can in most cases be established neither by changes in
material culture detectable to archaeologists (the culture of natives,
being the most suitable for local conditions, 1s usually taken over by
the immigrants), nor by changes in physical type. The population of
most areas at any given point between Europe and India has not
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changed appreciably in the last five to seven thousand years, apart from
teatures which are either late or minor. Thus an early language in
migration can be compared not so much to the displacement of the mass
of a stream as it runs from its source to the sea, but rather to the surging
of waves and the appearance of ripples on the surface of standing
waters. It is only the wave of the language which changed as it passed
from one population to another, not the populations themselves, except
for the minor increase in size which the immigration of bearers of
new languages caused. But whatever the importance of the change in
languages for the subsequent cultural history — the language being a
most important vehicle for conveying ideas ~ it 1s the autochthones of
the Iranian Plateau, and not the Proto-Indo-European tribes of Europe,
which are, in the main, the ancestors, in the physical sense of the word,
of the present-day Iranians.

What apparently happened was that the neolithic cattle-breeders and
agriculturists of central-southeastern Europe who spoke Proto-Indo-
European, reached in the early 3rd millennium B.C. by reason of their
relatively efficient economy, a level of prosperity at which the survival
of children began, if only by little, to exceed the mortality rate; the
population grew and expanded in various directions. There is an
empirical rule that languages of pastoral populations, usually more or
less uniform over vast areas, oust the more isolated languages not
understandable outside each of the tiny communities of its speakers, be
they torest-dwellers, early settled agriculturists, or mere tood-collectors.
So the ring-wave of Indo-European began in the middle of the 3rd
millennium B.C. to roll out from the centre to the peripheral areas,
reaching finally the Atlantic in the west and the Bay ot Bengal in the
east, the Polar Sea in the north and the Mediterranean in the south.

It is pretty certain that the pastoral tribes with subsidiary agriculture
who created the archaeological Srubnaya (Kurgan) and Andronovo
cultures of the steppes of Eastern Europe, Kazakhstan and Soviet
Central Asia in the 2nd millennium B.C. were the direct precursors of
the Scythians and the Sacae, 1.e. of the “Eastern” Iranians. But this
means that the division of the tribes speaking Indo-Iranian (Aryan), into
Indo-Aryans and Iranians, must have antedated the creation of these
two archaeological cultures. 1t also means that the ancestors of the
speakers of Indo-Aryan and *““Western” Iranian idioms (Median,
Persian and Parthian) must have reached the south-western part of
Central Asia and Eastern Iran already earlier, by the end of the 3rd or
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the beginning of the 2nd millenntum B.c. During the 2nd millennium
a considerable part of the population of the Iranian Plateau must already
have spoken Indo-Iranian languages, perhaps even Old Iranman
languages.

The ethnical composition of the population of western Media
towards the beginning of the 1st millennium B.C. may be thoyght of
as follows:

There still were vast areas inhabited by a population speaking
pre-Iranian languages. The whole expanse to the south ot Lake Urmiya,
and also perhaps small areas scattered in the direction of Lake Van,
were probably still inhabited by a population termed Quti-Lullubi by
the Assyrians and Babylonians, the so-called Lullubi mainly in a wide
band to the west, the Quti in the more north-easterly regions. Assyrian
sources identify the country Lullume with the country Zamia (Maz-
amiia). This last term, in its widest use, was applied to the territories
from the hilly lowlands south of Lake Urmiya (*‘ Inner Zamiia™) to the
head-waters of the Diyild (Ab-i Sirvan). Within the borders of Zamia
in the broadest sense, it would seem, from a comparison of the
itineraries of the Assyrian and Urartian military expeditions in the gth
to the 8th centuries, that among other provinces also the province of
Parsta was situated. However, the actual existence of a distinct
Lullubian language is doubtful, as in any case the term /#/u- represented
throughout the Near East, and still does in some places, 2 common
noun.’

As late as during the reign of Sargon 1I (722-705 B.C.) Assyrian
sources recorded a Qutl population in the western part of historical
Media, approximately from the west of the mountain massif of

Shahberdi—Kafelan-kuh (to the west of the valley of the Safid-rad, or
Qyzyl-izen) to the mountain range of Alvand.” In the regions bordering

U Akkad. lulla, lullis ©“ mountaineer, barbarian, savage’; Urart. /ulu- “enemy, alien”; Hurrian,
Hittite /ullapbe, lilabhs * foreign, foreigner™; Greek Leleges ““local hostile population in relation
to new settlers in Asia Minor™ — from Carian lLwles, from an oldes */@laphi. Among the present-day
Chechens and Ingushes in the mountains of the Great Caucasus f#laye, loalaeyo means “ neighbour”.
The form Lullub(um), Lullume may have been adopted by Akkadian through the intermediary of
Elamite, cf. the Elamite markers of the plural, -5/p-, and of abstract and collective nouns, -me.

2 Here one should distinguish the term Quti or Gu-ti-um™1 7 often desi gnating autochthonous
non-Akkadian and non-Iranian mountain tribes, from the use of the archaic form Gu-ti-um™ in
Akkadian texts. Down to later times belonged to the system of archaic geographical terms
of the high-flown style and designated the north-eastern and eastern highlands as 2 whole, and
later Media in particular. Such terms go back to the works of Babylonian soothsayers and ate
to be explained by the practice of applying ancient omina concerning former nations and kingdoms
to political situations arising in respect of more modern peoples and states. Therefore Guzium
— originally “land of the Qutl™ — began to designate any political power in the mountainous region
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on Lake Urmiya in the west and north, and perhaps also south, there
is some evidence of the presence of a Hurrian ethnical element,
“Mati€nian” according to Herodotus. Assyrian sources of the 7th
century mention also a certain “Mehrinian”™ language in the western
part of the historical province of Media, but what kind of language this
was is at present hard to determine. Motre to the south, in the mountains
of Luristan, lived Kassites and Iasubigallians.!

All these were ethnic elements known in this region since the 3rd
or znd millennium B.C.; they were not related to the new Indo-
Furopean element, more exactly, the Iranian.

The question as to when and in what circumstances this element
appeared 1n Iran has not been solved. There seems to be no hope of
a direct and precise answer based on archaeological data: the immi-
gration of the relevant tribes into the Iranian highlands must have had
the character of a slow and gradual movement which did not bring about

any sudden change in material culture.? Possible tentative correlation

of very early Indo-European tribes with certain archaeological cultures
will be dealt with in due course. As for written sources, down to the
second quarter of the rst millennium B.C. we have at our disposal only
the laconic military records from Southern Mesopotamia, Elam, Assyria
and Urartu which mention individual place-names and names of rulers,
rarely of tribes. Even these belong almost exclusively to the western
strip of the historical region of Media. Toponyms and personal names
are very unsatisfactorily rendered in cuneiform writing. Etymological

in the north or the north-cast of Babylonia; Umman-Manda, originally the designation of some
riorthern tribe, began to be applied in turn to the Cimmerians and to the Medes; Subarts, originally
the “land of the pre-Hurrian population on the upper reaches of the Euphrates and the Tigris”,
then the *“Land of the Hurrians™, began to designate “Assyria”; Amurry changed from “the
province of the tribe of the Amorites™ to *Syria>, Magan from “a land on the Persian Gulf”
to “Egypt”’; Melubba (or, better, Melap|bla) from “India” to “Ethiopia™, etc.

! Here was the centre of an extremely original handicraft of metalworkers: with “Luristan
bronzes™ are reckoned daggers and battle-axes of Babylonian origin, or imitating Babylonian
artitacts. They probably belong to the times when Kassite warriors took service under the kings
of Babyionand Elam in the 13th to 1 ith centuries. The same applies to a number of fancifuliy-worked
harness ormaments and ritual vessels with images of deities and monsters, which belong already
to the beginning of the ist millennium B.C. and are sometimes ascribed to Indo-European
immigrant tribes of horsemen.

* This is 2 common phenomenon in the history of antiguity. It is likewise impossibie to
determine on the basis of archaeological data the moment of the Semitization of Mesopotamia,
or the time when in Asia Minor the *““ Hittite” Indo-European-speaking tribes came to prevail
over the autochthonous. It should be noted that archaeologists are often too prone to attribute
sharp changes observed in pottery and other material to ethnic migrations without sufficiently
taking into account that such changes may be due to advances in technique as well as to changes
in the structure of an ethnically homogeneous society. The emergence of a new fashion in the
details of shape and ornament of vessels is not necessarily linked with ethnical change.
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comparisons for determining their linguistic appurtenance can only
be doubtful and tend to beg the question as the languages of the
autochthones, with the exception to some extent of Hurrian, are
known to us only from these very same names. It is for Indo-European
languages alone that thousands of roots and word-bases are known that
go far back to the times of Indo-Iranian unity, or to the even earlier
times of Proto-Indo-European. But as the meanings of the proper names
are not known, one can seldom be certain that any similarity with an
Indo-European root 1s not merely accidental. Accordingly the appur-
tenance of a given name to one language-group or another too often
lies beyond proof.

To-day it is held that during the second half of the 2nd millennium
B.C. Indo-Aryan dialects prevailed in the northern part of the Indian
sub-continent over the more ancient, presumably Proto-Dravidian
dialects of the Harappa cuitutre. From the middle of the 2nd millennium
B.C. an unknown Indo-Iranian dialect (usually supposed to be Indo-
Aryan, though proot of its non-Kafir and non-Iranian charactef is
feeble) is attested by personal names of kings of Mitanni (a2 Hurrian
kingdom in Northern Mesopotamia) and by names of some of the petty
kings of city-states in Syria and Palestine. The petty kings in question
were possibly of Mitannian origin. In addition, a long list of deities
called upon to safeguard a state treaty between the Hittite kingdom and
a king of Mitanni, includes among many others the names of four
Indo-Iranian deities in Hurrianized form. Moreover, a manual for the
training of chariot horses, which was composed after the tall of Mitanni
in the 14th century B.C. by Hurrian horse-breeders for the benefit of
Hittites who had previously used a different method of horse-training,
contains several horse-breeding terms of Indo-Iranian provenance,
recognizable despite the disguise successively imposed on them by
Hurrian and Hittite transmission. However, Annelies Kammenhuber
has convincingly shown that, contrary to previous belief, all this hardly
justifies the assumption that live Indo-Iranian speech had spread into
those regions.

It seems more likely that the names and terms in question were
brought into Northern Mesopotamia from the north-east by a Mitannian
(Matianian) dynasty shortly before 1550 B.C. as a result of earlier
Matianian—Indo-Iranian contacts somewhere in the mountainous re-
gions of north-western Iran, near Lake Urmiya. Matiani, or Matiéni,
probably the same as Hurrian Mitanni (Maittanne, or Mi{(2)tanne), was
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the name borne by the Hurrian tribes precisely on this territory; it is
here that a Matianian Hurrian dynasty could have formed relationships
with Indo-Iranians. Alternatively an Indo-Iranian dynasty, later Huzs-
rianized, may have taken over one of the Hurrian tribes which sub-
sequently seized power in equally Hurrian Northern Mesopotamia.

Another formerly widespread opinion now disproved, is that the
Indo-Iranians (or particularly the Indo-Aryans) arrived in the Near East
and in India from the steppes of Eastern Europe through the Caucasus
or through Central Asia as conquerors possessing a new technique of
movement on light horse-drawn chartots and the tactics of horse-chariot
battle still unknown to the peoples of the countries which they invaded.
It has now been established that in the Near East the horse was
domesticated already in the 3rd millennium B.c., when it was probably
used for cross-breeding with donkeys. Not only in mountain regions
but also in Mesopotamia horses were harnessed to war-chariots already
in the 21st to 18th centuries B.C., although they were regarded as less
aristocratic than donkeys or mules. In the steppe regions of Eastern
BEurope, Central Asia and Southern Siberia, by contrast, though bones.
of horses are found in settlements and tombs from as early as the 3rd
millennium B.C. or even earlier,! fully reliable information on saddle
horses goes back to ¢. the 13th century (the Alakul stage of the
Andronovo culture). They belong to the period of transition of the
local population to a semi-nomadic existence. But mass cavalry came to
be formed in the steppes of present-day Ukraine, in the Volga region
and 1n Central Asia only with the transition to a completely nomadic
existence about the 12th—9th centuries B.C., followed by the long-range
warlike raids of Cimmerians, Scythians and Sacae-Massagetae. But
neither then, nor earlier, did the steppe-dwellers seem to have known
the light, spoke-wheel war-chariot. The Pit Graves Culture and the
Cis-Caucasian culture have heavy carts on massive wheels,? four or
seldom two of them, probably harnessed mainly to oxen; in the majority
of the regions of the Andronovo Culture (from which the Saka culture
originated) even such carts are so tar unknown.

The peoples of the Near East did not have to wait for the Aryans

* Cf. however the object found by R. A. Mun&ayev among remmains of the Maikop culture in
Northern Caucasus dating from the end of the 3rd millennium B.c. which he takes for part of
a bridle bit.

* As pointed out to me by Miss E. E. Kuz’mina, the heavy wheel, the heavy cart, and the yoke
wete cestainly known to all archacologically traceable tribes of Eastern Europe that can claim

Indo-BEuropean descent, these objects being probably invented locally and not imported from the
Near East,
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to form an army on horses and wheels. This was first formed 1in
south-western Asia, and the reason why it preceded the more effective
cavalry troops must have been the long-standing tradition of using war
chariots drawn by donkeys; the East European steppe dwellers did not
possess such traditions. The Indo-Europeans, when migrating, must
have been obliged to move mainly on foot, accompanied by heavy
ox-drawn carts, and only in later cenituries alsoc by a number of mounted
scouts and herdsmen. _

The centre of ancient horse-breeding, not only in the 2nd millen-
nium, but as 1s now clear, at least down to the third quarter ot the
1st millennium B.C., were the mountain pastures in the highlands of
Iran, Armenia and Asia Minor, especially those of Armenia and Media.
In the plains horse-breeding was for a long time not very successful.
It i1s evidently in these highlands that the peoples of the oldest
civilizations in the Near East, and after them the Indo-Iranian new-
comers, came to know mass horse-breeding and chariot tactics. Exist-
ing data, however, show that the Indo-Iranians became particularly
accomplished in these pursuits, and this may have contributed to their
success in the military field. But the Indo-Iranians were far from being
alone in the creation of an army mounted on chariots. In Asia Minor
such armies were known to the Proto-Hattic population and to the
Hittites already from the 18th, and possibly the 20th century B.c., and
it was probably from Asia Minor that the Achaeans borrowed the light
chariot.

Everything points to the Indo-Iranian (Aryan) tribes having moved
southwards in successive waves. The first in time was the Kafir move;
the Kafir languages still exist in the mountainous regions of north-
eastern Afghanistan and north-western Pakistan. If the ““Mitannian
Aryans” were indeed Indo-Aryans or Kafirs, some peripheral streams
must have separated from the main current and reached Western Iran,
where they left their imprint in the form of Indo-Iranian names and
glosses in documents belonging to the Hurrians of Mitanni or com-
munities connected with them. If this was the case, they must have been
followed into Iran by the so-called ““ Western™ Iranian tribes, ancestors
of the Persians, the Medes and the Parthians. However, the possibility
cannot be excluded that the “Mitannian Aryans” themselves were
those *“ Western” Iranian tribes, at a stage prior to their developing the
linguistic particularities which in due course were to distinguish them
trom their Indo-Aryan neighbours. The “Western” Iranian-speaking
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tribes must have been followed by the ‘““Eastern” Iranian-speaking
tribes, of whom only some penetrated to the Iranian highlands in the
broad sense, mainly in present-day Afghanistan and neighbouring
regions. They included Bactrians and various small tribes, ancestors of
the present-day Pushtu-Afghans and Munjani, to be followed much later
by a group of Sakas. The majority of the ‘““Eastern” Iranian tribes -
Scythians, Alani, Massagetae, Sakas, Chorasmians, Sogdians — remained
on the territory of south-eastern Europe and in Central Asia. Here
“Eastern” Iranian languages are spoken to-day by the Ossetes (des-
cendants of Scythians and Alani) in the mountains of the Great Caucasus,
by the small group of Yaghnobis in Tajikistan (descendants of Sogdians)
and by the people of the Pamir (descendants of Sakas). In their majority,
however, the descendants of the Bactrians, Sogdians, Chorasmians,
Sakas, Massagetae, Alani and Scythians adopted in time *“Western”
Iranian (Persian) and various Turkic languages, partly also Finno-Ugrian
and Slavonic, and amalgamated with the corresponding tribes and
peoples.

A very important but likewise as yet unsolved problem is that of the
routes by which the Aryan-speaking tribes penetrated into the Iranian
highlands which are guarded on all sides by mountain ranges. One must
take into account that the tribes who from the 3rd millennium B.C. to
the beginning of the 1st migrated along these routes, cannot be regarded
as hunters or gatherers, seeing that by the 3rd millennium B.c. this
economic stage had undoubtedly long been left behind by all Indo-
Furopean-speaking peoples.! Nor can one regard the migrating tribes
as exclusively agricultural, for tillers of the land do not voluntarily
abandon their land except in extreme necessity, and they avoid moving
across territories unsuitable for agriculture. These tribes evidently
consisted of cattle-breeders, most likely practising subsidiary agricul-
ture, but the cattle-breeders were not horsemen, at least where tribes
ot the end of the 3rd to the beginning of the 2nd millennium B.C. are

t ludging from linguistic data, already the tribes of the Proto-Indo-European linguistic unity
were familiar with agriculture and with domestic cattle, sheep, swine, dogs etc. According to E.
Benveniste, the prototype of Avestan pasw-, Latin pecu-, originally meant not merely “cattle™ as
was previously thought, but “movable property, including cattle and people”. However, this
connotation more probably belongs to a somewhat later period, cf. the Avestan phrase pasu vira
expressing the same notion with two distinct words. There is no need to regard “people” (vira)
in this phtrase as referring only or specifically to slaves: the reference could be to the subordinate
members of the patriarchal familia (who were used all over the ancient East for instance as hostages
for debt, cf. Vidévdar vv, before it became common for the patres familias to pledge plots of land,
thus bringing down ruin on the family); the presence upon them of patriarchal slaves is possibie
for the 2nd millennium B.c. and later, but hardly in the neolithic and early chalcolithic period.
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concerned. The light spoke-wheel chariot seems to have become first
known to the Indo-Iranians only 1n their new home, Iran; and even on
their further way to India it must at best have been used only by the
tribal aristocracy, while the main mass of the tribe had to continue on
foot accompanied by carts. In such circumstances it is from the northern
steppes to the south, that we must seek correspondingly possible routes
tor their migration.

To sum up: the Indo-European dialects of the Proto-Indo-Iranians
must have spread from the original home of the Proto-Indo-Europeans
in eastern-central Europe more by a process of osmosis than by mass
replacement of whole populations. The natural surroundings were
much the same all the way along the steppes of Eastern Europe,
Kazakhstan and parts of Central Asta. Not so the way to Iran and India:
there an imposing barrier of mountain ranges had to be crossed. The
first tribes speaking Indo-Iranian in Iran may not at first have been
numerous, but their appearance on the plateau must have been the result
of a real migration, probably a slow migration. The tribes moving
southwards were most likely unmounted herdsmen practising subsidiary
agriculture, and linguistic data suggest that they were cowherds rather
than goatherds or shepherds. It was only in the second half of the 2nd
millennium that the horse came to be used as a mount among the
Indo-Iranians, by herdsmen and perhaps by scouts. It is probably only
after they had penetrated into Iran, in particular on their way to
Hindustan, that the tribal aristocracy began to use war-chariots. But the
main tribal mass, at first all of it, later the majority, moved along on
foot with its cattle, probably accompanied by heavy carts. Pastoral tribes
possessing neither the saddle-horse as a general means of progression,
nor the camel, and therefore unable to undertake regular seasonal
migrations that would allow the pastures to recover, in time exhaust
the steppe within the region they inhabit and are thus continually
compelled to resettle in new places.! It is evident that such migrations
had to proceed over a territory where the natural conditions were
similar to those of the original habitat of the tribes concerned, providing
them with free passage and food for cattle and human masses moving
on foot, as well as with the possibility to grow corn.

The existing routes from the steppes of Europe and Central Asia to

' This was the reason for the migration of the Semito-Hamitic tribes from their original home,
the Sahara (a desert created partly through irrational grazing of sheep), and later of the Semitic
tribes from Arabia, and of Turco-Mongolian tribes from the steppes in the heart of Asia. It was
apparently the same with the Indo-Iranian tribes coming from the steppes of Central Asia.
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the south can be divided into several types: (1) mountainous regions
covered with subtropical forests and practically impassable for moving
tribes of cattle-breeders; (2) mountainous regions cut by narrow gorges
and high passes, and therefore accessible to mobile groups of horsemen
living on war booty, and at a stretch to sheep-herding trtbes, but very
difficult for slowly moving half-agricultural, half-pastoral tribes with
herds of cattle; (3) hilly regions with steppe vegetation quite suitable
for the passage of herdsmen, both mounted and on foot, with herds
not only of sheep and goats but also of cattle, and for chariots.

For subsidiary agricuiture not less than 200 mm of yearly precipitation
1S NECEssary.

To the first type of routes belong:

(a) The Black Sea coast of the Caucasus, in ancient times densely
grown with subtropical forest down to the narrow strip of a coast-line
littered with large boulders. There was no through-way here either for
the Indo-Iranians or, before them, for the Indo-European Hittites;? the
iocal population remained here autochthonous down to the 19th—zoth
century A.D., from the earliest times. No linguistic or archaeological
traces of movements of large tribal masses are to be tound here.

(b) The south coast of the Caspian is also covered with subtropical
forest, and besides, except for the narrow gorge of the river Safid-rad
and the valleys of the rivers Sumbar, Atrek and Gorgin flowing from
east to west, it is cut off from the Iranian highlands proper by mountains
of diffhicult access. According to the information of (Graeco-Roman
authors, this was the region where, except for the valleys of the three
above-mentioned rivers inhabited by Ilranian-speaking Amardi and
Hyrcanians, the “Caspii”™ and the ““Anariact” lived, tribes which had
hardly anything in common with the Iranian-speaking population of the
neighbouring regions;*and although to-day the local inhabitants speak

* | personaily checked the impracticability of the passage of herds through the subtropical
forests of the Black Sea coast by passing round the forests beyond the modern highways and along
the coast-line avoiding the summer resorts. Those who support the opinion that this route was
possible argue that it was taken in the opposite direction by Mithridates VI Eupator in 66 s.cC.
during his retreat with 2 handful of warriors after the defeat suffered at the hands of the Romans.
But this does not take into account that by then the Black Sea coast of the Caucasus was already
settled and covered with a net of Greek colonies, nor the telling fact that Mithridates, unable to
make the entire journey by land, in some places took to ships along the coast. To imagine that
the Cimmerians or the ancestors of the Hittites possessed a fleet is clearly unrealistic.

2 Among the information of the Graeco-Roman authors the most reliable seem to be two lists
of tribes of the southern Caspian regions transmitted by Strabo trom Eratosthenés (x1. 8. 8; cf.
Pliny, Nat. Hist., vi. 15) and by Pliny, Naz. Hist., vi. 18f. From west to east: (1) Uti, Caspi,
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Iranian dialects, these are mainly survivals, at a guess for instance of
Median which has long since disappeared from the territory of Media
proper. This region where at all times remnants ot ancient races were
preserved, was no route for the penetration of new ethnic masses.

To the second type belong:

(c) The Daryal and the other high passes of Great Caucasus
(Klukhor, Mamison-Alagir). Here in the 8th century B.C. the first
detachments of Irantan-speaking (less probably Thracian-speaking)
Cimmerian horsemen penetrated into Armenia and Asia Minor. They
were later tollowed by Alan horsemen and others. But for a mass
movement to the south of considerable ethnic groups with a train of
carts and with women and children, these passes were hardly suitable,
not only because of the natural conditions but also because crowds
slowly moving across them would have been too easy a prey to
annihilation by the mountain-dwellers.

(d) The Caspian coast of the Caucasus. This is a rather wide hilly
strip mainly with steppe vegetation, certainly passable for moving
tribes of all kinds.

(e) The passes from Central Asta over the Kopet-dagh mountains
which separate present-day Turkmenia from Iran. These are easier, but
here there is a much more convenient route up the Atrek to Nishipir
and Mashhad, and another up the Tejen/Hari-rad towards Herat and
Sistan.

(f) The passes over the Paropamisus and the Hindukush, as well as
over the Pamirs. Even the most difficult of these, as later history shows,
are negotiable by mobile mounted groups. It can be taken for proven
that during their invasion of India in the 1st century A.p. the Sakas used
the Pamir passes. What has not yet been checked is the extent to which

Albani, Cadusii, Anariacae, Amardi, Hyrcanii, or (2) Caspii, Tapyri, Anariacae, Staurae, Hyrcanii.
Of these the Utii and Albani can be reliably localized on the territory of present-day Soviet
Azarbaijan, the Cadusii in the valley of the Akharchay and Qara-su, possibly also in the Talysh.
“Caspii” is probably a general designation for these tribes. The Amardi are localized from the
delta of the Safid-rid (ancient Amardus) to the delta of the Kharaz near the town of Amul (from
ancient Amrda); they are probably identical with the Tapyri who gave their name to Tabaristan.
The Anariacae (i.e. “non-Arya”), as can be seen from the quoted lists, are located sometimes in
the west and sometimes in the east of the southern Caspian region; this term, too, was a general
one for the group of tribes of present-day (1lan and Mazandaran. The Staurae cannot be identified,
their name may be a scribal error in the manuscripts (?2). Not one of these tribes, apart from the
Hyrcanii, figures in ancient Oriental sources, but it is nevertheless to them that the remarkable
artifacts must belong of the end of the 2nd and the beginning of the 1st millennium B.c., dis-
covered in Talysh, Gilan and Mazandarin (Marlik, Amlash etc.).

1



MEDIA

an advance of early cowherds, alone or with wheeled detachments,
would have been possible over Bamyan and Khyber, but to me their
crossing over these passes seems improbable.?

Thus the two routes which stand the greatest chance of having served
as gateways tor the transmigration ot the Indo-lranians into Iran and
India are the foliowing:

(a) The Caspian coast of the Caucasus. This route was taken by the
Scythian horsemen at the beginning of the 7th century B.c. and
subsequently by various Turkic nomads. However, further on the route
leads either to the wooded zone of the southern Caspian region, or to
the massits of high mountains of Bogrovdagh, Sabelan, Bozqush and
Sahend, negotiable by horsemen but hardly suitable for mass ethnic
migrations. It is noteworthy that neither the Assyrians nor the Urartians,
who made deep incursions into the Iranian uplands, ever crossed these
mountain masses with infantry and chariots. Theretore, although the
route along the Caspian shore 1s often regarded as the gateway of
immigration of all, or of some Indo-Iranians from Europe (a theory
warmly supported, for instance, by E. A. Grantovsky, W. Brandenstein
and others) to us it seems the less likely of the two, at least in terms
of having served as the main road of migration.

(b} The route up the valleys of the Atrek and the Tejen-riad. This
was undoubtedly used by the Sakas who settled in Seistan in the 1st
century B.C.

In estimating the probability as between the Caspian coast and the
Atrek-Tejen route two considerations must be borne tn mind. Firstly,
maps of the vegetation-zones and annual atmospheric precipitations in
Asia show that it is only along the Tejen-riid—Hari-rid valleys and
further, slantwise, across the valleys of the rivers lowing towards Lake
Hamun, that we find a stretch of steppes unbroken by high mountains
and well watered (over 250 mm of annual precipitation), linking an
ecologically similar zone in Central Asia with the inner parts of the
Iranian plateau on the one hand, and with the valley of the Indus on
the other. The general direction of the itineraries must have been
Herdt—Mashhad—Nishipiir in the first case, and in the second Herit-

' Professor Morgenstierne, who travelled much in these parts, toid me he was of the same
opinion. Besides, if the early chariots in any way resembled those found well-preserved in the
butials of Léaden in Transcaucasia by Lake Sevan (14th to 13th century B.C.) one would wonder
less whether they were up to mountain passes, than whether they could cover much ground even
on plains without falling to pieces. Admittedly what we have here are burial chariots.
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Sabzavar-Farrah—Qandahar and further, most likely towards the valley
of the Pishin, Quetta and Kelat.

Secondly, if we compare the toponyms and personal names established
for the western part of the Iranian highlands by cuneiform inscriptions
of the gth and 7th centuries B.c., with the toponyms and personal names,
and in general with the vocabulary, of the oldest parts of the sacred book
of the Zoroastrians, the Avesta, we find that even taking the most
optimistic view on the number of possible Iranian etymologies of names
in the Western area, there is no escaping the conclusion that what
obtained there during the first part of the 1st millennium B.Cc. was a
mixture of languages. In the Avesta, by contrast, no traces of an alien,
non-Iranian, lexicological substratum have been detected. This points
to the superimposition of the Avestan language on a substratum which
already was Indo-Iranian, consequently to a much longer occupation
of the area where the Avesta was composed, by speakers of Indo-Iranian
languages.! Although this area has not so far been exactly determined,
the majority of students will probably agree that it must be located
somewhere within a strip of which the central line joins Urganch with
Charjuy, and continues further on to Marv, Herit and Lake Hamun.

Here therefore most likely lay the main gateway through which first
the Indo-Aryan, next the *“ Western ”’-1ranian, and finally the *“ Eastern -
Iranian tribes penetrated south, south-east and south-west, though
secondary gateways of migration should not be entirely excluded; these
could have been the Caspian shore and the passes to the east of Herat.
Of course these transmigrations must not be seen as victorious
expeditions of conquerors. Most probably they consisted of separate
movements from stage to stage by small groups of pastoral agricul-
turalists over the spring grass in the course of 2 number of generations.
The transmigrations may have been assisted by old contacts, archaeo-
logically attested precisely here, between the settlements along the
foot-hills of southern Central Asia and the towns of northern Iran on
the one hand, and the Indus Valley on the other; the immigrants would
not have been moving into completely unknown country, but into
country with which they were familiar at least from hearsay.

Direct 1dentification of archaeological cultures with ethnolinguistic

' A similar picture is apparently presented by a compatison of the Avestan language with

Sanskrit which, according to M. Mayrhofet’s data, contains up to 15 % of substratum (Dravidian)
vocabulary.
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communities are often extremely risky and unreliable. Still, we saw
above that in the southern part of the USSR the culture of Iranian-
speaking Scythians beginning in the 7th century B.C., was preceded by
the genetically clearly related Srubnaya (Kurgan) pastoral and agricul-
tural culture ot the late bronze epoch, from about the 14th to the 8th
century B.C. Proceeding gradually to the east, into regions where
contemporaneous with the Scythians of the coastal regions of the Black
Sea, lived linguistically related Sauromatae, Massagetae and Sacae, we
meet on the territory of present-day Kazakhstan and Southern Siberia
a number of local variants of the Andronovo culture of the 2nd
millennium B.C., very close to the Srubnaya. It is therefore probabile,
although not exactly provable, that both the Srubnaya and the Andro-
novo cultures were created entirely or to a large extent by “*Eastern”
Iranian-speaking tribes, pre-Scythian and pre-Sakas. '

Further south, on the territory of present-day Qaraqalpaqia, Uzbeki-
stan and Northern Tajikistan, two related pastoral-agricultural cultures
can be observed which some students regard as local forms of the
Srubnaya-Andronovo cultures: the Tazabaghyab culture in the west,
and the Qairag-qum culture in the east. These pastoral-agricultural
cultures of the steppe bordered in the south of present-day Turkmenia
(ancient Parthia, Margiana) on the agricultural settlements of a semi-
“urban’ type, the Namazghah VI culture of ¢. the 17th to the 11th
century B.Cc. Namazghah VI continues in Parthia the preceding local
cultures which had definite connections both with the sites of Northern
Iran and with the Harappa culture of the Indus wvalley.! In its turn
Namazghah VI yields links with Khorasanian sites (Hisar III C)? and
partly with the post-Harappan culture Jhukar in Pakistan. After a
chronological gap, so far insufficiently filled by archaeological data, the
Namazghah VI culture is succeeded (at least in Margiana and east up
to the right bank of the Oxus, cf. the site Kii¢iiktepe near Tirmidh) by
the Yaz I culture and its continuation, Yaz II and Yaz IIl, created at
a time when the population was already Iranian-speaking.?

' Namazghah V,’end of the 3rd to beginning of the 2nd millennium s.C., is synchronic with
the culture of the sites of Hisar III A-B, Shahtepe il etc. in Iran; Namazghah IV belongs to the
second half of the 3rd millennium B.C.; Namazghah IV, V and VI correspond tc Anau III of the
old terminoclogy.

2 It should be noted that both the “city” of Namazghah V and that of Hisar HIC weze
apparently destroyed by enemies in the first quarter of the 2nd millennium ».c., after which the
settlement Namazghah VI rose again on a diminished area of the site.

> The north-eastern part of the Margiana ocasis (Auchin-depe, Tahitbay), now outside the
irrigated zone, was according to V. M. Masson settled for the first time during the Namazghah
VI period by immigrants from the region which subsequently became northern Parthia. The
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All this suggests that the Namazghah VI culture (and possibly the
entire Anau III = Namazghah IV, V and VI) was created by Indo-
Iranians or with their participation. Here could have been the centre
from which, since the threshold of the 2nd millennium the penetration
of the Indo-Iranians radiated both westwards to the region of contacts
with the Hurrians, and eastwards into India. As parts of the Aryan
pnopulation of the south of Central Asia gradually migrated to the
south-west and south-east, probably already from the beginning or, at
the latest, the middle of the 2nd millennium B.C., their place in the
sedentary oases at the foot-hills of the Kopet-dagh and on the lower
reaches of the Tejen and the Murghab, as well as 1n Bactria, must have
been taken by infiltrating Iranian-speaking cattle-breeding tribes of the
Andronovo and Qayrag-qum culture,! very close to them if by then not
almost identical in language. As they penetrated into the Iranian
highlands these tribes, already having domesticated the horse, fam-
iliarized themselves with the art of making light chariots, brought, as
S. Piggott has shown, in very similar models into early Indo-Aryan
India and into Asia Minor — though not through Mitanni as it now
appears — at the break of the 2nd millenntum B.C., and presumably
from Asia Minor into Mycenaean Greece. This does not exclude the
possibility of individual groups of Indo-Iranians, cut adrift from their
main ethnic mass at an early date, having penetrated into Iran by the
Caspian coast route. However, a direct identification of one or the other
archaeological culture with any particular group of tribes would be
inadvisable. It would be difficult and perhaps impossible to identify
within the boundaries of Iran itself any culture as brought in from
outside and thereby define its bearers as newly arrived tribesmen whose
language was Indo-lranian or Iranian.?

centres of the Yaz I culture were situated further west (Aravali-depe) or somewhat more to the
south (Yaz-depe). For all its originality the Yaz I culture has certain links with *“Necropolis B”
in Tepe-Sialk (early Median? 8th century B.C.) as well as with the first, or Median stratum
of the “Achaemenian” village in Susa of the 7th to 6th century 8.c. The chronological limits of
the Yaz Il culture, which has a number of traits similar to the archaeological objects of Nadi Ali
II (Surkh-dagh) in Afghan Sistin (8th to 7th century B.c.?), are still uncertain, but it seems
probable that the culture belongs to the period of 650 to 500 8.C., while Yaz III belongs to the
years soo to 300 B.C. In Achaemenian times, or somewhat earlier, the centre of Margiana was
transferred further to the south, to the site of Giaur-gala (Old Marv; platform with citadel; city
walls 12 m high).

! It must however be stressed that the typical artifacts of these cultures are not met with on
the Iranian plateau. The immigrants must in any case have assimilated the local material culture.

2 One may note, though, the theory of Cuyler Young who connects the Iranian-speaking tribes
with grey pottery. It appears for the first time in Namazghah IV (end of the 3rd millennium 8.c.)
and also in Namazghah VI (2nd millennium B.C.; there is none in Namazghah V) and then spreads
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As we have seen, certain Indo-Iranians came into contact with the
Near Eastern Hurrians not later than in the first half of the 2nd
millennium B.C., perhaps in its first quarter. If they were Indo-Aryans,
the appearance in the west of the Iranian highlands of *“Western™
Iramian-speaking tribes should probably be dated tc a later period,
although it need not have been much later. Admittedly among the
toponyms recorded in the description of the campaigns of the Elamite
king Silhak-Ingusinak (¢. 1150-1120 B.C.), there is still none which to
any reliable extent can be explained from Iranian, despite this king
having marched into the region of present-day Kirminshih, and
perhaps even further north. But 1n the rest of the Iranian plateau the
ethnical situation is unknown. Even in the Assyrian inscriptions of the
oth to 8th centuries B.C., relating to the campaigns in the wesfern part
of the historical region of Media, the number of non-Iranian place names
exceeds the Iranian,! and the number of non-Iranian personal names of
rulers falls short by only a few of the Iranian.” Thus down to the 8th
century B.C. the Iranian-speaking element in these regions had clearly
not tully prevailed, although cur former assertion that Iranisms were
wholly absent down to the end of the 8th century west of a line from
Tabriz to Hamadan needs revision.

In eastern Media the penetration of the Iranian linguistic elements
must have occurred earlier and been more massive. From the end of

to the west reaching the region of Lake Urmiya (Rezayeh), according to Cuyler Young towards
the very end of the 2nd or the beginning of the 1st millennium B.c. However, O. White Muscarella,
who excavated Dinkha-tepe in this same region, believes that the newcomers who brought 1n grey
ceramics, appeared here not later than in the 13th century 8.C., and perhaps earlier. Here, too,
in 2 tomb of the 11th to gth century B.C. the oldest known burial in Iran was found of man with
a horse.

I Let us take, for instance, the strongholds mentioned in an Assyrian inscription under the year
828-827 in the provinces of Mana and Parsia: Bustu, Pelaria (?), or Perria {?), Sattiuaria,
Kinihamidnu, Salahamanu. Of these only Sattiuaria could be an Iranian place-name (*Sitiarya),
but as a somewhat later Urartian text calls apparently the same stronghold Satiraraya, even this
iranian etymology is doubttul. Here is another exampie of names of strongholds and villages ot
the region in the mountains of the central Zagros in the second half of the eighth century: Bit-i3tar,
Kingikangi, Kindigiasu, Kingialkasi3, Kubu$hatidi§, UpuSu, Absipuna, Girgira, Kihbahzati. 1t 1s
hard to regard any of these names as I[ranian.

2 I.etusagain take two examples: one 1s a hist of rulers in the mountainous regions of the Zagros
and west of them of the year 820, the other refers to Media as a2 whole in the year 714 B.C.: (1)
Sira¥me, Amahar, Zaridu (twice), Sana$u, Ardard, Suma, Tatai, Bisirain (?), *Parusta, * Ajpastatauk,
Amamas, Tarsi}:'m (?), *Mamani§, Zanzar, SiraSu, Gista, *Adadana, Ursi, *Bara, *Araa, Kirnakud,
Zabanu, *Irtizati, *Barzuta, Sta, *Satiridi, *Artasirar(u); (2) Taltd, *Uksatar, Durisi, *Satare$u,
Anzi, *Paukku, Uzl, *Uskirtu, *Makirtu, Kitakk:, *Masdaiukka, Uzitar, *Paukku, *(?)Humbe,
*(?YUzumanda, *Bagpar{ar)na, *IDari, *Usri, Sarriiti, *Masdakku (twice), Akkussu, Birtati
(Birdadi), *Zardukku, *Satarpin(u), Karakku. An asterisk denotes names which in the writer’s
opinion are possibly (but 1in most cases not necessarily) Iranian,
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the 8th century B.C. to the beginning of the 7th, while the toponymy
of western Media was still in the main non-Iranian, in eastern Media,
where the Assyrians had penetrated by then, recording descriptions of
their expeditions, there were tew place-names that cannot easily be
interpreted from Iranian. It is usually accepted that the inhabitants of
the fortress on the site of Tepe-Siatk (Necropolis B), where at one time
an Elamite population had existed, were already Iranian-speaking by the
8th century B.C. In any case, towards the end of the 6th century
B.C., or the beginning of the sth, there was in eastern Media no vestige
of any pre-Iranian population, as we have seen is true (judging
from sources probably going back at least to the 7th century) with
regard to the country where the Avesta was composed. Nor have any
pre-Iranian remnants been discovered in the later languages either in
eastern Media, or still further east. Curiously enough, within the Median
tribal union proper only one out of the six tribes was called ““the tribe
of the Arya” (Arizanti in Herodotus, Iranian * Arya-gants) although
“Arya” was the general name by which all Indo-Iranians without
exception, from Scythia to India, called themselves, and Herodotus
reports that the Medes, too, as 2 whole called themselves Arya (1. 101;
vii. 62). Could it not be presumed that, in spite of @// Median tribes
speaking Iranian, only one traced its origin to the immigrant Arya, while
the rest were regarded as being autochthonous even though from time
immemorial they had lost their original language and had amalgamated
with the Arya? The very name of the Medes, Mida, has so far received
no sufhiciently transparent Indo-European etymology. All this probably
points to an early, slow, and long process of gradual Iranization of the
local autochthonous population of the Iranian highlands, especially in
their eastern area.

3. Iribes and city-states. The advance of Assyria and Urarty

In the western part ot the plateau, as shown by archaeological finds,!
there existed at the turn of the 2nd millennium B.C. typical city-states
probably still mainly belonging to the pre-Iranian population. Thus a
city, situated on the Hasanlu hill and apparently destroyed by an
Urartian incursion at the end of the oth century B.c., had a citadel with
massive fortifications which surrounded the ruler’s palace and the

I E.g.excavations by Dyson in present-day Hasanlu in the Sulduz valley near the south-western
corner of Lake Urmiya, on the territory of the so-czalled ““Land of the Mannaeans™’.
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dwellings of the aristocracy; the streets were paved; the outer town
spread at the foot ot the citadel, 17 m lower, with crowded dwelling
houses and a burial place near by. Here, besides agriculture, vine-
growing and cattle-breeding, the working of metal and other handicrafts
were highly developed.

Further to the east, in the region of the Medes proper, the importance
of cattle-breeding, and especially of horse-breeding, surpassed that of
agriculture, while the standard of social development seems to have
been somewhat lower than that of the regions gravitating towards the
Zagros and the roads to Mesopotamia; certainly nomadic and semi-
nomadic tribes were to be found here. However, the fortress situated
on the site of Tepe-Sialk near present-day Kiashin and having, as is
generally believed, an Iranian-speaking population, was on the whole
of the same type as those situated further to the west. Similar fortresses
or “cities” with citadels and tower-dwellings, situated both in the
Zagros mountains and on the outskirts of Media proper, are repre-
sented on the reliets of the Assyrtan king Sargon IlI (end of the 8th
century B.C.).

We have already mentioned that on the western slopes ot the Zagros
primitive “city-states”’ with centres in the form of mountain
strongholds, had apparently existed already in the 2nd, and even in the
3rd millennium B.c. One might have thought that the rise of the
inhabitants of that region to the standard of the “urban revolution”,
and with it to civilization, was due to the influence of neighbouring
Mesopotamia, were 1t not for the evidence provided by the cultures of
the eastern part of the Iranian highlands and of southern Central Asia,
to the effect that there too, and at the same time, settlements existed
of the “urban” or at least semi-*“urban” type. However, recorded
information on the eastern parts of the Iranian plateau comes to us much
later than on the western regions.

If one takes into consideration not merely the foot-hills of the Zagros,
or the regions bordering on Mesopotamia and Elam, the first recorded
information about the western regions of Iran is to be found in the
Assyrian accounts of military campaigns. They were carried out as early
as in the 19th to the 12th centuries B.C., but the names of localities and
tribes (all non-Iranian) mentioned in the inscriptions cannot be definitely
located, and no specific data on them are given. A new series of Assyrian
campaigns into the Iranian highlands began in the r1oth century B.cC.

The first target area of the incursions of the armies of the highly
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developed Mesopotamian civilization into more backward regions was
Zamua (or “Lullume™, the land of the Lullubi) from Lake Urmiya to
the upper reaches of the Diyila river (Ab-i Sirvin). Already AdadnérarT
II made an incursion at the very end of the 1oth century which impinged
on the land of Zamaa as well as on “the land Mehri”. Expeditions
against this territory continued also under the succeeding Assyrian
kings, but it was under A$Surnisirapli that they became most alarming,.

His first campaign (883 B.c.) did not aflect Zamua much; after passing
along the valley of the Lesser Zab (Kirruri) the Assyrian king marched
on swiftly to the north-west. The inhabitants of the neighbouring
mountain districts not only hastened to send him a tribute consisting
of horses, mules, cattle, wine and artifacts of bronze and precious metals,
but were also laid under various contributions in favour of the
Assyrians. The people of Zamiia apparently regarded this campaign as
preliminary to the conquest of their country and began to prepare for
defence under the leadership of a tribal chiet (nasik#) bearing the
Akkadian name of Nir-Adad. He succeeded in rallying to himself
the whole of Zamiia, and his forces began to build a wall obstructing the
Babitu pass. It seems, however, that A$$urnisirapli did not let Nar- Adad
complete the work. In 881 B.c. he broke through the defile with
overwhelming forces and penetrated into the centre of Zamiua, the
present-day Shahrazir valley. Niir-Adad had recourse to the time-
honoured tactics of sending the peopie and the cattle for satety into the
mountains. After the devastation of three Zamiuan city-states, the
Zamian kings ceased their resistance. AsSurnasirapli left them in their
kingdoms which he however included in the Assyrian province he
created, laying upon its population a heavy tribute in horses, gold and
silver. Beside this he introduced here the usual Assyrian taxes in kind
($bSu and fibnu) and labour service (kudurra). It 1s only this particular
part of the Zamia (in the broad sense of the term) which was conquered
by AsSurnisirapli; and only it figures later under the name of the
province of Zamiia or Mazamiia. The northern part of the country,
towards Lake Urmiya, was subsequently called Inner Zamaua.

In 880 two south Zamian petty kings, Ameka and Ara$tia,! did not
pay the tribute promised to Assyria, thus provoking a punitive
expedition. A$Surndsirapli, wishing to forestall the military preparations
of the Zamuans, set out with only his cavalry and charioteers without
waiting for the infantry and sappers to join him, and began the

' Iranian *Rég-tavab ?? (E. A. Grantovsky).
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devastation not only of the city-state ruled by Arastia but also of the
neighbouriﬁg ones up to the Ha¥mar pass (present-day Avroman?).
With the exception of one stronghold which got oftf with a tribute, all
the other fortresses and villages were razed to the ground, the adults
being led into captivity, the children cast into the flames, the leadets
of the resistance subjected to various barbarous executions. Devastation
was also carried out in certain ““kingdoms” which had had nothing to
do with the events. But Ameka and his people succeeded in finding
safety in the mountains. The yearly tribute imposed upon Zamiia was
now increased; and to the former kinds of tribute were added woollen
textiles (coloured, probably woven), bronze vessels, wine, cows, sheep
etc. The Zamians were compelled by way of labour contribution to take
part in the king’s constructions in the town of Calah in Assyria, and
later some of them were deported and settled tn this town. Placatory
gifts were also sent in from quite distant regions to the north and to
the south of Zamaia.

AsSurnasirapli rebuilt the fortress of Atlila (now Tepe Bakrawa in
the upper reaches ot the Diyala) which had in the remote past belonged
to the Kassite kings, making it the centre tor the collection of the taxes
paid in kind by the newly created province and a store place for todder
and provender for further expeditions to the east. Soon the petty kings
originally left in Zamiaa under the supervision of an Assyrian
functionary, were replaced by an Assyrian administration. The
“governor of Mazamiia™ 1s first mentioned in 828, though by this time
this province did not include the southern and eastern parts of the
Zamia country (even in a narrow sense) which had evidently succeeded
in regaining their independence. Natural hatred of the Assyrians must
have been stronger than tear.

AsSurnasirapli’s campaigns, described in detail in his annals, give a
clear tdea on the one hand of the character of the military actions
undertaken by the Assyrians, and on the other of the standard of
development of the economy, of the society and of the state in the
western part of the future Media at the beginning of the 1st millennium
B.C.

Until then the Assyrians had not crossed the peripheral ranges of the
Zagros into the interior regions, but after creating for themselves a
military base in Zamia they began to make deep incursions in the
direction of Lake Urmiya, the Median regions and the Caspian Sea.
To retain thelr independence the inhabitants of these countries were
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obliged to oppose to the Assyrians a more united state or tribal
formation. But such a consolidation did not come into being all at once.
Thus in Inner Zamia the most important state was at first ruled by a
certain Nigdiara or Meqtiara, but this Nigdiara had numerous rivals.
In 855 the Assyrian forces of King Shalmaneser III defeated Nigdiara
in a battle on a lake. Both sides used boats woven of willow branches,
each operating, as it were, with a fleet of boats. The lake, evidently a
large one, was probably Lake Urmiya, although Lake Zeribir has been
alternatively suggested.

In 843 Shalmaneser IlI, after a march across the Land of the
Mannaeans (south of Lake Urmiya, probably a part of Inner Zamua?),
Allabria, Parstia (to the east ot Zamiia), Abdadana and Bit-Hamban (the
region of the south-eastern affluents on the upper reaches of the Diyala),
crushed sedition in Namar (the valley of the Diyila, approximately in
the region of the present-day towns of Khanaqin—Ba°quba) and
established there a Zangi from Bit-Hamban; /angi is apparently a Qutl
or Kassite word meaning a petty king or chieftain, although the annals
use it as a personal name. In 834 this sang: refused obedience to Assyria
which led to the first expedition of Shalmaneser into Media.

The Assyrian forces descended into Namar from the north-east (?)
over the pass Ha$mar (Ha$imur). After destroying the strongholds of
Namar and seizing the property that had been taken to safety into the
mountains ~ a feat swiftly achieved which left time for further operations
during the same campaign — the Assyrians moved into the heart of
Media for plunder. The /ang: must have fled there, thus supplying the
pretext for the incursion.

During the first stage of the expedition the Assyrian army received
gifts from twenty-seven “kings” of Parsua. It should be noted that the
term Pars#da (only seldom written Parsiaf) is always used in cuneiform
writing with the determinative! of “country”, never with that of
“tribe”: ‘““the tribe Parsta” is an historical myth.? The Akkadian

* A determinative is in cuneiform writing a sign, not pronounced in itself but defining the
category or the type of objects or phenomena to which the word or name supplied with the
determinative belongs.

2 Jt would be permissible to suppose that in addition to the name *Parsava of the country there
also existed a term *parsava designating persons. But its meaning would only be “borderer™, or
“inhabitant of the country *Parsava’. The latter term does not occur as a tribal name, still less
as the name of a tribe in 2 state of migration. Note that the Akkadian form Parsia is not from
*Parsya, a form which in time might have turned into *Parspa or *Parsa. The homonymous
southern province Parsual, Parsumas is also attested in the spelling Parsamas, which completely
excludes that the Iranian form underlying it was * Parsva.
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spelling Parsda represents Iranian *Parsava, which presumably meant
“border, borderland”.! This province should not be contused with
Akkadian Parsda$, Parsuma$ (a term borrowed indirectly from Old
Iranian through the intermediary of Elamite *Parsaias), a province
situated on the distant borders of Elam, although both names have a
similar meaning and etymology. Indeed, this term enjoyed wide
diffusion at different epochs in the borderlands of the Iranian plateau:
ct. the Parsii of the classical authors somewhere in the region between
Lake Urmiya and the south-western coast of the Caspian (Strabo x1.
7.1) as well as in the mountains of present-day Afghanistan (Ptolemy,
Geogr., vi. 18. 3; 20. 3) and there, too, the Parsyétae; the mountain
Parsica on the border between Kirman and Makrin (i:d., vi. 8. 1; 21.
4—5); and finally Pa§td (from ancient *parsava) and pastun (from
*parsavan), designations of the Afghan language, but originally of the
people and of the land they inhabited. There are therefore no grounds
for supposing that the district in the Zagros which the annals of
Shalmaneser III, and later Assyrian sources down to the 7th century?
call Parsia was the native land of the Persians.

By contrast the other district Pars@ia$ or Parsamas, on the distant
borders of Elam, must evidently be identified with the Persis of the
ancient Greeks and the Pirsa of the Old Iranian sources, i.e. with
present-day Fiars. This latter country Parsia$ is mentioned in Assyrian
texts (sometimes with the determinative of *“ people ) almost at the same
time as the Parsia in the Zagros mountains, i.e. from the end of the
oth century B.C. A frequent suggestion, going back to Marquart and
Hising, is that either the name Parsuia(3) itself was transferred from the
north to the south, from the shore of Lake Urmiya to Firs, or that a
supposed tribe ““Pars@ia(§)”” moved along the same route, leaving behind
it at every place of its temporary sojourn, like a visiting card, its tribal
name which subsequently came to designate a locality. However, these
suggestions are quite unacceptable, both because Parsiia (at least in the
Zagros mountains) is not at all a tribal name,3 and because there never

I According to E. Grantovsky, the meaning of the term is “side™, “rib”, and as ethnonym,
“those with strong ribs”.

2 The capital of the Assyrian province Parsia was Nikur; “Parstia’ or “Nikur™, as an Assyrian
province, is still mentioned in letters and lists of provinces under King AsSurbinapl (6690535
B.C.); moreover, until the seventh century 1t was surrounded by Assyrian provinces from all sides;
yet in soutbern Parsiad an independent Persian kingdom had by then already existed for a long
time.

* 1t is on the contrary more likely that 1t was the designation of a region as a “borderiand ™,
which would cause its inhabitants to be called ““borderers’; such 15 in more modernn times the
origin of the ethnic appellation, for instance, of the “Ukrainians”.
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existed a Parstia(§) on the shores of Lake Urmiya while Parsia in central
Zagros, and ParsGa$ to the east of Elam are almost simultaneously
attested, and also because the first Parsta had a sedentary and not a
nomadic population (which is obvious from the nature of the tribute
received here by the Assyrians), and finally because it is rather unusual
for a passing tribe to leave behind on its way its name as a place-name.

Here we must not fail to define the precise location of both the land
Parsiia in central Zagros and the southern land Pars@ia8. The first is easily
determined on the basis of a study of the campaigns of the Assyrian
and Urartian kings. Parsta bordered in the south-east on Abdadana and
Bit-Hamban; in the south-west on Namar, a district on the middle
course of the Diyila; in the west and north-west on the Assyrian
province ot Zamua. In the north certain passes, evidently over the
ranges Sultan-Ahmad and Kurpah, separated Parsiia from the Land of
the Mannaeans: the stronghold Bustu or Bustus was reckoned at times
to the first, and at times to the latter.? Finally, in the east the Assyrian
forces moved from ParsGa directly into Median districts. All this
permits to locate Parstia quite definitely in the region between
Avromin and Senna-Senende;j.

As for the southern country Parsta$ (Parsamas), there are only three
indications for its more precise localization: firstly, the fact that it
marked the border of Elamite territory at a point opposite (cf. below,
p. 68) to its border with Bit-Bunaki, probably the same as Barnaku; the
latter country was situated somewhere on the north-western borders of
present-day Luristan {cf. below, p. 102); secondly, in an enumeration of
the allies and neighbours of Elam, probably listed from the south-east
to the north-west, it heads the list, which ends with Ellipi near
Kirminshah; and thirdly, it is named as bringing propitiatory gifts (on
the occasion of the Assyrian conquest of Elam) along with Hudimert,
a principality which, judging by the context of a letter from the Assyrian
royal archives (No. 521: Hu-di!-mi-ri), should be sought near the
Persian Gulf, probably no nearer than Bushire. The location of Parstas
(Parsama$) in the region of Shiriz and the valleys of the Kur and the
Pulvar i1s quite likely.

Assyrian and Urartian sources of the gth century B.C. to the beginning

I This excludes the frequently encountered localization of Parsta near the south-western corner
of Lake Urmiya, based on V. F. Minorsky’s ingenious but hardly provable suggestion that the

term Parsia is identical with the name of the present-day mountain village Qala-y: Pasva in this
region. If Pasva continues ancient Parsava one should have to think about yet another case of the

use of this toponymic term, widespread as we have seen, on the borders of the Iranian plateau.
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of the 8th mention on the territory of Inner and Outer Zamia and
Parstia numerous names of localities, mountains and rivers, but among
them there is none which could be etymologized from the Old Iranian
language with any degree of certainty, and those few which lend
themselves to such etymologies may do so by purely fortuitous
coincidence. Of the personal names of rulers mentioned here at that
time, some are easily open to an lranian interpretation, but none 1s
obviously Iranian. Nevertheless, the designation of part of the tormer
lands of Zamia by the Iranian term Parsda (*‘Borderland™ if our
interpretation is correct) suggests that towards the middle of the gth
century B.C. the area of the Old Iranian language had spread close to
the ranges of the Zagros, if not already into its valleys. It is evident
that the same situation must have obtained at the prolongation of these
ranges which traversed Fars; there is however some reason to believe
that the Old Iranian language had reached the limits of Elam earlier still,
perhaps by several centuries.’

In any case, the armies of Shalmaneser III entering Parsta found
themselves on the very limits of the area of Old Iranian. Then, after
crossing over the mountains in the direction of the Urmiya lowlands,
the Assyrians emerged into the province of Messi on the headwaters
of the Jagatu river, and from there, without descending its valley,
crossed over the mountains to the east and entered the territory ot the
Median tribal union which is mentioned for the first time in this
connection by Assyrian sources under the name of Amidai. The army
then passed through the districts of Arazia§ and Harhar in the upper
part of the basin of the Safid-rid. Here four fortresses were taken
bearing non-Iranian names similar to place-names in Zamiia and Parsia.
The Assyrians succeeded in capturing a number of prisoners, but the
greater part of the people and the cattle were in safety in the mountains.
In the valley the Assyrians felt themselves for some time masters of the
place, and in Harhar they even had time to carve on a rock the image

 This may be thought to follow from the Elamite usage of adding to many Iranian words and
proper names with a stem in -# the ending - where at the oldest reconstructable Iranian stage
the ending must have been *-4. Of the latter, Elamite -fwas perhaps an imprecise rendering, though
admittedly it is curious that it was rendered at all, as towards the gth century B.C. this very ancient
ending of Old Iranian words can hardly have been any longer pronounced. However, if there were
Elamite—Iranian contacts at an earlier date, say the middle or second half of the second millennium
B.C., it is quite probable that typical Iranian change of *s > 4 might not yet have occurred. But
it must be said that we do not know exactly how Elamite § was pronounced; all we know is that
it differed trom both s and the aspirate 4.
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of their king. They then departed, taking with them the captive zang:
of Namar without attempting to establish themselves in Media.

In the course of his next campaign in 828 Shalmaneser was already
very old, and the Assyrian forces were commanded by the general
Daiidn-As8ur, This time the expedition was directed against the
city-states of the Urmiya lowlands; here, under the name of Mana$, we
find mentioned the subsequently important I.and of the Mannaeans,
though still not as a unified state but only as one of the small states of
this region. In its capital, the stronghold lzirta or Zirtu, ruled a certain
Udaki. After pillaging several city-states of this region (besides Mana$
there are mentioned Harruna, Surdira etc.), or receiving tribute from
them, the Assyrians moved on into Parstia where they continued their
successful activities. A similar expedition was made by Daiian-As$ur in
the next year, 827, along the route: Greater Zib — western shore of
Lake Urmiya — Inner Zamiia - Namar — Assyrian province of Zamia.
Among the rulers who brought propitiatory gifts or a tribute was the
ruler of Andia on the lower course of the Safid-rid. This province, as
appears from another Assyrian source, stretched as far as the Caspian
Sea. Probably the rock-tomb Marlik (to the north-west of the delta of
the Safid-rid) in which, as also in a neighbouring cemetery, very
remarkable metal artifacts of the 11th to 10th (?) centuries B.C. have
been discovered, somewhat similar to those of Hasanlu and of Ziwiyeh
in the Land of the Mannaeans, was the burial place of one of the rulers
of Andia.

As for the Urmiya lowlands, although at the time they did not yet
torm a political entity, they were commonly designated by the general
name of “‘Land of the Mannaeans™, and this term began to supplant
the former appellation of ““Inner Zamua”. No less than fifty separate
city-states existed on this territory, of which the states of Udaki and
Nigdiara (and later of his son Sarsina) could lay claim to hegemony.

In the year 827 civil war broke out in Assyria. Not until 823 did the
new king Sam$i-Adad V succeed in restoring the unity of power in all
the parts of the kingdom. In this connection his inscription gives an
account of the frontiers of Assyria from which it is clear that at the time
the kingdom did not include either the whole of the Land of the
Mannaeans, or Parstia. Apparently 1t is precisely at this time that the
kingdom of Urartu (Ur’art«), centred about Lake Van, a rival of Assyria,
began its advance to the south, and the Urartian king I$puini occupied
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the territory between [.akes Van and Urmiya. For this reason in 821 the
Assyrian general Mutarris- A$§ur was sent into the Urmiya region both
to counteract the advance of ISpuini and to reinforce the iocal leader
Sarsina. An Assyrian inscription says that Mutarris-A$3ur reached the
Western Sea (““the Sea of the Sunset”) by which the Caspian seems to
be meant (and not for instance Lake Van or Lake Urmiya): the concept
of the Caspian and the Black seas as parts of the Mediterranean which
in Assyrian sources is usually called the Western Sea (as distinct from
the Eastern, i.e. the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean) was still current
as late as in the 4th century B.C.

After consolidating their position in the Urmiya region the Assyrians
undertook in 820 an important campaign against the Medes (Akkad.
Madaz). The Assyrians crossed the Kullar mountains (the main range
of the Zagros) and entered into Messi on the upper reaches of the Jagatu
river. Here Sam$§i-Adad V succeeded in capturing a large quantity of
cattle and sheep, asses and a number of two-humped Bactrian camels
which were in those days a novelty in that region. Many villages and
settlements were burnt down, and the Messians suffered great losses.
Here, too, propitiatory gifts were received from the tribes of the region
— the Sunbians, the Mannaeans and the Teurlians - as well as from
Sarsina, the petty kings of Parsiia, and others. Thereupon the Assyrians
made their way into the Gizilbunda mountains which separated Inner
Zamua (or the Land of the Mannaeans) from the land of the Medes.
These are the present-day mountains from Shahberdi to Katelan-kuh,
and the watershed between the rivers Jagatu and Safid-rid in general.

After the Assyrians had seized the first mountain stronghold in
Gizilbunda, two local chiets brought in droves of harness horses as a
propitiatory gift, but the third, Pirifati, to whom the Assyrian text
ascribes the title of ““King of Gizilbunda”, decided to offer resistance.
The inhabitants of Gizilbunda gathered in his stronghold Ura$, but the
archaic fortress, like all these mountain strongholds intended for wars
among neighbours, proved no match to the high siege technique of the
Assyrians. Ura$ and the small neighbouring strongholds were taken,
and if we are to believe the Assyrian account, 6,000 warriors fell in the
battle while 1,200 others, together with PiriSati himself, were captured.
Another leader, Engur, made submission to Samsi-Adad, and in his
stronghold Sibar! (otherwise Subara, apparently in the valley of the

' In old works this name is wrongly given the reading SimaSpatti and identified with the Elamite
city of Simaski,
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Zenjan-chay river?) the Assyrian king set up a stele with his inscription
and image.

Having crossed Gizilbunda the Assyrians were now in the land of
the Medes. One gets the impression that while among their western
neighbours discord and the short-sighted and grasping policy of
individual rival princelings predominated, the Medes were united in a
single tribal union headed by a2 common military leader. This was
Hanasiruka whose residence was in the stronghold Sagbitu. Hanasiruka
attempted to withdraw and to seek safety in the snow mountains of the
Alburz, but Samsi-Adad forced the Medes to give battle and inflicted
heavy losses on them: according to the same Assyrian account they
succeeded in ravaging 1,200 (!) inhabited places (probably counting
isolated homesteads in the mountains) including Sagbitu: 140 horsemen
were taken prisoner. Yet the resistance of the local tribes was not
broken. On their way back the Assyrians, after recrossing the mountains
apparently between present-day Qazvin and Hamadan, found their way
barred by Munsuarta, ruler of Arazia$, a district which should probably
be sought between present-day Hamadan and the headwaters of the
Safid-rid. However, this force also suftered heavy losses. According to
the inscription 1,070 were killed, many people were carried oft into
slavery and much cattle was taken under the guise of “tribute”.

Never betore had the Median tribes suffered such deteat. Over the
entire territory from Lake Urmiya to the Salt Desert confusion and

despair seem to have retgned. More than a score of rulers of various
small and even tiny districts of Media and Parsfia brought gifts to the
Assyrian king before his return to Assyria over the Kullar pass. Among
them some ten bore Iranian names, but of the names of districts only
a few can be explained from Iranian.

For Assyria this campaign was of threefold importance: it forestalled
possible anti-Assyrian alliances and coalitions in the Mannaean and
Median territories, and especially an alliance of local city-states and
tribes with Urartu; it secured benefit from plunder and seizure of slaves
and cattle; and it furthered the preparation of a campaign against
Babylonia, whose armies had in the meantime occupied a considerable
part of the valley of the Diyila. Accordingly next came the war between
Assyria and Babylonia. At the same time, during the campaign of
815/814, according to one of Sam&i-Adad’s texts he devastated the
whole of Elam ““from Bit-Bunaki to Parsama$”. As Bit-Bunaki seems
to have been situated on the north-western frontier of Elam (see above,
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p. 63), Parsamas$ would be on the south-eastern, and can be identified
with Persis. It 1s clear that Parsiia in central Zagros could not have been
meant as it never had anything to do with Elam.

In 810 Samsi-Adad died leaving the throne to the youthful Adadnérari
II. The actual ruler i1s thought to have been the dowager queen Sam-
murimat who figures in history under the name of Semiramis. From
the year 805 Adadnérari began to rule independently, but even then
Sammurimat continued to play an important role. The rule ot a woman
made a great impression on all the neighbouring peoples accustomed
to a patriarchal order of things, and legends about *‘Semiramis™ or
““Samiram” enjoyed for a long time widespread fame, surviving in some
places into the 20th century.

During the rule of Semiramis and Adadnérari III eight campaigns
were undertaken against the Mannaeans and the Medes (809—788 B.C.).
The Assyrians apparently sought not only to disrupt a possible
aggression of Urartu, but also to conquer Media. Unfortunately all we
know about these campaigns comes from their brief mention in the list
of Assyrian annual eponyms on whom the dating was based, and from
one solemn inscription of 8o2. Annals and detailed war records of
Adadnérari have not come down to us. Already in 8oz the Assyrians
claimed domination over Ellipi (near Kirmianshah), Harhar and Arazia$
(in the region between Hamadan and the upper reaches of the Safid-riid),
in Messi (the upper Jagatu valley), the land of the Medes (evidently
the triangle Hamadan—Zanjan—Qazvin), “ the whole” of Gizilbunda, the
Land of the Mannaeans, Parsta, Allabria (on the headwaters of the
Lesser Zab), Abdadana (to the south-east of Parsha), and all the way
up to Andia and the Caspian Sea. There exist no later inscriptions of
Adadnérari but it i1s known that between 802 and 788 the army of
Adadnérari undertook six more campaigns into the “Land of the
Medes”’, 1.e. further east. According to the information of Ctesias (an
author whose data must be used with circumspection) Semiramis is said
to have reached Bactria. We can conclude with certainty on the strength

of a letter from the royal Assyrian archives (INo. 1,240) that Assyrian
agents made their way to the lazurite mines of Badakhshidn (probably

later, at the end of the 8th or the beginning of the 7th century?), but
it seems improbable that in addition their armies could have reached
so far east, as Ctesias claims. In any case, down to the seventies of the
7th century B.C. not a single Assyrian military formation penetrated so
deep into the heart of Iran as Adadnérari had done.
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Adadnérar?’s reign coincided with the beginning of the advance of
the Urartian king Minua to the south-east. Between the years 807 and
786 the Assyrian generals led seven campaigns against him, two of
which took them into the country of the Mannaeans. Adadnérari’s
successor, Shalmaneser 1V, also fought Urartu from 781 to 778,
apparently without success.

Urartu had become a serious menace to Assyria. Already between the
years 820 and 810 the Urartian kings ISpuini and Minua occupied
Musasir (on the headwaters of the Greater Zab) immediately threatening
the centre of Assyria, and made an expedition into the Land of the
Mannaeans (Urart. Mana). Minua’s new expedition into the Land of the
Mannaeans (probably in 802/8o1 B.C.) established Urartian domination
in the hilly lowlands to the south of Lake Urmiya. Here the Urartian
king built or reconstructed the stronghold Mesta (Messi, now Tash-
tepe near Miyanduab?).! In the conditions obtaining in the ancient East
the building of a stronghold usually pointed to the conversion of that
territory into a province, but in the oth to the 8th century there existed
in Assyria and Urartu the practice of appointing a chief of provincial
administration even when the local authorities were allowed to continue
to govern. The kingdom Mana (Land of the Mannaeans) did not cease
to exist even under Urartian domination, which continued also during
the beginning of the rule of the next Urartian king, Argidti I, from
780/779 (or according to G. A. Meliki$vili, from 784 B.C.?).

Already Minua had in the 790s come out onto the western flank ot
Assyria, on the upper Euphrates (Qara-su). As for Argisti, he attempted
to pass round her eastern flank. According to his annals he waged war
as far as to the south of Mana, and there clashed three times with
Assyrian troops in the fifth, sixth and eighth years of his rule, 1.e. in
775, 774 and 772, in the country of *Arsita and near the towns of Bustu
and Baruata — in Assyrian Har$i, Bustus and Bit-Barrta. Har§i and
Bustus were situated in the mountains on the road from Mana into
Parsia, and Bit-Barriia lay between Bit-Hambin and Ellipi, i.e. some-
where on the road from the headwaters of the Diyili to Kirminshih.

The Urartian king penetrated not only into Parsta (Urart. Parsua) but
also 1nto a province which his annalists call Babi/i. E. A. Grantovsky
identifies 1t with Silhazi, ‘““a stronghold of the Babylonians” in Assyrian

I The statement sometimes met with that Me$ta belonged to the land of Parsiia is based on
an erroneous interpretation of an Urartian text. Neither has Me$ta anything to do with the country
of Messi.
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sources, which he places somewhere to the north-east of the Diyila
valley. But Babild may alternatively be identified with that valley itself,
corresponding to the province Namar of the Assyrians, which had an
entirely Babylonian population and at that time was apparently a
dependency of Babylon. In fact the war against “Urartu and Namar™
1s mentioned 1n an Assyrian source under the year 774. However this
may be, Mana was clearly at that time still retained by the Urartians,
because when waging war in Parsiia and on the far side of it, their
operational base must have been on Mannaean territory.

Somewhat later, however, Mana seceded from Urartu, Apparently it
15 precisely the struggle against Urartu which enabled Mana to achieve
consolidation into a single kingdom covering the entire Urmiya basin,
including the southern and eastern, perhaps also the western, shores of
the lake. Between the years 773 and 768 (?) Argisti I led five expeditions
against Mana which were repeated in the early fifties of the 8th century
by his successor Sarduri II; but according to Melikisvili, Mana itself
now and again took the offensive against Urartu, for instance in 771.
Nevertheless, the expeditions of the Urartian kings brought about 2 new
subjugation of Mana. In the year 771 (?) the eastern shore of the lake
(the land Upyist:, Assyr. Uzsdif) was occupied, and by about the year
750 (?) Sarduri II had gained such a firm hold on Mana that he could
again undertake an expedition against Babild.

The advance of the Urartians so far to the south along the ranges
of the Zagros brought about Assyria’s loss of all influence east of the
Zagros, and the restoration of the independence of the Medes. However,
such considerable Urartian successes were made possible only by the
fact that Assyria was at the time passing through a period of internecine
wars and of general political decay. Her powers were restored as a result
of the reforms of Tiglathpileser Il (745—728 B.C.). Preparing, it seems,
tor a struggle against Urartu, Tiglathpileser undertook already in 744
an important expedition over the Zagros, most ltkely, to judge from
certain indirect data, with the consent and co-operation of Mana, which
by that time had become a natural ally of the Assyrians against Urartu.

4. Period of the second Assyrian advance.
The Land of the Mannaeans, Ellipi. The Medes. Persis

We shall be returning later to this campaign, noting meanwhile that in
the year 743 the reorganized Assyrian army inflicted a crushing deteat
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on Urartu and its allies on the upper EBEuphrates. Somewhat later
Tiglathpileser even led an expedition into the very heart of Urartu where
he unsuccessfully besieged its capital Tuspa. This put an end to Urartian
claims to dominate Mana, and there began for that kingdom a period
of prosperity when in power and importance it could almost compete
with the two rival great powers. The defeat of Sarduri II immediately
set the Land of the Mannaeans at the head of all the provinces of
present-day Iranian Azarbaijan. The king who at the time ruled in Mana
(probably Iranzu who died ¢. 718—717, or his predecessor) proved
sufficiently energetic to take advantage of the situation. As a result, in
the thirties and twenties of the 8th century B.C. Mana, including its
dependencies, stretched over the entire southern basin of Lake Urmiya
and the eastern shore of the lake up to present-day Tabriz, perhaps also
over the western shore, as well as, apparently, over a considerable part
of the basin of the river Safid-rid except for its lower reaches. The
northern frontier of the area of Mannaean hegemony was formed, to
judge from interence, by the watershed between the lake and the Araxes.
In the north-west the influence of Mana may even at times have spread
as far as the Qotur pass to the west of present day Khoy.

The Iranian element in the Land of the Mannaeans was not yet very
strong, but it is not clear which ethnic element predominated in that
country. It is often suggested that it was the Hurrian (Mati€nian); indeed
still in Hellenistic—Parthian times Lake Urmiya was called Lake Matidiné
or Mantiané. In favour of the Hurrian origin of the Mannaeans
etymologies of some Mannaean and neighbouring names have been
adduced,’ but they are not very reliable, and the majority of names of
members of the Mannaean royal dynasty do not look Hurrian. The
Assyrians seem to have reckoned the Land of the Mannaeans to “Inner”™
Zamua, and identified ZamuGa with Lullume, i.e. the land of the Lullubi,
but as said above, it is not clear whether the Lullubi represented a
particular ethnos. It is possible that the Mannaeans formed a part of the
Quti, about whose language the suggestion has been made, though so far
with hardly any arguments to support it, that it was related to the
north-eastern Caucasian languages (Nakh-Daghestani).

We possess some data on the social and political organization of the
Mannaean kingdom. The population of Mana, as also of the

I Brisinnt, Metatti, Telusina—cf. the Hurrian elements sema, femne, -atti in personal names.
However, -wkes in Diaiukku (in the Land of the Mannaeans), Arukka (in Persis) probably
tepresents Iranian -awka, and not a Hurrian -seks.
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neighbouring provinces, consisted mainly of cattle-breeders. Sheep,
cattle, donkeys and a certain number of two-humped camels were raised;
horse-breeding was very important in Messt and in the region of
present-day TabtTz. However in no other part of the future Median state
did agriculture play such an important role, side by side with cattle-
breeding, as in Mana where wheat, barley and vines were cultivated.
The Bible (Ezekiel 27. 17) mentions a valuable kind of wheat minnith,
which one might translate as *“ Mannaean™.! The Phoenician town Tyre
traded in this wheat together with horses from the upper Euphrates,
ivory and ebony, Syrian artifacts, Damascus wine etc. Although the
Biblical text indicates that minnith wheat was bought by the Phoenicians
in Judea and Israel, there, too, it was most likely imported. As shown
by N. B. Jankowska, a permanent caravan route existed leading along
the valleys of the Diyild and the Adhém into Mesopotamia down to
the middle course of the Euphrates, and from there to Damascus and
across Transjordan into Israel and Judea. In Mana, as in general in
Zamia, handicrafts were also highly developed; recent finds in Hasanlu,
Ziwiyeh etc. have revealed to us the artistic metal-work of Mannaean
crattsmen.

The Mannaean kingdom that arose from the unification of several
small city-states retained a very loose structure. It was divided into
separate “‘lands” (Akkad. naga, nagi’u). Of these we know Subi (Tabriz
valley), Uiddi§ (eastern shore of Lake Urmiya), Surika$, Messi (head-
waters of the Jagatu river), Arsian$i, EreSteiana and others. Apparently
it was at the head of such provinces that the “governors™ (Saknu)
stood,? mentioned by Assyrian sources, who behaved with great
independence and may have been descendants of former rulers of
autonomous city-states. Characteristic figures both in the Mannaean
administration and to a still greater degree in the neighbouring Median
lands, were the ““lords of townships” (Akkad. bé/ 4/i) — heads of family
or territorial communities. This title is probably a translation of some
Iranian term.3

The division into provinces apparently reproduced not only the
districts of the former city-states but also the division into tribes.
Mannaean society preserved to a large extent a tribal structure. It is

t But a village Minnith also existed in Transjordan.

2 In the administrative system of Assyria proper since the times of Tiglathpileser III
“governors” (faknx) bad been replaced by “chiefs of provinces” (bél pepdte) with somewhat
diminished rights, and apparently recruited exclusively from eunuchs.

3 The term was not used by the Assyrians outside the limits ot the Iranian highlands,
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noteworthy that, while the Urartian texts call this kingdom ““the Mana,
its land” (Mana.ns ebans.is), Assyrian sources call it “Land of the
Mannaeans™ (Mat Mannai) although in the earlier Assyrian texts the
kingdom (city-state?) of Mana in the narrow meaning of the term is
called also Manas or Munna. Side by side with the properly Mannaean
tribe Assyrian annals mention also other tribes which had come to be
included in the Mana state: the Teurlians, the Messians, the Dalians,
the Sunbians, the Kumurdians. The city-state Kumurdi is apparently
the same as i1s mentioned under the name of Humurti {(along with Hars:
and others) in Sumerian texts of the end of the 3rd millennium 8.C. as
a Hurrian or Quti stronghold.

In the Land of the Mannaeans, unlike in other eastern kingdoms of
the time, the people still took an active part in public lite. If in other
kingdoms we often hear of palace coups d’état, harem intrigues, rebellions
of individual magnates or generals, and only seldom, at the occurrence
of some foreign invasion, of an armed rising of the people against the
invaders, here we additionally learn of the revolt of the people against
their own unpopular king.

The Mannaean king seems to have ruled not as an autocrat, but with
power limited by a council of elders. One Assyrian text states that the
Mannaean king was accompanted by ““ his great ones, elders, councillors,
kinsmen, governors and chiefs in charge of his country”. In a
diplomatic request to the Assyrian king the Mannaean king addresses
himself not personally but together with ‘““his great ones, councillors
of his country”, evidently a kind of BovAyn or senate. “ The great ones”™
of the Land of the Mannaeans, who apparently sat in the council of
elders, consisted of the king’s kinsmen and of governors who of course
also belonged to the local hereditary aristocracy and/or were royal
kinsmen. The Mannaean kingdom can therefore be characterized as an
archaic oligarchy, a state ruled by a king together with a council of elders
from the hereditary aristocracy in the presence of persistent public
activity of democratic strata who on occasion rose to struggle against
the oligarchy.?

The society of Mana was clearly already divided into socio-economic
classes. The presence in it of slaves may be presumed. Slavery, as we
well know, was much developed in neighbouring Urartu which, to
judge from its handicrafts and in general its material culture, must have

' An analogous state structure was to be found in the city-states of early Sumer, in Hurrian
city-states, in the Hittite Old Kingdom etc.
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differed but little from Mana in its standard of social and economic
development. But it was a type of slavery that can hardly have exceeded
the limits of the patriarchal and domestic type of slave-ownership.

Another kingdom of some importance, formed not later than at the
end of the gth century on the territory of the future Median kingdom,
was Ellipi. This name recorded by Assyrian sources was apparently
known to them through the intermediary of Elamite (-pz/¢ is the Elamite
plural ending). It is not impossible that the land or kingdom of Elymais
of the Hellenistic period, which 1s most often identified with Elam,
continued in fact the traditions precisely of Ellipi: territorially Elymais
was distinct from Elam proper (Susiana) and linguistically it is difficult
to derive its name from that of Elam ; but if one assumes that an identical
ethnicon here carried the Elamite sufhix -(#)me instead of -pz, the
reconstruction of an unattested but entirely regular form *E/-ume
becomes possible, to which one would trace the name Elymais (cf.
Laullu-b/p- and Lullume).

Ellipi seems to have been situated in the valley of the river Saimarrah,
around present-day Kirminshiah. Assyrian sources mention it from the
times of Shalmaneser 1II and feature it as the most powerful entity
between the Land of the Mannaeans and Elam. At the end of the 8th
century, until the beginning of the 7th, the country was ruled by a
semi-Iranian or Iranized dynasty. Unfortunately we know very little
about this kingdom. It had probably inherited the achievements of the
culture of the “Luristan bronzes”.

The resurgence of Assyria under Tiglathpileser 111 at the expense of -
Urartu gave the Land of the Mannaeans the opportunity to increase its
power. It was otherwise with Ellip:1 which, if it managed to continue
to exist, most likely did so only by relying on the power of its neighbour,
Elam. But it was for the Median tribes, which had no defence against
Assyria, that the hardest times now began, marked by almost incessant
Assyrian incursions.

Assyrian sources record scores of separate rulers (“lords of town-
ships”’) on the territory of Media, none of them particularly outstand-
ing. There are, as we shall see, grounds for believing that they did not
rule autocratically but to a certain extent depended on collective organs
of community self-government.

Herodotus (1. 101) recounts that the Medes were divided into six
tribes : Bousae, Par€taceny, Strouchates, Arizanti, Boudu and Magi, butit
has proved impossible to identify most of them in Akkadian sources.
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It may be thought that the Arizanti correspond to the nomads called
“Aribi of the East™! (tentatively tfrom an Elam. *arz-pe “the Arya™),
and the Parétaceni to the inhabitants of the country Partakka, Paritaka,
Paritakinu, mentioned in Assyrian sources of the beginning of the 7th
century B.C.> Where these tribes lived is also not ciear. The Parétaceni
lived evidently near present-day Isfahan; the Arizanti (if they are
identical with the “Aribi of the East””) led a nomadic iife in the
Median desert to the south-east of present-day Kishian (?). With the
Iranian tribes on the territory of Media also the Sagartii should
apparently be reckoned (a tribe mentioned in various parts of Iran but
possibly living also in the Zekertu country of the Assyrian sources, 1.e.
between present-day Mardgha and Miyana), as well as the Mardi or
Amardi, nomads also recorded in later sources in the valley of the
Safid-rid (Amardus) as well as in other very different parts of Iran and
Central Asia (this was possibly not a real tribal name but 2 general
pejorative appellation for hostile nomads and mountaineers). But the
basic territory of Media, to which alone the Assyrians apply the term
Mada:i, was the triangle between the present-day towns of Zanjan,
Hamadan and (Qazvin or Tehran.

The social order of the Medes must have differed little from that of
the Eastern Iranians as described in the Avesta although some changes
will naturally have been occasioned by their closeness to neighbours of
a different origin and language and possessing a much older and greatly
superior civilization.

The division into tribes appears to have gradually lost its former
important social role with the Medes, for otherwise the Assyrian sources
would have given it more attention. But presumably the tribal union
of the Medes was not merely nominal. It is to this union that the Medes
must have owed at tirnes the possibility of collective action with a choice
of capable leaders, which probably explains why in Assyrian inscriptions
the epithet invariably given to the Medes in addition to *““the distant
ones’’ 1s ‘“‘the strong ones”. But such unity could manifest itself only
occastonally. In the majority of cases the Medes, in spite of their
“strength”, were divided, and reacted to Assyrian incussions in the
time-honoured way: they either sent placatory gifts or else retreated into

! This expression in the Assyrian dialect of the Akkadian language could be interpreted as
“Arabs of the East”.

* Graeco-Roman literature later than Herodotus knows a country Paraetacéné, corresponding
to the Isfahan plain. It is sometimes reckoned not to Media but to Persis.
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the mountains with their cattle, abandoning to the enemy deserted
dwellings in their small strongholds and villages, which even in times
of peace would not be particularly prosperous.

With the conquered territories Tiglathpileser III and his successors
dealt differently from his predecessors. While formerly the greater part
of the population was massacred and only part of the able-bodied males
were carried off into slavery, naked and with yokes round their necks,
this was now recognized as unprofitable. Henceforth the inhabitants,
in so far as their territory could be incorporated into Assyria, were either
left where they were and heavily taxed, or else, more frequently,
transferred some time after the conquest in an organized manner, with
some of their belongings, with their children etc., into Assyria or the
regions previously devastated by Assyrian expeditions, and then
replaced with inhabitants of other lands conquered by the Assyrians at
the other end of the kingdom. These displaced populations were often
settled in frontier villages and strongholds in threatened areas of
strategic importance, where self-preservation compelled them to rely on
Assyrian support; for this reason they, too, were allowed to bear arms.
All these measures ensured a more rational exploitation of conquered
territories and a more regular low of revenue from them. They also
led to the disconnection of various ethnic groups, desirable because it
would hamper relations among the conquered and in particular attempts
to organize rebellions against the Assyrian conquerors.

In 744 the Assyrian armies, after marching up the valley of the Diyala,
entered the territory of Parsiia and the neighbouring region. Here, as
at the time of the Elamite campaigns of the 12th century, still lived a
basically autochthonous non-Iranian population organized in several
tiny city-states which the annals call ““ Houses”, apparently giving them
dynastic names (Bit-Zatti, Bit-Kapsi and many others). Some of the
rulers were captured by the Assyrians, others succeeded in finding safety
with their people in the mountains. Many prominent captives were
impaled. Part of the territory was annexed to Assyria under the name
ot the province of Parsiaa.

There were, however, some new traits to be observed in the action
taken by the Assyrians in conquered territory. Thus in Bit-Zatti, one
of the districts which went to form the new province, Tiglathpileser
freed some of the captives after having their thumbs chopped off, which
incapacitated them for military service but left them able to work in
the fields as objects of exploitation in the new Assyrian province.
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Even when a territory was not directly incorporated in the Assyrian
possessions, Tiglathpileser endeavoured to organize a regular exploita-
tion of the population by means of a definite annual tribute. So it was,
for instance, in Bit-Kapsi whose king Battanu voluntarily imposed upon
his subjects the duty of paying taxes and of making contributions in
service, in return for having his stronghold Karkarihundir spared by
Tiglathpileser.

Unfortunately the annals of Tiglathpileser 111 have come down to us
in disconnected fragments, and it is often difficult to restore the
sequence of events. It is not clear whether it was during this expedition
or one of the subsequent ones that Tiglathpileser moved beyond the
limits of Parsta into Media. The strongholds Arazias, KiSessu (Ki$isa)
and others are also mentioned. The final point of the expedition seems
to have been the stronghold Zakriti, 2 Median one as the text stresses,
evidently because the fortresses previously enumerated were not
Median. In the villages of Rimatéa (from Old Iranian *Ramatavya), ruler
of Arazia§, stores of lazurite were seized besides horses and cattle. On
the way back various other city-states were destroyed and yet another
province formed, that of Bit-Hamban, in the basin of the lett affluents
of the upper Diyala. After this expedition Tiglathpileser demanded that
the mountain ‘“‘lords of townships™ of the entire “Land of the strong
Medes” should pay him a yearly tribute in the form of nine tons of
lazurite and nineteen tons of bronze artifacts, an order which testifies
more to the greed of one of the most capable rulers of Assyria than to
his understanding of economics and geography. It is very doubtful that
he ever succeeded in receiving this tribute.?

The purpose of Tiglathpileser III’s expedition into Media was
certainly not to render secure the peaceful frontiers of Assyria from raids
by mountain dwellers as, for instance, P. Rost would have it. Nothing
is known about such raids; besides the Assyrians never justified their
incursions by alleging that a weaker enemy posed a threat. But
Tiglathpileser’s retorm of the Assyrian army was based on its being kept
permanently active and sustaining itself by plunder. This made the
expansion of the limits of Assyria 2 necessity. Furthermore, this reform
presupposed a constant re-population of agricultural districts of Assyria
propert, and of the devastated conquered regions, by inhabitants of other

! Lazurite (lapis-lazuli) is not mined in western Media, and was most probably brought there
in transit by caravan for trade with Assyria. It is clear that the uncompensated seizure of lazurite
must have discouraged all attempts to continue to trade in it-along the caravan road.
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conquered lands, and of the latter lands 1n thetr turn by inhabitants of
newly conquered territories, and so forth. This required a continuous
succession of contingents of human element to become available for
resettiing. In addition the reformed standing army of the Assyrians was
in great need of horses, for chariots and especially for the cavalry to
which an ever growing importance was attributed, and it was only in
mountain pastures, particularly in Media, that horse-breeding was
successtully practised during this period. Finally, an expedition against
the eastern tribes could have been aimed at securing the flank for the
forthcoming struggle against Urartu. In fact the expedition of 744
preceded that of 743 against Sarduri II of Urartu and a prolonged war
with his Syrian allies, just as the second expedition against the Medes
in 737 preceded the campatigns of 736—73 5 into the mountains of Urartu.
It is noteworthy that in his expeditions against Media Tiglathpileser
carefully by-passed the zone of the hegemony of the Land of the
Mannaeans which naturally maintained an anti-Urartu position.

The result of Tiglathpileser’s first expedition (or ot his first two
expeditions) against Media and the neighbouring regions was the
creation of two new provinces of the Assyrian realm, Parsia and
Bit-Hamban, which remained part ot it until its fail. No information
exists on a possible “migration of the people of Parsava” from here
to Fars.

Already in 744 the Assyrians carried oftf from Parsiia a number of
artisans, and under the year 736 the annals of Tiglathpileser mention
the transfer of the “Quti”, evidently from the recently conquered
provinces, into Syria and northern Phoenicia. The displaced people are
mentioned by their tribal names or by the names of their original
homes. Among them are named the Budians who could be the tribe
Boudui of Herodotus, or more likely the inhabitants of the township
Budu on the frontier of Babylonia and Elam, conquered by Tiglath-
pileser in 745. Probably at the same time Syrians were transterred into
the mountains of the Zagros.

In the course of time, as a result of this policy of resettlement, the
population of the province Parsia became strongly Assyrianized and
Aramaeanized. Even much later, according to Ptolemy (vi. 2. 6), this
and the neighbouring territory were called “*Syromedia™ (the Greeks
often called the Assyrians ““Syrians”). As a matter of fact individual
Akkadian names occur even earlier among the rulers of these, as well
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as of more easterly provinces. However, in the text of Tiglathpileser’s
annals devoted to this expedition the majority of names are neither
Iranian nor Semitic.

In 737 Tiglathpileser 111 made another expedition against Media. It
was partly directed against the same districts as in 744, including those
which had already been incorporated in the complex of Assyrian
provinces. The Assyrian army reached the stronghold Sibur (Sibar,
Subard), in the valley of the river Zenjin-chay, which had once been
occupied by Sam$i-Adad V in the year 820, and captured it. In
Tiglathpileser’s annals this region is already reckoned to Media,
although in the gth century 1t apparently belonged to the eastern part
of Gizilbunda. The further account of the expedition is very badly
preserved, but it is clear that the Assyrians traversed a number of
districts bearing Iranian names, among them Ni$ai (Ni83a, probably the
Nisaean Plain of the Graeco-Roman authors, near Qazvin (?), famous
for its horse-breeding) and a certain “Land of Gold”, and reached the
mountain Ria (to the east of present-day Tehran?) and the Salt Desert
(Dasht-1 Kavir). On their way back the Assyrians occupied among
others Silhazi, ““a stronghold of the Babylonians™. In this **Babylonian
stronghold” was the local centre of the worship of the Babylonian god
Marduk to whom Tiglathpiieser offered sacrifice. He alsc had a stele
set up with his inscription. From here the Assyrians returned home
apparently through the valley of the Diyild. In spite of the contrary
assertion of one of Tiglathpileset’s texts (altogether the least reliable
one), on the whole his inscriptions make it clear that this incursion
involved no annexation of Median provinces by Assyria.

In the western parts of the country Assyrian texts for the most part
call the “lands” not by their own names but by dynastic designations
(in combination with the word Bi#- “house ””).! This often hampers their
identification and localization. One or two of these ““houses™ are
already attested 1in Elamite inscriptions of the 12th century. But for the
eastern parts of Media such designations do not occur, probably because
there were no permanent ruling dynasties, the power being in the hands
of an organization of clans or tribes, perhaps with elected chiefs.
Precisely in these regions the Assyrian sources often call the local rulers
“lords of townships™.

After 737 during Tiglathpileser’s litetime one more expedition was

¥ Cf. also Bir-Iftar ** House of (the goddess) I8tar”.
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undertaken into Media by the general AsSurdanninanni, but the
Assyrian texts give no detatls apart from his having seized “five
thousand horses, and men and cattle without number”’.

Towards 720 the political situation in the country was the following.
The regton to the north of Lake Urmiya was apparently occupied by
Urartu. Almost the entire remaining territory around the lake up to the
watershed between the basins of the Lesser Zib, Diyila and the Safid-rad
was directly or indirectly dominated by Iranzu, king of the Land of the
Mannaeans, but on the periphery of this kingdom there were possessions
of semi-independent rulers even though the texts call them faknx, i.c.
“governors” of the Mannaean kingdom. These were the provinces
Usdis (Urart. Upyas#z, approximately in the region of present-day
Maragha), Zekertu (in the region of present-day Miyidna and further
north), Andia (in the lower part of the valley of the Safid-rid), and one
more: the name of the district belonging to the Mannaean ““governor”
Diaiukku (Old Iranian *Dabyaska, possibly the Deioces of Herodotus)
we do not know.! In addition, on the frontier of Assyria, and
semi-independent of her, were the small kingdoms Allabria and Karalla
on the headwaters of the Lesser Z3b and its afluents.

Further south and south-east there still remained independent units
apparently included in the general concept of Mada: (*“ Medes™) in its
broadest sense, although the union of Median tribes itself, mentioned
by Herodotus, if it really existed, did not manifest itself in any way.
These units may have been completely independent, or else they
depended on the Land of the Mannaeans or on Assyria. Ellipi alone was
a comparatively important independent kingdom.

The rise in power of Mana under Iranzu, which transformed it 1nto
a first-class state, seems to have been resented by the semi-independent
neighbouring regions whose rulers hoped to gain complete indepen-
dence by exploiting the dissensions among their powertul neighbours.
And as the determining factor in international dissensions was the
rivalry between Urartu, Mana, Assyria and Elam, the political events
consisted mainly of individual betrayals, the siding of petty rulers and
governors first with one great power then with another, punitive
expeditions, Urartian and Assyrian plots and counterplots, and so on.
The Land of the Mannaeans, as the least powerful of the four great

' Itis probable (as E. A. Grantovsky believes) that Daiukku’s province was Messi. The “ House
(i.e. dynasty or province) of Deloces” mentioned in some publications does not exist in Assyrian
records, the notion of it being due to a misreading of a passage in the annals of the Assyrian King
Sargon Il
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kingdoms, leaned mostly towards Assyria. The texts of King Sargon 11
even assert that it was a vassal-state of Assyria, justifying by this his
frequent interventions in the affairs of Mana. However, this assertion
1s belied by the facts showing that, except on a few occasions when the
Mannaeans suffered reverses, the Assyrians treated them as junior
partners and allies.

For the first time, and apparently at Iranzu’s own request, the
Assyrians intervened in the affairs of the Land of the Mannaeans in 719.
Two strongholds, Suandahul and Durdukka (also called Zurzukka,
Zirdiakka, Sirdakka), supported by the infantry and cavalry ot Metatti
of Zekertu, had seceded from Iranzu. Moreover three strongholds (their
location, perhaps outside Mana, is uncertain) namely Sukka, Bala and
Abitigna, concluded an agreement with Rusd I, king of Urartu. The
strongholds were taken and dealt with according to the time-honoured
ancient eastern custom applied in military alliances: the inhabitants and
movable property were carried off into Assyria, while the walls and the
territory were handed over to Iranzu.

Iranzu died before 716: in that year the throne was already occupied
by his son, Azi. A rebellion was led against him by Metatti, governor
of Zekertu, Telusina, governor of Andia, Bagdattu (Iran. *Bagadaia),
the governor of Uiddi§, and an unnamed governor of Messi, possibly
Ditukku. The rebels seem to have accused Azi especially of having
allied himself with the Assyrians. He was seized and killed, and his body
cast out on Mount Uau$ (Urart. Uns? [woss], now Sahend). Sargon
immedtately intervened and succeeded in capturing Bagdattu, whom he
ordered to be flayed alive, whereafter his body was displayed for the
Mannaeans to contemplate. Ullusunu, another of Iranzu’s sons, was set
on the throne. But Ullusunu, surrounded by sympathizers of the
anti- Assyrian party, was compelled immediately to secede from Assyria,
and attempted to conclude an alliance with Urartu. He ceded to Rusa
I, king of Urartu, some strongholds apparently situated on territory
bordering on Assyria, and drew into an anti-Assyrian movement the
rulers of neighbouring valleys: Itti, ruler ot Allabria, and A§Surlé’, ruler
of Karalla. Sargon, without returning to Assyria, captured the Mannaean
capital Izirta and the very important central strongholds — Izzibia (or
Zibia, to-day Ziwiyeh) and Armait. Ullusunu surrendered at discretion,

but as he apparently belonged to the pro-Assyrian party and had acted
only under pressure of his entourage, he was given back his kingdom.

IttT was exiled into Assyrian dominions with his family, and As§urlé’
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was flayed alive. Two border regions were detached from the Land of
the Mannaeans and incorporated in the Assyrian province Parsia.

This done, Sargon continued his campaign further south into dis-
tricts only loosely controlled or not controlled at all by the Mannaeans.
The first to tall was the important stronghold Kisessu which probably
dominated the approaches to Parsiia from the direction of the headwaters
of the Safid-riad. Its ruler, bearing the Akkadian name of BélSarrusur,
was taken prisoner. The fortress itself was re-named in Assyrian style
and transformed into the centre of the new Assyrian province KiSessu.
A stele with the image of Sargon was set up there and a garrison
installed. This new province now incorporated various districts appa-
rently situated further downstream in the valleys of the Safid-rid and
its afHuents. The majority of the names of these districts, and of their
ruling dynasties, seem to be non-Iranian.

Some strongholds, as for instance those on the slopes of the Alvand
and to the west of this mountain, now found themselves cut oftf both
from the Land of the Mannaeans and from the heart of Media. The
inhabitants of the most important local stronghold Harhar expelled their
““lord of the township ™, Kibaba (or Kibabise) and petitioned Talta, king
of Ellipi, to become his subjects. However, after KiSessu Sargon
occupied also Harhar and turned it, too, into the centre of a new
Assyrian province. Soon the inhabitants of Harhar were transterred
from here, and others, apparently Israelites, part of the “ten tribes”
conquered by Assyria in 721, were brought in their place. It is precisely
Harhar and perhaps KiSessu which are those “cities of the Medes”
mentioned in the Bible (11 Kings, 17.6). There have come down to us
quite a few letters of a certain Mannu-ki-Ninua, appointed governor
of Harhar, with reports to Sargon on the situation in the province. Other
districts, too, were joined to Harhar province, among them the districts
of the Upper and Lower rivers (Qara-su, lowing out of the Alvand
mountains?), the House of Rimatéa (Arazia$), Saparda or Saparda, and
others. Although these districts were not usually considered part of
Media proper (Mada:), the personal names of the rulers and the
place-names go to show the prevalence here of a strong Iranian-speaking
element.

Subsequently Assyrian armies penetrated more than once deep into
Median territory, but to all intents and purposes the frontier of the
provinces properly belonging to Assyria does not seem to have been
moved even in later times beyond the limits established by Sargon, and
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even within these limits it was no easy task for the Assyrians to retain
their hold on these mountain regions.

The frontiers of the zone occupied by the Assyrians can be determined
as follows: the valleys of the upper stretches of the Diyila and of the
Lesser Zib, and the Shahraziir valley were entirely occupied; in the
north the frontier followed the mountains Gizilbunda (Shihberdi-
Katelin-kth), and extended further towards the region of present-day
Zanjan and Qazvin. From there a rather unstable frontier ran towards
the mountain mass of the Alvand and along the watershed between the
Diyala and the Saimarra from east to west, including the affluents of
Diyilad. On this territory, from the western slopes of the Zagros to the
east, five Assyrian provinces were originally situated: Zamiia, Parsua,
Bit-Hamban, Ki$essu and Harhar. Subsequently (apparently from the
beginning of the 7th century?) the last two provinces were somewhat
expanded, and then divided into five parts: KiSessu, Harhar, Midii,
Saparda and Bit-Kari (or Kir-Ka33t). These five provinces covered the
basin of the Safid-rad (above Miyina), of the Zenjan-chiy, of the Abhar
and of the Qara-su, as well as the slopes of the Alvand. At that time,
too, the province of Arraphe with its centre in present-day Kirkuk was
enlarged at the expense of “Syromedia”™ (Parsta and Bit-Hamban).

In 715 some part of the territory between Mana and the Assyrian
provinces seems to have still been in the hands of Daiukku (Deloces?),
who ruled it as technically a provincial governor of the kingdom of the
Mannaeans. But this kingdom had entered into an alliance with Assyria.
Deioces seems to have felt that his independence was at stake. This was
also pointed out to him by messengers sent by the king of Urartu, Rusa
I, who in the meantime had begun from the north a punitive action
against Ullusunu of the Mannaeans. Deioces supported him from the
south, and to prove his loyalty sent him his son as his representative
and hostage. But the undertaking of Rusa and Deioces had no success.
Sargon seized and directly annexed twenty-two strongholds which a
year earlier Ullusunu had ceded to Rusa. This done, he moved against
Deioces, captured him and exiled him together with his family (other
of course than the son who was with Rus3) to Hamath in Syrnia.
Continuing his advance down the Safid-rad Sargon entered Andia, the
dominion of Telusina, Rusd’s ally since at least 719. From here 4,200
prisoners were carried off as well as a large quantity of cattle. While
returning through the Land of the Mannaeans Sargon gave orders to
erect his image in lzirta.
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Meanwhile a serious revolt broke out in the newly established
province of Harhar; it spread also into the neighbouring provinces,
among them into Bit-Hamban and into Namar in the Diyila valley.
Sargon crushed the revolt, and the most important local strongholds
were occupied by reinforced garrisons. Particularly well he fortified the
stronghold Harhar, *“for the conquest of Media”, as the annals put it.
Yet the Assyrian king did not succeed in subjugating the territory he
had seized here in the way he had subjugated other provinces: the local
chieftains remained in their possessions within the limits of the
provinces, and merely undertook to pay a tribute to Assyria; this seems
to have been the practice in these parts, established already under
Mannaean domination. It is possible that local contingents were
incorporated in the Assyrian army as special detachments. The rulers
of the Medes, Madai, that is, of the population of the territory of the
Median tribal union which the annals of Sargon Il distinguish from the
Quti or Gutium who lived further to the west, paid tributes to Sargon
all over the country right up to Mount Bigni (Damiavand). But
subsequent events show that the Assyrians were able to hold firmly only
such regions as were immediately controlled by fortresses with Assyrian
garrisons and where the inhabitants had been expatriated and replaced
with others brought in from other countries, mainly from Syria and
Palestine. To collect regular tribute from remote localities was possible
only by means of armed expeditions.

The year 714, the one following upon the crushing of the revolt in
the province of Harhar, was marked by Sargon 1I’s expedition against
Urartu, described in detail in a military account which has come down
to us. At the beginning of his campaign Sargon entered Mannaean
territory where he was met by King Ullusunu and his council; then a
military demonstration was staged across the land of Bélapliddin of
Allabria, an Assyrian protégé and apparently a spy, after which the
Assyrian army withdrew to its own territory in the province of Parsiia.
Here the tribute of the “lords of townships” from previously conquered
territories in Media and those immediately bordering on them, was
brought to Sargon. The text names twenty-six rulers of whom the
majority bear clearly Iranian names. The list 1s headed by Talta, king
of Ellipi, whose name is non-Iranian. The tribute consisted of horses,
mules, cattle and two-humped camels. Two non-Iranian rulets sent in
their tribute somewhat later from the mountains of Gizilbunda. All
hoped to ward off the next Assyrian incursion into their countries.
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But Sargon had no intention of attacking the Median regions just
then. From Parsiia, having crossed the mountains, he returned to the
Land of the Mannaeans where, as previously agreed, Ullusunu was
waiting for him in the stronghold Zirdiakka, having laid in supplies of
tood and assemblied horses and cattle for the Assyrian army. At a con-
ference with Ullusunu Sargon, allegedly upon the request of the Man-
naean king, promised to start on an expedition aimed at recovering for
the Land of the Mannaeans the territory it had lost on the eastern shore
of Lake Urmiya. At a feast in honour of the Mannaeans, in sign of
recognition of Mana as an allied state Ullusunu was seated, though
lower than Sargon, higher than his father Iranzu had been in his time.

In spite of his promise to make war on Rusi, or perhaps in order
to mislead the enemy, Sargon marched along the southern and
south-eastern borders of the Land of the Mannaeans against Zekertu
and Andia, which had not yet been reduced after the revolt against Aza
in 716. Metatti, the ruler of Zekertu, adopted the old tactics: abandoning
his residence, the stronghold of Parda (to the west of Miyana?) he took
tefuge on the Uaddirikka mountain (Bozqush-dagh?) and from there
hastily threw in his forces with Rusa who in the meantime, having heard
of Sargon’s supposed intention to penetrate into the Caspian regions,
had hastened from the north-west in order to cut him off from the rear
and crush him.

Meanwhile Sargon, having overcome the defence of Metatt1 on the
pass over Uaddirikka and destroyed several Zekertu fortresses, suddenly
swerved to the west into the Mannaean province Ui$di$ (the region of
present-day Marigha), occupied by the Urartians. In Uisdi$ he recetved
the report of his agent Béliddin (= Bélapliddin of Allabriar) about the
approach of the armies of Rusd and Metatti which apparently confirmed
his surmises. In a battle on the mountain Uau$ (Sihend) the Assyrians
inflicted a crushing defeat on the Urartu-Zekertu forces and threw them
back on Urartu territory. By forced marches Sargon moved northwards
along the eastern shore of Lake Urmiya. The population, warned by
fires lit on mountain tops, abandoned everywhere its fortresses and
villages. The first to be occupied was the stronghold Uskaia (now Uski)
on the western slope of the Sihend which guarded the approaches to the
tormerly Mannaean province Subi situated turther to the north and
famed for its horse-breeding, and also to the province of Zaranda.

The expulsion of the Urartians from these parts presented the Land
of the Mannaeans with an opportunity for extending its possessions in
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the north. But the Assyrians had no intention to enrich their ally with
undevastated, populous regions. Everywhere on their path they razed
the thick adobe walls of the fortresses, burnt down villages, destroyed
fields and gardens and took away the stores of provender. After Uskiia
came the turn of Aniastania where the Urartian army reserve of mounts
was kept, and next, in the land of the Dalians, that of the double
stronghold Tarui-Tarmakisa (or Tarwi-Tarwakisa (?), now Tabriz),
which was likewise a base of Urartian cavalry. Then the town of Ulhu,
to the north of Lake Urmiya, was destroyed with the fortress Sarduri-
hurda which guarded it, and so on. The Assyrian army, pursuing the
retreating Urartians, marched to the west across the Qotur pass; Sargon
handed over to Ullusunu the twenty-two strongholds which the latter
had ceded to the Urartian king shortly before, as well as two other
fortresses, probably Uskaia and Parda or Aniadtania. But it is probable
that the Mannaeans took advantage of the situation and attempted to
seize also some of the northern regions near Lake Urmiya evacuated
by the Urartians which the Assyrians had no means of holding as they
did not border on Assyria.! If in 714 the Mannaean king still paid the
Assyrians his tribute twice within the year, soon the Land of the
Mannaeans gained enough power to shake itselt free and try to pass
over to the oftensive against Assyria. But although economically 1t
seems to have been the most developed of all the regions which later
came 10 form part of Media, it did not become a first-class great power,
probably owing to its archaic oligarchic social structure and state
organization.

In 713 Sargon II did indeed undertake that expedition into the heart
of Media the preparation for which in 714 must have served to
camouflage the attack on Urartu. The pretext was the revolt in Karalla
(in one of the valleys on the headwaters of the Lesser Zab) where the
inhabitants, probably driven to despair by taxes and levies, had expelled
the Assyrian agent. Another reason for the expedition was the precarious
situation of Taltd, king of Ellipi, whose pro-Assyrian sympathtes
provoked the discontent of the Ellipi aristocracy that tended towards
Elam. After easily crushing the revolt in Karalla, Sargon marched across
the borderlands of the Median provinces into Ellipi where he established
the order he destred. From there he moved into the inner regions ot
independent Media. His text enumerates a number of districts, mostly
with clearly Iranian names — *“ remote regions [near] the confines of [the

* Later the Urartians recovered many districts between Lake Urmiya and the Araxés.
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land] Aribit of the East, as well as regions of the strong Medes
who. . . wandered in mountains and deserts like thieves”’. Here evidently
the nomadic Iranian tribes are meant, among them possibly, as we saw,
the Arizanti. In the list of rulers of the districts devastated by the
Assyrians during this expedition only some three names are definitely
non-Iranian. Altogether from Sargon’s texts we know some fifty
Median chieftains, most of them independent.

The last expedition into Media under Sargon Il was apparently
undertaken in 706 B.c.? Talta, king of Ellipi, devoted to the Assyrians,
had died by that time, and the protégé of the Assyrians, Aspabira, was
opposed by his half-brother Nib’e who had the support of Sutruk-
Nahhunte II, king ot Elam. Sargon sent against Ellipi the armies of
seven ““chiefs of provinces”. The situation which arose is described in
letters from two of them which have come down to us. Sargon intended
to annex Ellipi to Assyria but in the end agreed to hand over the country
to Aspabdra. The Assyrians besieged the stronghold Mar’ubistu held
by Nib’€ with 4,500 Elamite archers, and captured it. Notwithstanding
the formal preservation of Ellipt’s independence this kingdom lost all
importance. It was still further weakened in 702 by the expedition of
Sargon 1I’s son Sennacherib. This expedition was part of a prolonged
war between Sennacherib and Elam and had partly the character of an
outflanking demonstration, and partly must have aimed at preventing
the penetration of Elamite influence into Media. The primary object of
the expedition were the mountain tribes of the Kassites and the
neighbouring Iasubigallians in present-day Luristan, to the south of
Ellipi. This region was incorporated in Assyria. In two strongholds
some Kassites were settled who had previously fled into the mountains,
in a third some of the captives of the Assyrians, apparently Babylonians.
From here Sennacherib invaded Ellipi because this time Aspabira had
joined the pro-Elamite coalition. Here the Assyrians seized the fortresses
Mar’ubistu and Akkuddu and a considerable booty consisting of men,
horses, mules, asses, camels and cattle. At the same time the province
Bit-Barria (Baruata of the Urartian inscriptions) was detached from
Ellipi, settled with captives driven in from other places and annexed
to the Assyrian province of Harhar. This shows that Bit-Barriia, once
annexed under Tiglathpileser 111, had since managed to secede, probably

I Yet another expedition may have taken place in 705, in the course of which Sargon was killed.
In any case this must be so if the “Kulummians”, mentioned in this connection by an Assyrian
source, were the inhabitants of the stronghoid Kuluman or Kilman in the Harhar province.
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during the rising of 715, and to join Ellipi. The centre of this province
was Elenza$, perhaps the same as Erenzia§ of Tiglathpileser’s annals.
This city seems later to be mentioned by Ptolemy under the name of
Alinza.

After the defeat of 702 Ellipi nevertheless ventured to take the field
once again against Assyria. In 691 it took part in an important coalition
formed by the king of Elam, Humpan-nimmena, and the king of
Babylon, Musézib-Marduk. It was also joined by various Chaldaean and
Aramaic tribes, as well as by the lands of Parsia$, Anzan (Anshan,
Ancan), Padiru and Ellipi. Here Parstas cannot be the Assyrian province
Parstia which at that time was surrounded on all four sides by Assyrian
possessions, but 1s evidently Fars. There 1s no reason to believe that
ParsGa$-Persis was a tribal territory, and not a small state like Ellip1 and
Anshan. As mentioned above, a calculation of generations shows that
Achaemeneés, the founder of the dynasty which subsequently ruled in
the Persian kingdom, must have lived not long before the war of 691,
and may even have taken part in it. However, the name of the country
Parsiia$, as we have seen, is attested in the same area already in the gth
century B.C., and there are therefore no grounds for assuming, as is often
done, that Achaemenés was some king or chieftain of 2 nomad army
invading Firs. It is much more probable that, long before Achaemenés,
a small state had existed in Pars@as-Persis but was ruled by some other
dynasty. As to Anshan, it was one of the most ancient city-states of Elam.
Of the kingdom of Pasiru, probably situated somewhere between Ellip:
and Anshan (Tepe Malyan), nothing more 1s known.

The army of the anti-Assyrian coalition clashed with the Assyrians
at Halul€ on the Tigris. The battle was bloody but undecisive. However,
the allies were unable to carry on with the war because of Humpan-
nimmena’s illness and the internecine strife which it caused in Elam.
Meanwhile Sennacherib succeeded in capturing and destroying Babylon.
Thus this attempt of the conquered peoples to shake off the Assyrian
yoke was as fruitless as the previous ones had been. The beginning of
the 7th century B.C. was the time when the consolidation of Assyria’s
position in Media reached its peak.
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s. Cimmerians and Scythians.

The revolt of the Medes and the rise of the Median kingdom

The later popular tradition of the Medes, handed down to us by
Herodotus,! preserved the memory of a period of independence that
tollowed the period of Assyrian devastations, but preceded the tormation
of an all-Median state. Herodotus says (1. 95—¢7): ““The Assyrians ruled
over Upper Asia® during five hundred and twenty years; and the Medes
were the first to fall away from them. And fighting the Assyrians for
their liberty they showed themselves valiant men and put their bondage
from them. And after them other peoples also did the same as the Medes
had done. . . There was a subtle man among the Medes whose name was
Deioces, and he was the son of Phraortes. This Deioces desiring to be
tyrant did as follows. [At that time] the Medes dwelt in villages. And
whereas Deioces had a good reputation in his own, he, although he
knew that the unjust is always hostile to the just, began to observe
tustice still better and more zealously, while in the rest of Media
lawlessness obtained. The Medes of his village seeing his behaviour,
elected him judge. . .In so far as robbery and violence in the villages
had become worse than before, the Medes assembled in one and the
same place, exchanged speeches about what was going on. . . persuaded
one another to submit to royal dominion.” It has often been pointed
out that we have here a complicated and prolonged process compressed
in naive form within the field of activity and the lifetimne of one single
person, but nevertheless a true picture of a society on the eve of the
institution of the state: independent townships (the term &imé evidently
denotes here not a village in the modern sense, but a township lacking
political organization), economic stratification, the free for all struggle
of each against everyone, the plundering of property, public servants
as yet elected but aiming at royal power, a popular assembly etc.
Moreover Herodotus’ description makes sense both typologically and

* It is assumed that the information of Herodotus on the history of Iran, apart from possible
personal observations, came from the accounts of Zopyrus, a Persian emigrant belonging to one
of the great houses of Persia, and ailso from someone or other of the descendants of the Median
magnate Harpagus who played a fatal réle in the years of the fall of the Median kingdom and
subsequently became Persian satrap of Sardis. His descendants had apparently settled in Asia
Minor, more precisely in Lycia, not far from Herodotus’ native city Halicarnassus. The historian
also utilized the writings of Hecataeus of Miletus, who seems to have had access to some official
Persian documents of the satrapy of Sardis.

2 Herodotus calls “Upper Asia” the area east of the river Halys (now Quzil-Irmaqg) in Asia
Minor. In general a journey into the interior of the Persian kingdom was calied a journey
“upwards”; by contrast, the western provinces of the kingdom were called the “ Lower Country ™,
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chronologically: it not only conforms to a certain type of social
condition, but also fits into a definite period of Median history.

It is difficult to say by what calculations the precise number of 520
years for the Assyrian domination was reached. To go by the general
context, as well as by chapter 102 of the same book, this period should
be calculated trom the fall of the Assyrian kingdom and not from the
moment of secession of the Medes. It is in fact to the 12th century
(612 4+ 520 = 1132) that one of the most important periods of Assyrian
expansion under Tiglathpileser I belongs. If computed from the date
of the actual foundation of the Median kingdom (about 673 B.C.), the
period of 520 years brings us up to the reign of a still more famous
Assyrian warrior-king, Tukulti-Nimurta I, the Nimrod of the Bible. But
the time of Assyria’s prolonged domination of the whole of “Upper
Asia” which could still<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>