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Abstract: This paper discusses a truncated-cone chlorite vessel currently held in the Miho Museum, in Japan. It was probably 
produced around 2300-2200 BCE in the Halil Rud Valley or Jiroft region and comes perhaps from a grave. This vessel 
displays a fascinating iconography, including the depiction of a hybrid character combining bovine, human, lion, and bird 
features. After discussing the hybrid characters that are observed on chlorite artifacts and glyptics in third millennium BCE 
south-eastern Iran, available textual data are considered for a narrative interpretation of the possible religious landscape of 
the polity called in Mesopotamian sources Marḫaši or Paraḫšum. It is also suggested that the so-called ‘Treaty of Naram-Sin’ 
might provide additional insights into the pantheon worshipped in Marḫaši around 2250 BCE. 
Keywords: Iran, Bronze Age, Jiroft/Halil Rud Valley civilization, Marḫaši, religion, iconography, chlorite artifacts. 

 پیش 2200 تا 2300 هایسال حدود در لااحتما مذکور ظرف. پردازدمی شود،می نگهداری ژاپن میهو موزه در حاضر حال در که مخروطی ظرف بررسی به روپیش مقالهچکیده: 
 از مرکب موجودی از انگیزیحیرت نگاریشمایل به منقوش ظرف این. است شده کشف گور یک در زیاد احتمال به است و شده تولیده جیرفت منطقه یا رودهلیل دره در میلاد از

 بررسی به ایران، شرقیجنوب در میلادازپیش سوم ارههز سنگی آثار سایر و ظروف روی منقوش یرگه چند موجود هایویژگی بررسی از پس. است پرنده و شیر انسان، گاو،
 نظریه این همچنین. پرداخت خواهیم رودانیمیان منابع در پراشوم با مرهشی به موسوم دولت مذهبی اندازچشم از روایی تفسیری به رسیدن برای متون از آمده بدست هایداده

 .است از میلادپیش 2250 در مرهشی احترام مورد خدایان از زیادی اطلاعات شامل "نسی-نارام معاهده" به معروف قرارداد که شد خواهد مطرح

 کلریتی. هایساختهدست شناسی،شمایل دین، مرهشی، جیرفت، /رود هلیل درۀ تمدن مفرغ، عصر ایران،کلیدی:  لماتک

 

I. Introduction 
Since the beginning of the 2000s, many chlorite (dark 

soft stone) artifacts from third millennium BCE 
graveyards in the Jiroft or Halil Rud Valley, such as 
Mahtoutabad, Riganbar, and Nazmabad (see Fig. 1, for 
the location of the sites mentioned in the text), have 
reached antiquity markets and private collections all over 

                                                           
1 The geographical origin of this material has been shown by 
fieldwork in this valley, at Konar Sandal South, Konar Sandal 
North (Madjidzadeh and Pittman 2008), Mahtoutabad (Vidale and 
Desset 2013, Desset et al. 2013 and Desset et al. 2017), Hajjiabad-
Varamin (Eskandari et al. 2020; Eskandari et al. 2021) and several 
surveys (for the recent surveys led south of Jiroft, see Pfälzner and 
Alidadi Soleimani 2015 and Pfälzner et al. 2019).  
2 See Steinkeller 1982, 1990, 2012 and 2014. This proposition is 
mainly based on the hymn of Išbi-Erra (van Dijk 1978, 193-194) 
describing the extent of the territory controlled by Kıntatu ca. 
2000 BCE: “[from] Pašime, the ‘breast’ (i.e., the coast) of the sea, 
to the border of Zapša[li], (and) [from] Arawa, the lock of NIM 

(ELAM), to the border of Marḫa[ši]”. Assuming that Kıntatu was 
controlling then at least south-western Iran, this would locate 
Marḫaši east or north of this area. As Marḫaši is furthermore 
regularly mentioned in cuneiform sources either between Anzan 
and Meluhha or between Magan and Meluhha (Steinkeller 1982, 
249), this would point at a southern location, not too far from the 
Persian Gulf. 
3 In this paper, Middle chronology dates and labels recently 
proposed by Desset (2017 and Desset et al., forthcoming a and b) 
are used: Hatamtite language instead of Elamite language, Early 
Proto-Iranian writing / Early PIW instead of Proto-Elamite 

the world1. According to Steinkeller2, most of the 
southern Iranian Plateau, from the borders of 
Baluchistan to eastern Fars (and probably Western Fars, 
at a certain moment of its history), seems to have 
belonged to a powerful polity called Marḫaši in 

Sumerian, Paraḫšum in Akkadian and in Hatamtite3 

perhaps Marapša(y)i4, mentioned in Mesopotamian 

writing and Late Proto-Iranian writing / Late PIW instead of 
Linear Elamite writing. The following abbreviations are used: 
ElW, see Hinz and Koch 1987; MDP: Mémoire de la Délégation 
en Perse. 
4 This would be the local original designation or autotoponym of 
this polity: see Desset et al., forthcoming a and b, and the Late 
Proto-Iranian (Linear Elamite) inscription Q written on the Marv 

Dasht vessel, where this toponym is perhaps mentioned (    

   = ma-ra-p-š-ša-i). However, the presence of the consonant 
/p/ in the root of the term vs. its absence in the Mesopotamian 
references, where is present instead the consonant /ḫ/, remains at 
present unexplained: 
/m-a-r-a -p-  š-a(y)i/ (Hatamtite) 
/m-a-r-  ḫ-a-š-i/ (Sumerian; spelled mar-ḫa-ši) 
/p-a-r-a-ḫ-   š-um/ (Akkadian; spelled pa2-ra-aḫ-šum)  
Because of the absence of distinction between voiced and 
voiceless consonants (plosives) in the notation of the Hatamtite 
language in Late PIW and cuneiform scripts, and as the voiceless 
series is more neutral and traditionally preferred in the 
Elamite/Hatamtite studies, the voiceless plosives k, p and t were 
favored in the transcription of Hatamtite words or names (instead 
of g, b and d). Geminated or redundant consonants were avoided 

https://dx.doi.org/10.22034/jsbs.2022.309973.1004
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sources for more than 500 years, at least since the time 
of Sargon of Akkad, ca. 2300 BCE (in middle 
chronology). This polity was probably much older than 
this date, which approximately matches the expansion 
of the Mesopotamian geographical scope and the 
introduction in cuneiform texts of new toponyms such 
as Marḫaši/Paraḫšum, Magan, or Meluhha. Written 
mentions of Marḫaši/Paraḫšum continued until 
Ḫammurapi’s times, ca. 1750 BCE when most of the 
urbanized world of eastern Iran (plus Central Asia and 
the Indus Valley) experienced centuries of important 
devolution and localization processes. 

In the third millennium BCE, the Jiroft plain, based 
on the still partial evidence of urbanization in the fourth 
millennium BCE (the Aliabad period), was the hub, or 
one of the main centers of ancient Marḫaši. During Old 
Akkadian (around 2300-2150 BCE) and Ur III times 
(2100-2000 BCE), Marḫaši/Paraḫšum was mentioned 
as a highly hierarchized society ruled by kings (such as 
Apalkamaš, Arpimazpi, and Lıpan-ůkšapaš), judges 
(Kundupum) and generals (Sıtkaů and Ůlůl), managing 
intensive diplomatic contacts with the west by the 
means of messengers or ambassadors. Cuneiform 
onomastics suggest that Marḫaši was a multi-linguistic 
and composite ethnic society, with probably a dominant 
Hatamtite component. Its religion is unknown and may 
only be approached through iconography, notably of 
chlorite artifacts labeled ‘Série Ancienne’ by P. de 
Miroschedji (1973), ‘Intercultural style’ by P. Kohl (1975), 

and more recently ‘Halil Rud Valley or Jiroft style’5.  
The number of objects confiscated in the Halil Rud 

Valley made clear that most of the chlorite artifacts 
found in excavations all over the Ancient Near East 
were manufactured in this area, originally for local use. 
They were culturally relevant only in south-eastern Iran 
and only a few reached Mesopotamia, where they were 
probably seen as precious exotica (Marchesi 2016). 

                                                           
in the transcriptions of Hatamtite words or names 

(Nahhůnte>Nahůnte) while ů and ı mean that their precise vocalic 

value is not yet established, hesitating between /o/ and /u/ 
(Nahůnte is to be understood either /nahonte/ or /nahunte/) and 
/e/ and /i/ (Kıntatu is to be understood either /kentatu/ or 
/kintatu/; see Desset et al., forthcoming a and b, for these 
conventions). 
5 As soon as 1986, Amiet had labelled this as “art de Marḫaši” 
(Amiet 1986, 138). 
6 Delougaz 1960; De Miroschedji 1973, 25; Lamberg-Karlovsky 
1988, 55-68; Potts T. F. 1994, 250 and 270; and Philips and 
Simpson 2018, 14. In Mesopotamian contexts, Halil Rud Valley 
style chlorite artefacts were mainly found in temples from ED II 
to Akkad/Ur III periods: Mari: temples of Šamaš, Eštar, Eštarat 
and Ninnizaza and in houses north and east of the Priests quarters 
(ED III contexts); Tell Agrab: temple of Šara (ED II/III); 
Khafajah-Tutub: temple of Sin (layer IX: ED II/III) and a 
fragment from a domestic context; Nippur: temple of Inanna 
(levels VIII, VIIB which are ED II-ED IIIA contexts and level 
IV); Uruk: in the Eanna area; Ur: in the Enunmah (in layers dated 
of the second half of the second millennium BCE); Susa: Šulgi’s 

Paradoxically, the most ancient archaeological contexts 
available so far for these goods are documented in 
Mesopotamia, in Early Dynastic II layers (ca. 

2700/2600 BCE)6. The most recent specimens were 
notoriously found in a peripheral site of the Halil Rud 
Valley civilization, Tepe Yahya (phases IVB4-1 and 
even in IVA layers, where these artifacts were 

interpreted as heirloom),7 dated around 2100/2000 
BCE. We are thus dealing with some 600 years of 
iconographic, artistic, and craft tradition, whose 
evolution and history still need to be understood and 
described. 

Many artifacts found in the Halil Rud Valley come 
from confiscations and having no provenience, cannot 
be precisely dated. They can only be provisionally 
ascribed (without mentioning the problems of 
forgeries) to between 2700 and 2100/2000 BCE, 
perhaps more specifically to ca. 2600-2200 BCE. The 
abundant chlorite vessel fragments and white inlays 
elements found on the surface or among the looters’ 
dirt of graveyards in the Halil Rud Valley region, such 

as Mahtoutabad8, imply that these artifacts are funerary 
objects that might have played a specific role during 
funerals, maybe as branded containers for specific 

scented oils (J. Perrot9) or for the distribution of highly 

caloric sweets like halva or dates (S. Cleuziou10). 
Meanwhile, one should keep in mind that complete 
luxury artifacts are usually found in graves or hoards 
because such objects are simply not abandoned in 
domestic contexts due to their value. Consequently, that 
chlorite artifacts are mainly found in graves does not 
mean that they were produced to be deposited in graves. 
They could have been used before being deposited in 
graves as suggested by vessel fragments and inlaid 
elements recorded in domestic contexts as well as a near 
complete scorpion-man game board found at Konar 

Sandal South11. 

temple of Insušinak. Notoriously, some come also from funerary 
contexts in the Royal Cemetery of Ur (in two graves including Pu-
abi’s tomb, where 7 plain and 2 decorated vessels were found) and 
domestic ones (in Ur, Mari and Khafajah). Some artefacts were 
also found in Abu Habbah, Adab-Bismaya, Fara-Šuruppak, Kiš, 
Tell Asmar, Kisurra, Larsa, Sippar, Obeid, Al-Hiba-Lagaš and 
Girsu-Tello (see the catalogue with bibliographical references in 
Lamberg-Karlovsky 1988, 55-68). 
7 Notably a fragment of a plaque, probably a ‘handbag’ (weight?) 
(Lamberg-Karlovsky 1972, 92 and 1973, 41; Lamberg-Karlovsky 
and Tosi 1973, fig. 136; Kohl 2001, 214, 221-222 and 226 and fig. 
9.10). 
8 Vidale 2015, 16-17 and Vidale et al. forthcoming. 
9 Perrot and Madjidzadeh 2005, 129. 
10 Cleuziou 2003. 
11 Madjidzadeh and Pittman 2008, fig. 12 (on a floor in trench III, 
C14 dated between 2400 and 2290 BCE). Additionally, Roberto 
Micheli (personal communication) found a footed cup bearing two 
entwisted snakes (one with turquoise, the other with red limestone 
inlays) while he was digging a house at the foot of the Konar 
Sandal South citadel.  
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This paper focuses on these chlorite artifacts, more 
specifically on an exceptional truncated-cone-shaped 
vase from the Miho Museum (Japan) and additional 
objects from online auction sites and private collections. 
We believe that these objects come from the Halil Rud 
Valley and were sold over the past twenty to thirty years. 
We are well aware of the dire situation, our role, and the 
ethical problem in publishing unprovenanced artifacts 
(notwithstanding the publication of forgeries). 
Considering the hypothetical damage our paper could 
do compared to its actual benefit for Iranian history and 
cultural heritage, we firmly believe that the second 
exceeds the first in this particular case. As stated by 
Frenez and Vidale (2014, 7): “All archaeologists sooner 

 or later face the same dilemma about studying artifacts 
retrieved from the antiquary market. On one side, 
publishing antiquities illegally unearthed and exported 
for sale supports the market, eventually giving credit 
and enhancing the value of pieces that have been stolen 
and robbed forever of their archaeological and historical 
context. This choice possibly promotes further 
destruction. On the other hand, there are exceptional pieces 
that are so relevant in themselves that ignoring them would 
only add damage to damage, by hiding forever important 
historical evidence”. For this reason, we have decided to 
bring this important artifact to the attention of the 
scientific community.  
 

 

 
Figure 1. General map of the sites mentioned in the text. 

The main argument of this paper is based on two, 
still hypothetical, assumptions: 

- The Kerman area, including the Halil Rud 
valley, was in the third millennium BCE part of the 

polity of Marḫaši12; 

                                                           
12 Steinkeller’s proposition had been recently (and unconvincingly) 
challenged by Francfort and Tremblay (2010), notably on the 
arguments that Kerman was part of ‘Elam’ while Marḫaši is said to 
be in cuneiform sources outside of ‘Elam’ and that the period 
during which Marḫaši is attested in cuneiform sources (from 
Sargon of Akkad to Ḫammurapi of Babylon, ca. 2300-1750 BCE) 
corresponds to the chronological span of the southern Central 
Asian civilization (Bactria-Margiana Archaeological 
Complex/Greater Khorasan Civilization).  

- and the so-called ‘Treaty of Naram-Sin’ was 
established between Akkad and Marḫaši (see below, section 
IV.2.b.1). 

These assumptions are the premises of a syllogism 
leading to the proposition that the ‘Treaty of Naram-

These arguments can both be refuted. First, ‘Elam’ is a 
Mesopotamian notion without any value from the point of view 
of the ancient inhabitants of the Iranian plateau (so Kerman area 
cannot be fundamentally part of ‘Elam’; Desset 2017), while the 
first attestations of Marḫaši/Paraḫšum in cuneiform sources 
around 2300 BCE are rather just related to the widening of the 
Mesopotamian geographical horizon at a time when other 
toponyms, such as Magan or Meluhha, seemingly also ‘appeared’.  
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Sin’ may document third millennium BCE 
Kerman/Halil Rud valley and notably its iconography,  

in an attempt to bring together texts and objects and 
bridge the gap between philological and archaeological data. 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Pictures and drawings of the Miho Museum truncated-cone vessel. 
 

II. Description of the chlorite vessel from 
the Miho Museum 
The truncated-cone chlorite vessel currently held in the 

Miho Museum (Fig. 2) was purchased in London in 2001. 
It is 22 cm high and has a 13 cm base diameter and a 9.5 
cm rim diameter. It bears wear traces in the bottom part 
of the bird (tail), corresponding also to cracks and a 
different color on the base surface, apparently due to post-
depositional alteration. Its rim was chipped during the 
digging, and traces of a pickaxe are visible on the rim and 
other parts of the vessel (on the left feline, the left lion, and 
the bird in the battle scene). Most of the inlays fell out, but 
otherwise, the vessel can be said to be quite well preserved.  

The decoration of this vessel is a fascinating example 
of horror vacui. It is organized around two main themes: a 

                                                           
13 Charvát 2002, 96. 

battle theme (Fig. 3a) and a theme that relates to the 
‘control of water streams’ (Fig. 3b). 

 
 

II.1. The battle scene 
A crowded, frantic scene of combat (Fig. 3a) shows a 

prominent hybrid character standing on the wings of a 
bearded vulture turned to the right. This central group 
fights against three pairs of animals, the raptor against two 
snakes, while the hybrid character is holding the paws of 
two lions and probably drives his horns into the rear body 
of the felines. This scene is broadly reminiscent of the ‘Master 
of animals’ theme, attested since the late fifth/fourth 
millennium BCE in Ubaid/Uruk Mesopotamia (man holding 

snakes or lions)13 and on the Iranian Plateau (horned man 

holding animal of prey or snakes on Susa I stamp seals)14. 

14 Amiet 1972, 76-77, n°219-220, pl. 49 and 1980, 70-71, pl. 6 n°117-
120. 
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Figure 3a and b. Miho Museum truncated-cone vessel scenes; A: the battle scene; B: the ‘control of water streams’ scene. 

The snakes (Fig. 4) are covered with the two typical 
rows of oval white (limestone?) inlays (on the right 
snake, a light blue inlay may be turquoise) and bear two 
grooved lines in their terminal part. The heads display 
four small while inlays below the jaw. Fragile teeth are 
preserved in the jaw of the right snake (as well as for the 

left feline). These reptiles, as usual in the Halil Rud 
Valley chlorite art, have ears carved like two inverted 
commas, and a very feline-like muzzle. Eyes were 
orange-colored disks set into white rings. Save for the 
zebus, the eyes of all the creatures present on this vessel 
were made in this same way. 

 

   

Figure 4. Miho Museum truncated-cone vessel; details of the snakes in the battle scene. 

 
While inlays are used to depict the snakes’ ocelli, 

feline pelage, the forepart of the zebus, the 
mountains, and the body and neck of the bearded 
vulture, the only inlaid decoration on the lions (Fig. 
5, n°1-2) consists of a dark bluish circle in a white 
ring in their eyes (similar to the felines and hybrid 
character). The lions’ manes are delicately treated 
with carved groups of three to four grooved 

strands and parallel curvy bands on the belly 
(similar to the lion’s part of the hybrid character), 
strongly contrasting with their smooth bodies and 
paws.  

Their upper and lower jaws are decorated with 
parallel arcs. Teeth were probably present in their 
mouths. The tuft of the tail is an oval, leaf-like 
motif.  
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Figure 5. Miho Museum truncated-cone vessel; details of the lions (n°1-2) and the felines (n°3-4) in the battle scene. 

 
The felines (Fig. 5, n°3-4) are possibly cheetahs 

(Acinonyx jubatus)15. They are completely covered with 
white circular (limestone?) inlays, more or less regularly 
positioned in quincunx (three on the muzzle, four on 
the lower jaw, one in the ear). Their teeth are made with 
a white material and their eyes with a bluish circle in a 
white ring (like lions). Their paws are designed with 
grooves for the claws and a circular element in the rear 
(as for the lions). Tails are straight (unlike the lions) and 
decorated with two parallel strips (also attested in other 
cases). In contrast to the zebus and like the lions, their 
external sexual organs are not displayed, either because 
it was omitted or they were meant as females. 

The bird (Fig. 6, n°1-2) is, as in most cases in the 
Halil Rud Valley chlorite art, a bearded vulture (Gypaetus 
barbatus). Although it looks like a hawk, it is not a bird 
of prey but rather a scavenger that feeds on carrions and 
bone marrow (although it may attack small animals such 
as tortoises and lizards). Its head is turned to the right 
(as a rule in Halil Rud Valley iconography) and has two 
inlays, one for the eye (a disk within a white ring) and a 
white ‘collar’ on the neck (attested in other examples). 
The plumage on the head, body, and claws are rendered 
with lozenges filled with two grooves. Parallel lines 
simulate the feathers of the wings and the tail rectrices. 

                                                           
15 Perrot and Madjidzadeh 2005, 137.  
16 Winkelmann 2018, 91-93; Vidale 2015, 38. 
17 The horns of goats and ibexes, on stone cups for example, are not 
depicted in this way. They are either straight (not arched) or 
following a parallel curve (not symmetrically opposed). 

The ‘shoulders bear a woven pattern, and the beard and 
beak are clearly outlined. 

 The making of the hybrid character (Fig 7, n°1) is 
based on the synoptical principle of pars pro toto 

involving substitutes and ligatures16. Standing on the 
bird, in the center, the hybrid has the lower body of a 
lion below a human torso with muscular arms holding 
the lions’ lifted paws, thumbs up. It has two beardless 
heads, with long strands of hairs hiding the body in the 
foreground (but also visible in the background, below 
the chin), and is strictly restricted to the human part. 
The eyes, as usual, are blue circles inserted in oval white 
rings; the nose is prominent above a small mouth. 
Bovine parts were added on top with whitish-greenish 
inlays standing for oval ears, and two pairs of 

symmetrically slightly arched, grooved horns17 that 
perhaps lost their inlays. These horns are driven into the 
back of the felines. They depart from a headdress, 
shown as an oval green inlay (better preserved on the 
other scene; see Fig. 7, n°2). The hybrid is thus a 
complicated array of bovine, human, lion, and bird body 

parts18. 
 The different actors are arranged to fill the limited 

available field and care, as much as possible, to avoid 
super-impositions, but the pattern also indicates a  

18 Surprisingly recalling the Ezekiel’s four living creatures or cherubim 
(Ezekiel 1:10) and later the symbols used in Christian iconography 
for the four evangelists. 



 
 THE MARḪAŠEAN TWO-FACED ‘GOD’ 55  

 
 

 
 

specific order among them. The felines are behind the 
lions, the lions and the bird behind the snakes (the left 
front pawn of the left lion is thus completely missing), 
and the hybrid character behind the bird (its right leg is 

behind the head of the eagle) but probably ahead of the 

felines. Perspective19 is indicated according to the 
position: the upper part is the background, and the 
lower part is the foreground. 

 

 

Figure 6. Miho Museum truncated-cone vessel; details of the bird (n°1-2) in the battle scene and of the zebus (n°3-4) in the ‘control of 
water streams’ scene. 

 

 

Figure 7. Miho Museum truncated-cone vessel; details of the hybrid character in the battle scene (n°1) and the ‘control of water 
streams’ scene (n°2). 

 

II.1.a. Hybrid characters in the Halil Rud 
Valley chlorite art 
Scenes of clashes or domination are very frequent in 

the Halil Rud art, in particular between felines or birds 
and snakes; or among humans/hybrids and felines, 

                                                           
19 As also remarked in Vidale 2015. 

scorpions, scorpion-men, or snakes. This vessel 
however displays the single scene known so far in 
chlorite art where lions are overpowered. 

 Hybrid (animal/human) characters20 are always 
involved in fights or domination scenes (save for 

20 On the hybrid characters in the Halil Rud art, see also Perrot and 
Madjidzadeh 2005, 140-142 and 2006, 106; Winkelmann 2014, 214-
216. 
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scorpion-men, which appear also in isolation). Variable 
and complex, hybrids can be described in six separate 
characters: 

- 1) the bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character 
of the Miho Museum vessel is also observed on another 
vessel (Fig. 8, n°1) but here the rectrices feather and 
claws merge directly with a lion body, topped by two 
human heads and arms; while bovine ears and horns are 

not repeated for each head21. Another possible example 
is in Fig. 8, n°2 (the left character in the drawing, with 
bovine horns and ears, sitting on bulls and dominating 
snakes).  

This character is probably also present in the 
‘handbag’ from Fig. 10, n°5, where it is two-headed, 
with bovine horns and ears on each head, and a bovine 
lower part. It stands on two felines and holds snakes 
(the awkward position of the character standing on the 
felines, ensures that the bovine part is seen in a 

restricted space)22. The bird and lion elements are 
surprisingly absent and replaced by a bovine one.  

Fig. 8, n°3, from a private collection, depicts a 
variation of the bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid: a 
standing man, bare-chested, wearing a fluted skirt, with 

clawed feet and a lion depicted behind him (probably to 
highlight the lion component). This character has 
bovine horns and ears and a small inlay in his hair-dress. 
He fights against snakes (it is reportedly represented 
twice, once with a lion, in the other case with a 

scorpion23).  
This character suggests that the man with 

clawed feet, fluted skirt, bare chest, long hair, with 
or without a beard, with or without any inlay on the 
chest or in the hair-dress, with or without bovine 
horns, fighting against snakes, felines or scorpions, 
is a graphic variation of the same bovine/ human/ 
lion/ bird hybrid character depicted in several 
examples. These include Fig. 8, n°4 (fake?: no ear 
for the snake, specific treatment of the hair and 

beard of the hybrid character)24; Fig. 8, n°5 (hair 
treated differently, the fluted skirt was probably 
represented with a now disappeared inlay, snakes 
with three rows of oval inlays instead of the usual 
two rows); Fig. 9, n°1 (right character in the 
drawing), Fig. 9, n°4 (left character in the drawing); 
Fig. 9, n°5 (left character in the drawing), Fig. 10, 
n°1 (character on the left side). 

 

 
Figure 8a. Hybrid characters on Halil Rud Valley chlorite artifacts 1. 

                                                           
21 See Perrot and Madjidzadeh (2006, 109) for a description 
of this vessel. 
22 The other side of this ‘handbag’ represents couples felines 
and snakes, topped by a scorpion on both sides of the main 
scene: a man kneeling on the back of two zebus (cf. Fig. 8, 
n°2, merged for lack of space) holds streams of water flowing 
from the heads of the bovines (see below the ‘control of 
water streams’ scene). 
http://www.barakatgallery.com/store/index.cfm/FuseActio
n/ItemDetails/UserID/GVwcDbGFsmBWBGO/CFID/15

5226816/CFTOKEN/19113361/CategoryID/36/SubCateg
oryID/357/ItemID/44464.htm 
23 https://www.auction.fr/_fr/lot/vase-tronconique-aux-
maitres-des-animaux-region-de-kerman-jiroft-iv-iiie-
13109909  
24 https://www.timelineauctions.com/lot/bactrian-vase-
with-god-holding-two-serpents/83462/  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?reload=9&v=SeceUUwH
_uU  

http://www.barakatgallery.com/store/index.cfm/FuseAction/ItemDetails/UserID/GVwcDbGFsmBWBGO/CFID/155226816/CFTOKEN/19113361/CategoryID/36/SubCategoryID/357/ItemID/44464.htm
http://www.barakatgallery.com/store/index.cfm/FuseAction/ItemDetails/UserID/GVwcDbGFsmBWBGO/CFID/155226816/CFTOKEN/19113361/CategoryID/36/SubCategoryID/357/ItemID/44464.htm
http://www.barakatgallery.com/store/index.cfm/FuseAction/ItemDetails/UserID/GVwcDbGFsmBWBGO/CFID/155226816/CFTOKEN/19113361/CategoryID/36/SubCategoryID/357/ItemID/44464.htm
http://www.barakatgallery.com/store/index.cfm/FuseAction/ItemDetails/UserID/GVwcDbGFsmBWBGO/CFID/155226816/CFTOKEN/19113361/CategoryID/36/SubCategoryID/357/ItemID/44464.htm
https://www.auction.fr/_fr/lot/vase-tronconique-aux-maitres-des-animaux-region-de-kerman-jiroft-iv-iiie-13109909
https://www.auction.fr/_fr/lot/vase-tronconique-aux-maitres-des-animaux-region-de-kerman-jiroft-iv-iiie-13109909
https://www.auction.fr/_fr/lot/vase-tronconique-aux-maitres-des-animaux-region-de-kerman-jiroft-iv-iiie-13109909
https://www.timelineauctions.com/lot/bactrian-vase-with-god-holding-two-serpents/83462/
https://www.timelineauctions.com/lot/bactrian-vase-with-god-holding-two-serpents/83462/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?reload=9&v=SeceUUwH_uU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?reload=9&v=SeceUUwH_uU
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Figure 8b. Hybrid characters on Halil Rud Valley chlorite artifacts 1. 

 
- 2) a man with (bovine?) horns, wearing a skirt 

decorated with regularly spaced circular inlays, 
sometimes bearded (Fig. 8, n°1, 2, 6, 7), is often 
observed dominating snakes (or bulls in Fig. 8, n°2). 
Snakes are not grabbed by hands, but trapped under the 
arms. 

- 3) a bull-man, is commonly seen fighting against 
the usual enemies (snakes, felines, or scorpions) and is 
frequently symmetrically associated with the hybrid 
character n°1 with the fluted skirt and clawed feet (Fig. 
9, n°4-5; Fig. 10 n°1). He has a bovine lower part, with 
sometimes an inlaid red disk (pierced with five holes 
disposed in quincunx) on the thigh and orange lozenge 
inlays on the leg. He wears a belt, is bare-chested, 
sometimes has a blue inlay in his hair-dress or on the 
chest, and has long hair with or without horns (Fig. 9, 

n°325, character repeated twice; Fig. 9, n°4, character on 
the right; Fig. 9, n°5, character on the right; Fig. 10, n°1, 

                                                           
25https://www.barbier-mueller.ch/collections/collections 
/antiquite/proche-orient-au-iiie-millenaire/  
26 Considering Fig. 9, n°4 and 5 and Fig. 10, n°1, either these three 
artefacts come from the same workshop or they belong at least to the 
same period (look at the symmetrical posture of the felines with three 

character on the right26; Fig. 10, n°2, where the five 
cavities in quincunx are directly pierced on the thigh 
instead of having a red disk. The other side of this 
‘handbag’ is unknown).  

Considering the regular association of the bull-man 
with the hybrid character n°1 as well as with the two-
headed hybrid character shown with a belt and a lower 
bovine part in Fig. 10, n°5 and that the hybrid character 
n°1 displays bovine horns and ears, the bull-man may 
be interpreted as an emanation/avatar, or a variation of 
the hybrid character n°1. 

- 4) scorpion-men are also depicted (Figs. 9, n°1 and 
10, n°4; they also are very frequently represented on the 

16/20 boxes game boards27). They probably belong to 
the ‘enemies’, along with snakes, scorpions, and felines.  

- 5) a cylindrical vessel displays a man fighting 
against felines, a clawed-footed man with a fluted skirt 
(see above, hybrid character n°1) fighting against 

cavities on the jaw and the use of identically treated scorpions to separate 
the scenes).  
27 See Madjidzadeh 2003, 135; Madjidzadeh and Pittman 2008, fig. 12. 

https://www.barbier-mueller.ch/collections/collections%20/antiquite/proche-orient-au-iiie-millenaire/
https://www.barbier-mueller.ch/collections/collections%20/antiquite/proche-orient-au-iiie-millenaire/
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snakes, and a lion-man fighting against scorpion-men 
(Fig. 9, n°1; central character), the unique 
representation of this hybrid character known thus far 
(all with an inlay on the chest and in the hair-dress). An 
interpretation of this scene could be that, instead of 
representing three different characters, it illustrates the 
metamorphosis of the man into the hybrid character 
n°1 (represented only with his lion component) and the 
progression of the dominated creatures 

(felines/snakes/scorpion-men). As in the case of the 
bull-man (see above, hybrid character n°3), the lion-
man was probably a further variation of the 
bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character n°1, with an 
emphasis on his lion component. 

- 6) A ‘handbag’ bears the single depiction known at 
present of a feline man (Fig. 10, n°3; the other side of 
this ‘handbag’ is not documented) who is seen fighting 
snakes. 

 

 
Figure 9a. Hybrid characters on Halil Rud Valley chlorite artifacts 2. 

  

 
Figure 9b. Hybrid characters on Halil Rud Valley chlorite artifacts 2. 
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Figure 10. Hybrid characters on Halil Rud Valley chlorite artifacts (‘handbags’) 3. 

 
These elements suggest that there was only one main 

hybrid character, with bovine, human, lion, and bird 
components. The man with clawed feet and wearing a fluted 

skirt, the bull-man, and the lion-man may be considered 
variations (depending on the specific period or 
area/workshop of production, or a specific context or 
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purpose?) or avatars of the same character (bird-man 
depictions may also be expected; see below on seals). The 
man with (bovine?) horns, wearing a skirt decorated with 
regularly spaced circular inlays (hybrid character n°2; they 
are shown together in Fig. 8, n°1) and the scorpion-man 
(hybrid character n°4) may be considered distinct characters. 
It is difficult to interpret the single example of feline-man 
(hybrid character n°6). 

 Additional characters are particular cases that do not fit 
in the known Halil Rud repertories, such as the creature 
from Ur, on Fig. 8, n°8, with multiple legs, short horns, and 
a lion on the shoulder, fighting an ibex/goat(?), and the 
character on Fig. 9, n°2 with a bull head in the lower part 
and bird claws as feet, fighting snakes. 

 

II.1.b. Hybrid characters in the Halil Rud 
Valley non-chlorite art 
Fig. 11, n°1-5 depicts five copper alloy figurines from 

irregular excavations. N°2-4 are certainly from the Halil Rud 
Valley. These figurines are best understood with additional, 
unpublished, copper figurines representing men, women, 
and animals that probably had an important role in the Halil 

Rud Valley funerary furnishings28. 
 These five figurines represent a two-faced character 

with bovine horns and ears (the horns in Fig. 11, n°5 are 
described as lioness heads), long hair represented by two 
triangular strands on his bare chest (a male character save 
perhaps for Fig. 10, n°4 where a female chest seems to be 

represented), bearded, wearing a simple skirt. This character 
has his hands on his hips, except in Fig. 11, n°1 where he 
holds a feline/lion, and Fig. 11, n°5 where he holds a snake 
in both hands. These figurines probably represent the 
above-described bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character 
n°1. They prove that this character was not two-headed but 

two-faced (as previously surmised29) and was depicted, with 
variations, on different supports. Some of these figurines are 
reported with a cavity opening on the top of the head (Fig. 
11, n°5 is described as a ‘bottle’) and were probably used as 
a container (for perfume or cosmetics applied with a pin?). 
This character is also represented on two pinheads: Fig. 11, 
n°6 is a lapis-lazuli disk, displaying on both sides the upper 
part of a winged human with long hair (one-faced on one 
side, two-faced on the other) fighting against snakes; Fig. 11, 
n°7 is a silver pin that was regularly collected on the surface 
of the graveyard at Shahdad, depicting a kneeling/sitting 
character, bare-chested, holding (?) a snake in both hands, 
with long hair (a strand on the chest) and horns.  

Lastly, Fig. 11, n°8-9 are exceptional objects from the 
Miho Museum. One is a human-bird figurine (Fig. 11, n°8; 
wings and claws), and the other is probably a human 
deer/Cervidae (?) (Fig. 11, n°9; antlers and hooves). We 
cannot ensure that they belong to the Halil Rud Valley, 
although their prominent noses and eyes, long hair, and 
skirts seem to hint at the iconography of this area. They 
must consequently be taken into consideration when 
dealing with the Halil Rud Valley hybrid characters. 

 

 
Figure 11a. n°1-5: Copper-alloy figurines of the two-faced hybrid character. 

 

                                                           
28 See Eskandari et al., forthcoming for the publication of a feminine 
figure holding a snake. 

29 “Le personnage est à double face (plutôt que bicéphale)” (Perrot 
and Madjidzadeh 2006, 109). 
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Figure 11b. n°6-9: Kermani depictions of hybrid characters (pinheads and figurines). 

 

II.2. The ‘control of water streams’ scene 
The second scene on the vessel from the Miho 

Museum (Fig. 3b) shows a hybrid character, probably the 
above-described bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid 
character n°1. It is on top of two male zebus, grasping their 
hump with their claws and clutching the flows that spring 
out of the animals’ heads.  

The front parts of the humped bulls or male zebus (Fig. 
6, n°3-4) bear white round inlays (like the felines) set in 
quincunx. There are no horns and the sockets of the oval 
eyes are empty. They have long ears (slightly different in 

the two cases) and unnatural curvy clumps30 on each lower 

leg. Below the mouth a ‘beard’ hints to a water flow31. 
Sexual organs are emphasized. Between the hooves and 
the lower legs, around the base of the ears, and above the 
head, parallel lines may evoke fur, while tails end in hairy 
tufts. From the upper part of the head of both zebus, a 
wavy band of three parallel lines emerges to frame the field 
where the hybrid character appears, topped by three 
groups of white inlaid scale-like mountains (three rows of 
three, two, and one ogive elements, thus depicted since the 
late 4th millennium BCE ‘Proto-Elamite’/ Urukean 
glyptics). 

The central hybrid character (Fig. 7, n°2) is probably a 
variation of the character depicted on the other side. The 
lion part was probably skipped and the bird one directly 
‘ligatured’ with the human element for the reason that 

                                                           
30 Interpreted as supernatural wings in Vidale 2015.  
31 These curvy clumps can be found contemporaneously on the legs 
of bulls, human-headed bulls and bull-men depicted in the 
Mesopotamian ED IIIb/Old Akkadian cylinder-seals contest scenes 
(see for example the ‘jeweler’s seal’ contest scene in the lower 
register of Fig. 17a or Amiet 1980, pl. 77 bis N and pls. 81 to 84 and 
Rohn 2011, t. 10, n°70; t. 11, n°72a, 74) as well as (more surprisingly) 

space is more limited on this side. The bird is here slightly 
different, with circular white inlays to fill the lozenges on 
the center of the body (instead of grooves).  

The ‘irregularities’ in this scene, the mountain motif 
only on the left side, the missing horns of the zebus, and 
the merging of the bird and human parts, suggest that the 
main theme of this vessel was the battle scene and that the 
‘control of water streams’ (from now on designated as 
‘CWS’) scene was carved as a secondary theme within the 
remaining space. 

 

II.2.a. Parallels for the ‘control of water 
streams’ scene in the Halil Rud Valley chlorite 
art 
Vidale (2015, 20-32) interprets this scene as a ‘flood’ 

scene, where zebus are sky creatures (with small wings 
attached to their legs), symbolizing thundering clouds 
emitting rain (bulls are frequently the symbol of the storm 
god Adad/Addu in the ancient Near East, particularly in 
Syria and Anatolia). Water spreads from their heads (or 
snakes in one case, consistently with the correspondence 

snake/water); this flood32 would later be stopped by a 
deity, the end of the storm being signaled by a rainbow in 
the sky. 

Six additional representations of this scene are 
currently known (Fig. 12 a and b, n°1-6, plus the other side 
of the ‘handbag’ in Fig. 10, n°5). They usually depict two 

on some of the bulls depicted on the metallic vessels found in graves 
of the second half of the second millennium BCE Marlik culture 
(Negahban 1996, vol. 2, fig. 3.9; obj n°14698/7698 in grave 45 and 
Inagaki 2019, fig. 28). 
32 Geomorphological analysis has shown that the Halil Rud Valley 
was regularly flooded (Fouache et al. 2005). 
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male zebus (with or without curvy water clumps on their 
legs; because of the lack of space, the zebus are merged in 
Fig. 12b, n°6 and Fig. 8, n°2), with an arched stream 
spreading out of their heads and in some cases a horizontal 
stream going backward parallel to their body (Fig. 12a, n°2) 
and/or a vertical downward stream spreading from their 
mouth (Fig. 12a, n°1 with stepped streams; Fig. 12a, n°3 
and 5). In Fig. 12b, n°5 (the vase from Khafajah and 
probably the other side of Fig. 10, n°5), the streams 
spreading from the zebus’ heads do not merge (probably 
because of the lack of space), indicating that the arched 
stream in other vessels should probably not be interpreted 
as an arch or a bow, but just as a stylized rendition of two 
merging streams. Fig. 12b, n°4, 6, and 7 (left side) display 
a variant in which the water streams are replaced by a snake 
or intertwined snakes (for the merging streams), which 
strengthens the view that a structural link exists between 
snakes and water streams/rivers. Fig. 12b, n°6 is a sealing. 
It shows that this scene was represented on supports other 
than chlorite vessels, although as discussed below, 
iconographies on chlorite vessels and seals are usually quite 
distinct in the Halil Rud Valley. One lapis-lazuli disk (Fig. 
12b, n°7) shows a man sitting on a zebus from whom 
snakes seem to spread out (while birds are surprisingly 
depicted in the upper part of this scene).  

A human figure stands or kneels on top of the zebus, 
sometimes wearing a fluted skirt (Fig. 12a and b, n°2-4), in 
cases with an inlay in the hair-dress (Fig. 12a, n°3) and 
bearded (Fig. 12b, n°4), holding in both hands merged or 
separate water streams. Between the two zebus, there may 

be a kneeling man, apparently the same character in a 
different moment, either holding zebus from the dewlap 
(Fig. 12a, n°2) or dominating two snakes (in Fig. 12b, n°4, 
perhaps a depiction of the vertical downward stream 
gurgling from animal’s mouth).  

The so-called ‘CWS’ scene overlaps with the 
domination-clash scenes so distinctive of the Halil Rud 
repertory, and its antagonistic iconography. Water 
streams/rivers/snakes emitted by zebus could well be 
interpreted as due to clouds or storms, but also to the 
mountains surrounding the Halil Rud plain. More than 
a ‘flood’ story, this scene evokes the threats that rivers 
posed episodically on the inhabitants and subsistence in 
the Halil Rud Valley, one of the greatest concerns of the 
early agricultural urban communities that were usually 
located along rivers or on foothills. In addition to this 
threat, it shows that these communities believed in 
extra-natural entities (perhaps divinities) that controlled 
natural forces and whose depiction possibly evolved. As 
illustrated by the artifacts in Fig. 12a and b, one of these 
divinities was probably involved in the control of water 
streams/rivers. Star (possibly the sun), moon crescent, 
and mountain motifs (as well as vegetation and cloud 
motifs (?) in Fig. 12b, n°5) are also frequently 
represented. The astral motifs are usually near the 
character holding the arched merged streams (e.g., Fig. 
12a and b, n°2, 4 and 5). These motifs are not always 
present so it is unclear whether they have a specific 
value or are just intended to represent a natural setting. 

 

 
Figure 12a. ‘Control of water streams’ scenes in the Halil Rud Valley chlorite art. 
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Figure 12b. ‘Control of water streams’ scenes in the Halil Rud Valley chlorite art (n°6 and 7 are a sealing and a lapis-lazuli pin-head). 

 

II.3. Relation between the battle and ‘CWS’ 
scenes 
Most artifacts presented here display either a battle 

scene involving fighting hybrids or the ‘CWS’ scene. 
The Miho Museum vessel combines both, establishing 
a connection between them. Additional associations are 
worth mentioning (see Table 1): 

- vessel Fig. 8, n°1 also combines fighting hybrid 
characters with ‘water zebus’;  

- vessel Fig. 8, n°2 displays in its lower register a 
horned man with bovine ears, kneeling on bulls, 
controlling snakes as well as a horned man kneeling on 
felines, controlling bulls. The former is repeated twice 
on top, with a raptor struggling with a snake; 

- in Fig. 10, n°5 (‘handbag’), one side shows a two-
faced hybrid character with a bovine lower part standing 

on felines, while the other side shows a kneeling man 
on top of two merged zebus, probably controlling water 
streams spreading out of the animals’ heads; 

- vessel Fig. 12b, n°5 (from Khafajah) combines a 
man on top of two zebus holding water streams coming 
out of their heads, near a vibrant vegetation growth; in 
contrast, a similar human figure stands on top of two 
felines and holds two snakes. A scorpion separates this 
group from a crowded scene of scavenging, where a lion 
and a raptor feed on a carrion bovid. From this third 
group, grow the same plants seen in the first group. A 
small unidentified animal stands erected under a palm-
date tree; 

- Fig. 12b, n°7 (lapis-lazuli pinhead) displays a man sitting 
on zebus on one side and a woman (?) sitting on felines on 
the other. The guilloche motif on top of the latter side may 
represent stylized interwoven snakes or water flows. 

 

 Character on zebus Character on felines 

Fig. 8, n°2 
horned man with bovine ears 

holding snakes 

horned man  

holding bulls 

Fig. 10, n°5 
man  

holding water streams (?) 

two-faced man with bovine horns and a lower part 

holding snakes 

Fig. 12b, n°5 
man  

holding water streams 

man  

holding snakes 

Fig. 12b, n°7 
man  

water streams depicted with snakes (?) 

woman (?) 

guilloche motif 

Table 1: artifacts showing simultaneously characters on zebus and felines 
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Considering that Fig. 8, n°2 and Fig. 12b, n°7 are 

probably specific cases, Fig. 10, n°5 and Fig. 12b, n°5 
establish the association between zebus and water 
streams, and between felines and snakes. Besides the 

well-known equivalency water stream/snake, the zebus 
and felines are perhaps, in a way still to be determined, 
equivalent: 

 

II.4. Preliminary considerations about the 
relations between the type/function of the 
Halil Rud Valley chlorite artifacts and their 
iconography 
“L’ornementation d’un vase a pour but de lui donner 

un sens en relation avec son usage, avec sa place dans le 
rituel ; elle est supposée accroître l’efficacité du rite” 
(Perrot and Madjidzadeh 2006, 108). 

Since virtually all the Halil Rud Valley chlorite 
vessels come from illegal excavations, we have no 
information about their content, spatial location in the 
graves, or associations with other artifacts. However, 
their shapes reflect probably their function (and 
content) while the decoration used may depend on their 
shape and consequently their function. A regressive 
method based on iconography and shape/type of 
vessels could perhaps help in determining the function 
and content of some of these containers. 

 

 
 

In 2021, published33 and unpublished artifacts in 
Jiroft and Kerman museums amount to 370 Halil Rud 
Valley carved chlorite artifacts, including 81 truncated-
cone vessels, 84 ‘handbags’, and 84 cylindrical vessels 
(ca. 67% of the corpus). Among ‘narrative scenes’, 
besides clashes involving hybrid characters and the 
‘CWS’ scenes, range the following:  

- women hiding from snakes in big, decorated 
jars (four occurrences); 

                                                           
33 De Miroschedji 1973; Lamberg-Karlovsky 1988; Madjidzadeh 
2003; Madjidzadeh and Pittman 2008; Perrot and Madjidzadeh 2005, 
2006; Piran and Hesari 2005; Piran and Madjidzadeh 2012; Zarins 
1978. 

- a man bald, shaved, or with short hair standing 
on the back of a bull tied to a menorah-like tree, or 
falling (three occurrences); 

- scavenging scenes, either involving lions and 

fallen/dead zebu (as in the Khafajah vessel)34, or felines 
and fallen/dead caprine (14 occurrences); 

- architectural representations that Vidale 
(2017a) interpreted as related to the vara, an 
underground fort which, according to the Avestic 
version of a flood legend, was built by Yima to be used 
as a shelter (see below, section IV.2.a.1).  

Among the 19 artifacts showing fighting hybrids, ten 
are on truncated-cone vessels, five on ‘handbags’, two 
on cylindrical vessels (including the vessel from Ur), one 
on a globular vessel (Fig. 9, n°4), and one on a footed 
cup (Fig. 9, n°5). Of the seven artifacts showing a ‘CWS’ 
scene, five are on truncated-cone vessels, one on a 
cylindrical vessel (from Khafajah, Fig. 12b, n°5), and 
one on a ‘handbag’ (Fig. 10, n°5). In this light, the 
truncated-cone vessels were the most common support 
for the fighting hybrids (along, less frequently, with 
‘handbags’) and ‘CWS’ scenes. This tends to imply a 
connection between these scenes and the function(s) of 
these vessels. 

Among the 81 decorated truncated-cone vessels, 
twelve bear geometric patterns (five with beveled 
squares, four with whirls, and three with mats). Five 
show rows of scorpions. On thirteen objects, felines 
fight snakes (among the 21 known cases, 13 are on 
truncated-cone vessels seven are on cylindrical vessels, 
and none on ‘handbags’). Five have birds against snakes 
(fourteen cases known, including eight on ‘handbags’, 
their favorite support, five on truncated-cone vessels, 
and none on cylindrical vessels). Four have scavenging 
scenes involving lions and dead zebus near a palm-date 
tree. Finally, as previously mentioned, ten are decorated 
with fighting hybrids and five bear ‘CWS’ scenes. 

34 Concerning the scavenging scenes involving lions and dead 
bovines, see Vidale et al. 2021. 
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Architectural patterns (45 scenes currently 
known) rarely appear on truncated-cone vessels. In 
contrast, 25 out of the 84 known cylindrical vessels 
and 17 out of the 84 known ‘handbags’ bear 
architectural motifs. Another strong relationship is 
between the pedestalled cups and groups of grazing 
ibexes, wild sheep, and gazelles among shrubs (twelve 
scenes attested). Among the twelve cups currently 
known, nine are decorated with such scenes (one with 
a fighting hybrid, cf. Fig. 9, n°5, and two, with date 
palms). Ceramic and bronze versions of these cups  
also display scenes with ibexes or gazelles.  

This review (see below, Table 2) suggests that 
truncated-cone vessels frequently hosted the scenes 
of ‘CWS’ and ‘fighting hybrids’, illustrating the 
coherency of the iconography depicted on the Miho 
Museum vessel. Unfortunately, as previously said, the 
precise function of this type of vessel and its 
placement in the grave remain unknown as long as 
one is not found in a regular excavation and its 
content analyzed. Considering the tall closed shape, 
this container could have been used to store liquids, 
such as intoxicating drinks, perfumes, or ointments 
(Perrot and Madjidzadeh 2005, 129). 

 
truncated-cone vessel ‘handbag’ cylindrical vessel pedestalled cup 

scavenging scene involving lions and 

fallen/dead zebus with a date palm 
   

control of water streams    

fighting hybrids fighting hybrids   

birds fighting against snakes 
birds fighting against 

snakes 
  

felines fighting against snakes  
felines fighting against 

snakes 
 

 architectural patterns architectural patterns  

 date-palm   

   ibexes/gazelles among shrubs 

Table 2: recurrent relationships currently known in the Halil Rud Valley chlorite art corpus between some types of artifacts and their 
decorative patterns (not all the types and decorative patterns are considered here) 

 

II.5. Mesopotamian connections, comparisons, 
and dating 
The decoration of the Miho Museum truncated-

cone vessel has numerous parallels in Mesopotamia. 
Relations between Kerman and the West have been 
documented since the late fourth millennium BCE by 
the presence in the Halil Rud Valley of Uruk/Proto-
Elamite-related materials at Mahtoutabad III (and Tepe 

Yahya IVC)35. Mesopotamian ED I-III sealings dating 
to the first two-thirds of the third millennium BCE were 

found in Konar Sandal South36. These seals are: 

- a Mesopotamian City seal on a door-sealing 
(trench XIV; cf. ED I/II Ur);  

- seals with bovids emerging from both sides of 
a structure displaying standards with a hemispherical 
loop (symbol of Innana; this scene is attested from the 
Late Uruk to the Late ED Period); 

- seals with contest scenes with animals (one 
notably very similar to exemplars from the ED IIIb Ur 
Royal cemetery). 

When the Akkadian empire took shape ca. 2300 
BCE, the Mesopotamian geographical scope widened, 
evidence of direct relations with Kerman dramatically 
increased and the first mentions of Paraḫšum/Marḫaši 
(and Magan and Meluhha) appeared in cuneiform texts, 

                                                           
35 Desset et al. 2013. 
36 Pittman 2012, 81-92; 2013a, 307-310; 2018, 26-32. 

mostly for military reasons. Current data suggest that 

Fars was at that time mostly void of settlements37 and, 
as such, probably an obstacle to movement and 
communication. On the other hand, the Persian Gulf 
and its maritime (trade) route probably played an 
important role in the relationships between Kerman and 
Mesopotamia. The distribution of Halil Rud Valley 
chlorite artifacts and Kermani Waagenophyllum limestone 
artifacts (particularly at the time of the second dynasty 

of Lagaš) illustrates this38. 
 If Marḫaši was the archenemy of Akkad in South-

western Iran at the time of Sargon, Rimuš, and 
Maništušu (ca. 2320-2250 BCE), the situation changed 
dramatically at the time of Naram-Sin (ca. 2250/2230 
BCE). With this ruler, Marḫaši was not mentioned 
anymore as an enemy. The so-called ‘Treaty of Naram-
Sin’ may probably be interpreted as a peace treaty 
between Akkad and Marḫaši (see below section 
IV.2.b.1, for the religious implications of this 
hypothesis), agreeing on their different spheres of 
influence in South-Western Iran. One of Naram-Sin (or 
Šar-kali-šarri)’s sons (perhaps Ubil-Eštar) went to 
Marḫaši to marry a Marḫašean princess and bring her 
back to Mesopotamia. This is the first recorded instance 
of a royal wedding between ‘Mesopotamian’ and 

37 Contra, see Miller and Sumner 2003. 
38 Desset et al. 2016; Desset, Vidale et al. forthcoming. 
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‘Iranian’ dynasties, as it will be abundantly documented 
later (e.g., the wedding of Liwwir-mittašu, the daughter 
of Šulgi, with the king of Marḫaši in 2076/2075 BCE = 
18th year of reign of Šulgi).  

The alliance between Marḫaši and Mesopotamia 
proved to be surprisingly strong, surviving dynastic 
changes and continuing through the third dynasty of Ur. 
Both States probably shared common interests in 
South-Western Iran, considering Puzur-Sušinak’s 
military episode (ca. 2150-2100 BCE) and the 
subsequent emergence of Šimaški (2100-2000 BCE), as 
common enemies threatening respectively their western 
and eastern borders. Marḫašean ambassadors and 
messengers are continually attested in the 
Mesopotamian cuneiform texts from Šulgi 46 to Ibbi-
Sin 1 (2048-2027 BCE).  

 

Gift exchanges were performed between the two 

courts39 while an unprecedented direct military alliance 
is implied from the documented presence of Marḫašean 
soldiers in Mesopotamia. 

 The Miho Museum truncated-cone vessel probably 
needs to be approached in the framework of these 
relations between Mesopotamia and Kerman.  

 Its two scenes are opposed in a generally opposed 
triangular (VΛ) structure (Fig. 13). Such structure is 
observed as early as the late fourth millennium BCE on 
the sealing impressions on Early PIW tablets and on 
elite cylinder seals from Kerman such as one from the 
Rosen collection and a gold one from the Al-Sabah 
collection (the latter probably depicts the 
bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character n°1; see below). 
These comparisons point to a common artistic background 
in the production of chlorite vessels and cylinder seals. 

 

 
Figure 13. Comparisons of the opposed triangles (VΛ) structure in the articulation between two scenes. 

The depiction of the hybrid character in the ‘CWS’ 

scene parallels representations of the Mesopotamian 

leptocephali bird Anzu/Imdugud, which is frequently 

shown grasping lions, deers, or ibexes similarly since the 

ED I(?)-II Periods40 (ca. 2800-2700 BCE; it is 

abundantly represented on ED IIIb 1st dynasty of 

Lagaš-related artifacts, such as the silver vessel of En-

temena; see also two representations on chlorite pots, 

one from Mari and one from Tarut). Since 

representations of Anzu in Mesopotamia are earlier, 

they may have influenced that of the hybrid character in  

the ‘CWS’ scene on the Miho Museum vessel. The 

overpowered lions in the battle scene on the Miho 

Museum vessel can be directly paralleled to Mesopotamian 

cylinder seals from the late ED IIIb/Old Akkadian Period 

(Fig. 14; parallels are also observed on Central Asian 

glyptics)41. Parallels with Mesopotamian late ED IIIb/Old 

Akkadian glyptics for the position of the dominated 

animals are observed on other Halil Rud Valley chlorite 

artifacts which show animals turned upside down, the back 

towards the dominating character and held by the tail and 

hind legs (Fig. 15). 

 

                                                           
39 Potts 2002. 
40 Braun-Holzinger 1987 .  

41 The position of the dominated animals is attested as early as the 
late fourth millennium BCE (Winkelmann 2000, 47-48). 
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Figure 14. Similar position of the dominated animals (turned upside down, belly oriented towards the dominating character and held 
by back legs) comparisons. 
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Figure 15. Similar position of the dominated animals (turned upside down, back oriented towards the dominating character and held 

by the tail and back legs) comparisons. 
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Figure 16. The cylinder seal of Adda the scribe. 

 
These similarities are reinforced through 

comparisons with the Mesopotamian (Sippar?) 
cylinder-seal of Adda the scribe, dated around 2300-
2200 BCE (Fig. 16). Mountains here, take the form of 
the same scale patterns as on the Miho Museum vessel 
as well as on the cylinder-seal from the Rosen 
collection (attributed by Porada to the Old Akkadian 

period, 23rd century BCE 42). Streams of water and the 
muscular bodies of the characters are also depicted 
similarly. The bicephaly of the hybrid character n°1 in 
its most recent attestations on chlorite artifacts is 
probably a graphic convention showing that he is two-
faced (as proven by the copper figurines; see Fig. 11, 
n°1-5). This convention relates to the depiction of the 
Mesopotamian god Isimud/Ušmu (e.g., the seal of 
Adda, on the right, see Fig. 16), the messenger of 
Enki/Ea, the god of the underground sweet water 
(apsû), who emanates streams of water from shoulders. 
This could be one of the attributes of the Halil Rud 
Valley region bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid 
character n°1 too, as shown in the ‘CWS’ scenes. The 
earliest representations in Mesopotamia of the two-
faced god Isimud/Ušmu date to the Old Akkadian 

period43.  
The parallels with the seal of Adda and 

Mesopotamian iconography in general for the depiction 
of dominated lions, mountains, streams of water, 
bodies, and two-faced characters suggest that the Miho 
Museum vessel dates to the early Old Akkadian Period, 
ca. 2300-2200 BCE. Consequently, it likely belongs to 
the recent phase of the Halil Rud Valley chlorite art. 
Furthermore, the fact that representations of dominated 

                                                           
42 Porada 1988, 141. 
43 Boehmer 1976-1980. 
44 Female characters, in general, are exceedingly rare on chlorite 
artefacts; the motif of women (with a very specific buckle-bun hair 
style) hiding in large, decorated jars are unique. Females are also 

upside-down lions are more frequent in Mesopotamia 
suggests an influence of Mesopotamian glyptics. On the 
other hand, it is unclear whether the Halil Rud Valley 
bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character, in its more 
recent two-faced representation phase (see below 
section III.2), is older or more recent than the depiction 
of the Mesopotamian god Isimud/Ušmu. 

 

III. Supernatural iconography of Bronze 
Age Kerman 
III.1. Based on glyptics 

Kerman glyptic iconography (see Fig. 17a and b) does 
not overlap with the Halil Rud Valley chlorite art. 
Kermani seals very rarely share the motifs carved on 
chlorite. Exceptions are a ‘CWS’ scene in sealing Fig. 
12b, n°6 or the bovid/human/lion/bird hybrid on 
the al-Sabah collection gold seal (see also a seal from 
Gonur Depe in Fig. 17a). Chlorite artifacts, in turn, 
never show the scenes or actors which commonly 
appear on seals. In particular, they completely 
exclude goddesses who are paramount in seal 

imagery44. 
A number of supernatural entities and/or divinities 

are represented in third millennium BCE Kerman 
glyptic art. These are observed on: seals and sealings 

from Kerman province (Konar Sandal45, Shahdad, and 
Tepe Yahya); materials originating from or related to 
Kerman found at other Iranian sites such as Susa and 
Jalalabad (Fars); materials from Gonur Depe and the 
southern Central Asian civilization (Bactria-Margiana 
Archaeological Complex/Greater Khorasan 

Civilization) in general, largely influenced by46 or 

portrayed in copper figurines and in ‘couple’ scenes on the copper 
or lapis-lazuli heads of copper pins. 
45 For the sealings and seals found at Konar Sandal, see Madjidzadeh 
and Pittman 2008, 95-100; Pittman 2012; 2013a; 2013b; 2014a; 
2014b; 2018, 21-33; 2019. 
46 “As the Kerman culture is older than the Bactrian one and both 
cultures partly overlap chronologically, one may assume that the 
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imported from Kerman47; and objects from private 

collections48. We list below these characters (see Fig. 
17a and b for all the documents used here and their 
references): 

- 1) a vegetation/grain goddess with vegetal 
branches growing from the body, sitting on two ibexes 
(or on a snake in one case) or standing, rarely winged 
(two cases); 

- 2) a horned, winged goddess, standing or sitting 
(sometimes on a chair), in some cases associated with 
snakes; 

- 3) a less defined goddess on the Rosen collection 
seal. She sits on two horned lion dragons, wears a 
kaunakes-like robe with a horned cap, and holds a 

vegetal element49. An eight-like sign appears on the 
head. This goddess is also represented on Central 
Asiatic metallic compartmented stamp seals (e.g., Fig. 
17b), sitting on a dragon or standing by lions, wearing a 
kaunakes-like robe, and winged in some cases or with 
animals springing from her arms. She could be a 
variation of a previously described goddess. This 
character probably achieved important success in the 
southern Central Asian civilization (BMAC/GKC); 

- 4) what appears to be a male divinity sitting on a 
chair/throne or standing with snakes emanating from 

shoulders (Fig. 17b)50. Three images are known, 
respectively in the Foroughi collection, the former 
Bailey collection, and from a seal said to come from 

Jalalabad. In this last example51, the god stands with 
multiple arms transformed into snakes, worshipped by 
three bent women in a kaunakes dress. The seal from 
the Foroughi collection shows a bull-head above the 
head of this god. He resembles the kneeling character 
with snakes emanating from his arms and capped with 
a bull-head (and ‘tulips’) on the Rosen seal and the 
sitting figure on the left side of a large cylinder-seal from 
Konar Sandal South (Trench V) with a bull-head above 
his head and a snake behind him. In the Bailey 
collection seal, the chair of the god is on a platform very 
similar to that of Insušinak or Napireša on the so-called 
‘stele of Šir-ůktůh’ and the seal of Tan-Ůlı dated to the 
first half of the second millennium BCE (Fig. 17a). The 
three worshipping women on the Jalalabad seal remind 
the three standing ones in front of the god on the Bailey 
collection seal, while a bird (maybe on the shoulder of 
the god on the Jalalabad seal), a lute/lyre (played or not) 

                                                           
Iranian Kerman culture has also influenced the Bactrian culture in 
the field of religion” (Winkelmann 2014, 200). 
47 According to Pittman (2019, 272), the 5 cylinder-seals found in 
Gonur Depe were all imported, one from Mesopotamia, the four 
others from Kerman. 
48 See Winkelmann (2000, 70-80; 2014, 202-216) for a similar 
reconstructive attempt and the identification of five different 
divinities 
49 This representation is very close to the statue of the goddess 
found in Susa commissioned by Puzur-Sušinak and which can now 

and tulips seem to be regularly associated with this 
divinity; 

- 5) four images show a god sitting or kneeling in a halo 
(two seals in the Rosen collection, one in the Foroughi 
collection, and one from Gonur Depe), all of them 
associated with goddesses. In two cases, he holds a snake 
or a bow, and in two cases he is probably wearing a horned 
cap. In the Rosen seal, the halo rises on a scale-like 
mountains motif like those in the ‘CWS’ scene on chlorite 
artifacts (e.g., Miho Museum vessel, Fig. 12a, n°1-2), with 
two trees. The halo is framed by two kneeling males raising 
their arms, one bearing a hat (with a lion-head?) and a 
quiver and a bow, the other with snakes protruding from 
his arms and a bull-head cap. In the Foroughi collection 
seal, this god sits on an arched platform with animal legs, 
framed by two halves of a bovine and rope-like element 
on both sides (probably as a depiction of the halo). A 
character kneels in front of him, holding a snake or bow. 
In the sealings of a large cylinder seal found in Konar 
Sandal South (Trench V), the sitting character on the left 
is holding a bow and an arrow and could be assimilated 
into this figure. As he faces the god with a bull-head cap 
(see above, character n°4), the Trench V sealing can be 
compared to the Rosen specimen. The halo may identify 
him as a sun god (rising on mountains in the Rosen seal), 
while the bow and arrow could hint at solar beams. If this 
is correct, he might be Nahůnte, the ‘Hatamtite’ solar god, 
the equivalent of the Mesopotamian god Utu/Šamaš; 

- 6) the bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character 
previously described in chlorite art is probably 
represented on two cylinder seals from the al-Sabah 
collection and Gonur Depe. The bird component of 
this character is here more emphasized; his body is that 
of a bird, and his head is that of a horned human with a 
curved beard (Fig. 17a). The Al-Sabah gold cylinder-seal 
shows the head of the god with a sun-motif between the 
horns, flanked on both sides by a human-headed bird 
(two-faced characteristics?) and a snake, the animal he 
is usually dominating. On this last seal, it accompanies 
the vegetation goddess n°1 and an upward-oriented 
lunar crescent. The association of goddesses and lunar 
crescent is attested in other cases; these astral 
representations are exactly similar to the moon crescent 
and star/sun displayed in some ‘CWS’ scenes (see Fig. 
12a and b, n°1, 2, 4 and 5). On the seal from Gonur 
Depe, the same god may appear with two bird heads 

be identified as Bēlat-ekallim, the “Lady of the palace”, a well-known 
byname of Innana/Eštar thanks, to the decipherment of Late Proto-
Iranian writing (Desset et al. forthcoming a and b; inscription I: 1, 
pe-l-ti-ka-li3-m).  
50 See Eskandari et al. forthcoming, for a discussion of snake imagery 
in third millennium BCE iconography. 
51 See Vidale et al. 2021. 



 
 THE MARḪAŠEAN TWO-FACED ‘GOD’ 71  

 
 

 
 

(see below). On the sealings of a large cylinder seal from 
Konar Sandal South (Trench V), the figure standing on 
the right has horns and could also be ascribed to this 
character;  

- 7) one of the most ancient depictions of the (double) 

bird (vulture)-headed (winged) entity, sometimes with claws 

instead of feet, may be recognized on the upper register of 

the ‘jeweler’s seal’ from Susa (Fig. 17a)52.  

He appears on two cylinder seals from Gonur-Depe 

(probably originally from Kerman), and many additional 

representations of this character or an analogous deity or 

demon are recorded in Central Asia on stamp seals, 

(‘amulets’; see Sarianidi 1998, 171, 173), axes, and a circular 

gold seal with a Late PIW inscription (G′). Muscular, 

wearing a short skirt and a pendant, he is usually shown 

overpowering snakes, scorpions, ibexes, a dragon, or a wild 

boar. He may be a variation of the 

bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character/god (they share 

a similar bicephalic/two-faced feature), although his bird 

(vulture) component is emphasized (compare the depiction 

of the lapis-lazuli pin-head Fig. 11, n°6 with the cylinder-seal 

from grave 1393 at Gonur Depe). This character, like the 

goddess associated with dragons or lions, underwent a 

specific development in Central Asia. On the contrary, it 

could be also hypothesized that both are from Central Asia 

and arrived later in Kerman. 

 

 
Figure 17a. Third millennium and early second millennium BCE Kermani and Central Asiatic divine iconography on glyptics and 

comparisons. 

                                                           
52 This fascinating seal mixes Mesopotamian elements (cuneiform 
inscription and the contest scene on the lower register) with typically 
Eastern-Iran/Kerman ones. It may have belonged to an Eastern-
Iranian (Marḫašean) person, acculturated to Mesopotamian 
iconography probably in Susa where he/she lived or was active (this 
is a door-sealing). As cuneiform writing was probably adopted in 
Susa with the Akkadian annexation of the city by Sargon, this could 
be a terminus post quem for the dating of this seal to be attributed 
then to the 23rd century BCE, like the Miho Museum vessel (it is 

usually dated earlier: Winkelmann 2000, 45 and 67: 2500-2350 
BC/EDIII; contra Pittman 2002, 219 and 229: “while the specific 
iconography belongs to the middle of the [third] millennium 
according to Mesopotamian development, it could as well have been 
copied into the Early Old Akkadian period, perhaps as much as 200 
years later. […] It was carved during the period between 2400 and 
2200 BC”. 
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Figure 17b. Third millennium and early second millennium BCE Kermani and Central Asiatic divine iconography on glyptics and 

comparisons. 

 

III.2. Synthesis and iconographic evolution 
of the bovine/ human/ lion/ bird hybrid 
character/god 
The above review suggests that goddesses are most 

common in glyptic art53, while specific divinities, also 
displayed in glyptics, are represented on chlorite objects, 
whereas goddesses are not. Since there is very little 
overlap between the chlorite and glyptic arts 
iconographic spheres, this dichotomy may be explained 
in the following terms: 1) chlorite artifacts are essentially 
containers, implying that a specific content could have 
been associated with particular divinities; 2) considering 
the probable funerary context of most chlorite artifacts 
from the Halil Rud Valley region, and tentatively 
hypothesizing that they were made to be deposited in 

                                                           
53 As previously stated by Winkelmann (2000, 78): “If this 
interpretation is correct we have here the central figure of the 
Southeast Iranian pantheon: a main goddess”. 
54 See Vidale and Micheli 2012 about the funerary function of the 
chlorite ‘handbags’. 

graves54, we might assume that the divinities and stories 
or myths potentially illustrated on them relate to death. 

Many characters in the Kermani supernatural 
imagery are horned, wear horned caps, or are topped by 
bull-heads, birds, or scorpions, reflecting the hybrid 
animal/human character associated with their extra-
human/divine status. This might be linked to the 
horned cap used in Mesopotamia as a distinctive 
headdress for divinities since ED IIIa times (ca. 2600-

2500 BCE)55, although it is impossible to tell whether 
this motif appeared first in Mesopotamia or South-
Eastern Iran. The Mesopotamian horned cap may be 
seen as a local interpretation of the animal/human 
hybrid divinities typical of South-Eastern Iran, who are 
directly horned characters or have animal heads or 

55 Boehmer 1972-1975 and Braun-Holzinger 2013, 148 (“Die 
Hörnerkrone als allgemeines Göttermerkmal ist daher eine 
‘Erfindung’ der jüngeren frühdynastischen Zeit”). 
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headdresses. Animal/human hybrid characters are 
observed since the fifth millennium BCE (animal-

headed humans)56 and during the late fourth 
millennium BCE Uruk Mesopotamia/Proto-Elamite 
Iran, with characters that combine lion and bird of prey 
attributes, and animals engaged in human activities. A 
shared imaginary substrate must have existed, upon 
which the third millennium BCE hybrid creatures were 
elaborated, on a relatively limited scale in Mesopotamia 
(leptocephali bird Anzu, human-headed lion, bull-man, 
human-headed bull, scorpion-man, bird-man, boat-god) 
and in the Indus (Harappan ‘chimera’, attested on 31 
seals, combining cobra/snake, tiger, unicorn, markhor 

goat, elephant, human face and zebu57). It probably 
developed on a much larger scale in eastern Iran (and of 
course Egypt), where human/animal hybrids could 
stand for divinities.  

The iconographic evolution of the 
bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character between ca. 
2700 and 2200 BCE, whose Miho Museum vessel 
depiction is probably among the most recent examples, 
reflects this tendency to take animals to represent 
divinities (perhaps for distancing them from the human 
sphere). We propose here a tentative reconstruction of 
the different stages of this iconographic evolution (Fig. 
18), based on a hypothetical unilinear ‘complexification’ 
process (simpler = older; more complex = more 
recent):  

1) a simple horned man;  
2) bovine legs or lion feet are added;  
3) the animal part gains more importance with a full-

lion/bird (on seals) body on a (horned) human-headed 
character;  

4) the two-faced aspect appears;  
5) the most recent representations of this character 

combine bovine, lion, bird, and human attributes with a 
human upper body and a two-faced head.  

A feline/bird/human character depicted on metallic 
vessels from the Marlik culture is probably worth 
mentioning (Fig. 19) as a potential continuation of the 
third millennium BCE Kermani 
bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid character into the 
second millennium BCE. One silver vessel from tomb 
50 at Marlik displays a winged character with a lower 
bird part, an upper human part, and two animal (feline?) 
heads, controlling two sphinxes (winged lions with a 

woman-head) (vessel n°21; Fig. 19, n°1)58. One 
electrum goblet at the Louvre Museum (AO 20281), 

probably from Marlik culture, displays a winged 
character with a lower (reptile?) twisted part with bird 
claws, an upper human part, and two animal (feline?) 
heads, controlling two ibexes/gazelles (Fig. 19, n°2).  

The position of the ibexes/gazelles is very similar to 
that of the dominated animals in Fig. 14 and seems to 
be a direct loan from the late third millennium BCE 
iconography. 

 

IV. Third millennium BCE South-Eastern 
Iran / Marḫašean pantheon 
 

IV.1. Iconographic data 
The above review of glyptic and chlorite 

iconographic evidence suggests that three female and 
six male super-natural entities, that we hypothetically 
interpret as goddesses and gods, are represented in third 
millennium BCE South-Eastern Iran: 

- a) a vegetation/grain goddess (in glyptics); 
- b) a horned and winged goddess (in glyptics); 
- c) a goddess sitting on or associated with horned 

lion/dragons, wearing a kaunakes-like robe and a 
horned cap, and holding a vegetal element (in glyptics); 

- d) a god sitting on a chair, kneeling or standing 
with, in some cases, snakes emanating from his 
shoulders and arms, and a bull-head emanating from his 
head (in glyptics); 

- e) a god sitting or kneeling in a halo (Nahůnte?; in 
glyptics); 

- f) a bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid god (mainly 
attested on chlorite artifacts but also in glyptics), 
fighting against animals (mainly snakes) and probably 
controlling streams of water (/snakes) originating from 
zebus. Its image probably evolved between 2700 and 
2000 BCE, as his two-faced characteristics probably 
only appeared ca. 2300 BCE. The bull-man, the lion-
man, and the man with clawed feet wearing a fluted skirt 
may be considered variations or avatars of this 
character; 

- g) a (double) bird-headed (winged) man, sometimes 
with claws instead of feet, fighting against various 
animals (in glyptics); 

- h) a god with (bovine?) horns, wearing a skirt 
decorated with regularly spaced circular inlays, fighting 
or controlling snakes (in chlorite art);  

- i) in the chlorite artifacts corpus, scorpion-men are 

also attested. It is not certain if they represented a specific 

divinity, just a genius, or a manifestation of negative forces. 

  
 

                                                           
56 Pittman 2014a, 630-631. 
57 Frenez and Vidale 2012. 

58 Negahban 1996, vol. 1, 81-82. 
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Figure 18. Hypothetical iconographic evolution of the bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid (two-faced) god. 
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Figure 19. Later iconographic comparisons are available for the bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid (two-faced) god. 

 
This list should be considered at best tentative and not 

comprehensive, because: 1) it may superimpose and mix 
different periods and areas along with the risk of 
interpreting actual variations of the same figure as distinct 
entities (or actual distinct entities as the variations of the 
same figure); 2) it is based on selected objects that come 
from different periods and regions, which implies the 
possibility that the iconographic themes did not necessarily 
always reflect the same meanings. Of specific concern here 
is the sharing of iconographic themes between south-
eastern Iran and Central Asia in the second half of the third 
millennium BCE, as apparent similarities might have been 
the expressions of different ideologies. The iconography 
of south-eastern Iran in the third millennium BCE, on 
which this preliminary list is proposed, nevertheless hints 
at a religious landscape including different feminine and 
masculine entities, probably identified by specific symbols 
and attributes and playing specific roles in distinct myths.  

From this point of view, it seems to correspond to a 
‘typical’ Near-Eastern-type pantheon, characterized by 
specific hybrid characters.  

At this point, only textual information could lead us 
to break the surface of the images and move beyond this 
very general statement to reach the underlying, lost 
narratives.  

 

IV.2. Textual data and narrative 
interpretation 
IV.2.a. Indirect approaches  
In the absence of solid knowledge about the Iranian 

Plateau during the third millennium BCE, later Iranian 
narratives (Avesta) and third/second millennia BCE 
sources from Mesopotamia and South-Western Iran 
provide important information that helps in 
understanding third millennium BCE Kermani 
iconography. 
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IV.2.a.1. Later Iranian evidence: an Avestic 
text 
Considering that basic mythemes survived in the 

same territory and could be traced as a Proto-Indo-
Iranian substrate/heritage in subsequent religious 
conceptions, Vidale (2017a) hypothesizes that the 
architectural representations on the Halil Rud Valley 
chlorite art are models of the vara/var known in the 
Avesta. Vara/var is a walled space built by Yima 
(Videvdad, Fragard 2, 22-43) under divine instructions 
as a shelter for mankind, plants, and animals when 
threatened by the ice of a deadly cataclysmic winter (it 
could be a variation of a substrate myth from which the 
Mesopotamian flood myth, as documented in the epic 
of Atra-Ḫasis, also sprung). The reference to palm dates 
in the quoted Avestic passages seems to support a 
south-eastern Iranian scenario for the narrative.  

However, an important issue with this approach is 
that the toponyms in the Avestic texts usually 
correspond to territories located north and east of 
Kerman, in current North-Eastern Iran, Central Asia, 

or Afghanistan59. This issue could be overcome if one 
considered that the third millennium BCE Kerman 
religion influenced the late third/early second millennia 
BCE southern Central Asian civilization 
(BMAC/GKC), a possibility suggested by certain 
aspects of its glyptic art (see above). This latter area, 
from the points of view of presumed times and 
locations, could be considered as sharing or overlapping 
the possible religious substrate of the Avestic texts. In 
this perspective, a southern Central Asian civilization 
(BMAC/GKC) substrate, itself influenced by Kermani 
templates, might have been fragmentarily reflected in 
archaic cores of the Avestic texts. Although this 
scenario remains problematic, it seems logically 
possible. 
 

 

 
IV.2.a.2. Contemporary and later evidence 
from Mesopotamia and South-Western Iran 
(Susiana and Fars) 
“Dans la recherche concernant la spiritualité de 

l’Orient «pré-historique», nous avons été trop souvent 
portés à nous satisfaire de notions tirées de la littérature 

                                                           
59 Lecoq 2016, 57-58 (geographic scope of the Avestic texts) and 
124-125 (hypotheses about the life of Zarathuštra and where his 
prophetic career could have been led). 
60 Perrot and Madjidzadeh 2006, 99. 

mésopotamienne du IIème, voire du Ier millénaire; c’est-
à-dire de notions anachroniques qui faussent toute 

tentative d’interprétation”60. 
An alternative to the first approach considers that 

contemporary societies in direct contact might have 
shared similar religious conceptions, through 
influences, and/or a common religious background. As 
such, Mesopotamian narratives may help in explaining 

the Halil Rud Valley iconography61. The myth of Etana, 
including the initially independent tale describing the 
opposition between the bird and the snake, recalls the 
abundant fighting scenes between birds (bearded 
vultures) and snakes in the Halil Rud Valley chlorite art. 
Also, the scenes of ‘CWS’ may be related to the 
Mesopotamian flood myth (Vidale 2015). 

Third and second millennia BCE cuneiform texts 
document also the South-Western Iranian/Susian 

(‘Elamite’) religion62, characterized by the cults of 
Insušinak and Napireša. Late third millennium BCE 
Susa is characterized by the temples of Insušinak and 
Ninḫursaĝa, built on the Acropolis on both sides of the 
early fourth millennium BCE Haute terrasse and restored 
by Šulgi in the 21st century BCE. We know from the 
texts that: 

- Ešpum, the Akkadian governor of Susa at the 
time of Maništušu (ca. 2260 BCE), dedicated a statue to 
the goddess Narůte; 

- the local ruler Puzur-Sušinak (ca. 2150-2100 
BCE) mentioned in his texts Insušinak, Šamaš, Enlil, 
Enki, Innana/Eštar, Sin, Ninḫursaĝa, Nergal and 
Narůte to which list we may add Šimot (probably the 

equivalent of Nergal) from the Late PIW text D63. He 
described specific rituals for the gate of Insušinak, 
dedicated statues to AL.UR4

?.KA? and Bēlat-Terraban, 
and votive ‘nails’ to Insušinak. He also commissioned 
the statue of a goddess (previously wrongly identified as 
Narůte), designated in the Late PIW inscription (I) 
written on it as pe-l-ti-ka-li3-m, Bēlat-ekallim, a byname 
traditionally reserved in Susa for Innana/Eštar (this 
identification is confirmed by the lions carved on the 
throne of the goddess and under her feet). Additionally, 
Puzur-Sušinak built or restored the temple of ŠU-GU (an 
unknown god). Insušinak is probably local to Susa (his 
name in Sumerian would mean “the lord of Susa”), 
whereas all the other gods mentioned by Puzur-Sušinak 
seem to have Mesopotamian origins, save for Narůte 
and Šimot (and maybe ŠU-GU); 

- late third millennium BCE onomastics at Susa 
reflect an even more Mesopotamian-related pantheon, 
since people’s names are almost always those of 
Mesopotamian deities, especially Ea, Šamaš, Erra, 

61 See Winkelmann 2014, 211-213; 2018; Vidale 2015, 32-38. 
62 Vallat 1998; Quintana 2018, 729-731. 
63 See Desset et al. forthcoming a and b. 
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Adad, and Eštar/Innana, as well as Amal, Enzu, 
Nabium, Nisaba, Enki, Ningirsu and Nindar. Besides 
Narůte and Manzat, few Hatamtite/highland divine 
names are attested in Susian onomastics, which suggests 
that the late third millennium BCE pantheon in Susa 
was already syncretistic with a main local/tutelary god 
(Insušinak), a major Mesopotamian component (Enlil, 
Enki, Ea, Šamaš, Innana/Eštar, Sin, Ninḫursaĝa, 
Nergal, Adad, Ningirsu, etc.), and a minor highland 
component (Narůte, Šimot, Manzat); 

- early second millennium BCE school tablets 
from Susa record only Mesopotamian divinities, 
especially those of the pantheons of Lagaš, Ur, Isin, 
Nippur and Kiš, such as Bau, Ningirsu, Ningišzida, 
Nanna, Šulpae(a), Sin, Nin-gal, Ninkarrak, AN-a-ba, 
Zababa, Adad (IŠKUR) and Nergal as well as (In)Sušinak 
(Tsujita 2016). More than just a reflection of the 
religious landscape prevalent at that time in Susa, these 
gods probably betray the importance of the 
Mesopotamian scribal practices in the cursus of the 
Susian students. 

Some additional information for areas further east 
of Susiana is provided by a text mentioning the cult of 
Růhů-rater (or Růhů-razer) in Hůhnůrı, probably 
located at Tappeh Bormi, near Ram Hormuz, at the 
time of Amar-Sin of Ur (ca. 2040 BCE)64. With the 
recent decipherment of the Late PIW, the corpus of 
kunanki vessels from Kam-Firuz has shed light onto the 
relationships of the Šimaški/early Sukkalmaḫ rulers (ca. 
2000-1880 BCE) outside of the Susian context, at 
Anzan, with Napireša, Nahůnte (assimilated to 
Utu/Šamaš) and Pinekir (assimilated to Innana/Eštar). 
Later, according to an inscription of Šimot-wartaš (18th 
century BCE), we witness a specific relation between 

the goddess Kirıreša and Liyan (Bushehr)65. In Western 
Susiana, the patron god of Pašime (Tell Abu Shija) was 

probably Šuda66 (at least during the Old Akkadian 
Period and probably during the Ur III Period). 

 

IV.2.b. Direct approaches 
Important textual data that inform us directly about 

the South-Eastern Iran/Kerman and Marḫašean 
religious landscape in the second half of the third 
millennium BCE deserve mention. In order of 
importance, we may use the so-called ‘Treaty of Naram-
Sin’, Late PIW inscriptions from Kerman or relating to 
Kerman, and Marḫašean onomastics. 

 
 

                                                           
64 Mofidi-Nasrabadi 2005; 2018. 
65 Pézard 1914 MDP 15, fig. 15, pl. 13, n°4-5. 
66 Hussein et al. 2010. 
67 Scheil 1911 MDP 11, 1-11 for the original edition. See also König 
1965, 29-34, Hinz 1967, 91-95, Koch 2005, 283-287 and Quintana: 
https://www.um.es/cepoat/elamita/?cat=81 

IV.2.b.1. The ‘Treaty of Naram-Sin’67 
In the Old Akkadian Period, South-Western Iran 

(corresponding to the Mesopotamian geographic 

concept of NIM/ELAM68) was probably under 
Mesopotamian control (Khuzestan) or influence (Fars). 
As said above, with Naram-Sin’s accession (ca. 2254-
2218 BCE), there was probably a modification in the 
Akkadian Eastern diplomacy since, after him, Marḫaši 
was never mentioned anymore as an enemy. For this 
reason, it seems reasonable to consider Marḫaši as the 

counterpart of Akkad69 in the so-called ‘Treaty of 
Naram-Sin’ found in Susa. 

This peace treaty is one of the most ancient 
documents written in the Hatamtite language, dating to 
ca. 2240/2230 BCE. Its purpose was to phonetically 
record the oath pledged by the counterpart of Naram-
Sin, probably a Marḫašean ruler (notably “the enemy of 
Naram-Sin shall be my enemy, the friend/ally (?) of 
Naram-Sin shall be my friend/ally (?)”). This document 
is introduced by a long series of divinities invoked to 
guarantee it (see below, Appendix 1). If the hypothesis 
of a peace treaty between Akkad and Marḫaši proves to 
be correct, it would give them an exceptional insight 
into the Marḫašean pantheon around 2240/2230 BCE 
(i.e, roughly at the time the Miho Museum vessel was 
produced), resulting from a long history already 
characterized by the adoption of foreign divinities. 

At least half of the divinities invoked in this text are 
mentioned only here (another proof that this treaty is not 
related to the Susiana/South-Western Iran religious 
landscape). Among the others, eleven had cults in Susa or 
Fars at some point and probably already shared in the third 
millennium BCE a pan-Iranian/Hatamtite status: Pinekir, 
Hůmpan, Nahůnte, Insušinak, Šimot, Hůtran, Siašům, 
Manzat (?), Narůte, Niarzına, and Kirwasır (Kirwaš).  

The absence of Napireša (and Kirıreša) in this text, 
as well as in Susa before 2000 BCE, is remarkable. The 
most ancient attestation of this god known at present is 
in a cuneiform Hatamtite inscription written on the 
kunanki vessel of Kıntatu (ca. 2000 BCE; Mahboubian 
2004, 46-47; Desset et al. forthcoming b). Probably 
initially related to the Šimaškian polity, he appears in the 
inscriptions left by the Šimaški/Sukkalmaḫ rulers in the 
graveyard of Kam-Firuz in Fars. His cult, possibly 
centered on Anzan, was widespread into Susiana around 
1350 BCE at the time of Ontaš-Napireša’s reign. At the 
time of the ‘Treaty of Naram-Sin’, either he did not exist 

See also the transliteration in the CDLI internet site : 
https://cdli.ucla.edu/search/archival_view.php?ObjectID=P4806
91 
68 Desset 2017. 
69 See also Steinkeller (2018, 189) who reached a similar conclusion. 

https://www.um.es/cepoat/elamita/?cat=81
https://cdli.ucla.edu/search/archival_view.php?ObjectID=P480691
https://cdli.ucla.edu/search/archival_view.php?ObjectID=P480691


78       F .  D ES SET ,  M .  SHAH SAVA RI ,  M.  VIDALE   

  

yet, or his cult was restricted to what would become the 
cradle of the Šimaškian dynasty (the earliest mention of 
Šimaški dates back to the time of Puzur-Sušinak, ca. 
2150-2100 BCE). 

The mention in the Treaty of Mesopotamian 
divinities (NIN. URTA and NIN-Karak, as well as maybe 
Ilaba, Maziat, and Išhara) and of the god of Susa, 
Insušinak, suggests that this pantheon was a syncretistic 
construction where the diversity of local gods was 
rationalized to develop a unified religious landscape 
(like in Susa around the same time), maybe not spared 
yet by any overlapping phenomenon with similar 
attributes and functions shared by distinct gods. As 
gods listed as Hatamtite may have been worshipped in 
different locations of the Iranian Plateau, it remains 
difficult to identify proper Marḫašean divinities. 
Divinities only mentioned here, such as Sır-napir, Hůsa, 

Ůk(?)kapna, Imitkı, Tůlat, Hůrpi, Kůků-můktir, Hůmšat70, 
Růhů-išna, Růhů-sa-[?], Lan/mpani, Hůr-pahır, Nitůtir, 
Tiuk and Sımit-sara[ra]r, apparently absent from any 
other Susian texts, could be good candidates. We may 
reasonably consider them as Eastern Iranian deities, and 
perhaps more specifically Kermani deities. However, 
their ranks in the ‘Treaty’ suggest that they were 
probably not the main deities. 

At the time of Puzur-Sušinak (ca. 2150-2100 BCE), 
the ‘highland’ divinities Narůte, Šimot (=Nergal?) and 
Manzat were present in Susiana while Šamaš may have 
already been equivalent to Nahůnte, and Innana/Eštar 
(Bēlat-ekallim) to Pinekir. The other paramount gods 
Hůmpan, Hůtran, Niarzına, and Kirwasır (/Kirwaš?), not 
present then in Susa, could be considered, too, as 
originating from eastern Iran. 

 

IV.2.b.2. Decipherment of Kerman and 
Kerman-related late PIW inscriptions 

The recent decipherment of the Late PIW (Desset et 
al. forthcoming a and b) sheds new light onto the 
inscriptions from Shahdad (text S) and Konar Sandal 
South (texts B′, C′, D′ and E′) in Kerman. Among them, 
the possible appearance of the theophorous name 
Tinra-?-r with the theonym Tinra in inscription S is 
noteworthy (cf. dte-en-ru / Tenru; see Zadok 1984, 44, 
247b). 

Five Late PIW inscriptions on metallic vessels (M′, 
A′/O′, N′ and W) are thought to have been redacted east 
of western Fars and maybe in Kerman. This hypothesis 
is based on the shape of these vessels and the sign 
variants used on them (similar to the inscriptions from 
Shahdad and Konar Sandal, and different from the 
inscriptions found in south-western Iran, at Susa, Kam-
Firuz, and in Marv Dasht). Vessels M′ and O′ were 
dedicated to god Šikwat (cf. the god Šikat, ElW: 1155, 

                                                           
70 Read up to now Hůmkat (dhu-um-ka4

?-at?), it may be corrected as 
Hůmšat based on Late PIW text Q (hu2-m-š-ša-t). 

and Zadok 1984, 39), A′ to Hůmpan (the dedicator of 
inscription M′ is Hůnpar-intata, in which a version of the 
theonym Hůmpan may be recognized), while Insušnak 
was invoked in blessing and curse formulae in A′ and 
O′. It is worth remembering that Hůmpan and Insuš(i)nak 
are both mentioned in the ‘Treaty of Naram-Sin’, in the 
3rd and 7th positions respectively (in contrast, Šikwat is 
not mentioned in this text). 

The title of the dedicatee on the Marv Dasht vessel 
bearing Late PIW inscription Q suggests that she may 
come from the East. The beginning of the inscription 
reads: za-na | ma-ra-p2-š-ša-i-r | šu-wa-r-a-su, “(I?) the lady 
of Marapša(y)i, Šůwar-Asu”. First, this inscription may 
reveal the Hatamtite name (autotoponym) of Marḫaši: 
Marapša(y)i (see above, footnote n°5). Secondly, the 
name Šůwar-Asu is probably to be understood with the 
theonym Asu (like for Napir-dAsu, the wife of Ontaš-
Napireša; see Zadok 1984, 7, n°17). Considering that 
this Šůwar-Asu is said to be from Marḫaši/Marapša(y)i, 
it seems possible that the goddess Asu was also 
worshiped there. 

 

IV.2.b.3. Marḫašean onomastics through 
cuneiform texts 

Paradoxically, although many individuals are 
qualified as coming from Marḫaši or Paraḫšum in the 
late third/early second millennia BCE Mesopotamian 
cuneiform sources, theonyms are rare in this onomastic 
pool. Examples include Ta(n)-Hůmpan (Da-
Hunban, attested at the time of Amar-Sin of Ur) with the 
mention of the god Hůmpan, as well as maybe a 
(Hurrian?) god *Kfi, as proposed by Francfort and 
Tremblay (2010, 179). 

 

IV.3. Preliminary attempt at identification 
of the bovine/human/lion/bird hybrid 
(two-faced) god 
In the list of nine supernatural beings displayed in 

south-eastern Iranian Bronze Age art, none seem to 
match the south-western Iranian depictions of 
Insušinak (in Susa) or Napireša (in Fars) as attested 
since the early second millennium BCE on the glyptics, 
on the reliefs of Kurangun and Naqsh-e Rostam, and 
the steles of Šir-ůktůh and Ontaš-Napireša (Fig. 17a). 
These gods ‘aux serpents et eaux jaillissantes’, like 
Mesopotamian divinities, wear a horned cap and a robe. 
Their distinct attribute was indeed probably the snake 
(sometimes with a bearded human head, sometimes 
horned). They sit on a coiled snake throne (sometimes 
on top of a stepped platform very similar to that of the 
god with snakes emerging from shoulders in the 
Bailey/Louvre seal) and bear in their left hand a snake 
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as a scepter (a coiled snake is sometimes above their 

hat)71. 
The identity (or identities) of the hybrid two-faced 

being (if actually, it was a god, and not an accessory 
manifestation of a deity) on the Miho Museum vessel 
could be searched for among Sır-napir, Hůsa, 
Ůk(?)kapna, Imitkı, Tůlat, Hůrpi, Kůků-můktir, Hůmšat, 
Růhů-išna, Růhů-sa-[?], Lan/mpani, Hůr-pahır, Nitůtir, 
Tiuk, Sımit-sara[ra]r, Hůmpan, Hůtran, Niarzına, or 
Kirwasır (Kirwaš?). However, considering his 
preeminence in chlorite art, this list could be 
hypothetically reduced to Hůmpan, Hůtran, and 
Kirwasır (Kirwaš?; while Niarzina can probably be 
excluded as she is a goddess). Hůmpan is a good 
candidate as he is mentioned in the Late PIW 
inscription A′ and is present in Marḫašean onomastics 
(Hůnpar-intata? and Ta-Hůmpan). On the other hand, 
supposing that the depictions of the 
bovid/human/lion/bird (two-faced) hybrid on chlorite 
artifacts (and the copper alloy figurines) were meant for 
graves (which currently cannot be proven), this funerary 
character could relate to Šimot, acknowledged as 
equivalent of the Mesopotamian underworld god 

Nergal72.  
The goddess Pinekir may be one of the two major 

goddesses represented on Kerman glyptics (either the 
vegetation/grain goddess or the horned and winged 
goddess). Indeed, Pinekir is the first divinity mentioned 
in the ‘Treaty of Naram-Sin’ and should be considered 
the paramount character in the Marḫašean pantheon 
around 2240/2230 BCE. Hatamtite Pinekir was 
considered the equivalent of the Mesopotamian 
goddess Inanna/Eštar (see above) and is described by 
Vallat (1998) as the “goddess of love and procreation, 
who was worshipped throughout Elamite History and 
had an AŠTAM , or temple of fertility” built-in Dur-

Ontaš (Chogha Zanbil) by Ontaš-Napireša73.  
 

V. Conclusion 
Marḫašean onomastics in the late third millennium 

BCE seem to reflect a multi-linguistic/ethnic society, 
with probably a main Hatamtite linguistic component 
including also Akkadian, Sumerian, and still 

undetermined anthroponyms74, plus a probably 
important Amorite presence in the Persian Gulf.  

This linguistically composite onomastic pool 
suggests a multi-cultural society that might have 
worshipped a syncretistic pantheon. The Persian Gulf, 

as a ‘commercial highway’75 connecting Marḫaši to 
Mesopotamia, Susiana, the Arabian Peninsula (Magan 
and Dilmun), and Meluhha, played an important role in 
this cosmopolitism, creating a kind of Persian Gulf 
proto-koine during the third millennium BCE. On the 
other hand, the relationship between Marḫaši and the 
southern Central Asian civilization (BMAC/GKC), and 
a hypothetical iconographic (and religious?) influence 
from the former on the latter, may only be explained 
through the existence of relatively more difficult inland 
connections through Sistan and oases in and/or along 
the Kavir and Lut deserts. 

Even though a definitive identification of the 
Marḫašean bovid/human/lion/bird (two-faced) hybrid 
is still impossible, it might have been the representation 
of deities such as Hůmpan, Hůtran, Kirwasır (Kirwaš?) or 
Šimot. Considering that the archaeological remains in the 
Halil Rud valley were only brought to the full academic 
attention at the beginning of the 2000s (in spite of the 

pioneering survey led by A. Stein in 1932-193376), one 
should admit our ignorance and the need of being 
cautious in formulating hypotheses in the ‘name game’. 
Those that we offer here have been built upon the 
perspective that the History of ancient Iran should be 
written with an emphasis on the Iranian sources. This 
perspective is fully in line with the proposal that the 
Mesopotamian notion of ELAM should be dismissed 
and that the more emic (but still poorly understood) 

concept of Hatamti is promoted77. Little by little, the 
light shed on third-millennium BCE Iran will 
contribute to de-mesopotamianizing the History of the 
Ancient Near East, making it more representative of 
its complexity. 
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71 See de Miroschedji 1981. 
72 Zadok 1984, 40. 
73 According to Malbran-Labat 1995, 195 and footnote n°311: 
“Dans l'aštam ont été recueillies des figurines marquant son 
caractère de déesse de la procréation et de la fécondité. Le mot aštam 
évoque la prostitution sacrée”. 
74 Glassner 2005, 14: “au sein des élites sociales de Marḫaši, certains 
membres portent des noms se rattachant à une langue inconnue 

alors que d’autres portent des noms aisément interprétables en une 
langue sémitique ou en élamite”. 
75 Steinkeller 2013, 413. 
76 Stein 1937, 137-157; see 149-150 for the first descriptions of the 
southern and northern tepes of Konar Sandal and Qaleh Koutchek. 
77 Desset 2017. 



80       F .  D ES SET ,  M .  SHAH SAVA RI ,  M.  VIDALE   

  

References 
Amiet, P. (1972). Glyptique susienne, des origines à 

l'époque des Perses Achéménides. Mémoires de la Délégation 
Archéologique en Iran 43. 

(1980). La glyptique mésopotamienne archaïque. 2ème édition, 
Editions du CNRS, Paris. 

(1986). L'âge des échanges inter-iraniens, 3500-1700 avant J-C. 
Notes et documents des Musées de France 11, Editions de la 
réunion des musées nationaux, Paris. 

(1994). Un sceau trans-élamite à Suse. Revue d'assyriologie et 
d'archéologie orientale 88(1), 1-4. 

(1999). Textes et monuments: à la recherche de 
concordances à propos des cachets de Bactriane. Revue 
d'assyriologie et d'archéologie orientale 93, 97-106. 

(2005). Les sceaux de l'administration princière de Suse à 
l'époque d'Agadé. Revue d'assyriologie et d'archéologie orientale 99, 
1-12. 

(2007). Elam et trans-Elam, à propos de sceaux-cylindres 
de la collection du Dr. Serge Rabenou. Revue d'assyriologie et 
d'archéologie orientale 101, 51-58. 

Aruz, J. and Wallenfels, R. eds. (2003). Art of the first cities, 
the third millennium BC, from the Mediterranean to the Indus. The 
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. 

Ascalone, E. (2006). Cultural spheres on the Iranian 
Plateau as seen from glyptic evidence. Distribution and 
development of seals in Iranian regional contexts during 
Mesopotamian Akkadian and Post-Akkadian periods (ca. 
2400-2150 BC), in F. Baffi, R. Dolce, S. Mazzoni and F. 
Pinnock (eds.), Ina Kibrat Erbetti, Studi di Archeologia Orientale 
dedicati a Paolo Matthiae, Universita di Roma ‘La Sapienza’, 
Roma, 29-72. 

(2008). Cultural interactions among Mesopotamia, Elam, 
TransElam, and Indus civilization. The evidence of a 
cylinder-stamp seal from Jalalabad (Fars) and its significance 
in the historical dynamics of south-eastern Iran. Proceedings of 
the 4th ICAANE, vol. 1, 255-275. 

Boehmer, R. M. (1965). Die Entwicklung der Glyptik wa 
ährend der Akkad-Zeit. Untersuchungen zur Assyriologie und 
vorderasiatischen Archäologie n°4, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin. 

(1972-1975). Hörnerkrone. Reallexikon der Assyriologie und 
vorderasiatischen Archäologie 4, Berlin-New-York, 431-434. 

(1976-1980). Isimu. B. Reallexikon der Assyriologie und 
vorderasiatischen Archäologie 5, Berlin-New-York, 179-181. 

Braun- Holzinger,  E.  A.  (1987). Löwenadler. Reallexikon der 
Assyriologie 7(1-2), 94-97. 

(2013). Frühe Götterdarstellungen in Mesopotamien. Orbis 
biblicus et orientalis, series archaeologica, n°261, Academic 
Press / Vandenhoeck Ruprecht, Fribourg / Göttingen. 

Charvát, P. (2002). Mesopotamia before history. Routledge. 
Cleuziou, S. (2003). Jiroft et Tarut sur la côte orientale de 

la péninsule arabique. Dossiers d’archéologie n°287 (Octobre 
2003), 114-125. 

Delougaz, P. (1960). Architectural representations on 
steatite vases. Iraq 22, 90-95. 

Desset, F. (2017). Here ends the history of ‘Elam’: 
toponomy, linguistics, and cultural identity in Susa and south-
western Iran, ca. 2400-1800 BC. Studia Mesopotamica 4, 1-32. 

Desset, F., Marchesi, G., Vidale, M. and Pignatti, J. (2016). 
A sculpted dish from Tello made of a rare stone (Louvre-AO 
153). Journal of Near Eastern Studies 75(1), 71-84. 

Desset, F., Tabibzadeh, K., Kervran, M., Basello, G.-P. 
and Marchesi, G. (forthcoming a). The decipherment of 
Linear Elamite writing. Zeitschrift für Assyriologie und 
Vorderasiatische Archäologie 112(1). 

 (forthcoming b). Linear Elamite inscriptions and related 
cuneiform texts. OrientLab Series Maior, Ante Quem editor, 
Dipartimento di Storia Culture e Civiltà dell’Università di 
Bologna. 

Desset, F., Vidale, M. and Alidadi Soleimani, N. (2013). 
Mahtoutabad III (province of Kerman, Iran), a ‘Uruk-related’ 
material assemblage in Eastern Iran. Iran 51, 17-55. 

Desset, F., Vidale, M., Alidadi Soleimani, N., Battistella, 
E. and Daneshi, A. (2017). A grave of the Halil Rud valley 
(Jiroft, Iran, ca. 2400-2200 BC): stratigraphy, taphonomy, 
funerary practices. Iranica Antiqua 52, 25-60. 

Desset, F., Vidale, M., Marchesi, G., Shahsavari, M., 
Pignatti, J. and Conti, L. (forthcoming). Waagenophillum 
coral limestones. Another article of long-distance trade 
between the Iranian Plateau and southern Mesopotamia in 
the 3rd millennium BC. 

Dijk, J., van. (1978). Ishbi-erra, Kindattu, l'homme 
d'Elam, et la chute de la ville d'Ur. Journal of cuneiform Studies 
30(4), 189-208. 

Eskandari, N., Desset, F., Hessari, M., Shahsavari, M., 
Shafiee, M. and Vidale, M. (2020). A late 4th to early 3rd 
millennium BC grave in Hajjiabad-Varamin (Jiroft, south-
eastern Iran): defining a new period of the Halil Rud valley 
protohistoric sequence. Iranica Antiqua 55, 1-48 

Eskandari, N., Desset, F., Shahsavari, M., Anjamrouz, S., 
Caldana, I., Shafiee, M., Patriarca, M., Nicosia, C., Deiana, R 
and Vidale, M. (2021). Preliminary report on the survey of 
Hajjiabad-Varamin, a site of the Konar Sandal settlement 
network (Jiroft, Kerman, Iran). Iran 58. 

Eskandari, N., Desset, F., Caldana, I., Shafiee, M., Zorzi, 
F. and Vidale, M. (forthcoming). La déesse entourée par le 
serpent, a copper statuette from south-eastern Iran (3rd 
millennium BC). 

Farber, W. (1974). Eine elamische Inschrift aus der 1. 
Hälfte des 2. Jahrtausends. Zeitschrift für Assyriologie und 
Vorderasiatische Archäologie 64, 74-86. 

Fouache, E., Garçon, D., Rousset, D, Senechal, G. and 
Madjidzadeh, Y. (2005). La vallée de l'Halil Roud (région de 
Jiroft, Iran): étude géoarchéologique, méthodologie et 
résultats préliminaires. Paléorient 31, 107-122. 

Francfort, H.-P. and Tremblay, X. (2010). Marhaši et la 
civilization de l’Oxus. Iranica Antiqua 45, 51-224. 

Frenez, D. and Vidale, M. (2012). Harappan chimaeras as 
‘symbolic hypertexts’. Some thoughts on Plato, Chimaera, 
and the Indus civilization. South Asian Studies 28(2), 107-130. 

(2014). Translated symbols. Indus reminiscences in a 
carved chlorite artifact of the Halil Rud civilization. Rivista di 
Archeologia 38, 7-18. 

Glassner, J.-J. (2005). L'onomastique de Marhashi. 
N.A.B.U., 11-14. 

Hakemi, A. (1997). Shahdad, Archaeological Excavations of a 
Bronze Age Center in Iran. IsMEO, Rome. 

Hinz, W. (1967). Elams Vertrag mit Naram-Sin von 
Akkade. Zeitschrift für Assyriologie und Vorderasiatische Archäologie 
58, 66-96. 



 
 THE MARḪAŠEAN TWO-FACED ‘GOD’ 81  

 
 

 
 

Hinz, W. and Koch, H. (ElW). (1987). Elamisches 
Wörterbuch, (Archäologische Mitteilungen aus Iran. 
Ergänzungsband 17), Berlin. 

Hussein, A. M., Hamza, H. A., Thaher, A. K., Kadhum, 
S. J., Hashem, M., Taha, H. M. and Altaweel, M. R. (2010). 
Tell Abu Sheeja / Ancient Pašime, report on the first season 
of excavations, 2007. Akkadica 131, 47-103. 

Inagaki, H. (2019). Sacred symbols from the West Asia 
and Western Central Asia 1, Wings and horns (revised). 
Bulletin of Miho Museum 19, 1-18. 

Koch, H. (2005). Texte aus Iran. in: B. Janowski and G. 
Wilhelm (eds.), Omina, Orakel, Rituale und Beschwörungen, Texte 
aus der Umwelt des Alten Testaments, Neue Folge, n°4, 
Gütersloher Verlaghaus, 283-306. 

Kohl, P. L. (1975). Seeds of upheaval: the production of chlorite 
at Tepe Yahya and an analysis of commodity production and trade in 
southwest Asia in the mid-third millennium. Harvard University Ph. 
D. dissertation, Ann Harbor. 

(2001). Reflections on the Production of Chlorite at Tepe 
Yahya: 25 Years Later. Excavations at Tepe Yahya, Iran 1967-
1975, The Third Millennium, Peabody Museum of Archaeology 
and Ethnology, Harvard University, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, 209-230. 

König, F. W. (1965). Die elamischen Königsinschriften. Archiv 
für Orientforschung, herausgegeben von Ernst Weidner, 
Beihoft 16, Graz. 

Lamberg-Karlovsky, C. C. (1972). Tepe Yahya, 1971. 
Mesopotamia and Indo-Iranian Borderlands. Iran 10, 89-100. 

(1973). Urban Interactions on the Iranian Plateau: Excavations 
at Tepe Yahya, 1967-1973. Proceedings of the British Academy 
LIX, Oxford University Press, London. 

(1988). The ‘intercultural style’ carved vessels. Iranica 
Antiqua 23, 45-95.  

Lamberg-Karlovsky, C.C. and Tosi, M. (1973). Shahr-i 
Sokhta and Tepe Yahya: Tracks of the Earliest History of the 
Iranian Plateau. East and West 23, 21-53. 

Lambert, W. G. (1991). The akkadianisation of 
Susiana under the sukkalmahs. Mésopotamie et Elam, actes 
de la XXXVIème Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale 
(Gand, 10-14 Juillet 1989), Mesopotamian history and 
environment, occasional publications 1, Université de 
Gand, 53-57. 

Lecoq, P. (2016). Les livres de l'Avesta, les textes sacrés des 
Zoroastriens ou Mazdéens (textes présentés, traduits et annotés par 
Pierre Lecoq). Les éditions du Cerf. 

Löw, U. (1998). Figürlich verzierte Metallgefäße aus Nord-und 
Nordwestiran. Altertumskunde des Vorderen Orients 6, Ugarit 
Verlag, Münster. 

Madjidzadeh, Y. (2003). The Earliest Oriental Civilization. 
Ministry of Culture and Islamic Guidance, Tehran. 

Madjidzadeh, Y. and Pittman, H. (2008). Excavations at 
Konar Sandal in the region of Jiroft in the Halil basin: first 
preliminary report (2002-2008). Iran 46, 69-103. 

Mahboubian, H. (2004). Elam, art and civilization of ancient 
Iran, 3000-2000 BC. BAS Printer, Salisbury. 

Malbran-Labat, F. (1995). Les inscriptions royales de Suse, 
briques de l'époque paléo-élamite à l'Empire néo-élamite. Musée du 
Louvre, département des antiquités orientales, Réunion des 
musées nationaux, Paris. 

Meier, D. and Vidale, M. (2013). The “Man with 
Serpents” revisited. On a Figurated Pin from the Bronze Age 

Site of Shahdad (Kerman, Iran). Iranian journal of archaeological 
studies 3, 1-9. 

Miller, N. F. and Sumner, W. M. (2003). The Banesh-
Kaftari interface, the view from operation H5, Malyan. Iran 
41, 8-19. 

Miroschedji, P. de (1973). Vases et objets en stéatite 
susiens du Musée du Louvre. Cahiers de la Délégation 
Archéologique Française en Iran 3, Association Paléorient, 9-80.  

(1981). Le dieu élamite au serpent et aux eaux jaillissantes. 
Iranica Antiqua 16, 1-26. 

Mofidi-Nasrabadi, B. (2005). Eine steininschrift des 
Amar-Suena aus Tappeh Bormi (Iran). Zeitschrift für Assyriologie 
und Vorderasiatische Archäologie 95(2), 161-171. 

(2018). Who was 
‘dMÙŠ.EREN.EŠŠANA.DINGIR.MEŠ’. in: B. Mofidi-
Nasrabadi, D. Prechel and A. Pruss (eds.), Elam and its 
Neighbors, recent research and new perspectives, Proceedings of the 
International Congress held at Johannes Gutenberg University, Mainz, 
September 21-23, 2016, Elamica 8, Verlag Franzbecker, 
Hildesheim, 113-126. 

Negahban, E. O. (1996). Marlik, the complete excavation report 
(2 vols). University Museum Monograph 87, The University 
Museum, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia. 

Perrot, J. and Madjidzadeh, Y. (2005). L'iconographie des 
vases et objets en chlorite de Jiroft (Iran). Paléorient 31, 123-152. 

(2006). A travers l'ornementation des vases et objets en 
chlorite de Jiroft. Paléorient 32(1), 99-112. 

Pézard, M. (1911). Etude sur les intailles susiennes. 
Mémoires de la Délégation en Perse 12, 79-122. 

(1914). Mission à Bender-Bouchir, documents 
archéologiques et épigraphiques, Mémoires de la Délégation en 
Perse 15. 

Pfälzner, P. and Alidadi Soleimani, N. (2015). The ICAR 
- University of Tübingen South-of-Jiroft archaeological 
survey (SOJAS). Results of the first season 2015. Archäologische 
Mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan 47, 105-141. 

Pfälzner P., Alidadi Soleimani, N. and Karimi, M. (2019). 
SOJAS 2015-2018: A résumé of four seasons of 
archaeological survey south of Jiroft. Archaeology, Journal of the 
Iranian Center for Archaeological Research 2(2), 107-124. 

Philips, C. S. and Simpson, S. J. (2018). Introduction. in: 
C. S. Philips and S. J. Simpson (eds.), Softstone approaches to the 
study of chlorite and calcite vessels in the Middle East and Central Asia 
from prehistory to the present, British foundation for the study of 
Arabia Monographs, n°20, 2-54. 

Piran, S. and Hesari, M. (2005). Cultural around Halil Roud 
and Jiroft, the catalogue of exhibition of select restituted objects. 
National Museum of Iran, Tehran.  

Piran, S. and Madjidzadeh, Y. (2012). Objects from the Jiroft 
treasury, soft stone and alabaster objetcs (recovered collection) from the Halil 
river basin. National Museum of Iran, Pazineh Press, Tehran. 

Pittman, H. (1984). Art of the Bronze Age, Southeastern Iran, 
Western Central Asia, and the Indus Valley. The Metropolitan 
Museum of Art, New York. 

(2001). Glyptic Art of Period IV. Excavations at Tepe Yahya, 
Iran 1967-1975, The Third Millennium, Peabody Museum of 
Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, 231-268. 

(2002). The ‘jeweler’s’ seal from Susa and art of Awan. in: 
E. Ehrenberg (ed.), Leaving no stones unturned, essays on the 



82       F .  D ES SET ,  M .  SHAH SAVA RI ,  M.  VIDALE   

  

Ancient Near East and Egypt in honor of D. P. Hansen, 
Eisenbrauns, Winona lake, Indiana, 211-235. 

(2012). Glyptic art of Konar Sandal south, observations 
on the relative and absolute chronology in the third 
millennium BCE. in: H. Fahimi and K. Alizadeh (eds.), 
Namvarnameh, papers in honour of Massoud Azarnoush, Iran Negar 
Publication, Tehran, 79-94. 

(2013a). Eastern Iran in the early Bronze Age. in: D.T. 
Potts (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Ancient Iran, Oxford 
University Press, 304-324. 

(2013b). New evidence for interaction between the 
Iranian plateau and the Indus valley: seals and sealings from 
Konar Sandal South. in:  S.A. Abraham, P. Gullapalli, T. P. 
Raczek and U. Z. Rizvi (eds.), Connections and complexity, new 
approaches to the archaeology of south Asia, Left Coast Press, 
Walnut Creek, California, 63-90. 

(2014a). Hybrid imagery and cultural identity in the age of 
exchange: Halil River basin and Sumer meet in Margiana. in: 
C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky and B. Genito (eds.), ‘My life is like 
the Summer Rose’, Maurizio Tosi e l’Archeologia come modo di vivere, 
papers in honour of Maurizio Tosi for his 70th birthday, BAR 
International Series 2690, B. Cerasetti, 625-635. 

(2014b). Anchoring institution in evidence: a continuing 
discussion of cylinder seals from southeastern Iran. in: E. 
Bleibtreu and H. U. Steymans (eds.), Edith Porada, a centenary 
volume, Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 268, Academic Press 
Fribourg, Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht Göttingen, 375-393 
and 629-639. 

(2018). Administrative role of seal imagery in the Early 
Bronze Age: Mesopotamian and Iranian traders on the 
Plateau. in: M. Ameri, S. K. Costello, G. Jamison and S. J. 
Scott (eds.), Seals and sealing in the Ancient World, case studies from 
the Near East, Egypt, the Aegean and South Asia, Cambridge 
University Press, 13-35. 

(2019). Bronze Age interaction on the Iranian Plateau, 
from Kerman to the Oxus through seals. in J.-W. Meyer, E. 
Vila, M. Mashkour, M. Casanova and R. Vallet (eds.), The 
Iranian Plateau during the Bronze Age, development of urbanization, 
production, and trade, Archéologie(s) 1, MOM éditions, 267-288 

Porada, E. (1988). Discussion of a cylinder seal, probably 
from southeast Iran. Iranica Antiqua 23, 139-143. 

Potts, D. T. (2002). Total prestation in Marhashi-Ur 
relations. Iranica Antiqua 37, 343-357. 

Potts, T. F. (1994). Mesopotamia and the East, an archaeological 
and historical study of foreign relations ca. 3400-2000 BC. Oxford 
university committee for archaeology monograph 37, Oxford. 

Quintana, E. (2018). Elamite religion and ritual. in J. 
Alvarez-Mon, G.-P. Basello and Y. Wicks (eds.), The Elamite 
world, Routledge World Series, Taylor and Francis, 729-740 

Rohn, K. (2011). Beschriftete mesopotamische Siegel der 
Frühdynastischen und der Akkad-Zeit. Orbis biblicus et orientalis, 
series archaeologica n°32, Academic Press / Vandenhoeck 
Ruprecht, Fribourg / Göttingen. 

Sarianidi, V. I. (1998). Myths of Ancient Bactria and Margiana 

on its Seals and Amulets. Pentagraphic, Moscow. 

(2001). Necropolis of Gonur and Iranian paganism. Moscow. 
(2002). Margush, ancient oriental kingdom in the old delta of 

Murghab River. 
(2005). Gonur Depe, city of kings and gods. Miras, Ashkhabat. 
(2007). Necropolis of Gonur. Kapon editions. 

Scheil, V. (1911). Textes élamites-anzanites (quatrième 

série). Mémoires de la Délégation en Perse 11. 

(1913). Textes élamites-sémitiques (cinquième série). 
Mémoires de la Mission Archéologique de Susiane 14. 

Stein, A. (1937). Archaeological Reconnaissances in 
Northwestern India and Southeastern Iran. Macmillan and CO, 
London. 

Steinkeller, P. (1982). The question of Marhashi: a 
contribution to the historical geography of Iran in the third 
millennium BC. Zeitschrift für Assyriologie und Vorderasiatische 
Archäologie 72(2), 237-265. 

(1990). Marhashi. Reallexikon der Assyriologie und 
vorderasiatischen Archäologie 7, 381-382. 

(2012). New light on Marhashi and its contacts with 
Makkan and Babylonia. in: J. Giraud and G. Gernez (eds.), 
Aux marges de l'archéologie. Hommage à Serge Cleuziou, Travaux de 
la Maison René-Ginouvés 16, De Boccard, 261-274. 

(2013). Puzur-Inshushinak at Susa: a pivotal episode of 
early Elamite history reconsidered. in: K. de Graef and J. 
Tavernier (eds.), Susa and Elam. Archaeological, philological, 
historical and geographical perspectives (proceedings of the International 
congress held at Ghent University, December 14-17, 2009), Brill, 
Leiden, 293-317. 

(2014). Marhashi and beyond: the Jiroft civilization in a 
historical perspective. in C.C. Lamberg-Karlovsky and B. 
Genito (eds.), ‘My life is like the Summer Rose’, Maurizio Tosi e 
l’Archeologia come modo di vivere, papers in honour of Maurizio Tosi 
for his 70th birthday, BAR International Series 2690, B. 
Cerasetti, 691-707. 

(2018). The birth of Elam in history. in: J. Alvarez-Mon, 
G.-P. Basello and Y. Wicks (eds.), The Elamite World, 
Routledge World Series, Taylor and Francis, 177-202. 

Stève, M.-J, Vallat, F. and Gasche, H. (2002). Suse. 
Supplément au dictionnaire de la Bible 73, col. 359-512. 

Stöllner, T., Slotta, R. and Vatandoust, A. eds. (2004). 
Persiens antike Pracht: Bergbau, Handwerk, Archäologie: Katalog der 
Austellung des Deutschen Bergbau-Museums Bochum vom 28 November 
2004 bis 29 Mai 2005. Deutsches Bergbau-Museum Bochum. 

Tsujita, A. (2016). Divine names in school texts in Susa. 
in: K. Maekawa (ed.), Ancient Iran New Perspectives from 
Archaeology and Cuneiform Studies, Proceedings of the International 
Colloquium held at the Center for Eurasian Cultural Studies, Kyoto 
University, December 6-7, 2014, Ancient Text Studies in the 
National Museum vol. 2, 151-157. 

Vallat, F. (1998). Elam, vi) Elamite religion. Encyclopaedia 
Iranica vol. 8, 335-342. 

Vidale, M. (2015). Searching for mythological themes on 
the ‘Jiroft’ chlorite artefacts. Iranica Antiqua 50, 15-58. 

(2017a). Protohistory of the vara. Exploring the Proto-
Indo-Iranian background of an early mytheme of the Iranian 
Plateau. Journal of Indo-European Studies 45(1&2), 
Spring/Summer 2017, 1-31. 

(2017b). Treasures from the Oxus, the art and civilization of 
Central Asia. I. B. Tauris. 

Vidale, M. and Desset, F. (2013). Mahtoutabad (Konar 
Sandal south, Jiroft), preliminary evidence of occupation of a 
Halil Rud site in the early 4th millennium BCE. in: C. Petrie 
(ed.), Ancient Iran and its neighbours: local developments and long-
range interactions in the 4th millennium BC, British Institute of 
Persian Studies, Archaeological Monographs Series, Oxbow 
Books, Oxford, 233-251. 



 
 THE MARḪAŠEAN TWO-FACED ‘GOD’ 83  

 
 

 
 

Vidale, M., Desset, F. and Caldana, I. (forthcoming). The 
ceramic context of a ‘Jiroft’ style chlorite vessel from a 
damaged grave of Mahtoutabad (Konar Sandal South, Kerman, 
Iran). Paléorient 47(2). 

Vidale, M., Desset, F. and Frenez, D. (2021). The 
Jalalabad seal, a reappraisal. Journal of Archaeological Studies 
12(4), 271-285. 

Vidale, M., Eskandari, N., Caldana, I., Desset, F. and Shafiee, 
M. (2021). Animal scavenging as social metaphor: a carved 
chlorite vessel of the Halil Rud civilization, Kerman, Iran, Mid-
Third Millennium BC. Cambridge Archaeological Journal, 1-18. 

Vidale, M. and Micheli, R. (2012). The function of a chlorite 
hand-bag of the Halil Rud civilization as inferred from its wear 
traces. Iranian journal of archaeological studies 2(2), 1-11. 

Winkelmann, S. (2000). Intercultural relations between 
Iran, the Murghabo-Bactrian archaeological complex 
(BMAC), Northwest India and Failaka in the field of seals. 
East and West 50, 43-95. 

(2014). ‘Trading religions’ from Bronze age Iran to 
Bactria. in: P. Wick and V. Rabens (eds.), Religions and trade, 
religious formation, transformation and cross-cultural exchange between 
East and West, Brill, Leiden-Boston, 199-229. 

(2018). Remarks on the iconography of the 
‘Intercultural Style’. in: C. S. Philips and S. J. Simpson 
(eds.), Softstone, approaches to the study of chlorite and calcite 
vessels in the Middle East and Central Asia from prehistory to 
the present, British foundation for the study of Arabia 
Monographs, n°20, 90-111. 

Wooley, C. L. (1955). The early periods. Ur excavations 4. 
Zadok, R. (1984). The Elamite onomasticon. Supplemento 

n°40 agli Annali - vol. 44 (1984), fasc. 3, Istituto universitario 
orientale, Naples. 

Zarins, J. (1978). Steatite vessels in the Riyadh museum. 

Atlal 2, 65-93. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



84       F .  D ES SET ,  M .  SHAH SAVA RI ,  M.  VIDALE   

  

Appendix 
 Divinities mentioned in the so-called ‘Treaty of Naram-Sin’ 

 

Rank Name 
mentioned only 

in this text ? 

god 
/goddess 

? 
Origin ? 

Mesopotamian 
equivalent 

1 
Pinekir  
pi2-ni-kir 

no goddess 

maybe linguistically 
Hatamtite,  
kir> “goddess” (Zadok 1984, 
34-35) 

Innana/Eštar 

2 
Paha kıkip 
pa2-ha ki-ki-ip 

rarely 
mentioned, 
ElW: 473 

? 
linguistically Hatamtite, paha 
kık-i-p> “celestial protectors” 

? 

3 
Hů(m)pan  
hu-pa2-an 

no god 
interpreted as linguistically 
Hatamtite by Zadok (1984, 
11-12) 

according to 
Zadok, identified 
with Enlil 

4 

A.MAL  
a-ba4 
transcribed:  
- Amba by Hinz,  
- Aba by Quintana (cf. the king 
Apalkamaš ?),  
- Il-Aba by Lambert 1991, 54, Stève et 
al. 2002, col. 426 and Koch 2005, 284 

? ? if Il-Aba, Mesopotamian ? 

5 
Zıt/Sıt 
zi-it 

mentioned only 
here as a 
divinity 

? 

probably linguistically 
Hatamtite,  
zıt> “salvation, luck” (ElW: 
1294; Zadok 1984, 48) 

? 

6 
Nahıti (probably Nahůnte) 
na-hi-ti 

no god 
interpreted as linguistically 
Hatamtite by Zadok (1984, 
29-30), nahůnte> “sun” 

Utu/Šamaš 

7 
Insušinak 
NIN.NINNI.ERIN / NIN.ŠUŠIN 

no god 
Susian, but maybe 
linguistically Sumerian (en susin 
ak> “the lord of Susa”) 

no 

8 
Šimot 
si-mu-ut 

no god 
interpreted as linguistically 
Hatamtite by Zadok (1984, 
39-40) 

according to 
Zadok, identified 
with Nergal 

9 
[S]ır-napir 
[si?]-ir-na-pi5-ir 

mentioned only 
here 

? 
linguistically Hatamtite, s/šır 
(Zadok 1984, 40, ElW: 1077),  
napi> “god” 

? 

10 
Hůsa 
hu-sa 

mentioned only 
here 

? 

probably linguistically 
Hatamtite, hůsa> “tree, wood” 
(ElW: 702); “Gott des 
Haines” for Koch 2005, note 
14.  

? 

11 
Ůk(?)kapna (or  Ůkapna) 
uk-gab-na 

mentioned only 
here 

? ? ? 

12 
Imitkı  
im?-it-ki 

mentioned only 
here 

? ? ? 

13 
?  
([d]e3?-? for König 1965) 

? ? ? ? 

14 
Tůlat  
tul-la-at 

mentioned only 
here 

? ? ? 

15 
Hůrpi (Hurp for Koch 2005, 285)  
hu-ur-pi 

mentioned only 
here 

? ? ? 

16 
Hůtran 
hu-ut-ra-an 

no god 
interpreted as linguistically 
Hatamtite by Zadok (1984, 
15) 

? 

17 
NIN.URTA 
NIN.URTA 

no god Mesopotamian no 

18 
Siašům 
si-a-šum 

rarely 
mentioned 

goddess ? (ElW: 1069) ? 

19 

Mazi[?]  
ma-si-[…] 
- Maziat according to Hinz and Lambert 
1991, 54  
- Manzat according to Koch 2005, 285 

no 
if Manzat, 
goddess 

if Maziat, Mesopotamian, 
if Manzat, Hatamtite (ElW: 
853) 

? 
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20 
NIN-Karak 
NIN.kar-ak 

no goddess Mesopotamian no 

21 
Narůte  
na-ru14-de3 

no goddess 
interpreted as linguistically 
Hatamtite by Zadok (1984, 
32) 

? 

22 
Ků[…ků?]-můktir 
ku8-[…-ku8

?]-mu-uk-ti-ir 
mentioned only 
here 

? 
probably Hatamtite, můk-ti-r 
(for můk, see Zadok 1984, 29) 

? 

23 
Hůmšat (Hůmkat) 
hu-um-ka4-at  

mentioned only 
here and in Late 
PIW text Q 

? ? ? 

24 
Růhů-išna (Ruhušna for Koch 2005, 
285) 
ru-hu-iš-na 

mentioned only 
here 

? 
linguistically Hatamtite, růhů> 
“child, progeny” (ElW: 1044)  

? 

25 
Růhů-sa[?] (Ruhu-sak for Koch 2005, 
285) 
ru-hu-sa-[…] 

mentioned only 
here 

? 
linguistically Hatamtite, růhů> 
“child, progeny” (ElW: 1044) 

? 

26 ? ? ? ? ? 

27 ? ? ? ? ? 

28 ? ? ? ? ? 

29 
Niarzına  
ni-ar-zi-na (probably later spelled na-ir-
si-na) 

no goddess ? ? 

30 
Lan/mpani 
la-am3-pa2-ni 

mentioned only 
here 

? ? ? 

31 
Kirpisır/Kirwasır (maybe Kirwaš) 
kir-PI-si-ir 

no god 
interpreted as linguistically 
Hatamtite by Zadok (1984, 
20-21) 

? 

32 
Hůr-pahır 
hu-ur-pa2-hi-ir 

mentioned only 
here 

? 

probably linguistically 
Hatamtite, pah/paha> 
“protection” (ElW: 1044, 
Zadok 1984, 33) 

? 

33 

Ašhara 
aš2-ha-ra 
- Išhara according to Hinz, Steinkeller, 
Lambert 1991, 54 and Koch 2005, 285 

mentioned only 
here 

if Išhara, 
goddess 

if Išhara, Syro-Mesopotamian ? 

34 
Nitůtir 
ni-tu-ti-ir 

mentioned only 
here 

? ? ? 

35 
Tiuk 
ti-u2-uk 

mentioned only 
here 

? ? ? 

36 
Sımit-sara[ra]r  
si-im-it-sa-ra[-ra?]-ar 

mentioned only 
here 

? 

linguistically Hatamtite 
(Zadok 1984, 37) 
sımit> Šimot (?); sararar> 
Zadok 1984, 37 

? 

37 ? ? ? ? ? 

38 
Su-[?]-ipa 
su-[…]-ip?-pa2 
- Suhsipa according to ElW: 1099 

very rarely 
mentioned 

? ? ? 

39 

[?]-ahaš 
[…]-ah-aš2 
- [?]-ihšu for Scheil; according to Hinz, 
n°39 is not the name of a divinity 

? ? ? ? 

40 

Napi (Napir for Koch 2005) 
na-ap-ir 
Napi is not mentioned in the opening 
list of divinities but appears several 
times after that along with Nahiti 
(Nahůnte), Insušinak, Siašům and 
Narůte. 

? ? 
linguistically Hatamtite, napi> 
“god” (ElW: 1044) 

? 


