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Cišpiš / Šišpiš / Teispes / Zišpiš 

Old Iranian or Elamite? 
 

Jan Tavernier 
 
 

Abstract 
This study focuses on the name Teispes, attested as Cišpiš in Old Persian, 
Šišpiš and Zišpiš in Elamite and Τείσπης/Τίσπης in Greek. More specifi-
cally, it’s aim is to determine to what language this anthroponym originally 
belonged. Otherwise said, is Teispes an Old Persian or Elamite name? The 
answer to this question is presented, as well as an etymology of the an-
throponym. 
 

1. Introduction 
One of the most fascinating fields of study within the larger research area of An-
cient Near Eastern Studies is onomastics. The plethora of personal names which 
is attested in the textual material, drafted in many languages, makes up an ex-
tremely valuable source for the study of ancient anthroponyms. 

Although various scholars have since long devoted much attention to the study 
of personal names as they occur in Anatolia1, Arabia2, Iran3, the Levant4 and 
Mesopotamia5, much remains to be done with regard to Elamite onomastics (de-
spite the efforts of Zadok 1983, 1984 and 1991). This article has the ambition to 
contribute modestly to this research field in having a closer look at one particular 
name, whose linguistic affiliation is still a matter of debate: Teispes. 

Before exploring the name of Teispes in detail, it may be useful to briefly 
sketch the historical context in which Teispes lived. Teispes was the first king of 
a petty kingdom that emerged around 635 BCE in the region of Fars, with Anshan 

 
1 See Laroche 1966; Zehnder 2010; Parker 2013. Interesting websites are the “Hittite Name 
Finder” (https://laman.hittites.org/) and the “Repértoire onomastique” (https://www.heth 
port.uni-wuerzburg.de/hetonom/ONOMASTIdata.html). 
2 See Ryckmans 1934; Harding 1971; Sholan 1999; Arbach 2002; Zadok 2013. 
3 See, among others, Mayrhofer 1979; Remmer 2006; Tavernier 2007. Note also the 
excellent research project Iranisches Personennamenbuch, which has already produced 
various volumes. 
4 See, among others, Fowler 1988. Note also the Database Ancient Hebrew Personal 
Names (https://www.dahpn.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/). 
5 See, among others, Tallqvist 1902; Ranke 1905; Tallqvist 1914; Stamm 1939; Gelb, 
Purves & McRae 1943; Limet 1968; Saporetti 1970; Cassin & Glassner 1977; Qader 
2010–2012; Nielsen 2015; Pruzsinszky 2021. For the Neo-Assyrian period, there is now 
the Prosopography of the Neo-Assyrian Empire (PNA). Neo- and Late Babylonian names 
can be found in Prosobab (https://prosobab.leidenuniv.nl/about.php). 
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(Tal-e Malyan) as its capital. Under the reigns of the later kings Cyrus II the Great 
(559–530), Cambyses (529–522) and Darius I the Great (521–486), this small 
state would develop into the largest empire the world had ever seen, the Persian 
or Achaemenid Empire. 

Historical sources show different genealogies of the royal family that reigned 
this state/Empire, treating the person of Teispes differently (Rollinger 1998; Potts 
1999, 287; Waters 2004; Potts 2016, 281; Waters 2023, 382–383): 

1) The Cyrus Cylinder6: Teispes I, Cyrus I, Cambyses I, Cyrus II. As this text 
dates from the reign of Cyrus II, Bardiya and Darius I do not figure in it. 
Yet, it does mention Cyrus’ son Cambyses. Date: shortly after the taking 
of Babylon by Cyrus in 539. 

2) Two brick inscriptions of Cyrus II from Uruk (K.1.1) and Ur (K.1.2) are 
much less informative, simply mentioning Cyrus as son of Cambyses I 
(Schaudig 2001, 548 and 549). Date: reign of Cyrus II. 

3) The Bisitun Inscription (DBp I.3-6): Achaemenes, Teispes, Ariaramnes, 
Arsames, Hystaspes, Darius I. Date: around 518–517 BCE. 

4) Herodotus (Hist. 7.11.2): Achaemenes, Teispes I, Cambyses I, Cyrus I, 
Teispes II, Ariaramnes, Arsames, Hystaspes, Darius I. Date: around 430 
BCE. 

Scholars now agree on the following order of early kings, attributing most author-
ity to the oldest source, the Cyrus Cylinder: Teispes (c. 635–610 BCE), Cyrus I 
(C. 610–585 BCE), Cambyses I (c. 585–559 BCE), Cyrus II (559–530), Camby-
ses II (529–522), Bardiya (521), Darius I (521–486) (e.g. de Miroschedji 1985, 
284; Briant 1996, 28; Kuhrt 1998, 653; Tavernier 2021, 27). 

Historians used to call the reigning dynasty ‘Achaemenids’, after its (legend-
ary) founder Achaemenes, but as it became clear that Darius was not the direct 
heir to the throne (he belonged to a side-branch of the royal family) and had to 
commit a coup d’état to become king, scholars started to make a distinction be-
tween the Teispids (who ruled from 635 to 521) and the Achaemenids (who ruled 
from 521 to 331), which makes Teispes the first king of the Teispid dynasty 
(Rollinger 2017, 193). With the ascension to the throne of Darius I in 521, the 
Teispid kingdom/Empire transformed itself into the Achaemenid Empire (Taver-
nier 2021, 27, with literature; Potts 2023, 417; Waters 2023, 376 and 387). 

Culturally and linguistically the Teispid kingdom was a mix of Elamite and 
Iranian elements, with a sporadic presence of Babylonian (Tavernier 2021, 30–
31). This is no surprise, as migration of Iranian-speaking tribes into Western Iran 
started around 1500 BCE (Waters 2014, 19). At that time and in the following 
centuries, the Elamite culture and language were dominant in southwestern Iran, 
so the Iranians arrived in an Elamite environment. Old Iranian (more specifically 

 
6 For recent translations of the Cyrus Cylinder, see Kuhrt 2007, 70–74; Finkel 2013; 
Schaudig 2019. 
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Old Persian) and Elamite were actively used in the Teispid kingdom in the 7th and 
6th centuries (Tavernier 2017, 339–340; Tavernier 2021, 30–31). 

The linguistically mixed character of the Teispid kingdom is among others 
reflected in the four royal names of the dynasty: Teispes, Cyrus, Cambyses and 
Bardiya. The first of these is the focal point of this study, whose aim it is to deter-
mine the linguistic affiliation of the name of Teispes. Although various authors 
have already expressed their ideas on this topic, it is still useful to conduct a de-
tailed study of the name. 

Establishing the linguistic character of Teispes is not so straightforward as for 
the two other Teispid royal names. The names Cyrus and Cambyses clearly cor-
roborate the mixed character of the dynasty. Cyrus (Babylonian and Elamite Ku-
raš, Old Persian Kuruš) is undoubtedly an Elamite name meaning “(DN) be-
stowed” (Andreas 1904, 93–94; Stronach 1997, 38, based on Zadok 1995, 246; 
Henkelman 2003, 193–195; Tavernier 2007, 528–529 no. 5.5.1.34, with literature; 
Tavernier 2011a, 211–212 no. 2.3.3.1.3; Waters 2011, 289–290; Tavernier 2015, 
469; Potts 2016, 282; Tavernier 2018a, 149; Tavernier 2021, 31)7. Concerning 
Cambyses (Babylonian Kambuziya, Elamite Kanbuziya, Old Persian Kambū̆jiya), 
scholars generally agree on the Iranian character of this name (Charpentier 1923, 
143–152; Hoffmann 1940, 146 n. 8; Tavernier 2007, 18–19 no. 1.2.22; Schmitt 
2011, 209–211; Schmitt 2014, 198), which is most likely to be connected with the 
Old Indic gentilic and toponym Kamboja-8. 

Already in the 19th century, the identification of Greek Τείσπης/Τίσπης with 
the Old Persian form Cišpiš was proposed and generally accepted (Rawlinson 
1849, 148; Norris 1855, 211; Oppert 1879, 288). As at that time the seal PFS 
0093* was not yet known to the scholarly community (cf. infra), scholars quickly 
based their studies of the name on the Old Persian form Cišpiš. Yet, the reading 
Cišpiš was not always as easily accepted. Fick (Fick 1874, CXXIII and CXXVIII; 
also Justi 1895, 152; Bartholomae 1904, 599) suggested Caišpiš, whereas Her-
zfeld prefers a new reading Cahišpiš > Cēšpiš and used a Greek recon- 
structed rendering *Θεʿίσπης as its basis (Herzfeld 1947, 91). Nonetheless, a form 
*Θεʿίσπης is highly speculative, as Schmitt convincingly argues that Τίσπης is 
the correct Greek reading (Schmitt 2011, 370 no. 339). The reading Τείσπης, from 
which Herzfeld derived his Greek form, is secondary and may be the result of an 
association by the Greeks with the Greek onomastical element Τεισ(ι)-, as occur-

 
7 Some authors (Zadok 2009, 262; Schmitt 2011, 222–227; Schmitt 2014, 205) still believe 
in an Iranian character of this name, but the etymologies so far proposed are not 
convincing. Rollinger & Degen (2021, 1) do not give their preference, while Charpentier 
(1923, 140), Nyberg (1954, 62) and Frye (1962, 87) plead for a non-Iranian name. 
Bartholomae and Eilers have their doubts, but do not exclude a non-Iranian origin (Bar-
tholomae 1904, 474; Eilers 1964, 210). 
8 Hüsing (1908, 320–321; also Frye 1962, 87) considers Cambyses to be a non-Iranian 
name, but does not provide any satisfactory explanation of the name. 
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ring in Τείσανδρος, Τείσαρχος, Τεισίας, Τεισικράτης, Τεισίμαχος and Τείσιππος9, 
to name some of the most frequently attested ones. 

A new spelling of the name became known when research on the seals of the 
Persepolis Fortification Archive started. More specifically, the inscription on PFS 
0093* proved really interesting. Hallock (1969, 715) read [mKu?]-raš ašan-za-an-
x-ra šak y-iš-be-iš-⸢na⸣, a reading modified by Hinz (1971, 300; quickly accepted 
by Amiet 1973, 15) in [mK]u-raš ašAn-za-an-ir-ra DUMU Še-iš-be-iš-na. After 
some smaller emendations, the at this moment generally accepted reading is 
[diš]⸢Ku⸣-ráš ašan-za-an-ir-ra DUMU še-iš-be-⸢iš⸣-na (Garrison 1991, 4; Steve 
1992, 89 and 152; Henkelman 2003, 193 n. 39; Garrison 2011, 377 n. 2). 

Based on this new reading and apparently ignorant of the propositions made 
by Fick and Justi, Hinz introduced an Old Persian transcription Caišpiš (Hinz 
1971, 300; Hinz 1973, 25; also Koch 1990, 157), which he coupled with a new 
etymology (cf. infra). Later studies, however, have pointed to the incorrectness of 
this idea (Abaev 1971, 269; Schmitt 1974, 110; Schmitt 1976, 28; Schmitt 1978, 
123; Mayrhofer 1979, II/17; Werba 1979, 14; Frye 1984, 79 n. 66) and accord-
ingly Cišpiš remains the preferred Old Persian reading. 
 
2. The Linguistic Affiliation of the Name Teispes 

2.1 Status Quaestionis 
Among scholars, three theories on the linguistic affiliation of the name Teispes 
circulate. The first one claims an Old Iranian/Old Persian affiliation for Teispes 
and was for the first time propagated by George Rawlinson who connected Cišpiš 
with OInd. kis- “hair” and pā- “to protect, nourish” and considered -iš an attribu-
tive suffix. In his eyes, Cišpiš means “Protecting, nourishing the hair” (Rawlinson 
1849, 148–149; Rawlinson 1862, 454), but this was strongly refuted by Schmitt 
(2011, 370, calling it “ghastly”). Fick (1874, CXXIII and CXXVII–CXXVIII) 
links ciš- with Av. ciš-, for which he does not give a translation, and sees in -piš 
the equivalent of Av. pis-/paēsa- “shape, figure, form”. Apart from Justi (1895, 
152), no other scholar has mentioned this etymology. Also according to Herzfeld, 
Teispes is an Old Persian name (Herzfeld 1935, 46). 
After these earlier attempts to etymologize the name, various other propositions 
for an Old Iranian etymology found their way into the academic literature: 

1) Herzfeld (1947, 91) connects his new reading Cahišpiš to the Avestan 
anthroponyms Čāxšni- and Sāiiuždri-, both still unexplained (Mayrhofer 
1979, I/33 no. 92 and I/74 no. 277). Yet, Schmitt clearly demonstrates that 
Τίσπης is the preferred Greek reading and not Τείσπης, on which the 
reading Cahišpiš was based (cf. supra). 

2) Cišpiš is an onomastical variant of Ir. *sispiš, itself related to Olnd. sú-
śiśvi- “growing well” (Abaev 1965, 293–294; Abaev 1975, 7; Hinz 1975, 

 
9 The names are collected from the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names (LGPN). 
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7; Werba 1979, 15–16 n. 15) or OInd. śiśvi- “growing” (Abaev 1971, 269). 
Stronach rejects this proposal (Stronach 1997, 38). 

3) Cišpiš is related to Sogdian čpʾyš “leader” (Harmatta 1971, 8). Stronach 
and Schmitt reject this proposal (Stronach 1997, 38; Schmitt 2011, 370). 

4) Cišpiš has a connexion with Avestan kaēš- (Hinz 1971, 300). In reality, 
this is the Av. verbal root ciš-, which Narten defined as “to assign some-
thing (acc.) to someone (dat.) through religious-magical power (instr.)” 
(Narten 1975, 84; Mayrhofer 1977, 29–30). Schmitt rejects this proposal 
(Schmitt 2011, 370). 

5) Skalmowski (2000–2005, 71–72 n. 10) considers the name to be a com-
pound of Olnd. cit- “thought, intelligence” and OInd. pi- “to swell, over-
flow”. Schmitt rejects this proposal (Schmitt 2011, 370). 

6) Mayrhofer (1979, II/17) takes no position in this discussion, although he 
tends to prefer an Old Iranian name, because of the Iranian character of 
Haxāmaniš10 and Ariyāramna. Lecoq and Rollinger simply remark that the 
name is under debate (Lecoq 1997, 294; Rollinger 2011–2013, 508; Rol-
linger 2021, 819). 

Only two scholars represent the second group. Already in 1907, Hoffmann-
Kutschke (1907, 186) made a connexion between Cišpiš on the one hand and the 
Hurrian supreme divinity Tešub (Teišeba in Urartian) and the name of a Cimme-
rian king, Teušpâ (attested in inscriptions of the Neo-Assyrian king Esarhaddon, 
680–669 BCE; RINAP 4 1 iii 43, 2 ii 1, 3 ii 15, 4 i’ 2’, 30:18’, 60:1’, 77:18, 78:17, 
79:17, 93:8, 97:23) on the other hand. The latter name is, however, not related to 
Tešup or Teispes11 and should be left out of this discussion (Hüsing 1908, 319; 
Ivantchik 1993, 61; Lebedynsky 2004, 150; Schmitt 2009, 153–154; Jean & 
Schmitt 2011, 1325). Eilers adopted the Hurrian hypothesis, while, however, not 
referring to it (Eilers 1964, 205–206 and n. 76), but eventually the idea has not 
gained much response or support and stands completely isolated. 

The third group of scholars prefers an Elamite affiliation for Teispes, in ac-
cordance with the Elamite character of the name Cyrus. Stronach (1997, 37–38) 
based himself on Teispes’ royal title “King of Anshan” to support an Elamite 
origin of this name, but does not propose an explanation of the name. Safaee 
(2021) too pleads for an Elamite name, without going further into detail. Still, two 
Elamite etymologies have been suggested for Teispes and both of these will be 
dealt with later in this study. 

 
10 Brust (2018, 323) refutes the widely accepted name form Haxāmaniš (see Schmitt 2014, 
150–151) in favour of Haxāmaniša-, but that does not fully correspond with the Elamite 
equivalent Ha-ak-ka4-ma-nu-iš. For this reason, the form Haxāmaniš is retained here. 
11 This name was already identified with Teispes by Justi (1895, 152; also Hommel 1904, 
211 n. 1; Streck 1916, CCCLXXII n. 3). In any case, the scholarly community considered 
it to be Iranian already in Hoffmann-Kutschke’s own time (Marquart 1905, 106 n.). 
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Schmitt has quickly reacted to this hypothesis. He stubbornly clings to an 
Indo-Iranian etymology and accordingly denies an Elamite linguistic affiliation, 
calling Tavernier’s etymology “völlig aus der Luft gegriffen” (Schmitt 2011, 
371). Unfortunately, Schmitt presents no supportive arguments for any Indo-
Iranian etymology. This latter aspect is noticed by Skjærvø, who accepts an 
Elamite etymology and in addition criticizes Schmitt for only adducing Old Indic 
comparative material in his defence of an Indo-Iranian etymology of the name 
Cišpiš (Skjærvø 2018, 574 and n. 17). 
 
2.2 Linguistic Study 
The next step in this study is of course the linguistic study of the name Teispes 
and its forms. To reach that goal, it may be useful to assemble all attested forms 
of the name studied here. 

1) Old Persian (Schmitt 2014, 158; Brust 2018, 185) 
a) C-i-š-p-i-š: DBap 8. 
b) C-i-š-p-a-i-š: DBp I.5–612. 

2) Babylonian (Tavernier 2007, 519 no. 5.4.2.55; Zadok 2009, 299 no. 508) 
a) Ši-iš-pi-iš: DBb 2; VAB 3 4:21 (cf. Schaudig 2001, 553). 

3) Elamite (Tavernier 2007, 519 no. 5.4.2.55; Garrison 2011, 377 n. 2) 
a) Še-iš-be-iš: PF 665:7–813; PFS 0093* (cf. supra). 
b) Zí-iš-pi-iš: DBe I 4; DBae 5; PF 388:3-4, 524:3. 

4) Greek (Schmitt 2011, 369–371) 
a) Τείσπης: Herodotus, Hist. 7.11.2 (manuscripts A, B, C, M, P and T). 
b) Τίσπης: Herodotus, Hist. 7.11.2 (manuscripts D, R, S and V). 

All but one attested Elamite forms come from Achaemenid Elamite texts. The 
only earlier one dates to the Neo-Elamite period (more precisely to the reign of 
Cyrus I, c. 610–585 BCE) and is attested on PFS 0093*, the so-called seal of 
Cyrus (see Garrison 2011), a heirloom seal still used in the Achaemenid period as 
one of the Persepolis Fortification Seals, but easily datable to the Neo-Elamite 
period by its inscription. This of course implies that Šešpeš is the earliest form of 
this name. 

With all spellings established, one can now have a close look at the various 
transpositions of phonemes between the Old Persian name on the one hand and 

 
12 This is a rendering of Cišpaiš, the genitive singular of Cišpiš. Here it is fully written (c-
i-š-p-a-i-š), with a redundant -a- (a writing c-i-š-p-i-š can also render Cišpaiš in Old 
Persian). Two possible reasons for the use of this spelling are the wish to distinguish both 
cases in their spelling or the wish to write -a- to fill up the space available on the rock (see 
most recently Brust 2018, 185). In my view, the first idea is more likely. 
13 Hallock (1969, 207) reads halHi-iš-be-iš, but a reading halŠe-iš-be-iš is more likely 
(Stolper, apud Tavernier 2008, 78 n. 36). Cišpiš was the scribe of the text. In PF 388 and 
524, Cišpis is connected with a place called Zila-Umpan (see Koch 1990, 160–162). 
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the non-Iranian names on the other hand. Thereby special attention will be given 
to the rendering of the Old Persian palato-affricate /c/, since this sound does not 
exist in all target languages. The other transpositions are expected: OP /š/ = Bab. 
and El. š and OP /p/ = Bab. p and El. b/p. As most of the attestations are dated to 
the Achaemenid period, it may be wise to first investigate the transpositions be-
tween these name forms. 
 The Achaemenid Elamite name form is Zí-iš-pi-iš, which nicely reflects OP 
Cišpiš. Other certain examples of the transposition OP /c/- = El. z- are -cā- / -zí- 
(Tavernier 2007, 36 no. 1.4.6.1), *Cagmana- / Za-ak-ma-na (Tavernier 2007, 152 
no. 4.2.379), ciça- / zí-iš-šá (Tavernier 2007, 33 no. 1.4.1.3), Ciçantaxma- / Zí-iš-
šá-an/in-tak-ma (Tavernier 2007, 14–15 no. 1.2.11), Cincaxriš / Zí-in-za-ak-ri-iš 
(Tavernier 2007, 15 no. 1.2.12), etc. (see Tavernier 2007, 152–159 nos. 4.2.379–
435, 376 nos. 4.3.37–38, 412 no. 4.4.5.6, 418 nos. 4.4.7.21–22, 450 no. 4.4.15.1, 
455 no. 4.4.18.2). A second, less frequent way to denote initial /c/ is a cuneiform 
sign with s, e.g. *Caitakā / Sa!-a-tuk-⸢ka4⸣14 (Tavernier 2007, 153 no. 4.2.381), 
*Cōbaka- / Su-ba-ak-ka4 (Tavernier 2007, 159 no. 4.2.435) and *Cōkica- / Su-ki-
iz-za (Tavernier 2007, 154 no. 4.2.395). It should, however be noted that these 
three examples are reconstructed Old Iranian proper names (belonging to category 
4 in Tavernier 2007). In addition, the two latter examples are perfectly explaina-
ble: because of the absence of the cuneiform sign ZU in the Achaemenid Elamite 
syllabary (Steve 1992, 45), the sign SU has taken over the functions of ZU (Hinz, 
apud Mayrhofer 1973, 278 no. 10.13). As a consequence of this, only SU can ex-
press the Old Iranian sequences /cō/ and /cu/. The remaining example (*Caitakā-) 
is, due to the difficult and highly uncertain reading of the name, doubtful. Need-
less to say, this observation highly weakens the existence of this transposition. 

It is interesting to see that the Elamite Nebenüberlieferung also has three ex-
amples of initial /c/ being rendered by a sign with t: *Ciça- / Ti-iš-šá (Tavernier 
2007, 154 no. 4.2.397), *Ciçuka- / ⸢Ti?-šu?-uk?⸣-ka4 (Tavernier 2007, 156–157 no. 
4.2.413; reading uncertain) and *Ciθrakiš / Ti-ut-ra-gi-iš (Tavernier 2007, 158 no. 
4.2.425). Extremely rarely, Iranian /c/ appears as š in Elamite (cf. infra). 

The Neo-Elamite material is rather scarce. Most Iranian proper names and 
loanwords occur in the Susa Acropole Archive, dated to the first half of the 6th 
century. Next to the attestation of Cišpiš in the seal mentioned above, there are 
only three names containing /c/: *Bāmkaca-, *Gauciraka-15 and Nāfēca-. These 
three names all use a sign with z (ZA, ZÍ) to render Ir. /c/ (Tavernier 2011a, 225)16. 

 
14 Reading based on the edition in the Persepolis Fortification Archive Project on Ochre 
(https://voices.uchicago.edu/ochre/). 
15 The analysis of this name as *Gau-cira-ka- is not certain yet (see Tavernier 2011a, 207 
no. 2.2.2.2). 
16 Si-ir-un-da (MDP 9 156:9) is rather a rendering of *Çīravanta- “beautiful” than of 
*Cirvanta- (as Tavernier 2011a, 198 no. 2.2.1.15 believes). 
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In conclusion, the main rendering of Old Iranian initial /c/ in Elamite is z (Mayrho-
fer 1973, 101 no. 5.2.113). The Achaemenid Elamite spellings are expected 
renderings of the Old Persian form Cišpiš. 

The Babylonian equivalent of Cišpiš is Ši-iš-pi-iš. Here discussion is barely 
needed. In all Akkadian (i.e. Neo-Assyrian, Neo- and Late Babylonian) Neben-
überlieferungen an Iranian initial (as well as medial17) /c/ is rendered by signs 
with š, which basically denotes the non-palatalized equivalent of /c/: 

1) Neo-Assyrian: 
a) *Ciθrafarnah- = Ši-di-ir-par-na (Schmitt 2009, 145–146 no. 130). 
b) *Cīθrakāna- = Ši-ti-ir-ka-a-nu (Schmitt 2009, 140–141 no. 124). 
c) *Ciθrā̆sūra- = Ši-dir-áš!-šu-ra-a (Schmitt 2009, 144–145 no. 123). 
2) Neo- and Late Babylonian: 
a) *Cašinaka- = Še!-ši-na-ka (in the text HSM 1909.6.601:14, see Zadok 

2009, 298 no. 503). 
b) *Cašēna- = Šá-še-in-nu (Tavernier 2007, 154 no. 4.2.393). 
c) *Cēta- = Še-ta-ʾ (Tavernier 2007, 152–153 no. 4.2.380). 
d) *Cincaxriš = Ši-in-šá-aḫ-ri-iš (Tavernier 2007, 15 no. 1.2.12). 
e) *Ciθrabṛzana- = Ši-it-ra-ba-ar-za-nu (HSM 1909.6.601:15, see Zadok 

2009, 299 no. 510). 
f) *Ciθrantaxma- = Ši-it-ra-an-taḫ-ma and Ši-tir-an-taḫ-mu (Tavernier 2007, 

48 no. 2.2.14). 
g) *Ciθrēna- = Ši-it-re-en-na-ʾ (Tavernier 2007, 159 no. 4.2.433). 

There are few exceptions: Uvādaicaya- appears as Ú-ma-da-sa-ia (Tavernier 
2007, 31 no. 1.3.41), *(H)uvarcanah- is written Ú-ma-ar-za-nu and Ú-mar-za-na-ʾ 
(Tavernier 2007, 214–215 no. 4.2.856), *Ṛtapātacā- is rendered by A-ra-ti-pa-ta-
as-su (Tavernier 2007, 300 no. 4.2.1495) and *Ṛtaraucah- appears as Ar-ta-ru-us 
(Tavernier 2007, 300 no. 4.2.1497; next to Ar-ta-ru-šú). Note that all these ex-
ceptions concern medial /c/, never initial /c/. 

It is also clear that the Greek forms are simple renderings of the Old Persian 
version Cišpiš and that the initial τ does not have an impact on etymological stud-
ies of the name. Indeed, initial Old Persian /c/ regularly appears as τ (Schmitt 
1967, 127). Another example is the Old Iranian name *Ciθrantaxma-, the ‘Me-
dian’ equivalent of the inscriptionally attested Ciçantaxma- and rendered in Greek 
by Τριτανταίχμης (< Τιτραντάχμης by popular etymology; Schmitt 2011, 374–

 
17 Two Neo-Assyrian examples are *Upaca-, rendered by Ú-pa-áš (Schmitt 2009, 170–
171 no. 158) and *Zārīca-, rendered by Za-ri-šú (Schmitt 2009, 189–190 no. 177). Neo-
Babylonian has a possible name *Hanci-, rendered by An-ši-ia (Zadok 2009, 79 no. 17). 
Late Babylonian examples are legion: Ākaufaciya- = A-ku-pi-i-iš (Tavernier 2007, 24 no. 
1.3.2); Aspacanah- = Aš-pa-ši-ni (Tavernier 2007, 14 no. 1.2.7); -cā- = -šá- (Tavernier 
2007, 36 no. 1.4.6.1); tacara- = da-šá-ri and ta-áš-šá-ri (Tavernier 2007, 36 no. 1.4.4.8). 
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376 no. 343). Other examples are *Ciçafarnah- / Τισ(σ)αφέρνης (Schmitt 2011, 
371–373 no. 340)18, *Ciθrafarnah- / Τετραφέρνης (Huyse 1990, 62 no. 132) and 
*Ciθrāvahišta- / Τιθραύστης (Schmitt 2011, 365–367 no. 336). Initial /c/ is also ren-
dered by σ in the name *Ciçamaka- (Gk. Σισιμάκης; Schmitt 2011, 329 no. 298). 
Middle -/c/- appears in Greek as σ(σ), as in *Bagaciθra- (Gk. Μεγάσιδρος; 
Schmitt 2011, 256 no. 213), *Barica- (Gk. Βαρίσσης; Schmitt 2006, 235; Schmitt 
2011, 160 no. 119) and *Parmica- (Gk. Παρμίσης; Schmitt 2006, 266; Schmitt 
2011, 292 no. 259). 

The transpositions cited above can help in defining the linguistic affiliation of 
Cišpiš. If we assume that the name is Iranian, then an Elamite š would be used to 
render an initial Old Iranian /c/. Yet, it is precisely this transposition that is barely 
attested. To my knowledge, only two examples exist: 

1) *Cartuka-: *Cartu-ka-, -ka-hypocoristic of a name with *Cartu- “race 
course” (cf. Av. carǝtu-). This name is spelled Šá-ir-tuk-ka4 in Fort. 
0197-103:12’. The same name, however, appears two times with the 
expected sign ZA: Za-ir-du-ka4 (PFNN 1694:2-319) and Za-ir-du-uk-ka4 
(Fort. 1932-101:12’). 

2) *Ciçava-, a two-stem hypocoristic of *Ciçavahuš “Of good lineage” 
(Tavernier 2007, 155 no. 4.2.404). In one text the spelling ⸢Šu⸣-iš-šá-ma 
occurs (PF 1515:8–9), next to the five other spellings with ZÍ as initial 
sign, attested in various Elamite administrative texts from Persepolis. 
Note that here the scribe may have used the sign ŠU instead of ZU, which 
was not in use anymore at the time the text was drafted. 

As conclusion, the usual transposition system used in Elamite to render Iranian 
names contradicts Teispes being an Iranian name. Initial /c/ is practically never 
rendered by a š-sign and the one remaining possible example left has equivalents 
with an expected z-sign. 

On the other hand, what if the name were Elamite? Then Old Persian /c/ would 
be the denotation of Elamite signs with š and z. In Elamite, the spelling variation 
š/t/z is in all likelihood a rendering of a palato-alveolar affricate /č/ (Tavernier 
2010, 1076), so a variation š/z20 also may denote the same phoneme. Expectedly, 
such a phoneme would appear in Old Persian as /c/, also a palato-alveolar affricate 
(Schmitt 2004, 723; Isebaert & Tavernier 2012, 306). Here the Elamite transposi-
tion system to render Old Iranian names functions well. 

 
18 This name also appears as Σισαφέρνης and Σ(ε)ισιφέρνης (Schmitt 2011, 373; LGPN 
V.C, 391 and 392). 
19 The spelling Za-ir-du-ka4-na for *Cartukāna-, as mentioned in Tavernier (2007, 154 
no. 4.2.391), is not correct. Rather does it represent Zarduka followed by the genitive 
suffix -na. 
20 Despite Tavernier (2010, 1073), a variation š/z does exist in Elamite. 
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Based on these observations, one can easily conclude that the original name must 
have been El. /Češpeš/ or /Čišpiš/, written Šešpeš/Šišpiš/Zišpiš, which was ren-
dered in Old Persian by Cišpiš. 

Based on the observations above, the following table of the equivalents of the 
Iranian affricate phoneme /c/ in non-Iranian languages can be drawn up: 
 

Iranian Akkadian Elamite Greek 
 Neo-Ass. Neo-Bab. Late Bab. Neo-El. Ach. El.  

/c/-     s (rare) σ 
š š š š š(?)  
   z t (rare) τ 
    z  

-/c/-   s   σ(σ) 
š š š    
  z z z  

Table 1: Rendering of Old Iranian /c/ in Akkadian, Elamite and Greek. 
 
Even if the Elamo-Iranian transposition system corroborates an Elamite origin of 
the name Teispes, its Elamite character would even be more acceptable if a plau-
sible Elamite etymology is found. Hitherto, two such etymologies have been 
proposed. The first hypothesis (Tavernier 2007, 519 no. 5.4.2.55; Tavernier 2021, 
31) divides Šišpiš into šiš- and piš-. The first element might be connected with 
šišna/i- “beautiful”, a lexeme occurring as šišna- in non-compounds, but as šiš- 
in compound words or names, e.g. Middle Elamite Šiš-atar (Si-šá-ta-ar; Zadok 
1984, 41) and Achaemenid Elamite Amma-šiš (Am-ma-ši-iš “beautiful 
mother”21). The second element belongs to the verbal stem piš- “to renew, restore” 
(Grillot & Vallat 1978, 83), which is attested in El. anthroponyms, e.g. Piš-lume 
(Zadok 1984, 35). Following this idea, a name Šišpiš can mean “Restoring the 
beautiful”. 

The second etymology was proposed by Henkelman (2014, 21; 2017, 292–
293 n. 34), who believes the name to derive from the Elamite root šep(e)-/šip(i)- 
“to devote, to vow”, attested in Old Elamite Šeppiri (Še-ep-pi-ri in MDP 23 
190:11) and Šep-Sîn (Še-ep-dEN.ZU in MDP 43 1793) and in Achaemenid Elamite 
Mitli-šep (Mi-ut-li-še-ep in PFNN 2496:1–2), Šepi (Še-pi in PFNN 225:5 and Še-
íp-hi in PF 1512:2), Šep-šilla (Še-ep-šil-l[a] in PF 232:11) and Šipipi (Ši-pi-pi in 
PF 371:4)22. In addition, there is Neo-Elamite Šepšilakenni “The one from Šep-
šilak” (Še-ip-ši-lak-en-ni in EKI 86:9). Henkelman also refers to the sacrificial 

 
21 Hinz & Koch (1987, 54) read Am-ma-ši-iš-na, but in both occurrences of the name -na 
is a genitive suffix. 
22 See Hinz & Koch 1987, 943, 1149 and 1170 as well as Henkelman 2011, 122 n. 88. 
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feast called šip23. This idea is really credible, but Henkelman’s reconstruction of 
a development *šepšepeš >*šepšpeš > šešpeš is not necessary, as šešpeš is the 
Conj. I 3rd sg. form of the internally reduplicated verb šešpe-, meaning “He has 
devoted (to DN)”. Elamite has various verbs with a partial reduplication, whereby 
the first consonant of the verb is reduplicated just before the second one, e.g. 
hutta- ~ huhta- “to do”, kazza- ~ kakza- “to forge”, peti- ~ pepti- “to become 
hostile, revolt”, etc. (Paper 1955, 40–41; Reiner 1969, 79; Stolper 2004, 78; 
Tavernier 2011b, 329; Tavernier 2018b, 436). 

In fact, a supplementary objection to a development *šepšepeš >*šepšpeš > 
šešpeš is that this development requires an assimilation of p to š: /pš/ > /š/. Such 
an assimilation is not known for the Elamite language. Moreover, assimilation is 
a feature not all too frequent in Elamite. 

If this etymology is true, both names Kuraš and Šešpeš belong to the same 
type of Elamite names: a hypocoristic consisting of a theophoric and a verbal el-
ement (e.g. Humpan-haltaš) whereby the divine part of the name has been omit-
ted. Such names are often attested in Elamite (Gorris 2020a, 10). By the time of 
Cyrus II (Cyrus Cylinder), an Old Persian notation Cišpiš was already in use. This 
notation, on its turn, became the basis for the Babylonian (Šišpiš), Achaemenid 
Elamite (Zispiš) and Greek (Τείσπης and Τίσπης) renderings. Nevertheless, it re-
mains interesting to see that one PF tablet still uses the older spelling with initial 
š. 

Accordingly, two of the three royal names of the Teispid dynasty are Elamite, 
whereas the third one is Iranian. This mixed character should not surprise, as the 
region where the Teispid kings reigned was a cultural mix of Elamite and Iranian 
elements (cf. supra). Moreover, the same is attested for the Samatian kings, who 
ruled in a region north of Susa in the first half of the 6th century BCE. Here three 
names are Iranian (*Gītiya-, *Hamfrīš and *Tapala-), whereas the four other royal 
names are Elamite (Ahtir, Anni-šilhak, Unsak and Unzi-kilik; see Henkelman 
2003, 222–224; Tavernier 2011a, 195 and 205; Gorris 2020b, 102–107). 
 
3. Conclusion 
This study has focused on the royal name Teispes, founder of the Teispid dynasty 
in and around Anshan. It has been demonstrated that Teispes, next to Cyrus, is an 
Elamite name and not an Iranian one as formerly believed. Additional arguments 
have been presented to confirm the Elamite character of this name, already pro-
posed by Stronach and others. The main one is based on the various transpositions 
which clearly show that Elamite Šešpeš must be the original name, corresponding 
with the fact that it is also the oldest attested name. In fact, it occurs on a Neo-
Elamite seal of his son Cyrus I. 

 
23 See Henkelman 2011 on this feast. Note that in Elamite e and i are interchangeable: a 
sign ZÍ also has a value /ze/ (most recently, Tavernier 2018b, 424; see also Hinz 1975, 70). 
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The name of Teispes means “He has devoted (to DN)” and its original Elamite 
form most likely is Češpeš/Čišpiš, /e/and /i/ being interchangeable in Elamite. In 
accepting that the name is a Conjugation I 3rd singular of the verb šešpe-/ šišpi-, a 
partially reduplicated variant of šep-/šip- “to devote”, this study adopts an ety-
mology proposed by Henkelman and rejects the one proposed by Tavernier. 
 This interesting situation of a bilingual and bicultural dynasty is nicely 
paralleled by the example of Samati, a region north of Susa, where the ruling 
dynasty counted three kings with an Iranian name and four with an Elamite name. 
 Both dynasties, Teispids and the dynasty ruling in Samati, are interesting 
cases of Elamo-Iranian interculturality in Susiana and Fars at the end of the Neo-
Elamite period. This obviously increases the interest of southwestern Iran for the 
formation of the later Achaemenid Empire, successor to the Teispid one. 
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