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Ethnic identity and ethnic labelling at
Persepolis: the case of the Skudrians’

Wouter F.M. Henkelman, Vrije Universiteit (Amsterdam) and GDR 2538

(CNRS)

Matthew W. Stolper, The Oriental Institute (Chicago) and GDR 2538 (CNRS)

Introduction

That the Achaemenids were aware of the ideological potential of their multi-ethnic and
multi-cultural Empire is obvious from the royal inscriptions and reliefs, where the wide
range of peoples constituting the Great King’s realm is celebrated in lists and visualised in
superimposed registers of gift bringers and platform-supporters (carrying the king), and
from actual manifestations, such as the ceremonial army reviews and processions during
which King of Kings paraded his ethnic riches.” Achaemenid awareness and recognition
of ethnic identities existing within the Empire does not stop, however, at the message the
king wanted to convey to his subjects, and to posterity. We find it again, though with dif-
ferent objectives and seen through a different lens, in many hundreds of tablets from the
Fortification archive from Persepolis. Individual texts speak of workers, travellers and other
individuals referred to as Indians, Babylonians, Carians, Arabs, Greeks, Egyptians, etc. Such
ethnic labelling served administrative purposes, but may also have expressed some recogni-
tion of social and legal status. Beyond that, the archive illustrates another attitude found
in the inscriptions: the acknowledgment of the fact that many languages were spoken by
their subjects? and the embrace of a polyglot ideal in the creation of tri- and quadrilingual

* Abbreviations used: EW = Hinz & Koch 1987; Fort. = Persepolis Fortification tablet in the National

Muscum of Iran edited by G.G. Cameron and collated by R.T. Hallock, C.E. Jones and
MW. Stolper (see fn. 4 below); NN = unpublished Persepolis Fortification tablet edited by
Hallock; PF = Fortification tablet published in Hallock 1969; PFa = idem, in Hallock 1978;
PES = Persepolis Fortification seal; PN = personal name; PT = Persepolis Treasury tab-
let published in Cameron 1948; PT 1963 = idem, in Cameron 1965; qt. = quart (used for
the measure written QA in Elamite texts and representing 0.97 It.). See also fn. 150 below.
As some readers may suspect, §3.1. of the original manuscript of this paper was drafted by Stolper,
and the remaining sections by Henkelman. The present text reflects extensive discussions between

its authors, however, and should therefore be considered our collective work.

1 On the organisation and ideological purposes of the lists, reliefs and processions see (among others)

Calmeyer 1982; idem 1983; idem 1987; Briant 2002: 172-180, 195-200, 908-11.

2 Cf. sar matiti sa naphar lisinu gabbi, lit. “king of the lands of all tongues” in DE, 15-6, etc. (cf. CAD L

214 s.v. lisanu 4c; Stolper 1984: 299 fn. 3).



texts with Elamite, Akkadian, Old Persian, Aramaic and Egyptian versions.® This attitude
is, remarkably, reflected in the composition of the Persepolis Fortification archive: alongside
a majority of Elamite texts and a substantial minority of Aramaic texts, we have single texts
in Akkadian, Greek, Old Persian and, plausibly, Phrygian. The archive is therefore not only
witness to a multi-ethnic Empire, it also constitutes a complex multi-lingual phenomenon
of its own. Finally, the archive gives us, indirectly, some clues as to what constituted Persian
identity amidst this abundance of cultures, traditions and identities.

Only a detailed, comparative analysis of all groups of non-Persians attested in the
Fortification archive would allow the value of the tablets for understanding Persian attitudes
towards multi-ethnicity to be fully appreciated. The sheer size and the unpublished state of
parts of the archive keep us from proceeding along that road, however. Instead, we will give a
brief survey of the Fortification archive and its relevance for the subject of this volume along
with a case study of one particular group, that of the Skudrians, in an attempt to illustrate
some of the possibilities and problems involved.

The empire at Persepolis

The Persepolis Fortification tablets, excavated in 1933/34 in the northeast Fortification sec-
tion of the Persepolis terrace, are the remnants of an archive produced and kept by a large
regional institution that had under its purview parts of present-day Fars and a section of
eastern Khazestan. Their scope is largely limited to the intake, flow, storage and redistribu-
tion of locally produced edible commodities in years 13-28 of the reign of Darius the Great
(i.e. 509-493 BC). Still, if only by the size of the surviving archive—nearly 5,000 out of an
estimated 12,000 excavated Elamite tablets have been edited—the possibilities for quantita-
tive research on life in the Achaemenid heartland are tremendous; these possibilities are just
beginning to be exploited.®

Among edited and unedited Fortification documents, Elamite texts are most numer-
ous. Second in size is a group of sealed but uninscribed tags; overlaps between the seals used
on these documents and those on the Elamite ones, as well as their format and the fact that
they were found with the Elamite texts, indicate that they form part of the same archive. The

3 Royal inscriptions in other languages may have existed too; if we are to believe Herodotus, Darius I's two
steles, one in Greek, the other inscribed with ypduuore ... Acotpa, were erected at the Bosporus
(1v.87) and another one, perhaps also multilingual, was erected at the Thracian Tearos (1v.91);
see West 1985: 281-2, 296, Schmitt 1988: 32-6. Compare also Esther 3:12 (royal decrees sent out in
many languages and scripts).

4 Richard T. Hallock published 2,120 tablets (Hallock 1969; idem 1978). A small number of individual
texts have been published by others. 2,699 additional texts have been edited by Hallock (or, in
case of the 153 “Tehran texts, edited by G.G. Cameron and and collated from photographs by
Hallock). The edition of these texts in Arface 2008b appeared too late to be considered here. A
full publication of the Hallock texts is under preparation. For an estimation of the total excavated
corpus see Jones & Stolper 2008: 37-44. For surveys of the archive see Hallock 1985; Briant 2002:

422-71, 938-47; Henkelman 2008a: 65-179 (with full bibliography).



uninscribed tags are now starting to be published; their number may amount to as much as
4,500.% A third group is that of monolingual Aramaic texts, probably not more than ca. 700
in the total corpus.® These texts are to be distinguished from a small number of Aramaic
dockets or endorsements written on Elamite tablets. Finally there is one text in Greek, one
in a language and script identified as Phrygian, one in enigmatic script, one in Akkadian and
one in Old Persian. Apart from the Akkadian legal text concerning a slave sale (Stolper 1984),
all these unica seem to belong to the Fortification archive, at least in wider sense, as indicated
by their shape, content, use of certain month names and/or seal impressions.”

As with all ancient archives, many things are taken for granted in the Fortification
tablets. The scribes were uninterested in documenting the rationale behind what was just a
daily routine for them, nor did they bother to write down details that would not serve the
purposes of control and accountability—the two raisons détre of the archive. A good example
is the allocation of commodities for cultic purposes in the Elamite texts: in only a minority of
cases (ca. 80 texts) are the divine beneficiaries actually named. Often just the #ype of offering
is mentioned (ca. 110 texts) and in about one fourth of all cases sacrificial commodities are
laconically said to be “for the gods” (ca. 60 texts).

Against this background it is surprising to find that the Persepolis scribes apparently
had a keen eye for the Empire’s ethnic diversity as it manifested itself in the accumulation
of foreign workers, travellers and specialists in the region under their purview. For adminis-
trative purposes—at least as we understand them at first glance—it would have sufhiced to
identify groups of workers (kurtas, from OPers. *grda-, “domestic staff, workman”) by the
place where they were stationed and the official responsible for them. Instead we are often
explicitly told that the workers were Lycians, Skudrians, Egyptians, etc.

1 Ethnonyms attested in the Fortification archive
In the available sample of nearly 5,000 edited texts, 26 ethnonyms occur, i.e. about as many
as in the lists of nations in the royal inscriptions. No doubt, more are to be discovered in
the unedited tablets. Quite regularly, we find groups and individuals travelling from distant
parts of the empire to Persepolis or Susa (or ‘the king, i.c. the court). In such cases stating
the origin of the travellers was, normally, sufhicient for the administration. Once they had
arrived and were staying for a longer period, however, we find them being referred to by eth-
nonym, ‘Indians, ‘Arachosians, etc. There are some cases in which there is documentation of
a travel party from a named part of the empire for which the corresponding ethnonym is not

5 See Garrison 2008 for a preliminary survey; estimation of the number of uninscribed tablets: Jones &
Stolper 2008: 44.

6 On these tablets and the seals impressed on them see the provisional surveys by Azzoni 2008 and
Dusinberre 2008; see Jones & Stolper /c. for an estimation of the number of Aramaic monolin-
gual texts.

7 'The Akkadian text (Fort. 11786) documents a slave sale and may be intrusive, although a transaction
involvinga slave girl is mentioned in an Elamite text (NN 2355:11-7). On the other unica see Stolper
& Tavernier 2007 and Henkelman 2008a: 93-5, with bibliography. On the Phrygian text, see also
below, §3.4. On multilingualism in the Fortification archive see Tavernier 2008. Akkadian, West-
Semitic, Egyptian, Anatolian and Greek anthroponyms in the Fortification archive are discussed

by idem 2002.



attested. Thus, on the basis of travel texts, one would expect stationary groups of Sagartians
and Areians, but texts documenting such groups have not been identified as yet.®

In the table below, all ethnonyms attested in the edited Fortification tablets are listed.®
The table only includes explicit cases: groups coming from, e.g., India, but not labelled as
‘Indians’ are not included here.’® Some explanations and comments on the data in the table
are given in Appendix 1.

kurtas travellers pubu & libap  specialists other total
Akaufaciya? / / / 1/1 / 1/1
Arabs / 195 /4 11/1 / / 206/5
Arachosians / / / / 3/2 3/2
Arbelans 116 /3 / / / / 116/3
Armenians? 44 /1 / / / / 44/1
‘Assyrians’ 2,568+x /14 37/1 / 1/1 1/1 2,607+/17
Babylonians 778+2x /11 186+x /8 604 /1 195 /18 6/1 1,769+/39
Bactrians 1724+2x /6 / / / 2x /2 172+/8
Cappadocians ~ 850+x /12 1,166 /6 / 1/1 / 2,017+/19
Carians 230 /2 / / / x/1 230+/3
Carmanians / 341+x /2 / / / 341+/2
Drangianians ~ / 7/2 / / / 7/2
Egyptians 5/1 1,427 /7 / 14 /5 24x /4 1,480/17
Gandharians 290 /1 291 /1 / / 1/1 582/3
Greeks >1125 /3 3x /3 / / 17 /1 >1,142+/7
‘Hattians’? 9/1 / / / / 9/1
Indians 52 /1 578+3x /19 / / 1+x /2 399+/22
Lycians 2,563+6x /55 1,443 /6 / / 40+x /4 4,046+/65
Macians / / / 3/3 / 3/3
Medes / / / 291 /1 / 291/1

8 Texts on travel rations mention large groups of tassup hallinup (possibly military troops; cf. Koch 1993:
15) coming from Sagartia (PFa 31:2-4; NN 2040:4-6; NN 2261: 16-8, 19-21, 26-9), a group of 30
[$alup] (free men) and 27 pubu (servants) from Hyrcania (NN 2512; cf. Koch 1993: 34) and 588
men from Areia (PF 2056). The tablets also mention /abnan, “the Lebanon,” but only as travel
destination (NN 1609; NN 1631).

9 Compare also Schmitt’s pioneering study on named individuals with ethnic labels (1978).

10 Key to the table: in cach column the number of persons and the number of texts are given (persons/
texts). Stationary groups of kurtas (workers) are listed under “kurtas) whereas travelling kurtas are
listed under “travellers.” Women receiving regular mothers’ bonuses are included in the kurzas cat-
egory. Groups consisting only or for the larger part of puhu (lit. “boy(s),” but in this context “serv-
ants”) or libap (“servants”) are listed under “pubu & libap,” unless they are travelling. “Specialists”

are all individuals and groups not referred to as kurtas, pubu or libap, and qualified in some way.



kurtas travellers pubhu & libap  specialists other total

Paricani / 40 /1 / / / 40/1
Parthians / / / 85 /2 / 85/2
Persians / / 90 /4 / / 90/4
Sardians / 3/1 / 9/1 / 12/2
Skudrians 4,347+5x /52 1,340+x /5 159+3x /14 / 452+2x /7 6,298+/78
Sogdians 124+2x /4 / / / 168+x /2 292+/6

The numbers given in the table are only of relative value. They are based on an incom-
plete sample and do not take into account that the same group often occurs in more than
one text."” Another problem is that some of the ethnonyms may be (partial) equivalents: the
Paricani may also have been called Arachosians, ‘Hattians’ and Arbelans may both have been
counted as ‘Assyrians, and Macians may have been understood to be Arabs. With these caveats
in mind, the numbers still tell us that thousands of non-Persians flocked at the Achaemenid
heartland at any given time during the period spanned by the Fortification tablets. More
important, they provide us with an impression of the relative proportions of foreign groups
within the institutional landscape. Thus, it appears that Skudrians by far outnumber all other
groups'?; they are followed by Lycians and ‘Assyrians’ (Syrians). Also, craftsmen, spearmen,
scribes and other people with specialist professions occur more often among certain ethnic

groups, notably those of the Egyptians and Babylonians.

2 Elamites, Medes and Persians

Perhaps most conspicuous in the table above (§2.1) are the absentees or near-absentees.
Persians occur in only four texts that share the same specific context (Persian pubu copying
tablets), Medes occur only once (quartermasters in PF 1262) and Elamites are not mentioned
at all. It is probably no coincidence that these three franian groups remain largely unmen-
tioned in the archive.

In the Fortification tablets, a host of deities is mentioned in texts on allocations for
cultic purposes.” Among these gods is Adad, whose presence was the main ground for the
long-held assumption that Babylonian gods were venerated at Persepolis and received state

11 In some cases groups are easy to identify. There is no doubt, for example, that the 162 Arabs travelling
to Makka(n) in PFa 17 are the same as those in PFa 29:54-5 (cf. Hallock 1978: 112). Similarly, we
may follow the same group of 64-65 Cappadocians at Kaupirri§ in years 22, 23 and 25 (NN 2470;
NN o0513; NN 1720; PF 2039; PF 1016). In this particular case, the detailed evidence even shows us
that four boys were promoted to a higher ration scale in August 499 and that, presumably, a fifth
boy died between December 499 and June 497 BC. Such clear cases are regular, but form a minor-
ity. More often, groups can only be identified by a study of seals, connections between locations,
personnel, etc., or cannot be identified with other groups at all. Given this uncertainty and in the
absence of an encompassing study, we have opted for simply adding all numbers of foreigners given
in the texts, even in those cases where this certainly implied double counting.

12 Asalready noted by Stolper apud Balcer 1988: 7 fn. 23.

13 Sce Henkelman 2008a: 305-51 for full discussion, with references and bibliography, of the subjects

surveyed in this section.



sponsorship. This is not entirely accurate, however: Adad had been at home in Iran since
the early second millennium and was worshipped by the Elamites down to the end of the
Neo-Elamite period. When we meet him again at Persepolis, he occurs as a god with Elamite
antecedents. All other gods mentioned in the tablets are of either Elamite or (Indo-)Iranian
origin. This exclusivity deserves emphasis. Babylonians had been present in Iran from at least
the later Neo-Elamite period onwards. Established communities, with their own internal
organisation, existed at Neo-Elamite Hidali in western Fars, at early Achaemenid Humadésu/
Matezzi§ near the future location of Persepolis, and at Achaemenid Susa (cf. §2.4 below).
There is a case to be made for the worship of Babylonian gods at such places, especially since
Babylonian expatriate communities are known to have founded temples in western Iran.'
Continued worship of Babylonian deities during the reign of Darius I seems only logical, but
is not recorded in the tablets. Similarly, the votive graffito inscribed by Greek-speaking quar-
rymen on a rock in the limestone quarry near Persepolis and reading @ EOIZ, “for the gods,”
provides elusive yet important evidence for the performance of sacrifices for Greek gods, but
these deities remain, again, unmentioned in the tablets. So, though groups of Babylonians,
Greeks, Egyptians, Lydians, etc. may have wished to venerate their proper gods and seem to
have been allowed to do so by the authorities, they in any case received no state-sponsored
commodities as sacrifices for their gods.

Despite the apparent exclusivity of the Persepolis pantheon, it has long been held
that the Elamite gods belonged to a separate sphere and constituted a Fremdkorper that was
tolerated, yet not wholeheartedly, by the authorities. In this view, Elamites were a subject
population that clung to its old (‘pagan’) beliefs and cultic practices. The idea of two sepa-
rate religious spheres, Elamite versus Persian, does not stand up to close scrutiny, however.
Rather, we find that gods of Elamite and Indo-Iranian descent were treated indiscriminately,
were served by people with Iranian and Elamite names and titles, and were often venerated
at the same location. The background for this is undoubtedly to be found in the centuries
of cohabitation of Indo-Iranian and Elamite groups on the Iranian plateau. In this view, a
Persian identity and culture emerged, in the first place, from the acculturation and progres-
sive integration of these two groups. The Persepolis pantheon may consequently be seen as
truly Persian in the sense that it is both unitary in terms of identity (all the gods of Parsa)
and heterogeneous in the sense that the different cultural strands that contributed to it are
still visible to us.

What is true for the divine, applies to the human world as well: ‘Elamites’ do appear
in the Fortification tablets, but only as a travel destination, i.c. as a reference to the satrapy
of Elam proper (Khuizestan; cf. Henkelman 2008a: 343-50). Nevertheless, there must have
been a substantial minority of Elamite-speaking people in the region under purview of the
archive. This is most clear in the case of the scribes of the Elamite tablets, some of whom
(but certainly not all) were native speakers of the language. The circumstance that tablets

14 As the case of the Marduk sanctuary at Til A$uri in northwestern Iran shows (see Henkelman 2008a:
337). Also, legal documents drawn up by the expatriate Babylonians sometimes invoke gods as guar-
antors of the agreements. Note especially BM 79013, from Hadalu = Hidali (Leichty 1983), a depo-
sition recording the arrangement of a future inheritance before the “assembly of the Babylonians.”
The document invokes Samas and Sarpanitu, which could suggest the presence of divine symbols

in this assembly.



from some regions within the institution’s territory show a higher than average concentra-
tion of Elamite proper names and the use of Elamite month names are best explained from
the assumed survival of milieus in which Elamite was the language of choice. It is a matter of
speculation how many people spoke Elamite as their first language in the Achaemenid heart-
land at the time of Darius, but it would not be surprising to find that they outnumbered all
the foreign groups of Babylonians, Egyptians, Skudrians, etc. The absence of ‘Elamites’ as a
distinct group in the tablets is therefore most eloquent: Elamophony (and Elamonymy) was
a present, but it was not a marker of an ethnic identity recognised in the administrative texts.
Significantly, the only four cases where the ethnicity of the scribes of the texts is indicated,
they are being described not as ‘Elamites; but as ‘Persians.’ That their ethnicity is indicated
at all is, moreover, only to differentiate them from the frequently-mentioned Babylonian
scribes (who wrote in Aramaic). Otherwise, ‘Persians’ do not occur, a logical circumstance
in an archive predominantly dealing with Persians and Persian matters."®

That the ethnonym ‘Mede’ is also a great rarity may be explained by analogy with the
‘Elamites. It is hardly conceivable that speakers of Median dialects were as good as absent in
the Persepolis economy—atfter all, many ‘Median’ forms and names are found transcribed
in the Elamite of Persepolis—but their Median identity, if any, did apparently not matter
for the administrators.® The single occurrence of “Median quartermasters” (PF 1262) may
be explained as a means to distinguish them from Jocal/ quartermasters, i.e. individuals who
were employed within the Persepolis economy, who must have been considered ‘Persian;
and whose ethnicity is therefore not indicated. The Median quartermasters, by contrast,
seem to have been part of a group of salup (“free men,” vel sim.) and their servants who had
come from abroad (Media) and stayed in Fars for a limited time span.?” If anything, these

15 Compare the Acropole archive from Neo-Elamite Susa (Scheil 1907 and idem 1911 n° 309) in which
‘Elamites’ occur only once (*tha-tam-ti-ib[-be] in S 154:27) and ‘Persians’ (parsip) fourteen times
(references in Vallat 1993: 210-1). For these parsip, and for the problem of the origins of Persian
identity and its developments during the reigns of the Teispid and the early Achaemenid kings see
also Henkelman [forthc. 2].

16 Lewis (1980) suggested that the Datiya of NN 1809 be identified with Datis the Mede, the Persian
commander at Marathon. If this Datis really was a Mede (Hdt. v1.94), it is certainly interesting
that primary evidence from Persepolis does not identify him as such (but note that Plut. Mor. 305b,
Paus. X.28.6 and Suda s.v. Adrig call him a Persian; see also Briant 2002: 893). This case contrasts
with that of Abbatema ‘the Indian, also a high-ranking individual travelling on the royal road
(PF 0785, PF 1317 and PF 1558). Note that Abbatema’s name can be interpreted as Iranian or Indian
(Tavernier 2007a: 106 [4.2.57]). On Abbatema see Lewis 1977: 5 fn. 14, Koch 1986: 138, 140-1, idem
1993: 37-8, Giovinazzo 2000/01: 68-72, Bivar 1988: 205-6.

17 'The composition of the group of 118 sa/up and 173 libap (servants), as well as the period they received
flour (25 days rather than one or several whole months), is indicative of a travelling group whose
stay in the region under purview of the Persepolis administrators was relatively short and tempo-
rary. Texts mentioning (Persian) quartermasters operating within the Persepolis economy: PF 0475,
PF 0565, PF 1011, PF 1044, PFa 27, PFa 29:20-2. Compare the case of the ‘Median’ bé/ témi in a text
from the Eanna archive of Uruk (discussed by Stolper 1989: 302); here too the qualification seems
geographical rather than ethnic and is explicable from the administrative context. For other (rare)

references to ‘Medes’ in Achaemenid Babylonia see Jursa 2003: 171-2.



quartermasters were special because their affiliation with the Persepolis economy was tempo-
rary and indirect. They were outsiders in administrative terms, not because they were Medes.
In other words: the label ‘Median’ was not used as ethnic, but as geographical qualifier. The
Median quartermasters differed not only from their Persian colleagues, but also from groups
of, e.g., Lycian kurtas who were much more closely, and for a longer periods, incorporated in
the institutional economy.

From an institutional perspective, speakers of Elamite, Median or Persian were all con-
sidered to be ‘us; whereas the qualification of groups, travellers and specialists as Egyptian or
Carian meant that, as much as they were part of the empire, they were considered foreigners
in the heartland. But what did this imply in practical terms apart from the circumstance that
their gods were not sponsored by the state?

3 Administrative labelling

One could imagine that labelling groups of kurtas (labourers) and individual specialists as
Lycians, Egyptians, etc. was simply a means to say that they were foreign to the Achaemenid
heartland and therefore subject to different treatment. This is, however, certainly not obvi-
ous from the tablets: groups of workers with ethnic labels appear to be as diverse as groups
without such labels. There are, in both categories, kurtas receiving base rations that barely
reach the subsistence level, and specialists who receive much higher allowances. There are
foreign libap and pubu (servants), but also salup (free men). Also, as is particularly clear in
the case of the Skudrians, expatriate groups were also eligible for various bonuses, such as the
gratuities for mothers of newborn children (cf. §3.3 below).

If a difference in treatment is not immediately obvious, it might be that ethnic label-
ling was primarily a phenomenon rooted in the organisation of work groups. Such is sug-
gested by a passage from Herodotus describing the work at the Mt. Athos, where groups
of workers were divided kot €6ven and were assigned to digging separate stretches of the
canal.’® At Persepolis too, the administration may indeed have deemed it practical to keep
ethnic groups together as much as was possible. In this context, it is interesting to compare
the evidence from the tablets with the so-called Susa Charter (DSf/DSz/DSaa), a family of
building inscriptions celebrating the construction of Darius’ palace at Susa as an accomplish-
ment emerging from the joint labour of the empire’s many nations and as a unity forged from
precious materials retrieved from the farthest corners of the oecumene, the “earth wide and
far” over which the King of Kings held sway. Two versions of the same inscription (DSfand
DSz) describe the building history as a series of steps undertaken by pairs of foreign teams:
Carians and Greeks, Greeks and Lydians, Medes and Egyptians (twice), and Lydians and
Egyptians."®

18 Hde. vir.23; on the passage see Briant 2002: 401, 411, 454-5 and Kuhrt 2007 11: 818.

19 Though the charter applies to Susa and the tablets to Persepolis, the differences between the two are
most likely to be explained from the fact that the former is not a precise documentary source, but
an ideological statement, principally designed to accentuate the vastness of the empire (materials
from far-away places) and the harmony and order created therein by the King of Kings’ (work
teams with a variety of ethnic combinations). It has been argued that DSf and DSz (and DSaa)
are variations of one text or parts of the same inscription-family rather than texts with a different

historical background (Henkelman 2003b; compare Kozuh 2003 on XPb and XPd).



In the Fortification texts, there are only a few cases of two ethnonyms appearingjointly
in a single text. Most ethnonyms do not appear in combinations; the exceptions are Lycians
and the Skudrians. Lycians appear twice with Bactrians and six times with Skudrians. Texts
that mention Skudrians and Lycians often also mention professional (rather than ethnic)
groups known as harrinup and pasap.?° This may indicate that a special (burcaucratic) context
lay behind the combined appearances. Apart from the aforementioned cases, there is only one
further combination: that of Bactrians and Indians (NN 0939).2" None of the teams from the
Susa Charter is attested at Persepolis, though some of the workforces in the Fortification tab-
lets certainly were involved in building projects. But more significant is the fact that among
296 texts, there are only nine that mention more than one ethnonym.??

That groups of foreigners were, at least bureaucratically, kept separate can also be illus-
trated by the following case. Large groups of Egyptians were on their way to Tamukkan
in years 21 and 23 of the reign of Darius.?® It secems that these Egyptians were primarily
stonemasons (or quarrymen), although there were also painters among them. Their activity
is not difficult to guess: the Tamukkan mentioned is probably the coastal town/region of
that name, known in Greek as (Cape) Taékn and in contemporary Babylonian documents
as Tah(u)makka and Tahuka.?* The toponym should be situated in the region around mod-
ern Borazgan, the sub-province of Dastestan, which hosts a number of archaeological sites
from the (early) Achaemenid period, including columned structures south of Borazgan itself.
This complex, often referred to as a ‘pavilion, may be the remains of a regional palatial and
administrative centre.?® The Egyptians may have been involved in the building or extend-
ing of this site or other sites in the region. They were not the only workers involved in the
project, however: substantial groups of Skudrians, Cappadocians and Lydians were directed

20 Bactrians and Lycians: PF 1947: 59-61, 64-5. Bactrians and Indians: NN 0939. Lycians and Skudrians:
PF 1006, PF 1823. Lycians, Skudrians and harrinup: PF 1172, NN 1827. Lycians, Skudrians, har-
rinup and pasap: PF 1171, NN 0916. Skudrians, harrinup and pasap: PF 1091. Skudrians and har-
rinup: NN 1198. Skudrians and pirrasanas (“polishers”): NN 1396. See also Uchitel 1991: 130-2,
who takes harrinup as an ethnic designation and thus arrives at the (unwarranted) conclusion that
ethnically mixed teams are frequently found in the archive.

21 One more combination is found in the Treasury Tablets: PT 15 has ‘Hattians, Egyptians and
Greceks.

22 An unprovenanced Achaemenid Elamite administrative text, YBC 16813, mentions Assyrians and
Egyptians together (cf. fn. 37 below).

23 A group of 547 Egyptian kurtas travelled to Tamukkan in Dar. 21 (PF 1557); they may have been stone-
masons, like the group of 690 Egyptians travelling to Tamukkan in 1v/237 (NN 0480). Compare
also the 106 Egyptian stonemasons who were sent from Susa (to Tamukkan?) and received travel
rations somewhere in the Fahliyan region (NN 1922). A group of 29 Egyptian painters (karsup)
came from Tamukkan in 111/23; these workers may also have been on their return journey.

24 Tubxn: Prol. Geogr. vi.4.2 (cf. V1.4.3, viiL21.15). Tah(u)makka/Tahuka: Zadok 1976: 72, Wunsch 2003:
112-4 and Tavernier 2007a: 397-8 [4.3.218-9]. See Henkelman 2008a: 116-17, idem 2008b: 304-10
and Tolini 2008.

25 See Boucharlat 2005: 236; further references in Henkelman 2008b: 306.



to the same place.?® It would seem that the separate documents drafted to account for the
rations issued to these various groups means that they acted as ethnically defined teams in
the building program.

The case of Tamukkan is illuminating, but also irregular in the sense that the coastal
town of this name (as opposed to inland Tamukkan) may not have fallen directly under the
purview of the Persepolis administrators. It is not the only such case, however: at Kurra (pos-
sibly Képpa in Ptol. Geogr. v1.4.6) too, we find the nations flocking together: Babylonians,
‘Sardians’ (Lydians), Cappadocians, Lycians and Skudrians. Some of these are specialists,
such as the Lydian blacksmiths (PF 0873). Others have designated tasks that may not have
required much craftsmanship, such as the Lydian zutannuyap, stockyard-workers (PF 1142)
and, possibly, the Babylonian SSGIrRM®S-huttip (PF 0868, NN 1385).27 Others again have
no designation at all; this is the case with the Skudrians (NN 0750, NN 1968) and the
Cappadocians (NN 1166). There are no texts relating to Kurra that mention two ethnonyms,
even though some of the dates coincide, i.e. several groups were present and working there
simultaneously.

26 A group of 150 (female) Skudrians travelled to Tamukkan in 111/23 (PF 1363, PF 2055 and PFa 18). No
less than 980 Cappadocians were sent to Usbaka at Tamukkan in 1x/21 (PFa 30:11-3). Two groups
of Lycians were sent in the same direction: 303 in v1/21 (PFa 30:14-6) and 161 in 1x/23 (Fort. 9408).
Compare also the 74 kurtas (no ethnicity indicated) sent to Tamukkan in Dar. 24 (NN 1858) and
the cight stonemasons who are escorted to the same place in viri/20 (NN o111).

27 The meaning of SSGIRMFS-huttip could be “vessel-makers” In Akkadian writing, (¥8)GIR is the regular
logogram for kirru, “large vessel (for liquids),” but *¢GIR is also attested, in Old Akkadian (CAD
K 408-10 s.v. kirru; Borger 2004: 364). In Elamite, the use of GIR for “vessel, jar” could either be
old (i.e. loaned at an early date), or result from homophonic simplification (cf. Neo-Elamite E.GAL
for £.GAL, or the Achaemenid Elamite writing of NUMUN, when split between lines, as NU+MAN).
This second possibility is especially attractive when GIR is a pseudo-logogram which was actually
pronounced /kir/ or /kirrum/ in Elamite. That the profession of the Babylonians is indicated,
may imply that they were not performing simple base labour. If so, and if our suggestion is cor-
rect, the GIgGIRMﬁg—huﬂip were probably producers of vessels made from stone or metal (cf. Akk.
kirru). This also agrees with the fact that some “vessel-makers” occur as individual recipients and
are introduced by name (PF 1946:79-80; PF 2079; NN 2493:4-5). Earlier, Hinz (1971: 295) sug-
gested that SSGIRMES means “Obst-Saft,” hence his “Scherbetbereiter” (sic) for SSGIRMES-huttip.
EW s.v. G18.GIR Ig.hh.hu-ut-ti-ip followed this explanation (“Mostmacher, Scherbetbereiter”),
adding that the logogram should be considered a ‘pseudo-Sumerogram’ and that it stands for
Elamite annan ot innan, “Most.” SSGIRMES-huttira (sg.) and innan indeed appear in the same text
(PF 2079), but in different positions; nothing suggests that the words are equivalents. In addition,
the identification with annan would leave the use of the ‘pseudo-Sumerogram’ GIR unexplained
after all. It is true, on the other hand, that annan is regularly collocated with wine and is itemised,
in liquid measure, at the beginning of wine calculations in journals (c.g., PF 1954, NN 0548) and
accounts (e.g., NN 0091, NN 2196). annan was sometimes used to process (conserve) fruit (e.g.,
NN 0695, NN 1004) and could be ramiya “fine, refined” (NN 1637). It may indeed be unprocessed
juice from grapes or young wine (cf. EW s.v. an-na-an, “Rebsaft, Fruchtsaft, Most”). There are no
annan-makers, however, as there are SSGIRMES-makers. Incidentally, the case of “GISTNMES wine” in

NN 2492:1-2 must be an error (SSINMES is normally used for “straw”), probably for in-na-an.



The feature that makes Kurra particularly interesting for our present question is that
some of the relevant texts identify those responsible for the teams of workers by name. These
officials, characterised by the term saramanna, drew up the ration lists for groups under their
command and ordered suppliers at local storehouses to issue the necessary commodities.
They probably also kept rosters and running lists of the ration scales.?® At Kurra different
Saramanna officials were responsible for individual foreign groups: Rasda took care of the
Lycians, I$barami§duma of the Babylonians,?? and Ir$ena of the Lydians.3® This suggests that
expatriate groups were indeed kept separate and that the circumstance that the individual
texts rarely mention more than one ethnonym is a reflection of this practice. In this respect it
is interesting to note that Rasda, a high-ranking official with direct links to the royal house,
had a variety of responsibilities—as appears from the nearly hundred texts that mention his
name—but commanded only teams of Lycians, not any other group of foreign workers.*?

That the foreign workers at Persepolis and other sites in Fars were being put to work
as separate units may in some cases be due not so much to specialist craftsmanship but to a
pre-existing internal organisation and hierarchy. This was certainly the case for the group of
forty farm workers from Uruk’s Eanna temple who were sent, during the seventh (?) year of
Cambyses, to Matannan in Fars to help construct a “palace of the king.”*? The temple was
responsible for recruiting workers for corvée labour, and organising and financing their jour-
ney to Iran. A certain Labasi was given the responsibility to escort the workers and was held
responsible for effectuation of the labour at Matannan. Given this background, mixing the
Babylonians with other foreign workers and then dividing them into new groups assigned to
work at Matannan would unnecessarily complicate matters, especially since the Babylonian
workers would be in Persia for a limited time.

It is tempting to extrapolate from this case to the reign of Darius and the Fortification
contexts. It must be admitted, though, that we cannot be sure that the corvée labourers from
Uruk would have been considered as regular foreign kurzas by the Persepolis administrators.

28 Such lists were presumably kept on waxed boards, as in Neo-Babylonian administrative practice. On
Saramanna and its implications see Henkelman 2008a: 128-31, 143 (with bibliography).

29 Kbaramisduma is mentioned in NN 1385 with 150 Babylonian SSGIRM®S-puztip. In PF 0868 an Iibarina
occurs with 56 Babylonian SSGIRMFS-huttip. Both text pertain to Kurra. Given the contexts, it is
highly likely that ‘Isbarina’ is an abbreviated form of ‘Isbaramisduma.’ Confirmation is found in
a third text, NN 1380, in which 154 SSGIRMFS-huttip occur, this time without being qualified as
Babylonians. The composition of the group is nearly the same as in NN 1385, the document per-
tains to Kurra and is has an impression of PFS 0797, also found on the other two texts. Whereas
the responsible official in NN 1385 is called Isbarami§duma, the one in NN 1380 goes by the name
I$barina. No doubt the same individual is meant.

30 In other places, notably Rakkan, (the same?) Irdena is responsible for various foreign groups; cf. Uchitel
1989: 226-9.

31 PF 0860, PF 1003, PF 1004, PF 1005 and PF 1142. In PF 1005 the Lycians are said to be “of Irdabama,”
i.e. belonging to the domain of the most economically active royal woman. As Raida seems to
have operated as her steward and many 4urzas under his command worked for Irdabama, it is
not unlikely that all the Lycians in the five texts just mentioned belonged to her domain. Other
Lycians of Irdabama: PF 1002.

32 On the text see Henkelman & Kleber 2007 and Henkelman [forthc.] §4.



The matter hinges on the vexing problem of the status of the kurtas—were they seasonal
workers on corvée duty or rather a dependent and even exploited part of the heartland popu-
lation including large permanent communities of deportees 233

Bearing the above caveat in mind, one possibility should not remain unmentioned. As
stated above, workers recruited for corvée labour by Babylonian temples would travel with
their own sustenance, i.c. either commodities in kind or silver, since the payment of rations
was part of the temples” obligation.®* If they had their own supplies, such workers would not
show up in the Fortification archive, since this corpus deals with the circulation of locally
produced commodities (to workers and others), not with workers and their labour as such.
If, on the other hand, foreign workers came with silver in order to obtain the required com-
modities locally, their appearance in the archive would not be illogical: it is easily imaginable
that, in lieu of their silver, foreign teams would be incorporated in the local redistribution
system and receive their daily rations from the institution’s stores. If that were the case, it
would be important to keep a separate dossier for each foreign group, so that their account
could be settled. If external finance was of some importance in the labour carried out by
foreign workers at Persepolis, it would help to explain the ubiquitous use of ethnic labels.
The problem with this view is, however, that we have no way of testing this hypothesis: apart
from the gangs of workers sent by Babylonian temples, there is no comparable information

on groups from other satrapies.

4 The case of the Babylonians
The Akkadian text (Fort. 11786) found among the Fortification tablets is a regular slave
sale. The document is unusual because it was not only found outside Babylonia, but was
also drafted locally, before a group of local witnesses. It is the product of a community *“of
Babylonian permanent residen