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With the publication of Chiara M(atarese)’s volume on deportations in the 
Teispid-Achaemenid Empire, a long-standing lacuna within the field of 
Teispid-Achaemenid studies has been dealt with. Indeed, the volume reviewed 
here is the first published global and thorough research on this topic and therefore 
merits a large attention by the scholarly community.

Quite logically the book starts with an introduction (1–25), which consists of 
three sections (“Migrationsforschung und Deportationsdefinition”, “Das Perser
reich” and “Quellen zum Perserreich”). The main corpus of the volume is made up 
of three larger sections, following four appendices (229–318) which close the mon-
ograph. They are: “Anmerkungen zu Namen und Begriffen” (231), “Abkürzungen” 
(233–240), an extensive bibliography (241–298) and three excellent indices (299–318) 
on persons, divinities and groups (299–308), geographical names (304–308) and 
cited sources (308–318).

In the first chapter of the introduction, the author distinguishes deportation 
from related phenomena such as migration and exile. She clearly defines the crite-
ria, with which a deportation must comply (3): deported people are “Menschen, die 
durch eine politische Institution gezwungen werden, die eigene Heimat zu verlas-
sen, und die in Gebiete umgesiedelt werden, die von dieser Institution kontrolliert 
werden”. This definition will be the criterion to which movements of people have to 
comply to be called a deportation and accordingly be discussed in the monography 
reviewed here.

The first part of the book, the longest one, is called “Deportationsfälle im Perser-
reich” (27–162) and studies twelve examples of deportations that are attested in the 
ancient sources. Each discussion of a deportation case follows the same structure 
and methodology. First, the historical sources are presented in translation (with the 
original text in accompanying footnotes) and briefly resumed. Secondly, this source 
is situated within its historical context. Thirdly, the author tackles the question of 
historicity of the source, in other words, is the source historically reliable or not? 
Thereby the author includes other sources that might help in defining this historicity. 
For example, the first case study concerns the deportations of Egyptians by Cambyses 
when he conquered Egypt in 525 BCE. Here “Achaemenid Royal Inscriptions” and 
administrative texts from the “Persepolis Fortification and Treasury Archives” men-
tioning Egyptians working in the Persian homeland are included in the discussion.
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As demonstrated by the following table (which would have been welcome in 
the volume itself) most of the deportations concern Greeks (four cases) or people 
living close to Greece (four). Another four cases concern non-Greek people. Except 
for the Paeonians that were deported to Phrygia, all deportees were settled in 
distant areas of which the closest is Babylonia.

Deported people Area/city of deportation Pages (in book)

Barceans Bactria 45–55
Boeotians Media 139–143
Eretrians Cissia (Susiana) or Media 75–91
Greeks (and Lycians) Persepolis (Fars) 107–125
Paeonians Phrygia 57–64
Branchides from Didyma Marakanda region (Sogdiana) 127–137
Carians Borsippa (Babylonia) 39–44
Milesians Ampa (SE Susiana) 65–73
Sidonians Babylonia and Susa 145–151
Jews Hyrcania and Egypt 153–162
Egyptians Susa (Susiana) 31–38
Various Eastern Iranians Persian Gulf Islands (Susiana) 93–106

Due to the meagre number of sources available to the author, her study of the 
cases was not that evident. Yet the result is a nice overview of the various depor-
tations. The best documented case is that of the Eretrians (with nine text passages, 
of which that of Philostratos is an extensive one), but most deportations are only 
mentioned or described by just one or two authors. Moreover, even with relatively 
many sources for the Eretrian case at her disposal, the author must admit that the 
historical interpretation remains difficult (81).

The various deportation examples clearly corroborate that the classical sources 
are by far the most important category of sources that inform us on Teispid-Achae-
menid deportations: only one of the twelve examples discussed in the volume is 
based on a non-classical source, more precisely the Babylonian chronicles, inform-
ing us on the deportation of Sidonians to Babylon and Susa (145–151).

Here the question arises if indigenous sources can be of any use whatso-
ever and immediately the “Persepolis Fortification and Treasury Archives” come 
to mind. Both archives demonstrate that the Persian capital was a multi-ethnic 
metropole: next to Iranians (Persians and Medes) the texts mention thousands 
of Bactrians, Lycians, Lydians, Babylonians, Egyptians, Ionians, Skudrians, etc. 
These non-Iranian people constitute a large labour force active not only in the 
huge royal construction projects of the Teispid and Achaemenid kings, such as 
Persepolis and the Borazjan complex, but also in the agriculture. Of course one 
may wonder how these people arrived in Persepolis, a question discussed partly 
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in chapter 16 (179–183; see also 227–228), where the author comes to the conclu-
sion that at least part of them must have been deportees, but that an important 
part had already migrated (voluntarily) to the region before the Teispid-Achae-
menid period. In this light it is fortunate that the author does not limit herself 
to Persepolis; she also discusses Babylonian sources from the reigns of Cyrus II 
(labour force in Laḫiru) and Cambyses  II (Babylonian workers in Matannan, a 
village northwest of Persepolis). One could add here the Babylonian workers sent 
to the coastal Borazjan area (ancient Taḫmaka/Tamukkan) and engaged there in 
the construction and maintenance of various palaces (Charkhab, Bardak-e Siah 
and Sang-e Siah) during the reigns of Cyrus II and his successors (Tolini 2008, 2–6; 
Zehbari 2020; Potts 2022).

Although the author mixes up indigenous sources from Mesopotamia and Fars, 
a distinction between both regions should be made. Whereas it is indeed possible 
and probable that non-Iranian and non-Babylonian persons were already present 
in Babylonia before the rise of the Teispid dynasty, this is a lot less acceptable for 
non-Iranian persons in the Achaemenid heartland. Concerning Babylonia, such 
people could have been deported by earlier authorities, such as the Neo-Assyrian 
and Neo-Babylonian ones, both known for their deportation programmes.

In the Fars region, no centralized state existed in the centuries before the rise 
of the Teispid state. Accordingly, it is more plausible to believe that the Teispids 
and Achaemenids initiated the deportations to the Iranian heartland and that 
the labourers mentioned in the “Persepolis Fortification and Treasury Archives” 
were in reality deportees, even if the Mesopotamian, Persian and classical sources 
remain silent on this issue. They just mention the presence of the labourers.

In this context, it is noteworthy that the example cited by the author to confirm 
that foreigners were already settled in a new region before its incorporation in 
the Empire, is that of the Carians in Babylonia (183 n. 49). No example from Fars is 
discussed; logically, as there is none.

One should note here that the Teispid and Achaemenid authorities conducted 
much more deportations than attested in the sources, but due to the nearly exclu-
sive Greek-Roman character of the sources available to us these deportations, e.g. 
in the Eastern Iranian regions, are not mentioned. Quite unsurprisingly, the sources 
illustrate mainly deportations from ‘Western’ people to more central and eastern 
parts of the Teispid and Achaemenid Empires.

This larger first part is the basis for the two following parts, which seek to draw 
more general conclusions on the Achaemenid deportations on the one hand and to 
compare these deportations with the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian ones.

The second section of the book, “Charakterzüge der teispidisch-achaimenidi
schen Deportationen” (163–198), consists of an introduction and four chapters (chap-
ters 15–18). The first one aims at describing the goals and ways of Teispid-Achae-



� Literaturkritik   277

menid deportations, while the second one focalises on the so-called kurtaš, groups 
of workers active in various parts of the Empire but especially documented at 
Persepolis (cf. supra).

As to the status of deportees, discussed in chapter  17, the author draws the 
conclusion that in the three empires the deportees were not degraded to slavery, 
though they obviously did not possess the same rights as the indigenous free civil-
ians. The concluding chapter of the second section, chapter 18 on the identity of the 
deportees, confirms that deportees had the right to retain their own identity and 
customs. They could also stay with their families (198).

The third part of the volume, entitled “Persische, Neuassyrische und Neuba
bylonische Deportationen” (199–222), tries, as admitted by the author herself, to 
compare the Achaemenid deportation policy with the deportation policies of the 
Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian Empires. This comparison includes sources 
and goals of the deportations as well as identity and status of the deportees. As to 
the historical sources, the completely different landscapes become immediately 
clear: where the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian deportations are studied on 
the basis of indigenous sources (royal inscriptions, letters, documentary texts and 
reliefs for the Neo-Assyrian period; royal inscriptions, Babylonian chronicles, 
documentary texts for the Neo-Babylonian period1), the Achaemenid ones are to 
be investigated nearly exclusively on foreign sources, i.e. the Greek and Roman 
authors. This is indeed by far the largest difference between the Teispid-Achae-
menid deportations on the one hand and the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian 
ones on the other hand.

The comparison also makes clear that the goals of the Neo-Assyrian, Neo-Baby-
lonian and Achaemenid periods are similar: protection against potentially danger-
ous persons (in combination with demotivating provinces to start a rebellion) and 
promotion of the Empire’s economy, both by developing agriculture and by starting 
large building projects (e.g. royal palaces).

The conclusion of the work (223–228) is a nice summary of the research results 
that emanate from the study of Teispid-Achaemenid deportations. One of the 
major results is that deportations should not be considered primarily as a punitive 
measure but as a practice having in the first place economic reasons, i.e. the obtain-
ing of workers for agricultural labour or for work at larger royal building projects. 
Aptly the author also provides prospects for future research, among which a com-
parative study between the deportation policy of the Teispid-Achaemenid on the 
one hand and the Arsacid and (especially) the Sasanid Empires on the other hand.

1 An important foreign source on the Neo-Babylonian deportation practices is the Old Testament, 
which gives us much information on the Babylonian captivity.
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The high academic quality of the volume is of course to be applauded. We are 
looking here at a volume that nicely integrates both classical and Oriental sources 
in a global study on deportations in the Teispid-Achaemenid period, a book that 
furthermore discusses in depth the twelve cases of deportations and that thereby 
makes use of a solid methodology. These aspects are without doubt the strengths of 
the book, which is doubtlessly a highly significant and welcome contribution to the 
field of Teispid-Achaemenid studies.

Some detailed remarks
Nevertheless, despite the high quality of the volume, some more detailed and critical remarks can 
be made:

P. 46–47: here a correction should be made. According to Herodot, the descendants of Battos 
were given the city of Barka by Pheretime. As a result, they were not deported by the Persians, as 
the author claims.

P. 89 and 279: Potts 2012 has been published (Potts 2016).
P.  99: with regard to the Old Iranian word for “punishment, chastisement”, that is found 

two times in an Aramaic letter from Arsames to Artavant (TAD A6.3:6,7), it should be noted that 
the correct reading is srwšytʾ and that the reading adopted by the author, šršy (with initial š) 
is a ghost-reading; the initial samekh is clearly visible on the papyrus. As a result, srwšytʾ can 
be realized as *sraušyatā-, easily to be linked to Av. sraošiiā “punishment” (Tavernier 2007, 448 
no. 4.4.13.5).

P. 107–125: here Tavernier’s article on the Lycians in Achaemenid Babylonia and Fars (Taver-
nier 2015) could have been integrated in the discussion.

P. 114 n. 81: see also Jacobs 2017 on corporal punishment in the Teispid-Achaemenid period.
P. 181: Elamite battiš actually is a rendering of Old Ir. *pati- “master, chief” and is frequently 

used as second element in compositions (for examples, see Tavernier 2007, 414–437). For its use in 
anthroponyms, see Tavernier 2007, 600.

P.  187: it would have been interesting to mention the etymology of Old Persian bandaka-, 
which is a derivation from the verb band- “to bind” and not from a postulated *banda- “belt”, as 
Schmitt believes (Schmitt 2014, 151). The latter is allegedly related to Av. baṇda-, which, however, 
means “strap, shackle”. Literally bandaka- means “the one belonging to the union between king 
and vassal” (Widengren 1969, 27; Brust 2018, 266).

P. 191: Balzer’s claim that the Iranian-Elamite acculturation process already started around 
1500 BCE (Balzer 2012, 3) depends on the arrival date of these Iranians, a date which is subject to 
debate. Modern scholarship generally accepts that “By at least the late second millennium, Iranian 
people had infiltrated this territory [i.e. Persis or Fars] and mingled with the local population [i.e. 
Elamites], a process leading to the emergence, or better ‘ethnogenesis’, of the people we call Per-
sians” (Kuhrt 2007, 47; see also Atayi – Roaf 2019, 175). A critical note to Balzer’s citation would have 
been welcome.

P. 195: one should be cautious in naming Old Persian a “Kunstsprache”. By now, it is generally 
accepted that Old Persian was also an administrative language, as illustrated by the Old Persian 
tablet of the “Persepolis Fortification Archive” (Stolper – Tavernier 2007) and by the various Old 
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Persian calques and loanword in Aramaic texts from Egypt (Tavernier 2017, 343–347; Tavernier 
2020, 77–82 and 83–87).

P. 195: the author correctly states that the main deity in the inscriptions is Auramazdā, who 
appears in inscriptions of Darius I to Artaxerxes III. Nevertheless, Auramazdā is not the only god 
appearing as such and not as part of a group, as suggested by the author. In A2Hb, an inscription in 
which Artaxerxes II claims to have built an audience hall (apadāna), the last phrase goes as follows: 
Mi-i-[t-r : m-a-m : p-a-tu-u-v] “May Mithra protect me” (cf. Schmitt 1999, 87; Knapton, Sarraf – Curtis 
2001, 101–102; Schmitt 2023, 188).

P. 195: it is true that the “Persepolis Fortification” texts mention offerings to various gods, but 
it is wrong to assume, like Koch does, that there were two well-defined religious spheres in Persep-
olis: an Iranian/Zoroastrian one and an Elamite one. In various publications, Henkelman has con-
vincingly demonstrated that ‘Achaemenid religion’ was one system in a landscape where Elamite 
and Iranian elements were involved in a process of acculturation (Henkelman 2008; Henkelman 
2021b, 1245–1246, with literature). To name but some of his arguments: although he is the deity 
‘par excellence’ in the “Achaemenid Royal Inscriptions”, Auramazdā was not the exclusive divinity 
in the “Persepolis Fortification Archive”, where he receives less offerings and is less frequently 
attested than the Elamite deity Humban; divinities with Iranian and Elamite names were served 
by priests with both Iranian and Elamite names and titles; the well-attested lan-ceremony was not 
the official sacrifice for Auramazdā, as Koch and others have assumed (Koch 1977, 125–178; Koch 
1987; Ahn 1992, 106–107; Kellens 1994, 123–126; Herrenschmidt 1995–1996, 229; Koch 2004, 244–245; 
Kreyenbroek 2010; more literature in Henkelman 2017, 284 n. 20).

P.  195: there are more attestations of some of the divinities in the documentary texts from 
Persepolis, including other divinities too, such as *Miždušī-, *Spantarmatiš, *Šēθrapatiš and 
*Vṛkažana- (cf. Tavernier 2007, 43 no. 2.1.2 and 97–98 nos. 4.1.1–8). Divinities with Elamite names 
include Humban, Napiriša, Simut, etc. (Henkelman 2021a, 1223–1234)2.

P. 212 n. 76: the mentioning of deportations by the Cilician ruler Azatiwada (8th century BCE) 
is remarkably interesting, as it confirms the widespreadness of deportations in the Ancient Near 
East. This example nicely demonstrates that deportations were not an exclusive privilege of the 
larger Empires, such as the Neo-Assyrian, Neo-Babylonian and Teispid-Achaemenid ones.
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