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Inge Nielsen

Introduction

This book contains the majority of the
papers presented at the conference on
“The Royal Palace Institution in the First
Millennium BC” held under the auspices
of the Danish Institute at Athens, Novem-
ber 17-20, 1999. The purpose of the con-
ference and of the present book is to use
the royal palace, a term covering both the
building and the institution, as a kind of
microcosm to illuminate historical pro-
cesses, including the relationship between
conquerors and conquered. Also the vari-
ous notions of kingship, and the develop-
ment of the roles of the king and the
monarchy, may be studied through this
institution, as may the process of accultur-
ation between East and West. Being at the
same time the centre of power and the
centre for the creation of cultural cur-
rents, this institution may throw light on
other parts of society as well. Thus the
king and his court always played a norma-
tive role in the society they ruled, consti-
tuting a model for the aristocracy as well
as for the (urban) upper class. It was to the
palaces that the rich and powerful turned
to be informed of how they ought to
build their houses and villas and embellish
them after the latest fashion, and also of
how to conduct themselves and what to
appreciate and rate highly.

The royal palace institution has from far
back in time been very central to the
societies of the Near East and Egypt, as
was the case in the Minoan and Myce-
naean period in Greece. In the First Mil-
lennium we see two major powers span
the gab between East and West, namely
the Achaemenid Empire and the Hellenis-
tic Empires. They constituted themselves
in areas with an old monarchic tradition,
whether Egypt, Urartu, Assyria (already an

Empire), Babylonia, or Macedonia, as well
as in areas dominated by Greek city-states.
It is one of the tasks of this volume to
study how these new great kings set about
creating palatial institutions suitable to
reign conquered land.

With the creation of a great empire fol-
lowed the necessity to delegate the power,
or at least the administration, which meant
the formation of a hierarchy of “states
within the state”, which in status extended
from the nuclear areas of the empire to
semi-independent vassal monarchies, with
various grades of governor-ruled areas and
satrapies in between. Of course this affect-
ed the palace both as an institution and as
a building. Its contents and appearance
may thus reveal the new status of this or
that area after the conquest of one or the
other of these great kings. Not only the
buildings themselves may help to throw
light on the life in the palace and the
“nationality” and status of its inhabitants,
however; the same is the case with the
many finds made in the various rooms
and parts of the palace, as well as its
embellishment and decoration. Both rich
artifacts imported from other parts of the
kingdom/empire or from outside its bor-
ders, as well as more humble tools and
implements, stores, etc. may be of help to
us here.

Although many of the articles in this
volume treat single palaces or groups of
palaces from an archaeological point of
view, this does not mean that the written
sources have been disregarded. Although
the comments of the ancient authors in
this regard is rather well known, these
sources are always open to new interpreta-
tions. A very important tool is the epi-
graphical material, which has attracted



increasing attention in later years and
meant that much information has been
added. It is clear that only by using all
available sources is it possible to reach a
trustworthy picture.

A natural focus in many articles has
been on the functions of the palaces. It is
obvious that a study of the functions as
well as their eventual development may
illuminate the type of monarchy housed
in the palace. Also the situation of the
palace, whether in an isolated area or in
the centre of the city, is highly indicative
of the king’s relationship to his people, as
is its degree of visibility and accessibility.
As for the king’s helpers in ruling and
administrating his kingdom, the type of
palace chosen by them in the various
provinces may partly say something about
the situation before the conquest, and

partly about the manner of administration.

One of the main aims of the confer-
ence, to create a common ground for
scholars in various fields of study, both
geographically and thematically, has been
amply achieved also in this volume. Thus
both nuclear areas, such as Iran and Mace-
donia, and peripheral areas of varied status
have been treated. One of the latter areas
is constituted by Armenia, Iberia and
Albania 1n the Caucasus, on which special
emphasis had been placed because of the
many interesting palatial buildings found
here, and because of the relative ignorance
of this area among many scholars. Another
such area is Syria. Finally, there is a special
focus on Parthia, since it represents an
independent state with close ties to both
of its predecessors, the Achaemenid and
the Seleucid empires. A comparison with

_the “centres” in the various periods will
hopetully prove fruitful for the discussion
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also of the, all too well known, but
nonetheless important notion of centre-
periphery.

In almost all the articles, the great
importance of the connections between
East and West, that is, between the Greek
and the “Oriental” world, have been
underlined. Although each monarch and
each kingdom had its own predilections
and ideologies, none of them existed in a
vacuum. The continuous and often close
contact between these two “worlds” has
been amply documented, and although
the gap or limit parting them has not
been eliminated, it has certainly been
crossed and also somewhat blurred. This, I
consider one of the highest achievements
of the present book.

After an introductory article with a great
chronological and geographical range, the
book has as far as possible been structured
chronologically, with four major periods:
the period before the Achaemenid King-
dom, including articles on Cyprus, Assyria
and Babylon; the Achaemenid Period,
including articles on the early
Achaemenid palaces in the centre, as well
as treatments of palaces of the periphery,
such as Armenia and Georgia. The Hel-
lenistic Period 1s especially documented in
Macedonia, the Caucasian states, and Syr-
ia, and by an overview article concerning
a special phenomenon, the garden. An
article on the Parthian palaces of the
Arsacid dynasty finishes the volume.

In the first article, David Braund has
chosen to illuminate the Greek view of
monarchy and the crucial relationship
between polis and palace by focusing on
three central ancient authors: Herodotus,
Euripides and Plutarch. Through these,



and many other sources, he shows which
qualities were considered crucial for a
good king, and which should be avoided.
[t is important that in general, the view
on monarchy is not consistently negative,
and that the palace had a central role to
play, as had the god Dionysus as a destroy-
er of (bad) palaces, but also as a supporter
of good kings. It is no coincidence that
Dionysus in the Hellenistic period became
one of the most popular tutelary deities
among the new rulers of the East.

Stephen Lumsden sees the world from
another side, that of the great Neo-Assyri-
an Empire. He studies the strategies used
by the Assyrian kings to control their
empire from the palaces and the great
influence of these on their imperial suc-
cessors, the Achaemenids in this regard.
The policy of mass movement of con-
quered peoples and the following accul-
turation, taking place not least in the new
capital cities, is studied as well. One of the
roles of these new cities with their palaces
placed in citadels was thus to diminish the
power of the old local elites and to create
new elites dependent only on the king.
This imperial policy was taken over not
only by the Achaemenids, but also by the
Hellenistic rulers of the East.

Thierry Petit describes how this period
of Assyrian rule influenced the situation of
far away Cyprus indirectly. Using anthro-
pological and ethnological methods, he
studies the development of the kingdoms
of Cyprus and the chronology of their
creation. Basing himself specifically on the
recent excavations of a palace and temple
in Amathus, he argues for a development
from a petty chiefdom to a monarchy.
Petit supports the theory of an inspiration
from Phoenicia and, directly, from the

Phoenician colony of Kition for the
development of these local monarchies,
rather than accepting a sub-Mycenaean
development 300 years earlier. The palace
of Amathus may support this theory, but at
the same time dates this development half
a century earlier than is usually done.

A crucial role in filling the vacuum
after the fall of the Neo-Assyrian Empire
was played by the Neo-Babylonian King-
dom. Amélie Kuhrt collects the material
which may illuminate the palace and the
palace institution of this period, centred
upon Babylon. An important difference to
Assyria is the placement of the palace in
the city rather than in an independent
citadel, although the close relationship
with the principal sanctuaries of the city
remains the same. She places special focus
on the functions served by the Babylonian
palaces, which may be elucidated primari-
ly through the written sources. The reuse
of these palaces by both the Achaemenids
and the Seleucids without much change,
shows how new dynasts and their helpers
adapted to local circumstances.

The creation of the great Achaemenid
Empire meant also the creation of suitable
palace architecture. With the well-known
diversity among the palaces of the various
Neo-Assyrian kings in mind, David
Stronach has made a diachronic investiga-
tion of the palace-activities of the three
first Achaemenid kings, Cyrus the Great,
Cambyses, and Darius. He concludes that
the uniformity of these palaces is not so
great as has been previously argued, and
that each king contributed in his own way
(and with his specific political message) to
create what has become to be regarded as
Achaemenid architecture, the qualities and
legacies of which he discusses.



Two of the most important Achae-
menid royal palaces were situated in Pasar-
gadae and Susa, the former being built by
Cyrus the Great from scratch, the latter
placed by Darius in an old Elamite city. In
his article, Rémy Boucharlat investigates the
surroundings of these two very different
palaces in order to trace whether these
palaces were, in fact, so isolated as it now
seems. On the background of new investi-
gations in Pasagadae, he shows that Cyrus’
palace was, indeed, surrounded by some
kind of dwellings. In Susa, on the other
hand, there is only very little to indicate
the continued presence of a city near the
palace; rather was only the military sta-
tioned there, and the old inhabitants were
moved to an as yet unknown spot. In any
case the new investigations in Pasargadae
show that the Achaemenid palaces could,
indeed, be placed in cities, and in Susa, the
author sees great opportunities in a similar
search for non-permanent structures by
using modern methods.

From the centres of the Achaemenid
Empire we move with Florian Knauss to
the periphery, in this case to present day
Georgia in the Caucasus. Basing himself
on the recent Georgian-German excava-
tions in Gumbati, East Georgia, where a
very Achaemenid-looking monumental
building of the late 5th-4th century was
found, he argues that the Acaemenid pres-
ence in this area has been underestimated.
Not only the palace of Gumbati, but also
similar structures found in Armenia and
Azerbaijan, indicates that the Achaemenids
did, in fact, rule this area for a certain
period. That this was indeed the case is
also underlined by other buildings in
Georgia, as well as by the many finds of
Achaemenid court-art there.
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The situation in Armenia is discussed
by two scholars, Aminia Kanetsian and
Felix Ter-Martirossov. Also here, there is a
current discussion whether or not the
Achaemenids ruled and built palaces in
the area. Kanetsian gives us an overview of
the many palatial structures preserved in
Armenia and stresses the strong Urartian
palace-tradition in this area, forming part,
as it did, of this great kingdom in the early
first millennium BC. She sees a heavy
influence from the Urartian palaces upon
the new Achaemenid palaces, including
the apadana hall. Ter-Martirossov, treating
the many columnar structures in the
palaces of Armenia, does not deny the
presence of such hypostyle halls in Urar-
tian palaces, either, but sees the develop-
ment from an elongated hall to a square
hypostyle building/apadana as a sign of
Achaemenid presence and as a royal pre-
rogative of this dynasty.

With the Macedonian king Alexander
the Great’s huge conquests in the East,
which resulted in the inclusion of the
entire Achaemenid Empire from Egypt to
India, this new great king, and his succes-
sors, the diadochi, faced considerable
problems. A presentation of the inspira-
tional sources for the palaces of these new
kings is given by Inge Nielsen, taking as a
point of departure the royal gardens, since
gardens constituted a crucial element in
the palaces and a well-known way of
showing richness and power. Three types
of gardens with various predecessors are
studied, partly the great parks surrounding
the palaces, the paradeisoi, which, it is
argued, was taken over from the
Achaemenids, partly the enclosed gardens
placed near the palace-building, which
may have been inspired partially from the



Greek gymnasia, and finally the peristyle
garden with clear models in old Egyptian
palaces, thus illustrating the great eclecti-
cism of the new Hellenistic kings.

Alexander the Great came from Mace-
donia, and the type of monarchy and
palace existing here is accordingly of the
greatest importance for understanding the
Hellenistic situation. M. B. Hatzopoulos
treats in his article a very central subject,
namely the relationship between palace
and polis in Macedonia. He refutes the
long held view that no cities existed in
Macedonia, and that the palaces lay rather
isolated. Basing himself on the large epi-
graphical material which has been pub-
lished in recent years, he argues that both
the palace in the old capital of Vergina,
and the palace in the new capital of Pella,
was situated in close relation to the cities,
and that these cities had a constitution
very similar to the poleis of Greece. The
close relationship between the Macedo-
nian kings and their Friends and subjects
is thus underlined also by the accessibility
of the palaces.

That the palace in the first capital,
Vergina/Aigai was, in fact, far from isolat-
ed is also shown by Chryssoula Saatsoglou-
Paliadeli, who in her contribution at the
same time presents new excavations in the
peculiar round room or tholos in that
palace. The close relationship between
palace and city is shown both in the
placement of the theatre just below the
palace, and in the closeness of the agora to
it. The function of the tholos in the palace
itself may now to be ascertained as a sanc-
tuary of the tutelary deity of the Macedo-
nian kings, Herakles, and the structures
which have previously made this interpre-
tation difficult are now dated to a period

after a major destruction connected with
the Roman conquest.

When the new kings, who were mostly
of Macedonian stock, were to rule the
enormous kingdoms constituting the her-
itage of Alexander the Great, they needed
many palaces. Since the palaces of the new
capitals of Antiochia, Seleucia on the
Tigris, and Alexandria have not been pre-
served, it is of crucial importance also for
this reason to study the palaces of the
governors of these kings. One such palace
has recently been excavated in Syria, near
the great bend of the Euphrates. Its exca-
vator, Graeme Clarke, presents in his article
this highly interesting building, and dis-
cusses the functions of the various rooms.
He concludes that although superficially
the palace looks Greek/Macedonian, this
is not the case in detail. A comparison
with the nearby palaces of Dura Europos
supports the great importance of local
architecture and of climate for the appear-
ance of this early Hellenistic Seleucid
palace.

Other areas formerly under
Achaemenid rule became independent
during the Hellenistic period. This is the
case with Caucasian Iberia, the eastern
Georgia of today, where a local dynasty
reigned from its capital of Mtschketa,
while various buildings for the administra-
tion of the kingdom were spread all over
the area. Vachtang Licheli gives a short pre-
sentation of the excavated structures of
the post-Achaemenid period and discusses
their chronology. One of the most inter-
esting buildings excavated in recent years
in Caucasian Iberia is the palace-complex
of Dedoplis Gora, situated near the very
important, perhaps dynastic temple of
Dedoplis Mindori. Its excavator, Iulon

IT



Gagoschidze, interprets the numerous finds
of the excavated parts of this palace,
including mainly magazines, workshops,
and offices, although the rich finds fallen
from the first floor show that luxurious
rooms existed there. This rare and lucky
preservation of an unplundered palace
may thus give us detailed information on
the in most cases unknown palatial ser-
vice-sector.

In Caucasian Albania, the Azerbaijan of
today, monumental structures have also
been found from this period in the old
capital of Gabala. Its excavator Ilyas
Babayev in his article gives a short over-
view of the public buildings found in this
area, among them a very large oval struc-
ture with inner columns, and discusses
their function.

Also Parthia gained its independence
during the Hellenistic period. As a former
province first of Achaemenid Persia and
then of the Seleucid kingdom, Parthia was
influenced from both of the two major
empires of the first millennium BC. When
the Arsacid dynasts finally succeeded in
liberating this area from the Seleucids,
they had to create not only a quite new
administration, but also to built new
palaces to house it. While the famous
Parthian palace in Ctesiphon on the other
side of the river from Seleucia on the
Tigris has not been preserved, this is, on
the other hand, the case with what is
probably the first palace of this new
dynasty, in Old Nisa, situated on a hill
opposite the city itself. The head of the
excavations of this palace Antonio In-
vernizzi discusses the functions of the vari-
ous buildings found here, many of them
unique in form and with a very interest-
ing sculptural decoration, which under-
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lines the eclecticism of the Parthian kings,
also amply illustrated in the architecture
and in the other arts. The change of func-
tion of certain buildings may also perhaps
illustrate a change in the monarchy. Thus
Invernizzi draws attention to certain simi-
larities to Macedonian palace architecture,
perhaps a reflection of a similarity in type
of rule.

The background for the conference was
the wish to create a network on the royal
palace institution in Antiquity. It is the
purpose of this network to strengthen the
co-operation between scholars of classical
Antiquity and scholars of the Ancient
Near East and Egypt. The contact be-
tween these two areas of research has
often been slight or entirely lacking, with
the result that the understanding of a giv-
en subject, whether a certain period, or, as
is the case here, a certain institution, has
become too narrow, and often misleading.
Interdisciplinarity being crucial in this
regard, historians and archaeologists as well
as scholars in other relevant disciplines are
invited to join in. While the present vol-
ume treats the royal palace institution in
the 1st millennium BC, it is the idea that
the network should cover also the Roman
period, and thus include the third great
ancient empire spanning the gab between
East and West. The palace institution
would indeed be very well suited to illu-
minate the change of type of monarchy
from the Hellenistic to the early Roman
period too, as well as the gradual develop-
ment towards an Oriental-style autocracy
in late Antiquity.

Lastly, I should like to thank all the speak-

ers, the majority of whom have also writ-



ten in this volume, as well as the other
participants in the conference, for having
contributed from their different angles to
create many fruitful discussions. Thanks
are also due to the then Director of the
Danish Institute at Athens, Signe Isager,
for accepting to publish the results in the
Institute’s series of Monographs, and for

help and support during the planning of
the conference. Economic support from
the Danish Research Council for the
Humanities and from the Hjer]l Hansen
Foundation has made the realization of
the conference as well as of the present
presentation of its results possible.
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David Braund

Palace and polis: Dionysus, Scythia
and Plutarch’s Alexander

The purpose of this paper is to explore
the significance of palaces by bringing
together some apparently-disparate
accounts (especially of Plutarch,
Herodotus and Euripides). The argument
proceeds through three sections. First,
Greek perceptions of the palace are
sketched as a broad phenomenon,! with a
view to broaching the recurrent tension in
Greek thought between the palace and
the polis or community at large. Second,
Herodotus’ account of Scyles’ “palace” at
Borysthenes is interpreted in the light of
the first section, with a particular focus
upon the role of Dionysus in that destruc-
tion. Third, Plutarch’s account of Alexan-
der’s actions in palaces is set in the context
of what may be termed “Dionysiac poli-
tics”, not least as practised by kings them-
selves.

It is worth stressing from the outset that
this paper is concerned not so much with
events as with ideas expressed in literature
about palaces. Moreover, the texts dis-
cussed here are stretched across a substan-
tial chronological range, from Homer to
Plutarch at least. That is not to deny the
importance of questions of historicity and
of historical change across time, but
instead to give priority to the overwhelm-
ing conservatism not only of religious rit-
ual but also of ideas about monarchy
through antiquity. In what follows I have
attempted to give prominence to change
over time only insofar as it seems to affect
the argument. Moreover, I have not
attempted to offer any kind of definition
of “the palace” (or indeed of “the king”).
Of course, I am aware that a Homeric
palace or king is quite a different matter
from, say, an Achaemenid palace or king in
the fourth century BC. For the present

argument my focus is not upon such dif-
ferences and variations, but upon similari-
ties and what various rulers and their
dwellings (real and imagined) have in
common.

Section 1: Palace and polis

The poems of Homer present a range of
palaces, for theirs is a world of kings. Per-
haps most striking is the Homeric account
of Odysseus’ approach to the palace of
Alcinous, king of the Phaeacians
(Od.7.781f). Odysseus (as indeed the
audience of the poem) is startled at its
splendours. His reaction is all the more
suggestive in view of the fact that, as we
see elsewhere in the Odyssey, Odysseus is
both a personage of exceptional experi-
ence and the master of a substantial palace
of his own, at home in Ithaca (Od. 17.
2641L.). Alcinous’ palace dazzles Odysseus
with its walls of bronze and doors of gold,
set around with silver posts and lintel and
a threshold of bronze. The dogs which
guard its door are not the likes of
Odysseus’ faithful Argos (Od.17. 2901t.),
made of flesh and blood, but are gold and
silver dogs created by the supernatural
skills of Hephaestus. Within the palace,
there is an endless feast, like but unlike the
predatory feasting of the suitors in
Odysseus’ own palace. This is the king’s
freely-given hospitality, his sharing of his
bottomless resources with the select
among his people. All is illuminated with-
in. Meanwhile, Alcinous’ maidservants
work well and hard, by contrast with their
slovenly counterparts on Ithaca, whom
Odysseus will slaughter. Moreover, the
palace has a garden. It is full of different
fruit-trees, which crop throughout the

Is



year, summer and winter alike. There are
also vines, which bear grapes continuously,
so that wine is always in the making. The
palace also has a kitchen-garden, no less
productive. A pair of fountains waters the
garden. These were the gifts of the gods,
we are told. It is easy to understand why
even Odysseus wonders at the sight.

Yet he presses on under the protection
of Athena, to supplicate the queen, Arete.
He awaits his fate in the hearth of the
palace, whence Alcinous (whose name
underscores the power of his wisdom)
raises him and gives him a place of hon-
our. Once again, there is a contrast here
with the brutal and dishonourable treat-
ment that Odysseus will later receive upon
his return to his own palace on Ithaca
(Od. 17. 33064L.).

More important for the present discus-
sion, however, is the contribution of this
passage to the typology of Greek concepts
of the royal palace, which it no doubt
played a large part in creating. The palace
stuns the visitor by its specialness. It is a
manifestation of the wealth of the king. In
turn that wealth implies not only the royal
power but also (and Homer makes the
point explicit) the king’s favour with the
gods. The gardens feature very prominent-
ly: they are at once decorative and practi-
cally-productive. The gardens express the
fertility that good kingship ensures, not
least through divine favour (Od. 19.111-
14). In principle the king himself may
participate in the gardening, though
Homer does nothing to suggest that Alci-
nous did that much.? Through their pro-
ductivity, gardens contribute to the over-
whelming resources of the palace. Howev-
€L, AICLIOUS AOEs 110U 110ard 0T 168 OWn
sake, but uses his wealth to feast his lead-
ing subjects. He is shown giving to them,
not taking from them. The palace is a
microcosm in which the king establishes
and maintains his chosen style of rule. It is
to be noted that the Phaeacian elite at the
feast feel free to offer their views to the
king, for example on the proper treatment
of Odysseus. In due course, the king’s self-
control and moderation are seen to match
his generosity and openness, though the
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dreadful potential of his power is never far
away.

The wealth of Alcinous’ palace is
beyond measure. Greeks perceived palaces
not only as the exhibition of wealth, but
also as a place wherein wealth was stored
as the fuel of royal power. Herodotus’
King Croesus goes further, for he presents
the wealth stored in his palace to the visit-
ing Solon as an exhibit in its own right.
Moreover, he goes so far as to imagine
that his stored wealth, and by extension
his palace itself, confirm not only that he
is happy but that he is the happiest human
being. Plato’s Socrates has no time for
such arguments on grounds of psychology,
as we shall see, but Herodotus’ Solon sees
a rather different problem with Croesus’
claim. Wealth and position can easily be
lost, however their significance may be
estimated; Croesus shortly suffers that loss
and attains what may be greater happiness
in the process.?

Homer places particular emphasis upon
Odysseus’ entrance to Alcinous’ palace. It
is only with Athena’s help that he can
penetrate the palace at all. Greek accounts
of palaces regularly place a particular
emphasis on doors, gates and entrances.
Xenophon’s Cyropaedia returns to the
issue several times (e.g. 8.1.33; 3.11; 6. 10).
There is also an emphasis in Greek
accounts upon the individuals who con-
trol admission to the palace and the king
and his court within. Accordingly, while
Athena brought Odysseus into Alcinous’
palace, Telemachus had to make his own
way past the doorman Eteoneus to enter
the palace of Menelaus in Homeric Spar-
ta. Homer makes much of the obstacle, no
doubt largely because 1t demonstrates
Menelaus’ generous hospitality. For it is
Menelaus’ decision that overrides
Eteoneus’ cautious response at the door
(Od.4.201f.). Xenophon, in his Cyropaedia,
makes much of the relationship between
the future Cyrus the Great and the door-
man of the king, with whom (after initial
tensions when Cyrus’ entrance is obstruct-
ed) Cyrus forms a warm relationship
(Xen. Cyr. 1.1.3).

Given that entry is so prized, to be



called to the palace from afar may seem a
great honour. And it may be. However,
such invitations contain also an element of
danger, as the younger Cyrus was to dis-
cover, called to his father and embroiled in
deadly palace-intrigues (Xen. Anab. 1.1).
In similar vein Plato’s Polus expatiates on
the bloody crimes of the contemporary
Archelaus of Macedon. Archelaus invites
his uncle and his cousin to feast at the
palace in order to murder them, while he
does away with his young brother by
drowning him in a well, presumably with-
in the palace complex.* To enter the palace
is to participate in a confined and deadly
world, often complicated (if not vitiated)
by the empowered presence of royal wom-
en and courtiers. Herodotus in particular
offers a range of examples, from Can-
daules’ wife and Gyges at the beginning of
his Histories to Amestris at the end.’

A major function of the palace is to
divide. The palace admits and includes
some, whether for short visits to outer
rooms, or for fuller participation in palace
life. The best available typology for the
functions of palaces, rooted in material
remains, lays an appropriate stress upon
the importance of admission, whether for
an audience or a banquet or some other
purpose.® But the palace excludes others
completely; they are the great majority,
which can only look at the palace from
outside. The style of the king is set in part
by the degree of his exclusivity, which is
also the degree of his seclusion or, con-
versely, his hospitality. Herein lies a key
tension which recurs through Greek liter-
ature, between the microcosm of the
palace and the macrocosm of the commu-
nity at large. The good king has a relative-
ly open palace, a place for his beneficence,
at one with his community; the bad king
keeps his palace closed, a place for amass-
ing wealth for himself, at odds with his
community.

Xenophon, whose works have much to
say about palaces (especially Persian ones),
sets out the ruler’s options very starkly in
his Hiero, as a choice between palace and
polis. For the Hiero presents a fictional dia-
logue between Simonides the philoso-

pher-poet and Hiero the tyrant, which
explores the dilemmas of monarchy in the
face of everyday assumptions about the
desirability of the ruler’s lifestyle. Palaces
and the goods within them (including the
women) are cited by Simonides as a key
attraction of the ruler’s life from the view-
point of the multitude. On the recurrent
pattern of the dialogue, Hiero proceeds to
stress the lack of wisdom in such a view-
point. The palace, stresses Hiero, bemoan-
ing his position, is no more than a matter
of external appearance, whereas the real
issue is the mind of the ruler within.
Moreover, he continues, the palace is not a
place of safety and security for the ruler,
like the home of the ordinary man, but is
itself a place wherein the ruler lives as the
object of the especial anger of his enemies
and must be ever on his guard. In that
sense, his life is one of unremitting con-
flict, with enemies declared and unde-
clared; Plato’s Socrates takes a similar line
on Archelaus, whom he adjudges unhappy
by reason of his mind, not happy by virtue
of his royal position, as might commonly
be imagined (Plato, Gorgias, 471dft.).

As the Hiero draws to a close,
Simonides advises (Xenophon, Hiero 11):

“But, Hiero, you must not grudge to
spend a portion of your private substance
for the common weal. For myself, I hold
to the opinion that the sums expended by
the monarch on the state form items of
disbursement more legitimate than those
expended on his personal account. But let
us look into the question point by point.
First, the palace: do you imagine that a
building, beautified in every way at an
enormous cost, will afford you greater
pride and ornament than a whole city
ringed with walls and battlements, whose
furniture consists of temples and pillared
porticoes, harbours, market-places ?”

The rhetorical question demands Hiero’s
agreement to a style of rule which bene-
fits the community as a whole. This, it is
argued, is the solution to Hiero’s dilemma:
to render the community as a whole
grateful and loving towards the ruler. In
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this context it is striking that Xenophon
has Simonides specify the palace first,
before proceeding through a list of other
matters and expenditures. The choice
offered is between a fine palace or a fine
community at large, each with appropri-
ately fine paraphernalia. On this view, a
fine palace is heavy expenditure on the
royal self, not the community, for which
the palace is, by implication, a drain and
to which it stands in opposition.

Of course, the choice which
Xenophon’s Simonides offers to Hiero is
too stark, no doubt so as to make the
argument more clear. The case of Alcinous
demonstrates an alternative view, accord-
ing to which a fine palace may abide
within a fine community. Certainly, the
Phaeacians enjoy the special favour of the
gods, but, as the palace of Menelaus serves
to show, elsewhere too the best kind of
ruler may have both a stunning palace and
a fine community. In his Cyropaedia,
Kenophon shows that there need be no
strong tension between palace and com-
munity, at least among the Medes and
Persians and where the ruler was wise and
self-controlled.”

Plato, writing in much the same intel-
lectual climate as his contemporary
Xenophon, shows a similar concern with
monarchy through his various works. In
his Laws he pays particular attention to
the rulers of Persia (Laws, 694-5). It is
worth stressing that (although the Medes
are presented here as luxurious and
degenerate, by contrast with the hardy
Persians) Plato does not deploy familiar
Greek arguments about the otherness of
Medes or Persians, according to which
such peoples were more willing to submit
to monarchical power than were Greeks.
Rather, he draws important distinctions
between the styles of different Persian
kings, with Cyrus the Great and Darius as
good kings and their respective sons,
Cambyses and Xerxes, as variously bad.
The important issue for the present dis-
cussion is the role of the palace in Plato’s
analysis.

Plato offers no general condemnation
of the palace in the Achaemenid empire.
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By implication he accepts that good kings
can have fine palaces, for he refers to the
palaces of Cyrus and Darius, who are for
him good kings. At the same time, he
accepts and accounts for the success of the
Achaemenid empire by allowing that its
rulers included these good kings. Such a
position was not so controversial, given
Plato’s insistence on a distinction between
positive Persian and negative Median tra-
ditions and his safe location of his good
kings in the past, more than a century ear-
lier. By contrast, he has nothing good to
say about kings after Darius; Artaxerxes II
gets his full share of Plato’s criticisms of
Darius’ successors, as being great only in
name and appearance (Laws, 695¢; contrast
Plutarch, Artaxerxes).

For Plato in the Laws the palace is only
a problem when the ruler allows it to
become one. He criticises Cyrus (despite
general approval) for failing to attend to
the upbringing of his son and successor,
the deranged Cambyses. It is in this sense
that the palace is allowed to become a
problem. Plato’s Cyrus is imagined as a
man on campaign. By contrast, his palace
is female space, where the women domi-
nate; their style is one of Median luxury,
not Cyrus’ Persian toughness. Cyrus’ fail-
ure is to attend to that palace and to
ensure that his offspring are brought up in
masculine Persian tradition (as he is taken
to have assumed) and not in female-domi-
nated Median luxury. The result of the lat-
ter is a spoilt Cambyses, never controlled
and incapable of self-control. Accordingly,
Darius’ goodness is attributed to his
upbringing outside the ruling family,
while the failings of his son Xerxes are
seen to be the result of the same kind of
upbringing as had spoilt Cambyses.®

For Plato, then, as elsewhere in the
works of Xenophon and the Homeric
poems, the key issue is not the palace but
the mentality of the ruler, of which the
style of the palace (materially and morally)
is a likely symptom. The good ruler fosters
his community; success and wealth enable
good rulers to have BOTH a fine com-
munity AND a fine palace. But, of course,
such rulers do not use their palaces to



exclude and appropriate; rather their
palaces are a focus for their subjects, who,
as it seems, are taken to share in the splen-
dours of the dwelling of their king, as well
as enjoying its hospitality, feasting there.
Yet even the good king should be on his
guard against the dangers implicit in the
palace, where luxury and women above all
need to be kept under control, in particu-
lar lest they corrupt the next generation.

However, the good king is a compara-
tively rare beast in Greek outlooks. The
abuse of monarchy is a far stronger theme.
Even Xenophon’s Hiero, who seems to
have been trying his best, needs the advice
of Simonides before he can begin to set
about a more positive style of govern-
ment. For the most part in Greek litera-
ture there is a powerful tension between
the monarch and his community, within
which the palace has a central signifi-
cance, the microcosm in which the ruler
lives, set apart and at odds with the com-
munity at large — unless, that is, he is a
good king.

It has been well observed that much of
Athenian tragedy is built around that ten-
sion, which reproduces the rituals of the
Athenian democracy and its notional early
history.® The possible development of the
theatrical stage at Athens from the
Achaemenid royal tent captured after the
Battle of Plataea serves to confirm the
vital importance of monarchy and the
palace in Athenian drama.!® Although the
matter is probably beyond proof, it is
tempting to speculate that the royal tent
(the standard term, but “tent” fails ade-
quately to express the grandeur of the
king’s residence on campaign) was taken
to be an appropriate model for the stage
precisely because the setting was regularly
the royal palace.

For from Aeschylus onwards, at least,
the royal palace recurs through extant
Athenian drama. We should expect to find
women prominent therein, to the extent
that their leaving the palace is a matter of
some interest in a play. In Aeschylus’ Per-
sians, when Atossa appears on stage she
immediately explains why she has come
out of her gilded palace (Pers. 159-61).

She soon announces her intention to
return to the palace for the purposes of
cult (Pers. 226-31), something which
Greek city-states would tend to perform
publicly, reinforcing their community-
identities. Later, in Euripides’ Bacchae the
departure of the royal women from the
palace of Pentheus at Thebes is symp-
tomatic of the destruction to come (Bac-
chae, 27-38), while the play closes with
Agaue’s farewell to her palace, with her
house and household dissolved (Bacchae
1368). And, of course, in tragedy women
in the palace are variously troublesome
and dangerous, whether with the sex and
violence of a Clytaemnestra or the cun-
ning of a Phaedra and her nurse, or, as in
these cases, both.

The tension between palace and polis,
as we may encapsulate the issue, is at its
sharpest in the context of Athenian
democracy for the very reason that the
palace entails monarchy and the polis is a
democracy, its polar opposite, with its
stress on community.'! Once again the
good king can avoid such tension, to the
extent that Theseus can appear on stage as
the champion of democracy and commu-
nity, as he famously does in Euripides’
Suppliant Women. More usually in Athenian
drama, however, the audience (that is,
broadly, the democratic community) expe-
riences vicariously the problems of
monarchy and is thereby encouraged to
rejoice in the superiority of its own sys-
tem and polis. In the Persians, Aeschylus
has Atossa display her complete ignorance
of Athens by asking not only about its
location but also about the quantity of
wealth in their palace.'? Palace ? Atossa’s
ignorance is such that she assumes Athens
to be some kind of monarchy (Pers. 241).
Achaemenid ignorance of Greece in gen-
eral and Athens in particular is a theme
not limited to Aeschylus; Herodotus in
particular has much to say on the theme.!?
However, Aeschylus is using the discourse
of monarchy (including the palace) not
only to underline that ignorance but also
to remind the audience of its own very
different system and community, whose
victory is celebrated through the play.
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As Seaford in particular has shown,
the key god in much of this is Dionysus.
After all, these plays were performed in
Dionysiac festivals, celebrations of the god.
Of course, Dionysus is presented on stage
only rarely, but he can never be far away
from his own festivals. And where he does
appear on stage in the Bacchae his destruc-
tive hostility towards at least one example
of monarchy, Pentheus, could hardly be
more explicit. The centrality of the palace
in the action of the play has a range of
convergent explanations.

First, as we have seen, monarchy readily
suggests a royal palace, with all its danger-
ous associations. Second, the palace is also
a house, at once in a material sense and in
the sense of a dynasty; on both counts it is
implicated in the dishonouring of Diony-
sus’ mother Semele and of Dionysus him-
self. While it stands as the palace of
Pentheus, the house of Semele (and by
extension that of her son, Dionysus him-
self) lies blasted by lightning-fire nearby
(Bacchae, 6-9). At the same time, Dionysus
expresses particular bitterness at the role
of his mother’ sisters in the denial of his
birth from Zeus, by which they had dis-
honoured himself and his mother (Bacchae,
24-31). Pentheus, as Dionysus is made to
tell the audience, is the son of one of
these sisters, while he maintains the dis-
honour of the god (who is also his cousin)
and his cult (Bacchae 43-6). If Pentheus
had embraced the cult, we might have
found such cult within the palace itself; in
its absence too the palace may be deemed
culpable. Third, the palace embodies the
power and ruling style of Pentheus. His
treatment of the disguised Dionysus
expresses his unconcern tor hospitality and
thus by implication his abusive and exclu-
sive regime. Euripides does not elaborate
on the style of Pentheus’ regime, but he
shows the audience that Pentheus lacks
wisdom, even the wisdom to take good
advice, so that his ruling style is beyond
doubt. Accordingly, the lamenting Cadmus
can describe Pentheus as a “terror to the
polis”, !> that is to the community which
Dionysus wants to mock him in his
transvestism.'® Pentheus is no Alcinous,
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nor even Xenophon’s Hiero before his
discussions with Simonides.

Fourth, and arguably most important
for the play as a whole, the autonomous
monarchical power of the ruling dynasty
of Thebes is “antithetical to the undiffer-
entiated participation of the polis in
Dionysiac cult”.’ The palace is central
here. Whereas the palace tends to exclusiv-
ity, especially when the ruler is a
Pentheus, the cult of Dionysus is broadly
democratic in the sense that (at least in
principle) it mixes together persons of
every condition and status. The women of
the palace, sent forth in a frenzy by
Dionysus, frolic in the mountainous wilds
together with ordinary women of Thebes,
with Greek and barbarian women who
have followed Dionysus from Asia (though
at least some remain with Dionysus, set
around — indeed, laying siege to — the
palace itself) and with wildlife and the
forces of nature in general. The democracy
of Dionysiac cult is appropriate enough to
the ideology of the Athenian polis, but it
sits uncomfortably with the palace of an
abusive monarch.

Given these four linked considerations,
it is no surprise that Dionysus soon
destroys the palace of Pentheus. Particular-
ly so in the light of Connor’s important
observation that religious and political
impropriety (including abusive monarchy,
and the desire to instal it) is regularly pun-
ished in the Greek world by the razing of
the house (or palace) of the transgressor.'®
Pentheus’ treatment of Dionysus, quite
apart from the negative tenor of his
regime, seems to invite the razing of his
palace, replicating the destruction meted
out to Semele’s house by the vengeful
Hera. As Plato observes in a neglected pas-
sage (Gorgias 469e), the capricious
destruction of houses is a feature of the
abuse of absolute power. Hera may be
convicted of such abuse; Dionysus has a
substantial measure of justice on his side
against Pentheus, even if he may seem to
go too far in the end (Bacchae 1346-7).

More surprising at first sight are the
Dionysiac festivities which are said to have
accompanied the destruction of Athens’



own city walls at the end of the Pelopon-
nesian War. Dionysus is nowhere men-
tioned in our accounts of the destruction,
but Connor is probably right to perceive
the flutes, hetaerae and joyous revelry sur-
rounding the destruction as Dionysiac.!
From the perspective of the destroyers of
these walls, namely Athenian oligarchs and
their allies under the aegis of Spartan
Lysander,? the Athenian democracy had
itself become an abusive monarch. The
oxymoron of tyrant-democracy had been
in vogue in oligarchic circles for decades,
perhaps even from the 470s BC.2! Many
will no doubt have interpreted the
destruction of Athens’ city-walls as a
return to a more balanced form of gov-
ernment and in that sense to a restored
community, such as Dionysus might be
thought (at least by oligarchs) to have
sanctioned. Of course, these were the walls
of a city, but a city which had become (on
this view) a tyrant, fenced around by the
walls of the polis as if they were the walls
of a palace. Accordingly, the destruction of
Athens’ walls too may be understood as
the destruction of a kind of palace.

Section 2:a Scythian palace
at Olbia-Borysthenes

As we have seen, Herodotus has much to
say about palaces in his Histories. However,
his account of Scythians, like other Greek
accounts, stresses the nomadic pastoralism
central to Scythian society (Hdt. 4. 46).
On this view Scythians do not build: they
have neither cities nor palaces. The absence
of palaces is all the more remarkable, since
they do have kings. Accordingly, Herodo-
tus’ disquisition on the region mentions
limited exceptions which serve to prove
the rule; as we shall see, Greek influence is
taken to be the cause of such building as
might be attributed to Scythians.

The largest building endeavour
involved is the city of Gelonus (Hdt.
4.108-9). It is often identified in modern
scholarship with the large site at Bel’sk,
near modern Poltava in the Ukraine.
However, the present discussion is not
concerned to assess the reality of

Herodotus’ account, but the ideas which it
presents.

Herodotus describes the huge city wall
of Gelonus. He must explain that wall, for
he has earlier emphasised that Scythians
do not have walls (4.46). So too the exis-
tence of images, altars and temples, which
(with the exception of the cult of Ares)
are not built in Scythia (4.59). For
Herodotus the solution is simple, indeed it
is the point of his description: Gelonus’
population is of Greek origin; it had
moved inland from the Black Sea coast.
‘When they came to the land of the Budi-
ni (whose Scythianness is not really dis-
cussed), these migrant Greeks built
Gelonus. While the Budini maintain a
nomadic lifestyle after the manner of
Scythians, the settlers in Gelonus practise
agriculture and horticulture after the
manner of Greeks (Hdt. 4.109). Moreover,
the people of Gelonus (Geloni, as
Herodotus calls them) do not look like
the Budini; evidently they have a Greek
appearance more than a Scythian one.
Their language is a mixture of Greek and
Scythian, we are told (Hdt. 4.108). Here
Herodotus makes explicit the polemic that
one often senses in his account of
Scythia.?

The temples, as everything else at
Gelonus, are built of wood, for that is the
material abundantly to hand, not stone. In
Scythia proper, there is no such abundance
(4.61). The use of wood apart, Herodotus
describes a city which would not seem
out of place among the Greek cities of the
Black Sea coast, whence the Geloni had
come, or even among the Greek cities of
the Aegean world. Yet Herodotus offers
very little detail on the buildings at
Gelonus; after all, he does not claim to
have been there, and makes it clear that he
is not the first Greek to talk of the Budi-
ni. He specifies only one Greek deity:
Dionysus. For Herodotus mentions that
the Geloni have a triennial festival in hon-
our of Dionysus and states that at time of
festival the celebrants experience a bacchic
frenzy. We may reasonably wonder why
Dionysus is singled out for comment. The
foregoing discussion tends to suggest that
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the festival of Dionysus implies not only
Greekness (which is evidently Herodotus’
first concern here), but also that Gelonus
is a city with a strong sense of community
and a political system to match. There is
no suggestion that Gelonus is a democra-
cy, but neither is there mention of a king
or a palace there; if Gelonus has a
monarch, he must be imagined after the
fashion of Euripides’ Theseus in the Sup-
pliant Women and some of the other rulers
so far discussed, that is a ruler attuned to
community and participation — or at least
claiming to be as much.

Herodotus’ decision to specify Dionysus
becomes more understandable when it is
set beside his account of King Scyles’
behaviour at Borysthenes (alias Olbia). In
this story three broad factors are in play.
First, Herodotus is concerned to stress the
fierce traditionalism of the Scythians in
the face of foreign (and especially Greek)
cultural influences. Having related the sto-
ry of Scythian Anacharsis and his deadly
attempt to worship Cybele, Herodotus
proceeds immediately to Scyles’ deadly
attempt to worship Dionysus. Hartog has
explicated the numerous parallels between
the twin stories; here it will suffice to
stress that the two deities in question are
regularly associated, as for example in the
opening of the Bacchae.?

Second, Scythian traditionalism is
threatened by Greek influences. Herodo-
tus is careful to explain that King Scyles is
both Scythian and Greek, for his mother
was a Greek woman from the city of Istria
(4.78). Herodotus states that she was re-
sponsible for Scyles’ upbringing. We may
recall Plato’s comments on the baleful
mnfiuence ot temale upbringing in the
Achaemenid empire, though in this case
the consequences are rather different.
Scyles is not made a tyrant like Cambyses,
but he does prove to have insufficient wis-
dom and self-control. Whereas, according
to Plato, a female upbringing inculcated in
Cambyses a taste for alien Median cus-
toms, not his native Persian, here in
Herodotus® Histories Scyles’ mother passes
on to her son not only her Greek blood
but also an education in Greek language
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and literature, leaving him with an out-
look alien to and broader than Scythian
traditionalism.?*

Third, Dionysus. Herodotus presents
the cult of Dionysus as a locus of the cul-
tural gap between the citizens of Olbia
and the neighbouring Scythians. Once
again, historicity is not our concern here,
but it is perhaps worth observing that the
cult of Dionysus (and Cybele) was indeed
important in the city, but that Herodotus
(who had visited the city and the Scythi-
ans of the area) draws the distinction
between Greek and Scythian too sharply,
as his own remarks earlier indicate (Hdkt.
4.17-18); that helped his story. Of course,
Herodotus was most interested in cultural
gaps and the misunderstandings which
they generated between peoples of differ-
ent customs.?> Whereas Cambyses shows
his folly by mocking the beliefs of the
Egyptians (Hdt. 3.38), the story of Scyles
entails two forms of such folly. It is the
Scythians in general who show folly by
mocking the Borysthenites’ worship of
Dionysus, on the (inadequate) grounds
that there cannot be a god who induces
madness (Hdt. 4.79). Scyles is complicit in
that Scythian mockery, for he is after all
the king of the Scythians and spends most
of his life among them. Like Pentheus
(albeit in rather different circumstances)
Scyles exhibits his personal folly by
expecting that he can combine the lives of
a Greek and a Scythian and, crucially, can
include Dionysus in the attempt. For
Scyles cannot expect to worship Dionysus
at some times (in Greek mode) and reject
him at others (in Scythian), or even to
escape retribution for the mockery of the
god by his fellow Scythians.

While Herodotus’ narrative is articulat-
ed in accordance with these three factors,
a palace is central to Scyles’ story. As a
result of his upbringing Scyles prefers a
Greek lifestyle, so that whenever he and
his forces come to Borysthenes he leaves
his fellow Scythians outside the city-walls,
enters the city and swaps his Scythian
clothing for Greek. In the city he moves
around the public places without the
entourage of a king; he even offers sacri-



fices there in the Greek manner. After a
month or so there, he leaves the city to
resume his Scythian identity. His visits
were repeated; he even built a house in
the city and married a local woman.

All went well enough until he sought
initiation in the rites of Dionysus. At the
point of initiation, his house in the city
was razed to the ground by lightning-fire.
Undaunted, Scyles proceeded to be initi-
ated; the step was fatal. A Borysthenite
reported Scyles’ initiation to the Scythians
outside the walls, who witnessed Scyles
revelling from a place of hiding in the city.
Outraged the Scythians rose up and Scyles
was beheaded (Hdt. 4.80).

Although the narrative is different,
there is a startling similarity of details
between the story of Scyles and that of
Pentheus in the Bacchae. We need not sup-
pose that the Bacchae was written with an
eye to Herodotus, or that Herodotus
wrote with an earlier version of the story
of Pentheus to the fore in his mind
(though the latter is entirely possible, note
e.g. Aeschylus’ Pentheus). We may be sure
that Euripides and Herodotus were sensi-
tive to Dionysiac cult in a much broader
sense than through their knowledge of
particular texts.

In both works the cult of Dionysus is at
stake. In both, after initial rejection of the
cult (explicitly for Pentheus, implicitly for
Scyles), the king seeks initiation. In both,
the introduction to Dionysus’ rites is short-
ly followed by death. In both there is a
change of clothing: Scyles from Scythian to
Greek, and back, Pentheus from king to
bacchant. In both, rites are observed from a
place of hiding and on high: by Scythians
watching Scyles, by Pentheus watching
bacchants. In both, the unwise king is not
simply killed, but beheaded by his own
people: Pentheus by his mother and her
companions (although it is unclear in the
play whether his mother actually rips his
head off), Scyles by Octamasades. In both
cases the king is not an authentic initiand:
Scyles is not said to have abandoned his
Scythian side, which mocked the god. Most
important for the present discussion, both
stories entail the destruction of the king’s

house by lightning-fire. We may surely be
confident that, just as it is Dionysus who
razes the palace of Pentheus, so it is Diony-
sus again who razes the palace of Scyles.

It may be objected that Scyles’ house in
Borysthenes is not a palace. For it is true
that Herodotus stresses that Scyles’ con-
duct in the city was not that of a king;
indeed his behaviour in the community of
Borysthenes may set a significant context
for his desire to be initiated in the cult of
the communitarian Dionysus. To that
extent Scyles’ house is not a palace. How-
ever, Herodotus also stresses the luxury of
the house. It is not enough for Scyles to
break Scythian norms by building a
house; he takes Greek norms to the limit
by building an outstanding house.?® It is of
vast size and built at great cost, set around
with sphinxes and griffins sculpted in
white marble (Hdt. 4.79). The choice of
statuary is telling, for its themes are appro-
priate to Scythian taste, as Scythian art
confirms, but marble statues have no place
in Scythia. Moreover, whatever his desires,
Scyles remains a king. Scyles” house in
Olbia is more than a house; it is the very
fine house of a king and thus inescapably
it is ALSO a palace.

Scyles’ particular folly lies in his attempt
to have his cake and eat it too. He seeks to
maintain his position in Scythia, his pater-
nal Scythian royal heritage, with its atten-
dant nomadism. But he wishes also to play
the Greek and the private individual, fol-
lowing his maternal Greek civic tenden-
cies, with its attendant fixed abode. His
construction of so fine a house illustrates
his failure to divide the two sides of his
inheritance: seeking to build a house, he
builds what looks like a palace. Herodotus
tells us that Scyles preferred a Greek
lifestyle. If so, he should perhaps have
abandoned his Scythian lifestyle altogeth-
er, leaving his position as Scythian king.
His house should not have been palatial.
However, whether such strategies would
have saved him from the wrath of Diony-
sus is not at all clear, for the god had prior
cause to be angry.

As the Bacchae demonstrates, Dionysus
may be expected to exact extreme
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vengeance from a king with a history of
mocking his rites. Therefore, we may
wonder how far Dionysus has brought
about the whole affair, drawing Scyles into
the city in the first place. The anonymous
Borysthenite who brings Scythians into
the city to show them their king in
Dionysiac frenzy uses Scyles to repay the
Scythians for their mockery of the god
and his fellow-citizens. It is possible even
to imagine that this Borysthenite is
Dionysus in disguise, like the stranger at
the beginning of the Bacchae; certainly,
there is a measure of similarity between
these two men with no name. Be that as it
may, the case of Scyles (like that of
Pentheus) shows that those who mock
Dionysus can expect to be mocked in
return, and with deadly interest. Laughter
is very much the style of Dionysus.?’

At the same time, the story of Scyles
sheds fresh light upon Herodotus’ decision
to single out Dionysus later in his narra-
tive, in his account of Gelonus. In the
light of Scyles’ story we can see that, while
Scythians may recognise some Greek
deities (Hdt. 4. 59), Dionysus and his rites
constitute a sharp distinction between
Scythian and Greek religion. The fact that
other non-Greek peoples in Herodotus
have their own form of Dionysus, as
notably the Egyptians (Hdt. 2.42), serves
to underline the Scythian rejection of
him. Accordingly, since Herodotus is con-
cerned to show that the city of Gelonus is
not Scythian, but Greek, the cult of
Dionysus there is for him a clinching
proof. On Herodotus’ view no Scythian
community would celebrate a Dionysiac
festival.

Scythian dirmiculties with L1ionysus may
well be related to the strong tradition of
their torrid dealings with wine. In his
account of Scythian customs Herodotus
has little to say about wine at all; where it
appears in Scythia it does so in controlled
fashion, for the wine is mixed by a dis-
trict-governor and drunk only by those
Scythians who have killed an enemy (Hdt.
4.66). Herodotus may well have avoided
further comment on wine for the very
reason that the Scythian taste for unmixed
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wine was a hackneyed feature of the
Scythian stereotype with which, on other
grounds, he was taking substantial issue
through his account.?® Herodotus himself
later tells us that Scythian drinking of
unmixed wine was even proverbial at
Sparta (Hdt. 6.84).

On a Greek view, it seems that Scythi-
ans did not know how properly to handle
Dionysus and his world. Vines, we are
told, do not grow in Scythia. Scythian
austerity rejects the symposium, with its
wine, flutes and hetaerae. Scythian rejec-
tion of trade and seaborne interactions in
general cannot accommodate Dionysus
the bringer of good things from afar,
across the sea.?” It may well be that the
Greeks of the Black Sea took Dionysus as
a strong marker between Greek and
Scythian, after the fashion of Herodotus,
who indeed may well have taken his lead
from his informants in Borysthenes.*

Dionysus’ destruction of the “palace” of
Scyles, echoing his destruction of
Pentheus’, follows the pattern traced by
Connor, in that here again the transgressor
is punished for religious and political
impropriety. Dionysus again is to the fore,
taking vengeance for a multiple transgres-
sion.?! There is no sign that Scyles has
been tyrannical among the Scythians, but
he has set himself apart from his commu-
nity to the extent that he has attempted to
join a very different one, in Borysthenes.
Herodotus stresses that Scyles’ subjects are
shut out, until witnesses are admitted by
the unnamed Borysthenite. They have
access neither to the city nor, a fortiori, to
the “palace” of Scyles, which stands as a
monument to his betrayal of them and his
selt-centred expenditure instead of benefi-
cence and the affection that he should
have fostered, according to Xenophon’s
Simonides. Dionysus, in taking vengeance
for himself, also shatters the abusive power
of the king, not least as embodied by his
“palace”.

Section 3: Plutarch’s Alexan-
der and Dionysus

Plutarch displays a substantial interest in



Dionysus in his works. His Life of Crassus
shows that he can incorporate Dionysus
(and indeed the Bacchae) into a biography,
both explicitly and through the selection
(if not invention) of telling details, includ-
ing the beheading of the foolish Crassus
and the use of his head in a performance
of the play.*2 The role of Dionysus has
been noted also in his Life of Alexander,
though not perhaps elucidated in full.
Indeed, the strong tradition which associ-
ated Alexander with Dionysus gave
Plutarch every encouragement to weave
Dionysiac themes into his biography.>
Here again the destruction of palaces is a
central theme.

Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s con-
quest of Susa and Persepolis serves to illus-
trate key aspects of the Persian palace,
viewed from a a moralizing Greek per-
spective under the Roman empire. At Susa
Plutarch mentions first the coined money
kept in the palace. The sheer, massive
amount of this money is overwhelming,
for Plutarch mentions 40,000 talents; that
is, very approximately, towards 100 times
the annual income of the Athenian empire
of the fifth century BC. Plutarch mentions
also the other paraphernalia and riches of
the palace, beyond recounting (Alex. 36.1;
cf. Arrian, 3.16). Among all this was a huge
amount of purple, which was antique and
of the best quality. There also, according to
the imaginative Deinon, was kept water
brought from the Nile and from the
Danube. Plutarch offers a plausible expla-
nation, whether inherited from Deinon or
his own interpretation: the possession of
waters from these distant rivers affirmed
the size of the Persian empire and that the
kings of Persia were lords of all (Alex.
36.2). As we have seen in other cases, the
palace presented the power of the king, at
once great and vulnerable.

At Persepolis, a similarly massive
amount of money was also found. Accord-
ing to Plutarch, the paraphernalia and
riches at Persepolis were so vast that an
army of pack-animals was needed to con-
vey it (Alex. 37.2). Plutarch offers none of
the further detail given for Susa, but
focusses instead on Alexander’s encounter

with a fallen, colossal statue of Xerxes
(Alex. 37.3). Alexander addresses the stat-
ue, as if it were the flesh-and-blood Xerx-
es himself. Alexander wonders aloud
whether to leave the statue cast down, in
vengeance for Xerxes’ invasion of Greece,
or to raise it up again, in view of Xerxes’
magnanimity and virtue in other respects.
Alexander thought for a long time; he
then left the statue where it lay and passed
on. Alexander’s dilemma is that Xerxes —
at least on this view (contrast Plato’s
remarks in the Laws (discussed above)) —
deserved both to be cast down and to be
raised up, because he was no Pentheus or
Scyles, but, as Plutarch’s Alexander would
have it, more a reformed Hiero: Xerxes
was praiseworthy except for his invasion
of Greece.

There soon follows the famous fire in
the palace. It is idle to speculate about the
historical Alexander’s intentions, to which
we have no significant access.* It will suf-
fice here to observe that our sources tell
us that he soon put out the fire; thanks to
him the palace was not razed to the
ground, like Pentheus’ and Scyles’. It
seems more productive to examine
Plutarch’s account as a text, setting aside
issues of literal truth and fiction.

The Dionysiac features of Plutarch’s
account of the fire could hardly be clearer.
The context is a drinking party in the
palace. The Athenian hetaera Thais suggests
that she had gained recompense for wan-
dering about Asia by enjoying the life of
luxury in the Persian palace. She adds that
it would be better still to revel and set fire
to the house of the Xerxes who burnt
Athens, so that the story would go that
the women with Alexander had exacted a
greater penalty from the Persians on
behalf of Greece than had all his male
forces. There was much noise in approval,
so that Alexander jumped up and took a
garland and torch, leading the procession.
The revellers surrounded the palace,
shouting; the other Macedonians rushed
to join in with torches of their own. They
took his action to mean that he would
not dwell among the barbarians. He then
extinguished the fire.

25



Drink, an hetaera, and a procession of
revellers all suggest Dionysus. Thais’ notion
of an army of women on extended cam-
paign with Alexander further recalls the
army of women who travelled far with
Dionysus, not least in the Bacchae.?® The
noise too may recall the cries and percus-
sion of the bacchants. The surrounding of
the palace replicates the surrounding of
the palace of Pentheus in the Bacchae. Gar-
lands and torches accord with the
Dionysiac picture, for torches in particular
may take the place of lightning-fire in
Dionysiac cult.®® The burning of this
palace recalls the burning of the palaces of
Pentheus and Scyles, with Alexander to
the fore, after the manner of Dionysus
himself.

It is easy to see why the Macedonians
took his action to indicate a decision not
to remain among the barbarians, whether
or not they are imagined as particularly
sensitive to the Dionysiac overtones of the
scene. The destruction of the palace might
also be taken, in view of the foregoing
discussion, as the rejection of an autocratic
form of monarchy in favour of a monar-
chy committed to community, as seems to
have been more traditional in Macedon.
But this was not destruction; Alexander
extinguished the fire.

Alexander had mixed feelings about
Xerxes, so that indecision about the treat-
ment of his palace might be expected.
More to the point, Xerxes was history.
Alexander’s attitude towards the ruling
king, Darius, is presented as firmly sup-
portive. After the episode in the palace, in
Plutarch’s account, Alexander deploys his
Dionysiac wrath not against Darius, but
against his killer and would-be successor
Bessus. Plutarch states (Alex. 43. 3):

“When he later found Bessus he shot him
apart: he bent down two upright trees to
the same point and attached a part of
Bessus’ body to each of them; he then
released them and as each sprang back
with force, the attached portion was
pulled away.”

Commentators have noted that this mode
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of execution recalls Theseus’ treatment of
Sinis.*” However, it is surely more relevant
that it also embraces Dionysiac elements.
The bending and sudden releasing of
upright trees is a firmly Dionysiac process,
as Niafas has recently stressed.3® Charac-
teristic too is the violent dismemberment
of the living body, though often by rip-
ping apart by hand. Alexander, in Dionysi-
ac mode, targets as his victim not the hon-
ourable Darius, but Bessus the murderous
usurper of Darius’ monarchy.

Whereas Plutarch is by no means the
earliest extant source to present the fire at
Persepolis in Dionysiac terms, he is excep-
tional in his version of the treatment of
Bessus. Nor is this the only unusual fea-
ture of his account to recall Dionysus. For,
shortly before the fire at Persepolis,
Plutarch digresses on Harpalus’ attempt to
re-plant the palace and walks at Babylon
with Greek plants.® This is an intriguing
instance of appropriation and cultural re-
alignment, whereby the palace is rendered
Greek. More important for the present
discussion however is the particular detail
that Plutarch picks out: while all other
plants grew, ivy would not (Alex. 35. 8).
Of course, ivy was inescapably associated
with Dionysus and his entourage;*
Dionysus’ plant would not grow in the
palaces of Babylonia. Evidently Dionysus
was not at home there.*!

However, as Alexander’s extinguishing
of the fire at Persepolis tends to indicate,
Dionysus need not be the enemy of
palaces. After all, the kings of Macedon
had long accepted Dionysus, as well as
having fine palaces; Plutarch recounts the
Dionysiac activities of Alexander’s mother,
Olympias, at home in Macedon (Alex. 2.
6). Accordingly, we should not be sur-
prised that, after the famous Dionysiac
revel through Carmania, Alexander pro-
ceeded to celebrate a festival of the god in
the palace at Gedrosia, with no hint of
damage to its fabric (Alex. 67). Similarly,
many rulers of the hellenistic world had
no difficulty in placing Dionysus promi-
nently even in their royal nomenclature:*?
as Pentheus’ case shows, such was the safer
course of action.



To sum up: the cases reviewed above
combine to show that the good king (and
his palace or his household) had nothing
to fear from Dionysus. For the wisdom
that made him good would also ensure his
acceptance of the god and his cult.
Accordingly, hellenistic rulers could
embrace Dionysus enthusiastically, espe-
cially because by so doing they proclaimed
their good relations with their communi-
ty. However, rulers who behaved with
impropriety towards their subjects, and
especially where they denied Dionysus’
cult, could expect to suffer horribly, rent
asunder, or if they were lucky only
beheaded. The royal palace was a recurrent
feature of the god’s anger, because it

embodied the royal power and the royal
family, while it also expressed the alien-
ation of the bad king from his community
and his selfish expenditure, for the god
himself supported mixture, integration and
community. The point is not, of course,
that Dionysus was hostile to palaces fout
court. Rather, palaces were at the centre of
a nexus of concerns about royal exploita-
tion, seclusion and alienation, so that
palaces were always at risk from the god;
they were preserved only by the king’s
good conduct and attitudes within his
community. As we have seen, in Greek
thought the palace was emblematic in a
range of ways, but the prior issue and key
point is the mind of the ruler within it.
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Notes

NOTE 1

Nielsen 1999 provides a substantial treat-
ment of hellenistic palaces which fleshes
out the skeletal case presented here.

I would like to express my gratitude to
Richard Seaford and Stephanie West, who
both commented on a draft of this paper;
also to those (led by the editor) who met
in Athens under the auspices of the Danish
School there to discuss the broad issue of
palaces.

NOTE 2
Xen. Econ. 4.5, with Pomeroy 1994, 238-40
on the Achaemenid gardener-king.

NOTE 3
Hdt.1.30fF., with Braund 1998.

NOTE 4
Plato, Gorgias, 470c-471d, with Dodds
1959, ad loc.

NOTE 5
Hdt.1.8ff; 9.108fF.; cf. Braund 1998.

NOTE 6

Nielsen 1999, 14 presents the essence of
this typology in clear tabulated form; cf.
18-23 on audience-halls and banqueting.

NOTE 7

A key difficulty for the analysis of Greek
treatments of monarchy is that so much of
Greek literature explores the system in the
context of non-Greek peoples, so that there
is often some room for doubt as to how far
comments on monarchy are generalisable
to Greek society itself. However, the diffi-
culty should not be allowed to hamper the
discussion, for it is clear enough that the
principal concern of most Greek theorists
is primarily with monarchy itself.

NOTE 8
On Plato’s language here, see Pomeroy
1994, 240.

NOTE 9
Connor 1985; Seaford 1996.

NOTE 10

Nielsen 1999, 48-9. Significant doubts have
been raised about the importance of the
tent in this context (e.g. Miller 1997, 235~
6), but they are far from conclusive; there
remains some life in the hypothesis that the
Achaemenid tent contributed to the design
of the theatrical stage at Athens.

NOTE 11
Braund 2000 and the literature there cited.

NOTE 12
Pers. 237, with the astutue remarks of Hall
1996 ad loc.

NOTE 13
Braund 1998 discusses the matter at length.

NOTE 14
Seaford 1996; cf. Dabdab Trabulsi 1989.

NOTE 15
Bacchae 1310, with Seaford 1996 ad loc.

NOTE 16
Bacchae 854, with Seaford 1996 ad loc; cf.
439, 842, 1021 on laughter.

NOTE 17
Seaford 1996, 153.

NOTE 18
Connor 1985.

NOTE 19
Connor 1985, 97-8.

NOTE 20

Xenophon makes Athenian oligarchs
responsible, having returned from exile
under the democracy (Hell.2.2.23); Plutarch
gives the initiative to the subject of his
biography, Lysander (Plut. Lys.15).

NOTE 21
On the oxymoron, see Braund 2000.

NOTE 22
Thomas 2000, esp. 213-48; Braund 2001

NOTE 23
Hartog 1988, esp. ch. 3.

NOTE 24
See Steiner 1994, 179-80 on Scyles’ literacy
in Greek.

NOTE 25
Braund 1998.

NOTE 26

On the vogue for simplicity, at least in
Athenian housing, see Pomeroy 1994, 291-
6. Of course, Herodotus’ intended audience
was much broader than Athens alone.

NOTE 27
Seaford 1996, 186.

NOTE 28
Levy 1981; Braund 2001.

NOTE 29
Braund 2001 explores Scythian austerity at

length.

NOTE 30

Most obvious is Dionysopolis on the west
coast, but on that side of the Black Sea the
Thracians did worship Dionysus (e.g. Hdt.
5. 7). More relevant is Panticapaeum, which
was evidently linked with Pan in its own
civic traditions, as its later coinage shows.
Further, Borysthenes itself was also Olbia,
“Prosperous” or even “Happy”: it is at least
worth noting that Dionysus could be
“prosperous-making” (Anth.Pal. 9.525).

NOTE 31

Or, on a more generous view, warning the
transgressor, though his fate seems beyond
warning: Hdt. 4.79.1.

NOTE 32
On the Dionysiac features of the work, see
Braund 1993.

NOTE 33

See esp. Mossman 1988 and 1992; cf.
Bosworth 1996.
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NOTE 34
Hamilton 1969 reviews the key positions.

NOTE 35

Chuvin 1991 offers much on this subject,
though his principal concern is with Non-
nus.

NOTE 36
Seaford 1997, 144-5.

NOTE 37
Notably, Hamilton 1969, 115.
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NOTE 38
Niafas 2000.

NOTE 39
Hamilton 1969, 95 traces the story to
Theophrastus.

NOTE 40
Seaford 1996, 159.

NOTE 41
Common to Plutarch and other sources is
the notion that Dionysus’ anger at the

destruction of Thebes led to the killing of
Cleitus and the Macedonian refusal to pro-
ceed aginst the Indians (Alex. 13. 3, with
Hamilton 1969, ad loc). Here Alexander is
not Dionysus, but the victim of the god;
Thebes after Pentheus could evidently be
considered a favourite of Dionysus (cf.
Seaford 1996, 37-8).

NOTE 42
See, for example, Rice 1983 on the
Ptolemies.
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Stephen
Lumsden

Power and Identity in
the Neo-Assyrian World

Introduction

When the Medes and Babylonians
breached the walls of Nineveh in 612 BC
300 years of Assyrian domination were
brought to an end.! The more brutal
methods of Assyrian conquest and control
are emphasized in Biblical accounts and in
the propagandistic textual and pictorial
sources of the Assyrians themselves. In the
creation of the Assyrian Empire the poli-
cies of destruction and mass deportation
acted to transform the demographic and
linguistic landscapes of the ancient Near
East, not only in the conquered periphery,
but also in the core, within the Assyrian
heartland. Within Assyria this process is
often referred to in terms of a linguistic
and cultural symbiosis — or, fusion —
between Assyrians and Aramaeans, espe-
cially, which led to a modification of what
constituted an “Assyrian”.? It is the aim of
the present paper to summarize current
information about the integrative process-
es of Assyrian imperial actions, to place
these processes in a broader context, and
to underline the role of the new royal
cities in the Assyrian heartland, especially,
in the creation of new identities within
the imperial power structure.

Many of the strategies adopted by the
Assyrians to control the Iron Age Near
East are shared by other imperial systems
in the old and new worlds (see Sinopoli
1994). A common element in many
empires is the conflict between the cen-
tralizing tendencies of the palace and the
power-diffusing impulses of an entrenched
nobility. Two strategies adopted by Assyri-
an kings in the forging of centralized
power will be addressed here: the estab-
lishment of new royal cities, which “may

remove recalcitrant elites from traditional
sources of power” (Sinopoli 1994, 170),
and the further diffusion of the power of
the traditional Assyrian nobility by the
enlarging and broadening of the imperial
ruling class.

Identity is a complex phenomenon.
Social identities are frequently fluid and
situational, and ethnic identity, based on
kinship ties, is one of many social identi-
ties a single individual may have.® It seems
important to try to understand the pro-
cesses involved in the creation of the
Assyrian Empire, at least in part because of
its role in the transformation of ancient
Near Eastern society — of group and indi-
vidual identities — and because of its
important contributions to ideological and
administrative structures of later Near
Eastern empires.

Supreme Power

The path towards centralization of admin-
istrative control, the growth of royal pow-
er, and the transformation of the relation-
ship between the king and the traditional
Assyrian nobility is, in its broad outline,
fairly well documented.* During the Old
Assyrian Period, in the first half of the
Second Millennium B.C., there existed
within the city-state of Ashur a kind of
power-sharing between the king and the
families of highest status. In addition, the
palace of the king was not the economic
and administrative center of the city in
this period (Larsen 1974, 297).

During the Middle Assyrian Period in
the second half of the Second Millennium
B.C., when Assyria expanded to the
Euphrates, there is evidence for the
usurpation of certain noble-family prerog-
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atives by the king (Larsen 1974, 299). Still,
it is clear that the king depended on pow-
erful old families to administer these new
territories. Indeed, it seems that provinces
were run as profit-making concerns by
“houses” over more than one generation
(Larsen 1979, 83; Postgate 1988, xxiii-
Even in the Neo-Assyrian Period, at
least down to the mid-eighth century,
powerful figures were able to govern huge
provinces over decades, and with a certain
arount of independence rom central
control (Grayson 1991, 273-79; 1994, 74~
5). The disruptive friction between the
centralizing force of royal power and the
centrifugal force of a powerful nobility
seems only to have been abated with the
reorganization of the empire beginning
with Tiglath-Pileser III. Although very
powerful individuals and groups continued
to exist, the new structure of the empire,
and the expansion and broadening of the
bureaucratic elite, seem to have made it

34

more difficult for powerful men to acquire
and maintain power independent of their
connection to the palace.’

Fig. 1. View of Kuyunjik
from the East.

Landscapes of Power

Beginning in the middle of the eighth
century, the varied political and cultural
geography of the parts of the Near East
within the orbit of the Assyrians was
transformed to one defined by one of two
types of relation to the core. Most drastic,
mn pohtlcal, cultural, and human terms, was
incorporation within the “Land of Ashur”
as a province. Less extreme was a contin-
ued role as a semi-autonomous client
state, under the “Yoke of Ashur” (Grayson
1991, 203; Postgate 1992).

The Assyrian center was also trans-
formed in the process of empire-building,
most notably in the massive urbanization
represented by the new royal cities found-
ed at Nimrud, ancient Kalhu, by Ashur-
nasirpal II in the 9th century, at
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Khorsabad, ancient Dur-Sharruken, by
Sargon in the last decades of the 8th cen-
tury, and at Nineveh, by Sennacherib at
the end of the 8th/beginning of the 7th
century. Nineveh, the largest of these new
cities at 750 hectares, far exceeded the
natural upper limit of settlement size in
the northern dry-farming zone, and was
supported by the massive irrigation
schemes undertaken by Sennacherib in
the vicinity of the city, by the expansion
and intensification of agriculture within
the nearby Sinjar plain, and by the contin-

ued integration of mountain production
zones into the imperial economy.®

Sennacherib’s reign represents both a
break from the intensive expansionism of
his immediate predecessors and a new
focus on the Assyrian heartland.” His new
center of the empire at the ancient city of
Nineveh is a marvelous physical manifes-
tation of the culmination of the central-
ization of power in the position of the
Assyrian king by the end of the 8th cen-
tury (see Winter 1993, 38). A city whose
size and grandeur was unparalleled, Nin-
eveh was dominated by the high citadel at
Kuyunjik (Fig. 1). The huge royal palace
towering above the city on its high plat-
form proclaims the distant and supreme
position of the king in the imperial hier-
archy (see Pecirkova 1988, 247). Its posi-
tion opposite and at a distance from major
gates and across the city from the high
eastern terrace created new types of sight
lines, which served to emphasize the visu-
al and symbolic centrality of the palace®
(Fig. 2).

It is clear also in the Neo-Assyrian
Period that it is from the royal palaces that
rule was exercised and the empire run
(Winter 1993, 27).Yet, at the same time,
the size and complexity of the empire
seem to have led to a diversification of
administrative units which, in turn, may
have been spread throughout the capital
city. One such unit, which signified the
important role that the army played in the
empire, was represented by the ekal
masarti, or arsenal, a huge building on its
own raised platform, typically at a distance
from the royal citadel. This building, first
attested at Nimrud, was new to the admi-
nistrative geography of urban Mesopo-
tamia, and served as a kind of army head-
quarters, and supply and storage depot
(Eph’al 1983, 101; Turner 1970).

A number of lines of evidence seem to
suggest that, unlike the citadels at Nimrud
and Khorsabad, the citadel at Nineveh
may not have contained several palatial
administrative buildings, in addition to the
royal palaces of Sennacherib and Ashurba-
nipal (Lumsden in press a) (Fig. 3). Such
administrative units as the palace of the
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KUYUNJIK
c. 640 BC:
sketch

City-gate 13?7

provincial governor, located on the citadel
at Nimrud, most probably were located
within the lower town at Nineveh,
beneath the high citadel (Lumsden in
press b). For example, it is possible that a
partially uncovered building, located
between Kuyunjik and Nebi Yunus, may
have represented such an administrative
unit within the lower town. This large
building, which inscribed bricks and frag-
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ments of prisms suggest was built by Sen-
nacherib, includes formal features typical
of palatial/administrative buildings known
from the citadels of the three capital cities:
at least two large square courtyards give
access to suites of long parallel rooms,
with special features such as stone “ablu-
tion” slabs and columned entrances (Post-
gate 1975, 60).

Other types of administrative units situ-

Fig. 3. Known buildings on
Kuyunjik. (After J.E. Reade,
Assyrian llustrations of Nin-
eveh, Iranica Antiqua
XXXI1/1998, Fig. 9).



Fig 4. The “Red House”
neighborhood in Ashur.

(After C. Preusser, Die Wohn-
hiuser in Assur, WVDOG
64, Berlin, 1954, Taf. 9).
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ated in the city below the citadel may be
represented by an arrangement that seems
to be suggested by a text in connection
with the construction of Khorsabad,? in
which a large domestic/administrative
structure belonging to a high official may
be surrounded by smaller domestic units
of his administrative “household”. Such an
“administrative cluster” might, for
instance, resemble the Rofes Haus neigh-
borhood at Ashur (Lumsden in press b)
(Fig. 4). Municipal administration, possibly
associated with city gates, might be repre-
sented at Nineveh by a building associated
with the Shamash Gate in an inheritance
text and by a large structure partially
excavated in 1989 and 1990 beside the
Mashki Gate. !0

_ If these suppositions can be shown to
be true, then it can be suggested that a
significant amount of the municipal,
provincial, and possibly, imperial, adminis-
tration took place within the lower town
at Nineveh, at least; a function similar to
that suggested for the lower town at the
provincial capital of Dur Katlimmu in the
Lower Habur.!! At the imperial capital,
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these administrative buildings would have
been interspersed among the houses of
the imperial elite, “embassies” of vassal and
independent states, and monuments to
empire, in the central part of the city, clos-
est to the citadels (Stronach and Lumsden
1992; Lumsden in press a and b).

Language and Power

The populations of Nineveh and of the
other great Assyrian cities were composed
of native Assyrians and of people from
throughout the empire, who had either
been deported unwillingly from their
homelands, or who had willingly become
members of the imperial hegemonic class.
Huge numbers of people were moved
around by the Assyrians through the prac-
tice of mass deportation; a large percent-
age of these seem to have been transport-
ed into Assyria proper.'? It might be
expected that such an influx of people
might have led to a practical problem in
terms of communication, particularly
within the royal cities. Indeed, Sargon
admits as much: in the peopling of his
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new city he states that he “settled in its
midst deportees from the conquered
countries, [and that he] made them speak
one language” (Parpola 1995, 54; Oded
1979, 31).

The solution in the cities and in the
imperial bureaucracy, for those who did
not speak the enforced common language,
at least, was bilingualism." It is in the
Neo-Assyrian Period, of course, that Ara-
maic became the most commonly spoken
language in the Near East, and began to
replace Akkadian, in the western part of
the empire at least, as the international
language of communication,’™ circum-
stances which were probably at least partly
due to Assyrian imperial policies (Fig. 5).
The intense interaction between the
Assyrian and Aramaean languages and the
growing importance of Aramaic within
the empire can now be better understood
in light of the new paradigm proposed by
Mario Liverani (1988) and Hartmut
Kiihne (1995) for Assyrian-Aramaean rela-
tions at the beginning of the Neo-Assyri-
an Period and for the manner in which
the Assyrians regained control of the lands
west to the Euphrates. Assyrians and Ara-
maeans were together in the Habur
Region, for instance, much earlier that
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previously thought, and Aramaean elites
had been integrated into Assyrian control
of the area already before Ashurnasirpal’s
advances in the 9th century (Liverani
1988; Kuhrt 1995, 397-8), thus adding
time-depth and complexity to the rela-
tionship between the two peoples.

Whether the predominant spoken lan-
guage in a city like Dur-Sharruken at the
end of the 8th century was Assyrian or
Aramaic is not clear; perhaps it was not
even very important. In antiquity language
seems not to have been invested with
identity in the same way that modern
nation states invest it, and language and
identity may have been more fluid and
negotiable in the past.'” Texts during this
period indicate that the Aramaic-speaking
town dwellers ot the Middle Euphrates
region did not consider themselves to be
Aramaeans, “but applied this designation
to their nomadic adversaries” (Zadok
1995, 280). In addition, in the Assyrian
heartland the Standard Babylonian dialect
of Akkadian had begun to replace the
Assyrian dialect in certain categories of
annalistic and scholarly literature already
in the Middle Assyrian Period (Gelb 1960,
326-7; Kuhrt 1995, 476).

While bilingualism must have been a

Fig. 5. Relief from Ashurbani-
pal’s palace, with Assyrian
and Aramaic battlefield scribes
and an officer presenting an
award to a soldier. (Courtesy
of the Trustees of the British
Museum).



requirement in the civil and military
administration of the empire, Aramaic
annotations on clay tablets may indicate
that some low level officials could not, at
the least, read cuneiform in 7th century
Nineveh (Millard 1983, 101; Grayson
1991, 185). There is no indication that the
Assyrians imposed their language on con-
quered populations; outside the major
cities, at least, in the vast agricultural hin-
terland and in the provinces at a distance
from the core, it seems that Aramaic
speakers far outnumbered Assyrian speak-
ers (Zadok 1997). Assyrian Akkadian does
not seem to have penetrated the periphery
of the empire in places like southern
Palestine, for instance: The episode in Isa-
iah in which a high Assyrian official nego-
tiates with the defenders of Jerusalem
seems to indicate that in this part of the
empire Aramaic was the second language,
after Hebrew, and it was mainly only
understood by administrative officials
(Machinist 1983, 732-3; Ahlstrém 1993,
683).

In addition to its increasingly important
role as an administrative language and lin-
gua franca, Aramaic was also acquiring the
properties of a language of culture and
prestige within at least parts of the impe-
rial system, already in the Neo-Assyrian
Period (Greenfield 1978; Eph’al 1999).
Bar-Rakib of Sam’al, a loyal vassal of
Tiglath-Pileser III, composed the inscrip-
tion dedicated to his father’s exploits in
the local dialect of Aramaic.!® However, he
composed his own inscription, outlining
his own exploits and emphasizing his loy-
alty to Tiglath-Pileser, not in the local
dialect, nor in Akkadian, but in the
“Mesopotamian Aramaic” that had devel-
oped in the Jazira, within Assyria (Green-
field 1978, 95). And, at the other end of
the empire, within the Zagros south of
Lake Urmia, in ancient Mannea, a monu-
mental Aramaic inscription attests to the
aura of prestige and culture that this lan-
guage had acquired in this non-semitic
speaking area already at the beginning of
the 7th Century BC (Eph’al 1999, 118;
Sokoloff 1999, 106).

Identity and Power

The interplay between the two languages,
and the increasing use of Aramaic,'” was
only one aspect of the transformation of
both the Assyrian and the Aramaean cul-
tures. Another transformative mechanism
was the integration of non-Assyrians, from
throughout the empire, into all levels of
Assyrian society (see Oded 1979, 75-115).
An increased role in the administration of
the empire for foreign “new men”, as well
as eunuchs (see Grayson 1995), even at the
highest positions, acted to advance royal
power at the expense of the entrenched
native Assyrian aristocracy.!® These incor-
porative strategies of the Assyrians resulted
in the loss or modification of old identi-
ties throughout the empire, the creation of
new ones, and, as has often been noted,
the genesis of a new and broader, more
inclusive, “Assyrian” identity (see Zadok
1997, 216). The methods adopted to cre-
ate this new imperial society were many
and varied, and are common to those used
in other empires.!”

As noted earlier, an important element
for understanding the increasingly impor-
tant role that Aramaeans came to play in
Assyria is the new paradigm proposed by
Liverani and Kiihne for the Assyrian
recovery of the plains west to the
Euphrates (see also Morandi Bonacossi
1996). These studies indicate that the
Assyrians never completely lost control of
at least parts of this area, and that local
Aramaean elites were integrated much
earlier than previously thought into Assyr-
ian administration of the Habur and
Balikh zones and beyond, thus extending
the time-frame for Assyrian-Aramaean
integration (see also Kuhrt 1995).

West of the Euphrates in the 9th and
8th centuries developing alliances with
local elites led to the creation of a class
structure that cross-cut ethnic and political
boundaries, and which was distinct from
earlier local patterns of social hierarchy.?
Contrary to their propagandistic accounts,
the Assyrians were not met with unrelent-
ing antagonism by the states in the west,
nor did Assyrian conquest mean “total
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annihilation” (Lanfranchi 1997, 81-2).
Pro-Assyrian factions were common, and
many states were loyal allies to the Assyri-
ans (Lanfranchi 1997; Kuhrt 1995, 485),
increasingly eager to profit politically, eco-
nomically, and in terms of status-enhance-
ment by association with Assyria. Bar-
Rakib of Sam’al, for example, proudly
described how his father “ran at the
wheel” of his Assyrian overlord’s chariot
during his military campaigns (Greenfield
1978, 95; Lanfranchi 1997, 85).
Increasingly, then, many local elites
from North Syrian and Southeast Anato-
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lian states began to connect status, and its
enhancement, to their connection with
the Assyrian power structure. This coop-
tion of local identities is reflected in the
reliefs of the 9th and 8th centuries at
places like Carchemish, where, through
emulation and, most probably, the bestow-
al of honors such as particular types of
robes and emblems of status, the rulers
and their nobles adopted Assyrian dress,
hair styles, and emblems of rank?' (Fig. 6).
This change in “self-symbolization”?* may
represent a new identification with an
international ruling class that was develop-

Fig. 6. Representations of
early 9th Century and 8th
Century rulers and soldiers at
Carchemish. (After E. Akur-
gal, The Art of Greece: Its
Origins in the Mediterranean
and Near East, New York,
1968, Figs. 80, 81, 83, 93).



Fig. 7. Maces represented on
Assyrian reliefs from the 9th
Century through the 7th
Century.

(After T A. Madhloom, The
Chronology of Neo-Assyrian
Art, London, 1970, Pl.
XK.

ing along with the Assyrian conquests.
Many local elites, then, had already begun
to look like Assyrians before their con-
quest and integration into the Assyrian
administrative and military hierarchy. As
noted in a recent description of this pro-
cess in Egypt, assyriannization “was not a
matter of birth but of outward appear-
ance” (Kemp 1997, 128).

Another powerful tool of integration
was the imperial army. On the one hand,
the recruitment of men and units from
conquered territories and beyond had a
devastating effect on local cohesiveness
(Fales and Postgate 1992, xxiii). On the
other, onomastic data and the adoption of
Aramaic military terminology again attest
to the important role played by Aramaeans
in the army, although Samarians, Urar-
tians, Nubians, Medes, Neo-Hittites, and
many other groups, were also successfully
incorporated into this institution.?® That
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the royal guards units, closest to the royal
family, were made up principally of for-
eigners attests to their perceived loyalty
(See Liverani 1995; Lanfranchi 1997, 85).

Recruitment into the Assyrian army
represented an advancement for local mili-
tary elites and common soldiers in the
form of prestige, material benefits, and the
possibility of advancement (Lanfranchi
1997, 85). Allegiance was assured through
rewards for success in the form of land
grants, booty, and honors (cf. Sinopoli
1994, 167). Indeed, this may have been the
first modern army, in at least one sense, in
that this mingling of many difterent ethnic
military units was given organizational and
integrative cohesiveness through the stan-
dardization of uniforms and equipment
for various units and ranks and standard-
ized symbols of rank and honor?* (Figs. 5
and 7).

On a broader scale the policy of mass
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deportation was the most important
instrument of population control and
assimilation. The movement of populations
to new homes at the opposite end of the
empire, or into the Assyrian heartland, act-
ed to transform both urban and rural
identities (see Emberling 1997). In this
regard, the creation of huge new cities,
populated with folk from throughout the
Near Eastern world, was a new phe-
nomenon. These centers of empire
acquired new buildings, new institutions,
new administrative structures and served
as contexts for an intensive social transfor-
mation and the radical restructuring of
identities among the emerging imperial
ruling class (see Liverani 1979, 308;
Grayson 1991, 199-200).

New forms of civil society, character-
ized by a militarization and regimentation,
are especially evident in the urban context
of the imperial capitals, and seem to have
been adopted, at least partly, as a means to
organize the massive influx of laborers and
craftsmen into the center, and as a tool of
assimilation (Postgate 1987, 260). Thusly,
civilian pursuits increasingly were carried
out by groups under the command of the
rab kisri, a military cohort commander
(Postgate 1987, 259).

Another significant repercussion of the
particular form of urbanization within
Assyria was the development of profes-
sional associations that cross-cut ethnic
identity.?> These connections clearly came
to play an important role as an organizing
principle in cities like Nineveh. They are
manifested physically by an apparent link
to specific quarters of the city; for
instance, by the group of weavers at Ashur
(Fales 199/, 36) and by the lists of neigh-
borhoods at Nineveh, such as the “resi-
dences of the scribes”, “the residences of
the brewers”, “residences of the chief
singer” and so on, and the possible
“administrative clusters” suggested above.?
Evidence for the construction of
Khorsabad seems to indicate that the
palace was actively involved in this pro-
cess.?’

The new royal cities, then, were charac-
terized by an especially high ethnic and
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social diversity (see Sinopoli 1994). At
these imperial centers new multiple iden-
tities were forged, the most important
facets of which were probably class, rank,
and professional association. Onomastic
data indicate, however, the continued role
of ethnic identity which cross-cut class
and profession.? Most significant, though,
was the forging of an over-arching collec-
tive identity as the new imperial ruling
class.?

In the provinces at some distance from
the Assyrian heartland the massive disrup-
tion of populations through deportations
served other purposes. The conquest of
independent states, their incorporation
into the empire as provinces, and the
introduction into them of often great
numbers of foreigners, acted to replace
any national, or political, identity that may
have existed with new regional and local
identities; to replace states with territorial
minorities.** All were treated equally and
were “counted as Assyrians” (Becking
1992, 29-30; see also Machinist 1993).
Liverani describes this process as one in
which “A world made up of Urartians and
Elamites, of Aramaeans and Neo-Hittites,
of Phoenicians and Israelites, of Babyloni-
ans and Chaldeans, an extremely rich
world, enriched by different cultural,
political, social and economic experiences
in the end becomes simply a world made
up of Assyrian subjects” (Liverani 1979,
305).

Cultural homogenization and ethnic
fragmentation can take place simultane-
ously (Eriksen 1997).The old loyalties of
those displaced groups were replaced by
new connections to the core, to a new
identification with the Assyrian state (Liv-
erani 1979, 300; Oded 1979, 46-8). Their
new situations, sometimes as members of
the dominant class in the new land, would
have given such groups a sense of social
advancement and prestige enhancement.?
Possible hostility directed towards these
groups by native populations might also
have acted to magnify their sense of dis-
tinctiveness (see Oded 1979, 46; Ember-
ling 1997).

While populations of provincial towns



were mixed, texts indicate that the majori-
ty of the peasants, whether free or tied to
the land, in the vast rural farmland of the
central provinces in the Jazirah, bore West-
Semitic, mainly Aramaean, names.’? The
policy proudly proclaimed in royal annals
of intensive resettlement and agricultural
expansion — Adad-Nirari III claims to
have founded 331 villages in the Jazirah
(Grayson 1996, 210) — is reflected in set-
tlement patterns as revealed in archaeolog-
ical surveys. In the Sinjar there is a huge
increase in the number of settlements,
mainly villages and farmsteads, basically
filling the entire available agricultural
landscape (Wilkinson 1995, 145-6). This
“dispersal into small rural settlements”
seems to have been typical throughout the
dry-farming zone in the Assyrian Period,
and appears to have provided “a template
for the settlement pattern that followed
during the Hellenistic, Roman/Parthian
and, to a lesser extent, Byzantine/Sasanian
Periods” (Wilkinson 1995, 157). In addi-
tion, the settlement hierarchy in the Sinjar
seems to have devolved into a 2-tier one,*
and here and elsewhere the loss of first
rank settlements symbolized the disap-
pearance of independent local and region-
al political, ideological and economic sys-
tems of self-awareness (Liverani 1992,
130).

The creation of the empire also acted
to open borders and markets (Lehmann
1998, 31). Texts attest to the mobility
throughout the empire of administrative
officials, military men, merchants, and arti-
sans.* Material correlates of this process
may include an increased standardization
of ceramics and the spread of particular
types of Assyrian ceramics west of the
Euphrates, perhaps as symbols of pres-
tige.?

In common with other imperial sys-
tems,* within client states on the edges of
the Assyrian Empire, local elites were
incorporated into the emerging class
structure of the empire, and were reward-
ed for their cooperation by a system of
awards of economic benefits, privileges,
and social advancement. This process is
most evident in the states on the south-

western frontier (Ekron, Edom, Ammon,
etc), which prospered greatly during the
so-called Pax Assyriaca in the 7th century
(Gitin 1997; Finkelstein 1995). The adop-
tion of certain ceramics and other Assyri-
an-style objects, and the use of objects in
stone and shell in a new “international”
style point to the integration of local elites
here into the culture of the ruling classes
that spanned the empire (Routledge 1997,
39; Singer-Avitz 1999). The new interna-
tional role as clients of the Assyrian king
“led to the emergence in the 7th century
of a new kind of leadership in [places like]
Ammon, Moab and Edom, one less
dependent on local forms of authority
(such as kinship) and more closely tied to
an international community of other
elites” (Routledge 1997, 39).

Conclusion

In the creation of its empire, Assyria
offered both devastation and opportunity,
and each played a role in the transforma-
tion of the ancient Near East. Boundaries
were abolished, conquered populations
were “counted among the Assyrians” and
were instructed by native Assyrians “how
to behave” and were shown “their duties
to the Assyrian king and his gods” (Dalley
1985, 35). A multi-ethnic and cosmopoli-
tan class of administrators and soldiers
developed from the addition of foreign
elites to the native Assyrian ruling class.
Israelite “ideological resistance to impe-
rial tyranny” was mainly expressed by the
condemnation of this “annihilation of
nations . . . the removal of national bound-
aries . .. and the exile of populations”
(Weinfeld 1986, 170-2). Aramaean resis-
tance may have been characterized by
what Oppenheim called their “refusal” to
adopt Akkadian and cuneiform.?” Native
Assyrian resistance to the changing nature
of the empire and its ruling class is more
difficult to document, but may be repre-
sented by at least some of the civil unrest
within Assyria from the end of the 9th to
the middle of the 8th century, and per-
haps, strangely enough, by Sargon’s
unwillingness to receive, directly, at least,
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messages in Aramaic,*® and by the aban-
donment of Nineveh by the “old Ninevite
families” shortly after it became the cen-
tral city of the Empire.*

The founding of the new royal cities in
the heartland played a pivotal role in the
creation of the multi-ethnic, militaristic
ruling class that came to dominate the
Near Eastern world during the Neo-
Assyrian Period. It was in the inclusive
process of peopling these urban centers
and of integrating this diverse population
into the imperial elite that a new Assyrian
identity was created. This group was con-
nected to other members of the adminis-
trative and military class throughout the
empire by a shared sense of collective
identity.** The cosmopolitan royal cities,
then, served to embody the wider empire
(Liverani 1979, 314; Machinist 1993, 88).
As ties that connected elites throughout
the empire would have become more
important than ties to local communities,
the population of the empire, spread out
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across the landscape in mainly small agri-
cultural villages, might be expected to
have become increasingly alienated from
the imperial structure and its ruling class.
Already in the Neo-Assyrian Period, then,
the foundation for the chasm that separat-
ed the imperial elite from the masses that
characterized later empires in the Near
East*! had been set.

Still, 150 years after the fall of Assyria
the ruling elites in Samaria expressed their
cohesiveness, their distinctiveness, and
their status in relation to their neighbors
in terms of memories of events of the 7th
century. In a letter to Artaxerxes I to
protest the rebuilding of the walls of
Jerusalem, they describe themselves as “the
men of Uruk, and of Babylon, and of Susa
— that is, the Elamites — and other peoples
whom the great and glorious Osnappar
(=Ashurbanipal) deported and settled in
the city of Samaria, and the rest of the
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province of Beyond the River”.



Notes

NOTE 1

This paper has benefited immeasurably
from comments by Irene Winter, Geoft
Emberling, and Mogens Trolle Larsen. Any
errors in fact or interpretation that remain
are the author’s alone.

NOTE 2

This topic is most explicitly treated in
Postgate 1989. See also Tadmor 1975, 43-4;
Millard 1983, 101; Machinist 1993; Kuhrt
1995; Brinkman 1999, 2.

NOTE 3
Emberling 1997; Eriksen 1993;J.M. Hall
1997; Jones 1997.

NOTE 4
Larsen 1979; Pecirkova 1988; Kuhrt 1995.

NOTE 5

See Larsen 1979; Pecirkova 1988. However,
there is some evidence that eunuchs, for
instance, formed associations with each
other, and separate from their ties to royal
power, which may not have served royal
interests. See Grayson 1995, 96.

NOTE 6

See Jakobsen and Lloyd, 1935; Oates 1968;
Reade 1978; Wilkinson 1995, 158-9.The
title for the Hallahu Gate at Nineveh,
“bringing the Products of the Mountains”
(Reade 1978, 51), suggests that mountain
zones were producing food for the imperial
capital.

NOTE 7
Reade 1978, 47; Grayson 1991, 103; Rus-
sell 1991, 260-2.

NOTE 8
A possible layout of 7th century Nineveh is
proposed in Lumsden in press a & b.

NOTE 9
For this text see Parpola 1987, 100.

NOTE 10
Many kinds of activities took place at or

near gates: Gelb et al 1965, 20-22. Mayors —
or at least their districts — are distinguished
by gate names at Neo-Assyrian Assur:
Klengel-Brandt & Radner 1997, 154. For
the “gate of the mayor”, see Gelb ef al
1956, 164. For the Shamash gate building,
see Kwasman 1988, 80. The building next
to the Mashki Gate is discussed in Stronach
& Lumsden 1992, Stronach 1997, and
Lumsden in press a and b.

NOTE 11

See Kiihne 1995, 82. This aspect of urban
organization may have characterized many,
if not most, northern political centers: see
Stone 1999, 204, 211-12; van de Mieroop
1999, 254.

NOTE 12

Oded 1979, 28. Oded’s acceptance of the
Assyrian account of at least 4,5 million
deportees during the entire imperial period
seems unrealistic: see Millard 1991; de
Odorico 1995.

NOTE 13

Machinist cautions against concluding from
Sargon’s statement that the Assyrians had a
general policy of enforcing a standard lan-
guage on conquered peoples (Machinist
1993, 96). The extent to which Assyrians
learned Aramaic, for instance, is not clear,
although it has been asserted that the rising
importance of Aramaic within the empire
may indicate that they could, and did, learn
this language. See Millard 1983, 103-4. On
bilingualism in Assyria, see Tadmor 1982,
453-55; Parpola 1987, xv-xvi. See, more
generally, .M. Hall 1997, 178.

NOTE 14

Tadmor 1982, 451-53. For the increasing
role of Aramaic as an official language of
the Assyrian Empire, and of its replacement
of Akkadian as the lingua franca of the
ancient Near East already in the Assyrian
Period, see also Greenfield 1978, 94;
Machinist 1983, 732; 1993; Millard 1983,
103, 107; Fales 1986, 35, 45-6.

NOTE 15
See Safran 1999; Emberling 1997; J.M. Hall

1997.

NOTE 16
For this text see Gibson 1971-82, vol. 2,

no. 14.

NOTE 17

It is clear that it is in the Neo-Assyrian
Period that the use of Aramaic spread
throughout the empire and into all levels of
imperial society. See Greenfield 1978;Tad-
mor 1982, 451-53; Machinist 1983, 733;
Millard 1983, 103-4, 107; Fales 1986.

NOTE 18

Kuhrt 1995, 506. Foreign elites and
eunuchs might be expected to be more
tied to the king, their patron, and less likely
to have divided loyalties than the ancient
Assyrian aristocratic class. For this percep-
tion of eunuchs, see Grayson 1995, 95-6.
However, see also note 5 above.

NOTE 19
Cf. Patterson 1987; Gledhill 1988 and
1989; D’Altroy 1992; Sinopoli 1994.

NOTE 20
For this imperial pattern elsewhere, see
Gledhill 1989, 121; Patterson 1987.

NOTE 21

See Kinnier Wilson 1972, 41; Fales and
Postgate 1992, xxiii. For the cultural
exchange between west and east, see Win-
ter 1982.

NOTE 22
For this concept, see Marcus 1995.

NOTE 23

Kinnier Wilson 1972; Tadmor 1982, 451;
Dalley 1985; Fales 1991, 103-6; Kuhrt
1995, 398. See also Garelli 1982 and Kuhrt
1995 for the important role, in general, of
Aramaeans in Assyria.
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NOTE 24

For standardized equipment and symbols of
rank, see Reade 1972, 102; Millard 1983,
103; Dezsé and Curtis 1991; Fales and
Postgate 1992, xxvii-xxix; Bedal 1992;
Postgate 1994. It does seem, however, that
at least certain royal guards units made up
of non-Assyrians and special units in the
army, such as the Itu’aeans, retained theit
native costumes. See, for illustrations of
these, Wifler 1975.

NOTE 25

Fales 1997; Fales and Jakob-Rost 1991, 10.
See also van de Mieroop 1997, 102, 110-
15. For the state’s role in subverting kinship
ties in an earlier urban context, see Stone
1987, 5, 18, 20-28, 128.

NOTE 26
Fales and Postgate 1992, xvii-xix; Lumsden
in press b.

NOTE 27

Letters indicate that Sargon took an active
interest in all aspects of the construction of
his new royal city (Parpola 1995, 52-3). The
palace administration not only organized
the construction of the city wall, palaces
and temples, but also built houses within
the city for certain state employees, such as
the recruitment officers mentioned in a let-
ter to the king (Parpola 1995, 64-7; Parpola
1987, 100-101. See also Lumsden in press
b). The palace may also have been involved
in designing (and building?) houses in
Nimrud (see, for this text, Parpola 1987,
66).

NOTE 28
Fales 1997; Zadok 1997; see also Radner
1998; 1999.

NOTE 29

Contra Mann, who, although he notes a
move towards “more extensive, diffused
identities” in the Assyrian Period, argues
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that the Assyrians did not extend “Assyrian
citizenship/national identity’ to the ruling
classes of conquered peoples” (1986, 236).

NOTE 30

See Postgate 1979, 217; Oded 1979, 43-4;
Ahlstrom 1993, 676; Na’aman 1995. For
examples of this process in other imperial
situations, see Gledhill 1989; Patterson
1987, 122; T.D. Hall 1998.

NOTE 31

For a similar phenomenon in a later period
in the Near East, see Wieserhofer 1996,
193

NOTE 32

Becking 1992, 116-18; Na’aman 1993;
1995, 110-11; Fales and Postgate 1995,
xxxi; Postgate 1997, 165-6; Zadok 1995;
1997.

NOTE 33

Wilkinson 1995, 148. At a distance from
the Assyrian heartland and royal cities, in
the Habur Valley, the rural population —
much of which was deported from the
west — was tightly controlled through a
local, many-tiered administrative/settlement
system: see Bernbeck 1993; 1999.

NOTE 34
Fales and Postgate 1995, xix; Dalley 1985,
48; Parpola 1995, 54-6.

NOTE 35

Lehmann 1998, 19, 30-31. There may also
be evidence at 7th Century Nineveh for
the development of a more mass-produced
and standardized ceramic assemblage to
meet the increased demands of the most
populous city of the empire (Lumsden
1999, 4-5).

NOTE 36
Cf. Gledhill 1989, 116, 119-23; Sinopoli
1994, 163-4; 1995, 7.

NOTE 37

See Oppenheim 1967, 34-5 on the Ara-
maean resistance to the adoption of
cuneiform and Akkadian.

NOTE 38

See Parpola 1987, xvi. On the other hand,
as Parpola notes, Sargon’s refusal to accept
communications in Aramaic may have been
due to security reasons.

NOTE 39

For a discussion of the relevant text, see
Tadmor 1982, 451. Machinist also suggests
that an apparent hardening of Assyrian atti-
tudes towards conquered peoples after Sar-
gon may have represented “an effort ideo-
logically to clarify boundaries between us’
and them’ precisely because the boundaries
were dissolving” (1993, 94-5). On resistance
to the Assyrians, in general, see Garelli
1973

NOTE 40

This collective identity was, in turn, sym-
bolized by the exchange among the impe-
rial elite of luxury goods (ivory-decorated
furniture, ivory objects, decorated metal
vessels, jewellery, garments, seals, horse trap-
pings, etc.), many of which were in the
western, “exotic” style. See Winter 1982;
Marcus 1995, 2493-98; and, more generally,
Sinopoli 1994, 172. For an “Assyrian
Empire style” of furniture, see Curtis and
Reade 1995, 123. For the impact of this
imperial culture on a peripheral society, see
Winter 1977; 1980; Marcus 1996.

NOTE 41
Brown 1976, 14, 16, 26-28, 34, 60, for the
late Roman Near Eastern world.

NOTE 42
Book of Ezra 4.7-16; Eph’al 1988, 149.
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Thierry Petit

The First Palace of Amathus and
the Cypriot Poleogenesis!

The question of palace architecture in
Cyprus is related to a very important and
at the same time very sensitive problem,
namely the origins of the Cypriot City-
Kingdoms. There are two conflicting the-
ories: either historical states occurred in
the Late Bronze Age (12th-11th cent. BC)
and were due to the new Achaean settlers
who imported their own kind of polity,
which may have undergone some
Canaanite influence,? or they were a later
consequence of the Phoenician influence
in the island from the 9th century
onwards. This conflict is similar to the
controversy, which a few decades ago
divided the supporters of a continuity and
the defenders of a rupture between the
Bronze Age and the Late Geometric peri-
od in Greece.

The Achaean hypothesis is supported
by foundation-myths. According to these
traditions, some Achaean heroes landed in
Cyprus and founded the historical king-
doms: for instance, Salamis was founded
by Teucros, son of Telamon, king of...
Salamis in Greece, and Paphos was found-
ed by the Arcadian Agapenor. The origin
of almost all the Greek-speaking cities was
explained in this way.? The use of such
etiological legends was of course impossi-
ble for Kition, the main Phoenician city,*
and for Amathus whose inhabitants were
considered as autochthonous (Ps. Skylax
GGM 1,77-78) because they spoke a very
strange language called ‘Eteocypriot’.> But
according to the myth the Amathusians
were either descendants of the Ethiopians,
or heirs of the local King Kinyras, the
only Cypriot mentioned by Homer.® As a
matter of fact, Theopompus explains that
Kinyras was expelled by Agamemnon’s
Achaeans and fled to the south of the

island where he founded Amathus
(Theopompus, FGH 115, F 103,3). In this
way, according to the legends, there was a
state-continuity: the Greek-speaking king-
doms as well as Amathus were founded
immediately after the arrival of the
Achaeans in Cyprus, which is generally
dated to the beginning of the 11th centu-
ry BC7

However, the textual sources offer no
evidence for Cypriot kingdoms before the
late 8th or early 7th century BC.The
name of several kingdoms in Cyprus is
mentioned for the first time in some
Assyrian royal inscriptions: for instance the
Asarhaddon prism from 673/2 BC gives a
list of ten Cypriot kings and the name of
their cities. Thus there is a four-century
gap in the textual evidence.

The question is: may archaeology help
us to fill this gap. The supporters of the
theory of continuity between the late
Bronze Age and the 8th century are of
course inclined to deny the existence of
‘Dark Ages’ in Cyprus.® Thus Snodgrass
(1988) argues that the case of Cyprus is
quite dissimilar to that of Greece during
the so-called Dark Ages, which appear
now to be less ‘dark’ than once thought.?
Other scholars minimize the significance
of the decreasing number of settlements
and the obvious poverty in material cul-
ture during the Cypriot Geometric
(CG) I-II period (1050-850 BC), and
some refuse to attach any importance to
qualitative and quantitative factors'” — but
in this case one must abstain from any
archaeological hermeneutic at all. Others
argue that royal artefacts or prestige goods
do exist in the 11th century, such as the
Kourion sceptre,!' and the obelos from the
Palea-Paphos — Skales necropolis. '?
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The first difficulty occurs when these
authors must admit that the very few set-
tlements of the 11th century do not
square with the cities mentioned in the
Assyrian lists, nor with later known city-
states.!® Possibly the only occupied sites
during all the Late Bronze (LB) A — CG
IA period are Kition and Paphos.™ Fur-
thermore, it is commonly admitted that
there is no decisive evidence for kingdoms
as early as the 11th century'® and that a
decline within the material culture did
exist in Geometric Cyprus.'® Indeed, from
a political point of view, one could add
that the petty kingdoms and kingships of
the Archaic and Classical periods are clos-
er to the Phoenician ones or to the prin-
cipalities of the “World of Odysseus’ than
to the Mycenaean states as known from
the linear B texts. In any case, it is very
unlikely that the ruling classes of the late
Mycenaean kingdoms could have suc-
ceeded in reproducing their former politi-
cal structure in Cyprus (pace lacovou
1995, 103 and 1998, 11-12). The loss of
the Linear B script and the absence of
evidence for a Cypro-Minoan or Cypro-
syllabic script is a very important indica-
tion for the disappearance of state forma-
tion in Cyprus, or at least for the great
difference between the political organiza-
tion in Cyprus in the 11th century and
the Mycenaean kingdoms in the 13th
century BC (cf. Iacovou 1998, 111-12).

It is also worth noting that there is a
wide gap of three centuries between the
supposed 11th century royal items and the
first signs of economic and political
Renaissance in the 8th century BC."7
During the 11th and 10th centuries BC,
no objects have been tound 1n tombs to
identify them as royal and thus to distin-
guish them from the burial sites of com-
mon people.!® Moreover this is true also
of the 9th century BC, as the first “royal
tomb” is the tomb N'W 194 of Amathus
dating from the end of the 9th century
BC," followed a century later by tomb I
in the royal necropolis of Salamis.

On the other hand David W. Rupp has
developed in some recent works what one
may call the ‘Phoenician hypothesis’. He
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emphasizes several points to support this
view: the existence of city-walls, the dis-
tribution of luxury and/or imported
items, the magnificent burial rituals in
built tombs, the reappearance of the script,
and the founding of sanctuaries. All the
evidence shows that some kind of Cypriot
Renaissance did take place during the 8th
century BC.?° As in Greece at the same
time, there is in Cyprus a dramatic
increase of population.?! The most impor-
tant innovations occurred during this time
as well: the first built tombs,?? the found-
ing of great sanctuaries like that of Apol-
lon Hylates in Kourion, and of Aphrodite
in Amathus, and the development of some
others like that of Aghia Irini.?® Also the
contacts with the outside world increased
from the Cypro-Archaic period onwards.?
Thus in most regions of the island the
links with the Levant are first documented
during this time,? and also the Greek
imports were very scanty before the 8th
century BC, Amathus thus constituting an
exception.? Certainly, the revival of the
script in the 8th century is a very clear
sign of a political Renaissance, t0o.

For these reasons, it seems more likely
that the real emergence of the Cypriot
city-kingdoms occurred during the 8th
century,?® namely immediately after the
arrival of the Phoenicians in Kition,
which took place according to the opinio
communis in the middle or sometime dur-
ing the second half of the 9th century;*
and it is certainly easier to consider their
appearance a consequence of this last
event. One may agree with scholars
opposed to this new theory that the
archaeological evidence is rather scanty.?
Since some of them have asked for ‘new
hard evidence’,' the aim of this paper is
to draw attention to some of that evi-
dence.

One must admit that Rupp’s ‘Phoeni-
cian hypothesis’ is mainly based on social
stratification as it appears in the burials,®
and some scholars certainly agree with the
viability of this method.?® However, there
is a general consensus that excavated set-
tlements and survey data provide better
indications for population change than do



Fig. 1. The archaeological site

of Amathus, with the palace

(7) and the temple of Aphro-

dite (11).
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layers, that is, the first phases of these

burial assemblages.** In particular every-
buildings, have not yet been reached.

one agrees that the monumental architec-
ture is a very decisive correlate for the
existence of royal power: first the palaces,
then the built tombs.* In fact, such build-
ings were discovered in several capitals of
these kingdoms: the palaces of Hadji-
Abdullah and Evreti in Paphos, some
monumental walls in Soloi, and the store-
rooms belonging to a public building in
Idalion.* Unfortunately these monumen-
tal buildings have not been completely
excavated and the uncovered strata begin
only with the (late?) sixth century at the
earliest (however, it is not impossible that
the Hadji-Abdullah palace could be earli-
er). Except for Vouni which constitutes a
special case — mainly because it is not situ-
ated in a kingdom capital — the earliest

From this point of view, Amathus is a cru-
cial site for judging the validity of both
theories. Do archaeological excavations
conducted by the French School of
Archaeology in Athens and the Depart-
ment of Antiquities of Cyprus (Fig. 1)
confirm the foundation by Kinyras or the
‘Phoenician hypothesis’> On the city
acropolis itself the two oldest groups of
artefacts are gambling stones found in an
11th century tomb dug on the top of the
hill (Fig. 1, n°® 12), a burial which could
be the tomb of Ariadne mentioned in
texts,”” and a small ceramic deposit of the
CG IA period uncovered in an incom-
plete cistern next to the palace;* these

55



56

& k4
8.
% R ® 586 X
; 4 D 58,25
-
3) . 54
S ¢ f57 7 58.6
. 3
o/ B » \ :
5849 TN ' 58.08
57.98 o /
) 58,01 8.1 _
Y iy 5838
Xiv 2 i
) % 57.80, /\ i R =
5376 gRacpey 5776 /&1 i ‘q
15 B/ 4
a‘zﬁ 58.96 / XV
57.38
16 18 i~ (0)
Loliis 410) 0 )
58.64 17y s o Yo
' — 2
i RCOY 502, s
= ® 5715 i : DN > v
; ' D Nk RKo) sz
57,43 Jest11 19' 7Y &57.27/ & 7 Vil
2
9
579
57.39
= =
5771

Fig. 2. Storerooms in the

palace of Amathus
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Fig. 3. Tiial excavation in the

Sfloor of the first palace of
Amathus.

e

sherds have been recently studied by
Maria Iacovou and interpreted as evidence
of a settlement or even as a “township” on
the acropolis,® and it has been inferred
that Amathus was founded in the 11th
century BC. It is rather daring to conclude
from a few sherds that a “township” exist-
ed, however. No architectural remains
were linked to these objects and it seems
more likely that they are burial artefacts
from a tomb destroyed by the construction
of the first palace.*® After the CG IA peri-
od (late 11th cent. BC) documented by
scanty evidence, it seems that there was a
gap in the occupation of the hill, since no
artefacts dated before the CG III period
has yet been found on the acropolis, nei-
ther in the great sanctuary excavations nor
in the palace (Fig. 1. nos. 11 and 7). From
a political and ideological point of view,
the evidence from the royal dwelling is
very significant as everywhere the appear-
ance of this kind of monumental building
is linked with the rise of a monarchy.*!

The French excavations on the acropo-
lis began in 1975. During the first cam-
paigns the excavators discovered the
remains of storerooms with a number of
pithoi (about thirty so far: Fig. 2). This
building was called “a large public build-
ing” (Fig. 1, no. 7).*> The exploration of
this area was abandoned in 1977 and only
resumed in 1987. Since that time five
campaigns have been conducted, revealing
very important archaeological and histori-
cal data. The two last phases of the build-
ing cover the archaic and classical periods.
The former cannot be dated with certain-
ty (maybe early 6th century BC). How-
ever, an earlier layer was found just above
the bedrock. It was only in 1997 that this
first palace could be firmly dated. Within a
small trench under the 3rd (‘classical’) and
the 2nd (‘archaic’) phases, the floor of the
first phase of the palace was reached
(Fig. 3). No doubt it was already then a
conspicuous building since, embedded in
the lime-mortar floor, a limestone base for
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a column was found, a very unusual fea-
ture in this early period (see Petit 1999,
2000). The great amount of pottery found
under this floor (Fig. 4 A-C) was dated to
the end of the ninth century BC.* This
evidence is consistent with other finds
from other excavations on the acropolis as,
for example, those of the great sanctuary
on the top of the hill (Fig. 1, no. 11).
According to these finds, the site of the
acropolis of Amathus, which received the
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most important symbolic, administrative
and religious buildings, was not occupied
before the CG III period, i.e. the end of
the 9th or the beginning of the 8th cen-
tury BC.

Although the city of Amathus was well
furnished with Greek imports during the
Cypro-Geometric I and II periods, no
doubt on account of its strategic position
on the trade route between Greece and
Phoenicia,* the first palace occupation on
the city acropolis nonetheless did not take
place before the late 9th century: this is
two or three centuries later than the
mythical foundation by Kinyras, but very
soon after the Phoenicians founded the
new Kition, the direct neighbour of
Amathus to the east. Thus in Amathus, the
main types of archaeological evidence,
which according to the anthropologists
constitute an indication of kingship, is
only attested from about 800 BC.

D.W. Rupp supposes that the rise of the
state in Iron Age Cyprus occurred in the
middle of the 8th century BC.** In the
light of the recent discoveries in Amathus,
one can hypothesize that this happened at
least half a century earlier. Does other evi-
dence form Amathus support this conclu-
sion?

Fig. 44-C.
Cypro-Geometric
sherds_from below
the floor of the

first palace of
Amathus.



Besides palaces, monumental architecture
is evidenced in temples, storerooms,
administrative buildings, and royal burials,
all of them building-programmes which
presuppose intensive labour mobilization
and craft technology. But other kinds of
evidence can also be used to this end: for
example the emergence of full-time spe-
cialists to serve the need of an elite and
accordingly a division of labour,* a highly
developed ceramic tradition and an elite
ceramic style, luxury metalwork, prestige
and imported goods, all objects that repre-
sent the ‘Great Tradition’ of the elite;* to
this should be added the presence or reap-
pearance of the script, the existence of a
symbolic ideology, and a state and/or elite
cult performed in official sanctuaries.*® All
these things constitute indications of king-
ship and statehood, and will be examined
in the following. Moreover, the conditions
for their emergence did exist in the 9th
and 8th centuries BC, namely commercial
trade and a demographic increase.* Thus
it is necessary for several signs forming a
systemic structure to be present®® before
the existence of a state can be ascertained.
The “Yoffee’s rule’ says “if you can argue
whether a society is a state or isn’t, then it
isn’t” (Yoffee 1993, 69). According to this
author, state power operates in three
directions: economic, social (including
ideological) and political; and a state must
thus rest upon three different kinds of
power. Archaeologically, the economic
power is manifest in “differing sizes of res-
idences”, “accompanying features and
artefacts”, and “mortuary furniture”; the
second social one, in “urban complexes”,
“ceremonial buildings”, “artistic and liter-
ary representations, symbols of cultural
and political commonality”; the last politi-
cal one “in the founding new capitals”.’

a) Sanctuaries

The creation of a state is archaeologically
attested also through the changes in reli-
gious structures reflected in the appear-
ance of the main sanctuaries. With the rise
of the state, cults were performed in offi-
cial temples reserved for the elite; religious
authority emerges with political

authority.>> We must not omit the impor-
tant fact that these changes affected the
ritually defined sacred space as well as the
sacred landscape.” In Cyprus, the rare
sanctuaries which had existed continuous-
ly from the late Bronze Age suddenly
changed their types of votive iconography
in the CG III period. In Aghia Irini, the
sculptures of the level 3 dating from the
middle of the CG III (ca 850-750 BC)
constitute the first anthropomorphic rep-
resentations of worshippers and these
human-size statues are a sign of funda-
mental changes.> The great majority of
armed figures, and the chariot statuettes
“indicate that the god [of Aghia Irini] was
a god of war as well as god of fertility: he
had developed to a theos sozopolis”.>
When social stratification occurs, so does a
change in the cultic practice and in the
type of the sacrifices; and this seems to be
the case in Cyprus during CG II1.>¢ As a
rural sanctuary, the development of Aghia
Irini per se could be a criterion for such
political changes.”” In the same way,
CG I-1I remains are very scanty in
Idalion, while in CG III, new architecture
and evidence for a new sanctuary
appeared.® At this time the acropolis was
enclosed with a fortification wall, too.>®
Moreover, in this period (CG III) great
sanctuaries housing poliad deities such as
Apollo Hylates near Kourion emerged all
over the island.® In Amathus, the excava-
tions in the main sanctuary of the Great
Goddess, later called Aphrodite, have pro-
vided no artefacts dated before the begin-
ning of the 8th century (CG IIIB).
Indeed, the founding of this great sanctu-
ary on the top of the hill with a very high
visibility, is only understandable if linked
with the emergence of the Amathusian
state, since it reorganizes the (sacral) land-
scape®! and because the (re)construction of
a main sanctuary is generally considered as
a royal prerogative.®? From that moment a
clear centralization of the settlements and
of the cults took place in Amathus. The
existence of other deities worshipped in
this city and, more precisely, in this sanc-
tuary, as evidenced by some inscriptions
and texts, as well as the likely existence of
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different cults in palatial chapel(s) (Petit
1996¢), could also be viewed as a conse-
quence of the creation of a state. Usually,
when a state emerges, the king adopts the
different local cults and makes himself the
servant of all former local gods.®

b) City-walls

The existence of defensive city-walls is an
important criterion, although not a deci-
sive one.® It seems that the first rampart
of Amathus was not built before the last
half of the 6th century BC,% thus a cen-
tury later than in other towns in Cyprus.°

¢) Royal Graves

Besides palaces and official temples or
sanctuaries it is well known that the
emergence of the state is often accompa-
nied by ostentatious burials and monu-
mental royal tombs;®’ the more recent the
state the more monumental the tombs.®
‘Within the necropolis of Amathus, there
are some CG I and CG II tombs, but the
first “royal” tomb is T. NW 194, built in
the middle or in the last half of the 9th
century.  The finds are exceptionally rich
even for Amathus, and may be compared
with the Tomb I of Salamis; the architec-
ture of the latter might have been derived
from the Amathusian tomb.”® Taking into
account the date of the burial, the inhabi-
tants of the first palace on the Acropolis
(built about 800 BC) may well have been
the owners of the tomb.

d) Prestige goods and exotica

Less important than monumental architec-
ture for tracing the emergence of a state
are the prestige goods and especially the
imported 1tems or exotica. These are obvi-
ously linked to high status groups.” lacov-
ou (1995, 104) admits that in the regions
which are eventually designated kingdoms
there is not a single tomb with precious
objects indicating the presence of a royal
tomb before CG III. In the greater part of
Cyprus the links with the outside world
were revived much later than in Amath-
us.”? Amathus was placed on a trade route
with good etesian winds which favoured
trade between the Aegean and Tyre; and,
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for that reason, the links with the Aegean
never really stopped during CG I-1I peri-
od.” Such a favourable situation might
well have led to a quite large distribution
of imported goods among the population
of Amathus. This is, however, not the case:
in the more than 500 Amathusian tombs,
almost half of the Greek Geometric and
Archaic pottery was found in no more
than ten tombs. One could ask with
Coldstream whether this concentration
reflects the existence of special links
among some Amathusian families with the
Aegean, or the elite status of small groups
within the state.” Though these solutions
are not exclusive, it is worth noting that
the Greek pottery was found in tombs
where there was a great quantity of
Phoenician imports as well.”” Some tombs
of the CG II period, it is true, also show a
concentration of imported, prestige
and/or metallic goods;® but it is worth
noting that in Amathus as elsewhere in
Cyprus the number and quality of prestige
and/or imported goods increased suddenly
during CG III;77 as mentioned the first
‘royal’ tomb dates from the late 9th centu-
ry and contained Greek Euboean skyphoi
which can only be compared with similar
dinner sets in Salamis Tomb [.78 In the
excavations of the palace, a fragment of a

Fig. 5. Sherd from a big
Aegean crater found in the
palace of Amathus.



big Aegean crater (Euboean?) from 730-
710 BC, maybe a witness of Gift Trade,
shows the desire of the Amathusian King
to hold his rank within the social compe-
tition (Fig. 5: max. length:11 cm; cf. Petit
1996b, 212, fig. 1, 219-220). Thus Amathus
seems to correspond to the ‘prestige goods
economy model’ (Knapp 1996) only from
that time onwards. It is thus clear that the
emergence of the Amathusian state was
linked with, if not due to, privileged
access to prestige goods and exotica. Nev-
ertheless there is no need to consider as
royal every tomb where exotic artefact or
imported pottery where found. Greek
ware found in the West necropolis of
Amathus has been interpreted as gifts
from the king to some aristocrats (Rupp
1989, 356). This was a common practice
in several societies as well as in the con-
temporaneous Achaemenid Empire.”

e) The script
Everywhere, the emergence of the script
is intimately linked with the rise of the
state.8” Although the script never totally
disappeared in Cyprus after the end of the
Bronze Age, since it reappeared in quite
similar form as the old Cypro-Minoan
script, the sudden reappearance of several
written documents during the 8th century
cannot only be due to the random charac-
ter of the archaeological discoveries.?! For
that reason, it has been stated that in
Cyprus the script is linked to power as an
ideological tool since the 8th century
BC.®2

In Amathus the appearance of the script
happened much earlier than it has been
assumed. All the ‘Eteocypriot’ inscriptions
are generally thought to have been writ-
ten in the 4th century BC.%? But two
documents considerably antedate this
time.® The big limestone vase, which
remained in situ in the Great sanctuary
until the 19th century, and is now in the
Louvre, bears on one handle some syl-
labograms that surely note Amathusian
(‘Eteocypriot’) words. Although it is quite
difficult to date it, the vase is surely archa-
ic. % Another undeciphered inscription
was painted on an 8th century amphora,

called ‘vase aux taureaux’,® found in 1987
in the excavations in the same Aphrodi-
sion. Thus syllabic inscriptions appear on
the acropolis of Amathus immediately
after the founding of the sanctuary, that is
during the first stage of its floruit (Cypriot
Archaic (CA) IA: Hermary 1999, 55). It is
very likely that this early appearance is
linked to the creation of the state and its
royal ideology.

f) Symbols of power and warfare
The script is by itself a sign of symbolic
power, but in non-literate societies
iconography is more directly understand-
able as an ideological vehicle to common
people.’” The presence of a Stand in the
Weberian sense involves the necessity for
this group to maintain an image of itself
and often to use specific items produced
for its exclusive use. This particular type of
objects is sometimes called “The Great
Tradition’.®® The royal images can be
linked to the role of the king as benefac-
tor or protector, especially as military
leader (Petit 1996¢). The warfare is very
important for the emerging states.?? It
does not appear with statehood; it usually
emerges at an earlier stage. The increase of
warfare is thought to precede the emer-
gence of the state.” In the context of
endemic warfare, the military leaders gen-
erally rise to prominent status.’! Techno-
logical progress, especially in warfare, such
as the chariot, or, during other periods,
the gunpowder, can lead to statehood.”?
The tombs of warriors bear witness to the
existence of a ranked society, not necessar-
ily of a state;”® but warfare holds its
importance during the first stage of the
state, when it is not completely stabilized
and the dynasty itself not yet well assured.
That is the reason why this latter aspect is
often emphasized in recently formed
states. In this sense one can say that war-
fare creates a state and on the other hand
that warfare is stimulated by statehood.%*
In CG III Cyprus, the elites’ ability to
defend the state territory, their privileged
access to the new techniques of warfare
(esp. the chariot) and their ability to use it,
can be illustrated by the votive offerings.
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In the whole island, the beginning of the
‘warrior cult’ may be placed in the middle
of the CG III period, i.e. ca 800 BC.%
This increased number of votive offerings
showing warriors is attested in several
sanctuaries. In Aghia Irini, the images of
warriors and charioteers of the CG III
period” seem to be contemporary with
the rise of the state and directly linked to
this phenomenon.”” In the stage immedi-
ately prior to the rise of polities, it seems
that the sanctuaries did not to any high
degree have a warrior character, since
warriors and charioteers did not appear
before CG III. The same is true of burials.
Indeed the main and richest warrior
tombs only arose during the period of
CG IIT as well.”® The appearance of a cer-
tain type of what is called a mace-head, (a
sceptre or command-stick) is attested since
CG 111, too.” But there are other burials
with an indication of warfare before that
period.!®

The new states needed to be protected
against each other, since the struggle for
space often became more and more
important during the formation stage of
the state.'”! For example, the Lelantine
war has been considered a classic case of a
“circumscription war”.12 Was it the case
in Cyprus? It is surely not accidental that
images of warriors and charioteers
appeared in Cypriot sanctuaries'® imme-
diately after the massive settlement of
Phoenicians in Kition. One may think
that the Phoenician demand for copper
and the ensuing struggle between Cypriot
petty chiefs to control copper mines was a
more decisive phenomenon in Cyprus
than the lack of land.1%

g) Demography

The rise of the state presupposes the pres-
ence of several conditions, such as a suffi-
cient population, emergence of complex
forms of government and recruitment of
different kinds of full-time specialists.'%>
Although Cyprus did not undergo a
demographic collapse comparable to the
one in Greece during the Iron Age,!%
there had been a decrease in the settle-
ments during the CG I-II periods and a
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dramatic increase during the CG III peri-
0d."7 The choice of the site of Amathus,

namely the acropolis and the lower town

(Fig. 1) about 800 BC, may also be a sign
of a demographic increase.

h) New capital cities

It has been suggested that the foundation
of new capital cities by political elites goes
hand in hand with the emergence of the
state.'”® The founding of such new cities
constituted a way for the elite to assure
and display its control over the surplus
labour and to shape the landscape.'” In
Amathus the creation of the sanctuary of
the Great Goddess on the top of the hill
and the placement of the palace on an
artificial terrace (for this terrace, see Petit
1993, 705-707), which occupied exactly
the centre of the acropolis (Fig. 1, no. 7),
are two signs of this ability. Although at
the present it is difficult to evaluate the
size of the population in the city of
Amathus, the new town corresponds to
the distribution in the ‘city state system’ of
Trigger (Trigger 1974, 102) and it is iden-
tical to Renfrew’s ‘permanent functioning
central place’ (Renfrew 1975, 12),'10
which is “one of the features distinguish-
ing civilizations from chiefdom societies”.
The choice of this new settlement as a
seat for the public institutions, i.e. the
main sanctuary and the palace, is a sign
that at this time (second half of the 9th
century) Amathus became a state and
emerged from the rank of a chiefdom.
Thus the Renfrew’s ESM (‘Early State
Model’), inspired by Greece, Etruria,
Mesopotamia and the Maya land, is usable
also in Cyprus (and in the neo-Hittite
principalities, Phoenicia, Israel, etc.). The
latter display several features characteristic
of such entities: in the ESM system, the
distance between “central places” is

ca 40 km,"! which for instance is more or
less the distance between Salamis, Kition,
Amathus, Kourion, and Paphos, on the
eastern and southern coasts of Cyprus (see
Rupp 1987, map 4); most ESM have small
territories of ca 1500 km?:!!? the map of
the supposed territory of the kingdom
published in the guidebook of Amathus



shows a territory of less than 600 km?
(Aupert 1996, 22); the map proposed by
Rupp (1987, map 4) is based on the
method of Thiessen’s polygons and shows
a kingdom slightly larger than 800 km?2.
This small size may be explained by the
lack of territorial depth due to the wood-
en and steep slopes of the Troodos Moun-
tains, which limit the kingdom to the
north. There may have been other larger
states, such as Salamis, Soloi and Paphos
(see Rupp 1987, map 5).

From chiefdom to State

The archaeological evidence of Amathus
during the CG I-II period corresponds to
what has been observed elsewhere as the
features of chiefdom.'”® People must have
lived in the neighbourhood of the future
city-acropolis since there are several CG I-
IT tombs in the necropolis, but nothing
has been found on the hill itself.!"* Thus
the settlements around the hill must have
been non-permanent dwellings, which
have left no visible traces. This kind of set-
tlement corresponds to the archaeological
correlate of the chiefdom or “big-man
society”.!"® The great amount of pottery
discovered under the first floor of the
palace of Amathus (Fig. 4 A-C) shows that
the CG III palace was not built on a com-
pletely deserted hill. So far, no architec-
tural remains of this first settlement has
been found but, judging from the pottery,
the settlers belonged to what can be
described as the ‘upper-middle class’
(Iacovou, pers. com.)''%, maybe chieftains
or “big-men” in anthropological terms.
This provisional settlement occurs imme-
diately before ca 800 BC, or during the
second half of the 9th century. It is worth
noting that this time corresponds to the
period of the arrival of the Phoenicians in
Kition and squares with other signs of
Phoenician influence in the necropolis of
Amathus. '’

The existence of such “big-man” com-
munities in Cyprus before the emergence
of the historical states has already been
suggested by some scholars, who are not
directly involved in the debate concerning

the two theories. Catling (1994, 137-8)
imagines that Cyprus was then divided
between ‘predator heroes’; and Deger-
Jalkotzy (1994, 16) had a similar idea since
she states that: “military leaders may well
have played an essential role during the
troubles of time”. It is thus likely that
Cyprus did not know statehood during
the CG I-II period, but rather simply
stratified societies, known as chiefdoms, of
which the chieftains were military
leaders.!'® In this way one could explain
the presence of some evidence of status
signs at this time, such as the obeloi found
in the Palea-Paphos — Skales cemetery,
and maybe the Greek import of the 10th
century in some tombs of Amathus.!!” The
state formation in Cyprus was perhaps a
long process,'?* and the Cypriot states
could have been in formation during the
CGI-II Periods as assumed by M.
Iacovou.'?! Nevertheless, what we know
about Cypriot polities during this period
does not square with the criteria of state-
hood, and, to say the least, this level was
not achieved before the end of the 9th
century; Cyprus then went through the
crucial phase of the development, which
otherwise could have stopped before
reaching the state.!??

It is a well-known phenomenon that
the state is frequently preceded by a chief-
dom or a “big-men” society.'?® It is the
competition between chiefs which can
lead to a state.'? The way which leads
from chiefdom to state is likewise well-
known.!? First: isolated communities, with
centres of similar size, are separated by
bufter zones. Second: there occurs a rapid
nucleation of the population at one centre,
apparently at the expense of defeated or
threatened neighbours;!?¢ in some cases,
archaeological data suggest that raiding was
replaced by organized warfare (at this point
we should remember the appearance of
the warriors and charioteers at Aghia Iri-
ni). Third: the creation of a general centre,
the new capital, entailed a supplementary
level of social stratification (the fourth one
according to Flannery 1999). In Amathus,
the second phase at least, is archaeological-
ly visible, as is the third.
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No doubt the arrival and installation en
masse of the Phoenicians in Kition were
very important factors in this development
to statehood (see above, the warfare).
Although some scholars have, indeed,
minimized the role of trade in the emer-
gence of the state, it is nonetheless a well-
established factor (Peltenburg 1996, 37):
“...intensive trade has a major effect on
the activities of the indigenous inhabi-
tants, amongst whom an economic orga-
nization develops with increasingly more
intensive interaction. This can lead to the
development of civilization without any
extensive adoption of the technology, cus-
toms, or beliefs of the colonial newcomers
(...) External trade brings exotic prestige
artefacts which confer status on those
individuals controlling the supply. A
prominent hierarchy can thus emerge in
what was formerly only partly a stratified
society” (Renfrew 1975, 33). Referring to
second millennium Cyprus Peltenburg
says, “Traditional models of state forma-
tion have invoked managerial conflict and
synthetic theories. The last one in which
several interacting processes operate at
once is most plausible. In the case of
Cyprus, turmoil in the east, centre and
north occurred when the eastern Cyprus
came into increasing contact with Near
Eastern kingdoms apparently for purpose
of trade (...) Copper export, therefore,
rather than agricultural surplus, or popula-
tion expansion was one essential ingredi-
ent to the emergence of social stratifica-
tion and urbanism” (Peltenburg 1996, 36).
In my view, there is nothing but a few
words to add to this statement concerning
the reappearance of the state in Iron Age
Cyprus. Althougi we Know almost noth-
ing about the exploitation of copper
between 1050 and 750 BC,'?7 an increase
in the exploitation of copper seems to
have occurred in the last half of the 8th
century.!? In this connection Amathus
was a rather privileged centre as the texts
say (Ovidus, Met. 10.220, 531) and the
surveys show.!? But perhaps it was not so
much the economic pressure of the
Phoenicians in search of copper which led
from chiefdom to state in Cyprus, as it
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was the consequence of this demand,
which led to the competition between
local chieftains to control the sources of
commodities, and mainly the copper
mines, in order to respond to this demand
and to increase their privileges emerging
from an unequal access to resources.!?
Thus, as usual, trade and conflict go hand
in hand to give birth to state.!3!

The way in which chiefdoms got access
to statehood is well evidenced from other
ethnological or historical cases. To take an
example well documented by texts, it is
striking that the state-formation in
Amathus (perhaps in all Cyprus), hypothe-
sized on the basis of the scarce sources at
our disposal, is very similar to the process
better known in Israel. A few years ago,
the present author proposed this compari-
son'? and it seems now to be widely
accepted.' In fact a new theory tends to
place the origins of the Greek poleis with-
in the context of the Iron Age, especially
in Phoenicia and Israel, but also in
Ammon, Moab, Aram, Damascus, etc.!3*
Cyprus is thus included in that political
area.'® Although the historian must use
these sources very cautiously (Finkelstein
1999), the Old Testament texts are quite
detailed about the way Israel came to be a
state (1Kings, 3,1; 2Chronicles, 14,1; 17,1~
12).136 After a period of chiefdoms (the
“Judges”), the Hebrews chose a military
leader, Saul, the chief of Benjamin (1Sam.
10, 17-20), who quickly became a king.
The reason for this decision was either
that the military pressure of the Philistines
was too high to be faced by single tribes,
and/or that other people, amongst whom
the Philistines, had a king (7Sam. 8,4-6;
3,19-2£0).">" But this tirst monarchy was
quite unstable. Saul was overthrown by
David, who founded a more stable dynasty
(2Sam. 2; see Finkelstein 1999, 42). He
conquered Jerusalem from the Jebuseites
and chose it for his new capital (2Sam. 5,
6-10; 1Chron., 11, 4-9), which remained
quite small in size until the 7th century
BC.1*8 He immediately built a palace
(2Sam. 5, 11; 1Chron. 14, 1-2), and he lat-
er planned to build a temple to YHWH
(2Sam. 7; 1Chron., 17; 28-29); but he was



hindered in doing so by his very impor-
tant military activities (1Kings, 5, 17). It
was his son, Salomon, who had the hon-
our of building the Temple (1Kings, 5-8;
2Chron. 2-6).

In Amathus, the sequence of events as
revealed by the archaeological investiga-
tion seems to be the same: the new king
(?) chose a new site to establish his capital,
and he founded on the acropolis, first his
palace, ca 800 BC, on an artificial terrace
in the centre of the hill, then the sanctu-
ary of the Great Goddess on the top of
the hill, in the first half of the 8th
century BC."¥ Of course, as the French
proverb says, comparaison n’est pas raison,
and it is not sufficient for this model to be
true that the anthropological pattern
seems to fit with archaeological and his-
torical data. Indeed, in reasoning with

sociological comparison, one is maybe
reduced to think in terms of “Everything
goes on as if...”. But in the present case
there is, in fact, convergent evidence
which cannot be due to chance. At least
one must conclude that from the second
half of the 9th century BC and only from
that time, the Amathusian polity displays
the archaeological evidence of a state.'*
Thus the discovery of this monumental
building dating from the end of the 9th
century BC, which is very likely the first
royal palace of Amathus, pushes back the
date of the rise of the Amathusian polity,
one of the most important for the history
of Iron Age Cyprus, but does not fill the
gap between the mythical foundation by
Kinyras and the Phoenician settlement in

Cyprus.
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Ameélie Kuhrt

Fig. 1. Plan of Babylon,
showing the three main areas
of the city, the city quarters
and the gates (after Good-
nick-Westenholz 1996,

Fig. 1).

The Palace(s) of Babylon

1. Introduction

In contrast to Assyria in Northern Iraq,
relatively little is known either textually or
archaeologically about the palaces of
Babylonia in the south. This reflects a cul-
tural divergence between the two regions,
although what this divergence signifies
precisely is unclear. In Assyrian cities, the
palace, main temples and ziggurat, were set
together on a walled-off citadel riding on
the city-walls.! But in Babylonia the tem-
ple of the city’s patron deity and associat-

ed ziggurat were located in the centre of
the city, with the palace probably a con-
siderable distance away on the city’s edge.
I say ‘probably’ because very few have
been found and identified with any
degree of certainty. One, the palace of
Sinkashid, dates from nineteenth century
Uruk, the other from fourteenth century
Dur Kurigalzu (Aqr Quf); the plan only of
the former has been more or less com-
pletely revealed.? The great palace of
Babylon, built at the turn of the seventh
to sixth centuries BC, is thus the chief,
surviving representative of a Mesopotami-
an royal dwelling of the first millennium
BC in the south. Babylon was excavated
by the Deutsche Orient Gesellschaft
between 1899 and 1916, with particular
attention focussed on the city-walls, the
ziggurat and Marduk temple and part of
the main palace. As a result, we have a
fairly clear picture of the urban plan (see
Fig. 1), which can be supplemented by
texts celebrating the city, known as “The
Description of Babylon’ Virtually all the
recovered remains date from the Neo-
Babylonian (626-539 BC) and later peri-
ods. Investigation of earlier levels was seri-
ously hampered by the high levels of
ground water in most of the site. How
much might have been found from earlier
periods if this problem had not existed is
debatable, since the city was massively
extended, replanned and rebuilt by the
Neo-Babylonian rulers following their
defeat and take-over of the Assyrian
empire in the 620s and 610s BC. At that
time, Babylon was fundamentally refur-
bished as a new royal centre in order to
mark the shift in imperial power defini-
tively. Its reputation as a great cosmopoli-
tan city, familiar to us from classical and
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biblical writers, is based on the Babylon of
that period.*

2.The siting and building of
the palace

A palace had, of course, existed previously
in Babylon — there had been kings ruling
in alliance, opposition and subject to the
Assyrians throughout the ninth to seventh
centuries BC,> and several Assyrian rulers
visited Babylonia and resided 1n the city
for extended periods.® But where it was in
the city is unknown. It has been suggest-
ed, on rather slight evidence, that it may
have been in the western half, the district
of Tuba (Beaulieu 1989, 98-104), but
nothing is known of its lay- out, as no
trace of it has been found. It is, indeed,
conceivable that the royal residence was
not particularly elaborate at this stage, as
Nebuchadnezzar 11, the chief architect of
the new Babylon, says that earlier kings
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had built palaces in other cities and only
resided in the capital at the time of the
New Year Festival (Langdon 1912, Nbk
15, vii 9-25). The Neo-Babylonian palace,
therefore, begun by Nebuchadnezzar’s
father on the northern edge of the city,
was a wholly new structure: nothing had
been built on the site before as the exca-
vations established (Klengel-Brandt 1990,
28); the urban area was expanded to
accommodate it and its plan differs

Fig. 2. Plan of the Siidburg.
(After Koldewey 1990, Abb.
44).

markedly from that of the known Babylo-
nian palaces of second millennium (see n.
2). It was restructured, repaired and
extended several times by all the major
Neo-Babylonian kings, as their surviving
inscriptions, found in the palace show.
The building was large and complex,
and not all of it had been excavated by
the time archaeological exploration was
forced to stop. It consists of a southern
section, the ‘Stidburg’ (Fig. 2), sitting with-
in the rough square made by the new city
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Fig. 3. Plan of the Haupt-
burg. (After R. Koldewey, Die
Kénigsburgen von Babylon
1, 1932, pl. 8).

504L l l l dwm ﬂg

10 20 30

with a bastioned projection jutting out
over the Euphrates in the west, and com-
prising a series of courtyards. North of the
inner city-wall, another palace, the
‘Hauptburg’, was constructed by Neb-
uchadnezzar II, which has only been very
partially investigated (Fig. 3). The two sec-
tions were linked and enclosed by their
own very substantial fortifications, and, by
the end of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, the
whole sat on an 8 metre high terrace. The
effect was to create an immense citadel
bestriding the urban fortifications, looking
down on, and dominating, the city below.
The only other building in the city out-
stripping its height was the ziggurat to the
south.

The location was significant in other
respects, too. The site chosen abutted
directly on what was considered to be the
oldest and most sacred city-quarters (Ka-
dingir-ra and Eridu). Immediately to the
east of the palace, and forming virtually
part of the outer palace walls on the east-
ern side, ran the Processional Way decorat-
ed with brilliantly blue and gold coloured,
glazed, moulded bricks showing bulls,

lions and dragons (the animal sacred to
Marduk, Babylon’s city-god). The street
passed through the immense, identically
decorated Ishtar gate. The central section
of the street was paved with white lime-
stone slabs, with red breccia paving on
either side, creating the effect of a modern
street, designed for traffic. It was along this
street that the king led the procession of
cult-statues, temple attendants and citizen-
ry, followed by displays of booty from roy-
al campaigns (living and material) on the
occasion of the New Year Festival (Berger
1970). Immediately to the south of the
palace, again to the west of the proces-
sional way lay the temple of Nabu-§a-
Hare (Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 103), where
the kings were invested with the symbols
of Babylonian kingship, a ceremony that
may have been re-enacted annually
(George 1996) in the course of the festi-
val. Directly south of that lay the Marduk
cultic complex, with its great ziggurat
(Etemenanki) and sanctuary (Esangil), the
most important in Babylon and, indeed, in
the country, which was the scene of the
first part of the elaborate New Year Festi-
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val, and in which the king himself was a
central actor. So, although the palace was
physically separate from the urban cultic
space, it was annexed, as it were, by the
Neo-Babylonian kings through the locat-
ing of their palace(s), which created a
continuous sequence of highly significant,
symbolically charged structures, all linked
by the processional street. A further feature
worth noting is that the processional way
gradually sloped upwards on both sides of
the city wall, so that the Ishtar gate stood
on a level with the palace, seeming from
afar to be linked to it directly. Location
and elevation, thus, created a powerful
image of sacrality intertwined with the
exercise of royal power.”

3. Internal layout

If we look at the internal space of the
Stidburg (Fig. 2), we confront something
of a problem, because the excavators
found relatively little in the way of fur-
nishings, decoration or textual material
that might indicate functions of rooms.
Koldewey’s visualisation (1990, 71ft.) of
how it was used was frankly impressionis-
tic and unsupported by any contemporary
evidence. But some deductions can rea-
sonably be made. It is plain that the main
entrance was from the processional street
in the east through a large arched gateway,
flanked by double rooms, into a substantial
paved court (O) with smaller residences to
north and south; from there one moved
into a similar, but smaller court (M) before
entering a large central courtyard (55 x 60
m; the ‘Haupthof” (H)), south of which
was a room of very substantial proportions
(1. 17 x 52 uy), with fine paving. Opposite
the central door, against the back wall was
a niche. The outer facade of the entrance
to this room was decorated with beautiful
glazed brick panels: against a deep blue
background, geometrical plant motifs were
picked out in gold, pale-blue and black,
with a row of lions beneath. Koldewey’s
assumption that this room was the throne-
room is persuasive and has been accepted
by all commentators.® If this identification
is right, then it looks as though the plan
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of the palace followed the lay-out of some
of the Assyrian palaces in being divided
into an outer, public section to the east
(bit babani) and an inner, domestic section
to the west (bit bitani), separated by the
audience and reception suite at its heart.
There is, in fact, a reference to a superin-
tendent of the bitanu of the palace (Cyr.
312; cf. Spar 1979, no.1; Joannes 1996,
170) in an economic text, so that this
division of the internal space receives
somie support.

4. Palace personnel

A unique document helps to flesh out the
picture of the Neo- Babylonian court,
even if it does not allow us to label the
chambers with any precision. This is the
so-called ‘Hofkalender’ of Nebuchadnez-
zar (Unger 1931, Nr. 26).° Following on
an inscription commemorating his con-
structions, the text lists the king’s
courtiers, nobles, governors, and city-offi-
cials within Babylonia by name; this is
succeeded by a fragmentary list of subject
rulers (the preserved places are coastal
cities in the Levant). This allows us to gain
some insight into the important posts and
government departments centred on the
palace. Where definable, the text presents
evidence for military-commander(s),
palace-superintendent, major domo, cup-
bearers, singers, boatmen, merchants and
female slaves (two overseers are listed). The
crown-prince may have had his own
apartments and staff within the palace, as
in Assyria,'? since his secretary figures in
the list. A substantial part of the palace was
devoted to the accommodation of the
women of the palace (sekretu Sa ekallt), as
both an official (masennu) in charge of the
‘House of the Palace Women’ is listed
among the highest court dignitaries, as
well as a scribe attached to this establish-
ment. Both, we might note in passing,
have masculine names. The term $a rési,
usually, but somewhat controversially,
translated as ‘eunuchs’, does not appear in
Nebuchadnezzar’s ‘court calendar’,
although they figure in the biblical
description (Jer. 39.3; 13) of the make-up



of Nebuchadnezzar’s army.!! It is worth
mentioning that the first person named in
the list has the title ‘chief baker’, but his
name suggests identity with the comman-
der of the Babylonian forces in Judah in
587 BC, which would show that, as is
often the case with royal dignitaries, title
and function need not converge. The title
q/gallabu is, unfortunately, less clear: Unger
translated it ‘chief hairdresser’, a court
position attested earlier in Babylonia (cf.
CAD G, s.v. ‘gallabu’); but it could also be
rendered ‘chief engineer’ (gallapu; see
ANET: 308 n.3).

More information on function and
staffing of the palace comes from the sur-
viving contemporary administrative docu-
ments found by the German team (cf.
Pedersén 1998, 184). Approximately 290
tablets were discovered in a room with
staircase leading to some curious chambers
of undefined function (see below, p. 82).
They were partially published by Weidner
(1939), who analysed the contents of the
whole archive. They list distributions of
grain, oil and dates made to foreigners in
the palace of Babylon between 595 and
570 BC, and give us an insight into the
many non-Babylonians supplied by, and
resident at, the Babylonian court in the
reign of Nebuchadnezzar II. We can divide
them into several distinct groups. First,
there are royal deportees or, perhaps,
hostages, such as Jehoiachin, king of
Judah, who, according to 2 Kings 25: 27,
was freed from his chains and fed at the
king’s table by Nebuchadneszzar’s short-
lived successor, Amel-Marduk. The ‘sons’
of the kings of Judah and Ashkelon also
appear, but no women. A second group is
constituted by workers with specific func-
tions, both from inside and outside Baby-
lonian imperial territory: sailors from Tyre
(190+), Ashkelon (11+4) and Egypt (46).
There are also singers from Ashkelon, with
several ‘chiefs’, which implies the presence
of a troupe of singers from this city at the
Babylonian court. 30 carpenters from
Ionia and 11 from Byblos and Arvad were
distributed in different sections of the
palace, as were 12 Egyptian guardsmen, 8
of them attached to something called the

governor’s residence, which may indicate
that the local governor of Babylon was
also housed in the palace. Twwo Egyptians
were in charge of delivering supplies to
the palace, another in charge of the palace
horse-grooms, and yet another looked
after the royal monkeys. These specialists,
several of whom are named, need to be
separated from the undifferentiated groups
of ‘people’ from various places: e.g., 126
Tyrians appear, as do 713 Elamites work-
ing under a Babylonian superintendent;
there are further mentions of the presence
of Lydians, inhabitants from Smooth and
Rough Cilicia and a small number of Per-
sians. One term, not as yet understood, is
applied to some individuals: both a named
Mede and a Lydian are called baktu. A
possible rendering, is ‘exile’, ‘fugitive’. It
would certainly not be surprising to find
exiles from neighbouring regimes shelter-
ing at the court of Babylon, although the
translation remains uncertain (see CAD B,
s.v. ‘baktu’).

5.‘Museum’ and ‘library’

There are a great many problems associat-
ed with trying to define function and use
of space in the palace of Babylon, linked
in part to the fact that only part of Neb-
uchadnezzar’s palace was fully excavated
and recorded. As a result, the western-
most court of the Stidburg was never
explored, and the immense Hauptburg
(Fig. 3) only very sketchily investigated
(Klengel-Brandt 1990). The superficial
study and recording of the Hauptburg has
left modern scholars with a puzzle. Unger,
in his 1931 study of Babylon using
inscriptions, literary and economic texts,
excavation reports and later writers, pro-
posed the existence of a royal ‘museum’
and ‘library’ in the Hauptburg. The exis-
tence of the library rests on very thin
foundations and cannot be substantiated at
present.'? But the find of royal statues and
stelae dating to older rulers and governors
from beyond Babylonia, as well as some
Neo- Hittite material, could imply the
existence of a kind of museum where tro-
phies from conquered regions were kept.
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Unfortunately, it seems that several items
were not found in the Hauptburg itself,
but in the area outside and some of the
antique statues may have been used as fill
(Klengel-Brandt 1990). So the evidence,
while tantalising, is far from clear and
must remain moot at present.

6. Palace gardens

A somewhat different problem is presented
by the ‘Hanging Gardens’. Koldewey
(1990, 90-108) thought he had found their
substructure in some curious vaulted
chambers, where the ration-lists were
stored, but further consideration of the
technicalities involved make this location
unlikely. Other sites in, or near, the palace
area have been proposed (most recently,
Stevenson 1992), but none have any real
foundation in evidence and so lack plausi-
bility. A quite different argument, starting
from the fact that Herodotus makes no
mention of the gardens, concluded that
they were, in fact, located in seventh centu-
ry Nineveh (Dalley 1994). Certainly, there
is no direct mention of gardens in the
many inscriptions of Nebuchadnezzar relat-
ing to his palace building, nor in those of
his predecessors and successors (overview
in Wiseman 1985: 56-60; Finkel 1987).
Yet gardens certainly existed some-
where in Babylon, although a direct link
with the palace must remain tenuous.
Several hellenistic period texts'? refer to
cypress and juniper gardens, in association
with the main temple in the centre of the
city. A list of plants connects the late
eighth century king, Marduk-apla-iddina
I1, with a series of vegetable gardens
(Ivieissner 1691), wiile a sadly fragmen-
tary, Late Babylonian epic about the Kas-
site king Adad-shum-usur sets part of the
action in the palace garden (kiri ekallim).'*
According to Arrian (Anab. 7.25.3-6; cf.
Plut. Alex. 76.7), a garden lay on the west
bank of the Euphrates facing the palace,
and it was there that Alexander lay on his
deathbed. The location has been con-
firmed by an astronomical diary, which
reports Antiochus III crossing from the
central temple, Esangil, to the royal garden
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on the west bank of the river during a
festival in 188/7.15 Another structure,
which may have been associated with a
palace garden, is a 250 metre square struc-
ture, set on an 18 metre high terrace, and
lying well to the north of the main city
(see Fig. 1). It is outside the inner city-
wall and traces of shafts were thought by
the German excavators to have been
intended to conduct cooling air into the
rooms — a system used until recently in
the Middle East. It was, therefore, dubbed
the ‘Sommer Palast’ by Koldewey (1990,
11-12), who connected it with the text of
a Nebuchadnezzar II cylinder (Langdon
1912, Nbk 14, iii 11-29), which refers to
the erection of a building on the edge of
the city, a ‘mirror image’ of the palace in
Babylon. It is not unthinkable that this
was essentially a large pavilion surrounded
by a park. However, the badly weathered
structure was not fully investigated at the
time, and a more recent examination sug-
gests that the visible remains are the rem-
nants of a Parthian fort, with the ‘airshafts’
forming part of the substructure (Nasir
1979).

In sum: while the legendary hanging gar-
dens cannot be located, sufficient evidence
exists to indicate that gardens were associ-
ated with the palace in Babylon. If one
uses the analogy of Assyrian palace gar-
dens, one might assume that they were
planted with a great variety of trees —
fruiting, exotic, sweet-smelling, shade-giv-
ing — a place for relaxation and intimate
parties, possibly equipped with pavilions,
as evoked in the description of Ashur-
nasir-pal II's garden (Grayson 1991
A.0.101.30). L'hey would have been used
for the trial-planting of new crops and
exotic plants, as Sennacherib did (Lucken-
bill 1924, 111 1.56) and Harpalos is said to
have done (Plut. Alex. 35.15; Mor. 648c).
It would also have been a place for
exhibiting rare animals presented to the
king as gifts or brought back from distant
campaigns. Obviously much of this
remains hypothesis, but the cumulative
evidence for royal gardens in Babylon
encourages us to visualise a park of this



nature associated with its palace. It is, for
example, possible that the caged lion and
leopards, said to have been presented by
the Babylonians to Alexander in 331 BC
(Q.C.5.1), came from such a palace gar-
den — part of a long-established Near
Eastern tradition of creating royal parks as
microcosms of empire, famously contin-
ued by the Achaemenids. !¢

7. Festivals and ceremonies

Just as it is only possible to make tentative
statements about palace gardens in Baby-
lon, similar caution has to be exercised
about the use of the palace as a setting for
public festivals and ceremonies of king-
ship. Using again the analogy of Assyrian
palace-building accounts (Lackenbacher
1990, 146ft.) and earlier Babylonian refer-
ences, it seems highly likely that comple-
tion of construction was marked with a
public inauguration, but what form this
took, whether it could have involved a
banquet for citizens and prominent indi-
viduals from further afield, is unknown.!?
What may be significant is that many of
Nebuchadnezzar’s building records end
with an almost identical prayer to Mar-
duk, in which the king asks the god to
make his building endure for ever, allow
him to reach old age within its walls,
beget a multitude of sons, receive the tri-
bute of the nations and be succeeded by a
strong dynasty of kings.!® The likelihood is
that this royal prayer was recited in the
context of an inaugural ceremony, which
probably involved the gods being formally
invited into the palace, as well as the
empire’s dignitaries and conceivably
neighbouring rulers.

The mourning ceremony, ordered on
the occasion of royal deaths, is slightly bet-
ter attested. When his 102(104)-year old
mother, Adda-guppi’, died, Nabonidus
(556-539 BC), commanded the citizenry
of Babylon and Borsippa, representatives
from provinces, as well as provincial gov-
ernors and rulers to assemble for the
obsequies, which included sacrifices by
the king and seven days of public lament-

ing:

“they ... scattered dust on their heads ...
they walked

about heads hung low, stripped of their
attire.”’!?

At the end of that period, all participants
washed and shaved, and the king equipped
them with new clothing, fine oils and per-
fume, feasted them with food and drink
and gave them provisions for their home-
ward journey. The implication is that,
despite the fact that the inscription com-
memorating Adda-guppi’s life was set up
in Harran, some of these ceremonies took
place within, or at least close to, the palace.

When and where Nabonidus’ mother
was buried is not revealed: Nabonidus says
that her body, wrapped in fine textiles and
accompanied by precious items, was
placed in a ‘hidden tomb’. Little in the
way of royal burials has so far been found
in Babylonia,? and noone knows the pre-
cise burial place of the Neo-Babylonian
kings, although Unger (1931, 51) speculat-
ed that their mausolea were located in the
southwest of the ‘Neustadt’. It is possible
that at least some members of the royal
family were buried under the floors of the
royal palace. Evidence to support this is
three-fold. First is the fact that the indi-
viduals buried under the floor of
Sinkashid’s palace at Uruk were members
of the ruling family. Secondly, in 1989, the
remains of several Assyrian queens of the
ninth and eighth centuries were found
under the courtyard paving of the North-
West Palace at Nimrud, together with
inscriptions, remains of elaborate textiles
and gold jewellery (Damerji 1998). Third-
ly, a burial was found inside the north wall
of the Stidburg. The corpse’s identity is
unknown, but it was laid in a substantial
clay sarcophagus, dressed in a gold-orna-
mented robe and the building level sug-
gests that it dates to the time of Nebu-
chadnezzar II (Koldewey 1990, 117). An
important ritual for the dead (at all level
of society; Bayliss 1973), performed by
surviving family members involved regular
offering (kispu). Nabonidus’ mother
describes that she carried out this cult for
earlier Babylonian kings:
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“...T every month without interruption
in my finest garments

made them a funerary offering (kispu)
of oxen, fat sheep,

bread, best beer, wine, sesame oil, honey
and all kinds of

garden produce, and established abun-
dant offerings of sweet

smelling incense as a regular due, and
placed it before

them.” (Bayliss 1973, 124)

What she does not say is where these
elaborate monthly offerings were made. It
is possible that they took place before stat-
ues of kings set up in temples, rather than
in the palace or at the grave-side. In this
context, then, the palace as the ceremonial
setting remains opaque.

There is similar ignorance about the
extent to which the palace may have pro-
vided one of the arenas for the annual,
two week long, New Year Festival, which
drew people from all over Babylonia to
the capital, and in which the king’s role
was prominent.?! However, van der Toorn
1991 has argued that it was also the occa-
sion for inducting and formally confirm-
ing palace officials in their positions,
which would place the royal residence
centre-stage at some point in the cere-
monies. Further, a study of Assyrian
administrative documents (Mattila 1990)
suggests that the palace provided enor-
mous quantities of food and gifts for
palace staff and guests, perhaps formally
presented by members of the royal family
at some point during the festival. It is like-
ly that this most important festival of the
Babylonian calendar would have entailed
similarly lavish provisions in Babylon. Giv-
en the close physical links between palace
and urban cultic space, it is not unthink-
able that some public feasting took place
inside the palace walls on this occasion.
But the uncertainties loom large.
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8. Subsequent use of palace
in the Achaemenid and
Seleucid periods

The palace buildings were not abandoned
by the Persian or Macedonian conquerors,
although Babylon was no longer the
exclusive imperial capital, so that specific
use and function changed. The fabric of
the building was repaired repeatedly, its
walls strengthened and new architectural
elements added (Koldewey 1990, 126-29;
see further below, pp. 85-87).

8a: Royal presence and use

Both Babylonian and Graeco-Roman evi-
dence shows that it was used on several
occasions by king and royal family right
through the Achaemenid and Seleucid
periods. Cyrus and Cambyses must have
resided there immediately after Babylon’s
fall in 539/8 BC (Grayson 1975a, no.7 iv
19-28), and there is evidence that Artax-
erxes I, his wife and sons were in resi-
dence at Babylon at the end of his reign
(FGrH 688 F15). Subsequently, Artaxerxes
IT and his designated successor were there
in 379/8, while Darius III was based in
Babylon with his family and retinue over-
seeing the preparations for the crucial Bat-
tle of Gaugamela in 331 BC.

When Babylon surrendered to Alexan-
der, he moved into the palace (QC
5.1.23). His appointees were left in charge
of the citadel and its treasury. On his
return in 323 BC, the palace was the
scene of the enactment of the old
Mesopotamian substitute king ritual (Par-
pola 1983; Smelik 1978-9), while Alexan-
der rested his sick body in the garden on
the river bank opposite (see above, p. 82).
It was in the palace that his corpse was
prepared for the long and spectacular
journey to its final resting place. Archon
and, shortly after, Seleucus, as the first
Macedonian satraps, dwelt there, and it is
the Babylon citadel that appears as a focus
of the long drawn-out fighting between
Seleucus and Antigonus’ forces in 312/11-
309/8 BC (Grayson 1975a, no.10, r.7).

After Seleucus’ victory and assumption



of the royal title in 305, it served him as
chief residence until the building of
Seleucia-Tigris. Soon after that, Seleucus’
crown-prince, Antiochus, spent consider-
able time in Babylon renovating Babyloni-
an shrines damaged in the bloody struggle
for Babylonia between Antigonus and
Seleucus (Grayson 1975a, no. 11). In 245
BC, three of Antiochus II’s sons were
involved in activities in the main temple
of Babylon and must have dwelt in the
palace. There is also a reference to a ban-
quet taking place in the same year at
which Antiochus II's co-regent, Seleucus,
the administrator and college of Esangil
plus the ‘law officer’ (databara) of the
Babylonians were present. Interestingly, the
setting is called ‘the former house of
Laodike’, which may have been within the
palace. In 205/4 and 188/7 BC, Antiochus
III appears participating in elaborate pub-
lic festivals in Babylon — the former was
certainly the New Year Festival.??

8b:The palace household and the palace
as administrative seat

All of this implies that a staff and house-
hold must have been maintained in the
Babylon palace, and many hints of that
appear in the texts. A majordomo appears
in Cyrus’ reign (see above, p. 80), and a
possible ‘palace steward’ is mentioned in a
fragmentary context in 382/1 (Sachs &
Hunger 1988, no.-381 r.3’-4’). In 345 BC,
women prisoners from Sidon were sent to
the palace in Babylon to be enrolled in its
labour force (Grayson 1975a, no. 9 1I. 6-8).
Royal servants and officials, as well as
troops and guards, appear repeatedly
throughout the Seleucid period in associa-
tion with the palace. It was, of course, the
seat of the governor of Babylon and its
administrative district, as well as his deputy
(attested in the Seleucid period).?* The
archive of a governor of the Achaemenid
period (late fifth/early fourth century BC)
has been found in the palace; unfortunate-
ly, it is only partially published and, so far,
has only revealed documents relating to
his private business interests.>* But its exis-
tence serves to remind us that governors
had a substantial administrative staff’ work-

ing under them, run by secretaries. It was
here that decisions related to local com-
munities and central government edicts
were stored (cf. Ezra 5.17);? the governor
himself served to resolve serious conflicts
and enforce royal directives. In other
words, the Babylon palace continued to be
a hive of activity and important focus for
the citizens of Babylon.

8c: The palace’s physical appearance
The physical fabric of the palace of Baby-
lon was largely maintained in the form
initially planned by Nebuchadnezzar II by
the rulers who succeeded the Neo-Baby-
lonian kings. However, there were also
some alterations and additions over time.
A striking one was the erection of at least
one, possibly more, copies of Darius I's
Behistun inscription, proclaiming his
seizure of the throne and victory over
numerous challengers, including two
Babylonian ones (von Voigtlander 1978).
The inscription was surmounted by a ver-
sion of the Behistun relief, showing (at
least) Darius himself, lifesized, triumphing
over the prostrate figure of Gaumata, with
the winged disc hovering above the
group, with possibly four further captives
shown. The whole was set on a block ¢.3
m. high and 3.60 m wide. The precise
position of relief and inscription, of which
only several fragments have been found, is
uncertain. Seidl has argued that it could
have been placed on top of the wall
between the processional way and the
north palace, while other versions flanked
the great street itself (Seidl 1976). Re-
examination of more fragments (Seidl
1999) now reveals that the text was, in
fact recast to show Bel-Marduk (in place
of Ahuramazda) as bestower of the king-
dom on Darius. So the great Neo-Babylo-
nian citadel was embellished with a
prominent Persian monument driving
home the message of Babylon’s defeat, at
the behest of its own patron deity.

A fturther restructuring was undertaken
by the Persian régime within the western-
most part of the Stidburg. Artaxerxes II
constructed a fairly substantial palace in
pure Achaemenid style (34.8 x 20.5 m)
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Fig. 4. Plan and reconstructed
plan of the “Persian Buil-
ding” situated in the western
part of the Siidburg. (After R.
Koldeway, Die Kénigsburgen
von Babylon I, 1931, pls. 26
and 28).
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(Fig. 4). As in Fars and Susiana, some of it
was built of stone which, it has been sug-
gested, may have come from an Iranian
quarry (Haerinck 1990; 1997). The four-
columned portico was flanked by square
towers, and the outer walls decorated with
figured glazed bricks, flat and in relief,
depicting the Persian guards, familiar from
the finds at Susa, both lifesize and smaller
(half-size). Fragments of the internal
glazed decoration have also been found —
geometric and floral motifs — as well as
bits of Old Persian inscriptions commem-
orating Artaxerxes’ building (Vallat 1989).
Some tiny remnants of stone-reliefs
(human and plant) raise the possibility that
elements of the Persepolitan iconographic
repertoire were disposed in the palace. The
materials used to make the moulded
bricks (sand and lime), the colours used
(no red) and the flooring all mirror build-
ing practices known from the central Per-
sian capitals and unfamiliar in Babylonia.
There is even a possibility that part of the
old eastern courtyard was decorated with
Persepolis style columns (Koldewey 1990,
89 and Abb. 58). One further develop-
ment, not clearly datable, took place in the
Persian period: the Ishtar gate, processional
street and palace were all drawn together
within a light enclosure wall, thus tying
the politically potent and sacral locations
even more visibly together (Stolper 1994,
260). All in all, then, while the Persian
period Babylon palace seems at first sight
to be unchanged from Nebuchadnezzar’s
original design, the Achaemenid imprint
on its interior and exterior was quite

unmistakable. Whether the Persian rulers
used the ‘summer palace’, too, has not so
far emerged from the published excava-
tion reports.

The evidence for remodelling of the
palaces in the Seleucid period is less strik-
ing, but nevertheless significant. The base
for Seleucid control of Babylon was the
citadel of Babylon: bullae with royal por-
traits (although no surviving inscriptions)
are reported to have been found to the
south-west of the summer palace, suggest-
ing that a registry/archive house could
have been located here (Irag 45 (1983),
207).There is evidence for parts of the
palace being redecorated and restructured
in keeping with Greek models, with peri-
style courts erected inside the older Baby-
lonian buildings, while some of the walls
were decorated with painted wall-plaster,
including plant-motifs and figures in
Greek style. At the same time, it is notable
that the Achaemenid-period apadana in
the Kasr not only survived into the hel-
lenistic period, but was reconstructed, in
keeping with its original architectural and
decorative style (Haerinck 1973, 108f. n.
4;113 n.16; 115 n. 26; Schmidt 1941,
802-08; 828-30). So while we may identi-
fy significant Greek-style remains in the
hellenistic period palaces, much of the
physical environment in which king, royal
family and governors operated continued
to be Babylonian and Achaemenid — as we
would expect of a dynasty that proclaimed
itself to be the heir of Mesopotamian and
Persian monarchic traditions.
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Notes

NOTE 1

See, e.g., plan of Dur Sharrukin
(Khorsabad) in Hirmer & Strommenger
1964, 445, fig. 52; Nineveh: Russell 1991,
2, fig. 1. See also Lumsden in this volume.

NOTE 2

For Palace of Sinkashid, see plan in Post-
gate 1990, 140, fig. 7.3; for Aqr Quf exca-
vations, see Bagir 1942-46 and Tomabechi
1983 (wall paintings). A royal palace is also
textually attested in Uruk from the Neo-
Babylonian to Hellenistic period; the
implied location is close to the main Eanna
sanctuary, see Kessler 1999. For the late
Achaemenid administrative(?) residence at
Abu Qubur, north of Sippar, see Gasche
1989, 1991, 1995, 207-208.

NOTE 3

Koldewey 1990; Unger 1931; Bergamini
1974; George 1990; 1992; 1993; 1997. The
‘Description of Babylon’, which provides a
kind of sacred topography of the city, was
copied and recopied in Babylonian schools
into the late hellenistic period; one surviv-
ing version was transliterated into Greek
letters, see Goodnick-Westenholz 1996,
205, fig.6. (ibid. for a useful introduction to
the city).

NOTE 4

For the history of the Neo-Babylonian
dynasty, see von Voigtlander 1963; see
Kuhrt 1995, ch.11 for an introduction.

NOTE 5

Brinkman 1968; 1984; Frame 1992; Kuhrt
1995, ch.11. Note also the references to the
palace in the ‘Nabopolassar Epic’, Grayson
1975b, 82-3, 11, 12-13.

NOTE 6

Certainly attested are Tiglath-pileser IIT
between 729 and 727 BC, Sargon II
between 710 and 706 BC and Ashurbani-
pal’s brother, Shamash-shuma-ukin, who
reigned as sub-king of Babylonia from 668
to his death in the course of a rebellion in
648 BC.
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NOTE 7

I have given some space to the significance
of this aspect of the palace’s location
because no cultic installations were found
inside the palace itself, so that a, to my
mind false, separation of temple and palace
could be envisaged.

NOTE 8

See further on the throne room and its
facade, Polony & Winkler 1968; Hrouda
1986; Andrae 1990.

NOTE 9

Translation of part in ANET, 307-08 and
Kuhrt 1995, 605-07; discussion of some
terms and names only: TUAT I, 405-06

NOTE 10

For discussion of the ‘House of Succession’
(or ‘Administration’) in Assyria, see Seux
1980 paras. 61-2. It was here that the
selected successor dwelt, in order to be
associated with his father in the running of
the empire.

NOoTE 11

For the vexed question of eunuchs, see Bri-
ant 1996, 279~ 288. Note that Joannes
2000, 66 goes for the neutral rendering
‘officers’.

NOTE 12

It is not, of course, unthinkable in the light
of Ashurbanipal’s well-attested collection of
learned texts at Nineveh For diccnssion of
other libraries in possible palaces, see Ped-
ersén 1998, 262-65.

NOTE 13

The mentions appear primarily in the
Astronomical Diaries, e.g Sachs & Hunger
1988, no. -328 (garden between Esangil
and Eturkalamma); nos. -277, -270 (cypress
garden); 1989, no. -240 (juniper garden).

NOTE 14
See Grayson 1975b, 64-65,1 6.

NOTE 15

Sachs & Hunger 1989, no. -187 A r.10’-
12’; the significance was first noted by van
der Spek 1995, cf. Boiy 2000, 91.

NOTE 16

For gardens in the Near East in general, see
RIA, s.v.*Garten’; further Oppenheim
1965; Wiseman 1983. Egyptian gardens are
primarily attested in private, temple and
mortuary contexts, see Germer 2001 (but
note that palace gardens provide the setting
for several Egyptian stories, e.g. Westcar
Papyrus, see Lichtheim 1975, 216 (Second
Intermediate Period) and possibly the
third-century demotic story about King
Amasis (Spiegelberg 1914, 26)). Persian
patadeisoi: Briant 1996, 244~ 252; 456-459;
garden at Pasargadae: Stronach 1990. See
also Nielsen in this volume.

NOTE 17

See Russell 1991, 224-9 for the invited
participants in Assyrian festivities on com-
pletion of a new palace (gods, foreign rulers
or their representatives, Assyrian nobles,
officials, commanders, elders, ‘the people of
the land’); Moran 1987/1992, no.3 for the
letter of the Kassite king, Burnaburiash,
inviting the Egyptian ruler to the inaugura-
tion of his new palace.

NOTE 18

See, e.g., Langdon 1912, Nbk. 9 iii 43-59:°1
raised my hand, prayed to the Lord of
Lords, my pleas went to Mardulk, the mer
ciful, “Oh lord of lands, Marduk, hear the
words of my mouth! The house I have
built, may I have my fill of its glory! In
Babylon, within it, may I reach old age,
may I have my fill of descendants! May I
receive within it the heavy tribute of the
world’s rulers, of all people! May my off-
spring rule mankind forever in this
palace!””

NOTE 19

Gadd 1958 H1B; translation only ANET
561-2; Longman 1991, 227-28; Kuhrt
1995, 607-08.The public mourning by the



crown prince and army for her is also
mentioned in the Nabonidus Chronicle
(Grayson 1975a, No.7 ii 13-15), although
this lasted only three days. Note also the
seven day long public mourning in Babylo-
nia on the death of Cyrus’ wife in 538 BC,
Grayson 1975a, No.7 iii 23-4 (‘all people
bared (shaved?) their heads’).

NOTE 20

Several elaborate burials of the Early
Dynastic period (c.2900-2350 BC: Kish,
Ur) have been assumed to be royal, but the
evidence argues against it, see Pollock
1991. The ‘mausolea’ of the Third Dynasty
of Ur rulers (c. 2100-2000 BC) probably
relate to the funerary cult, and are not royal
tombs, see Moorey 1984. Royal family

vaults located under the floor of the
Sinkashid palace in Uruk have been more
certainly identified, see Strommenger 1971,
593.

NOTE 21

See the discussions by Black 1981, Kuhrt
1987, Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 93-111, esp.
107 & 109-11 on the role of the king.

NOTE 22

The relevant astronomical diary references
are: Sachs & Hunger 1988, no. -378, obv.
5%, 1989, nos. -245, -204, -187.

NOTE 23
Discussion, with attestations, in Boiy 2000,

197-98.

NOTE 24

For general circumstances of find, see Ped-
ersén 1998, 184. The governor’s archive,
who, unusually, was a Babylonian appointed
by the Persian régime, is being published
and analysed by Stolper 1987; 1990; 1995.

NOTE 25

Note also the possible reference to a royal
archive in hellenistic Babylon (Strassmeier,
8e Congres 32-4; discussion in Boiy 2000,
204) and the deposition of valuables in the
palace for safe-keeping in 262/1 (Sachs &
Hunger 1989, no.- 261).
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David Stronach

From Cyrus to Darius:
Notes on Art and Architecture
in Farly Achaemenid Palaces

The present paper seeks to underline the
far from uniform historical circumstances
that can be seen to have influenced the
evolution of Achaemenid palace architec-
ture during the reigns of Cyrus II (559-
530 B.C.), Cambyses II (530-522 B.C.)
and Darius I (522-486 B.C.). It is pro-
posed that, for all the evident continuities
that are to be found in Achaemenid royal
construction from the mid-sixth century
down to the late fourth century, the con-
trasts between the respective building pro
grams of the above-mentioned monarchs
call for probably closer examination than
they have hitherto received. Thus, in the
same way that most studies of the arts of
Neo-Assyria have long since drawn atten-
tion to the separate developments that are
to be detected in the building programs of
the main Assyrian royal architects, it now
seems to be more than time for students
of Achaemenid art and architecture to

take a closer look at the individual traits
that inform the key constructions of these
three earliest Persian rulers of note.

With special reference, then, to the pro-
cess of dynamic growth which occupied a
sixty-year period from 546 B.C. (the earli-
est year in which Cyrus would have been
in a position to initiate construction at
Pasargadae) down to 486 B.C. (the year in
which Darius died), the following pages
will not only seek to chronicle a select
number of the more important distinc-
tions that can be detected in any
diachronic survey of early Achaemenid
palace architecture, but they will also aim
to elucidate something of the political and
historical context of such changes. In the
process, moreover, an attempt will be
made to give sharper focus to the role of
Cyrus as a significant innovator, to the

possible role of Cambyses as something
substantially more than a mere follower of
his father’s architectural models, and to the
role of Darius as nothing less than the
final arbiter of the formal canons of
Achaemenid taste.”

Cyrus

The known history of Achaemenid archi-
tecture begins with the construction of’
Cyrus’ capital at Pasargadae. According to
Strabo (Geog. 15.3.8) Cyrus chose to erect
“a palace” at this location as a memorial
to his victory over Astyages, the last king
of Media. While this critical battle took
place in or near 550 B.C., it is evident
from the advanced characteristics of the
big stone masonry attested at Pasargadae
that formal construction at the site could
not have begun until such time as the
highly skilled masons of Sardis had fallen
into Cyrus’ hands in the aftermath of the
conquest of Lydia in late 547 B.C. at the
earliest.!

In many ways, in fact, Cyrus’ unique
capital provides a very “readable” reflec-
tion of both his local, southern Zagros
heritage and of his wider conquests. Apart
from all else, the strategic position of
Pasargadae on the direct line of march
between Media to the north and the core
valleys of Fars to the south clearly accords
with the tenor of Strabo’s observation.?
Indeed, the location of the new capital is
likely to have served as a constant
reminder of Cyrus’ signal triumph over
Astyages as well as of the parallel moment
when he was suddenly able to claim
dominion far beyond his homeland.

The physical bounds of Pasargadae also
tell a vivid story. Even before the fall of
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Babylon in 539 B.C. Cyrus apparently felt
confident enough to take an extraordinary
step. In defiance of every existing canon
for the construction of either a local or an
imperial capital in the first half of the first
millennium B.C., Cyrus laid out an
expansive seat of government that had no
fixed detences. o tar as 18 known, nothing
more than a modest boundary wall
defined the limits of the site. On the one
hand this condition represented, in all
likelihood, a statement of supreme power.
And, on the other hand, it is worth
reflecting that Cyrus may have wished his
capital and last resting place to project a
certain air of invitation.

The messages conveyed by his individ-
ual palace constructions were, it has been
pointed out, similarly inviting.? In the case
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of Gate R, the formal four-door entrance-
structure to the Palace Area, the building
was freestanding. Pointedly enough, it was
not embedded (in the manner of say, the
city gates of Nineveh) within the thick-
ness of a huge defensive wall. Thus, even if
Gate R would appear to have benefited
trom the formidable protective imagery of
Assyrian-style winged colossi in its
opposed main doorways (Herzfeld 1929~
30,11), this majestic portal appears to rep-
resent the first clearly documented free-
standing propylaeum.*

The inner palaces, Palace S and Palace
P (Fig. 1), can also be seen to lack forbid-
ding configurations. In the case of Palace
S, in particular, shaded porticoes looked
out on all four sides of the building. More
than this, each of these porticoed palaces

Fig. 1. Plan of the Palace
Area, Pasargadae. The num-
bered monuments include: 1:
Palace P, 2: Pavilion A, 3:
Pavilion B, and 4: Palace S.
The axial “view of power”
(perpendicular to the external
throne seat in the main portico
of Palace P) completes the
fourfold organization of the
inner garden.
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metres

Muweilah, Sharjah, UAE
2001 Season
Building II

Fig. 2. Plan of the columned
hall (Building II) at Muwe-
ilah. Plan prepared by Emima
Thompson (After Magee,
2001, fig. 2).

is now known to have stood amidst ele-
gant well-watered gardens which them-
selves appear to have made a hitherto
unprecedented contribution to the spatial
organization of a coherent palace design.’

In order to appreciate the full signifi-
cance of the transformations that Cyrus
introduced it is necessary, at this juncture,
to offer a small excursus on what is
known of the antiquity of the columned
hall in Iran and its immediate vicinity. In
this respect one of the speakers at the
November 1999 Conference volunteered
a suggestion to the effect that the
columned halls of Achaemenid Iran were
descended from the columned halls of
Urartu. This point of origin for the
hypostyle halls of the Achaemenid home-
land is entirely unlikely however. As is
well known, the spacious columned halls
of Hasanlu IV (1100-800 B.C.) pre-date
even the narrow pillared halls of Urartu
by an appreciable period of time — and
the broader columned halls that are
known from within the former limits of
Urartian territory, i.e. those from Altintepe
and Arin-Berd, are themselves likely to be
Achaemenid in date.®

Accordingly, it seems preferable to

assume that this popular architectural form
never went out of fashion after its early
emergence in northwestern Iran in the
second half of the second millennium; that
it subsequently reached other parts of
western and southern Iran; and, on the
basis of the latest available evidence, it
would also appear to have travelled across
the narrowest part of the Persian Gulf to
the region of Sharjah (Fig. 2) at some date
before 800 B.C.7 Even if we are at present
unaware, therefore, of the nature of almost
any building activities in Fars in the cen-
turies immediately before Cyrus’ acces-
sion, it would appear more than likely that
future work in this region will one day
reveal the presence of similar columned
halls in this same approximate time-frame.
In other words, Cyrus’ fidelity to the basic
unit of a rectangular columned hall (how-
ever that unit may have been manipulated
in various separate instances) could very
well be viewed not so much as a reference
to the prior prestige of the columned hall
in say, adjacent Media as a reference to the
conceivably longstanding prominence of
such halls in highland southwestern Iran
itself.8

At the same time Cyrus’ unprecedented
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achievement in imposing Iranian rule over
distant Lydia and Ionia assuredly called for
tangible acknowledgement within the
new capital (just as, much later, Darius
drew attention to his ultimately firm con-
trol of Egypt through the introduction of
various Egyptian-inspired motifs in the
architecture of Persepolis). In the case of
Cyrus’ inspired building program the
adoption of state-of-the-art Lydo-Ionian
masonry conveyed an instantly under-
standable message — and a wealth of con-
struction in fine limestone began to
appear throughout the limits of the site.
Aside from its use in palatial contexts, it is
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possible to cite the understated perfection
of Cyrus’ evocative stone tomb, the
exquisite gradations in course-size in the
stone tabric of the Zendan and, not least,
the close to twenty courses of well-drafted
limestone blocks which once distin-
guished the huge stone platform at the
west end of the Tall-1 Takht.’

Within the Palace Area at Pasargadae
this new-found delight in tightly jointed
stonework found vivid expression in flaw-
less stone floor surfaces, stone wall-socles,
stone doorframes, stone antae and, above
all, in a striking use of stone columns and
capitals. With reference to changes to the

Fig. 3. Restored plans of
Palace S at Pasargadae and
the palace at Dasht-i Gohar.

/AL e snnn o oo
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plan of the traditional Iranian columned
hall — a building which previously appears
to have had either a low columned porti-
co on the entrance facade or no space for
a portico at all — the source of inspiration
for the novel, freestanding four-sided plan
of Palace S (Fig. 3), continues to be debat-
ed 10 just as do the sources of inspiration
for the long, almost stoa-like southeastern
portico of Palace P.!' But whatever the
possibilities are for a certain degree of
western influence in the separate, unusual
ground plans of each of these palaces
(always keeping in mind the fact that
Cyrus’ own intentions for the final design
and decoration of Palace P were never
realised owing to his untimely demise), '2
it deserves to be remembered that the
buildings in question stand beside what
later became an enduring Persian concept:
namely, a fourfold garden, marked by ele-
gant pavilions, together with stone water
channels and basins."

With reference to the types of sculp-
tured motifs which Cyrus had time to add
to the fabric of his two completed palatial
structures (Gate R and Palace S) at some
point before he lost his life, the richest
single source was quite clearly the art of
Assyria. This choice was without doubt
partly dictated by a desire on Cyrus’ part
to indicate that he had fallen heir to the
overarching authority of the last great
kings of Assyria. But at the same time it is
only appropriate to acknowledge that ear-
lier borrowings from Neo-Assyrian
iconography almost certainly took place
through broad areas of the Zagros from
the 9th century onwards'* and that such
prior borrowings could always have
helped to set the stage for this proclivity.
Even in the case of the Elamites, who
were at deadly odds with the Assyrians for
the greater part of the 7th century,'® local
craftsmen in Elam were apparently willing
to use traditional Assyrian divine guardians
to lend apotropaic efficacy to a protective
limestone plaque.’® In addition, the pres-
ence of bull colossi at the city gates of
Susa would seem to be affirmed by Ashur-
banipal’s boast, in connection with his
army’s assault on the city in 646 B.C., that

he “tore out the raging wild bull (-fig-
ures), the attachments to the gates.”!” With
reference to just these few indications,
then, it is possible to surmise that Cyrus’
preference for Assyrian motifs was at least
partly dictated by already longstanding
Assyrian influences that had reached not
just northwestern and central Iran but
southwestern Iran as well.

On the other hand the extraordinary
quality of Cyrus’ apotropaic doorway fig-
ures indicates that he never sought to
model his guardian figures on far from
accurate Elamite copies of Assyrian origi-
nals. Instead, faithful attention to often
minor points of detail strongly suggests
that his artists drew their inspiration from
original Assyrian monuments wherever
these were still available for inspection.'®
But when it came to the actual carving of
the figures in Gate R and Palace S certain
modifications were seen to be in order.
Thus typical Assyrian ritual equipment,
such as the bucket and cone, was discard-
ed; full profile views were invariably
employed; musculature was softened to
suit the less obviously muscled character
of all Persian sculpture; and, as Boardman
has suggested (2000, 102), certain details
in the rendering of the human feet in the
doorway reliefs from Palace S could well
suggest the presence of “a Greek hand” or
at least an awareness of “the new Greek
mode for relief.”"

But notwithstanding the numbers of
craftsmen that may have been drawn from
the Lydo-Ionian sphere, it is manifest that
Cyrus was never tempted to introduce the
kind of sculptured column drums that
were erected in the Temple of Artemis at
Ephesus® in or near 550 B.C. Instead, the
elegant types of column base that he bor-
rowed from the West were matched to
markedly slim, smooth column drums and
addorsed animal capitals (which came to
represent, with the benefit of further
refinements introduced by Darius, a per-
manent hallmark of Achaemenid palace
architecture). We can only guess as to how
Cyrus hit upon the novel creation of capi-
tals of this kind, but it is at least notewor-
thy that the Neo-Elamite world held a
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special regard for elevated, apotropaic wall
decorations — and that these frequently
included animal protomes.?!

In sum, then, the artistic choices of the
founder of the Persian empire were by no
means inconsequential, especially with ref-
erence to what was to follow in terms of
palace construction. Freestanding
hypostyle halls with certain required stone
elements continued to remain the pre-
ferred form of audience hall for all subse-
quent Persian rulers down to the last days
of the empire. Moreover, even if the
sculptured images that Cyrus chose to
employ were less than singularly creative —
the famed Winged Figure from Gate R
has a particularly ad hoc appearance — his
legacy did demonstrate the virtues of
mining the arts of Assyria for images that
could spell out the power and “inherited
legitimacy” of the new Persian empire.
And his example very conceivably
strengthened Darius’ own eventual resolve
to continue to experiment with the use of
Assyrian-related imagery, especially with
reference to the “everlasting” statements
that would be made at Persepolis.

Cambyses

Remarkably enough, the death of Cyrus
on a distant battlefield did little or nothing
to disturb the tranquility of the huge
empire that he had so recently created.
Herodotus says nothing of any attendant
revolts; and, while there is no evidence to
suggest that Cambyses made any attempt
to complete his father’s projects — perhaps
because the site of Pasargadae might have
counted, in the period immediately tol-
lowing Cyrus’ untoward end, as inauspi-
cious? — it seems more than likely (at least
on the available archaeological evidence
since textual evidence is not to be had)
that the new occupant of the throne felt
confident enough to call for the construc-
tion of a second undefended capital, albeit
one in a notably more central location.
The chosen site, situated in the level,
fertile Dasht-1 Gohar (which is itself part
of the more extensive, strategically central,
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Marvdasht plain), suggests that Cambyses,
like his father, was content to envisage a
kind of carefully planned “garden capi-
tal”22 Its location was at once commended
by its proximity to far earlier intimations
of far-flung royal rule (in the form of Old
Elamite reliefs on the cliff-face at Naqsh-i
Rustam), 2 by its position athwart the
principal east-west and north-south trunk
roads through highland southwestern Iran,
and by, not least, the presence of the adja-
cent perennial waters of the Kur and Pul-
var rivers.

Even within the brief span of Camby-
ses short rule the actual period of con-
struction at Dasht-i Gohar may well have
been shorter still. That is to say that, since
there are no visible Egyptian traits in the
surviving remains, it is more than likely
that the buildings were all founded (and
completed to the extent that they were
completed) before Cambyses set out, in
525 B.C., on a campaign that took him to
Egypt, to all intents and purposes, for the
balance of his reign.

As far as the character of the extant
remains at Dasht-1 Gohar is concerned,
several points deserve to be made. In the
first place — if the whole thesis concerning
Dasht-1 Gohar is of any validity without
the benefit of textual corroboration —
Cambyses clearly had it in mind to follow
a number of his father’s prior architectural
models. In particular, the unfinished
funerary structure, known to-day as Takht-
1 Rustam, was almost certainly intended to
accord, in more or less precise detail, with
the size and form of Cyrus’ tomb.?* More-
over, in the context of palatial construc-
tion, Cambyses can be seen to have sought
immportant guidance from each of his
father’s two main palace designs. In the
surviving floor plan of his now very
denuded palace we witness, for example,
the adoption of a design which again
called for the use of opposed, low-roofed
colonnades (Fig. 3). And the model of
Cyrus’ latest, unfinished palace, Palace P,
was clearly invoked when Cambyses not
only introduced a multitude of columns in
the main hall but also took pains to ensure
that the columns in the opposed porticoes



were aligned with the larger columns in
the interior hall.?

Innovation was sought in other direc-
tions. Costly stone floors were given up?
and, in an intriguing departure which
seems to have failed to attract any later
imitators, the column bases in the Dasht-i
Gohar palace were given a wholly new
form. Stepped bases were abandoned and,
instead of continuing to use either a slim
torus (on the model of Palace S) or a hor-
izontally fluted torus (on the model of
Palace P), Cambyses elected to introduce a
version of the long-lived relatively plump
torus base of Syrian origin which also
found favor for a time in Neo-Assyria.?’
In keeping with the relatively austere
nature of most stone elements in early
Achaemenid architecture Cambyses
refrained, however, from retaining the kind
of carved, surface floral patterns such as
had originally distinguished many
Mesopotamian tori of this form.

As far as the adoption of such column
bases is concerned, it is only appropriate
to recall that Cambyses spent an important
part of his short-lived career in Mesopo-
tamia?® and that, if he chose to distance
himself from his father’s predilection for
Lydo-Tonian models, the use of a Syro-
Mesopotamian motif was a perhaps not
inappropriate vehicle for what appears to
have been intended as a readily recogniz-
able personal statement.?

Darius

The circumstances in which Darius began
his reign could not have been more difter-
ent from those which attended Cambyses’
accession. Suffice it to say in the present
context that Darius was not the legitimate
heir and that only a succession of hard-
fought campaigns in the first year of his
reign would seem to have allowed him to
retain his grip on the throne.?® Darius’ ini-
tially not always secure situation is reflect-
ed, it seems fair to say, by the character of
the two sites where he chose to make his
principal investments as a royal builder. In
the case of Susa —located at the strategic
snow-free Iranian end of the great trunk

road that led northwards and westwards to
Sardis — Darius was able to recast part of
the huge mounded remains of Elam’s erst-
while lowland capital in such a way as to
create an imposing palace-platform that
stood 18 m above the surrounding plain.®!

In seeking a site for a complementary,
still more evocative capital within the
highland heartland of his realm Darius
made an equally prescient choice. His eye
fell on the neglected possibilities posed by
an outlying spur of the Kuh-i Rahmat at
a location some 3 km to the south of
Cambyses’ aborted constructions. While
the principal part of the site consisted of a
partly natural platform that jutted out
from the base of the mountain (at a height
of up to 14 m above the level of the
plain), he no doubt took considerable
comfort in the nature of the steep scarp
which overlooked the platform. Indeed, it
is clear that this sharply angled slope was
separately fortified on all sides and, very
possibly in keeping with its potential use
as a “last redoubt,” it can be seen to have
been equipped with an exceptionally deep
rock-cut cistern.??

Following his selection of Susa and
Persepolis as the two main sites that could
most dramatically advertise his new-found
power, Darius embarked on a notably
rapid program of palatial construction at
Susa. The entire process, moreover, from
the preparation of the foundations
onwards, was turned into a potent instru-
ment of propaganda in which, as we learn
from his exceptional DSf inscription (Kent
1953, 144), Darius claimed the availability
of the most exotic and remote materials
and the active assistance of not a few of
his most distant subjects. In this sense the
DSf inscription offers a far more complete
picture of the imperial significance of
palatial construction than even the most
graphic building relief of any Assyrian
ruler. More than this, the text stands in its
own right as an intellectual precursor to
Darius’ equally arresting visual expressions
of empire in his funerary relief at Naqsh-i
Rustam as well as in the great sculptured
friezes on the north and east sides of the
socle of the Apadana at Persepolis.®?
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Yet even at the same moment as the
participation of craftsmen from numerous
different locations is not to be denied, it
stands to reason that not all of Darius’
subjects could have participated in equal
measure to the work that went forward at
Susa. Indeed, the very fact that such an
exceptional innovator and consciously
Persian ruler as Darius was willing to let
the southern half of his new palace be
erected in a connected, triple courtyard
format (Fig. 4, nos. 5-7), which eftectively
mirrors part of the plan of the palace of
Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon,** is quite
striking. Apart from the adoption of this
essentially Mesopotamian plan, certain of
the individual motifs in the panels of
glazed and unglazed bricks (which came
to represent a major factor in the decora-
tion of this part of the palace) can be seen
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to subscribe to earlier Neo-Babylonian
models. Thus, while the Achaemenid lion-
griffin was introduced instead of the
idiosynchratic Babylonian dragon, striding
lions and bulls (each no doubt equipped
with new associations in their new cultur-
al setting) were again to the fore. It is
almost as if Darius elected (at a moment
when even his prodigal talents were
stretched to the limit by various pressing
concerns) to abdicate from the demands
of design; and that he chose, instead, to
make particular use of the designers and
artisans of not-so-distant Babylon in order
to take advantage — at least as far as the
southern portion of his palace was con-
cerned — of a number of the tried and
trusted norms of elite Babylonian art.3
As far as strictly Persian polychrome
glazed brick motifs are concerned, it is

Fig. 4.The Palace of Darius I
at Susa. (After Perrot, 1981,
pl. 36).



interesting to observe that Darius already
found a way to introduce an abbreviated
symbol for Ahuramazda.*® The most pow-
erful impression comes, however, from the
large number of polychrome bricks that
were used to create long files of resplen-
dent royal guards. These formidable
“archers” were assuredly intended to con-
vey a message of disciplined, yet instantly
available, irresistible force. And in keeping
with an attractive new suggestion that
Darius might have started to issue the ear-
liest type of “royal archer” siglos (Type 1)
as early as c¢. 520 B.C. (Vargyas 2000, 38),
it is now perhaps possible to link the
invention of the glazed brick archer motif
with Darius’ own portrayal of himself as
the first archer of the realm both in his
Bisitun relief and in his newly minted
sigloi.

Most of the plan of the adjacent
Apadana — Darius‘ throne hall par excel-
lence — was recovered by Loftus in the
course of his excavations of the mid-nine-
teenth century.®” It is hardly a matter for
surprise, therefore, that various details of
the layout of the building still remain
obscure (Fig. 4, no. 11). Nonetheless this
once towering expression of power is
instantly recognizable as a decidedly origi-
nal, wholly reworked version of the long-
lived Iranian columned hall. With an esti-
mated height of close to 20 m, the struc-
ture included a square columned hall with
six rows of six columns, four corner tow-
ers, and three columned porticoes each of
which rose to the full height of the build-
ing. When compared to the older design
of Palace S, we can see that Darius opted,
in contrast to Cyrus’ once transcendent
conception, for a fully square plan, a uni-
form roof height, and, above all else, still
more impressive size.*® The new plan was
not of course equipped with a fourth por-
tico. Instead, a fourth “closed” side is likely
to have accommodated a variety of facili-
ties; and it certainly can be presumed to
have included the commencement of a
secure route to the king’s more southerly,
private quarters. In sum, more than a little
at Susa suggests that Darius’ curiously
incongruent Perso-Babylonian palatial

complex was born in part of urgent polit-
ical need. In contrast, historical circum-
stances were to permit a far more leisurely
approach to the work at Persepolis.

Yet given the decisive nature of Darius’
character, and his overarching determina-
tion to associate his rule with his Persian
heritage, it is difficult to imagine that the
inception of work at Parsa — the unques-
tionably Persian name that he bequeathed
to both the land of his birth and his new
palatial capital — was left to lag too far
behind the beginnings of construction at
Susa.? At the same time, however, the cir-
cumstances that prevailed at Parsa (Perse-
polis) were very different. The preliminary
tasks of cutting away part of the rock out-
crop, excavating the huge underlying
drains, and subsequently building up dif-
ferent parts of the great stone platform
had to take a substantial number of years.
Only then was it possible to make a
beginning with reference to the erection
of individual structures.*

Various other contrasts with Susa also
slowed the pace of the work. Among
them was the considerable extent to
which stone was used in the construction
of the royal buildings as well as in the cre-
ation of numerous reliefs and staircases,
even if mud-brick walls were ubiquitous
and even if polychrome glazed brick pan-
els were also employed. It was presumably
a somewhat painstaking process, moreover,
to go back to the traditional “highland”
interest in predominantly unconnected,
freestanding buildings, especially when
Darius chose to make a new and subtle
use of elevation as a mark of status, partic-
ularly with reference to his two most sig-
nificant buildings, viz. the Apadana and his
nearby Palace, each of which came to be
given an individual stone socle.*!

Various changes of plan, not all of
which are fully understood, no doubt also
slowed the progress of the work. But the
major dispositions for the platform at
Persepolis as they came to take shape dur-
ing the first half of the 5th century B.C.
(Fig. 5) suggest that, with time for more
leisurely reflection, Darius eventually drew
an important measure of inspiration from
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both Gate R and Cyrus’ unfinished stair-
cases on the Tall-1 Takht.*? Thus a recess
(for what may have been a temporary
stone staircase?) at the location of a mod-
est south entrance (near the aforemen-
tioned foundation inscription) was duly
blocked with stone * and, in a quite
remarkable development, a huge monu-
mental double staircase, with the free-
standing Gate of All Lands at its summit,
came to provide the one formal approach
to the complex as a whole.*

This ultimate, permanent plan can be
seen to represent a reversal of the pattern
of circulation that obtained at Susa; for,
whereas visitors to the Apadana at Susa
were obliged to pass through a succession
of control-points, including the East Gate
(at the eastern limit of the Ville Royal),
the Propylaesum, near the western limit of
the same mound, and the tall monumental
Gate at the inner end of the solid
“bridge” leading to the isolated palace
platform (cf. Perrot 1981, pl. 43), visitors
to Persepolis were brought almost at once
to confront the dazzling sight of the
empire’s greatest audience hall (Krefter
1971, pl. 22). In addition, the immediate
details of the approach to the Apadana at
Persepolis were more logical than those
which applied at Susa. As Boucharlat has
noted (1997, 59), visitors to the Apadana
at Susa would have noticed the southern
part of Darius’ palace directly before them
as they left the monumental Gate with its
larger than life-size statue(s) of Darius, but
they would still have had to work their
way northwards in the space between the
palace and the deep fosse on their right
(Fig. 4) in order to enter the Apadana (in
keeping with the evident protocols at
Persepolis) through the monumental
north portico — opposite the king’s
throne, which itself stood towards the rear
of the central aisle.

In view of the stress that has been laid
in this paper on the sometimes forceful
(and not rarely Persian-specific) perspec-
tives that can be detected in Darius’ mon-
umental art, and still more particularly in
various of his proclamations, I cannot pass
over a sometimes still current assumption
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that the Medes enjoyed a special position
within the empire of Darius. This view
finds no echo, for example, in the Foun-
dation Charter from Susa where the
Medes, in contrast to the Persians, are
mentioned as contributing their skills to
the construction of the palace.* It should
not be forgotten, moreover, that Media is
by no means always given pride of place
among the lands which Darius “holds.”
Thus in the DSm inscription (Kent 1953,
145) Media is listed in no more than
eighth place!

This supposedly special status finds no
echo at Persepolis either. It is of course
manifest that the Medes are the first of the
twenty-three delegations to appear in the
long procession on the socle of the
Apadana, but it is inescapable that the Per-
sians are not shown at all. And while it
used to be asserted that the ushers and
nobles in “riding dress” as opposed to
“court dress” were Medes rather than Per-
sians, this claim is now greatly weakened
in so far as a noble Persian, Aspathines
(Aspacana), who is described by
Herodotus as one of Darius’ principal Per-
sian supporters, is shown in the former
costume in one of the side panels of Dar-
ius’ funerary relief at Nagsh-i Rustam.*

It is evident, in other words, that the
riding dress — the so-called Median cos-
tume — was one of two principal, accept-
able forms of court attire. Further, its reg-
ular depiction in the sculptures at Perse-
polis cannot be taken to reflect any kind
of special status that was accorded to the
Medes. Rather, the dress in question
appears to have been introduced in order
to give needed variety to the sculptures.
Beyond all else, the present conclusion
affirms Margaret Root’s original sugges-
tion (1979, 282) that the nobles, who are
shown in both the “court” and “riding”
costumes, were intended to depict a Per-
sian assembly.

Finally, if these various perspectives are
taken into account, it is perhaps possible
to paint a relatively consistent picture of
the messages contained in Darius’ monu-
mental art throughout his reign from the
moment that the Bisitun relief was carved
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Fig. 5. The Persepolis plat- c. 520 B.C. down to the time of his death
Jorm before 450 B.C. (After  yhen the execution of his unfinished
Roaf 1983, fig. 155). works, at the Apadana and elsewhere,
became the responsibility of his son and
successor, Xerxes. In this reconstruction
(even if we can only judge relevant aspects
of the situation at Susa from the presence

of the incomplete statue of Darius and the
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existence of certain other telling fragments
of royal stone sculpture, including frag-
ments that probably depict part of the face
of a ruler and part of the shoe of a “royal
hero”), ¥’ the various schemes invariably
appear to have sought to glorify the king,

his majesty, and his power. If we think (at

Persepolis alone) of the serried ranks of’
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the royal guards, and of the prominently
rendered motif of the bull being overcome
by the lion (or, presumably, of great
strength being defeated by still greater
strength), there is also a consistent stress
on invincibility: on the physical prowess of
the ruler, on the strength of the army and
on the undivided loyalty of, above all, the
Persian subjects of the realm.* The point
is made, not least, because it is all too easy
to suppose that the motifs that appear on
Persian seals are (on occasion) more mili-
tant and/or more chauvinist than those
that appear in the reliefs — something that
may very well not be the case at all.*

In conclusion, it probably behoves us to
be wary of possibly more palatable inter-
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pretations of the art of Darius which
could be said to volunteer not necessarily
convincing perspectives concerning the
purposes of that art.>” Indeed, even if Dar-
ius may have found himself unexpectedly
involved in a long-running dispute with
Athens from ¢. 500 B.C. onwards, it is still
not improbable that the blueprint for the
Apadana reliefs was drawn up as a second,
still more comprehensive victory monu-
ment than that erected at Bisitun. That is
to say that visitors to the Achaemenid
court were no doubt called upon to con-
template (in the spirit of DNa §4) the
consequences of Darius’ multiple victories
or, as matters might also be expressed, the
successful outcome of the judicious exer-
cise of Persian military power.>!



Notes

NOTE *

The drawings for this article were prepared
by Cornelie Wolff. I am also grateful to
Michael Roaf for reading an early version
of the text and for saving me from making
a number of errors.

NOTE 1
Nylander 1970, 126ft.

NOTE 2

Not to mention the testimony of Babyloni-
an sources to the effect that “(Astyages)
mustered (his army) and marched against
Cyrus, king of Anshan, for conquest.”
Grayson 1975, 106.

NOTE 3

Nylander (1970, 115) refers to “the dissolu-
tion” of traditional, massive mudbrick
facades.

NOTE 4

Virtually nothing has been done so far to
define the precise character and course of
the boundary wall at Pasargadae. In
Herzteld’s site plan (1929-30, plan after pl.
3) the nearest, western end of the wall
appears to end some 40 m short of Gate R.

NOTE 5

See, inter alia, Stronach 1990, 176, where it
is suggested that the innermost, fourfold
royal garden might have been intended to
symbolize the “four quarters” of the uni-
verse, i.e. the Achaemenid empire in micro-
cosm.

NOTE 6

For the columned structures of Hasanlu V
(c. 1500-1100 B.C.), as well as those of
Hasanlu IV, see now Dyson 1989. On the
probable Achaemenid date of the halls at
Altintepe and Arin-Berd, see Forbes 1983,
59,71, and Summers 1993, See Kanetsian
and Ter-Martirossov in this volume.

NOTE 7
Magee 2001, 1ff.

NOTE 8

Since bridge-spouted jars are associated
with the columned hall at Muweilah it has
to be conceded that the possible patterns of
diffusion discussed here would be greatly
fortified if similar ceramics were to be
found in some quantity in the course of
future excavations in Fars. For the moment
the closest parallel from Fars is represented
by a single bridge-spouted jar of uncertain
date from Tall-i Taimuran.Vanden Berghe
1966, 44 and pl. 60f.

NOTE 9
Stronach 1978, 12ff.

NOTE 10

For a number of slightly varying perspec-
tives, see Nylander 1970, 115, Stronach
1978, 56ff., and Boardman 2000, 61.

NOTE 11
See especially Nylander 1970, 118ft.

NOTE 12

For Darius’ additions to Palace P, including
the well known doorway reliefs which
depict Cyrus (and which label him in the
third person), see most recently Stronach
1997a and 2000, 685-92.

NOTE 13
Stronach 1994.

NOTE 14

Certain of the worked ivories from Hasan-
lu IV are amongst the earliest objects
which document the influence of the
iconography of Neo-Assyria in western
Iran. See Muscarella 1980, 148ff.

NOTE 15
Carter and Stolper, 1984, 471f.

NOTE 16
See most recently Stronach 1997b, 53, n. 8

and pl. 15.

NOTE 17
Kuhrt 1995, 500.

NOTE 18

Just where such originals could have been
examined is by no means clear. One possi-
ble explanation is that a number of the for-
mer centers of Neo-Assyrian rule in the
central western Zagros still remained rela-
tively intact. (It is also possible that late 7th
or early 6th century Media could have act-
ed as an intermediary source; for the
moment, however, too little is known
about the art of the Medes to either affirm
or deny a Median role).

NOTE 19

The presence of craftsmen in Iran who
possessed a knowledge of the new modes
of Greek relief sculpture in the interval
between the death of Cyrus and the first
years of Darius’ reign may have done more
than a little to help to define the sculptural
conventions which ultimately permitted
the voluminous folds of Persian court dress
to be rendered with conviction, first at
Bisitun (Luschey 1968, pls. 271t) and then
in some of the earliest representations of
the Susian “archers” (for which see now,
Muscarella 1992, nos. 155 and 156).

NOTE 20
See, conveniently, Boardman 2000, fig.
2.40.

NOTE 21
Amiet, 1966, nos. 368, 382.

NOTE 22

Tilia 1978, 73ff and figs. 1,3. For the pres-
ence of further contemporary palatial
remains in the same vicinity (including a
broad, paved gateway that would appear to
have been flanked, as in Gate R, by huge
winged colossi), see also Tilia 1978, 80 ff
and figs. 5,6.

NOTE 23
Potts 1999, 182 and fig. 6.9.
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NOTE 24
See Kleiss 1971, 157 ff and Stronach 1978,
302ff.

NOTE 25

As Wolfram Kleiss first noted (1980, 201) in
his own penetrating comments on the
unfinished palace at Dasht-i Gohar.

NOTE 26

This was a cost-cutting exercise which
Darius was only too pleased to emulate: his
formidable palaces came to be associated
with durable, red-surfaced cement floors.
Cf. Schmidt 1953, 31.

NOTE 27

See, for example, Naumann 1955, fig. 146;
Parrot 1961, 223 and fig. 275; and Curtis
and Reade 1993, no. 44.

NOTE 28
See, in a notice of commendable brevity,
Schmidt 1953, 25.

NOTE 29

Apropos the authorship of the monuments
in the Dasht-i Gohar, a few additional
comments may not be out of place. The
extremely neatly worked and finely
smoothed column bases at the site, which
show no trace of any toothed chisel marks,
are most likely to have been made between
say, 546 B.C. and the first years of Darius’
reign — with a bracket between 530 and
520 B.C. having the greatest appeal (Tilia
1978, 80 with figs. 21, 22). Cyrus himself
would presumably have had no interest in
building a second freestanding tomb; and,
as we shall see below, Darius would appear
to have been too concerned by considera-
tions of at least minimal security to have
wished to experiment with the merits of
such a far from defensible location at the
beginning of his reign (when, just conceiv-
ably, he had not yet hit on all his subse-
quent arresting choices concerning the
natiire of hic lwniqrpc( hic calimns and the
placement of his tomb). In fact, the Dasht-i
Gohar monuments could have been erected
shortly before 522 B.C. as a reflection of
the short-lived regal ambitions of Cyrus’
second son, Bardiya. But this would leave
the considerable figure of Cambyses with
no known architectural imprint anywhere
in his homeland — and, on balance, Camby-
ses’ “Mesopotamian hand” appears to be in
evidence.

Based on the foregoing, it seems not at
all unlikely that each of the first three Per-
sian rulers had very separate preferences
when it came to the employment of col-
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umn bases (cf. also Boardman 2000, 66).
Indeed, in arguing near the beginning of
the 1970’ (personal information) for a date
in the reign of Cyrus for the stepped black
and white stone column bases in the com-
pact pavilion at Borazjan (on the highway
leading from central Fars to the vicinity of
Bushire), Ali Akbar Sarfaraz was anticipat-
ing lines of argument that are now more or
less uniformly accepted.

NOTE 30

For recent appraisals of the events in ques-
tion, see Sancisi-Weerdenburg 1995 and
Briant, 1996, 195ff.

NOTE 31

Although Darius’ Dse inscription from Susa
indicates that he rebuilt the long-neglected
outer wall of a town (name missing), the
reference may have had nothing to do with
Susa. Indeed, the extensive researches that
were conducted at Susa between 1967 and
the end of the 1970’ suggest that the limits
of the drastically reconstituted Achaemenid
city were defined by “an almost vertical
glacis” (Boucharlat 1997, 57) rather than by
a curtain wall. Cf. also Perrot 1981, pl. 34.

NOTE 32

Schmidt 1953, 212. Other more mundane
uses for the cistern could also have been in
prospect (cf. Roaf 1983, 157) and these
presumably applied for as long as the site
was occupied. If we look for later, possible
parallels for certain aspects of the topogra-
phy of Persepolis the juxtaposition of a flat
stretch of major construction and an adja-
cent, fortified ridge does much to recall the
character of Ai Khanoum in Bactria as well
as two of the main elements of Shapur I’s
capital, Bishapur, which stands at a point
midway between the uplands of highland
Fars and lowland Khuzistan.

NOTE 33
But note that the DNa text, which is
S ke deo

inscribed on Darius’ tomb, does much to
reveal the purpose behind the major reliefs
in question — a purpose to which we will
have cause to return in just a moment.
Thus in DNa §4 the viewer is directly
addressed: “If now thou shalt think that
‘How many are the countries which King
Darius held?’ look at the sculptures (of
those) who bear the throne, then shalt thou
know, then shall it become known to thee:
the spear of a Persian man has gone forth
far; then shall it become known to thee: a
Persian man has delivered battle far indeed
from Persia.” The inscription ends, more-
over, with a blunt, very probably associated

thought: “O man... do not leave the right
path; do not rise in rebellion!” (Kent 1953,
138).

NOTE 34
Amiet 1974, 65-7, fig. 2. See also Kuhrt
Fig. 2 in this volume.

NOTE 35

In terms of the degree to which the DSf
text can be said to reflect at least parts of
the reality of the building process, the apt-
ness of the reference to the Ionians and
Sardians as “the stone-cutters” who
wrought the columns of the Apadana has
long been recognised. In the context of
what can be inferred on archaeological
grounds about the significant role of the
Babylonians (for which see also Perrot
1981, 93 and Curtis 2000, 46) it is of inter-
est to find that the latter are mentioned
more often than any other separate group.
Attributed to “the Babylonian people” is
the fact “that the earth was dug downward,
and that the rubble was packed down, and
that the sundried brick was molded” (my
emphasis). After beams of cedar had been
brought from the Mediterranean to Baby-
lon, the Babylonians were among those
who transported such timber to Susa and,
more telling still, “the men who wrought
the baked brick, those were Babylonians.” At
the same time new studies of the glazed
bricks prove that the Babylonian specialists
at Susa were not left to do things as they
had always done them. After all, (unmen-
tioned) Elamites already possessed long
experience of decorating walls with baked
bricks in relief (Amiet 1988, figs. 62-3);
innovation and experiment were no doubt
in the air; and hard evidence from the labo-
ratory now indicates, not surprisingly, that
the excavated glazed bricks exhibit “techni-
cal features peculiar to Achaemenid work-
shops” (Cauvet 1992, 223).

NOTE 36

Ml Basnitaee s 3 3 1 1
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confronted sphinxes. Muscarella 1992b, no.
157.

NOTE 37
On Loftus’ activities at Susa, see now Curtis
1993, 1-15.

NOTE 38

See Stronach 1985 for further comments
on the structural qualities that may have
been called for in an Apadana. But see also
Muscarella 1992a, 218, n. 9 for a probably
justified plea for a less absolute interpreta-
tion of the term.



NOTE 39

In this connection the Old Persian version
of Darius’ foundation inscription, DPe,
makes a clear distinction between the Per-
sians and all other peoples. In addition, the
inscription ends with the following, excep-
tional prayer. “Says Darius the king: if thus
thou shalt think, ‘May I not fear an enemy,
protect this Persian people; if the Persian
people shall be protected, welfare for a long
time undisturbed will through Ahura
descend upon this royal house.” (Translation
taken from Schmidt 1953, 63.)

NOTE 40

A good part of a separate paper could be
addressed, yet again (cf. Stronach 1989,
442fF), to the issue of the date of the foun-
dation deposits of the Apadana. Suffice it to
say here that the numismatic evidence no
longer forces the deposits to be made as
late as 500 B.C. At a minimum, a decade
earlier could also work. In other words
Roaf’s supposition that work on the
Apadana as a whole started “eatly in the
5th century” (1983, 157) deserves (at least
in my view!) to be revised to something
more akin to “a few years before the end of
the 6th century.”

NOTE 41
See Schmidt 1953, fig. 22.

NOTE 42
For Gate R and the staircases on the Tall-i
Takht, see Stronach 1978, 44ff and 15ft.

respectively.

NOTE 43
Tilia 1972, 11-17 with fig. 21.

NOTE 44

Krefter 1971, pl. 1. Schmidt appears to con-
clude, even in the absence of any express
confirmation of the point by Xerxes, that
these notable features were indeed part of
Darius’ grand conception — and may well
have been started by him. Cf. 1953, 65, n.5.

NOTE 45

“The goldsmiths who wrought the gold,
those were Medes and Egyptians.” Kent
1953, 144.

NOTE 46
Schmidt 1970, 86 and pl. 24. Cf. also Root,
1979, 281.

NOTE 47
Muscarella 1992a, 219-20.

NOTE 48

In this context the oft-noted relaxed and
companionable bearing of the assembled
nobles is presumably connected with some-
thing more significant than mere bon-
homie. It could have been recognised as a
code for a condition of considerably

greater import: that is to say, the nobles’
contentment with the existing prescriptions
for the rule of Darius and his line.

NOTE 49

As is strongly urged in M. Roaf’s paper,
“Art and War at the Achaemenid Court.”
Roaf, forthcoming.

NOTE 50

Notably along the lines of Margaret Root’s
seductive concept of a family of nations
existing in harmony under Achaemenid
rule. See especially Root 1979, 282-299
and 311 and, more recently, Root 2000.

NOTE 51

In this last respect the reliefs on the
Apadana could be said to illustrate not only
a more distant view of the “aftermath of
victory” than was the case at Bisitun, but
even a perhaps inadvertent echo of Ashur-
banipal’s singularly compelling victory
relief, set within the verdant delights of one
of Nineveh'’s royal gardens (Reade 1999,
fig. 106), where the last great Assyrian ruler
palpably relaxes from his labors.

109




Bibliography

Abbreviations

AMI  Archiologische Mitteilungen

aud Iran

CANE Civilizations of the Ancient
Near East

Amiet, P. 1966

Elam. Auvers-sur-Oise.

Amiet, P. 1974
Suse: 6000 ans d’histoire, Paris.

Boardman, J. 2000
Persia and the West. Thames and
Hudson.

Boucharlat, R. 1997

Susa under Achaemenid rule, in:
Mesopotamia and Iran in the Persian
Period: Conquest and Imperialism
539-331 B.C., ed. ]. Curtis, Lon-
don, 54-67.

Briant, P. 1996
Histoire de I"empire perse de Cyrus a
Alexandre. Paris.

Carter, E. & Stolper, M. W. 1984
Elam: Surveys of Political History and
Archaeology. Berkeley.

Cauvet, A. 1992

Achaemenid brick decoration, in:
The Royal City of Susa. Ancient Near
Eastern Treasures in the Louvre, eds.
P.O. Harper, J. Aruz & E Tallon,
New York, 223-25.

I10

Curtis, J.E. 1993

William Kennett Loftus and his
excavations at Susa, Iranica Antiqua
28, 1-55.

Curtis, J. E. 2000
Apncient Persia. 2nd edition, London

Curtis, J.E. & Reade, J.E. 1993
Art and Empire. Treasures from Assyria
in the British Museum. London.

Dyson, R.H. 1989
The Iron Age architecture at

Hasanlu: an essay, Expedition 31,
nos. 2-3, 107-27.

Forbes, T.B. 1983
Urartian Architecture. B.AR..

Grayson, A.K. 1975
Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles.
Locust Valley, N.Y.

Herzfeld, E. 1929-30
Bericht tiber die Ausgrabungen von
Pasargadae, 1928, AMI 1, 4-16.

Kent, R.G. 1953
Old Persian Grammar, Texts, Lexicon.
2nd edition, New Haven.

Kleiss, W. 1971

Der Takht-1 Rustam bei Persepolis
und das Kyrosgrab in Pasargadae,
Archdologischer Anzeiger 157-62.

Kleis, W. 1980

Zur Entwicklung der achaemeni-
dischen Palastarchitektur, Iranica
Antiqua 15, 199-211.

Krefter, E 1971
Persepolis Rekonstruktionen. Berlin.

Kuhrt, A. 1995
The Ancient Near East 1. London
and New York.

Luschey, H. 1968
Studien zu dem Darius-Relief von
Bisitun, AMI NF 1, 63-94.

Magee, P. 2001

Excavations in Muweilah, Sharjah
UAE 1997-2000 seasons, in:
Proceedings of the Seminar for Arabian
Studies, 11t.

Muscarella, O.W. 1980
The Catalogue of Ivories from Hasan-
lu, Iran. Philadelphia.

Muscarella, O.W. 1992a
Achaemenid art and architecture at
Susa, in: The Royal City of Susa.
Ancient Near Eastern Treasures in the
Louvre, eds. P.O. Harper, J. Aruz &
E Tallon, New York, 216-22.

Muscarella, O.W. 1992b
Achaemenid brick decoration, in:
The Royal City of Susa. Ancient Near
Eastern Treasures in the Louvre, eds.
P.O. Harper, J. Aruz & E Tallon,
New York, 226-41.

Naumann, R. 1971
Architektur Kleinasiens. Ttibingen

Nylander, C. 1970
Ionians in Pasargadae. Uppsala.



Parrot, A. 1961
Assur. Paris.

Perrot, J. 1980

Darchitecture militaire et palatiale
des Achéménides a Suse, in: 150
Jahre Deutsches Archéeologisches Insti-
tut, Mainz, 79-94.

Potts, D.T. 1998
The Archaeology of Elam. Cam-
bridge.

Reade, J.E. 1999
Assyrian Sculpture. Cambridge,
Massachusetts.

Roaf, M.D. 1983
Sculptures and Sculptors at Persepolis
(Iran 21).

Roaf, M.D. Forthcoming

Art and warfare at the Achaemenid
court, in: Art and Warfare in the
Ancient World, eds. J. Baines and
R.R.R. Smith.

Root, M.C. 1979
The King and Kingship in
Achaemenid Art. Leiden.

Root, M.C. 2000

Imperial ideology in Achaemenid
art: transforming the Mesopotami-
an legacy, Bulletin of the Canadian
Society for Mesopotamian Studies 35,
19-27.

Sancisi-Weerdenburg, H. 1995
Darius I and the Persian empire,
CANE 2, 1,035-50.

Schmidt, E.E 1953
Persepolis 1. Chicago.

Schmidt, E.E 1970
Persepolis 3. Chicago.

Stronach, D. 1978
Pasargadae. Oxford.

Stronach, D. 1985

The Apadana: a signature of the
line of Darius I, in: De I’Indus aux
Balkans. Recueil a la memoire de Jean
Deshayes, eds. J.L. Huot, M. Yon &
Y. Cavet, Paris, 433-45.

Stronach, D. 1989

Early Achaemenid Coinage: per-
spectives from the Homeland, Irani-
ca Antiqua 24, 255-83.

Stronach, D. 1990

The garden as a political statement:
some case studies from the Near
East in the first millennium B.C.,
Bulletin of the Asia Institute 4,
171-80.

Stronach, D. 1994

Parterres and stone watercourses at
Pasargadae: notes on the
Achaemenid contribution to gar-
den design, Journal of Garden History
14, no. 1, 3-12.

Stronach D. 1997a

Darius at Pasargadae: a neglected
source for the history of early Per-
sia, Topoi 7, 1-13.

Stronach, D. 1997b

Anshan and Parsa: early
Achaemenid history, art and archi-
tecture on the Iranian plateau, in:
Mesopotamia and Iran in the Persian
Period: Conquest and Imperialism
539-331 B.C., ed. ]. Curtis, Lon-
don, 35-53.

Stronach, D. 2000

Of Cyrus, Darius and Alexander: a
new look at the ‘epitaphs’ of Cyrus
the Great, in: Variatio Delectat: Iran
und der Westen. Gedenkschrift fiir Peter
Calmeyer, eds. R.. Dittmann, B.
Hrouda, U. Low, P. Matthiae, R.
Mayer-Opificius & S. Thiirwichter,
Miinster, 681-702.

Summers, G.D. 1993
Archaeological evidence for the
Achaemenid period in eastern
Turkey, Anatolian Studies 43,
85-108.

Tilia, A.B. 1972
Studies and Restorations at Persepolis
and Other Sites in Fars, Rome.

Tilia, A.B. 1978
Studies and Restorations at Persepolis
and Other Sites in Fars, 2, Rome.

Vanden Berghe, L. 1996
Archéologie de I’Iran ancien. Leiden.

Vargyas, P. 2000

Darius and the daric reconsidered,
Iranica Antiqua 35, 33-46.

ITI






Rémy
Boucharlat

Fig. 1. Plan of Pasargadae
with locations of the known
Achaemenid buildings. (After
Stronach 1978, fig. 3).

The palace and the Royal
Achaemenid City: two Case
Studies — Pasargadae and Susa

The spatial organisation of the royal
Achaemenid capitals, as cities, has not
attracted much interest among the archae-
ologists who focused on the palaces. The
palace as a constructed area, its location
within the city limits, or rather the city
itself including the palace are the subjects
of this paper.

Two of the five Achaemenid capitals are
considered here, Pasargadae, the oldest,
founded by Cyrus, and Susa, which was
built 30 years later by Darius and his suc-
cessors. While Persepolis is mentioned in
relation to parallels with Susa, Babylon
and Ecbatana are set aside; it is hoped that

the current excavations at Ecbatana will
soon provide clear results for the
Achaemenid period.

Pasargadae and Susa cannot be directly
compared in their chronology — date of
foundation and period of function —, or in
the history of their settlement: there is
nothing prior to the Achaemenid period
in the central part of Pasargadae, but more
than three millennia of occupation at
Susa. However, these two capitals share
one striking feature, despite the dissimilar-
ity of the lay-out: both contain a few pala-
tial stone constructions set within an
apparently empty city. At Pasargadae, this is
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quite clear in the aerial photographs taken
after Herzfeld’s limited excavations
(Schmidt 1940, pls. 14-15; id. 1953,

Figs. 3-5), and is still true today after the
British excavations, as seen on the map
and in the photograph (Figs. 1 and 2). At
Susa, the plan of the city after nearly a
century of French excavations provides
the same result (Fig. 5). However, it must
be noted that this idea of empty cities is
not universally accepted (Briant 1996,
268-269); it is pointed out that the exca-
vations only reveal certain areas of the
sites. This argument is worthy of consider-
ation, demonstrated recently at Pasargadae,
where a preliminary survey was carried
out in the autumn of 1999 by a small
French-Iranian team.!

Concerning the location of the palace
and the surrounding area which is
thought to correspond to the royal city,
the questions are: What do we expect to
find around the palace itself? What was
actually found? Is the lack or rarity of
remains at Pasargadae and Susa, apart from
the royal buildings, significant or fortu-
itous? These questions lead to a more gen-
eral problem: the functioning of these
grandiose buildings as centers of royal
power.

Let us put forward two preliminary
remarks :

- The first one concerns the multi-capital
system of the Achaemenid empire. The
Great King had several residences in dif-
ferent regions, moving from one to the
other to enjoy the most comfortable
according to the season, as attested by the
classical authors. However, trom the epi-
graphic and archaeological evidence, and
from several discrepancies in the texts of
the Graeco-Latin writers, it is now clear
that the migrations of the royal court were
neither seasonal nor regular.? Apart from
Pasargadae, which seems to have had a
peculiar function after the reigns of Cyrus
and Cambyses,® the other city-capitals
were functioning at the same time.

We are concerned here with the multi-
capital system because this feature of the
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Achaemenid state has an important conse-
quence for the functioning of the Empire.
“The seasonal migration of the
Achaemenid King” (C. Tuplin) made the
Achaemenid Empire an “Etat itinerant”
(P. Briant), not only because of its tempo-
rary installation in several capitals, but also
because of the travels of the royal
entourage between and beyond the cities.
The location of each city capital in an
important province was significant of the
attention paid by the king to important
political or historical entities, and was a
means of control and representation of
Achaemenid power. Travelling took up
several weeks and months of the year, in
order to visit the local populations; the
impressive royal camp, large and well
organised, was actually the king’s seat and
played the role of the capital at that
moment (Briant 1988; id. 1996, 267-68).

Thus the possibility could be enter-
tained that since the king had struck upon
a way to rule his empire while travelling
far from a permanent center, a settled
city-capital is almost useless as the king’s
seat.

However, we know that the
Achaemenid kings built extensively, erect-
ing huge stone monuments, and carefully
maintained and repaired them over two
centuries. The architectural remains as well
as the majority of the royal inscriptions
are evidence of this. But in these texts, it
is notable that the king mentions “build-
ings”, “houses”, palaces, city walls and
gates, but not a single temple or sanctuary,
nor public or city buildings.

- The second point to be mentioned
concerns the duration of the building
activity: there are several cases of building
being undertaken by a king but not com-
pleted by him, the task being left to his
successor. Several examples from Darius to
Xerxes are well known at Susa and Perse-
polis and one may wonder how the King
managed to govern from an unfinished
(unroofed?) building. There is the example
of the Apadana built by Darius in Susa
which burned down under Artaxerxes I,
in the middle of the fifth century BC.



Fig. 2. Pasargadae, the central
part of the site, seen from the
Tall-i Takht overlooking the
plain. Note the linear features
running between the main
buildings on the site.

(R. Boucharlat).

Rebuilding by his grandson Artaxerxes II
took place many decades later, in the early
4th century BC.4

The question is how and from which
place in his capitals the Great King actual-
ly ruled his empire during construction of
the cities and the palaces? Construction
lasted for many months and even years.?
No doubt the king, the court and the
administration, which included the storage
of goods and archives, were able to adapt
to such unfinished buildings, as they were
obviously adapted to the travelling camp.
Thus the palaces may not possess the
importance we usually attribute to such
buildings.

Despite its huge size, even the case of
Persepolis strengthens this assumption. The
12 hectare terrace itself cannot contain all
the elements of the political and adminis-
trative capital: aside from the two main
hypostyle halls and the residential palaces,
little space is left for administration, stor-
age and habitations. The surface is doubled
with the series of stone buildings erected
south of the terrace (partly excavated) but
is still not enough. In fact, where is the

Royal City? This question requires a care-
ful survey of the plain in front of the ter-
race; and the surveys carried out in the
seventies produced some answers (Tilia

1978).

Pasargadae

The capital of Cyrus is today a romantic
site, where some beautiful constructions
are still visible. Spread over a flat area of
170 hectares, half a dozen stone buildings
are the only known remains of the royal
city (Figs. 1-2). They have been carefully
studied and published by D. Stronach and
constitute the available evidence for Pasar-
gadae as the political and administrative
center of the early Achaemenid period.
Because of this loose and apparently
irregular organisation, a capital planned as
a tribal encampment has been evoked fol-
lowing E. Herzfeld’s opinion (Herzfeld
1929, 6, Hansman 1972, 110). Stronach
(1978, 44) clearly counters this theory,
demonstrating some evidence of careful
planning, with axes and symmetry. The
discovery by A. Sami, then D. Stronach, of
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a stone-built channel system for a garden
is the best evidence for planning of the
royal area (Fig. 3). Moreover, the platform
crowning the summit of the nearby hill,
the Tall-i Takht, is evidence of Cyrus’
decision to build a fortress, a project
which was completed after his reign
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(Fig. 1). However, Pasargadae lacks any
suitable building for the accommodation
of the king and his court and administra-
tion.

Apart from these few buildings, the
central part of the archaeological site
resembles a flat and empty plain. Small

35 A
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Fig. 3. Pasargadae, sketch
plan of the Royal Garden,
according to the stone built
water-courses; the lines of the
paths are conjectural. (After
Stronach 1989, fig. 2).



Fig. 4. Pasargadae, provisional
sketch plan of the Royal
Garden and its surroundings
according to a geomagnetic
survey. (After Benech et al.
Sforthcoming).

low mounds are noticeable, however, as
well as some rectilinear marks on the sur-
face (Fig. 2). These features cover buried
structures of undetermined date; some of
them may correspond to modern cultiva-
tion activity.

The main question addressed in this paper
— the empty city — prompted us to test the
site with geophysical survey methods,
selecting Pasargadae because of the very
favourable conditions (Fig. 4).°

 the central part of the archaeological
site (today fenced) is free of any cultiva-
tion and, more importantly, free of
modern constructions;

* the site was not occupied before the
Achaemenid period and was not reoc-
cupied after the Achaemenid period,
except for the citadel on the Tall-i
Takht;

% & ”I;‘i)

Mission Franco-iranienne Pasargades 1999
Copyright BENECH Université Paris 6

100m 150m

the network of stone channels within
the royal garden indicates that some
modest structures could have existed in
such favourable natural conditions.
These structures could be related to
irrigation and drainage, but others, as
yet undiscovered, could have met the
needs of a large settlement: network of
roads and paths, water supplying device,
esplanades, terraces, granaries, low walls
defining areas of special function
(administration, military, storage, etc.).
geophysical methods of investigation
have the advantage of covering much
larger areas than excavation, and such
information can be made available
without any destruction of the surface
or below it.

Basically our objective was the reconnais-
sance of the spatial organisation of Cyrus’
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capital, and our underlying question: are

there any more permanent buildings and

other remains of the urban settlement
between the visible monuments and out-
side the main part of the site?’

The preliminary results are currently

being analysed but some provisional con-

siderations are offered here.® Altogether
they clearly refute the idea of an empty
city or a settlement without construction:

° in the area of the palaces, the garden
discovered by A. Sami in 1951 and D.
Stronach in 1963 most probably has an
extension towards the old river. This
contains more channels and other
structures, some of them made of stone,
which are not in a random location;
they are in relation to the orientation
and axis of Palace S;

e west of the rectangle defined by the
water-courses, a series of unexpected
structures are visible between the two
palaces. Further west, towards the tomb
of Cyrus, the constructions seem to be
more loosely distributed; at this time
the test is too restricted to conclude
that the area was empty.

* in the opposite direction, east of the
garden and south of the tower known
as the Zendan 1 Solaiman, a tested area
of one hectare indicates an unknown
stone building and several long rectilin-
ear structures. This part of the site
between the garden and the Tall-i Takht
seems to be more densely organised
than the western part;

e beyond the Tall-i Takht, the outer forti-
fications, visible on the aerial pho-
tographs as a polygon (Fig. 1), are con-
firmed by a sounding carried out by
D. Stronach; the wall is 3.20 m thick
(Stronach 1978, 159). Another section is
quite clear from the geophysical survey.
More importantly, inside the polygon,
the slope between this fortification and
a central depression is filled with many
small quadrangular structures; in con-
trast, the central flat depression, which
is cultivated today, appears to be empty.

In this first survey, Pasargadae presents a
new aspect and can no longer be consid-
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ered as a city without constructions.
However, the use of tents for some royal
activities, such as a banquet hall, and other
more modest purposes remains probable.
The rather neglected outer fortifications
beyond the Tall-i Takht appear to be the
most densely built area on the site. This
well-protected area might have played an
important role similar to that of the cen-
tral area at Susa, as proposed by J. Perrot
(1981, 90). The comparison is now more
conclusive if we consider the flat low area
which appears to have no constructions,
surrounded by constructions on the slope
forming an amphitheater (see below). To
the south of the Tall-1 Takht, the remain-
ing part of the site does not appear to be
so densely built, but is certainly not as
empty as it appears in the various pub-
lished plans of Pasargadae.

Susa

Located about 600 km west of Persepolis
and Pasargadae, Susa lies in a quite differ-
ent environment, in a south-eastern
extension of the Mesopotamian plain.
Darius was in this region in 519 BC,
which is the earliest date for the begin-
ning of the construction of his palace an
the royal city. At that time, Susa was no
longer the great city it had been, but was
still a bustling town and the centre of a
small kingdom, which had experienced
close relations with the Persians for some
time.

The details of the building period are
unknown, but it may have lasted for sever-
al decades, as did that of the Apadana of
Persepolis, which was not complete
when Darius died. The foundation tech-
niques for the building of Darius’ palace
consisted of a general levelling of the
mound, then a lowering of the central
part and a refilling of the periphery in
order to spread the available surface over
12 hectares; this operation demanded
some one million cubic metres of earth
and gravel (Perrot 1981, 85). After the
completion of this sophisticated founda-
tion layout, the masons could have begun
construction of the walls of both the resi-



Fig. 5. Susa, plan of the
Achaemenid city, bounded by
a glacis. Within this limit, the

constructions are restricted to
the northern part, the palace
of Darius and related buil-
dings. (After Perrot 1981,
Taf: 34).
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dence and the Apadana, and of the stone
columns, rising to 20 m (Perrot 1981, Taf.
35).

We may assume that the residence of
Darius and his court could not have been
completed during the first years of his
reign, either at Susa or on the platform at
Persepolis. Therefore in order to live at
Susa and to rule his empire from there,
the King had to adapt to the situation and
find a solution, using other areas of the
city.

To design his new capital Darius had to
remodel the old Elamite city and expel
the local population.? The king placed a
boundary — a glacis not a fortification —
enclosing the three old mounds in a
lozenge of about 100 hectares (Fig. 5). He

selected the northern mound for his
palace, but he raised or levelled the large
Ville Royale mound to the same level,
retaining the Acropolis mound at a higher
level (Perrot 1981).

Apart from the palace, within the pro-
tected area, the Achaemenid remains are
rather scarce (Boucharlat 1997a). We pre-
sume that the Acropolis mound supported
the citadel which had been observed by
some of Alexander’s companions. Unfor-
tunately the first French excavators at Susa
did not pay much attention to these “late”
remains. However de Morgan found traces
of a thick mudbrick wall on the edge of
the mound which may correspond to a
citadel extending over some 5 ha (Fig. 6).
Within these limits and on the slopes, he
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recovered several remains of monuments,
column bases, some inscribed, a 121 kg
bronze lion, a bronze weight, and a
Greek-inscribed astragal from Miletus, as
well as some minor objects.

There are no remains of the palaces an
Achaemenid king would have built on the
Acropolis, — habitation, treasury, store-
rooms for the tribute (Strabo 5.3.21).The
major part of the inner city appears to us
as an empty area, not only the central
depression of more than 12 ha, which is
today 10 m lower than the surrounding
mounds, but also the Ville Royale mound
which covers 30 hectares (Fig. 5). In the
NW area of this mound, the building fac-
ing the Darius Gate, the Propylacum,
actually belongs to the royal palace. At the
south end of the mound, the so-called
“Donjon” Palace has never been shown to
be of Achaemenid origin, although some
scholars are inclined to think that it is. I
favour the possibility of a Seleucid con-
struction, with re-used Achaemenid archi-
tectural elements brought from other
places (Martinez-Seve 1996; Boucharlat
2000, 145-47). Nevertheless, the “Don-
jon” covers half a hectare within the
100 hectare city.

The central part, “Place d’Armes”, was
a low area in the Achaemenid period,
indicated by the low level of the post-
Achaemenid structures.!” The size of this
empty area has convinced some scholars,
such as J. Perrot (1981, 90) who notes the
possible similarity with the outer fortifica-
tion at Pasargadae, and 1. Nielsen (1994,
49) who suggested that the southern front
of Darius’ palace overlooked a garden.

To the east some thirty hectares remain
an object ot speculation in the picture of
the royal city. A geophysical survey (elec-
trical method) carried out in 1976, failed
to indicate the foundations of any large
constructions. Several trenches — some of
them very large according to the habit of
early 20th century excavators, the more
recent ones being more meticulously
excavated — did not reveal any
Achaemenid level with mudbrick or
baked brick constructions.'! Neither the
excavation techniques nor the soil condi-
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tions can explain such a negative result
since the same trenches revealed Neo-
Elamite building levels and quite consis-
tent later Seleuco-Parthian ones.

Thus, the royal buildings seem to be
restricted to the Apadana and probably to
the Acropolis, while the rest of the walled
city only held non-permanent buildings,
at best constructions with light materials.
Since we do know that Darius levelled the
three tells, he intended to include all of
them in his building programme around
the central depression. Tentatively, I would
suggest that the royal city mound held
barracks and encampments. This could
have been for the administration and the
army and for storage (food and equip-
ment), not to exclude a royal purpose: the
importance of the tents has long been
recognised for the Achaemenid king, and
was later imitated by Alexander (Briant
1988; id. 1996, 267-69; Nielsen 1994, 46-
47).The low central area was intentionally
kept free of any construction, perhaps
serving for military drills in front of the
King’s palace, rather than as a garden.

In this tentative reconstruction, the sur-
roundings of the city should not be
neglected. The only known Achaemenid
building outside the royal city gives us an
idea of the occupation of the plain in the
Achaemenid period. The Shaur palace was
found by chance in the late sixties, and it
remains the only known palace of its type
west of the city.!? The few preserved
structures found in these excavations are
but a small part of the actual extension of
the palatial complex as revealed by geo-
physical survey. The layout of the gravel
foundations left the central area empty.
This area has therefore been interpreted as
a garden (Boucharlat, Labrousse 1979,
Figs. 25 and 38).

The only other building, the so-called
Ayadana, 4 km farther north, has proved
to be a post-Achaemenid building. We
cannot rule out the existence of other
Achaemenid constructions elsewhere, but
in any case they would have been much
smaller than the Shaur palace, or in a bad
state of preservation long before the last
century. Their possible existence, based



Fig. 6. Susa, sketch plan of
the citadel on the Acropolis
mound. Only parts of the
thick outer wall (criss-cross
hatching) have been recovered.
(After de Morgan 1900,

Pl 1I).
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upon the examples in the Persepolis plain,
remains an open question (Tilia 1978,
71-91).

To conclude

For a long time, historians and archaeolo-
gists did not question the rather strange
planning of the Achaemenid capitals: a
loosely distributed architecture in Pasar-
gadae, a rather empty city in Susa, a pala-
tial complex without a city in Persepolis.
The emphasis on the importance and effi-
ciency of the royal camp led the present
author to doubt the existence of a con-
structed capital; this is proving to be
wrong at Pasargadae. No doubt a better
picture will emerge with a change in
strategy. Excavation is not the most accu-
rate method of large-scale investigation of
a city-capital. In this respect, the attempts

o e Moorgun

made in the seventies in Susa were far
from complete. It is possible that new
strategies and methods applied at Susa
may change the previous perception of
the Achaemenid city, and they are certain-
ly worth trying. The hypothesis of a settle-
ment partially consisting of tents and /or
barracks should be tested, without exclud-
ing the existence of stone buildings still to
be discovered. The case of Pasargadae as a
city belonging to a single period is highly
promising. Modern methods provide an
unique chance to perceive the past exis-
tence of temporary installations and struc-
tures, next to more permanent ones.
Although Pasargadae is not a typical
Achaemenid capital, it may provide the
best example of spatial organisation of an
Achaemenid royal city. When Pasargadae is
better understood, Susa and Persepolis
may be regarded anew.
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Notes

NOTE *
[ warmly thank Mrs Elizabeth Willcox for
revising the English text.

NOTE 1
I have previously developed this view, in

too systematic a way, see Boucharlat 1997b;

for a general description of Pasargadae,
Stronach 1978, 8-10, figs. 3-4, pl. 42; for
Achaemenid Susa, Perrot 1981; Boucharlat
1990; 1997a.

NOTE 2
See Briant 1988; id. 1996, 200-05; Tuplin
1998, 6 4-77, especially table p. 66.

NOTE 3

As is evident in the Persepolis cuneiform
tablets, Pasargadae was still an important
place during Darius’ reign, its main though
not unique function probably being a
dynastic and/or religious centre.

NOTE 4

See the well-known inscriptions of Darius
DSf, with DSz, DSaa, as well as those of
Xerxes, and for the second period the
inscription of Artaxerxes IT A2Sd (Kent
1953, 142-44; Lecoq 1997, 108-16).
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NOTE 5

Compare the usual plan of Persepolis with
the state of building activity at the end of
Darius’ reign ca. 490 BC (Roaf 1983,

figs. 152 and 156). Despite the paucity of
constructions (unfinished Apadana and
Gate, temporary plan of the Treasury), the
efficient organisation of Darius’ empire is
not questioned.

NOTE 6

Needless to say such methods were not
available, or in their infancy, in the early
sixties when D. Stronach carried out his
excavations.

NOTE 7

The fieldwork was made possible thanks to
the co-operation of the Iranian Cultural
Heritage Organisation with our team.

NOTE 8

Three areas, altogether more than 7
hectares, were surveyed in October 1999.
Two of these were chosen for proximity to
the visible monuments, in order to test the
equipment and to start from these known
structures as a reference for discerning
stone structures from possible mudbrick or
baked brick structures.

NOTE 9

Despite several decades of field research,
the French archaeologists have not suc-
ceeded in finding the location of this new
town or series of small towns where the
Susians had to settle.

NOTE 10

It is still low and very humid today; in
winter and spring, which possibly corre-
spond to the sojourns of the king in Susa,
this area turns into marsh after the seasonal
rains.

NOTE 11

See Boucharlat 1993, fig. 1; this map only
locates the areas which provided dated
material; the other indicated trenches,
mainly dug by Dieulafoy, are not described
in the published reports.

NOTE 12

Visited by M. Dieulafoy in the late 19th
century, it was surveyed and excavated
between 1970 and 1976 by the French
Mission.
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Fig. 1. Gumbati: Column
base, reconstruction.

(E Knauf3).
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Persian Rule in the North.
Achaemenid Palaces on
the Periphery of the Empire

For Friedrich Hiller
On the occasion of his 75th birthday
(*12.3.1926)

To this day there is no agreement among
scholars about the extension of the
Achaemenid Empire, where its north-
western border is concerned.! Apart from
this, historians and archaeologists studying
the Achaemenids have not laid special
emphasis on Transcaucasia, i.e. the territo-
ries of modern Georgia, Azerbaijan and
Armenia, until the early 1990s.2 However,
the situation has significantly changed in
the recent past, as it became clear by the
number of publications concerning
Achaemenid architecture in this region,
referred to during the conference.’

A few years ago our knowledge of the
history of Eastern Georgia — or Iberia, as
it was called in ancient western sources —
in the Iron age before the arrival of the
Romans under Pompey in 65 BC, was
rather disappointing.* The literary sources
are silent until Strabo, and the archaeolog-
ical evidence was scanty for a long time,
too.® Even in recent publications the treat-
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ment of Georgia seems to be restricted to
its western part, the ancient Colchis.® The
fabled wealth of Colchis early became
known to the Greeks and found symbolic
expression in the myth of Medea and the
Golden Fleece. Archaeological finds give
ample proof of contacts with the Greek
world since at least the 7th century BC.”

Already at the beginning of the 20th
century Smirnov published a number of
Achaemenid gold and silver objects from
sites in Central and Eastern Georgia.®
However, the vast majority of archaeolo-
gists and historians still refuse to regard
Iberia as part of the Persian Empire.?
Although in later years, even in Colchis
precious objects worked in genuine
Achaemenid court-style were found,'© the
same remains true also for Colchis.!! This
is even more surprising, since Herodotus
writes:

“Gifts were also required of the Colchians
and their neighbours as far as the Cau-
casian mountains (which is as far as the
Persian rule reaches, the country north of
the Caucasus paying no regard to the Per-
sians); these were rendered every four
years and are still so rendered, namely, an
hundred boys and as many maidens”.!?

Moreover, when Xerxes invaded Greece,
according to Herodotus Colchian infantry
marched in his army beside Transcaucasian
troops of Persia’s nineteenth satrapy and
under Persian command.!? Nevertheless,
most scholars see this as a “superficial co-
operation” rather than as a sign of direct
Persian control over Colchis, and, to these
authors, Iberia is usually thought to be
beyond the reach of the Persian king.
However, in the light of recent archae-
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ological research it seems appropriate to
take Herodotus’ statement seriously.'

In the 1970s local peasants, digging an
irrigation ditch, found some architectural
fragments in the easternmost region of
Georgia, Kakheti, at a site today called
Gumbati (Fig. 1). These fragments
belonged to column bases of Persepolitan
type.”® In the hope to find a building of a
certain importance, a Georgian-German
expedition team carried out archaeologi-
cal excavations there between 1994 and
1996, and found the first proof of direct
influence from Achaemenid Persia in this
region.

As we have seen above, traces of indi-
rect Achaemenid influence are not com-
pletely unknown in eastern Georgia, since
Achaemenid gold and silver vessels (Fig. 2)
and Achaemenid jewellery'¢ as well as
local imitations of those!” have been found
at several sites in ancient Iberia, for exam-
ple in the famous hoards from Akhalgori
and Kazbegi. Nevertheless, such objects
may have found their way to Georgia
through trade or as diplomatic gifts.
Therefore, they may well prove contacts
between Iberians and the Persian Empire
without necessarily proving the presence
of Persians in Iberia for a longer time.

The site nowadays called Gumbati is an
almost imperceptible elevation in the wide
valley of the Alasani river, between the
Caucasus in the north and the Gombori
mountain range in the south west.

The horizon that has been called level
C was the earliest settlement there, except
for a rather small Middle Bronze age kur-
gan, which should probably be connected
with the nearby “fall” of Naomari Gora.'®
The large building (Fig. 3), which will be
examined in detail in the following,
belongs to this level C. In level B1 and B2
poor remains of settlements were observed
in the ruins of the former structure. These
settlements date back to the time when
the edifice of level C was abandoned.”
Finally, in the youngest level A, the site
served as a burial ground. The grave of a
young girl belongs to this noticeably later
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period, probably dating to the turn of the
1st century BC to the 1st century AD.>°

Fig. 2. Akhalgori: Silver
phiala. (After Smirnov 1934,
pl. 8).

The fact that the mud-brick walls have
been erected on the levelled ground with-
out any kind of foundations made it diffi-
cult to find the architectural remains
which ought to belong to the earlier
found base-fragments. Furthermore, the
mud-bricks, measuring 32 x 32 x 12 cm,
could hardly be distinguished from the
soil, and modern deep ploughing had
destroyed much of the building. Two or
three layers of mud-brick, at most, remain
in the southern part (Fig. 4), whereas the
northern part has been completely demol-
ished. On the plan (Fig. 3) the walls that
have been excavated are dark, whereas the
reconstructed walls are light.

The obviously complete southern wall
of this complex (M 2), measures about 40
m in length. In its western part it has a
small entrance. The easternmost wall M 1,
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Fig. 3. Gumbati: Palace, plan (E Knauf3).

Fig. 4. Gumbati: South-
eastern corner of the palace.
(H. Léhr).
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which is approximately 14 m long, turns
at a right angle to the north, while M 6,
which vanishes after about 16 m, once

formed the western wall of the whole
building. M 1 and M 6 must have been
fairly long. In any case the floor plan of
this construction must have been rectan-
gular.

At the south-eastern corner a square
tower has been excavated. I suppose, by
analogy, that there must have been similar
towers at each of the four corners. Fur-
thermore, the exterior of the outer walls
was subdivided by ressauts. On the west-
ern exterior wall of the building there
seem to have been projecting, rectangular
buttresses, although the distance between
one of them and a supposed tower at the
south-western corner seems to be too
narrow to support such an interpreta-
tion.?! The outer walls, measuring 1.90-
2.70 m in width, are generally wider than
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Fig. 5. Gumbati: Fragment of
a column base. (D. Morche).

the inner walls, with a width of 1.50 and
1.90 m.

The interior architecture can be ascer-
tained only in the southern part. Adjacent
to the small, almost square room R 1,
with a bench or banquette in the south-
eastern corner, a much larger, oblong
room, R 2, is located. As in room R 1 the
only entrance is from a corridor to the
north. Room R 2 also had a bench at the
southern wall. The importance of this
room is stressed by the protruding ele-
ments in its south-western and south-east-
ern corner. Although no small finds were
excavated in any of the rooms, which
could give us the slightest hint at their
function, the mere size of room R 2 as
well as the conspicuous structure of the
walls?? may indicate that this was not just
a storage room.

A pillar in the centre of the small and
square room R 3 leads to the assumption
that 1t once housed a staircase. Lots ot
pieces of burnt clay with remains of
wooden beams have been found, obvious-
ly from the roof or from a second floor.
One could enter the stairs from a small
passage, which connected the great corri-
dor to the north with a small side en-
trance to the south. The presence of this
corridor could indicate that the centre of
the whole complex was once taken up by
an internal courtyard or central hall.
Although the trenches in this area pro-
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duced masses of burnt mud-brick, unfor-
tunately no recognizable architectural
structures were found.

Although the archaeological evidence is
rather fragmentary, one would imagine
that such a huge building ought to have
had an impressive main entrance, bigger
than the one in the south.? If the layout
was more or less symmetrical, this
entrance would most probably be situated
on the west side, where the exterior wall
is most impressively designed. As far as we
can see, the western part was not divided
into a row of smaller and larger rooms.

There might have been an entrance hall
or the like.

After three campaigns of excavation, frag-
ments of at least five bell-shaped column
bases have been found (Fig. 5),%* unfortu-
nately none of them in situ. The same is
true of some fragments of a forus and of a
square slab. The forus might be connected
with a plinth, a well-known feature in
Achaemenid architecture,? or it may have
belonged to a column base of Persepolitan
type, which often has a torus above the
cyma-recta profile.?° The capitals and col-
umn-shafts were probably made of wood,
since no pieces were found that could
have belonged to them.

Three of the bell-shaped bases had a
maximum diameter of approximately 84
c¢m, and two were somewhat smaller, with
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Fig. 6. Gumbati: Palace,
reconstruction. (E Knaufs).
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a diameter of 73.5 c¢cm. Therefore, one may
suspect that there were at least two
hypostyle rooms, perhaps an entrance hall
to the west and a main hall in the centre.?”
Whether the central part was completely
roofed — as in my proposed reconstruction
(Fig. 6) — or whether the interior had
been designed, at least partly, as an open
courtyard cannot be ascertained.

It seems to be clear that in an undevel-
oped environment as was eastern Georgia
at that time,?® an edifice of this size and
with such architectural ornaments must
have been primarily an official building. It
may have incorporated ritual functions,
but neither its architecture nor any finds
indicate that it was a temple.? In spite of
the towers and buttresses on its exterior,
which give this building a fortified char-
acter, the column bases alone show that it
was not a mere fortress. Rather one gets
the impression that it was a kind of palace,
in the sense of a representative building,
which combined public with residential
functions. It may even have accommodat-
ed a small military detachement.®

Yet, who was the builder-owner of this
residence and who lived here? And, where
are the forerunners for this architecture?

In searching for answers, we first stud-
ied the local architectural tradition.
Recent excavations have shown that the
architecture of the early Iron age in
Kakheti®' as well as a somewhat further
west, in Samtawro?? and Treligorebi,® was
rather modest, with no major discernable
architectural developments until the 5th
century BC.** It thus did not seem possi-
ble to link the architecture of the palace
in Gumbati with local traditions. This is
true not only of its monumental size but
also of a number of constructional details:
The Iberians did not know neither regular
mud-bricks, nor ressauts, stepped walls and
an interior architecture of similar com-
plexity. Last but not least, stone masonry
had no forerunners at all in Iberia. The
quality of the execution of the building
makes us suspect that at least some of the
craftsmen were foreigners. The column-
bases show that the builder-owner had
close relationships with Achaemenid
architecture, while some other features are
of Oriental origin in a broader sense.
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A 5th or 4th century BC tower-like
building in Samadlo®® further supports our
assumption that the beginning of monu-
mental architecture in Iberia must be con-
nected with influences from the
Achaemenid Empire. The building in
Samadlo resembles the Persian type of
tower, which is familiar to us from the
Zendan-i Sulaiman in Pasargadae or the
Ka‘bah-1 Zardusht in Nagsh-1 Rustam.*

Another three Transcaucasian sites —
Sari Tepe and Qaracamirli Koyi in Azer-
baijan, and Benjamin in Armenia -, where
the same type of column-base with cyma-
recta profile has been found, enlarge the
number of Achaemenid monuments in
this region significantly.’” The large com-
plex in Sari Tepe (Fig. 7),%® about 85 km
south-west of Gumbati in the Kura valley,
offers the closest parallels with our palace.
In Qaracamirli K&yi, 60 km east of Sari
Tepe near Samkir, no architecture has
been excavated in relation to the bases so
far. The palace in Benjamin (see Fig. 4 on
p. 158), 130 km south west of Sari Tepe
near Kumairi, shows a different architec-
tural plan. It has been rebuilt and changed
in two later phases.*

The simultaneity of the palaces in
Gumbati and Sari Tepe is further support-
ed by a comparison of the pottery. In both
cases the most impressive shapes, phialai
imitating metal prototypes, have
Achaemenid models from the 5th and
early 4th century BC.4

In comparison with our construction in
Gumbeati, let us now take a look at the
Achaemenid palaces. In doing so, we may
rely on a list of features which are charac-
teristic Tor Achaemenid palaces and which
we owe especially to the studies of Wol-
fram Kleiss and Inge Nielsen:*! First of all,
the residences of the Persian kings,
according to Nielsen and Kleiss, were built
upon a large artificial platform, which
raises the palace above its surroundings.
Usually monumental staircases created an
impressive approach. Another common
feature is the presence of a hypostyle hall.
The earliest examples, from Pasargadae,
were oblong, while later a square
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“apadana’” was the rule.*? Finally, Achae-
menid palaces were characterized by
parks, or paradeisoi, for recreational purpos-
es. We find only two of these features in
Gumbati: the rectangular layout and the
hypostyle halls. Of course it would be dif-
ficult to prove the existence of a
paradeisos from the archaeological evi-
dence.

The most famous palaces of the
Achaemenid kings are the ones in Pasar-
gadae, Susa and Persepolis, but only the
residential palace of Darius I in Persepolis
(Fig. 8)* shows perceptible similarities to
our palace. The dimensions are almost the
same, as the palace of Darius I measures
about 40 by 30 m. Moreover, here we find
similar reinforcements on the corners,
comparable rows of larger and smaller
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4
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Fig. 7. Sari Tepe: Palace, plan.
(After Narimanov 1960,

fig. 1).



Fig. 8. Persepolis: Palace of
Darius 1. (After Schimidt
1953, fig. 92).
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rooms with entrances on the sides, and a
small side entrance. In general however,
residences of satraps or minor governors
probably rather constituted the prime
model for the palaces of Gumbati, Sari
Tepe or Benjamin, because of their similar
functions.

Unfortunately the archaeological evi-
dence for the residences of satraps and
minor governors is insufficient.* From lit-
erary sources we know that in many cases
Persian satraps resided in and reused the
palaces of the former local rulers, for
instance in Sardes.* If these local dynasties
were loyal to the Persian kings, they could
even remain in power. In the few palaces
of Achaemenid governors or satraps,
which we know, a traditional local ele-
ment is often predominant, whereas
Achaemenid influence is rather selective.
For instance the palace of Lachish com-
bines the Neo-Babylonian “Hothaus” and
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the North Syrian Bit-Hilani, but there is a
total lack of Achaemenid features.*® The
situation in Vouni on Cyprus is similar.*’

To sum up, those residences of Persian
satraps which have been excavated never
represent true Achaemenid architecture,*
even if they sometimes may have gained
inspiration from the royal palaces. This is
surprising, because according to the writ-
ten sources at least in Anatolia the satraps
often followed the models set by the Per-
sian kings.* The archaeological facts thus
in a way contradict the literary tradition.
It 1s therefore astonishing that the great
buildings in Gumbati and Sari Tepe have
far more features in common with royal
Achaemenid palaces than any of the pre-
served residences of a Persian satrap.

The poor state of research concerning the
palaces of Persian satraps, minor governors

13T




and vassal kings, is not only an archaeo-
logical problem. Although some publica-
tions have enlarged our general knowl-
edge of the administration in the Achae-
menid Empire,® we still know very little
about especially the lower administrative
levels in the periphery of the Empire.

In this context a statement by
Xenophon® may be of importance. When
marching through Armenia, the leaders of
the “10.0007%? Greeks, Xenophon and
Cheirisophos, meet a so-called “Komarch”,
apparently a representative of several vil-
lages. One might regard him as a tradi-
tional local official, but Xenophon explic-
itly stresses that the “Komarch” as well as
some other inhabitants of the village
spoke Persian.>® Perhaps such a
“Komarch” represents instead a govern-
ment official on the lower level of the
administration of the empire. Could it be
that in nearby Kakheti and in the Kura
valley the political structures were similar,
and that Gumbati and Sari Tepe were cen-
tres of administrative districts headed by a
so-called “Komarch”?

So far, every proposal concerning the date
of the palaces of Gumbati, Sari Tepe and
Benjamin mainly depends on the column-
bases. The excavators of Sari Tepe and
Benjamin date them to the 5th or 4th
century BC.>

The stylistic differences between the
bases from the four Transcaucasian sites are
insignificant. They are all made of local
stone. The high standard of execution and
the incisions at the bottom of one of the
bases (Fig. 9) indicate that the bases from
Gumbati had been made by experienced
stone-cutters. L he purpose ot those inci-
sions was to divide the area of a circle into
four identical sections, using geometrical
considerations. At the resulting points the
stone-cutter made a notch on the exteri-
or. These notches are often still visible at
the end of the spandrels (Fig. 5).%

Although possibly influenced by East
Greek models,¢ this type of bell-shaped
column-base is a typical Achaemenid fea-
ture. The latest thorough investigation by
Burkhard Wesenberg demonstrates that the
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different variants of this type cannot be
brought into a chronological framework.
They existed simultaneously. The type of
bell-shaped base, represented by the exam-
ples from the Transcaucasian sites, belongs
to Wesenberg’s group B.%” The earliest
known example of group B was manufac-
tured during the reign of Darius I and the
latest at the time of Artaxerxes II. In the
centre of the empire the closest parallel
can be found at Susa, but it cannot be
connected with a certain date.

The distribution of the bell-shaped col-
umn bases is quite interesting: Up to now
they were mainly known from the capitals
ot the empire, that is, from Persia, Media
and Babylon. The northernmost find-spot
was Hamadan. All these bases were found
in royal palaces or at least in impressive
public buildings. Apart from the already
mentioned sites, Transcaucasia is the only
region in the vast Achaemenid Empire
where such bases have also been found.
Later; in Hellenistic times, we know some
examples from Failaka and from India.>
As a tradition in stone-cutting is com-
pletely missing in Iberia, these Transcau-

Fig. 9. Gumbati: Column
base, bottom. (D. Morche).



casian palaces must have been of major
importance. Due to the refinement of the
stone-cutting, these bases were probably
made by craftsmen, trained in Anatolian or
Iranian workshops.

The local pottery in Gumbati as well as a
few phialai, following Achaemenid metal
prototypes, support the assumption that
the great building in level C was built in
the 5th or early 4th century BC.The later
settlements of level B1 and B2 can be dat-
ed in the 4th and 3rd century BC.%

From stratigraphical observations we
can approximately reconstruct the history
of Gumbati.®! The palace was built on vir-
gin soil; only in some places the ground
had been levelled. Probably the palace was
later deserted, because there was very little
material in the destruction layer. After the
inhabitants had left, it was burnt down
and the bases were smashed to pieces by
the local population. Soon afterwards,
some people inhabited the ruins. At that
time the ruins were still visible. A little lat-
er the site was completely levelled in
order to construct a few small houses.

To conclude

In Gumbati, and almost analogously in
Sari Tepe and Benjamin, we have struc-
tures that should be interpreted as admin-
istrative headquarters and residences of
local officers or vassals. The building-plan
as well as the architectural details show
strong Achaemenid influence. We may

assume that Iberia belonged to the Persian
Empire, at least for a while.®? The incon-
sistent political structures in Iberia did not
constitute a major problem for the Per-
sians.® The exposed position of the palace
of Gumbati, in the middle of the Alasani
valley, is ample proof that the Persians did
not feel unsafe there.

Probably during the unsuccessful expe-
dition of Darius I against the Scythians in
513/12 BC at least one part of the Persian
army went through Iberia.** When
Herodotus® tells us that Colchis was
under Persian rule in the 5th century BC,
Iberia, which was famous for its enormous
fertility already in antiquity,®® must have
been incorporated as well. The distribu-
tion of Transcaucasian sites with
Achaemenid architecture®” suggests the
existence of a kind of network of admin-
istrative centres. It seems reasonable that
tributes for the Persian king were gathered
in those residences. Whether the officials
residing in Gumbati or Sari Tepe were
minor Persian governors or local vassal
chiefs cannot be decided with certainty.

Gumbeati and similar places demonstrate
that in those areas of the Persian Empire,
where the local tradition did not provide
an impressive architecture, the governors
or vassal kings imitated the royal
Achaemenid models rather closely.%® That
means that the situation is quite different
from other parts of the empire, for
instance Anatolia, Syria or Palestine, where
local traditions are dominating.
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Notes

NOTE 1

Roaf 1990, map p. 203; Koch 1992, fig. 2
and Wiesehofer 1993, map 1, leave this
question open, though these maps are often
not very precise, according to Bengtson &
Milojcic 1953, 12; Ghirshman 1964, fig.
588; CHI II, 257 maps 11-12 [J.M. Cook];
TAVO B IV 23; Jacobs 1994, 179-80, 182,
183-86 map 4, Colchis as well as the later
Iberia belonged to the Achaemenid empire;
Nagel 1982, Beil. VI, extends the frontier of
the empire even further up to the Hypanis
(Kuban), whereas Frye 1984, 111 map 2 (p.
415); Lordkipanidse 1991, 110-11, 147 and
Braund 1994, 122-23 and passim, doubt
that Colchis and Iberia ever have been an
integral part of the empire, while Miron &
Orthmann 1995, 129-38, 159-62, do not
even consider this possibility. For further
comments on the borders of the
Achaemenid empire, see Calmeyer 1982,
105-06; Calmeyer 1983, 141-42; Calmeyer
1987, 129-30.

NOTE 2

Except for the former Urartian sites,
Achaemenid finds and architecture from
this region have only very scarcely attracted
the attention of western scholars; Kleiss
1992, 93-94; Shefton 1993, 178-209. Weber
& Wiesehofer 1996, 310-16 do not men-
tion even one site. And, even in these
countries, it seems that archaeologists and
historians rather tended to neglect the pres-
ence of the Achaemenids: cf. still Lord-
kipanidse 2000. For instance, the monu-
mental architecture as well as the small
finds from Sari Tepe in Azerbaijan have not
been published in detail yet. There are only
a very short and rather preliminary report
by Narimanov 1960, 162-64, and later ref-
erences by Chalilov 1985, 44 pl. 16.2 and
Kipiani 1993, 72 pl. 1-4. The situation is
similar in Armenia. From the great
Achaemenid building in Benjamin/
Draskhanakert, which has been excavated
in the 1980s, so far only a drawing of one
of the column bases has been published,
but neither photographs nor a ground plan
of the architecture; Zardarian & Akopian
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1994, 187 fig. 6; even recent articles and
exhibition catalogues (Ter-Martirossov
1994, 71-73; Armenien 1995, 56 [E Ter-
Martirossian|; Ter-Martirossov 1996, 187-
189) just mention the site and its
Achaemenid remains. But see now Ter-
Martirossov in this volume.

Commenting on the results of the new
excavations in Eastern Georgia, Briant
1997, 26, stated: ,,Mais, d"ores et déja, c"est
une nouvelle ‘province’ qui semble ainsi
s’ouvrir aux investigations des archéologues
et des historiens de 1"Empire achéménide.*

NOTE 3
For instance, see A. Kanetsian and E Ter-
Martirossov in this volume.

NOTE 4

Cf. Treidler 1962, 1899-911; Treidler 1967,
1329-330; Burney & Lang 1975, 389-95. In
this context the pioneer work, which has
been done by D. Braund, can hardly be
overestimated. It is one of his major merits
that he did not only try to give an actual
state of the ancient history of Georgia
according to the written sources, but he
also offers quite a broad overview of at
least the most interesting archaeological
material. For the history of Iberia see now:
Meissner 2000.

NOTE 5

Braund 1994, 1-2, 315.
NOTE 6
Lordkipanidse 1991, 146-50; Braund 1994,
71-151. Not only in the western countries,
the Bronze Age period, especially the
Kura-Arax and Trialeti culture, is far better
known than the Iron Age in Georgia.

NOTE 7

The archaeological evidence leads to the
conclusion that the first Greek settlers did
not reach the eastern shore of the Black
Sea before the late 6th century BC
(Ehrhardt 1983, 84-86; Ehrhardt 1984, 153-
58; Lordkipanidse 1985; Lordkipanidse
1991, 125-32; Braund 1994, 93-94; Tset-

skhladze 1994a, 78-95; Tsetskhladze 1994b,
113-15, 120-22; Tsetskhladze 1998, 5-6,
56-58; Tsetskhladze 1999, 99-102), but
bronze-work from Colchian workshops in
the sanctuary of Hera on Samos (Jantzen
1972, 80, 83-84 pl. 81.B 452; Mikeladse
1995, 18, 20-21 figs. 18-20; Knaull 1999b,
219) proves earlier contacts with the Greek
world. In the recent past especially the Vani
bronze of a youth has directed the atten-
tion of western archaeologists towards the
eastern Black Sea coast (Lordkipanidse
1991-92, 13 figs. 4-5; Lordkipanidse 1995,
pls. 86.5; 87; Mattusch 1996, 206-16 fig. 6.4
pl. 9; Boardman 1994, 220 fig. 6.51), while
a stele from Sukhumi (Pfuhl & Mobius
1977, pl. 17.65) as well as several Attic red-
figure vases from the cemeteries of Pitchv-
nari, though still not fully published, have
been known for a long time (Lordkipanidse
1991, 125-32; Kacharava 1995, 63-73;
Miron & Orthmann 1995, 129-42 figs.
129-30, 135-36, 139; Tsetskhladze 1994a,
90-93; Tsetskhladze 1999, 58-59 figs. 72-98
pp. 67-72 tabl. 5).

NOTE 8

Smirnov 1909, pl. 3.13-14; Tallgren 1930,
116-117 fig. 4a-b; Smirnov 1934, pl. 8.41;
Miron & Orthmann 1995, fig. 5;
Gagoshidze 1996, 129.

NOTE 9

Lordkipanidse 1991, 147; Braund 1994,
passim; Plontke-Liining 1998, 878; Lord-
kipanidse 2000 11-12

NOTE 10

Rehm 1993, 105-07 pl. 17.1-2; Tset-
skhladze 1993-94, 11-24, 40-41 tabl. 2,2;
Tsetskhladze 1994a, 95-96; Miron & Orth-
mann 1995, figs. 123. 148-49; Lord-
kipanidse 1995, colour pl.V1-2, 4;
Gagoshidze 1996, 129; Briant 1996, 763;
Gagoshidze 1997, 134-36; Knaul3 1999b,
220; Gagosije & Saginasvili 2000.

NOTE 11
Lordkipanidse 1991, 110-11; Braund 1994,
122-23; Tsetskhladze 1993-94, 31; Tset-



skhladze 1994a, 95-96; for the Achaemenid
influence upon the material culture of
Colchis, see Knaull 1999b, 218-21.

NOTE 12

Hdt. 3.97; translation by A.D. Godley
(Herodotus II. London-Cambridge/Mass.
1957).

NOTE 13
Hdt. 7.79.

NOTE 14

In my opinion, the fact that Herodotus
mentions “the Colchians as well as the
neighbouring peoples” in his list of “nomoi”
(i.e. satrapies) substantiates that, at least
from the Persian point of view, this area
belonged to the Achaemenid empire. The
Colchians, just as many other subjects of
the Persians, were obviously “gift-bearers”,
not “tribute-bearers”; cf. Tuplin 1987b,
109-66; Briant 1996, 79-81, 406, 409-10.

I am indebted to I. Gagoshidze, who
pointed out to me an interesting parallel in
the later history of Georgia: In the 17th
and early 18th centuries A.D. the kingdom
of Kartli has for most of the time been
considered to be one of the provinces of
Safawid Persia, though it had a particular
status. After Shah Abbas I (1587-1629) had
driven out the Turks, many thousands of
the Christian population were deported to
distant regions of Iran. A few years later
there was a period of respite under the
viceroys of the house of Mukhran, a line of
Bagratid rulers, who governed at Thilisi
under the aegis of the shahs from 1658
until 1723. At this time of Persian domi-
nance the Kartlian kings were obliged to
participate in military operations of the
Persians (sic!), and every three years — later
every seven years — they had to send a gift
to the Shah personally: seven captive young
women and seven men, wine, horses and
hawks. Officially, the kingdom of Kartli did
not pay (regular) tribute to Safawid Persia,
and the gifts from Kartli were not counted
into the state budget, for they went straight
into the Shah’s treasury.Vice versa the
Kartlian kings received presents from the
Shah, too (cf. the Achaemenid golden
bracelets and precious dishes in Vanil), and
they even had properties in Persia. This was
the basis of personal vassalage relationships
between the Shah and the kings of Kartli.
A special tax was collected in the kingdom
of Kartli which was used to pay for captive
young people from the Northern Cauca-
sus, i.e. Ossetia and Cherkessia (Egnatashvili
1959, 280;Vakhushti 1973, 419; Ami-
lakhvari 1939; Gabashvili 1958, 242-250,

375 [non vidi]; Kutelia 1979, 6; Lang 1957,
91.29).

NOTE 15
Kipiani 1993, 72 pl. 5.1-2; Furtwingler
1995, 177, 188-94.

NOTE 16

Smirnov 1909, pl. 3.13; Smirnov 1934, pl.
8.41; Rehm 1993, 105-07 pl. 17.1-2; Miron
& Orthmann 1995, figs. 1, 123, 148-149,
166; Lordkipanidse 1995, 379 colour pl.
V1-2, 4; Gagoshidze 1996, 129; Gagoshidze
1997, 134-35.

NOTE 17

Smirnov 1934, pls. 3.26; 4.47, 51; Lord-
kipanidse 1991, pls. 52.3-4; 53.1-5, 7, 9-11;
54.1-2; Tsetskhladze 1991, 125 fig. 65;
Rehm 1993, 107 pl. 17.4-5; Miron &
Orthmann 1995, figs. 162, 167; Lord-
kipanidse 1995, 372-73, 379 colour pls.V3;
VI1-2; Gagoshidze 1997, 134-36 figs. 23,
24.3-6; Gamkrelidse 1998, figs. 1-2; Knaul3
1999b, pl. 20a figs. 81-82; Knaul3 2000a,
170-171 fig. 8.

NOTE 18
Furtwingler 1995, 186-87.

NOTE 19

Furtwingler 1995, 180-83; Furtwingler &
Knauf3 1996, 365-67; Furtwingler &
KnauB3 1997, 354.

NOTE 20
Furtwingler 1995, 180.

NOTE 21

Although this solution is rather unsatisfac-
tory, it is in accordance with the archaeo-
logical evidence. In 1996 an investigation
trench was dug to confirm the western
limit of the building (Furtwingler &
Knaul3 1997, 353-54). It clearly showed
that there had been no structures, belong-
ing to this building, west of M 6.

NOTE 22

Similar stepped walls can be observed in
several rooms of the Achaemenid building
at Sari Tepe in Azerbaijan (Narimanov
1960, fig. 1; Knaufl 1999a, fig. 9: here:

Fig. 7).

NOTE 23

Nevertheless, it must be conceded that the
Achaemenid residence at AbG Qubar
proves that this was not necessarily the case
(Nashef 1990, 264-65 fig. 5; Gasche et al.
1990, pl. 1 plan 2).

NOTE 24
Furtwingler 1995, 188-94 figs. 10.1-3;
11.1-2 (KnauB).

NOTE 25

Furtwingler & Knaul3 1996, 374. For this
type of column base, see Wesenberg 1971,
104-11 figs. 214-229.

NOTE 26
Wesenberg 1971, 141-45 figs. 283-3006;
Furtwingler 1995, 189-94 (KnauB).

NOTE 27

For such a portico in front of a hypostyle
hall cf. e.g. the Persian building in the
Southern Palace of Babylon, Koldewey
1931, 120-125 pl. 26-28. See also Kuhrt in
this volume, Fig. 4.

NOTE 28
See notes 31-34, below.

NOTE 29

Cf. Ghirshman 1964, figs. 184, 277,
Stronach 1978, figs. 56-60, 68d-e pls. 95-98
(I am well aware of the uncertain function
of these tower-like buildings in Pasargadae
and Nagsh-i Rustam); Stronach 1985, 605-
27 figs. 2-4; Pitschikjan 1992, figs. 1a-b; 15;
Pitschikjan 1996, 226-33 figs. 1-4, 9.

NOTE 30

For the many different functions a palace
could serve, see Nielsen 1994, 11, 18-26.
Cf. on Achaemenid military garrisons
Tuplin 1987a, 167-245, 198-99; Kleiss
1993, 331-32.

NOTE 31

The houses of Kakhetian peasants in Tqis-
bolo-gora (level 2), Ciskaraant-Gora (level
E-C) and Noname-Gora are still built with
pisé; Mansfeld 1996, 371-72 figs. 10-11;
Furtwingler & Knauf3 1997, 378-83 figs.
21-23; Furtwingler — Knaull — Motzen-
backer 1998, 341-48 fig. 18; KnauB3 1999a,
92-97; Furtwingler — Knaul3 — Motzen-
bicker 1999, 265-66 figs. 5, 8-10. Neither
their size nor the building-technique can
be compared to the great building of level
C in Gumbati.

NOTE 32

Lordkipanidse 1991, 87-88, 92 fig. 45;
Miron & Orthmann 1995, 116 [Pizche-
lauri]; Knaul3 1999a, 92-93 fig. 8.

NOTE 33

Lordkipanidse 1991, 88; Miron & Orth-
mann 1995, 198.
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NOTE 34

In Ciskaraant-Gora e.g. the houses of the
late 8th - 6/5th centuries BC (levels E-C)
are all built with rammed earth walls with-
out any kind of foundation. A 4th/3rd cen-
tury BC house (level B) already had a stone
foundation (Furtwingler — Knaul3 —
Motzenbicker 1998, 340-41, 347-48).
Whether this house still had pisé walls
could not be observed any more.

NOTE 35

Gagoshidze 1979, pl. 5; Gagoshidze 1983,
1-3 fig. 1; Kleiss 1992, 93-94 fig. 2 (propos-
es another, rectangular reconstruction of
this building); Gagoshidze 1996, 130 fig. 3.

NOTE 36
Ghirshman 1964, fig. 184, 277; Stronach
1978, figs. 56-60, 68d-e pls. 95-98.

NOTE 37

For the column bases from these sites, see
Narimanov 1960, 163 fig. 2; Kipiani 1993,
4-29,72-73 pls. 2-4; Zardarian & Akopian
1994, 187 fig. 6; Furtwingler & Knaul}
1996, 374. 376 fig. 9; Knaull 1999a, figs.
11-12,

NOTE 38

Narimanov 1960, 162-64 fig. 1; Chalilov
1985, 44 pl. 16,2; Kipiani 1993, pl. 1;
Furtwingler 1995, 183-84; Knauf} 1999a,
95-96 fig. 9.

NOTE 39

Zardarian & Akopian 1994, 185-87; Ter-
Martirossov 1996, 187; Ter-Martirossov
1994, 71-73. From the rather meagre infor-
mation provided by these publications, it is
impossible to decide whether the different
kinds of column bases all come from the
carliest building of the 5th-4th centuries
BC. It seems that only one of the bell-
shaped column bases of the first building
has been found in situ.

NOTE 40

Narimanov 1960, fig. 3; Furtwingler 1995,
202 figs. 15.6; 18; Knaul3 1999a, 95 fig. 10.
For ceramic comparisons as well as for the
metal prototypes of such phialai, see
Luschey 1939, figs. 22, 23, 29a; Schmidt
1957, pls. 68, 72, 89; Stronach 1978, 242-
43; Moorey 1980, 37 figs. 100, 106; Abka“i-
Khavari 1988, T1C1, F1C1; Dusinberre
1999, 76-78 figs. 4, 7.

NOTE 41

Kleiss 1980; Kleiss 1989; Nielsen 1994, 39-
51,
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NOTE 42
Kleiss 1980, 202, 209.

NOTE 43
Schmidt 1953, 222-24 figs. 90, 92.

NOTE 44

Nielsen 1994, 51. The Achaemenid resi-
dence at Abu Qubur in some respects may
be a close parallel, i.e. regarding the size
and (perhaps) its architectural layout
(Nashef 1990, 264-65 fig.5; Gasche et al.
1990, 18-24 pl. 1 plan 2 [D.A. Warburton]).
The ,,pavillon royal* in Tepe Suruvan
(Ghirshman 1944-45, 175; Atarashi &
Horiuchi 1963, 1-15 pls. 10-11; Ghirshman
1964, 224) and the pavilion in Borazjan
(Sarfaraz 1971, 22-25; Safaraz 1973, 188-
89) are comparable in size, and in Tepe
Suruvan even similar bases have been found
(Atarashi & Horiuchi 1963, pls. 3e, 4a, 13,
23c, 24-26); but the layout of these build-
ings is rather different.

NOTE 45
Hanfmann 1975, 17; Nielsen 1994, 63.

NOTE 46

Tufnell 1953, pl. 119; Nielsen 1994, 51 figs.
25-26.The plan of the Achaemenid resi-
dence at Abu Qubur ,,is that of a large
multi-court Babylonian Court House with
,salles a quatre pilastres™ (Gasche et al.
1990, 20 [D.A. Warburton)]). In Tell Sheikh
Hassan on the banks of the Euphrates a
Neo-Assyrian/Neo-Babylonian palace (“bit
hilani”’) was still in function in the
Achaemenid period, and the pottery as well
as the other small finds show hardly any
Persian influence, Boese 1995, 206 and pas-
sim, 218 fig. 4, pp. 232, 235-37, 246-47 figs.
3-4, p. 253.

NOTE 47

Gijerstad et al. 1937, fig. 119 plans XXVI
and XXVII; Nielsen 1994, 54-61 figs. 28-
3.

NOTE 48

The satrap’s palace in Sidon has not been
excavated, but at least the famous bull pro-
tome capital (Ghirshman 1964, fig. 448) has
Achaemenid ancestors, although this capital
shows strong Greek influence. For Perga-
mon, see Hopfner 1996, 42 fig. 2; Hopfner
1997, 24 fig. 2, has recently suggested that
the tower-like building on top of the
citadel once was the residence of the
Gongylid dynasty, but from the archaeolog-
ical evidence neither the date nor the func-
tion of this construction can be deduced;
cf. Radt 1988, 90-91; Nielsen 1994, n. 212.

In Larisa on the Hermos we find a palace,
which obviously shows great resemblances
with early Achaemenid palaces (Boehlau &
Schetold 1940, fig. 4 pl. 30; Lauter 1975,
33-57 figs. 4-8, 11-12). Nylander 1970, 117
suggested that the palace in Larisa might
have been inspired by the palace of Croesus
in Sardis. The satrap’s palaces in Kelainai
(Hanfmann 1975, 16-17), Daskyleion
(Akurgal 1956, 20-24; CAH 1V2, 219-21
[M. Mellink]; Bakir 1992, 23-24; Bakir
1995, 274-78) and Sardis (Hanfmann 1975,
8, 17; Hanfmann 1977, 145-54 figs. 3-4 pl.
41.1-2; CAH 1V2, 217-219 [M. Mellink];
Ratté 1989, 18-22, 218-37 figs. 117-127,
129-141; Greenewalt 1995, 131), well
known from the written sources (Kelainai:
Xen. An.1.2.7-9; Daskyleion: Xen. Hell.
4.1.15-16 [861C, DJ; Sardis: Xen. Oec.
4.20-24; Arist .An.Post. 94a, b; Vitr. 2.8.10;
Plut. De Herodoti malignitate 24), are still
almost unknown. In Achaemenid Sardis the
material culture seems to be mainly Anato-
lian and Greek; cf. Greenewalt 1995, 132~
35.The construction at Meydancikkale to a
great extent seems to follow local architec-
tural traditions, but some architectural
details as well as the reliefs undoubtedly
copy Achaemenid models, Davesne &
Laroche-Traunecker 1998, 147-48 figs. 25-
26, p. 202 fig. 22b, p. 210 fig. 33, pp. 301-06
figs. 1-15. For more Achaemenid gover-
nors’ palaces, see Nielsen 1994, 51-72.

NOTE 49
Xen. Cyr. 8.6.10-14. Cf. Briant 1996, 357-
59.

NOTE 50
Weisskopf 1982; Petit 1990; Koch 1990;
Jacobs 1994.

NOTE 51
Xen. An. 4.5.9-10.

NOTE 52
Of course, at least during his way through
1

Arrinanian Nennnhnn Aid Aot frnsseeasas
emia, Xenophon 4iG Net commana

such a great number of soldiers any more,
see Stronk 1995, 19-23.

NOTE 53
Briant 1995, X; Briant 1996, 525.

NOTE 54

Narimanov 1960, 162-164; Kipiani 1993,
72; Akopian & Zardarian 1994, 185;
Furtwingler 1995, 193 (KnauB); Furtwin-
gler & Knauf3 1996, 376-77; Knaufl 2000b.

NOTE 55
E. g. see Furtwingler 1995, fig. 10.2.



NOTE 56

For possible models from Neandreia and
Larisa see Wesenberg 1971, 144-45 figs.
275-77.

NOTE 57
Wesenberg 1971, 142, 143-45.

NOTE 58
De Mecquenem 1947, 36 fig. 16.10;
Wesenberg 1971, fig. 223.10; Knauf3 1999a,

fig. 14.

NOTE 59

From Failaka (Jeppesen 1989, figs. 28, 34,
40, 42-43) and from Sarnath and Karli in
India (Ghirshman 1964, fig. 458; Wheeler
1966, 120-21 figs. 132-133) we know Post-
Achaemenid bell-shaped bases and capitals.
According to Megasthenes’ description
(FGrH 715), the palace of Chandragupta
Maurya in Pataliputra derived from Persian
models (Wheeler 1974, 252-53; Sherwin-
White & Kuhrt 1993, 91-98). For the find-
spots of bases of so-called Persepolitan type
see Furtwingler 1995, 192-93 (KnauB);

Furtwingler & Knauf3 1996, 374-78 fig. 10.

NOTE 60

In her investigation of the local pottery
from Gumbati N. Ludwig (Die eisen-
zeitliche Keramik Gumbatis. Halle 1999,
unpublished M.A. thesis) was able to con-
firm the preliminary results of the excava-
tors: Furtwingler 1995, 180-85; Furtwin-
gler & Knaul3 1996, 369-70; cf. Narimanis-
chwili 1991.

NOTE 61
Furtwingler & Knauf3 1996, 365-69 fig. 7;
Knauf3 1999a, 105-06 fig. 16.

NOTE 62

See now Briant 1997, 25-26; Jacobs 2000.
In the light of Herodotus’ (3.97) statement
that the Persian Empire reached as far as
the Caucasus it is up to those who think of
a rather superficial Persian influence to
prove that Herodotus was wrong, not vice

versa.

NOTE 63

A critical look at the ancient sources shows
that the unification of eastern Georgian
tribes in a state, which later in Roman
sources has been called Iberia, hardly took
place before the second century BC; Meiss-
ner 2000, 203 (with discussion of the earli-
er literature). Recent excavations in
Kakheti (Furtwingler & Knauf3 1997, 384;
Furtwingler — Knaull — Motzenbicker
1998, 360; Furtwingler — Knaul3 —
Motzenbicker 1999, 233, 238, 257, 259,
262-63, 268) have shown that in the late
8th or early 7th century BC several settle-
ments have been destroyed by mounted
nomads. Since the material culture of those
sites gives no indication of significant
changes before at least the 4th or 3rd cen-
tury BC, it is hard to imagine that the local
tribes could have threatened the Persian
army.

NOTE 64

CAH 1V2, 67 [T.C.Young, Jr.], 235-43 esp.
240-41 [A. Fol & N.G.L. Hammond]; Bri-
ant 1996, 154-56; Knaul3 1999a, 109; Jacobs
2000. Already Cyrus the Great may have
reached this region during his fatal cam-
paign against the Scythians in 530/29 BC,
but it is more likely that he marched along
the eastern shore of the Caspian Sea.

NOTE 65
Hdt. 3.97.

NOTE 66
Strabo 11.2.19-11.3.2.

NOTE 67

Several finds of architectural remains may
indicate that there have been at least two
more Achaemenid administrative centers in
Georgia, at Zikhiagora (eastern Colchis)
and Sairkhe (western Iberia); Kipiani 1986,
62-65 pls. 2-13; Shefton 1993, 179, 195-
196 figs. 1-2; Furtwingler 1995, 206-207;
Gagoshidze & Kipiani 1997, 8-11, 41;
Gagosije & Kipiani 2000).

NOTE 68

Against Jacobs 1994b, 556, who stated: “Fiir
eine nennenswerte Verbreitung der Achi-
menidenkunst auBerhalb der Konigsresi-
denzen Persepolis, Pasargadae, Susa, Baby-
lon und — vielleicht — Ekbatana spricht ...
wenig®. E.g. the reliefs in Meydancikkale
(Davesne & Laroche-Traunecker 1998,
301-06 figs. 1-15) constitute further evi-
dence for the distribution of Achaemenid
royal art.
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Aminia
Kanetsyan

Fig 1. Plan of the citadel in
Erebouni at the time of the
king Argishti 1.

Urartian and Early Achaemenid
Palaces in Armenia

Since the 9th century BC, because of the
wars of conquest, the vast state of Urartu
had spread to the East region of the lake
Van. By the 8th century BC, this state
already had a developed architecture of its
own with an advanced building technolo-
gy, as well as a great material culture. The
traditions of the native, enslaved nations,
along with the influence of Assyrian and
Median cultures, definitely facilitated this
development. However, having assimilated
these various cultures, architectural con-
cepts proper for Urartu were developed.

In the 6th century BC, this vast Anato-
lian state was broken up as a result of hec-
tic events in this region, and Armenia was
formed on most of Urartu’s territory. In
the middle of the 6th century BC, after a
stubborn resistance, Armenia entered the
13th and 18th satrapies of newly formed,
mighty Achaemenid Empire.

In the Achaemenid period, new cities
and settlements were created in Armenia.
At the same time, old administrative and
economical centres, as well as a number of
fortresses and settlements situated in the
territory of the former Urartu (Erebouni,
Argishtichinily—Armavir, Tushpa—Van,
Oshakan) continued to function. The fol-
lowing Armenian as well as Achaemenid
rulers thus kept the layout scheme of the
cities, and the investigations of these local-
ities show that the Achaemenids, while
reusing the Urartian administrative cen-
ters, did not change the configuration of
the fortresses and the palace complexes.
An excellent example of this is the citadel
of the city of Erebouni, which in the
Urartian period was a large military and
administrative centre.

The city of Erebouni was founded on
the south—eastern outskirts of the present
city of Yerevan in 782 BC, in the fifth year
of Argishti the First’s reign. The hill on
which the citadel was situated had a
height of 65 m and a surface area of 3 ha.
The shape of the hill was very favourable
for the construction of a fortress (Fig. 1).

The greater part of the citadel was tak-
en up by a palace complex. From the gate,
a wide corridor led to the rectangular (17
x 19 m) peristyle court, which constituted
the core of the palace with its official and
ceremonial functions. It was connected
with the temple of “Susi” and to other
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official reception halls. On the right side

of the entrance was a rectangular room Fig 2. Plan of the citadel in
with a massive pylon in the centre. Erebouni at the time of the
Around the pylon were remains of stairs, g R A1
which led to the roof of the tower crown-
ing the pylon. The latter strengthened the
facade of the palace from the forecourt.
Also premises for secular purposes were
connected to the peristyle, among them
the large hall with three columns along
the longitudinal axis and a mud-bench at
the south wall. It was a dwelling-room for
a certain group of people. Opposite this
columnar hall there were three rooms set
in a line and facing the peristyle court in
front of the temple of “Susi”.

In the eastern part of the palace, there
was another large hall with five columns
along the longitudinal axis (12 x 40 m)
surrounded by rooms on three sides. This
hall was evidently intended for official,
festive receptions and solemn ceremonies.
In the northern part of the palace, at some
distance from the peristyle court, house-
hold rooms were grouped around the
northern internal court. Thus a large
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Fig 3. Plan of the palace construction
in the city of Argishtikhinily.
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Fig 4. Plan of the eastern
citadel in the city of Argishti-
khinily — Armavir.

number of big jugs (“karas”), broken dish-
es, etc. were found here.

Near the entrance to the palace, to the
west, was the temple of the God “Chaldi”.
Originally, there was a portico with six
columns in two rows in front of this tem-
ple. In the southern part of the temple a
tower-like construction was discovered,
within which there was a massive pylon.
The corridor round the pylon included a
staircase.

It is interesting to note that later, this
portico was reconstructed and another
three rows of columns were added. Thick
walls enclosed the space, which now
formed a 30-column hall (Fig. 2). Many
scholars (B.Piotrovski, K.Oganessian',
G.Tiratsian?, etc.) consider this multi-col-
umn hall to be an Achaemenid rebuilding.
Columnar halls in the territory of the
ancient Armenia were, however, well
known already in the Urartian period.

A similar palace layout was revealed in
another administrative centre of Urartu, in

the city of Argishtichinily-Armavir, consti-
tuting the western citadel.> Here, the core
of the palace complex, unlike the peristyle
court in Erebouni, was a roofed 20-col-
umn state hall. There were rooms serving
many different functions around the hall:
official ceremonial, cult, dwelling, and
household functions, as well as other con-
structions (Fig. 3). The 20-column state
hall had an oblong rectangular plan (40.70
by 15.20 m) with a total area of 660
square m. There were two rows of ten
bases for wooden columns. The distance
between the axes of the bases was 3.70 m.
On one of the bases there was an inscrip-
tion: “built by Argishti, the son of Men-
ua”’, which dates the hall to 781-760 BC.
The city of Argishtichinily-Armavir
consisted of two citadels. In the Urartian
period the western citadel was secular and
the eastern one housed cultic functions
(Fig. 4). On this eastern hill, in its western,
central part a large building was revealed
(Fig. 5). This construction seems to be
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two-storeyed. It consisted of a huge state
hall with a number of interconnected
rooms located around it. The architectural
layout and certain details — decorative
windows, a rich plaster embellishment —
indicate the significance of this construc-
tion. The great size and the unfortunately
not totally excavated layout of this struc-
ture make us think that functionally this

part of the hill had a palace-cult character.

Built by the Urartians, this construction
continued to function in the Achaemenid
period, too, as is proved by the archaeo-
logical material. Its new owners might
have used it as a secular palace complex.
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It 1s noteworthy that to the west of this
complex, between the two fortress walls,
an area with several building periods was
exposed. It is clear that during the last
years of the Urartian reign the necessity of
a reorganization of this area arose. The
construction of a multi-column hall in the
place of large household rooms, which
were pulled down to floor level, goes back
to this time. During the excavations, ten
stone bases for wooden columns were
found. The investigations showed that this
huge trapezoid space (30/25 x 42/46 m)
situated at the entrance of the fortress and
in the vicinity of the palace was a state

Fig 5. Plan of the palace con-
struction of the eastern citadel,
Abrgishtikhinily — Armavir,



Fig 6. Multi — column hall in
the citadel in Argishtikhinily
— Armavir.

hall. Everything seems to indicate that the
vast hall was intended for official festive
receptions and solemn ceremonies (Fig. 6).
By reconstructing the layout of the
columns, and by taking into account the
distance between the axes of the bases
found in situ, it could be ascertained that
there were 4-5 rows with 7-8 columns in
each row. The distance between the base-
axes was about 5 m. According to our
estimates, the hall had 32 columns. The
Urartian type of bases found in this multi-
column hall must be regarded as evidence
that the columns were already erected in
Urartian times, probably in the late Urar-
tian period just before the downfall. Such
an interpretation of the building-remains
becomes even more likely due to an
inscription found here, dating from the
reign of the last Urartian king, Rusa II1.
The existence in Armavir of a multi-
column hall, hitherto unknown in Urar-
tian architecture, make us assume that also
the 30-column hall in Erebouni was
rebuilt in the last period of Urartu and by
the same king, Rusa III (Fig. 2). It should
be added that the Urartian style of the hall
in Erebouni was also reflected in the way,
in which the basalt plinth blocks were
used in the northwestern part of this
columnar hall. Another building detail
should be mentioned, too, namely the
mud-bench, found both outside and inside
the buildings of Erebouni. Undoubtedly,

this architectural element reached Urartu
and later also Iran (Pasargadae, Persepolis)
from Mesopotamia. Scholars consider this
architectural element to be alien to Per-
sian architecture.

The columnar halls appeared in
Achaemenid Iran only in the second half
of the 6th century BC, and by this time,
this type of column-construction had
already been formed in Urartu. Such halls
existed in Altin-tepe (3 by 6 columns),
and in Argishtichinily, here in the shape of
long halls with two rows of ten columns.
One may find this kind of halls also in
Erebouni and Oshakan. We can thus con-
clude that multi-column halls like those in
Erebouni and Argishtichinily constitute
the forerunners of the Persian “apadana”
which received its canonical form in
Persepolis and Pasargadae.

The influence from Urartian architecture
on the formation of the Achaemenid
architecture may, however, not only be
traced in the layout scheme of the palaces
but also in their external design and
building technique. An excellent example
of this influence is the décor on the high
smooth surfaces of the fortress- and palace
walls.

It should be noted that during the
excavations of the ancient capital of
Armenia, Artashat, a fortress wall (Fig. 7)
was revealed on the north slope of citadel
hill at a height of 50-55 m above the
plain. According to the archaeological
material, this wall dates from the Urartian
period,* which is confirmed by this wall’s
décor design. This fortress wall, which had
been excavated for a length of 400 m, is
partly preserved up to a height of 6-7 m.
The width of the wall is 2.70 m. From the
outside, the fortress wall had buttresses,
which projected 1 m from the main wall.
The pedestal part is built in rubble-stone
reinforced by clay mortar, and the higher
part is made of mud-brick. The corners of
the buttresses were three-stepped in plan
with 30 cm deep vertical grooves along
the whole height of the buttresses. The
walls between the buttresses (1.70 m
wide) had in their central part an identical
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décor. By relieving the monotonous
smoothness of the surface of the wall
through vertical grooves, such facade
décor promotes the interplay of light and
shade. This wall was undoubtedly built in
the times of Argishti, the son of Menua
(8th century BC), who launched a build-
ing programme on a large scale in the
conquered areas. Unfortunately, there is as
yet no written data to confirm this. The
discovery of the Artashat wall confirms
once again the high level of fortress build-
ing in Urartu. It is interesting that even in
the Hellenistic period (400 years later) it
was more reasonable to use this wall for
military purposes than to erect a new one.

A similar wall design occurs in other
places in Urartu, and is also used in the
depictions of two- and three-storeyed
constructions and tower facades on bronze
plates from Toprakkale, Karmir-Blur and
Van, confirming the wide usage of this
element in the architecture of Urartu (Fig.
8). This ancient Oriental custom to
brighten up the walls from the outside
with buttresses also found broad accep-
tance in Achaemenid architecture. In this
way were built the walls of the 100-col-
umn hall in Persepolis, the walls of the
Persepolis treasure house, etc.

In the upper complex of the Armavir
citadel, west of the temple construction, a
basalt fragment was found.® The study has
shown that this fragment belongs to the
lower part of a decorative window (Fig.
9). A well-smoothed band frames this
niche-like two stepped “blind window”.
Its back was only roughly cut, showing
that this side of the block had been built
into a wall. We meet decorative “blind
windows” in Achaemenid architectural
monuments as well: the windows in the
tower-type constructions
(“Kaabazarathrusta” in Naksh-i-Rustam
and Sendan-i Sulejman in Pasargadae)
were built in dark-coloured stone, which
formed a contrast to the light colour of
the sandstone blocks.® These “blind win-
dows” are really a niche in a niche. The
windows were of course not meant for
illumination but only served as an
enlivening element in the “blind walls”.
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Judging from the reliefs depicting
fortresses, towers or palace buildings, one
can assume the existence of such windows
already in Urartian architecture. Such
windows made of dark basalt were also
found north of the Urartian temple in
Toprakkale,” and in another Urartian tem-
ple in Haykaberd in the southeastern part
of Van, a monolith decorative basalt win-
dow with preserved platband was found.

As was noticed by D. Stronach?®, this
detail — “blind window”- of the Urartian
architecture was used not only in stone
buildings, but also in brick constructions.
It is well known that the sanctuary at
Nush-jan-Tepe, located in the very centre
of Media, also had a stone pedestal and
mud-brick upper wall with “blind win-
dows”. The combination of the light-
coloured brick and basalt window was a
typical feature of Urartian architecture.
The find of the Armavir fragment of a
basalt “blind window” in the ruins of a
large building erected in mud-brick and
located in the western part of the central

Fig 7. Urartian fortress wall
in Artashat, a fagade, b plan.




Fig 8. Bronze plates with
illustrations of buildings and
towers (British Museum).
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temple construction proves that this win-
dow was related to the part of the palace
which continued to exist in the
Achaemenid period. Also in central
Achaemenid monuments (in Pasargadae,
Persepolis, Susa) this Urartian architectural
style can be observed.

Thus the architecture of Urartu strongly
influenced all the neighbouring areas. The
direct successors of Urartian culture were
the Armenians, who inhabited the same
territory and continued and developed the
architecture and building traditions of the
Urartians. Also in the “Imperial art” of the
Achaemenids, the Urartian impact is obvi-
ous. The Achaemenids, as is well known,
created their magnificent architecture with
the help of skilled masters from conquered
neighbouring countries, certainly includ-
ing the land of the Armenians with its
age-old building traditions. Thus, Urartian
planning concepts, as well as building-
design and — technique, were adopted in
Armenian architecture and adapted to the
local traditions by the builders of
Achaemenid Iran.
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Notes

NOTE 1
Oganessian 1961, 75-79

NOTE 2
Tiratsian 1960, 99-115. See also Ter-Mar-

tirossov in this volume.

NOTE 3
Ghafadaryan 1987/4, 71.
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NOTE 4

Khachatryan 1987, 162.

NOTE 5
Tiratsian 1978, 108

NOTE 6

Schmidt 1953, figs. 4-5.

NOTE 7
Barnett 1954, 5, fig. 1

NOTE 8
Stronach 1969, VII-VIIIL.
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Felix 1.
Ter-Martirossov

Fig. 1. Oshakan. Plan of the
rectangular hall.

The Typology of the Columnar
Structures of Armenia in the
Achaemenid Period

The architecture of the Achaemenid
Empire is known mainly from the palatial
buildings of Iran, the central nucleuses of
which are large multi-column halls —
apadanas. Therefore, the discovery of
columnar structures of the Achaemenid
period in Armenia (Armavir, Erebuni,
Draskhanakert, Oshakan), is of great inter-
est. These monuments are diachronic, and
consequently it is practical to consider
them chronologically.

Oshakan: The structure in question is sit-
uated in the northern part of the valley of

Ararat on the bank of the river Kasakh. It
was excavated by Dr. S. Esayan and Dr. A.
Kalantaryan in the middle of the 80s, and
the report was published in 1988.The
monument consists of two building-com-
plexes of which the palace-complex locat-
ed below the hill is of particular interest
for our present topic. This well-preserved
complex is dated to the 7th to 4th cen-
turies BC and thus covers the pre-
Achaemenid and Achaemenid period of
Armenian culture. The excavations
revealed a hall of rectangular form in the
eastern part of the complex. The floor was
paved with stone slabs along one of the
longitudinal walls of the hall, and cylindri-
cal stone bases for wooden columns were
placed in the central part, on the clay-
rimmed floor along the paving (Fig. 1).
The complex of finds from the hall,
which includes a hearth, idols and other
material, has allowed the excavators to
identify it with confidence as a sanctuary.'
Architectural structures of this form are
not known from Achaemenid complexes.
On the other hand, buildings with paving
flanked by columns are characteristic of
Armenian architecture in the Achaemenid
(Draskhanakert) and Hellenistic (Shiraka-
van, Hoghmik) periods. Their continuous
significance as cult complexes is most
clearly traced in the temple complex of
Shirakavan, where in the rooms with
paved floors and columns along them
altars and cult objects such as idols and
statuary images of phalloi and kteis were
found. At the same time, however, paved
floors with columns along them are found
also in complexes of secular purpose (Shi-
rakavan, Hoghmik).? This allows us to
consider such structures as a parameter for
architectural buildings of prestige and sig-
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Fig. 2. Armavir. West part of the Urartian Citadel.

nificance in Armenian culture of the
Achaemenid and Hellenistic periods. It is
possible that the complexes with paved
floor and columnar structures were inher-
ent also in the local Urartian culture, but
they have not been detected so far.

Armavir: The structure in question is sit-
uated on a high hill in the central part of
the valley of Ararat, and in antiquity, up to
the 3rd century BC, it was washed by the
waters of the river Araxes. In the Urartian
period, Armavir, a citadel with cult build-
ings, was included in the city Argishtik-
hinili. Armavir was described by the
ancient Armenian historian Moses of
Khorene as the ancient centre of the
Armenian state,> which was confirmed in
the course of archaeological research. The
excavations of the monument have been
conducted since 1964 under the direction
of B. Arakelyan (up to 1971), G.Tiratsyan
(up to 1991), and I. Karapetyan.* Com-
plexes of the Urartian and Hellenistic
periods were revealed. Things are more
complicated with the cultural stratum of
the Achaemenid period. Despite the
recovery of a great deal of objects in the
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building including a gold pectoral, which
can be determined as items belonging to
Achaemenid culture, no Achaemenid cul-
tural stratum was found on the hill.5
Further stratigraphic analysis of the cul-
tural strata of the Armavir hill, has, howev-
er, shown that constructions of the
Achaemenid period do indeed exist and
are mainly represented by a hall with 21
columns in the western part of the citadel®
(Figs. 2, and Fig. 4 on p. 147). The bases of
the columns found here are divided into
two groups. The first group includes bases
of the Urartian type made of basalt with
an untreated block of stone at the bottom.
While this block was buried into the
ground the cylindrical part of the 40 cm
high base remained above the surface. The
second type included conically formed
bases made from tufa of a cylindrical form
similar to those in Oshakan. The attempt
to date the construction of this columnar
hall to the late Urartian period is contra-
dicted by the general situation in the ter-
ritory of the city of Argishtikhinili, as well
as by the topography of the hill of
Armavir. The study of the western, Urar-
tian part of the city — accomplished by A.
Martirosyan — has shown that in the last
period of the city’s existence, its entire
population tried to take refuge inside the
fortress walls. Even the palace construc-
tions here were changed into small
dwelling complexes.” Therefore, the sup-
position that the only entrance to the
eastern citadel of the city was changed
into a vast columned hall in this period
seems to be incorrect. The attribution of
its construction to the Achaemenid period
seems more natural. The discovery of
tablets with cuneiform inscriptions in the
Elamite language here completely refutes
the existing theory that life on the hill
terminated in the Achaemenid period.
Despite differences in the reading of the
text of the tablets, philologists do agree in
dating them to the end of 6th and the

first quarter of the 5th century BC.®

Obviously, at the same time the columned
hall was built at the entrance of the
fortress. The hall with 21 columns with
similar proportions as the columnar hall in



Fig. 3. Erebuni. The Apadana.
1. Urartian

2. Posturartian

3. First Achaemenid Period
4. Second Achaemenid Period.

Chivin-Tepe was added. In the opinion of
G.D. Summers this monument constituted
the centre of the 13th Armenian satrapy.’
The archaeological material of this time
allows us to assume that Armavir consti-
tuted a large administrative centre and
was, possibly, the centre of the Armenian
satrapy in the given period.

Erebuni: The structure in question is
located in the valley of Ararat, on a large
hill called Arin-Berd in the suburbs of
Yerevan city. The excavation of this struc-
ture began in 1951 under the direction of
K. Hovhannisyan. During the excavations
of 1958, the discovery of a building
inscription of the Urartian king Argishti I
(786-764 BC) concerning the establish-
ment of the city of Iripuni — Erebuni (the
name of which had been considered by
number of scholars to be connected to the
name of the city of Yerevan), created an
occasion for the realization of large
restoration works in 1966-68,'° which
unfortunately have caused a significant loss
to the monument. In the 1980s the
archaeological work on the structure
stopped. The material of the excavation
has been published in a general way, with
special attention being paid to the archi-
tecture. In all publications the monument
is identified as a fortress-complex belong-

ing to the Urartian town, in which there
are three buildings of the later
Achaemenid period.

In 1998-99, however, the author con-
ducted archaeological excavations on a
small scale at the centre and in the envi-
ronments of the monument. These investi-
gations made it possible to identify a more
precise stratigraphy, to reveal fortification
constructions of the Achaemenid period
preserved up to 2 metres in height, to
trace an Achaemenid cultural stratum,
which in a number of places had a thick-
ness of more than one metre, and to iden-
tify a territory of about 3 hectares
untouched by the previous excavations,
where architectural complexes, including
fortifications of the Urartian and
Achaemenid periods, are still preserved.
Despite the small scale of the work con-
ducted, its outcome allows us to reconsid-
er the identification of the monument,
which now appears to be a fortified
Achaemenid centre, built on the site of an
Urartian fortress, and also to reconstruct
part of its buildings.!!

Of special interest was the discovery of
an architectural complex with a hall of 30
columns — an apadana (Fig. 3, see also Fig.
2 on p. 146). This identification constitut-
ed the basis for a valid definition of Ere-
buni as a centre of the 18th satrapy (G.
Tiratsyan).'? It was supposed that at the
place of the apadana stood originally a
gallery with 12 columns belonging to the
Urartian temple of Khaldi. It was also sug-
gested that in the 5th century, a hall with
18 columns was attached to the gallery,
thus creating an apadana.'® The explo-
ration conducted in 1999 in the territory
adjacent to the apadana has revealed a
more complicated situation, however. The
Urartian cultural stratum is bedded deep-
er, and the level of the floor of the Urar-
tian structures is thus 120 cm lower than
that of the floor of the gallery of 12
columns. The study of the stratigraphy has
given the following picture: the Urartian
cultural stratum was covered by a new
clay-rammed floor 40 ¢cm above the Urar-
tian floor. Here, the excavations revealed
part of a paved floor of stone slabs under
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the wall of the 12-column-gallery, and
also three large column bases of cylindri-
cal form standing along the paved floor
were uncovered. The construction of the
paved floor is similar to that of Oshakan.
Later on, this structure was covered by
another clay-rammed floor and the walls
of the 12-column-gallery were erected on
it. Only later, the walls of the apadana
became attached to it. Thus, the site in
question first housed the Urartian temple
ot Khaldi; then, obviously in the 6th cen-
tury, a construction with paving and
columns was erected near the temple.
Hereafter the 12-column-gallery was
built. It seems that the construction of the
12-column-gallery in Erebuni was also
connected to the transformation of the
site into the centre of 18th satrapy in the
5th century BC.The construction of the
apadana is supposed to be dated to the
middle of the 4th century BC.
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Fig. 4. Draskhanakert
(Beniamin). Plan of the
Palace-Sanctuary.

Draskhanakert: The structure in question
is situated in the north-eastern part of the
Republic of Armenia in the historical
province of Shirak, 10 km to the south of
Gyumri. The excavations began in 1989.
The site occupies a vast territory of about
80 hectares of fields and several hills. In
antiquity, the area was a ‘dastakert’, that s,
in the private possession of the governor
of Shirak. On the top of the central hill
the excavations have uncovered the foun-
dations of a large palace of rectangular
form. The palace was established in 5th
century BC. Later on, it was exposed to
numerous rebuildings and existed at least
until the early Roman period, as the
Augustan coins found here testify.

For our topic, the initial layout of the
palace is of greatest interest. At this first
stage, the palace was almost square in plan,
c. 28 x 28 m (Fig. 4). The lower part of
the walls was made of stone, on which
walls of mud-bricks decorated with flat



Fig. 5a-c. Types of column-
bases from Draskhanakert
(Benianiin).

pilasters rested. The building included two
large, square rooms located in the central
part, which were surrounded by rectangu-
lar rooms. The palace had two entrances
from the south. Functionally, the complex
combines cult rooms in the eastern part
and rooms of secular character to the
west. The eastern central room had cult
significance, judging from the finds of ves-
sels for burning incense and a protome

with a horned animal’s head with the
mark of female genitalia on its forehead.
At the eastern wall of the room a shed
was built, with a crib, which had a careful-
ly made floor paved with stone slabs and a
gutter covered with plates. The shed was
probably intended for sacred cows, which
had not calved. To the north of the sanc-
tuary opened a room with columns,
which can be identified as a treasury. The
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western part, separated by a wall without
passages, obviously had a palace function.
Here, a lotus shaped column base with
fluting was found (Fig. 5a). The base was
made of black tufa-stone, and has a diam-
eter of 70 cm. The greatest number of
column bases was found in the other part
of the building, however. The majority of
them had a forus-like shape (Fig. 5b). Of
special interest is a base in black tufa,
whose ornamentation reminds one of
those from Persepolis, although its shape is
different. It has a low square plinth, on
which rests a large round torus with the
surface decorated with boldly cut, large,
stylized petals. There is another flat torus
above it, with a marked area for the col-
umn on its surface (Fig. 5¢). Probably the
base in question is a product of influences
from both Asia Minor and Iran. At the
same time, the edges of the petals, which
spring outwards from a smooth cylinder,
are characteristic of buildings from the
reign of Artaxerxes I, that is, the middle of
the 5th century BC. This base may thus
help us to date the building. During
rebuildings carried out in the palace in
post-Achaemenid times, some of these
bases were rearranged, while others were
destroyed. Judging from the number of
completely preserved bases and from the
amount of fragments, one may suppose
that in antiquity there were 8 or 10
columns in the building. The columns
themselves were made of wood. Taking
into account the placement of the column
bases found in situ and the character of the
later reorganizations, the original lay-out
of the building and the disposition of its
columns seems to be the following: two
torus bases were situated in the sanctuary,
either placed along the paved floor or,
which is more probable, at the entrance
into the sanctuary. In the central part of
the treasury stood 4 or 6 bases, while
another two bases were situated in the
central part of the palace room.'.

It is necessary to underline that the dispo-
sition of bases and their quantity in one

room or another does not depend on the
size of the room. This is well documented
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not only in architectural complexes of the
Achaemenid period, but also in complexes
of the Hellenistic period in Armenia.
Therefore one may suppose that in
ancient Armenia the existence of columns
in the buildings and specifically their
number, may reveal a certain system of
prestige, connected to the status of the
person inhabiting the building. It is, how-
ever, possible that the same phenomenon
was characteristic of Achaemenid culture
as well. In this connection, the identifica-
tion of the structures in Chivin-Tepe as
the centre of the 13th satrapy, and of those
in Erebuni as the centre of the 18th
satrapy, and also the availability of 12—col-
umn-halls in both of them, is of great
interest. The reorganization of the 12-col-
umn-construction in Erebuni into an
apadana confirms this supposition. It is
important to remark that so far the
apadana of Erebuni, is unique, being the
only building of this type found outside
Iran. One may suppose that this fact is not
accidental and may be connected to a cer-
tain historical person, namely Orontes, the
son of Artaxir, who was the satrap of
Armenia at the end of 5th ~beginning of
4th century BC and married to the
daughter of the Achaemenid king Artax-
erxes. As is well known, Orontes had led
the revolt of the satraps and had even
begun to mint his own gold coins, which
was the king’s prerogative. Therefore it is
possible to assume that the reorganization
of the 12-column-gallery into an apadana
was connected to the royal aspirations of
Orontes and used to underline his right to
imperial prerogatives. One may also men-
tion that near the Erebuni hills a rhyton
representing Orontes was found." It is
interesting that during the excavations of
the apadana of Erebuni an altar adjoining
the southern wall was found. One may
therefore argue that the apadana not only
symbolized the highest authority, but also
served a function connected with the cult
of the Achaemenid kings.

As for the status of the apadana type of
building, which only appeared in Iran
with the formation of the Achaemenid



empire, one may assume that such
apadanas, connected to the king’s cult and
symbolizing his imperial status, were iden-
tical with those temples — ayadana, for the
destruction of which Darius I accused
Bardia-Gaumata, and for the recovery of
which he was proud. It is possible that
what Bardia had destroyed, thus underlin-
ing his adherence to the ancient, pre-
imperial traditions, were the apadana
buildings, which by that time were con-
nected not with the cult of the
Achaemenid house, but rather with the
new form of cult belonging to the impe-
rial authority. This kind of authority is
precisely reflected in the titles of king

Darius I: ‘great king, king of kings, king of
Persia, king of all countries’. No doubt
this supposition needs more research, and
also the theory of a connection between
the columnar structures and the adminis-
trative status of the owner seems to open
perspectives for further investigations into
Achaemenid culture.

Already now we may, however, con-
clude that the consideration of certain
architectural constructions in Armenia is
important for the understanding of the
character and of the development not
only of the culture of Armenia, but also of
the Achaemenid empire as a whole.
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Notes

NOTE 1
Yesayan & Kalantaryan 1988, 29, 115.

NOTE 2
Ter-Martirossow & Karakhanyan 1977, 32,
depicted on pp. 41-42.

NOTE 3
Moses of Knorene, History of Armenia 1,12;
2,8.

NOTE 4
Arakelyan 1969; Tiratsiyan 1988; Kara-
ptetyan 1996, 35f, Karaptetyan 1988, 35f.

NOTE 5
Tiratsiyan 1988, 22
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NOTE 6
Ter-Martirossov 1974, 62f.

NOTE 7

Martirosyan 1974, 34, 135.

NOTE 8
Koch 1993;Vellat 1995, 9.

NOTE 9
Summer 1993, 96.

NOTE 10
Oganesyan 1980

NOTE 11
Ter-Martirossov in print.

NOTE 12
Tiratstyan 1960, N 7-8; Oganesyan 1980,
61-64, 93-96.

NOTE 13
Oganesyan 1980, 61-64, 93-96.

NOTE 14
Ter-Martirossov 1993, 59-72, N1; Ibid.
1999, 32-49, Fig. 33.

NOTE 15
Harmatta 1979, 309; Ter-Martirossov, 1996,
197-200.
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Inge Nielsen

The Gardens of

the Hellenistic Palaces

Gardens have always formed a very
important part of royal palaces, and those
belonging to the period treated in this
volume are no exception, as has long been
known from written and iconographical
sources. In later years, our knowledge has
been considerably augmented by the dis-
covery of preserved gardens, made possible
by improved excavation techniques and
increasing use of scientific disciplines such
as agronomy and botany. Thus gardens
have been excavated in several localities,
primarily in the area around the Vesuvius,
where the possibilities are especially
favourable on account of the unique cir-
cumstances of the destruction of this area
in 79 AD.! While the gardens unearthed
there were mostly related to late Republi-
can and early Roman private houses and
villas, palatial gardens have been traced
both in Achaemenid Pasargadae, in Seleu-
cid Jebel Khalid, and in Herodian Jericho.
In none of these cases has it unfortunately
been possible to ascertain which plants
and trees they contained.?

In general, for such gardens to be pre-
sent in a palace a certain abundance of
water was necessary, the amount varying
according to the kind of garden con-
cerned. Thus whenever possible, the gar-
den should be situated near a water
source, whether a river or a lake. If this
was not possible, aqueducts could solve
the problem of water supply. To distribute
the water the gardens were furnished with
water channels, basins and pools of various
kinds. To limit the gardens from the land,
they were always surrounded by walls or
other limitations, sometimes with monu-
mentalized portals. For recreational pur-
poses, they could be furnished with pavil-
ions and stibadia/triclinia for dining and

towers for enjoying the view of the gar-
den.

In this article, the task will be first to
investigate which types of garden the Hel-
lenistic kings chose to include in their
palaces. Then these types will be used to
elucidate partly which models the kings
preferred to draw on, and partly which
heritage they eventually passed on to their
successors.?

Typology

In the Hellenistic palaces, there were basi-
cally three different types of gardens, with
various subtypes:*

The first type of garden is the great
fenced but expanded park, placed around
the palace. If the palace in question con-
sisted of several buildings and was what
one might call a palace complex (cf.
Nielsen 1999), these various structures
were all spread in this park, which in
antiquity could be designated paradeisos, of
Persian origin, or alsos, a Greek word.
This type of garden belonged exclusively
to the royal palaces and is not normally
present in governor’s palaces. It was filled
with trees and bushes of various kinds,
some of which might be utilitarian or
semi-utilitarian in character, and crossed
by bordered paths. Besides rivers and
lakes, there were often great pools, which
could sometimes be used for swimming.
These parks were almost exclusively recre-
ational and intended for promenades, pri-
vate dining, etc.® They may, however, also
sometimes have been used officially, for
great dinner parties, for example, or for
receptions so big, that there was no place
for them in the palace itself.”
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A subtype is constituted by the huge
parks belonging to the king and used for
hunting, although they were not always
connected to the palace. These were also
sometimes designated paradeisoi (cf. n. 5).

The second type of garden is closely
related to the first one, and in fact often
took up a part of it. It was, however,
smaller, although still copious, and was of
a regular rorm, mostly rectangular, and
surrounded by a wall, and sometimes also
with porticoes, which, however, seldom
included rooms. This type of garden was
as a rule not bound architecturally to the
main palace. In it grew bushes and trees of
various kinds, among them plane trees and
utilitarian trees, planted regularly. This type
of garden belonged exclusively to royal
palaces, and especially to those that took
the form of palace complexes. It could be
designated kepos or alsos, but also, interest-

166

ingly enough, be called gymnasion or
palaestra, thus taking its name from the
garden-filled Greek gymnasium. Best
known are the three old gymnasia of
Athens, Academia, Lykeion, and Kyno-
sarges, which were probably all founded in
the 6th century BC and placed near local
heroa. Plane trees were typical of these gar-
dens, which from the 4th century BC
were used also by philosophers for teach-
mng.® In the palaces, on the other hand,
this type of garden was used for prome-
nades, private dining, recreation, and as a
target for views from the parts of the
palace facing it, rather than for sports and
philosophical discussion. Neither were
they normally used for official purposes.
A subtype of this kind of garden is the
specialized garden such as botanical and
zoological gardens and aviaries sometimes
mentioned in connection with the royal
palaces. This kind of garden had a special

Fig. 1. Alexandria. Plan of
the city with suggested size of
the basileia and with the
palaces and other buildings
mentioned in the written
sources tentatively indicated.
(After Nielsen 1999, fig. 69).
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Fig. 2. Antioch. Plan of the
palace of the Seleucids placed
on an island in the Orontes
River, with the hippodrome.
The orthogonal lay out may
be deduced from the written
sources. (After Nielsen 1999,

fig. 58).
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significance for the kings, since the sheer
amount of foreign and exotic plants and
animals collected in them constituted a
microcosm of the huge empire reigned by
their owner.

The third type of garden is of a radi-
cally different kind. This garden was
placed within the palace itself, in a court-
yard, and was more often than not sur-
rounded by a peristyle. It had invariably
rooms facing it on several or all sides, and
thus constituted primarily a target for
views from these rooms, most of them
used for dining.” These internal gardens
were normally filled with flowerbeds and
bushes, although also trees of a moderate
size could grow there, and included orna-

mental basins and pools. They, too, could
sometimes be used for limited prome-
nades. This kind of garden could be called
kepos, and could be present in royal, gover-
nors’ and even private palaces. They were
especially typical of the compact palaces
(cf. Nielsen 1999), where they took up
the main peristyle court, but they could
also form part of some of the separate
buildings in the palace complexes.

A:'The First Garden Type

The example par excellence of the first
type of garden, or rather park, is the great
basileia of Alexandria (Fig. 1). This palace
has not been preserved, but we are all the
same relatively well informed about its
appearance from ancient authors, first and
foremost Strabo and Polybius. We hear
that various official and private buildings
were spread in a huge park, called alsos.
These included pavilions, a palaestra, the
maiandros, which was a water channel or
pool of some kind, the sema with the
tomb of Alexander and the Ptolemies, the
museion with the famous library, and vari-
ous temples and sanctuaries. This park was
apparently laid out orthogonally with
wide promenades connecting the various
parts.'?

Another example, although less well
known, is the royal palace of the Seleucids
in Antioch, which was situated on an
island in the river Orontes.!! (Fig. 2).
Again, we get an impression, albeit from
much later sources, of a regularly laid out
huge fenced park with palatial buildings
spread in it. Its placement in the middle of
the river solved the problem of watering
the park efficiently. Further we hear of
gardens and parks flanking the road to
garden-filled Daphne, and Syria was also
later famous for its gardens and garden-
ers.'?

It may be from this palace that the
palace of Ai Khanoum in far away
Afghanistan was inspired, since it was first
built as a Seleucid Governor’s palace,
around 300 BC, before it was transformed
into a royal palace by an independent local
dynasty in the middle of the 2nd century
BC?® (Fig. 3). Also this palace was a palace
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complex, and at least the area west of the
main palace, and limited by the river, was
undoubtedly laid out as a park. In it was
placed a huge swimming pool, as well as a
“gymnasion”, among other things.

The palace of Tyrus in Transjordania,
which belonged to a kind of vassal king,
Hyrcan the Tobiad, was probably inspired
Lo Uie asiicla 0f LOUL Anuoch and
Alexandria, since it was laid out in a huge
fenced park, which formed part of an
even huger domain (Fig. 4). Built in the
beginning of the 2nd century BC, it con-
sisted of several buildings, according to
Josephus, who calls the park a paradeisos
and the main building, a unique structure
surrounded by a lake, baris. From this
palace there was a marvelous view to the
park and the lake.™

There is a certain affinity to the great
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palace complex built by the Jewish Has-
monean dynasty in the late 2nd century
BC in nearby Jericho (Fig. 5). This palace
was placed in a fenced park in connection
with the very prosperous oasis constituting
the royal domain.'® This palace, which was
enlarged continuously in its c. 100 years of

ming-pools surrounded by gardens, and
also a fine pavilion.'® One may imagine
that these swimming pools constituted an
inspiration from the Egyptian palaces, a
theory, which is enforced by the linear
combination between pools and pavilions,
a typical feature of Egyptian gardens.

In this connection it may also be rea-
sonable to mention the Parthian palaces.
Although not Hellenistic in a political
sense, these palaces all the same drew on
the same models as did the Hellenistic

Fig. 3. Ai Khanoum. Plan of
the city with the palace. The
area of the garden is situated
between the palace and the
river, with “gymnasion” and
piscina placed within. (After
Nielsen 1999, fig. 66).



Fig. 4. Tyros. The palace of
Hyrcan the Tobiad with the
central palace, baris, surroun-
ded by lakes and a huge
fenced park surrounded by a
moat. (After Nielsen 1999,

fig. 73).

Fig. 5. Jericho. The Hasmo-
nean palace complex with
swimming pools surrounded
by gardens and with a pavil-
ion in the centre, and, to the
north, the fenced garden surro-
unded by porticoes and a
wall. (After Nielsen 1999,

Jig. 83).

palaces, not least the Achaemenid and the
Macedonian models. It is, in fact, possible
that the main palace of the Parthian kings
in Old Nisa, first built by Mithridates I in
the 1st half of the 2nd century BC may
have included a huge garden or park (see
Fig.1, p. 298). At least the palace, which
took the form of a palace complex with
many buildings spread over a large forti-
fied hill, may well have flanked a sunken
garden surrounding a great pool placed in
a depression near the centre of the hill.
One may compare with the depression in
Susa, south of Dareios’ palace, which had
tentatively been interpreted in the same
way.!7

Finally, one may mention the somewhat
later palace belonging to the Iberian
dynasty in Dedoplis Gora, Georgia, dating
to the 1st century BC-1st century AD,
since a park apparently combined the hill
with the palace proper with that housing
the sanctuary of Dedoplis Mindori (see
Fig. 1, p. 259).

The models for this kind of park are not
difficult to find. As the word paradeisos,

often used about these parks, indicates (see
n.5), the immediate model was surely the
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Fig. 6. Pasargadae. The huge
palace complex built by Cyrus
the Great and placed in a pa-
radeisos. The excavated garden
(5) is flanked by a palace (4)
and two pavilions (6-7). (Af-
ter Stronach 1978, fig. 4).
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Achaemenid palaces, most of which were  house with a pool in a paradeisos on the
known or even reused by the Seleucids. In  other side of the river from the palaces.
fact we know from Arrian (Anab. 7.25) The park in Pasargadae, in which were
that Alexander the Great when he became  spread palatial buildings of various kinds,
ill in Babylon, first rested in a small garden  including also the tomb of Cyrus and a

Fig. 7. Pasargadae. Schematic
reconstruction of the excavated
garden. (After Stronach
1989, Fig. 3).
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Persian parks) with paths flanked by chan-
nels and pools'® (Figs. 6-7). In Susa, the
capital of the Achaemenid kingdom, there
may as mentioned well have been a large
garden behind the main palace to the
south, arranged around a depression.'?
Another paradeisos surely surrounded the
palace of Artaxerxes II below the palace of
Dareios in Susa, which apparently includ-
ed an inner garden of the same type as the
excavated one in Pasargadae as well?® (Fig.
8). Perhaps one may also introduce the
well-watered plain below the main palace
of Persepolis, with its many palatial struc-
tures, with water channels in terracotta
and collecting basins indicating the pres-
ence of gardens?! (Fig. 9). Finally, accord-
ing to written sources, among them
Xenophon, such paradeisoi formed part of
royal and also satrap’s palaces in Kelainai
and Daskyleion in Anatolia and in Sidon
e T e and the palace belonging to Belyses in
Syria. Also in Jerusalem, there was a royal
paradeisos belonging to the Persian king,

Palais
d ‘Artaxerxes/

ACROPOLE
23.00

Fig. 8. Susa. The palaces of sanctuary, has even been partly excavated;  from which timber for the rebuilding of
Dareios and Artexerxes. it was regularly laid out and divided into Jerusalem was to come.??
frymr Bolising: 1) four parts (a typical feature also in later The Achaemenids were, on their side,

Labrousse 1979, fig. 10).
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