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The story of Persia is not born in isolation. It emerges—like a shard of pottery found layered deep beneath more familiar ruins—from a broader, older, and more entangled world. Long before the name “Persia” echoed in the courts of Babylon, the valleys of the Zagros Mountains and the plains of Khuzistan pulsed with the rhythms of older civilizations: Elamites, Assyrians, Babylonians, and Medes. To truly understand the rise of Persia is to first understand the world that surrounded it—and in many ways, made it possible. The earliest glimpses of the people we now call “Persians” appear not in their own voices, but in the accounts of others. The first written records mentioning the Persians date to the ninth century BCE, when Assyrian King Shalmaneser III waged campaigns through the rugged lands of the central Zagros. These Assyrian records describe a region populated by Iranian-speaking peoples—scattered, semi-nomadic, loosely federated—who offered tribute or, more often, resistance to Assyrian expansion. The term “Parsua,” applied by the Assyrians to one such area, gives us the first linguistic seed of what would later blossom into “Parsa” or Persia. But the voice of the Persians themselves, their inner world, remains mute in this early era.

This is one of the great challenges—and fascinations—of reconstructing Persian origins. Unlike the centralized bureaucracies of Mesopotamia, which documented their own grandeur on clay tablets in meticulous Akkadian cuneiform, the early Persians left no textual legacy. We see them first through the eyes of their enemies or neighbors, filtered through lenses of imperial power, propaganda, and conflict. Assyrian royal inscriptions, for example, mention the Persians only when convenient—when they were subdued, raided, or brought into the orbit of tribute-paying vassals. This fragmented and one-sided view is our entry point into Persia’s prehistory. Southwest of the Persian plateau lay Elam, an ancient and resilient civilization with roots stretching as far back as the fourth millennium BCE. Centered on cities like Susa and Anshan, the Elamites developed a sophisticated culture that rivaled their Sumerian and Akkadian neighbors. They employed their own script, worshipped a pantheon of gods distinct from Mesopotamia, and asserted kingship over lands that would later become Persian heartlands. Though often overshadowed in modern narratives by Mesopotamia’s glamour and Egypt’s grandeur, Elam was one of the foundational pillars of southwestern Iranian civilization.

By the end of the second millennium BCE, Elam had declined but not vanished. Its cultural and political echoes lingered in Fars and Khuzistan—the very regions that would soon nurture the first Persian kings. Yet, despite their geographic proximity, the connection between Elamites and Persians is neither direct nor seamless. The evidence is fragmentary. Shared ceramic styles and architectural motifs suggest contact, even continuity, but no linear inheritance. The Persians may have adopted aspects of Elamite religion or language, but if so, the record remains buried—or eroded beyond recognition. The historical silence between Elam’s fading light and Persia’s first flicker of power remains one of the book’s essential mysteries. Beyond Elam and Assyria, another major player dominated the Near Eastern stage in the seventh and sixth centuries BCE: Babylonia. The Chaldean dynasty, led by kings such as Nabopolassar and Nebuchadnezzar II, projected power across southern Mesopotamia and beyond. Babylonia saw itself as the custodian of ancient Sumerian culture, a realm where gods and kings intertwined to shape the fate of the world. Babylon’s temples, libraries, and archives would later become sites of Persian conquest—but also sources of Persian ideology. For the kings of Persia, ruling Babylon meant more than subduing a city; it meant inheriting a civilizational mantle.

Meanwhile, the Medes, an Iranian people like the Persians but situated to the north and west, had begun forging a realm of their own. Their rise remains clouded in legend, told mainly through Greek historians like Herodotus, who described a sequence of Median kings—from Deioces to Astyages—who built walled capitals, gathered spies, and centralized authority. But the archaeological and Assyrian records offer a different picture: not an empire, but a patchwork of city-lords, horsemen, and tribal confederations. Still, by the late seventh century, the Medes had become powerful enough to sack Nineveh in alliance with Babylon, effectively ending the Assyrian Empire. Persia, in this context, remained a minor and scattered actor—shadowy, peripheral, silent. Yet the silence would not last. From a small cluster of Iranian tribes in Fars would emerge a dynasty—the Achaemenids—that would absorb the Medes, conquer the Babylonians, defeat the Lydians, and humble the Egyptians. Within a generation, Persia would inherit the political structures of Assyria, the religious legitimacy of Babylon, the administrative sophistication of Elam, and the mythic prestige of Median kingship. It would reshape all of these into something new: an empire not merely of conquest, but of synthesis.

The road to Persia is thus not a story of sudden rupture, but one of long gestation. Ancient Persia did not rise from a vacuum. It grew from entangled roots in Elamite valleys, Assyrian archives, Median highlands, and Babylonian temples. Its voice, once muted, would soon thunder across three continents—but to hear that voice clearly, we must first understand the world into which it was born. To understand the rise of Persia, one must turn to the land of Elam. Long before Cyrus the Great marched on Babylon, the roots of Iranian civilization had begun to intertwine with an older and more enigmatic power. The Elamites, whose name appears in both Akkadian records and the Hebrew Bible, were the first known people to build complex urban societies in what is now southwestern Iran. From the fourth millennium BCE onward, Elam was a regional powerhouse—culturally distinct from Mesopotamia, yet deeply engaged with its history. While Sumerians carved out ziggurats and royal epics in the fertile crescent, the Elamites erected temples in Susa, worshipped gods with strange names, and wrote in a unique language still only partially understood.

This was no provincial kingdom on the periphery of great empires. The Elamites challenged Mesopotamian hegemony, captured cities in Babylonia, and even ruled Sumerian lands at the height of their power. The title “King of Anshan and Susa,” later claimed by Persian rulers, had once belonged to Elamite monarchs. The cultural and symbolic legacy of Elam, though rarely acknowledged in popular histories, provided much of the soil from which the Persian Empire would grow. But here lies the first great puzzle of Persian history: the Elamites disappear almost entirely from the historical record by the middle of the first millennium BCE. Their language vanishes, their cities fall silent, and their monuments are buried beneath centuries of dust and neglect. By the time the Achaemenids rise to power in the sixth century, only traces remain—subtle hints in pottery designs, burial customs, and scattered inscriptions. Scholars have long debated how much Persian identity was built atop this Elamite foundation. Some argue for continuity, citing shared architectural motifs and persistent place names like Anshan. Others suggest that the Persians merely occupied former Elamite lands with little cultural exchange.

The archaeological evidence offers both clues and silences. Sites such as Susa—once a glorious Elamite capital and later a major Persian administrative center—show signs of uninterrupted occupation but also abrupt transformation. When Cyrus the Great declared Susa one of his capitals, he was not merely appropriating a strategic location; he was inheriting a centuries-old legacy of sacred kingship, ritual space, and political legitimacy. And yet, Persian inscriptions from the Achaemenid era rarely mention the Elamites. They do not claim descent from Elamite kings, nor do they invoke Elamite gods. This omission may reflect political strategy: the Persians were not Elamite heirs, but imperial innovators. Still, the silence is striking. There are, however, subtle signs of influence. The trilingual inscriptions of Darius I—in Old Persian, Elamite, and Akkadian—testify to the enduring presence of the Elamite scribal class in the Persian court. While Elamite as a spoken language may have been fading, its use in administration and ritual suggests deep roots. In Persepolis, administrative tablets written in Elamite record everything from grain rations to labor assignments. These records demonstrate not only bureaucratic sophistication but also a continuity of Elamite literacy well into the Persian era.

The city of Anshan—frequently mentioned in Persian royal titles—was itself an Elamite urban center centuries before the rise of the Achaemenids. Though much of its material culture remains unexplored, Anshan represents a key site of cultural layering. The title “King of Anshan,” used by Cyrus and his forebears, suggests both respect for the city’s past and an attempt to anchor Persian legitimacy in older traditions of kingship. Whether this title reflected actual descent or was a calculated political statement remains unknown, but its persistence is telling. Beyond cities and texts, the Elamite legacy may also lie in the cultural and religious undercurrents of Persian life. The Elamites worshipped a pantheon of deities that included gods of fertility, justice, and warfare—many of whom do not appear in later Iranian religious texts. While Zoroastrianism, with its dualism and cosmic moral structure, would become the dominant ideological system of the Persian Empire, its origins remain murky. Some scholars have speculated that pre-Zoroastrian Iranian religion, including aspects preserved in the Gathas of Zarathustra, may have absorbed Elamite motifs or rituals. The lack of direct evidence makes such claims speculative, yet the possibility remains compelling.

At a deeper level, the Elamite precedent shaped the very idea of empire in southwestern Iran. Elam had once been an imperial state, extending its influence over neighboring peoples, exacting tribute, and crafting a centralized administrative system. The Persians, when they came to power, did not invent imperialism from scratch. They inherited it—adapted it—transformed it. What they added was a broader geographical ambition, a more inclusive model of rule, and a genius for integrating diverse traditions under a single royal ideology. The origins of Persia, then, are not simply a story of tribal migration or dynastic ascent. They are rooted in a longer process of cultural sedimentation. The Elamites—though politically extinguished—continued to whisper beneath the foundations of Persian rule. Like the buried palaces of Susa and the inscriptions carved deep into clay tablets, their legacy lived on in the structures, symbols, and strategies of the Empire that followed.

No empire rises in a vacuum. When the Persians emerged onto the stage of world history, they did not build their dominion from empty soil—they built atop ruins, borrowings, and imperial models pioneered by others. Chief among these predecessors was Assyria, the first true superpower of the ancient Near East. Though the Persian Achaemenid Empire would surpass Assyria in scale, longevity, and cultural inclusiveness, it was the Assyrian state that first taught the world how to govern a world-spanning realm—and it was the Assyrian system that the Persians both emulated and redefined. Assyria in the eighth and seventh centuries BCE was a military and bureaucratic machine of formidable efficiency. With its capital at Nineveh and fortified strongholds like Nimrud and Khorsabad, Assyria extended its reach from Egypt to Iran, from Anatolia to the Persian Gulf. Its kings, most notably Tiglath-Pileser III, Sargon II, Sennacherib, and Ashurbanipal, crafted a vision of kingship rooted in divine favor, martial conquest, and absolute control. The king was not just a ruler—he was the agent of divine justice, tasked with punishing rebels and restoring cosmic order.

Through their royal annals, palace reliefs, and inscriptions, the Assyrians left behind an extraordinary archive of propaganda, logistics, and ideology. They depicted their monarchs towering over vanquished foes, celebrated tribute from distant lands, and ritualized the act of conquest as a holy duty. At the same time, their administration was highly advanced: a complex network of provinces governed by appointed officials, detailed records of trade, land, tribute, and a well-oiled system of communication via royal messengers. The Persians were attentive students of this legacy. Though separated by language and culture, early Persian rulers understood the value of inherited systems. Persian imperial administration under Darius I retained many Assyrian hallmarks: the use of satraps (provincial governors), standardized tribute, imperial road networks, and multilingual inscriptions that proclaimed royal power in the languages of the ruled. The visual vocabulary of power—the reliefs of Persepolis showing subject peoples bringing offerings—owes a great deal to the Assyrian aesthetic of domination, though tempered by Persian moderation and diplomacy.

But it wasn’t merely a matter of copying forms. The Persians selectively appropriated Assyrian models and retooled them for a new age. Where Assyria ruled through terror and deportation, Persia projected a more magnanimous image—one of tolerance, clemency, and cultural accommodation. The famed Cyrus Cylinder, inscribed after the conquest of Babylon in 539 BCE, speaks not of vengeance but restoration. Cyrus proclaims himself chosen by the Babylonian god Marduk to liberate the city from a corrupt ruler, pledging to return displaced peoples and restore sanctuaries. This was not a break from Assyrian ideology, but a reframing. Divine kingship remained, but it now emphasized harmony rather than fear. The legacy of Assyrian cultural and intellectual power was also transmitted in more subtle ways. Hostage diplomacy—a practice used by Assyrians to integrate the elites of conquered lands—was likely experienced firsthand by Persian princes. According to Ashurbanipal’s own inscriptions, a Persian ruler named Cyrus (likely the grandfather of Cyrus the Great) sent his son Arukku to Nineveh with tribute. Whether Arukku remained as a hostage, a student, or a political guest, we cannot be sure—but such encounters facilitated cross-cultural exchange at the highest levels. Elites who spent time at the Assyrian court would have returned home with new ideas about kingship, architecture, language, and ritual.

This form of imperial osmosis also explains the adoption of Akkadian cuneiform in early Achaemenid inscriptions, alongside Old Persian and Elamite. Even the structure of royal titulature—“King of the World,” “King of the Four Quarters,” “King of Sumer and Akkad”—derives from a long tradition stretching from Akkad to Assyria and on into Persia. The past was not rejected, but reinterpreted. For the Persians, legitimacy meant presenting oneself not only as a divinely sanctioned conqueror but as the heir to millennia of imperial tradition. And yet, in all this inheritance, the Persians also innovated. Their empire was the first to place deliberate emphasis on unity through diversity. While Assyria expected uniformity and obedience, the Achaemenids emphasized balance: subjects could retain their customs, gods, and laws as long as they accepted Persian sovereignty. This principle, articulated in the Behistun Inscription of Darius I and embodied in the decentralized satrapal system, was revolutionary. It allowed a vast empire of dozens of cultures to function not only with cohesion but with a surprising degree of cultural autonomy.

The Persian transformation of the Assyrian model was both practical and philosophical. It drew on what worked—efficient bureaucracy, road systems, clear chains of command—and discarded what didn’t—public cruelty, scorched-earth policies, and fragile coalitions built on fear. By absorbing Assyrian techniques while rejecting Assyrian brutality, the Persians reimagined what empire could be. They forged a new political template: not merely an empire of force, but one of synthesis, stewardship, and cosmic justice. Thus, Assyria was not merely Persia’s predecessor—it was its shadow and its blueprint. To understand Persia’s emergence as a world power, one must recognize the imperial DNA that runs through its administration, iconography, and ideology. But it is in the act of transformation—of inheritance refined—that Persia’s genius lay.

Every empire has a founder, but not every founder becomes a legend. Cyrus the Great was both. He did not merely conquer territory—he reshaped the idea of kingship, rewrote the narrative of imperial justice, and set in motion the forces that would define Persian identity for centuries. His rise from a relatively obscure regional leader in Anshan to the architect of the largest empire the world had yet seen is one of antiquity’s most remarkable political transformations. Yet, like all founders, Cyrus stands at the intersection of history and myth. We meet him in multiple guises: the ideal monarch of Xenophon’s Cyropaedia, the cunning hero of Herodotus’ Histories, the divinely chosen liberator in the Babylonian chronicles, and the messianic figure in Hebrew scripture. Reconciling these portraits is a formidable challenge, but the common thread is clear—Cyrus mattered. To his contemporaries and to posterity, he embodied a new vision of power.

According to the Nabonidus Chronicle and later inscriptions, Cyrus began his career as King of Anshan, a territory in the mountainous region of Fars. He inherited this title from his father, Cambyses I, and his grandfather, Cyrus I—both likely vassals or minor rulers in the Elamite heartland. Whether this title reflects genuine Elamite-Persian lineage or a political claim to local legitimacy remains debated. What is certain is that by the mid-sixth century BCE, Cyrus had consolidated enough authority to challenge his Median overlord, Astyages. The rebellion against Media in 553 BCE marked the beginning of Cyrus’s meteoric rise. Babylonian texts and Greek accounts both describe how the Median army, weary or sympathetic, defected to Cyrus during battle, allowing him to capture Ecbatana and depose Astyages. This marked not merely a victory over a rival, but the forging of a new identity: Cyrus became the unifier of the Iranians—both Persians and Medes—and set the stage for a fusion of their traditions.

From there, Cyrus moved quickly. In the span of a decade, he would defeat the Lydian king Croesus, conquer the Greek cities of Asia Minor, and finally march on Babylon. Each conquest was accompanied not only by military prowess but by strategic propaganda. After taking Babylon in 539 BCE, Cyrus issued the famous Cyrus Cylinder, a document that has been called the first declaration of human rights—though it was, in essence, an act of divine legitimation. Written in Akkadian, the language of Babylonian administration, the text presents Cyrus as chosen by Marduk, the chief Babylonian god, to rescue the city from the impious rule of Nabonidus. It emphasizes restoration over destruction, inclusion over domination. This narrative had immediate and lasting impact. Babylon’s temples were reopened, its gods restored, and its elites reassured. Even the Hebrew exiles in Babylon would later hail Cyrus as a messianic figure—Yahweh’s “anointed one” (Isaiah 45:1). To the Jews, he was the ruler who ended their captivity and permitted the rebuilding of the Temple in Jerusalem. To the Babylonians, he was the one who brought back the favor of their gods. To the Persians, he was the founder of a dynasty that would endure for two centuries and influence the political ideologies of Rome, Islam, and even the modern West.

But behind the myth was a sharp political mind. Cyrus understood that empire required more than swords—it needed legitimacy. And legitimacy was crafted through carefully chosen titles, rituals, and symbolic acts. In Babylon, he styled himself as “King of Babylon, King of Sumer and Akkad, King of the Four Quarters”—titles inherited from the ancient Akkadian kings. Yet he also retained his native identity, referring to himself as “King of Anshan” in documents found at Ur. His royal ideology blended Mesopotamian tradition, Iranian lineage, and Elamite precedent into a singular imperial identity. His administration, though less detailed in the sources than that of Darius I, was already multinational in character. He appointed satraps—often from the lands they governed—established tribute systems, and began constructing the imperial network of roads and palaces that would define the Achaemenid world. His conquest of Lydia and the Ionian cities brought Greeks into his orbit, while his campaigns in Central Asia laid the groundwork for Persian rule across Bactria and beyond.

Cyrus’s death, likely in battle against nomadic tribes in the far northeast around 530 BCE, remains surrounded by legend. Herodotus tells of his defeat at the hands of Queen Tomyris of the Massagetae, who is said to have beheaded him and placed his skull in a vat of blood. Ctesias, meanwhile, presents an alternate tale involving the Derbicae and Scythians. Both accounts emphasize the perils of imperial ambition and the fragility of mortal greatness. What they obscure, however, is the profound and lasting impact of his rule. For in death, Cyrus became more than a conqueror—he became the prototype of the just king. His tomb at Pasargadae, austere yet elegant, became a place of pilgrimage for centuries. Alexander the Great would later visit it, honoring Cyrus as a model of benevolent rule. Persian kings who followed him invoked his legacy, even when their actions strayed far from his example.

Thus, the founding of the Persian Empire was not simply a matter of war and conquest. It was a revolution in governance, in ideology, and in the art of empire. Cyrus the Great did not merely win battles—he built a world. The death of Cyrus the Great did not halt the momentum of Persian expansion—it marked a transition from personal leadership to institutional legacy. What Cyrus began, his successors would continue and refine. Under Cambyses and then Darius I, the Persian Empire would become not only the most extensive realm the world had yet seen, but a political and cultural organism that absorbed, harmonized, and transformed the disparate elements of the ancient Near East. The genius of Persian imperialism lay not in its ability to suppress difference, but to harness it.

Cambyses II, son of Cyrus, extended Persian power into Egypt—the last great ancient kingdom not yet brought under imperial dominion. Though his reign was short and shrouded in controversy, it affirmed Persia’s claim to the heritage of the Nile as well as Mesopotamia, Anatolia, and Iran. Despite hostile Greek accounts portraying Cambyses as mad and impious, Egyptian inscriptions present a more measured view. Cambyses adopted pharaonic titles, supported temple reconstruction, and honored local religious practices—at least in official narratives. This duality reflects a broader Achaemenid strategy: projecting authority through both conquest and cultural legitimacy. Under Darius I, the empire reached its most stable and coherent form. Administrative innovations—like the construction of the Royal Road, the establishment of a standardized currency, and the codification of laws in each satrapy—allowed an empire of enormous geographic and ethnic diversity to function efficiently. Darius also left behind the Behistun Inscription, carved into a cliff face in western Iran, proclaiming his victories and his right to rule in three languages. This trilingual document not only broadcast the ideology of kingship but also served as a symbol of Persian multilingualism and pluralism.

Yet even as the empire expanded, it did not erase the past. The Persians preserved and repurposed elements from every culture they encountered. In Babylon, they retained the existing bureaucracy and temple hierarchies. In Egypt, they adopted visual symbols of divine kingship. In Anatolia and the Iranian plateau, they built administrative centers that merged local architecture with imperial grandeur. At Persepolis, columns with Mesopotamian-inspired capitals rose beside reliefs of Elamite dignitaries and inscriptions in Old Persian, Elamite, and Akkadian. The empire was a mosaic—not homogenized, but integrated. This Persian ability to transform without destroying has often been misunderstood. Greek writers, especially Herodotus, viewed Persian kings as orientalist caricatures: despotic, decadent, and dangerously alien. But Persian ideology was, in fact, pragmatic and adaptive. The “King of Kings” was not merely an overlord but a curator of civilizations. By allowing subject peoples to retain their gods, customs, and governance—provided they remained loyal—the Achaemenids created a durable and surprisingly humane model of empire.

This model was built upon layers of inherited tradition. From the Elamites, the Persians may have learned the logic of kingship in Fars. From the Assyrians, they inherited the mechanics of empire—provincial control, tribute collection, and visual propaganda. From the Babylonians, they absorbed a vision of cosmic legitimacy and the importance of divine favor. From the Medes, they forged a bond of Iranian kinship, uniting the highland tribes under a single authority. And from their own Persian roots, they brought a new voice—a language and worldview that reshaped everything it touched.

The tension between continuity and transformation defines the Persian achievement. The Achaemenid Empire was not revolutionary in the modern sense. It did not aim to uproot societies or erase cultures. Instead, it sought to harmonize them within a cosmic and moral order. The king ruled by the will of Ahura Mazda, but he did so through systems that recognized the local, the traditional, and the sacred in every corner of his empire. It was an empire that could speak many languages, pray to many gods, and yet remain, at its core, Persian. This delicate balancing act was not without its limits. Revolts, administrative overreach, and the constant strain of holding together vast territories would eventually weaken the Achaemenids. But their achievement set a precedent. Later empires—from Rome to the Abbasids, from the Ottomans to the British—would look back to Persia not just as a political success, but as a philosophical blueprint. The idea that power could coexist with tolerance, that central authority could accommodate cultural difference, owes much to the Persians.

And yet, even with all its grandeur, ancient Persia remains enigmatic. The voices of its early kings are few and stylized. Much of what we know comes through foreign eyes—Babylonian scribes, Greek historians, Roman chroniclers. Archaeology fills in the gaps, but slowly. Each broken seal, each cuneiform tablet, each fragment of carved stone offers a new glimpse into a civilization that, at its height, governed over 40% of the world’s population. This book sets out to recover that world. Not merely to recount the victories of Cyrus, Cambyses, and Darius, but to excavate the structures of thought, the networks of exchange, and the spiritual and political foundations that made Persia possible. We will explore the deeper currents beneath the surface—those that flowed from Elamite shrines and Assyrian palaces into the heart of Persian kingship. We will trace the hidden threads that bound together nomads and priests, courtiers and warriors, gods and emperors.

For Persia was not just a place. It was a synthesis of civilizations. A mirror of the ancient world. And in many ways, a foretaste of the modern one.



	[image: ]

	 
	[image: ]





[image: ]


CHAPTER 1: SHALMANESER’S RECORDS 
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The earliest written documentation of the Persians dates back to the ninth century BCE, during the reign of Assyrian King Shalmaneser III (858–824 BCE).  Shalmaneser III and his successors often assaulted Persian and other Iranian factions inhabiting the middle western Zagros Mountains, presently situated northwest of Mahidasht.  By the mid-eighth century, the Assyrians established an official province named Parsua.  They controlled the region until the collapse of the Assyrian Empire in the late 7th century.  We lack Iranian sources or references from this period; hence, it appears challenging to monitor their movements.  Official Assyrian correspondence and royal inscriptions rarely reference this territory, particularly about military incursions, tribute remittances, or other administrative issues concerning regional governance.

The Persians residing in southern Iran (Fars), the final nucleus of the Achaemenid Empire, are not connected to the Persians inhabiting the central Zagros region.  Available sources do not suggest that individuals migrated from the northeast to the southwest along the Zagros chain during the first millennium.  Archaeologists have not discovered any definitive evidence of such migrations. Specific academics argue that pottery from the Achaemenid period, unearthed at significant sites such as Susa, Pasargadae, and Persepolis, exhibits stylistic similarities to pottery from the Zagros region, dating back to around 800 BCE.  While a credible, albeit unverified, hypothesis exists that certain Persian factions introduced the style to Fars in the seventh century, a definitive explanation for this association remains absent.  Nevertheless, few individuals concur with this notion.

Distinct records of Persians exist in Fars and the central Zagros, with the documentation from Fars occurring marginally earlier.  Although it may be challenging to envision a significant migration of individuals across the Zagros Mountains during the 7th and 6th centuries, it remains a plausible scenario.  A potential explanation for the dissemination of cultural norms, including elements of imperial philosophy, between Assyria and Persia is the migration of Persians who had resided in the Zagros region under Assyrian dominion to Persia.  Another hypothesis posits that two groups of Persians concurrently migrated into the Fars and central Zagros regions during the early first millennium BCE.

The Elamites were the initial denizens of southwestern Iran.  The Hebrew term ʿêlam and the Akkadian term Elamtu both signify "land." The Elamites referred to their region as Haltamti.  The Elamite civilisation commenced circa the fourth millennium BCE, roughly contemporaneous with the initial Sumerians in present-day Iraq and Mesopotamia.  The Achaemenid Empire mainly expanded due to the coexistence of the Elamites and Iranians, particularly the Persians and Elamites of Fars.  This phenomenon is not readily observable in the materials at our disposal.  To comprehend it fully, one must explore more, both in a literal and symbolic sense.  The primary reasons for our limited understanding of Elamite cultural influence on the Persians are the scarcity of Elamite artefacts and the difficulties associated with their study.  The latest generation of contemporary researchers has only recently been investigating this issue.  Researchers have associated a procession at an ancient Elamite sanctuary with analogous processions illustrated at Persepolis.

The Elamites ruled the region now known as southwestern Iran until the Medes and Persians seized it in the first millennium.  The Elamite settlement has predominantly occurred in Khuzistan and Fars.  We must augment that assumption due to the limited exploration conducted in eastern Iran.  We can acquire greater insights into the lexicon and grammar of the deciphered Elamite language than we can into other languages employing cuneiform scripts, such as Akkadian, spoken by Elam's neighbours in Assyria and Babylonia.  The surviving Elamite writings are significantly fewer, and the absence of bilingual texts for numerous periods hinders the decipherment of the language's code.  Moreover, there are a few languages associated with Elamite that could facilitate translation.  The Elamite language has not been examined as thoroughly as the Akkadian or Sumerian languages.

The Elamite civilisation was based in the city of Anshan, situated in Fars, around 30 miles west of the future Persian capital, Persepolis.  Susa in Khuzistan is the most renowned city, owing to over a century of archaeological research that commenced in the late 1800s CE.  Susa, located on the eastern periphery of the Babylonian plain, has been a significant component in the historical narrative of its Mesopotamian neighbours since its inception.  It held significance throughout the Persian Empire as one of its capitals. Circa 1000 BCE, Anshan was uninhabited.  About 150 years ago, the Elamite rulers attained the zenith of their aspirations and territorial dominance.  They referred to themselves as "King of Anshan and Susa." They governed Babylonia briefly during the mid-twelfth century.  No further written documents exist until the seventh century.  Four centuries later, analysing Elamite history in Fars during the Neo-Elamite period (approximately 1000–550 BCE) is challenging due to the scarcity of towns in the region before the Achaemenid era.  During this period, semisedentary pastoralism predominated, perhaps contributing to the discontinuity in the archaeological record.  Furthermore, we have only begun to explore Anshan.  The course of archaeological investigation may profoundly change our understanding of this and numerous other sites.

The majority of Elamite political history is derived from Assyrian sources, which were adversaries of Elam.  The period between 750 and 650 BCE is the most well-documented in Elamite history.  The royal chronicles, extensive records of the Assyrian army's triumphs, occasionally feature lengthy narratives of campaigns against Elam.  Experts must exert significant effort to comprehensively analyse the myriad artefacts unearthed from excavations conducted in the 1800s.  The Elamite record is sparse, comprising only a limited number of inadequately comprehended royal inscriptions, primarily from Susa, which lack the intricacy and eloquence of the Assyrian annals.  To evaluate Elam's history, we consider it from the perspective of Elam's adversary.  Despite their political and commercial rivalry, particularly about control of the crucial trade routes across the Zagros Mountains, the seventh-century Assyrian and Elamite royal dynasties maintained robust cultural connections.  Remember that the histories of Elam and Mesopotamia, encompassing Assyria to the north and Babylonia to the south, have been intertwined for centuries.  The Achaemenid Empire's ascendance marked the first instance of a singular authority governing these nations for an extended duration.  Conflicts between Assyria and the Elamites and Babylonians, who frequently allied to undermine Assyrian objectives, were the predominant occurrences in the seventh and sixth centuries.  Assyrian records demonstrate that the Elamites exerted considerable influence over several Aramaean and Chaldean factions residing in southern Mesopotamia, although lacking direct control over them.

Shutruk-Nahhunte II, a prominent Neo-Elamite sovereign, reigned from 717 to 699 and bequeathed the most significant Elamite inscriptions.  He referred to himself as "King of Anshan and Susa" and "expander of the realm." Although Shutruk-Nahhunte's political influence may not have matched that of his predecessors in the second millennium, when Assyrian power was dominant in the West, his royal titles reflect his ambitious disposition.  Strike-Nahhunte's triumph over Assyria in the late eighth century considerably diminished Assyria's influence in central Zagros and southeastern Babylonia.  Assyria remained threatened by the successors of Shutruk-Nahhunte in the early part of the seventh century.  At this point, the Elamite-Babylonian border had become the most reliable source of information.  The Assyrians consistently governed the border regions of the central Zagros Mountains.  Nonetheless, the necessity for ongoing military engagements against Elam in Babylonia and its southern regions signifies that Assyria never achieved complete stabilisation of the province, even at the height of its power under the Sargonid dynasty.  Assyrian accounts suggest that the Elamites would have perceived this prolonged conflict differently.

Throughout the progression of the seventh century, the frequency of notable Assyrian assaults on Elam escalated from sporadic occurrences to nearly annual events.  The Battle of Til Tuba, which took place at the Ulaya River in Khuzistan in 653 BCE, exposed the tensions between Elam and Assyria.  Nineveh commemorated the Assyrian invasion by an intricate array of palace reliefs and a multitude of inscriptions.  The reliefs shown at the British Museum illustrate the brutality of the Assyrians through depictions of torture, humiliation, and the killing of adversaries.  The Assyrians retained distinct traits reminiscent of their old adversaries and forebears.  Their public relations were more adept at persuading individuals.

Following the Til Tuba campaign, the Assyrians maintained a more direct and assertive engagement in Elamite politics for the majority of the ensuing decade; nonetheless, this did not significantly improve their circumstances.  A rapid succession of monarchs evidenced the instability in Elam throughout the late 650s and early 640s.  In 646, Ashurbanipal commenced another conflict against Elam, as the political turmoil had not mitigated the hostility between the Elamites and Assyrians.  The Assyrian narratives assert that Susa was assaulted and ultimately obliterated.  The Syrian narratives provide detailed and vivid accounts of the destruction, which is not uncommon.

The Treasury's coffers were depleted.

They vandalised and pillaged temples.

They unearthed the tombs of deceased monarchs.

They ridiculed their deceased remains.

Numerous humans and animals perished in Assyria.

Assessing the veracity of this description is challenging.  The victor exaggerates the severity of the circumstances; however, Susa's account continues beyond this point.  Evidence suggests that certain Elamite kingdoms in Khuzestan and Fars persisted into the sixth century.  The initial Persian monarchs, forebears of Cyrus the Great, presumably inhabited this region.

The Assyrians were a Semitic-speaking population that inhabited present-day Iraq, specifically in northern Mesopotamia.  Their history dates back to the conclusion of the third millennium BCE.  Nimrud (ancient Calah or Kalhu) and Nineveh were the two most significant Assyrian cities from the ninth to the seventh centuries BCE.  The excavations conducted in the nineteenth century at these locations were pivotal for the advancement of Assyriology as it exists today.  The Library of Ashurbanipal at Nineveh has thousands of tablets that provide ongoing insights into Assyrian history and culture.  The Epic of Gilgamesh and the Creation story (Enuma Elish) were discovered, along with other notable myths and narratives.  The decipherment of cuneiform characters rendered several historical materials accessible.

International dignitaries composed correspondence to the king and his aides.

Cultic and omen literature encompasses extensive material regarding Mesopotamian religion and rites.

Administrative and legal texts elucidate the operational intricacies of the Empire, temples, and private enterprises in often tedious yet valuable detail.

During the reign of Tiglath-Pileser III (744–727 BCE), the Assyrians entered a new era of their Empire.  This would render it the most comprehensive Empire to that date and serve as a paradigm for the subsequent, significantly larger Achaemenid Empire regarding organisation and concepts.  The Sargonid monarchs—Sargon II, Sennacherib, Esarhaddon, and Ashurbanipal—governed Assyria during its zenith of power and ambition in the late eighth and seventh centuries.  The Assyrian Empire governed significant portions of south-central and southern Turkey (Urartu), northern Iran (home to several Iranian populations), Babylonia, Syro-Palestine (including Israel, Judah, Phoenicia, and other minor kingdoms), Cyprus, and briefly, Egypt.

Numerous Assyrian inscriptions, particularly within the royal chronicles, detail the king's military endeavors and depict him as a moral agent compelled to chastise his adversaries to expand Assyrian dominion.  There exists some contention over the veracity of this imperial narrative.  One may find it simplistic to adopt an excessively pessimistic perspective about Assyrian or Achaemenid Persian assertions of divine endorsement for military endeavours and the severe retributions inflicted upon vanquished adversaries.  However, the Assyrians and other ancient Near Eastern civilisations regarded these images with great seriousness.

Southern Mesopotamia is often referred to as "Babylonia." By the 7th century BCE, Aramaic had emerged as the predominant language in the ancient Near East.  Nonetheless, the Babylonians, like the northern Assyrians, were Semitic speakers using a distinct variant of Akkadian.  The Babylonians consisted of Chaldean and Aramaean tribes that employed distinct political structures.  Some resided in the historic towns, and others inhabited the countryside.  Exercising dominion over this land has traditionally posed significant challenges.

The Babylonians revered the Sumerians, regarding them as their cultural forebears and the architects of their society.  They resided in the ancient cities of Ur, Uruk, and Nippur.  Despite being younger than its counterparts, Babylon attained prominence in the second millennium and preserved its esteemed status throughout the Achaemenid era.  Similar websites can be utilized to gain knowledge about the Neo-Assyrian Empire and the Neo-Babylonian Empire.  Royal inscriptions from Babylon predominantly emphasise the kings' construction endeavours and religious practices, rather than their martial achievements.  Nonetheless, the abundance of temples and private archives allows for a thorough examination of specific religious houses.  Documents from Babylon and other prominent cities, preserved in these sanctuaries, indicate that these organisations persisted in their operations and business management throughout the Achaemenid Empire.

While our knowledge of the Neo-Babylonian Empire's eastern frontier is limited, we possess extensive evidence regarding its engagements with Egypt and the Syro-Palestinian area.  What of the Medes, who, in conjunction with the Babylonians, subdued Assyria?  The Elamites were generally allied with Babylonia during the peak of Assyrian power.  What is your opinion about them?  What transpired with the Persians during this period, since they were merely a generation or two preceding Cyrus the Great?  Finding solutions to these concerns remains challenging.  Limited information exists regarding the political circumstances in western Iran from the collapse of Assyria in the 610s BCE to the rule of Neo-Babylonian King Nebuchadnezzar II (556–539 BCE).  During the initial segment of the sixth century, little had occurred.

Berossos, a Babylonian priest of Marduk, composed a Greek history of Babylonia during the reign of Seleucid King Antiochus I, shortly after Alexander the Great of Macedon dismantled the Achaemenid Empire in the late 330s.  According to Berossos (Fragment 8b), Nebuchadnezzar, the King of Babylon, wed Amytis, a Median princess and the progeny of Astyages.  This marriage likely occurred in the late 610s, during a period when Babylon and Media were intensifying their pressure on Assyria.  However, Berossos likely referred to Cyaxeres rather than Astyages, as Cyaxeres was the reigning monarch of the Medes during that period.  Cyrus assassinated Astyages, the final monarch of the Medes.  Some scholars employ the term "presumably" due to Berossos' misreading, which prompts inquiries into the tradition and has led to consideration of it as a fictional work.  Numerous instances exist in ancient history; nevertheless, citing a solitary reference three centuries after the event typically fails to instill confidence.  What if Berossos' account is accurate, or at least partially correct?  The absence of any Babylonian-Median war in the Babylonian tale may be attributed to the perception of a successful marital alliance between the Babylonians and the Medes.  Nonetheless, the lack of proof does not imply the absence of contention.  This narrative underscores that we have much to learn and that fresh insights from a singular source or literature can profoundly transform our perspective.

There is further Greek data that causes me anxiety.  Xenophon, an Athenian author from the early fourth century (roughly a century before Berossos), chronicled his experiences in a Greek mercenary army that assisted Cyrus the Younger in his conflict against his brother, Artaxerxes.

Xenophon succinctly references the "Median Wall," a succession of fortifications that Nebuchadnezzar allegedly constructed between Sippar and Babylon.  The designation suggests a potential threat from the Medians; however, Xenophon does not clarify its meaning.  Certain writings of Nabonidus suggest a possible danger from the Medes during the 550s.  He referred to them as Amman-manda, signifying "horde" or a similar term in Akkadian.  Nabonidus's writings indicate that Cyrus and the Persians vanquished the Medes, neutralising this potential danger.

Limited information exists regarding Anatolian history until the onset of the first millennium, with the collapse of the Hittite kingdom in the twelfth century BCE.  Lydia, Urartu, and Phrygia were the most prominent kingdoms relevant to our discussion, located in central-western, eastern, southeastern, north-central, and northwest Anatolia, respectively.  Assyrian texts from the eighth and seventh centuries often reference the first of these two kingdoms.  Although they are distinct kingdoms, Phrygia and Lydia are frequently conflated in contemporary literature.  Little is understood about Phrygia's formative years during the "Dark Age" that followed the collapse of the Hittite state.  By the seventh century, Phrygia had supplanted the ancient Hittite city of Hattusha (present-day Boghazköy) as its principal centre, Gordion.  The Assyrian designation for this country, Mushki, bears resemblance to the Greek myth of King Midas, known for his "Golden Touch."

The Urartu kingdom was the adversary of the Assyrians from the seventh century to the demise of the Assyrian Empire.  Urartian royal inscriptions, akin to those from Babylonia and Elam, discuss the king's construction endeavours and reverence for the deities.  Nonetheless, our understanding of Urartu's political history remains limited, primarily derived from Assyrian records.  Assyrian records reveal that the Cimmerians and Scythians, who relocated to Urartu in the early seventh century, created significant disturbances throughout many regions of the ancient Near East.  A Babylonian source with a fragmentary reference indicates that Urartu maintained its independence until Cyrus integrated it into the Persian Empire.

The Greek historian Herodotus documented the kingdom of Lydia in Book I of his historical account.  This is the primary source of our information on the matter.  Herodotus commences with Lydia due to its governance over the Ionian Greeks.  Subsequently, the burgeoning Persian Empire subjugated Lydia and Ionia.  Herodotus' account of Lydia, akin to his narrative on the Medes, is predominantly legendary rather than factual; yet, it offers some intriguing insights into Lydia's history.  Nonetheless, his narrative does not imply that all of his statements were fictitious.  External sources provide evidence supporting the Lydian royal house.  Herodotus asserts that Gyges, a Lydian courtier, murdered King Candaules, wed Candaules' widow, and founded a new dynasty.  An inscription from the Assyrian monarch Ashurbanipal associates Herodotus' Gyges with a Lydian sovereign named Gugu.  In the mid-seventh century, Gugu sent a messenger to Nineveh to solicit assistance in halting the Cimmerian incursions.  The inscription by Ashurbanipal illustrates the extraordinary capabilities of Gugu's envoy.  Ashurbanipal's inscription indicates that Gugu was distant from Sardis, located in western Anatolia, and that the Assyrian court was unable to comprehend his speech.  The world had diminished in size by the era of the Achaemenid Empire.  Sardis marked the western terminus of the Royal Road, with Persian satraps governing Lydia and other territories in Anatolia.  Ashurbanipal's astonishment at Gugu's communication underscores the significant disparities among the regions that were unified under Achaemenid governance.

Classical writings indicate that Lydian dominance was partially founded on gold extracted from the Pactolus River, which traversed Lydia.  Lydian rulers subjugated numerous Greek city-states in western Anatolia (Ionia), and their offerings to Greek sanctuaries, particularly those of the final king, Croesus, to Delphi, gained renown.  Croesus assisted Delphi and other sacred sites, including the renowned Temple of Artemis in Ephesus.  In the late fourth century, a conflagration destroyed the temple; however, it was subsequently reconstructed.  The newly constructed Temple of Artemis was regarded as one of the Seven Wonders of the World.  Archaeological discoveries in Ephesus and other regions of Ionia indicate that Greek and Lydian styles were often amalgamated throughout the Achaemenid era.

The Lydians' burgeoning power precipitated confrontation with the Medes, culminating in a stalemate at the Battle of Halys in 585.  This exemplifies the challenge of differentiating truth from falsehood in Greek accounts from this era.  The conflict commenced with Herodotus' narrative on Scythian visitors at Cyaxeres' Median palace.  The Scythians, incensed by Cyaxeres' affronts, clandestinely killed and consumed a Median boy for their evening meal.  This resulted in their encounter with Alyattes, the great-grandson of Lydia and Gyges.  Alyattes VII instigated the fight by declining to surrender the fugitives.  The solar eclipse during the final battle was regarded as a profound omen, leading to the cessation of hostilities and facilitating peace negotiations.  Herodotus asserts that the monarchs of Cilicia and Babylonia were present, though their identities and positions remain ambiguous.  The King of Babylonia may have influenced the King of Cilicia.  A dynastic union solidified the agreement: Aryenis, the progeny of Alyattes, wed Astyages, the offspring of Cyaxeres.

No written evidence exists from the Medes themselves.  Excavation has consistently uncovered just a limited number of Median sites, resulting in several unresolved enquiries.  The Medes struggle to identify a definitive "homeland." Historical accounts of Cyrus the Great's conquest of Astyages reveal that the capital was Ecbatana, presently known as Hamadan.  Assyrian documents indicate that Median communities have existed in the central and northern Zagros Mountains from the ninth century.  The Great Khorasan Road, which connects to contemporary Tehran, is one such settlement.

Herodotus' narrative of the establishment and organisation of the Median Empire is essential, despite his not being the sole individual to acknowledge the significant role of the Medes.  The majority of individuals regarded Herodotus's narrative on the ascendance of the Medes as predominantly correct, notwithstanding certain minor discrepancies.  Consequently, it has formed the foundation for the conventional portrayal of the Median Empire in contemporary scholarship.  Despite possessing distinct literary elements and a convoluted chronology, this remains accurate.  In other words, we should see Herodotus' narrative of the Medes as more of a tale than a factual report.  Exercise caution—Herodotus provides critical insights into the Medes.  This is a synopsis of Herodotus' condensed narrative (1.96–106).

Deioces, a Mede, capitalised on the regional anarchy to attain power.  The Medes increasingly sought his assistance in resolving their disputes due to his reputation for fairness and impartiality.  Deioces receded as his power expanded; he prioritised his demands over those of others.  As crime escalated rapidly, the Medes selected Deioces as their ruler.  Upon accepting the position, Deioces demanded a bodyguard armed with a spear and significant resources, specifically Ecbatana, reputed to possess numerous walls, two of which were adorned with gold and silver (1.98).  Deioces distinguished himself and accentuated the king's significance by fortifying his position while remaining inconspicuous.  He fortified his position by creating a network of spies and informants, while enforcing strict behavioural protocols for the limited individuals permitted to meet him.  This story aligns with the theme and provides a thorough examination of the rise of dictators in Greek city-states, albeit on a broader scale.  Historians have observed that the later Achaemenid court mirrored the Greek archetype of royal conduct and responsibilities.  Consequently, numerous historians contend that Herodotus' narrative on Deioces' ascent is apocryphal.

In summary, Phraortes, the successor of Deioces, engaged the Assyrians and triumphed against the Persians.  Herodotus subsequently examines a Scythian incursion that impeded the reign of Phraortes' successor, Cyaxeres, for 28 years.  Modern researchers have faced significant challenges in ascertaining how the Scythians invaded in considerable numbers during the 17th century BCE.  Assyrian documents from around a generation prior, under Esarhaddon's reign, reveal that the Scythians and Cimmerians represented a significant menace.  Nonetheless, there is little evidence from either the Babylonians or the Assyrians to substantiate the notion of a "Scythian interlude" during Cyaxeres' supremacy over the Medes.  Presume that this interruption is not only a literary ploy, which is the most probable explanation.  If that is true, then Herodotus or his informants conflated the history and chronology of this segment of the narrative.

In discussing the early Medes, it is crucial to transcend Herodotus and Greek tradition.  Over the last decade, many academics have argued that Herodotus's portrayal of the Medes is flawed, extending beyond mere factual inaccuracies.  Increasing evidence regarding the Medes from Assyria is encouraging a reassessment of these pivotal figures and their significance in ancient Near Eastern history.  Assyrian royal inscriptions and correspondence from the eighth to the seventh centuries, extending to around 650, provide extensive information regarding the Medes and their interactions with Assyria.  Specific trends have arisen.  The Medes resided in fortified cities, each governed by a city lord (beʉl alı in Akkadian).  The Assyrians attacked Median territory to dominate essential trade routes, as horses were favored for riding over feeding.  The palace of Sargon at Dur-Sharrukin (present-day Khorsabad, Iraq) features statues of the Medes on horseback, and Assyrian literature consistently depicts the Medes as equestrians.  The Assyrians designated certain regions, particularly those next to the Great Khorasan Road, as "Median." By the conclusion of the eighth century, they had extended their Empire to encompass these territories.  The Median city-lords governing the Assyrian territories were now required to pledge allegiance to the Assyrian king.  Evidence of the Medes under Ashurbanipal's reign (669–630 BCE) is scant.  Should a Median Empire have existed, we would anticipate its emergence around this period.  Nevertheless, assessing history is challenging due to the scarcity of detailed Assyrian records from the three decades preceding Assyria's decline in the 610s.

Understanding the Greek tradition in light of Assyrian evidence is a challenging task.  No evidence of a singular monarch or centralised Median government exists until the mid-seventh century, akin to Herodotus' depiction of Deioces.  Modern scholars argue that many Medes referenced in Assyrian literature bear a resemblance to the early Median monarchs depicted in Greek mythology.  The historical background of each does not adequately elucidate why scholars have associated Herodotus' narratives of Deioces and Phraortes with those of the Median provincial monarchs Dayukku (late eighth century) and Kashtaritu (early seventh century), respectively.  It is impossible to reconcile the Assyrian and Herodotean perspectives, notwithstanding the potential influence of Dayukku and Kashtaritu on subsequent Median traditions via now-lost oral narratives.

The characteristics of the Medes during their zenith, from 650 to 550 BCE, remain uncertain.  Cyaxeres, referred to as Umakishtar in Babylonian texts, commanded a coalition army against Assyria in the 610s, resulting in significant devastation.  Nonetheless, it remains ambiguous how we may shift from Assyrian representations of the Medes as autonomous city-lords.  Recent accounts indicate that the Medes commanded a substantial coalition of northern Iranians, predominantly from the region, under the leadership of the charismatic Cyaxeres, who ultimately defeated Assyria.  This group partnered with the Babylonians to achieve the objective, but it ultimately disintegrated.  Greek sources, Babylonian traditions, and biblical passages, including Jeremiah 25 and 51, indicate that the Medes were formidable throughout the first half of the sixth century.  This reconstruction continues to provide challenges for comprehension.

The Assyrian Empire attained its zenith during the reign of Ashurbanipal (about 669–630 BCE).  Limited documents exist from the early Persians and Elamites in Assyria, particularly following the Assyrian destruction of Susa in 646.  Multiple Elamite texts provide evidence of the existence of more than one monarch during this late period (about 650–550 BCE).  Our knowledge of the lives, regulations, or relationships of these kings is exceedingly limited, confined primarily to their names.  The renowned Cyrus Cylinder, a vital artefact for understanding Cyrus' reign, asserts that the monarchs of the initial Persian state were forebears of Cyrus the Great.  Contemporary historians propose that Cyrus the Great's grandfather, Kurash in Akkadian, is identical to Cyrus, King of Persia (Parsumash in Akkadian), who dispatched a mission to Ashurbanipal during the late 640s.

Cyrus, the monarch of Parsumash, learnt of my triumph.  He was aware that I had destroyed Elam with the assistance of the esteemed deities Ashur, Bel, and Nabu, who were also my overlords.  To honour me, he sent his eldest son, Arukku, to Nineveh, the city over which I presided, bearing a gift.  "I beseech you, my lord," he stated.

These narratives of the fate of the adversary and the rulers' expedient efforts to garner the Assyrians' admiration are characteristic of the aftermath following Assyrian triumphs.

Even if Ashurbanipal's assertions were accurate, the particulars would have been more intricate.  The tale above indicates that the Assyrian court captured Arukku, the son of Cyrus, as a hostage.  This was a prevalent method for the Assyrians to maintain effective communication with their people or distant neighbours.  Nonetheless, these tactics yielded disparate outcomes.  Approximately five years before the Cyrus of Parsumash incident, the Assyrians assisted Elamite monarchs who had sought refuge at the Assyrian court in Elam in their return to their homeland and the reclaiming of authority.  Subsequently, the Elamite princes betrayed their erstwhile allies, resulting in vengeance.

The presence of royal progeny and their retinues at the Assyrian court facilitated the dissemination of cultural knowledge in addition to its political ramifications.  In this instance, our understanding of Arukku remains limited.  What if he went home after an extended period in the Assyrian court?  What type of information might he have had with him?  What cultural or commercial connections may this event have established between Persia and Assyria historically?  Egypt, Babylonia, and Assyria supplied Persia with its imperial structure and methodologies for conveying its concepts.  Accurately evaluating the transmission of knowledge can be challenging, and an excessive emphasis on a single individual may distort the facts.  An Arukku would have had the opportunity to engage with a diverse array of individuals and influences among the upper echelons of Assyrian culture following years spent at the Assyrian court, perhaps interacting with aristocratic hostages from many locations.

The seal impression, inscribed with "Cyrus, the Anshanite, son of Teispes", provides significant information concerning the initial Persian monarchs.  The identity of the individual who utilised the seal remains unknown.  It was a prestigious artefact, potentially an heirloom, as this seal impression appears on the Persepolis Fortification Tablets from the era of Darius I. The image illustrates a rider galloping past an adversary with a shattered bow, a prevalent emblem of humiliation and defeat in the ancient Near East.  The inscription identifies the rider as Cyrus, the grandfather of Cyrus the Great, the founder of the Achaemenid Empire, rather than the Persian Empire.  There is an ongoing debate regarding the authenticity of this seal and its date of creation.

What transpired following the decline of Assyria?

Following the death of Ashurbanipal, his son Ashur-etil-ilani (c. 630–627 BCE) and his brother Sin-sharru-ishkun (627–612 BCE) briefly ruled the Assyrian Empire.  In the 620s, the Babylonians, under the leadership of Nabopolassar, initiated a rebellion against Assyrian oppression.  The Babylonian Chronicle series serves as a crucial source for this era, documenting the most significant political, military, and religious occurrences of each year.  The numerous chronicle manuscripts encompass several epochs.  Here, we often consider them as a singular document and primarily examine those that are most tightly interconnected.  The narrative contains some omissions; however, it offers a robust history from the mid-18th century to Cyrus's conquest of Babylon in 539 BCE.  We possess copies of chronicles from subsequent eras, predominantly from the Achaemenid period, though they may have been modified in indeterminate ways.

The most astonishing element of these narratives is the considerable influence the Medes exerted in the downfall of Assyria—the initial appearance of the Medes in the annals coincided with the decade-long conflict between Nabopolassar and the Babylonians against Assyria.  In 615 BCE, they engaged in an assault on Arrapha, presently situated in Kirkuk, some sixty miles east of Ashur.  In 614, while assaults on Assyrian cities persisted, the Median monarch Umakishtar (referred to as Cyaxares in Greek) allied with Nabopolassar.  The account does not specify the subsequent events.  Following the conquest of Nineveh, the Assyrian capital, in 612, Ashur-banipal II, the final Assyrian monarch, and his remaining forces committed suicide in Harran, located in northwest Mesopotamia, in 609.  That marked the conclusion of Assyria.  No sources indicate that the Elamites were complicit in the downfall of Assyria, which is comprehensible given their status as adversaries of the Assyrians.  References to the Persians appear in Assyrian and Babylonian inscriptions or chronicles before Cyrus's era; however, they are not prominently featured.
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