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Introduction  
 
Susa (Persian: شوش  Shush; Greek: Σοῦσα; Biblical Hebrew ׁשּוָׁשן Shushān) was the capital city 
of the Elamite, Achaemenid empires in ancient Iran. The city is located in the lower Zagros 
Mountains in south Iran. 
Susa site is a complex consisted of interconnected ancient mounds reflecting a major part of 
old civilizations and human history during a 6000 years period. The mounds serve as 
important evidence about the process of formation and expansion of the city from Elamite 
and Achaemenid until Islamic eras. Fortunately, despite long term archaeological excavations 
and discovery of unique ancient properties, a large part of the city remains untouched 
requiring centuries of scientific investigation and excavation. 
Today, the ancient city of Susa is an archaeological area of some 350 ha. It is located on a 
series of mounds (Tappeh) in the alluvial Susiana plain, which has been rich in agriculture 
from ancient times. 
Susa is among rare and unique archeological sites have been subject to archaeological 
surveys and excavations ever since the first half of the 19th century. In 1851, it was identified 
as Susa by William Loftus. From 1884 it was subject to archaeological campaigns by French 
teams, directed first by Marcel and Jane Dieulafoy, followed by Jacques de Morgan, Roland 
De Mecquenem, Roman Ghirshman, and Jean Perrot. The finds of these excavations have 
been mainly deposited in various museums, particularly in Tehran, and in the Louvre in Paris. 
The excavated site of Susa consists of four principal areas (named in Persian and French) on 
the east bank of the Shavur (Chaour) River: the higher Tappeh in south-west of the site is: 
Arg or Acropole, the northern Tappeh is Apadana, the third Tappeh located east of these is 
called Shahr-e Shahi (Ville Royale), and the area situated in the northern and eastern direction 
is named Shahr-e Sana'tgaran (Ville des Artisans). In addition, a structure excavated on the 
west bank of Shavur River is known as Palace of Ardeshir (Artaxerxes II) or Shavur 
(Chaour) Palace. In the 19th century, the French mission constructed a castle as their 
residence on the Acropole, using ancient bricks and stones from the area. The present-day 
town of Shush was built around of the ancient site. Susa is considered one of the oldest 
known urban settlements in the Western Asia and in the world. 
Susa as one main center in the Near East has uncovered many evidences concerning to 
invention of early Writing. Archaeological excavations on the Acropole of Susa produced 
more than 200 tablets of the same type, as well as three stone inscriptions with identical 
signs (Vallat 1986).  
Consequently, Susa has been creative protagonist in urban planning, as well as in arts and 
architecture. Being at the crossroads of important ancient civilizations in the heart of the 
Western Asian region for more than five millennia, it has also been a focal point of fertile 
exchange of influences and generation of values. 
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Country (and State party if different) 
 

Islamic Republic of Iran 

 

 

Map 1. Iran 
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State, province, or region 
 

Khuzestan Province  

 

 

Map 2. Location of the province 
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Name of property 
 

Susa 

 

 

Photo 1. General view of Susa
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Geographical coordinates to the nearest second 
 

 

 

 

Photo 2. Susa castel and Acropole, 2013,Photo by:B.Sedighi 

No. Name of the nominated Geographical coordinate Map ref. 

1 Susa 
N:  32° 11'  22.05" 

E:  48°  15'  22.94" 

 

I 
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Maps and plans, showing the boundaries of the nominated property & Buffer zone 
 

Please See A0 size maps in the map volume 
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Title  Subtitle  No.  

1  I    ●  Landscape Zone  

Base Maps  -  
2  II    ●  Buffer Zone  

3  III    ●  Core Zone  

4  IV    ●  Identification  

5  A1    ●  General Map of Apadana  

Apadana  A  

6  A2  ●    Apadana  

7  A1-1    ●  Apadana Palace  

8-16  A1-1-C1,…C9    ●  Column(s) of Apadana Palace  

17  A2-1  ●    Apadana Palace  

18  A1-2    ●  Darius Palace  

19  A2-2  ●    Darius Palace  

20  A2-3  ●    Eastern Gate  

21  A2-4  ●    Darius Statue  

22-25  A2-5-1,…4  ●    Apadana Excavations  

26  B1    ●  General Map of Acropole  

Acropole  B  

27  B2  ●    Acropole  

28-33  B1-1-1,…6    ●  Susa Castle  

34  B2-2  ●    de Morgan Témoin  

35  B2-3  ●    Location of Acropole Tranches  

36  B2-4-1,…3  ●    Acropole Excavations  

39  B2-5  ●    Major Finds in Acropole  

40  C1    ●  General Map of Royal City  

Royal City 
(Shahr-e Shahi)  C  

41  C1-1    ●  Hadish Palace  

42  C2-1  ●    Hadish Palace  

43  C1-2    ●  Layer XV of Royal City  

44-48  C2-2-1,…5  ●    Royal City Excavations  

49  D1    ●  General Map of Craftsmen City  

Craftsmen City 
(Shahr-e Sanátgaran)  D  

50  D1-1    ●  Acheamenid Village  

51  D1-2    ●  Susa Mosque  

52  D2-1  ●    Susa Mosque  

53  E1    ●  Shavur Palace  Shavur (chaour) Palace 
(Kakh-e Ardeshir)  E  

54  E2  ●    Shavur Palace  
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Area of nominated property and proposed buffer zone 

 

 

 

 
Photo 3. Apadana, 2013, photo by:B.Sedighi

Name of the 
nominated 

Province/ City 
Geographical 

coordinates 

Area 

Core zone 
(ha) 

Area 

Buffer zone 

(ha) 

Total 

(ha) 

Susa Khuzestan/Susa 
N:  32° 11' 22.05" 

E:  48° 15' 22.94" 
350 (ha) 600 (ha) 950 (ha) 
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Textual description of the boundaries of the nominated property 

 

No. 
Site 

Name 
Geographical 
Coordinates 

Area of the 
Core Zone 

(ha)

Area of the 
Buffer Zone 

(ha)

Area of the 
Landscape (ha) 

Map 
Ref. 

1 Susa 

 

N: 32˚   11'   28" 

E: 48˚   15'   22.94" 
 

350 600 14484 
I 
II 
III 

 

 

Description of Core Zone  

The core zone of the ancient site of Susa includes four mounds (Acropole, Apadana, Royal 
City and Artisans City) as well as the Shavur palace located east of Shavur River. The first 
part has an area of nearly 350 hectares starting from point C1(N:32°11'5.01", E:48°16'10.38") 
at the end of Jomhuri ring road (where the ring road connects to Ahwaz-Tehran transit road) 
and ending in C17 (N:32°11'59.92", E:48°15'45.54") on Ahwaz-Tehran transit road. The 
second part is Shavur Palace measuring about 3.5 hectares and encircled by a wall west of 
Shavur River. This area begins at point C18(N:32°11'34.28",E:48°14'36.51") and ends in 
point C23(N:32°11'39.91", E:48°14'38.31"). 

 

A) Part One 

The core zone line of the ancient site of Susa begins at point C1 (N: 32° 11' 5.01", E: 48° 16' 
10.38") at the end of Jomhuri ring road (where the ring road connects with Ahwaz-Tehran 
transit road) and continues westward reaching point C2 (N: 32° 11' 3.00", E: 48° 16' 3.60") 
after a distance of 200 meters. Then its course changes slightly southward and parallel with 
the Jomhuri Boulevard, it reaches point C3 (N: 32° 10' 58.68", E: 48° 15' 57.94"). Here, the 
line extends straightly westwards as far as point C4 (N: 32° 10' 51.71", E: 48° 15' 4.74"). 
Afterwards, it changes its direction to north east reaching point C5 (N: 32° 10' 57.52",E: 48° 
14' 50.41") at the end of Taleghani Street and after that, it reaches point C6(N:32°11'4.11", 
E:48° 14' 55.53") .From here, it rotates 90 degrees again to a northwest direction reaching 
Miras-e Farhangi Street at point C7 (N: 32° 11' 11.17", E: 48° 14' 44.05") and then 
Taleghani Street at point C8 (N: 32° 11' 12.55", E:48° 14' 41.38")  located south of Acropole. 
From this point the line moves along the mound a far as point C9 (N: 32° 11' 14.25", E: 48° 
14' 38.46") on south west corner of Acropole mound. The core zone line shifts direction 
northward from this point and reaches point C10 (N: 32° 11' 27.11", E:48° 14' 44.08") after 
moving some distance parallel to Shavur River and at the end of Taleghani Street along Imam 
Khomeini Avenue.  
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After traveling a distance of about 50 meters westwards, the line reaches point C11 (N: 32° 
11' 27.81", E: 48° 14' 42.64"), then it spins 90 degrees in parallel with the river course and 
Imam Khomeini Avenue and after crossing the western side of Susa site, it reaches point C12 
(N: 32° 11' 39.23", E: 48° 14' 49.79") west of the tower of Apadana mound then moving east, 
it reaches point C13(N: 32° 11' 41.19", E: 48° 14' 52.52") after passing through Imam Ali 
Square and by crossing north of Apadana mound and passing over point C14 (N: 32° 11' 
41.30", E:48° 14' 59.60") it reaches point C15(N: 32° 11' 47.28", E: 48° 15' 6.26") after a 
distance of about 100 meters. From here, the core zone line continues its course along Imam 
Khomeini Boulevard as far as point C16 (N: 32° 11' 54.29", E: 48° 15' 21.19"). Then it moves 
directly toward north east and passes through the mound within the area of Craftsmen City 
until reaching point C17 (N: 32° 11' 59.92", E: 48° 15' 45.54") at the intersection of Imam 
Khomeini Boulevard and Ahwaz-Tehran transit road. Hereafter, the line spins 90 degrees 
southwards (inclined to southeast) at the direction of Andimeshk-Ahwaz Road reaching point 
C1 at the beginning of the core zone line.  

 

B) Part Two: (Shavur Palace) 
The core zone of the Shavur palace has been encircled by a wall with its eastern side in 
parallel to Saheli Street, its southern side along Qeys ebene Mathhar Street, its western side 
overlooking farm lands and its northern side in parallel with Imam Hassan Boulevard. The 
core zone line of Shavur Palace starts at point C18 (N: 32° 11' 34.28", E: 48° 14' 36.51") on 
the eastern side of the area and after traveling a short distance westwards reaches point C19 
(N: 32° 11' 34.55", E: 48° 14' 35.71"). From here, it moves south as far as point C20 (N:32° 
11' 33.59", E:48° 14' 35.36") which specifies the common border of the core zone and Qeys 
ebene Mathhar Street; then it continues west reaching point C21(N: 32° 11' 35.40", E:48° 14' 
29.92"). From here, the core zone line spins 90 degrees northwards a far as point C22 (N: 32° 
11' 41.93", E: 48° 14' 32.11"), neighboring Imam Hasan Boulevard. Then it rotates 90 
degrees again eastwards along Imam Hasan Boulevard as far as point C23 (N: 32° 11' 39.91", 
E:48° 14' 38.31") which specifies the corner of the core zone at the junction of Imam Hasan 
Boulevard and Saheli Street. Finally the core zone line extends southwards along Saheli 
Street and terminates at the start point.  
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Description of Buffer Zone 

The buffer zone of Susa has been designated in a way so that in addition to the core zone, 
those parts in which potential historical properties exist can also be conserved. Moreover, 
planning, managing and improving the urban environment surrounding the core zone can be 
provided. 

The buffer zone line begins at point B1 (N: 32° 10' 24.86", E: 48° 16' 33.26") located at the 
south-easternmost part of Abazar-e Qaffari Village (Amaleye Teymur) near Ahwaz-Tehran 
transit road. From this point the line travels west crossing the transit road and passes through 
Hosein Abab fields. Then after covering part of the southern front of the buffer zone, it 
reaches point B2 (N: 32° 10' 16.07", E: 48° 16' 2.53") and following a slight change of course 
northward it reaches point B3 (N: 32° 10' 16.46", E: 48° 15' 45.74"). At the end of the sand 
route is the dirt canal amidst farmlands and after crossing Shavur River, the line reaches point 
B4 (N: 32° 10' 4.31", E: 48° 15' 32.17") on western riverbank of Shavur. From this point as 
far as point B15 (N: 32° 10' 38.57", E: 48° 14' 33.65") on the western riverbank of Shavur 
delineates the buffer zone course to the north. It should be pointed out that it has been tried to 
include the river boundary within this area. The line passes through points B5 (N: 32° 10' 
7.97", E: 48° 15' 30.64"), B6(N:32°10'9.01", E:48° 15' 24.17"), B7 (N: 32° 10' 18.54", E: 48° 
15' 19.83"),  B8 (N: 32° 10' 16.87", E: 48° 15' 10.65"), B9 (N: 32° 10' 25.09", E:48° 15' 
14.04"), B10 (N: 32° 10' 25.08, E:48° 15' 3.78"), B11 (N:32° 10' 29.06", E: 48° 14' 55.21"), 
B12 (N: 32° 10' 26.94", E: 48° 14' 53.55") B13 (N: 32° 10' 28.51", E: 48° 14' 50.72") and 
B14 (N: 32 °10' 30.81", E: 48° 14' 39.46") until reaching point B15 (N: 32° 10' 38.57", E: 48° 
14' 33.65") at Vahab Village. Here the western riverbank of Shavur still delineates the buffer 
zone course. The line extends to point B16 (N: 32° 10' 51.47", E: 48° 14' 26.76") on Almahdi 
Street and a little further away reaches point B17 (N: 32° 11' 14.57", E: 48° 14' 31.31") on the 
riverbank of Shavur to the north. Then the buffer zone line diverts slightly from the riverbank 
to enclose its adjacent green space until reaching point B18 (N: 32° 11' 31.46", E: 48° 14' 
35.90") at the end of Edalat Street. From here, it spins 90 degrees westward and reaches point 
B19 (N: 32° 11' 33.80", E: 48° 14' 20.42") on Pirozi Boulevard in Ahmad Abad district 
opposite Bonyad-e Maskan building. Afterwards with a 90 degrees spin northward it reaches 
point B20 (N:32°11'45.24", E:48°14'24.37") and moving east on Imam Hosein Street, the line 
comes to point B21(N:32°11'43.74", E:48°14'41.27") on Shavur riverbank.  From here, the 
buffer zone line moves along the river and after crossing point B22 (N: 32° 11' 49.49", E: 48° 
14' 42.37") reaches the overhead pedestrian walkway on Shavur River at point B23 (N: 32° 
11' 52.35", E: 48° 14' 41.19"). Then passing through the walkway and traveling along the 
margin of Saheli Park, it reaches point B24 (N: 32° 11' 52.91", E: 48° 14' 46.21") at the 
junction of Shahid Qaraney and Khazaiee streets. From here the line extends towards the 
intersection of Beheshti and Khazaiee streets until reaching point B25 (N: 32° 11' 58.12", E: 
48° 14' 49.81") and moving south it reaches B26 (N: 32° 11' 53.41", E: 48° 14' 58.52") on 
Danesh Street beside the Health Care Center. Then it moves northeast along Basij Street as 
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far as B27 (N: 32° 12' 11.43", E: 48° 15' 12.94") on Basij Square. From this point it extends 
south on Modarres Boulevard coming to B28 (N: 32° 12' 4.99", E: 48° 15' 24.78") then 
rotates 90 degrees northwards and after crossing Ehsan Street, it reaches B29 (N: 32° 12' 
7.32", E: 48° 15' 26.52") at the end of Noor Street. Then it passes through Ehsan Street 
reaching B30 (N: 32° 12' 10.79", E: 48° 15' 38.91") and after crossing Ahwaz-Tehran transit 
road comes to B31 (N: 32° 12' 15.66", E: 48° 15' 48.08"). Here the line passes the common 
border of farm lands and reaches B32 (N: 32° 12' 22.06", E: 48° 16' 3.25"). From here it 
extends south as far as B33 (N: 32° 11' 51.00", E: 48° 16' 9.98") at the intersection of the 
transit road and the buffer zone line at Golzar  three-way crossroads and moving east reaches 
B34 (N: 32° 11' 47.30", E: 48° 16' 19.06"). Afterwards it goes south and passes through B35 
(N:32° 11' 39.41", E:48° 16' 16.08") on the corner of the Sport Complex and moving across 
Daniel satellite town, it reaches B36 (N: 32° 11' 0.83", E: 48° 16' 29.78") on Shahid Beheshti 
Street of Abazar-e Qaffari village (located behind Nezam-e Mafi hospital). Further away it 
reaches the intersection of Taleqani Street and Imam Khomeini Avenue at B37 (N: 32° 11' 
0.79", E: 48° 16' 32.65") and after turning south it arrives at Rajaiee Street and passes 
through it as far as B38 (N: 32° 10' 52.72", E: 48° 16' 29.61"). Then with a slight change of 
the course westward, the buffer zone line comes to B39 and from this point extends to the 
start point of B1 (N: 32° 10' 24.86", E: 48° 16' 33.26") after crossing Imam Khomeini 
Avenue in the end of Abazar-e Qaffari village. 
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Description of Landscape Zone 

L1(N: 32° 16' 33.70", E: 48° 15' 56.04") as the start point of the landscape zone is located at a 
distance of 8352 meters north of point C17 (N: 32° 11' 59.92", E:48° 15' 45.54") of the core 
zone and about two kilometers away from Eslam Abad village west of the canal. From here 
the landscape line extends south along the railway as far as the opposite of Amale Seif village 
(Shahid Danesh) which is point L2 (N: 32° 13' 39.17", E: 48° 16' 55.62"). Then it extends in 
parallel with the main water canal until reaching L3 (N; 32° 13' 1.35", E: 48° 17' 54.17") to 
the north east of Susa at a distance of 500 meters from the ancient mounds. Afterwards, the 
line travels along the canal, crosses the Susa-Dezful road and passing three kilometers east of 
the Haft Tappeh Company of sugarcane farms, it reaches L4 (N: 32° 11' 5.21", E: 48° 20' 
4.73"). Then continuing along the canal it comes to L5 (N: 32° 8' 37.86", E: 48° 20' 21.55") 
and extending west, it crosses the Ahwaz-Tehran transit road as far as point L6 (N: 32° 7' 
46.74", E: 48° 17' 21.28"). From here it moves along the road and after crossing Shavur 
River, it reaches L7 (N: 32° 7' 6.07", E: 48° 16' 3.16") and then extending northward along 
the western Shavur riverbank it reaches points L8 (N: 32°7' 48.12", E: 48°15'56.97"). 
Afterwards it travels westwards to point L9 (N: 32° 7' 31.76", E: 48° 12' 35.23") located 
opposite Karkheh grove.  From here it changes course northwards and after passing points 
L10 (N: 32° 9' 15.49", E: 48° 12' 34.80"), L11 (N: 32° 11' 23.88", E: 48° 12' 25.43") and L12 
(N: 32° 13' 15.77", E:48° 11' 21.23"), the line reaches L13 (N: 32° 14' 44.39", E: 48° 10' 
40.20") in Karkheh grove.  Then it turns east and passes through the woods and farms until 
reaching L14 (N: 32° 15' 17.33", E: 48° 12' 6.37") near Kheir Abad Village. Afterwards, it 
crosses the dirt road and turns east again as far as point L15 (N: 32° 15' 47.96", E: 48° 13' 
24.56"). From here it travels north and east and reaches L16 (N: 32° 16' 15.66", E: 48° 13' 
35.72") after crossing the boundary of ancient mounds including Jafar Abad mound which 
was vital in the formation of Susa. From this point the landscape line extends east along the 
canal to L17 (N: 32° 16' 20.13", E: 48° 14' 55.68") and finally continues in a northern and 
eastern direction until reaching the initial point of L1 (N: 32° 16' 33.70", E: 48° 15' 56.04"). 
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Map.  1. Core Zone 
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Map.  2. Buffer Zone 
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Map.  3. Landscape Zone
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Criteria under which inscription is proposed (and justification for inscription under 
these criteria) 
 

The property is nominated under four criteria (i), (ii), (iii) & (iv).  

 

Criterion (i): Represent a masterpiece of human creative genius; 

Susa represents a masterpiece of creative planning and design. In its long history, and as one 
of the earliest urbanised settlements it contributed to the development of urban planning. The 
royal ensemble of the palace of Darius and Apadana with tall hypostyle hall and porticos, 
lofty stone columns and gigantic capitals and column basis, the orthostatic and ceramic wall 
decorations, together represent an innovative contribution to the creation of a new expression, 
characteristic of the Achaemenid Empire. Furthermore, Susa complemented and extended the 
technologies of metalwork, glyptic, ceramics, the lost wax technique, soldering and 
enameling, demonstrating the existence of a network of diverse interchanges on a large scale. 

 

 

Photo 4. Aerial photo of Susa: Schmitt,1935 (The oriental institute of Chicago archive) 
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Photo 5. Apadana, 2013, Photo by: B.Sedighi 

 

Criterion (ii): Exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of time or 
within a cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or technology, 
monumental arts, town-planning or landscape design; 

The proto-urban and urban site of Susa bears testimony, from the late 5th millennium BCE to 
the first millennium CE, to important interchange of influences and values, resulting from 
ancient trade connections and cultural exchanges between different civilizations. Susa has 
been identified as the focal point of interaction and intersection between the nomadic and 
sedentary cultures. It played a key role in creating and expanding technological knowledge, 
and artistic, architectural and town planning concepts in the region as a whole, particularly in 
the Iranian high plateau.  

 

Criterion (iii): To bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or 
to a civilization that is living or which has disappeared; 

The remains of the ancient city of Susa bear exceptional testimony to successive ancient 
civilizations during approximately six millennia as well as having been the Capital City of the 
Elamite and Achaemenid Empires. It contains 27 layers of superimposed urban settlements in 
a continuous succession from the late 5th millennium BCE until the 13th century CE. Susa 
has been cited as an important reference and a centre of civilization in ancient Sumerian and 
Assyrian (Assurbanipal) sources, the Hebrew Bible (Book of Esther), as well as by Greek 
historians (Herodotus, Strabo, Arian and Polyclitus).  
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Criterion (iv): Be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or 
technological ensemble or landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human 
history; 

Susa is an outstanding and rare example of a type of urban settlement representing the 
beginnings of urban development in the Proto-Elamite and Elamite periods, from the late fifth 
millennium BCE. Furthermore, from the sixth century BCE, as the administrative capital city 
of the Achaemenid Empire, Susa contributed to the creation of a new prototype of ceremonial 
architecture, which became a characteristic feature of the Iranian Plateau and its neighboring 
lands.  

 

 
Photo 6. Aerial view of the site and its neighbor Daniel tomb, 1997, Photo by: G.Gerster   
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Proposed Statement of Outstanding Universal Value 

Summary of qualities 

Susa (Persian: شــوش  Shush; Greek: Σοũσα; Biblical Hebrew ׁשּוָׁשן Shushān) was the capital 

city of the Elamite and Achaemenid empires in ancient Iran. The city is located in the lower 
Zagros Mountains on the Susiana plain. Today, the ancient city of Susa is an archaeological 
area of around 350 ha. It is constituted of a series of mounds (Tappeh) in the alluvial Susiana 
plain, which has been rich in agriculture from ancient times. The site has been subject to 
archaeological surveys and excavations ever since the first half of the 19th century. In 1851, it 
was identified as Susa by William Loftus. From 1884 it was subject to archaeological 
campaigns by French teams, directed first by Marcel and Jane Dieulafoy, followed by 
Jacques de Morgan, Roland De Mecquenem, Roman Ghirshman, and Jean Perrot to 1979. 
The finds of these excavations have been mainly deposited in various museums, particularly 
on Tehran, and in the Louvre in Paris.  

 

Photo 7. View of the site from Royal City to the Acropole, 2013, photo by: B.Sedighi 

 

In Persian mythology, Susa was the first city in the world, founded by King Hushang, who 
developed agriculture and introduced iron work. In Greek mythology, the founding of Susa is 
attributed to king Memnon of Ethiopia, a character of Homer’s Iliad. The origin of the name 
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Susa is from the city God Inshushinak, one of the major gods of the Elamites. The city is 
called Susiana in the Ketuvim of the Hebrew Bible; it is discussed particularly in the book of 
Esther, the queen who saved the Jews from genocide. From the Antiquity the area has been 
the crossroads of long-distance trade routes and of links between peoples in the Iranian high-
plateau and Mesopotamian lowlands. Archaeologists have traced a Neolithic village on this 
site dating to c. 7000 years ago, and there is evidence of a painted-pottery civilization from c. 
4200 years ago. Susa became a proto-urban settlement in the late fifth millennium BCE, 
indeed the oldest known urban settlement in the region and in the world. It is frequently 
mentioned as a major reference in ancient written records, including Sumerian, Assyrian and 
Babylonian documents.  

 

Photo 8. View of Acropole and its Temoin, 2013, Photo by: B.Sedighi 

The excavated site of Susa consists of four principal areas (named in Persian and French) on 
the east bank of the Shavur River: the higher Tappeh in south-west of the site is: Acropole, 
the northern Tappeh is Apadana, the third Tappeh located east of these is called Shahr-e 
Shahi (Royal City), and the area situated in the northern and eastern direction is named 
Shahr-e Sanátgaran or Craftsmen City (Ville des Artisans). In addition, a structure excavated 
on the west bank of Shavur River is known as Palace of Ardeshir (Artaxerxes II) or Shavur 
(Chaour) Palace In the 19th century, the French mission constructed a castle as their residence 
on the Acropole, using ancient bricks from Chogha Zanbil site. The present-day town of 
Shush was built around of the ancient site. 

 

Photo 9.  Pedestals in the Shavur Palace (Chaour), 2013, Photo by: B.Sedighi
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Susa is considered one of the oldest known urban settlements in the Western Asia and in the 
world. The principal historic periods include:  

- Prehistoric Susa (5th-3rd millennia), including periods of SusaI, SusaII (Uruk), Susa III 
(Proto-Elamite) 

- Elamite period (2600-539 BCE); including periods of SusaIV (Awan/Old Elamite I), 
SusaV (Simashki/Old Elamite II), SusaVI (Sukkalmah/Old Elamite III), Susa VII (Middle 
Elamite I), Susa VIII (Middle Elamite II), Susa IX (Late Elamite I), Susa X (Late Elamite 
II); 

- Achaemenid period (539-331 BCE); 
- Seleucid and Parthian period (331 BCE-224 CE); 
- Sassanid period (224-638 CE);  
- Islamic period (638 - 1218 CE).  

Susa was destroyed three times in its history: by Assurbanipal in 647 BCE, by the Muslims in 
638 CE, and by the Mongols in 1218 CE. After this, it was gradually abandoned.  

The principal qualities of Susa refer to its antiquity and long history as one of the earliest 
urban settlements in the world, and capital of two empires. Consequently, Susa has been 
creative protagonist in urban planning, as well as in arts and architecture. Being at the 
crossroads of important ancient civilizations in the heart of the Western Asian region for 
more than five millennia, it has also been a focal point of fertile exchange of influences and 
generation of values.  

 

Photo 10. Apadana and its pedestals, 2013, Photo by: B.Sedighi
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Proposed Statement of Outstanding Universal Value  

Susa was one the first ancient places in the world that became the center of attention for 
travelers, explorers, historians and geographers. Such curiosities finally led to the launching 
of the first archaeological plan in situ dating back to 1851. The reason why in the mid 19th 
century AD, Susa became the candid as one of the first ancient sites for excavation lies in the 
historical nature of this important city.  As a matter of fact, it was mentioned several times in 
holy texts and Hebrew sources (old and new testaments, book of Esther), sources of Greek 
historians of the classic era  (Herodotus, Strabo, Arianoy and Polyclitus), inscriptions 
discovered at ancient Mesopotamian sites, written sources of Elamite and Achaemenid 
civilizations as well as oral traditions of locals. 
Ancient Susa is consisted of properties remaining from civilizations once forming one of the 
most significant cities of the ancient world over a long period. 
 

 

Photo 11. Aerial photo of Susa: Schmitt, 1935 (The oriental institute of Chicago) 

 

Due to the continued inhabitation of the city for six thousand years, some parts of it had been 
abandoned while other parts were still alive because new neighborhoods were added to the 
wide expanse of the city gradually. Finally, after six thousand years of inhabitation, it was
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 abandoned in the 13th century AD. Thus Susa is regarded as one of the longest lived ancient 
settlements of the world gathering values belonging to various episodes of the history.  
Significance of Susa in the course of history is so immense that during the Classic Era, the 
Greeks thought that Susa mound had been built by Tithonus, father of Memnon (Greek: 
Mέμνων) so they called it Acropoleis of Memnon 1(Strabo. XV.3). 
Additionally, the centrality and authority of Susa for civilizations of the time resulted in x 
times mentioning of the name Susiana in the Old Testament as well as its being cited in the 
book of Esther as an important ancient place as well as the venue of Shushan Palace (Esther 1-

5). 

 

 

Photo 12. Aerial Photo of Susa (The national cartographic organization 1956) 

                                                      
1-Strabo, 1969, The Geography of Strabo, Cambridge, Mass, Harvard University press. 
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Photo 13. Relief brick façade showing Lions from Susa (Louvre musuem) 

 

Photo 14. Column of Apadana Palace (Louvre museum) 
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Photo 15. View of Acropole mound and French Castle, 2013, Photo by: B.Sedighi 

 

Photo 16. View of Acropole mound and French team`s Castle 
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During de Morgan’s excavations several important ancient monuments of the near east were 
unearthed. Among them were: the law code of Hammurabi, the victory stele of Naramsin, 
Napir-Asu statue as well as fine engraved ceramic vessels which are held in Louvre Museum 
at present and are regarded as major monuments in the history of archaeological discoveries 
world over. These led de Morgan’s substitutes to continue their diggings in Susa. The 
excavations went on until 1979 only interrupted by the First World War for 6 years and the 
Second World War for 7 years. On the whole it seems that these were the longest excavations 
ever done in the history of archaeology. The scientific value of Susa was so immense that it 
actually resulted in the spreading of archaeology throughout the world.  
 
 

    

Photo 17. Three main objects (Napir-Asu statue, code of Hammurabi, the victory stele of Naramsin) from de 
Morgan`s Excavations at Acropole (Louvre museum Gallery) 

 
It can be claimed that Jacques de Morgan was one of the first archaeologists to search for pre-
Elamite civilizations of ancient near east. As a matter of fact he explored the lowest 
settlement layers of Susa for finding the formation origins of the Elamite civilization. This 
layer dates back to the time before the invention of writing. This period is known as the 
prehistory which had not been studied in Iran until then. Moreover, ancient materials 
unearthed by Susa excavations had a regular and uninterrupted continuum of time providing a 
basic chronological framework for comparison with findings in other ancient sites of Iran, 
Mesopotamia and neighboring countries, stratigraphic excavations based on modern scientific
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methods in late 1960s opened a new window to deciphering of clay tablets and in fact the 
process of writing invention. 
 

 
Photo 18. Stratigraphic Excavations at Acropole during 1969-71 (le Brun 1971) 

 

 
Susa is considered as one of the first cities of the ancient world in which the first evidence 
about activities related to primary urban dwelling has been shown. First traces of long 
distance trade, administration, urban planning, monumental and religious architecture, 
writing and metallurgy were found during these widespread and long term diggings based on 
the unearthed cultural materials. 
Over the pre historical times when most of human settlements were still villages and seasonal 
camps, within the fertile and richly irrigated expanse in southwest of Iran (present Khuzestan) 
Susa City was founded which according to archaeologists dates back to the year 4200 BC.  
Before that no settlement history had been so long lasting. In this relation, mention can be 
made of another site named Chogha Mish existing two centuries before Susa at the same 
region. Although from an archaeological point of view, Chogha Mish which is known as the 
first city in the world history had an area of 18 hectares with several urban institutions such 
as administration, huge buildings, industrial and rural activities but it is Susa that can be 
considered as the first city whose formation was based on urbanization. In fact, the oldest 
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evidence found from archaeological excavations at Susa (belonging to Susa I period) indicate 
the convergence of a huge population at the spot, presence of a strong governor as well as 
construction of huge buildings. Of course it must also be pointed out that in other parts of the 
near east such as: Eridu, Nippur and Lagash located in southern Mesopotamia, cities were 
being established at that time. 
Susa as one of the first urban settlements was unique in the ancient world because it was the 
founder of some of the cultural, social, economical and political values in human history. 
Archaeological evidences reveal a great stepped platform (Huatte Terrace) within the lowest 
settlement layers with a height of 10 and a southern façade of 80 meters. The platform was a 
huge structure made of raw mud bricks and showed a group work under the supervision of 
several overseers whom apparently enjoyed a high social status. The hypothesis that the 
stepped platform of Susa was in fact the foundation of a temple has been brought up based on 
the image of a temple carved on a plaque, both of which had been found at the same time 
(Steve and Gasche 1971:pl.39:27). 
The platform is much larger than its inferior counterpart in Eridu but the latter is slightly 
older than the former 2(Amiet 1988: 7). Anyway the form of the platform can be considered 
as the prototype for the construction of huge temples and stepped ziggurats prevalent in 
Mesopotamia reaching its climax in Chogha Zanbil ziggurat. 
 

 

Photo 19. The Grand platform of Susa I, Acropole 

                                                      
2- For more information on terrace of Eridu and its comparison with that of Susa refer to page 260 



                                                                             

29 
 

Executive Summary fâát 

 

Based on the investigations conducted it can be postulated that the centrality role given to 
Susa was according to a preplanned program and it was built intentionally at a holy spot 
reserved for building a temple. It is possible that earlier, Susa was used only temporarily but 
gradually people found out its key role in economical and social issues. Soon after the 
centrality of Susa became established the necessary infrastructure for development and 
advancement of the central institutions was formed. It can be imagined that following the 
reconstruction of the social structure of Susa, its community was directed by a few khans or 
leaders. Thus the stepped Terrace of Susa could be a material metaphor of the society but it is 
not clear that this mud brick structure was built abruptly or like many other temples gradually 
got larger (Hole 1983). 
Anyhow the religious significance and value of Susa in the course of history seems important 
so it can be regarded as one of the primary centers of a religious government as well as the 
combination of religion with politics which later was manifested in Sumerian and Elamite 
states of the near east. 
Beside the stepped platform a vast and unique cemetery has been discovered with about 200 
graves containing precious objects. Its excavator was de Morgan who estimated the existence 
of around 2000 graves with objects such as fine patterned ceramic vessels, 55 clay axes, 
several clay discs and mirrors, etching pens, clay Surmadan (surma-holders), several beads 
and stamp seals, five broken pieces of mace and curved spade. Finding such a large number 
of graves with such abundance of valuable objects was unprecedented for that era (late fifth 
millennium BC). 
Religious significance of Susa continued in later periods with the construction of huge 
temples during the Elamite era. They were built by two Elamite kings named Shutruk 
Nahunte and Kutir Nahunte in Susa in the 12th century BC competing with Chogha Zanbil 
ziggurat 3. The kings brought artistic masterpieces and bas reliefs of the ancient capital of 
Anzan (Anshan) to Susa transforming it into a unique and matchless capital. In addition, 
following the conquest of Babylon, they brought valuable booties dating back to a thousand 
years to Susa and endowed them to Susa temples thus turning the city into an exceptional 
museum of historical properties belonging to Elam and Mesopotamia. In this period, Susa 
was considered as the most religious city of the world because of having several temples of 
which the largest was the temple of Inshushinak who was the greatest Elamite deity 
protecting Susa. According to a text belonging to Shilhak Inshushinak the richest king of 
Susa in the 12th century BC, the temple of Inshushinak was erected with columns of gold and 
walls of glazed bricks later having an effect on Achaemenian Apadana palaces as well as on 
Babylonian and Assyrian palaces of Mesopotamia. 
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 Among significant archaeological finds attesting the unique religious value and significance 
of Susa is the bronze model named Sit-shemshi depicting the holding of a special religious 
ceremony. Although the object itself is regarded as one of the masterpieces of the ancient art 
of metallurgy but its overall significance lies in showing the details of religious rites in 
ancient times.  
 

 
Photo 20. Bronze Model of Sit Shemshi (Louvre museum gallery) 

 

The great king of Assyria, Ashurbanipal who had conquered and looted Susa in 646 BC 
describes Susa as such:”Susa the grand sacred city, the haven of their deity I conquered on 
the order of Ashur and Ishtar…I destroyed Susa ziggurat which was built from turquoise 
bricks. I broke its decorations which were made of polished clay…I brought into the land of 
Assyria, 32 royal statues made of gold, silver and cast copper with white marble…” 
Among other finds of Susa during the first period of its settlement are fine ceramic vessels. 
Although ceramic production dates back to four thousand years before the emergence of Susa 
but in late 5th millennium BC, the most elaborated pottery was produced in Susa showing the 
climax of the development of this kind of containers. At that time, similar samples of 
containers were manufactured in Ubaid style in Mesopotamia and in Bakun of Fars Province 
but Susa pottery of which the most prominent forms are long cups with thin walls can be 
regarded as artistic masterpieces of the ancient world. Susa pottery has the most abstract style 
of artistic painting belonging to prehistoric people. Its great processing method indicates an 
exalted innovation enjoying absolute abstract harmony. 
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Photo 21. Motifs of Susa I Pottery paralleled to Ubaid and Bakun pottery decoration Style (Hole 1983) 

 
The best images have been depicted of ibexes with long horns in a way also including the 
decorative motif of the pottery. Almost no human visage is seen in Susa pottery. As a matter 
of fact a special trick has been used here resulting in the human visage being unrecognizable 
or like beasts. Several painting motifs of Bakun in Fars have been drawn in a small space. 
But in Susa the painter has worked in a regular manner and not only has fully observed the 
simplicity of images but also has tried to generate free and imageless spaces between adjacent 
images. In no area of Iran animal and human images have been drawn so skillfully. The 
patterned pottery of Susa I era shows the apex of ceramics art in Iran.  
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Photo 22. Susa I elaborate decorative vase (Louvre museum gallery, Hole 1983) 

 
From the beginning, Susa City had khans serving as leaders of ordinary people and their 
superiors. Obviously, in order to manage Susa community, they needed mechanisms for 
controlling individuals. Among such control technologies were sealings put on vessel jars or 
on storeroom doors as clay locks. Moreover, in the form of hollow clay balls, sealings played 
an important role in stamping commands and sealing various communications. clay objects 
were exclusively stamped by influential men. The wide variety of sealings used for 
supervision and authentication of foods and other materials indicates a great development in 
the administrative and economical organization of early Susa settlers.  
These facts attest the founding of early management structures making Susa one of the first 
administrative hubs of the world. This center expanded even more during later historical 
periods keeping its role intact all the time. During Uruk or Susa II eras in the 4th millennium 
BC, existence of vast relations between Susa and other lands within the Iranian Plateau and 
Mesopotamia can be recognized due to these documents, seals and stamps which prepared the 
ground for the invention of writing. Also as the administrative center of the pre-historical 
world, Susa had communications with other similar centers in Mesopotamia. According to 
the reconstruction of Wright and Johnson (1975), Susa was superior to two other centers 
namely Abu Fanduweh and Chogha Mish in Susiana Plain and had administrative authority 
over about 145 villages and towns. This prepared the ground for its becoming the capital of 
the first unitary Iranian government i.e. Elam. During the period of early Elamite, Susa 
together with Anshan (present Tal- e Malyan in Fars Province) became the residence of  
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powerful Elamite kings. In this period, Sukkal-makh which is a title equaling the chancellor 
or prime minister resided in Susa. Under middle and new Elamite rulers, Susa retained its 
role as an administrative center and temples matchless in size were also built in it. 
Finally it was Darius of the Achaemenid dynasty who selected Susa as one of his capitals in 
an attempt to attribute himself and his empire to Elamite ancestors. Atop the mounds, he 
constructed his most magnificent palace unprecedented in the ancient world regarding the 
grandeur and solidity of the architecture. The palace which is known as Apadana is regarded 
as the prototype for the construction of Persepolis palaces and halls. So it can be postulated 
that Susa served as the ruling center of Achaemenid kings at the height of their power over a 
huge expanse of the ancient world. These lands have been mentioned in an inscription from 
Darius and it was from Susa that state decrees and edicts were issued for the most distant 
corners of the empire.  
 

 

Photo 23. The Statue of Darius (Perrot 2011) 

 
As a matter of fact, the civil and state laws dates back to the time when under the rule of 
Sukkal-makh, one of the Elamite princes called Atta-Hushu made a base relief on which the 
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tariffs of goods sold in Susa bazaar had been mentioned. He managed to legislate following 
the model of the founder of the third Sumerian dynasty of Ur who wrote the oldest law 
known before the law code of Hammurabi.  
Apadana Place which was built in Susa is also one of the first innovative architectures of the 
Achaemenid period later transferred to other significant places. The palace was a vast 
residential complex that enjoyed valuable experiences of Iran and other civilizations but at 
the same time Darius architects managed to create a different architecture  that not only was 
efficient and varied but also compatible with Susa climate resulting in its being used as a 
prototype of the Achaemenid architecture. Importance of the palace, utilization of values and 
experiences of various nations, variety of building materials, exact knowledge of the terrain 
and the science of construction have been mentioned in an exceptional inscription. 
 

     

Photo 24. Two inscriptions related to construction of Apadana Palace (Vallat 1971) 

 
The inscription was from Darius and was found in Susa serving as a model for developing 
Achaemenid architecture.  
One of the most prominent characteristics of Susa in the course of history was its central role 
in the majority of commercial trades in ancient Middle East. If the Middle East is regarded as 
the mediator between the European west and the Asian east (China, India and central Asia), 
without doubt lands of Iran and ancient Mesopotamia served as its main constituents. In the 
meanwhile, Susa City was the link between these two cultures as well as a center for land and 
sea transportation generating the greatest ports and bazaars. In fact, among earlier 
commercial centers in prehistoric Iran, Susa was a permanent and exceptional center involved 
in local, regional and long distance commercial activities. Since late 5th millennium BC until 
Elamite, Achaemenid, Parthian, Sassanid and Islamic eras, Susa was always booming. Only 
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few other ancient venues in the Near East served as the starting point of organized trade and a 
commercial center in the course of history. 
Local trade in Susiana Plain during Uruk era or Susa II period was performed according to a 
regular and precise administrative system. Some of the industrial mass products were traded 
with labor hours and farm crop. Seemingly here we are confronted with a trade network in 
which not only various manufactured merchandise were traded but also most probably a 
series of complicated trade systems existed. Actually, traces of the presence of Susa 
merchants in other commercial centers such as Gudin Tappeh of Kangavar Plain in Zagros 
Mountains are seen. The merchants bought clay minerals from local extractors of internal 
lands such as Tappeh Qabrestan in Qazwin Plain, Tappeh Sialk in Kashan and Arisman in 
Natanz and imported them to Mesopotamian cities like Ur, Uruk and Nippur. All of these 
hypotheses can be confirmed by evidence such as the similarity of sealings and ceramic 
vessels at these ancient sites.  
During late third millennium BC, Susa exploited hugely from marine trade. This is attested 
by an inscription engraved on the handle of a weapon presented to Susa City by a marine 
trader from Samur in honor of his lord, Shulgi the king of Ur. Thus from then on, import of 
remote lands products coming from eastern Iran, India and shores of the Persian Gulf to Susa 
increased gradually. On the whole, the increasing trade and transport significance of Susa 
during the Achaemenid rule can be attributed to the construction of the Shahi (royal) Road 
which served as the main road connecting far-off spots of Anatolia to Mesopotamia, 
Khuzestan and high lands of Iranian Plateau. According to Herodotus (52-3:5), the road 
linked the Greek Sea i.e. the Aegean sea to capital Susa but clearly it extended to India and 
Central Asia on its other side. Therefore, Susa as the center of the route not only was a 
commercial center but also linked remote spots within the empire.  
Yet another inherent outstanding value of Susa is the interaction and coexistence of religious, 
linguistic and ethnic cultures which lasted for thousands of years and is matchless in its kind. 
Such existential nature began from the formation basis of the city during late 5th millennium 
BC i.e. when inhabitants of several villages gathered together and their number increased 
with the arrival of different tribes in the course of time. According to Pierre Amiet, the 
formative nature of Susa City was based on ethnic dualism in which some of Susa residents 
had Mesopotamian culture and some others had the culture of high plateaus and the city as 
the regional center was alternately under the influence of either of them. Thus during Susa I, 
Susa II (Uruk), Susa III (proto Elamite) and Susa IV (ancient dynasties) periods, it had 
Persian, Mesopotamian, Persian and Mesopotamian cultures respectively. This ethnic 
periodicity continued during Susa V (Shimashki) period which saw the resurrection of the 
great Elamite kingdom where the Persian culture became dominant again. Under the 
Achaemenid dynasty, Persians arrived and coexisted with Elamite tribes. Based on the 
onomasticon of main characters in the Book of Esther shows that most of Susa citizens had 
ancient Persian or Avestan names instead of Elamite ones. Various evidences indicate the 
Hellenization of Susa after the fall of Achaemenid dynasty so probably it had been 
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transformed into a polis i.e. a Greek city. Under the Parthian dynasty and after the conquest 
of Alexander, a specific ethnic-linguistic group called Elymais has been mentioned. They are 
actually descendants of old Elamite residing in Susa and its nearby lands. Arab conquest of 
Susa in the 7th century AD happened without intense destruction and conflict. Recent 
excavations show that at the beginning religious communities of Christians, Zoroastrians and 
Jews lived in peace in the general area of Royal City (Shahr-e Shahi). At the same time Arabs 
settled in the deserted area of the Craftsmen Town and immediately built a mosque which 
was enlarged later serving as one of the first examples of mosque construction in Iran and the 
region as a whole. Gradually the old settlers converted to Islam which led to the change of 
their living place. This trend went on until early 11th century AD.  
The major cultural indicator of Susa City is its tradition of architecture and urban planning 
which has always served as a pattern for Iranian cities and neighboring lands. Evidence of 
these traditions has been found in excavations of various teams in Susa, which its diagnostic 
example being the excavations performed in workshop A of Royal City by Roman 
Ghirshman. The significance of these diggings which have been done on a large scale in an 
area of one hectare lies in the fact that contrary to former excavations, they were done using 
exact methods of stratigraphy and separation of settlement phases in various periods. A total 
of 15 settlement phases were identified each representing an urban stage of old Elamite 
(Sukkal-makh), middle Elamite, neo-Elamite, Achaemenid, Seleucid, Parthian, Sassanid and 
Islamic. Their partitioning was one of a kind and only the city of Troy in Turkey is 
comparable to this site. It was during these excavations that the process of architectural and 
urban planning development for Iranian cities could be clearly witnessed. 
 

 
Photo 25. 15th Layer of Royal City (Shahr-e Shahi , 2013, Photo by: B.Sedighi
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The oldest layers consisted of streets, alleys and houses in which the distribution of space and 
function is visibly seen. Among other major components of urban buildings of Susa during 
the Elamite period were halls which were built solitarily around a central yard. Their oldest 
example has been found in Susa belonging to the time of Sukkal-makhs from the 15th layer of 
Royal City (Shahr-e Shahi) site. Although the main origin of this kind of halls goes back to 
the period of old Babylon in Mesopotamia but the innovative experience of Susa plays a 
major role in the exaltation of this architecture. Construction of bathrooms in Susa dates back 
to the 3rd millennium BC when it became prevalent in Near East cities. Also schools of Royal 
City where a Babylonian style education was provided had been adopted from the literary 
tradition of Sumer. These two give us a complete comprehension of the importance and 
values of Susa community of the time.  
 

 
Photo 26. the 15th layer of Royal City (Shahr-e Shahi), 2013. Photo by:B.Sedighi 
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Among ancient sites of the near east, Susa enjoys characteristic metallurgy that distinguishes 
it from other places. Some of them are the nature of the site concerning industrial activities, 
continuance of the industry in subsequent periods and commercial transaction of metal 
objects. Such characteristics are rare in other places existing in Iran and the region. Although 
as said earlier, during periods before the construction of Susa City, other sites had produced 
metals but due to its strategic position at the intersection of low lands of Mesopotamia on the 
one hand and high lands of central Iran on the other hand, Susa was deemed as an appropriate 
place for processing raw materials extracted from central mines of Iran as well as for 
manufacturing objects not only used by indigenous people of Susiana plain but also traded 
with Mesopotamian communities. Mesopotamia is situated in lowlands devoid of minerals 
such as copper and iron so it is in dire need of raw and processed materials coming from its 
eastern neighboring regions. Existence of specialized workshops for producing metals, casts 
for metal production and objects manufactured from copper, bronze, gold and silver in 
various periods of time show that Susa is the pioneer of similar sites in using such metals.  
 

 
Photo 27. Massive double axe made of arsenic copper, Susa I (Benoit 2004) 

 

With the advancement of metallurgy in the 3rd millennium BC, Susa foundry workers began 
producing alloys in order to improve the quality of pure copper. Additionally, they were 
skilled in working with lead and silver by melting natural lead stone before casting. These 
methods made possible the production of lead containers as well as silver jewelry adorned 
with precious stones. Moreover like Palestine people, they were among the first metal 
workers who used the method of lost wax casting for making metal statues. The soldering 
technique for manufacturing gold products was yet another method used in Susa from early 
Elamite era. The peak of the metallurgy art of Susa citizens could be seen in the bronze statue 
of Queen Napir-Asu which according to Professor Edith Porada is “the most famous 
monument of Elamite art”.  
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Photo 28. Golden pendant in the shape of a jackal-like dog, Susa II, c. 3300-3100 BC; the soldered loop is one of the 

oldest proofs for this technique (Benoit 2004) 

 

Photo 29. Bivalved casting moulds of Susa to produce arrowheads, chlorite and sandstone, 3rd millennium BC 
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Photo 30. Jewelry of Susa (Perrot 2011) 

In the end, Susa can be regarded as the precursor of writing. Archaeological excavations 
show that Susa rivaled the ancient city of Uruk in developing writing and script. Concerning 
the invention of writing, there were three regions which heralded the emergence of three 
writing systems. They were the Middle East, China and Central America but evidence show 
that the Middle East preceded other regions in this regard. The writing system of the Middle
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East resulted in the invention of Sumerian cuneiform in Mesopotamia and the proto Elamite 
script in Iran with their centers of Uruk and Susa respectively. Based on archaeological 
evidence found inside settlement layers of Acropole of Susa, its chronology and the method 
of developing accounting and administration activities which led to the invention of script, 
the importance and high share of Susa in developing and expanding human civilization is 
manifested. 
 

 

 

Photo 31. proto- Elamite Inscription Tablet from Susa (Potts 1999) 
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Photo 32. Glazed brick panel showing mythical beasts from Susa (Louvre museum gallery) 
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Statement of Integrity 

The excavated site of the ancient urban and architectural remains of Susa, representing 
around 6 millennia of history and 27 layers of urban settlements, are included within the 
boundaries of the property. Even though many of the finds are today exhibited in museums, 
Susa still includes all the essential elements to express its Outstanding Universal Value. The 
property contains the entire excavated site, extending to c. 350ha, representing the known 
part of the ancient city, which is also protected against any adverse development.  

Also as the site has been conserved under the supervision of the government since 1931, its 
authenticity and integrity is in an optimal condition. 

 

Statement of Authenticity 

The property has been certified as the site of the ancient city of Susa, and its history has been 
verified in archaeological surveys and excavations during more than one and a half centuries. 
The material and form of the architectural remains are historically authentic, although many 
of the decorative elements are now deposited in museums for protection.  

 

Protection and Management requirements 

This entire area is protected under national legislation and managed by Iranian Cultural 
Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization, responsible for guaranteeing that the 
authenticity and integrity of the site are not subject to adverse effects.   

 

 

Photo 33. A view from Acropole to the Castel, 2013, Photo by: B. Sedighi 

 

 

 



                                                                             

44 
 

Executive Summary fâát 

 

Contact information and responsible authorities 
 

Preparer 

Mohammad Hassan Talebian. PhD 

E-mail: mh.talebian@gmail.com 

Tel: (+98) 21- 339 53005 

Fax: (+98) 21- 339 53005 

Mobile: (+98) 912 4248 022 

 

Official Local Institution/Agency 

The Office of Deputy for Cultural Heritage of Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and 
Tourism Organization: 

Headquarter of ICHHTO, Azadi St., Tehran, Iran, 

Box: 13445-719 

Tel: (+98) 21 – 66017071-3 

Fax: (+98) 21 – 66035290  

 

Mr. Masoud Alavian Sadr 

Deputy of Conservation, Revitalization and Inscription of Iranian Cultural Heritage, 
Handicrafts and Tourism Organization (ICHHTO) 

E-mail: Masoud_alavian@yahoo.com 

Tel: (+98) 21 –66084577  

Fax: (+98) 21 – 66027230 

Mobile: (+98) 914 549 615 

 



fâát                                                                              

45 
 

Executive Summary 

 

Ms. Dr. Atusa Momeni 

Director General Inscription of Cultural, Natural and Historical Bureau of ICHHTO 

E-mail: Atusa.Momeni @yahoo.com 

Tel- fax: (+98) 21 – 66027637 

Mobile: (+98) 912 281 0951  

Headquarter of ICHHTO, Azadi St., Tehran, Iran, 

 

Other Local Institutions 

The department for preparation of World Heritage dossier 

Golestan Palace, Panzdah-e Khordad Sq, Tehran, Iran, 

Tel: (+98) 21 – 33 95 3005 

Fax: (+98) 21 – 33 95 3005  

 

Official web address 

www. ICHHTO.ir 

www.iranmiras.ir 

E-mail: iran.worldheritage @ gmail.com 

 
Gholam Ali Baghban 

Director of the Susa Base 

Tel-Fax: (+98) 642 – 521 59 11 

Mobile: (+98) 916 634 48 40 

E-mail: gholamalibaghban@yahoo.com 

 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

In the Name of God 

 
 

   



 

 

 

 

 

 

"I am Darius the Great King, King of Kings, King of 

countries containing of all kind of men,…  

Saith Darius the King: Ahuramazda, the greatest of the gods. 

He created me; he made me king,… 

What I did, all by the favor of Ahuramazda I did. This palace 

which I built at Susa, from afar its ornamentation was 

brought…  

Saith Darius the king: At Susa a very excellent (work) was 

ordered, a very excellent (work) was (brought to 

completion). Me may Ahuramazda protect, and Hystaspes 

my father, and my country." 

 

 
(Darius Inscription, DSf) 
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Introduction  
 
Susa (Persian: شوش Shush; Greek: Σοῦσα; Biblical Hebrew ׁשּוָׁשן Shushān) was the capital city of the 
Elamite and Achaemenid empires in ancient Iran. The city is located in the lower Zagros Mountains 
in south Iran. 

Susa site is a complex consisted of interconnected ancient mounds reflecting a major part of old 
civilizations and human history during a 6000 years period. The mounds serve as important 
evidence about the process of formation and expansion of the city from Elamite and Achaemenid 
until Islamic eras. Fortunately, despite long term archaeological excavations and discovery of 
unique ancient properties, a large part of the city remains untouched requiring centuries of scientific 
investigation and excavation. 

Today, the ancient city of Susa is an archaeological area of some 350 ha. It is located on a series of 
mounds (Tappeh) in the alluvial Susiana plain, which has been rich in agriculture from ancient 
times. 

Susa is among rare and unique archeological sites have been subject to archaeological surveys and 
excavations ever since the first half of the 19th century. In 1851, it was identified as Susa by 
William Loftus. From 1884 it was subject to archaeological campaigns by French teams, directed 
first by Marcel and Jane Dieulafoy, followed by Jacques de Morgan, Roland de Mecquenem, 
Roman Ghirshman, and Jean Perrot. The finds of these excavations have been mainly deposited in 
various museums, particularly in Tehran, and in the Louvre in Paris. 

The excavated site of Susa consists of four principal areas (named in Persian and French) on the 
east bank of the Shavur (Chaour) River: the higher Tappeh in south-west of the site is: Arg or 
Acropole, the northern Tappeh is Apadana, the third Tappeh located east of these is called Shahr-e 
Shahi (Ville Royale), and the area situated in the northern and eastern direction is named Shahr-e 
Sana'tgaran (Ville des Artisans). In addition, a structure excavated on the west bank of Shavur 
River is known as Palace of Ardeshir (Artaxerxes II) or Shavur (Chaour) Palace. In the 19th 
century, the French mission constructed a castle as their residence on the Acropole, using ancient 
bricks and stones from the area. The present-day town of Shush was built around of the ancient site. 
Susa is considered one of the oldest known urban settlements in the Western Asia and in the world. 

Susa as one main center in the Near East has uncovered many evidences concerning to invention of 
early Writing. Archaeological excavations on the Acropole of Susa produced more than 200 tablets 
of the same type, as well as three stone inscriptions with identical signs (Vallat 1986).  

Consequently, Susa has been creative protagonist in urban planning, as well as in arts and 
architecture. Being at the crossroads of important ancient civilizations in the heart of the Western 
Asian region for more than five millennia, it has also been a focal point of fertile exchange of 
influences and generation of values. 

\ÇàÜÉwâvà|Én 
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Chapter 1 : Identification of the Property 
 

1.a. Country (and State Party if different) 

Islamic Republic of Iran 

 

Map 1-1. Iran (ICHHTO archive) 
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1.b. State, Province, or Region 

Khuzestan Province 

 

 

Map 1-2. Location of the Kuzestan province (ICHHTO archive) 
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1.c. Name of Property 
 

Susa  

 

Photo 1-1. Aerial photo of Susa, Schmidt, 1935 
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1.d. Geographical coordinates to the nearest second 
 

  

 

Photo 1-2. General view of Susa, 1990

No. Name of the nominated Geographical coordinate Map ref. 

1 Susa 
N:  32° 11'  22.05" 

E:  48°  15'  22.94" 

I 
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1.e. Maps and plans, showing boundaries of the nominated property, buffer zones 
and Landscape zone  

Please see maps in the map vol. (Appendix) 

Map No.  Map Ref.  

A
rc

h
ae

ol
og

ic
al

 M
ap

s 

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

al
 &

 
U

rb
an

 M
ap

s 

Title  Subtitle  No.  

1  I    ●  Landscape Zone  

Base Maps  -  
2  II    ●  Buffer Zone  

3  III    ●  Core Zone  

4  IV    ●  Identification  

5  A1    ●  General Map of Apadana  

Apadana  A  

6  A2  ●    Apadana  

7  A1-1    ●  Apadana Palace  

8-16  A1-1-C1,…C9    ●  Column(s) of Apadana Palace  

17  A2-1  ●    Apadana Palace  

18  A1-2    ●  Darius Palace  

19  A2-2  ●    Darius Palace  

20  A2-3  ●    Eastern Gate  

21  A2-4  ●    Darius Statue  

22-25  A2-5-1,…4  ●    Apadana Excavations  

26  B1    ●  General Map of Acropole  

Acropole  B  

27  B2  ●    Acropole  

28-33  B1-1-1,…6    ●  Susa Castle  

34  B2-2  ●    de Morgan Témoin  

35  B2-3  ●    Location of Acropole Tranches  

36  B2-4-1,…3  ●    Acropole Excavations  

39  B2-5  ●    Major Finds in Acropole  

40  C1    ●  General Map of Royal City  

Royal City 
(Shahr-e Shahi)  C  

41  C1-1    ●  Hadish Palace  

42  C2-1  ●    Hadish Palace  

43  C1-2    ●  Layer XV of Royal City  

44-48  C2-2-1,…5  ●    Royal City Excavations  

49  D1    ●  General Map of Craftsmen City  

Craftsmen City 
(Shahr-e Sanátgaran)  D  

50  D1-1    ●  Acheamenid Village  

51  D1-2    ●  Susa Mosque  

52  D2-1  ●    Susa Mosque  

53  E1    ●  Shavur Palace  Shavur (chaour) Palace 
(Kakh-e Ardeshir)  E  

54  E2  ●    Shavur Palace  
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1.f.  Area of nominated property and proposed buffer zone  
 

 

No. 
Site 

Name 
Geographical 
Coordinates 

Area of the 
Core Zone 

(ha)

Area of the 
Buffer Zone 

(ha)

Area of the 
Landscape (ha) 

Map 
Ref. 

1 Susa 

 

N: 32˚   11'   28" 

E: 48˚   15'   22.94" 
 

350 600 14484 
I 
II 
III 

 

 

Photo 1-3. One of the capitals in Apadana, 2012 
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Map 1-3. Core zone
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Map 1-4. Buffer zone
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Map 1-5. Landscape Zone 
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Chapter 2 . Description 

2.a. Description of Property 
 

SUSA 

Susa, Susiana (Persian: شوش Shush [ʃuʃ]; Greek: Σοῦσα [ˈsuːsa]; Syriac: ܫܘܫ Shush; Old 

Persian Çūšā-; Biblical Hebrew ׁשּוָׁשן Shushān) was an ancient city of the Elamite , Persian 
empires of Iran. It is located in the lower Zagros Mountains between the Karkheh and Dez 
Rivers. 

 

Map 2-1. Iran
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2.a.1. The city of Susa                                                    

Susa is located at a distance of 110 km north of Ahwaz, center of Khuzestan Province. Its 
geographical coordinates are: latitude of 32°, 11′ 28″ north of the equator and longitude of 
48°, 15′ 33″ east of Greenwich meridian. 

Susa which is 87 m above sea level is bounded in the north by Andimeshk County, in the east 
by Dezful and Shushtar counties, in the southwest by Dasht-e Azadegan County and in the 
northwest by Ilam Province. 

 

Map 2-2. Khuzestan province (GIS by M.R.Rokni, Susa Base, 2012) 
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2.a.1.1. Climate 

Susa is located in the warm and dry climate of Iran but the passage of three rivers of 
Karkheh, Dez and Shavur (Chaour) through it have slightly changed its weather so that in 
terms of agriculture, Susa enjoys a high status in Khuzestan Province. The highest 
temperature in summer is 53°C and the lowest winter temperature is one degree above zero. 
The annual rainfall of Susa is 250 mm on average. In addition to Karkheh River which flows 
3 km west of Susa, Shavur River passes through the city and branches into several streams 
south of Susa. On the whole its water is utilized for agricultural purposes. Shavur River 
originates from underground fountains and reservoirs located at an approximate distance of 
20 km north of Susa.1  

 

Map 2-3. Susiana Plain (NASA map) 
 

 

Table 2-1. Hydrological characteristics of the major perennial and seasonal streams of the Susiana plain 
(Data from Neder Jandsche Heidemaatschappij 1958) 

                                                      
1 Geographical Institute of Armed Forces: 178 
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2.a.1.2. Fauna and Flora  

Karkheh River is surrounded by semi tropical and tropical forests with an area of 15873 
hectares known as Karkheh Forest or Grove. Vegetation around Dez and Karkheh riverbanks 
has made possible the establishment of the largest recreational areas in the region. 

Karkheh forest is one of the few remaining natural places on earth where the endangered 
species of Iranian yellow deer still lives. In fact, the forest is a remnant of forests in southern 
plains of Zagros Mountain range which formerly extended as far as Iraq, Syria and Lebanon. 

The forest enjoys an exclusive biological variety and because rare species of wildlife live in 
these natural habitats, it is under the auspices of Iranian environmental Protection 
Organization in order to preserve the habitats. Among regional flora, various trees, bushes 
and grasses are found growing in separate parts of the forest and giving it lovely landscapes. 
Vegetation of Dez and Karkheh forests is largely made of Pedeh (a kind of willows) and Gaz 
trees. Other species of plants grow among these trees.  

 

2.a.1.3. Geology 

Geological map of Khuzestan shows that Susa is located in the Quaternary age also known as 
the fourth geological period which is essentially the upper part of the third geological period 
(Cenozoic). It consists of two periods called Pleistocene (from about 1.5 million years until 
eleven thousand years ago) and Holocene (from around eleven thousand years ago until 
modern ages). Altogether, it has started from one and a half million years ago and is still 
continuing. Generally, the Quaternary age began following the retreatment of seas, generation 
of glacial epochs as well as the emergence of man on earth. These soils are alluvial and large 
grained. 

   

Map 2-4. Geology map of Susiana Plain (Kouchoukos, 1998) 
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The major landforms of the Susiana Plain can be divided into fluvial and pediment 
formations. The pediments, formed by coalescing colluvial fans at the base of Tappeh slopes, 
consist of coarse sand and gravel that grade into finer textured loams at greater distances 
from the Tappehs. The fluvial deposits of the plain are far more complex and represent a long 
history of interplay among the major river systems, continued tectonic activity in Upper 
Khuzestan, and the construction of artificial irrigation systems. 

 

2.a.2. The archeological site of Susa 

The ancient site of Susa is located north west of Susa County beside the Andimeshk-Ahwaz 
road. Based on archeological evidence, the area of the site is approximately 350 hectares.2 
Susa is a rugged terrain with an approximate length of 1500m from north to south where 
ancient mounds (Tappeh or Tepe) with different heights and levels are concentrated. Susa is 
among rare and unique archeological sites under excavation and investigation since the 
second half of 19th century until now about which many things have been said and written.  

 

 
Photo 2-1. Aerial view of Susa, 1935, University of Chicago 

 

  

                                                      
2 As for the fact that the ancient site of Susa is located in the vicinity of the modern county of Shush, 

geographical coordinates of the county also apply to the ancient site of Susa. It should be added that the 
altitude of Shush County is 87 m above sea level but the average altitude of Susa ancient mounds from sea 
level is 100m. Also it must be noted that Shush County has been built over a vast part of Susa archeological 
site which will be discussed in full later.  
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The ancient Susa which was founded about 4200 BC was actually established as a religious 
center for people dwelling in the nearby plain. As a matter of fact, after 5000 years of ups and 
downs, victories and defeats as well as booms and recessions, especially after the demise of 
the Achaemenid Empire in 332 BC and eventually in the mid Islamic period, Susa went to 
ruins.  But despite its gradual loss of splendor and significance, it is regarded as an important 
site due to the valuable monuments and relics existing within this archeological site (Abdi, 

1994).  

 

 

Photo 2-2. Aerial view of Susa, 1956, National Cartographic Organization 
 

The archaeological site of Susa is remaining from the late 5th millennium BC until the 13th 
century AD. Generally, the site is consisted of four Tappehs. One of these Tappehs is called 
Acropole mound where the castle belonging to the French archeological expedition was 
constructed at its northernmost point in 1897. Acropole is higher than all other Susa mounds 
with a height of about 30 to 35m above the level of Shavur River. Another Tappeh called 
Apadana is located in its north. East of the Tappeh is seen a site known as Shahr-e Shahi 
which is larger than other Tappehs. The lowest Tappeh consisting of a series of low and high 
grounds is called Shahr-e Sanátgaran (Craftsmen city) which is located east of the other three 
mound. 
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Map 2-5. Different parts of Susa 
 

 

West of Acropole and Apadana mounds flows Shavur River whose headwaters is 30-35 km 
north of Susa and joins Karkheh River. The highest level of river water is seen from mid 
Farvardin (April) until mid Ordibehesht (May) and the lowest water level occurs from mid 
Ordibehesht (May) until mid Khordad (June). As Shavur River reaches its peak volume 
during the dry season of each year, most of its water is allocated to farming activities in 
summertime. Moreover, the tomb of Daniel the Prophet is also located west of Acropole 
mound on Shavur riverside.  
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Photo 2-3. Aerial photo of Susa, showing the location of Tappehs (mounds) 
 

The site was visited in 1836 by Henry Rawlinson and then by A. H. Layard 3. In 1851, some 
modest excavation was done by William Loftus, who identified it as Susa.4 In 1885 and 1886 
Marcel- Auguste Dieulafoy and Jane Dieulafoy began the first French excavations.5 Jaques 
de Morgan conducted major excavations from 1897 during 1912.6 These efforts continued 
under direction of Roland de Mequenem until 1914, at the beginning of World War I.7 French 
work at Susa resumed after the war, led by de Mequenem, continuing until World War II in 
1940.8  

 

 
                                                      

3George Rawlinson, A memoir of Major-General Sir Henry Creswicke Rawlinson, Nabu Press, 2010, ISBN 
1178206319.   

4 Google Books, William K. Loftus, Travels and Researches in Chaldaea and Susiana, Travels and Researches 
in Chaldaea and Susiana: With an Account of Excavations at Warka, the "Erech" of Nimrod, and Shush, 
“Shushan the Palace” of Esther, in 1849-52, Robert Carter & Brothers, 1857. 

5 Gutenberg.org, Jane Dieulafoy, Perzië Chaldea en Susiane De Aarde en haar Volken 1885-1887, 1886.  

6 Archive.org, Jacques de Morgan, Fouilles à Suse en 1897-1898 et 1898-1899, Mission archéologique en Iran, 
Mémoires I, 1990. 

7 Archive.org, Jacques de Morgan, Fouilles à Suse en 1899-1902, Mission archéologique en Iran, Mémoires VII, 
1905. 

8 Robert H. Dyson, Early Work on the Acropolis at Susa. The Beginning of Prehistory in Iraq and Iran, 
Expedition, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 21-34, 1968  
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Archaeological results from the later period were very thinly published and attempts are 
underway to remedy this situation.9 

 

 

Photo 2-4. Early excavation at Susa during 19th century (Dieulafoy 1889) 
 

 

Roman Ghirshman took over direction of the French team in 1946, after the end of the war. 
He continued there until 1967. Ghirshman concentrated on excavation at great workshop in 
the Royal City mound, taking it all the way down to virgin soil.10 The pottery found at the 
various levels enabled a stratigraphy to be developed for Susa.11 In 1970s, excavations were 
resumed under Jean Perrot.12  

 

 

 

 

                                                      
9 Harvard.edu Shelby White - Leon Levy Program funded project to publish early Susa archaeological results.   

10 Roman Ghirshman, Suse au tournant du III au II millenaire avant notre ere, Arts Asiatiques, vol. 17, pp. 3-44, 
1968 

11 Hermann Gasche, Ville Royal de Suse: vol I : La poterie elamite du deuxieme millenaire a.C, Mission 
archéologique en Iran, Mémoires 47, 1973 - M. Steve and Hermann H. Gasche, L'Acropole de Suse: 
Nouvelles fouilles (rapport preliminaire), Memoires de la Delegation archeologique en Iran, vol. 46, Geuthner, 
1971.  

12 Jean Perrot, Les fouilles de Sus en 1975, Annual Symposium on Archaeological Research in Iran 4, pp. 224-
231, 1975 - D. Canal, La haute terrase de l'Acropole de Suse, Paleorient, vol. 4, pp. 169-176, 1978 . 
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Map 2-6. Early topographic map of Susa (Pillet, 1913) 
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2.a.3. Ancient Susa 

The excavations of ancient Susa, whose ruins document more than 6,000 years of settlement, 
themselves have a long history, similar to those of the great Mesopotamian centers of Uruk, 
Nippur, Babylon, and Nineveh. From the mid-19th century, explorers replaced travelers, and a 
new stage thus was reached in Near Eastern archeological research. 

During the approximately 160 years of excavations conducted in Susa, evidence of 
civilizations from early 5th millennium BC until the 8th century LAH (13th century AD) has 
been found. Ancient layers of Susa dating from more than six thousand years 13 in to Tappehs 
are seen next to or over each other. They reveal the fact that settlement in this plain has 
continued incessantly during a long period of time and this is one of the special values of this 
ancient site which makes it distinct from its counterparts. The first layer showing human 
settlement i.e. the 27th layer of Susa in Acropole is located at a level about 10m higher than 
the nearby plain.  

It seems that in the 27th layer of Susa; initially a large temple was constructed serving as a 
center around which settlements were formed resulting in the centrality of Susa. Within this 
primary nucleus, Susa collected the whole previous experiences of its neighboring cultures. 
On the other hand, the condition of communities was so that it brought a new phase in human 
life and the existence of this huge mud brick temple serving as a center for aggregation and 
urbanism was a sign for formation of new urban organizations. This period which was also 
known as “Susa I period”. That with its huge temple gradually gained the centrality for all 
residential areas in Khuzestan Plain until the last centuries of the 4th millennium BC i.e. 
around 5200 years ago when it entered a new phase known as the writing emergence era.14  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
13 Jean Perrot says this on the issue:”Susa Tappehs contain monuments remaining from a settlement period 

during which habitation has continued uninterrupted from early 4th millennium until 13th century AD (Susa 
and south western Iran: 1). 

14 Francois Valla says this:”the most important cultural revolution occurs in layer 18. The whole administrative 
system is carried in the bullet container…tablet in layer 17 takes a shape that keeps its dimensions relatively 
intact during three millenniums. Another phase is passed by the emergence of the first pictorial scripts in 
layer 16. But it seems that in order to access an advanced version of the above mentioned method, documents 
and records belonging to layer 14 must be revealed. Apparently, the last inheritor and the final substitute of it 
was the lineal Elamite script used by Kotik Inshushinak in 2220 BC (Susa and south western Iran: 69) 
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Photo 2-5. General view of Susa, from south, 1935, University of Chicago 
 

2.a.3.1. Settlement periods of Susa 

When Susa was founded in late 5th millennium BC, Khuzestan had already enjoyed a long 
history. During the 7th millennium BC, the central plain became dynamic and settlements 
began to form there of which the oldest one was called Chogha Bonut. Near some of these 
settlements, shepherds used to set up tents (American excavations in Susa). 

Further identification of developments made in villages as well as their dispersion in the plain 
from late 6th millennium BC until early 4th millennium BC was made possible thanks to 
excavations conducted in Susa and studies done in Susiana in 1930s by the French 
archaeological expedition. These were followed by operations of the National Center for 
Scientific Researches of France and by the joint mission of Iran and France in Susa from 
1967 until 1979 with close cooperation of American and Iranian archaeologists. As a result, 
the settlement periods of Susa were identified which will be discussed in detail later. But here 
a brief description of Susa during historical epochs of the region is presented. 

 

2.a.3.2. Prehistoric Susa 

In this period which starts with the emergence of Susa Village, an advanced community on 
Shavur (Chaour) riverside begins an increasing development and rapidly transforms into a 
city. Rulers at the top echelon of the community undertook the responsibility of political and 
religious affairs and established their administrative center at central parts of Susa. The 
cultural symbol of the era was production of delicate and patterned ceramics showing the 
pinnacle of ceramics art. Afterwards, Susa entered a new phase which was known as Uruk 
due to the influence of Mesopotamian culture. As a matter of fact, in that period of time Uruk 
culture became prevalent all over Mesopotamia, parts of Iran and Turkey in the 4th 
millennium BC symbolized by simple undecorated ceramics.  
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Another characteristic of the era is the expansion of urbanism and emergence of early states 
which initially evolved in southern Mesopotamia and then in Susiana Plain with Susa as its 
center.  

 

 

Photo 2-6. Prehistoric elaborated pottery of Susa (Louvre Musuem) 
 

 

Map 2-7. Susa on the southwestern Iran and ancient sites, Ref: Base map image credit: University of Chicago 
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After Uruk period, another cultural era called the early Elamite period started in early 3rd 
millennium BC in Susa. This period can be regarded as a time when Iranian culture 
reappeared in Susa while Mesopotamian influence was reduced. The main characteristic of 
the period is the development of writing with its first evidence found in Susa strata. Of 
course, at the same time as Susa in another center of Mesopotamia called Uruk Site, writing 
was also developing which will be discussed comprehensively later. The early Elamite period 
can be regarded as a phase when Susa entered the historical era. This period has been 
mentioned in some written resources. 

 

2.a.3.3. Susa during the Elamite period 

The Elamite period lasted from about 2330 BCE, when Susa was probably the domain of the 
kings of Awan, up to Cyrus the Great’s seizure of power in 539 BCE. This span of almost 
two thousand years has been divided into three clearly defined phases called early, middle 
and neo-Elamite, each of which presents peculiarities of its own. During early centuries of the 
3rd millennium which is the pinnacle of forming communities, the first political and 
administrative organizations were founded in Iran. Before excavations conducted in Susa, no 
name of them has ever been mentioned in historical books. This period which from a 
historical and cultural point of view is called the Elamite Civilization began early 3rd 
millennium BC or about 4900 years ago in Khuzestan resulting in the governance of Elamite  
kings and dynasties for twenty two centuries over southern, southwestern and part of western 
Iran.   

 

  

Map 2-8. Elamite Empire, Map showing the area of the Elamite Empire (in red) and the neighboring areas.  
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The domain of Elamite kings’ rule has not yet become accurately revealed but based on 
available archeological evidence and documents, an estimate can be made of its extent and 
limits so that the map of the Elamite Empire at its climax of power can be drawn as such (see 
Map 2-10): 

From west to Mesopotamia, from east to Indus Valley, from south to the Persian Gulf and 
from north to the central kavir of Iranian Plateau as far as Isfahan vicinity.15 

This vast land was consisted of several states such as: Elam, Shimashki, Awan, Anzan or 
Anshan and probably Marhashi. Undoubtedly, each state had several towns and villages. 
Anyway, regardless of the size of the empire and the number of its states, its capital was 
Susa. During a period lasting 22 centuries, several dynasties ruled the land of Elam, namely: 

- Awan kings dynasty from 2670 to 2200 BC; 
- A short interruption which is called the first dark age in Elamite  history due to a lack of 

archaeological data; 
- Shimashki kings dynasty from 2100 to 1850 BC; 
- Elamite  kings dynasty; 
- Sukkalmah dynasty period from 1830 to 1505 BC; 
- Igihalki dynasty from 1500 to 1400 BC; 
- Shutruki dynasty from 1400 to 1100 BC;  
- Neo Elamite kings dynasty from 1050 to 539 BC. 

During the excavations in the Susa, many architectural monuments belonging to the Elamite 
Era were exposed which indicate the process of development and evolution of architecture, 
construction and urbanization techniques. 

From the early urbanization era (mid 4th millennium BC), a seal has been occure which 
showes early construction of buildings at Susa. This theme has a high value concerning 
artistic and architectural history and proves that complicated structures of domed roofs were 
well ahead of their time. Another image belonging to this era has been found in Susa 
(Acropole) depicting another temple which had been built upon a high and huge platform. 
Some think that the image probably shows the great temple of Susa. 

                                                      
15 For more information on the geographical expanse of Elam Civilization, refer to an article by Francois Valla 

titled: Susa and Elam, Journal of Cultural Heritage, no.12, summer and autumn 1373 SAH/1994 ). 
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Photo 2-7. Seal Impression with design of a building (temple) Susa (Potts, 1999)  

 

2.a.3.4. Susa during the Achamenid Period (550-330 BC) 

After defeating pretenders to the throne and restoring peace to the country, Darius the 
Achaemenid king decided to chose Susa as his capital like his ancestors because of its almost 
central position in a vast empire ranging from Indus Valley to Egypt. Without doubt in his 
choice, the old grandeur and glory of Susa the capital of Elamite rulers was taken into 
consideration because Darius regarded himself as their inheritor.  

 

 

Figure 2-1. Reconstructed model of Apadana palace (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 
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Therefore, he ordered the construction of a magnificent palace worthy of his reign in Susa. 
As a result, builders selected Apadana for this purpose after considering all relevant issues. 
Of course, it should be known that this part like Acropole has been formed on uneven terrain 
with ancient layers. Thus the main palace of Darius was built atop Apadana while 
governmental administrations and courtiers’ residences were constructed upon Acropole and 
Royal City parts. 

 

 

Map 2-9. Achamenid Empire, around 500 BC 
 

 

2.a.3.5. Susa after the Achaemenid (330-250 BC) 

Susa suffered heavily in the wake of Alexander’s invasion so that during the reign of his 
successors lost the glory and importance of its past. Seleucid kings built a garrison in Susa so 
that Greek soldiers could take up position in it. At the same time, the capital of the Seleucids 
was transferred to Babylon and Asia Minor so that Susa as the former capital of the 
Achaemenid dynasty lost its prestige even more. A relatively large number of statues, 
pedestals and other monuments made of stone, ceramic, metal, etc have been discovered in 
Susa belonging to the Seleucids era. Naturally, these objects have Greek origins and have 
been made inspired by the Greek (Hellenistic) art in Iran. Also, inscriptions in Greek 
language and script have been found here. 
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2.a.3.6. Susa during the rule of the Parthian Dynasty (230 BC until 224 AD) 

Under Parthian rulers, Susa was regarded as one of the most important provinces of the 
government. Parthian rulers tried to eradicate the influence of Greeks (Hellenism) which was  

relatively successful but only after a couple of centuries. On the whole, although Susa did not 
regain the prestige it had under the Achaemenid kings but somehow had a better condition 
during the Seleucid reign. 

 

 

Map 2-10. the Parthian Empire (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1994) 
 

Inscriptions, reliefs and statues remain belonging to the Parthian rule including the relief of 
Ardavan the fifth sitting on the throne and giving command to the governor (Satrap) of Susa. 
Sculptured head of an anonymous bearded man as well as the head of Queen Muza, Roman 
wife of Farhad the fourth (2 BC until 2 AD) are also among valuable statue monuments 
belonging to the Parthian rule. 

Several graveyards have been discovered pertaining to this period showing not only the high 
density of population in this era but also part of religious beliefs of people living at that time. 
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Photo 2-8. Left: Terracotta bust, Parthian age; Museum of Susa  
Right: Plate xvii. Marble head of a Parthian queen, late 1st century B.C.E.,  
from Susa, Iran Bastan Museum, Tehran (Ghirshman, 1962) 

 

2.a.3.7. Susa under the Sassanid Dynasty (224-651 AD) 

Under Sassanid rule, not only Susa as expanded but also new towns such as Jondi (Gondi) 
Shapur, Iwan-e Kharkheh etc were founded. Importance of Susa in this era was so much that 
a mint was constructed there. Under Shapur the 2nd, Susa suffered from destruction and arson 
because of Christians’ rebellion which ended after the king sent an army to repel it but the 
city never regained its former flourish again. 

Like other buildings of the time, Susa buildings boasted interesting paintings under the 
Sassanid rule. For example on the third layer of Girshman’s excavation in Shahr-e Shahi, a 
building was uncovered which had 14m length and 14m width. It had a columned hall with 
three surrounding corridors.  

The hall had three gates and on the one of its walls a painting was found showing a hunting 
scene in which a horseman is depicted throwing an arrow towards a herd of animals. This is 
exactly the same hunting scene repeated in Sassanid reliefs (see Figure 2-18). 

 

2.a.3.8. Susa during the Islamic Period 

Susa was conquered by the Islamic army in 640 AD coinciding approximately with the year 
20 LAH. At this time, the city was still struggling following the destruction ensued under 
Shapur the second. But although it had not regained its glorious past, it was not abandoned 
either and had a significant population. At that time, its expansion was largely in the  
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Craftsmen City. Although not many excavations were performed in this section of Susa but 
out of a few diggings made, interesting monuments were unearthed including a relatively 
large mosque which most probably was the Friday mosque of the city.  

   
Photo 2-9. Islamic remains at Susa (Kerveran, 1984) 

 

 
Map 2-11. Plan of Mosque at Craftsmen City (Kerveran, 1984) 

 

Historians and geographers of the Islamic era considered Susa as a center for trading textiles, 
sugarcane and some other commercial items.  

During excavations made in the Achaemenid palace of Shavur, a sugarcane purification plant 
was discovered boasting properties which are of utmost importance for studying the industry 
in the past.  Probably, this was the only industrial plant of its kind to be identified. After the 
4th century LAH, Susa went to ruins until its eventual abandonment in 7th and 8th centuries 
LAH (13th century AD) with the exception of pilgrims going there to visit the tomb of 
Prophet Daniel.  
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Photo 2-10. Tomb of prophet Daniel, east view (de Morgan, 1900)   
 

 

2.a.4. Different parts of Susa 

Generally from a geomorphologic point of view some of the ancient sites of Susiana Plain 
were established during prehistoric times in which a prolonged continuance of settlement is 
seen. They had rich water resources as well as fertile soils and environmental catchments 
appropriate for expansion of villages and cities. For example, historical sites such as 
Choghamish, Tappeh Senjar, Abu Fandoweh, Haft Tappeh and many great settlements in 
Susiana Plain enclose various adjacent mounds that were partially deserted at some periods of 
time while other parts of them were still inhabited. But due to its continuous settlement, Susa 
Plain is unique and exceptional among ancient mounds of Khuzestan and Iran as a whole. 
During the last decades of the 19th century AD and following the arrival of French excavation 
teams into Susa, various maps were drawn based on the condition of its Tappehs and their 
contours. As said before, the site was divided into four parts which were named separately 
and are still used. 

Therefore, the higher mound in south west of the site was called “Acropole”, the northern 
mound was called Apadana, the third mound located east of these two was called Royal City 
or Shahr-e Shahi and the whole area situated in the northern and eastern direction of this vast 
space was called “Shahr-e Sanátgaran or Craftsmen City”. 
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Photo 2-11. General view of  different parts of Susa (Louvre musuem, 1913) 
 

Name of these parts was initially done by de Morgan (MDP, 1900). Nevertheless before him, 
archaeologists such as Loftus and Dieulafoy who were also engaged in excavating Susa used 
to call these mounds by other names. For example they called Acropole as Citadel, Apadana 
as Shushan the Palace and Shahr-e Shahi as the Great Platform. Moreover, there is another 
part pertaining to Susa located at an approximate distance of 400 meters from Apadana 
mound on western bank of Shavur River known as Ardeshir’s Palace. 

In the following, these parts are described and a brief note on the importance of each part is 
provided. 

 

2.a.4.1. Acropole (Arg) 

This part of Susa site, which is now considered as the highest point of the mound with its 35 
meters height from Shavur River surface actually encloses the primary nucleus of Susa 
formation within its layers. This layers has been found in the form of a huge mud brick 
platform during excavations. 
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Photo 2-12. Location of Arcopole (University of Chicago, 1935) 
 

  

Photo 2-13. General view of Arcopole of Susa (Susa Base Archive) 

 

In this mound 27 layers pertaining to urban settlement have been found dating back to late 5th 
century BC until 13th century AD. The first stages of settlement during late 5th millennium 
BC was initially in the form of a small village which rapidly and within a few years was 
transformed into a city with an area of 6 hectares because of its population increase. As a 
matter of fact, the first evidence of the emergence of a city in Iran following the abandonment 
of Chogha Mish was discovered in this part.  Afterwards, Acropole mound became a 
permanent place for the settlement of cultures appearing successively in Susa within a time 
span of more than 4000 years i.e. during these periods: Susa I, Susa II (Uruk), early Elamite , 
Elamite  and Achaemenid periods. The reason for great height of this part which consists of 
27 settlement layers is that parts of the remaining layers are exposed in stratigraphic sections 
of de Morgan’s Témoin. 



                                                                          fâát  

33 
 

Description of the Property 

 

 

Figure 2-2. Section of Stratigraphic layers on Acropole, de Morgan’s Témoin (le Brun, 1971) 

 

This period which is simultaneous with the production of the most exquisite patterned 
ceramic pottery in prehistoric Iran, can be compared to its contemporary ceramic pottery of 
Ubaid Period in Mesopotamia. At this time, a (Haute Terrasse) with a height of 10 meters 
was constructed in this part which considering the huge volume of developing activities 
reveals the presence of a powerful and wealthy ruler. Regarding the function of the building, 
different opinions exist. Nevertheless, its significance lies in the fact that it served as a 
precursor for the construction of huge structures known as Ziggurats built during subsequent 
centuries in some cities of Iran and Mesopotamia.   
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Map 2-12. Plan of Acropole Susa (Steve &Gasche, 1971) 
 

Temples at Acropole allocated to Susa gods such as Inshushinak and Ninkhursak were also 
found. Most of the architectural structures identified in this Tappeh construction with mud 
brick in different sizes. Mud brick has been used not only for construction of temples and 
monuments but also in ordinary places utilized by common people. A wide variety of bricks 
in terms of shapes and sizes have also been used in the structure and facades of special 
monumental buildings such as temples. Among bricks discovered in Acropole corresponding 
to different periods, glazed bricks with a variety of factual or fictitious motifs, brick 
inscriptions pertaining to temples, etc have been discovered, some of them are now kept in 
various museums of the world such as the Louvre. 

Moreover, ceramic pieces of various shapes also known as Golmikh which are generally 
glazed and decorated with motifs and occasionally with inscriptions have been found which 
were used for decorating monumental buildings, temples or palaces. The oldest Golmikh used 
for decorating buildings in Iran and Mesopotamia has been discovered in this Tappeh and is 
related to the mud brick platform of Susa. 

Stone has also been used in the architectural structure of Susa. Many reliefs and tablets 
containing descriptions of conquests and requests of kings are made of stone. Usage of stone 
at special parts of buildings has been reported too. 
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The other important subject in this site is finding the first written evidences of proto - Elamite  
era in the 18th layer of the Acropole and according to opinions many archeologists; these are 
the first signs of the invention of writing. This hypothesis has been provided based on some 
formidable evidence found within the layers of the mound. During excavations performed in 
Acropole mound, administrative evidence including seals and sealings were discovered. 
Although the initial function of the objects was for administrating and accounting purposes, 
during the late 4th millennium BC, the first signs of writing was heralded with recording the 
inventory of goods followed by names of cities, individuals, etc. This development occurred 
almost simultaneous with Mesopotamia with its evidence found in layers 18 to 14 of 
Acropole. Later, Acropole  retained its role as a major center of palaces, religious buildings 
and treasuries of Elamite  kings. 

 

2.a.4.1.1. Susa Castle 

Following the discovery objects pertaining to civilizations of the Achaemenian era and before 
era and before it, a castle was constructed by the excavation team in late 19th century atop the 
Tappeh in order to keep safe objects found during excavations. In 1897, Jacques de Morgan 
as the head of the French excavation team in Susa managed to convince the French 
government to allocate funds for constructing the castle aimed at providing security for the 
French expedition, protecting objects discovered as well as offering an appropriate space for 
work and research at the site.   

The castle overlooked Susa and was built in the mixed style of Iranian and European castles 
by local builders under the supervision of Haj Mostafa Dezfuli. Ostad Abbas and Ostad 
Molla Mohammad-e Dezfuli were other master builders of the castle. Therefore despite 
general resemblance of the castle to European ones, influence of Iranian architecture and 
indigenous construction tradition is vividly seen in it. Topography of the mound base has 
been considered in the castle design and its general design consists of two main parts with 
two yards and spaces surrounding them. Among other castle spaces are laboratories, service 
and residential spaces as well as store rooms. Other characteristics of the castle include its 
inner spaces, access routes and links. 

 



                                                                          fâát  

36 
 

Description of the Property 

 

 

Map 2-13. Plan of Susa Castle (Chevalier, 2011) 
 
 

 
 

Photo 2-14. General view of Susa Castle (Susa Base Archive) 
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2.a.4.2. Apadana 

Apadana is located north of Acropole and has been called after great palaces of Achaemenian 
era. It became inhabited during Susa II (Uruk) period in the 4th millennium BC and 
developed continuously sometimes similar to Acropole. Although it has major relics 
belonging to Uruk and Elamite periods, its significance increased when Darius of 
Achaemenian dynasty decided to build his palaces atop a high platform with a height of 15 
meters and an area of 13 hectares created by the accumulation of ancient layers of previous 
periods.  

 

 

Map 2-14. Location of Apadana 
 

Darius the Great who was an Achaemenid king built a huge palace in Susa following the 
stabilization of his power. But before constructing the palace, he ordered the preparation of 
the northern part of the Elamite city of Susa for this purpose.  

At present, subsets of the mound consist of: Darius Palace, remnants of re-settlement in 
Islamic age and the Eastern Gate or Darius Gate. 
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Map 2-15. Plan of Darius Palace (Loftus, 1857) 
 

 

Photo 2-15. General view of Darius Palace from castle , 1975 
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Photo 2-16. Southern view of Darius Palace (Perrot, 2011) 

 

 
Map 2-16. Plan of Darius Palace (Pillet, 1913) 
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Map 2-17. Darius Palace (Susa Base Archive) 
 

 

Photo 2-17. Darius Palace (Susa Base Archive) 
 



                                                                          fâát  

41 
 

Description of the Property 

 
2.a.4.2.1. Darius Palace 

Darius Palace Complex is a combination of various buildings with an east to west direction. 
Upon this axis several yards comprised of different spaces exist and the famous Apadana 
Palace is located north of the complex. Darius Palace Complex has multiple spaces and main 
organs as follows: 

- The Audience Hall or Apadana Palace 
- The great enameled yard 
- Treasury yard of Darius Palace 
- The forty-columned yard 
- Halls around the enameled yard 
- Northern buildings of Darius Palace 

 

 

Map 2-18. Plan of Darius Palace (Perrot, 2011) 
 

Since being identified laboriously by Loftus in 1851, Apadana has gone under excavations 
and explorations repeatedly by archaeological teams supervised by: Dieulafoy, de Morgan, de 
Mequenem, Girshman, Perrot and Kabuli.  Their operations resulted in providing relevant 
designs and maps. 
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Palace builders selected the mound known as Apadana for construction where most probably 
Elamite  royal palaces also stood. Initially, they built a thick wall with a width of nearly 20 
meters and a height equaling the highest point of the hill all around it. Rubbles produced by 
diggings were transferred to the back of the walls in volumes ranging from 20 to 30 cubits. 
Thus a Terrace was created and Apadana was set up on it.  

Present height of the wall is 140 cm and mud bricks found on the site largely have sizes of: 
11×33×33, 30×30×12 and 32×32×15 cm. Mud mortar was used in upper layers of bricks but 
in lower layers probably a mixture of ash and lime was applied. Also within the brick shell of 
the wall mortar, tar was used in lower parts and lime or occasionally gatch in upper parts. 
Dimensions of bricks discovered here was 38×38×8.5 cm. 

 

Map 2-19. Plan of Darius Palace in Ghirishman map (1968) 

 

Map 2-20. Plan of Darius Palace in Perrot map (1971) 
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These details which have been inferred from excavations and archaeological investigations 
by various teams are totally compatible with the inscription from Darius found on the site 
describing the method of palace construction.  

Additionally, the inscription indicates Achaemenians’ knowledge about the earth condition as 
well as its previous settlements. On the whole it clearly shows cooperation of different 
countries, usage of required experiences and materials from around the world as well as an 
advanced engineering unprecedented at its time. Yet another merit of the inscription is the 
transfer of this message and engineering knowhow to future generations. 

 

 

Photo 2-18. Darius inscription discovered in Apadana of Susa about construction of Palace (Perrot, 2011) 
 

This inscription, itself, describing technical matters related to the architecture of this grand 
structure: 

“At the beginning, the builders erected a wide wall around the Tappeh with a height and 
width of about 20m and filled its back with earth. 

Upon this Terrace, foundation of the building was initially dug prior to erecting the walls. 
Then the columns were built.”  

In the inscription following the praise of Ahuramazda, Darius introduces himself and says 
that:” This palace (Hadish) which I built at Susa, from afar its ornamentation was brought. 
Downward the earth was dug, until I reached rock in the earth. When the excavation had been 
made, then rubble was packed down, some 40 cubits in depth, another part 20 cubits in depth. 
On that rubble the castle was built. After the earth was dug, rubble was packed down, and the 
sun-dried brick was molded, the Babylonian people performed these tasks...“ 
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Transliteration of the inscription16:  

§3a. 8-12.Saith Darius the King: Ahuramazda, the greatest of the gods…he created me; he 
made me king; he bestowed upon me this Kingdom, great, possessed of good horses, 
possessed of good men. 

§3b. 12-5. By the favor of Ahuramazda my father Hystaspes and Arsames my 
grandfather…these both were living when Ahuramazda made me king in this earth. 

§3c. 15-8. Unto Ahuramazda thus was the desire: he chose ma as (his) man in all the earth; he 
made me king in all the earth. 

§3d. 18-22.I worshipped Ahuramazdas. Ahuramazda bore me aid. What was by me 
commanded to do, that he made successful for me. What I did, all by the favor of 
Ahuramazda I did. 

§3e. 22-7. This palace which I built at Susa, from afar its ornamentation was brought. 
Downward the earth was dug, until I reached rock in the earth. When the excavation had been 
made, then rubble was packed down, some 40 cubits in depth, another (part) 20 cubits in 
depth. On that rubble the palace was constructed. 

§3f. 28-30. And that the earth was dug downward, and that the rubble was packed down, and 
that the sun-dried brick was molded, the Babylonian people…it did (these tasks). 

§3g. 30-5.The cedar timber, this…a mountain by name Lebanon…from there was brought. 
The Assyrian people, it brought it to Babylon; from Babylon the Carians and the Ionians 
brought it to Susa. The yakā-timber was brought from Gandara and from Carmania.  

§3h. 35-40. The gold was brought from Sardis and from Bactria, which here was wrought. 
The precious stone lapis-lazuli and carnelian which was wrought here, this was brought from 
Sogdiana. The precious stone turquois, this was brought from Chorasmia, which was wrought 
here. 

§3i. 40-5. The silver and the ebony were brought from Egypt. The ornamentation with which 
the wall was adorned, that from Ionia was brought. The ivory which was wrought here, was 
brought from Ethiopia and from Sind and from Arachosia. 

§3j. 45-9. The stone columns which were here wrought, a village by name Abiradu, in 
Elam…from there were brought. The stone-cutters who wrought the stone, those were 
Ionians and Sardians. 

§3k.49-55. The goldsmiths who wrought the gold, those were  Medes and Egyptians. The 
men who wrought the wood, those were Sardians and Egyptians. The men who wrought the 

                                                      

16 Roland Kent, 1950, Old Persian: Gramnan, Texts, lexicon, 142-144, American oriental society, New Haven, 
Connecticut 
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baked brick, those were Babylonians. The man who adorned the wall, those were Medes and 
Egyptians.  

§4. 55-8.Saith Darius the king: At Susa a very excellent (work) was ordered, a very excellent 
(work) was (brought to completion). Me may Ahuramazda protect, and Hystaspes my father, 
and my country. 

§2. 2-4.Saith Darius the king: After Ahuramazda made me king in this earth, by the favor of 
Ahuramazda everything (that) I did (was) good. 

Many points can be inferred from this inscription. For example, as in the building plan the 
construction of high walls as well as columns with large sizes and heavy weights were taken 
into consideration, the builder had dug the ground until reaching virgin soil so that the 
building foundation could get the necessary strength. Construction of foundation was done 
according to the typography of the based on natural contours of the terrain. As a result,  some 
parts have been filled with stone and sand, then pounded followed by erecting walls and 
columns. As it mentioned, the results of excavations confirm methods discussed in the 
inscription. Here it should also be pointed out that this construction method is also 
noteworthy in terms of seismology and earthquake. 

Moreover, other major inscriptions have also been found in this complex such as the 
following trilingual sample: 

Although the complex was surrounded by thick walls equipped with towers and mini towers, 
Darius ordered the excavation of a wide trench near the foot of the wall for more protection. 
Actually, the trench encircled the city and turned it into an unconquerable island. 

 

 

Photo 2-19. Darius inscription at Apadana (Vallat, 1971) 
 

Many points can be inferred from this inscription. For example, as in the building plan the 
construction of high walls as well as columns with large sizes and heavy weights were taken 
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into consideration, the builder had dug the ground until reaching virgin soil so that the 
building foundation could get the necessary strength. Construction of foundation was done 
according to the typography of the based on natural contours of the terrain. As a result,  some 
parts have been filled with stone and sand, then pounded followed by erecting walls and 
columns. As it mentioned, the results of excavations confirm methods discussed in the 
inscription. Here it should also be pointed out that this construction method is also 
noteworthy in terms of seismology and earthquake. 

Moreover, other major inscriptions have also been found in this complex such as the 
following trilingual sample: 

Although the complex was surrounded by thick walls equipped with towers and mini towers, 
Darius ordered the excavation of a wide trench near the foot of the wall for more protection. 
Actually, the trench encircled the city and turned it into an unconquerable island (Photo 2-20). 

 

 
Figure 2-3. Reconstrated modle of eastern gate (Perrot, 2011)  

  
Photo 2-20. Part of the wall of Apadana Platform on the north east side and a pit which according to Girshman was a 

trench surrounding Apadana through which Shavur River water flew (Perrot, 2011) 
 

Generally, the design seen in Apadana of Susa consists of three successive yards encircled by 
large halls and multiple rooms built from mud bricks. The area of unearthed parts of the 
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palace indicates a total area of 30675 square meters for the palace and 10434 square meters 
for Apadana. The palace has a 15.5 degrees westward deviation from the north to south axis 
with its walls being vertically intersecting. 

 

 

Figure 2-4. Reconstrared model of Darius Palace on the Apadana (Perrot, 2011) 
 

 

The palace is a very complicated building with 110 large and small-sized rooms, all of which 
are long but narrow. Inside the palace complex existed six yards enclosing an east to west 
axis with three of them being very large. They were linked to the northern part via a large 
corridor. Three smaller yards out of the above mentioned six were located in the northern part 
of the palace complex. Different rooms and buildings of the palace were illuminated and 
ventilated via these yards. Decorations of the palace were its brick shell, enamelled bricks, a 
probably lime, gatch or mud cover and/or a mixture of them painted and patterned.  

 

Photo 2-21. Aerial view of Darius Palace (Susa Base Archive) 

 

Based on the opinion of various archaeologists who have excavated Apadana, it can be 
concluded that Darius Palace was a mud brick structure with a brick facade. As needed, dry 
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bricks have been used in some parts of it such as gates, foundation, fences and outer walls. Its 
walls which were much shorter than those of Apadana had an average diameter of 3-5 meters. 

Generally, palace walls were made of mud or mud brick and decorated with plaster or wall 
painting. Walls of the Iwan toward the central yard was also covered by glazed bricks 
decorated with various motifs such as: the row of eternal army, lion, mythical beasts such as 
winged bulls or lions, lion’s mane or a human head, Faravahar image and inscriptions in 
cuneiform and other scripts. In addition to these motifs, the lotus design is seen all over the 
decorations. Also on either side of palace stairway, a row of soldiers belonging to the eternal 
army are seen.  

 

2.a.4.2.2. Apadana Palace (Apadana Hall) 

With its high columns, huge capitals, solid foundation, thick walls and large peripheral 
storerooms, resembling palaces of Assyria, Babylon and Mari in Mesopotamia, Apadana 
Palace actually served as a prototype for construction of Persepolis palaces which were 
peerless in Iran in terms of their magnificence. 

 

 

Figure 2-5. Reconstructed model of Darius Palace (Perrot, 2011) 

 

Area of Apadana Palace also known as Apadaneh was 10434 square meters. Its design was 
like a kushk building with four Iwans, a central columned hall and four towers on its four 
corners. Three Iwans out of the four Iwans in its four directions were columned but one Iwan 
was without column and was linked to Darius Palace and the royal Andaruni. The central hall 
had dimensions of 58×58 square meters with 36 columns each having a height of about 20 
meters and bull-headed capitals. Each iwan had two rows of six columns. The southern side 
of Apadana had two exits connected to the residential part as well as palace yards.  
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Figure 2-6. Reconstracted modle of Apadana Palace (Perrot, 2011) 

 

Part of Apadana caught fire during the rule of Artaxerxes the first (after 461 LAH) so that it 
became inhabitable afterwards. Darius the second did not attempt to repair destruction during 
his twenty years in power. But Artaxerxes the second (359-404 BC) who ruled for a relatively 
long time not only suppressed countless rebellions and riots but also spent a large amount of 
his wealth for the construction of palaces, buildings and institutions for example he ordered 
the reconstruction of Apadana Palace. In this regard, an inscription from Artaxerxes the 
second has been found by Loftus in 1852 in which Artaxerxes clearly mentions the time of 
arson and the date of palace reconstruction. 

General structure of Apadana Palace as well as other structures previously standing on 
Apadana Tappeh is made of mud brick and the wall encircling Terrace of Apadana is made 
entirely of mud bricks. 

 

  
 

Photo 2-22. Details of Apadana Palace (Perrot, 2011) 
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A large part of Apadana floorings are made of bricks with different dimensions but most of 
them have a size of 36 by 36 by 8cm. Bricks measuring 50 by50 by 10cm were used as 
flooring. Moreover, bricks with reliefs were seen in decorations of Apadana Palace walls. 
 

 

Photo 2-23. Glazed Brick reliefs with Lion and mythical beastmotifs at Apadana Palace (Dieulafoy, 1893) 

 

Also bricks have been used in constructing Terrace enclosure and 14 rows of it have already 
been identified. 
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Photo 2-24. Apadana Hall (Susa Base Archice) 

 

Additionally, in facade decorations of several walls of Apadana Palace, enamel bricks with 
different colorings and motifs have been used. These bricks have been made up relatively 
large grained silica making the discovery of their production technology even more 
complicated. Usage of stone is also seen in the structure of this part such as in all 72 columns 
of Apadana of Susa from columns base to stone capitals. Lime concrete mortar has also been 
used in architectural structures of this section.   

Usage has been made of lime concrete mortar for coating corridors, halls and rooftop terraces 
(Mahtabi) of palace. The mortar has been applied to various parts at a thickness of 30cm and 
a composition of lime, sand and brickbats. Finally, its outer surface has been painted with red 
color. 

Here usage has also been made of bittomen for isolating water disposal routes as well as for 
covering mortars applied between bricks exposed to moisture. 

 

2.A.4.2.3. Eastern Gate 

Among other structures found from archaeological excavations on Apadana Tappeh is the 
Eastern Gate located east of Darius Palace and south east of Apadana at a spot where Royal 
City is separated from the Craftsmen City. It is also known as the entrance gate of platform. 
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Map 2-21. Location of Eastern Gate 
  

 

Photo 2-25. Eastern Gate (Susa Base Archive) 
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This gate which is located at a distance of 80 meters from the palace complex has been 
unearthed during excavations made in 1970’s. Ceremonial Gate was a mud brick structure 
with a length of 40 meters, a width of 28 meters and an approximate area of 1200 square 
meters. Its central hall had four columns with an estimated height of 12-13 meters each. On  
the north and south of the hall, two small side rooms existed that opened into the hall via 
doorways with a width of one meter. An inscription from Xerxes on one of the pedestals 
indicates that the building was constructed by Darius. In the last day of 1972, a huge statue of 
Darius was found beside the exit doorway of this gate. The statue is regarded as one of the 
few statues still remaining from the Achaemenian age and is kept in the National Museum of 
Iran. In addition to the statue, pieces of several other royal statues pertaining to this era have 
been discovered. Following their examination, Heinz Loshay concluded that probably four or 
five similar statues stood beside entrance and exit doorways of Darius Gate. 

 

   

Map 2-22. Left: Reconstructed model of Eastern Gate of Apadana (Perrot, 2011) 

Middle: Plan provided for the structure of the Eastern Gate on Apadana Hall of Susa historical site (Perrot, 
2011) Right: The east-west cross section showing columns, foundation, platform wall and the gate entrance 
(Perrot, 2011) 
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Figure 2-7. lengthwise section of the east-west cross section of platform of Susa Apadana at the location of a structure 
called the Eastern Gate and the location of Darius statue on the left side of the inner door of the building  

(Perrot, 2011) 
 

 

Figure 2-8. Reconstructed model of the Eastern Gate (Perrot, 2011) 
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Map 2-23. Eastern Gate (Perrot, 2011) 

 

2.a.4.3. Shahr-e Shahi (Royal City, Ville Royale) 

East of Acropole and Apadana, another mound exists which is encircled by a formidable wall 
and encloses a large part of historical Susa from Elamite era to the Islamic period. The main 
part of the wall is its Achaemenid structure made of mud bricks with an approximate 
thickness of 18m. 
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Map 2-24. Location of Shahr-e Shahi (Royal City)  
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Photo 2-26. Excavation on the Royal City (Carter, 1980) 
 

2.a.4.3.1. Fifteenth Layer of Royal City (Shahr-e Panzdahom or Fifteenth city) 

This part became inhabited during the early Elamite period and remained to the Islamic 
period. That is why; the mound displays multiple architectural structures belonging to various 
periods of settlement in Susa among which the Elamite town (also known as the 15th city), 
which is more prominent than its other parts.  

Although the first excavations were conducted by de Mecquenem in this part but during de 
Morgan’s excavations in 1894-97, a small square-shaped Elamite temple (2000 BC) was 
discovered with walls covered with glazed bricks dating back to the age of Shutruk 
Nahunteh. Also Roman Girshman started extensive excavations in the northern part of Shahr-
e Shahi called “Workshop A” with the extent of his excavations approxi one hectare. The 
significance of these excavations lies in the fact that they not only covered a wide area but 
also contrary to previous diggings enjoyed controlled scientific stratification as well as exact 
separation of different settlement phases.  
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From this point of view they can be considered unique in the history of archaeological 
excavations in the Near East. On the other hand by reaching virgin soil and the lowest layers 
it was possible to specify the 15 settlement phases existing in Shahr-e Shahi. 

 

 

Map 2-25. Location of Fifteenth Layer on the Royal City 
  

 

Each of the 15 phases identified in “Workshop A” of Girshman expose remains belonging to 
ancient cities of the Near East dating from consecutive ages of: early and middle Elamite, 
neo-Elamite, Parthian, Sassanid and Islamic periods. 

Ancient remains retrieved from these cultural stages include cities with streets, alleyways, 
residential houses, public places, tombs, manufacturing workshops and storerooms showing 
the process of urban development (Girshman, 1965). 
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Map 2-26. Plan of Fifteenth Layer (Ghirshman, 1967) 
 

 

Photo 2-27. View of Fifteenth Layer (Susa Base Archive) 
 

 

Islamic age monuments have also been found within an area called Shahr-e Shahi on Susa 
historical site during pertinent excavations. Additionally, diggings have been conducted 
under the Islamic age shelves of the 2nd and 3rd century LAH in Shahr-e Shahi revealing 
Sassanid buildings dating from about 3rd to 6th century AD. They showed that a residential 
neighborhood with an area of about 50 hectares existed in Shahr-e Shahi and even under the 
Seleucids rule some parts of it remained inhabited. Among later buildings, mention has been 
made by Girshman of Arsacides villas among which one had a façade with exterior columns 
and hall yards delicately paved with bricks. 
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Construction materials used in this part are also largely mud bricks. Because different 
structures belonging to various eras have been identified in this Tappeh, dimensions of mud 
bricks used in this part enjoy a wide variety. 

Brick is yet another construction material used in structures of this part. It has been used for 
decorative purposes in some parts of the fence during the Achaemenid rule and for 
reconstruction purposes during the Islamic period. A wide spectrum of brick usage in 
construction works is seen on the Tappeh. Brick has been used in the foundation of buildings 
as well as flooring of the architectural structure of this part. Based on different phases of 
construction works, a wide variety of bricks in terms of size and form have been used. 

 

 

Photo 2-28. View of Fifteenth Layer (Susa Base Archive, 2012)  
 

 

2.a.4.3.2. Hadish or Ravagh of Shahr-e Shahi (Darius Doorway) 

Hadish Palace is located at the north westernmost point of Shahr-e Shahi and eastern parapet 
of Apadana Terrace. With its dimensions of 24×24 meters, the structure stands next to the 
great trench of Girshman and separates the mastaba of the palace from rest of the city. The 
structure is the sole access route to Darius Palace and has a north to south orientation.  
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Actually, on its northern entrance it makes a 90 degrees angle with the Eastern Gate of 
Apadana. To the north and south of the building stand two columned Iwans each with two 
columns and inside of the building two main rooms exist with decorated false arches (Tagh-
nama) and connected to side rooms. Outside the building are also seen Tagh-nama 
decorations. Upon the four columns of Hadish Palace were written trilingual inscriptions in 
Old Persian, Babylonian and Elamite, all having a common content narrating Xerxes that this 
Hadish was set up by his father Darius. 

 

  

Map 2-27. Plan of a building called Hadish or Darius Doorway. The first picture depicts layers preceding the building 
and the second one shows the location and angle of the building relative to the Eastern Gate (Perrot, 2011)(Left) 

 
Map 2-28. Darius Doorway or Hadish with its location on the site and relative to the Eastern Gate of 
Apadana (Perrot 2011)(Right) 

 

  
 

Photo 2-29. View of Hadish Palace (Susa Base Archive) 
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Map 2-29. Plan of Hadish Palace (Perrot, 2011) 
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2. a.4.4. Shahr-e Sanátgaran (Craftsmen City, Ville des Artisans) 

East of Apadana, Acropole and Shahr-e Shahi Tappeh, there exists another Tappeh called the 
Craftsmen city where archaeological layer from late Elamite to Islamic eras are found. The 
most famous architectural monuments found in this Tappeh are: Achaemenid Village, 
Parthian and Sassanid funerals, a mosque and a Sufi monastery (Khaneghah). The latter two 
are considered as monuments belonging to the Islamic period over this ancient city.  

 

Map 2-30. Location of Craftsmen City (Shahr-e Sanátgaran) 

 

This location is also known by names such as Craftsmen City (Pishevaran) and Eastern 
mound. It is regarded as the lowest, the largest and the easternmost mound existing on the 
historical site of Susa. 

In 1947-48, excavations were conducted by Girshman in Shahr-e Sanátgaran unearthing three 
layers. He encountered ruins of a city dating back to 7th AD in the lowest and oldest layer 
including a building with a length of 30 meters and a width of 10 meters which was inhabited 
in three consecutive ages. On its upper floor three Elamite tablets were found among which a 
tablet in the neo-Babylonian language belonged to the time when Artaxerxes the second 
reigned. 
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Architectural remains identified in the mound are generally made of mud bricks. The 
sequence of settlement periods on the Tappeh as well as the variety of construction works has 
led to the variety of size and dimension of mud bricks used here.  

Wide usage of brick is also seen in this part. As for the fact that most of Islamic structures 
have been identified in this Tappeh and because the majority of them are public and 
governmental buildings such as mosques, it can be concluded that most brick structures of the 
Tappeh belong to the Islamic period. In this regard it should be noted that the variety of size 
and dimension of bricks used here is significant.  

Friday mosque of Susa can be regarded as one of the first four mosques built during early 
Islamic age in Iran in addition to Fahraj mosque, Tarikhaneh of Damghan and the mosque of 
the ancient city of Estakhr. 

Its length and width were 70m and 60m respectively and at its middle part a yard existed 
which was surrounded by a colonnaded Shabestan with three rows of columns in the 
direction of Qiblah and two rows of columns in three other directions. Probably a rounded 
minaret also existed on its north western corner. According to archeological and architectural 
evidence, it was initially presumed that the mosque dates back to 3rd and 4th centuries LAH 
but excavations performed there in early 1970s revealed that beneath the mosque structure 
another mosque existed dating from the 1st century LAH. Therefore, Susa mosque has a high 
significance in terms of studying the early years of Islam in Iran and the first mosques built.  

 

   

Photo 2-30. The Craftsmen City: isometric and plan of the mosque (Right) 
The Craftsmen City: isometric of Sufi monastery (Left)(DAFI, 1984) 
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2.a.4.5. Shavur Palace (Chaour Palace, Ardeshir Palace) 

West of Shavur River, another palace has been discovered which takes its name from its 
nearby river. 

The area is also known as Shavur Palace, Achaemenian Palace of Shavur as well as Ferdows-
e Zendegani. Probably it is the Ferdowsi Building which has been mentioned in some 
Achaemenian inscriptions and was actually a palace amid streams at a short distance from 
Apadana. In an inscription from Artaxerxes the second, he is quoted as saying:”by the grace 
of Ahuramazda, I built the palace of Ferdows-e Zendegani.” Based on the above mentioned 
facts, it is estimated that the palace was built around years of 404 until 359 BC (4th century 
BC). 

During the repair of Apadana Palace, Artaxerxes the second ordered the construction of the 
new palace by the river on its west. The palace was explored in 1960s. It was found out that 
the Artaxerxes Palace had a 37.5 by 34.60m hall as well as subsidiary facilities. The 
columned hall had 64 columns in eight rows. On its north an Iwan was seen comprising two 
rows of five columns. Pedestals were made of stone and walls were made of bricks like 
Apadana. Here walls have been painted in different colors and in some rooms traces of stucco 
works are seen. 

Although palace pedestals were made of stone, the columns were most probably made of 
wood, covered with gatch (gypsum) plasters and painted. On a few pedestals, inscriptions has 
been carved in three scripts of Elamite, Babylonian and ancient Persian as customary.  

 

 

Photo 2-31. General view of Shavur Palace (Perrot, 2011) 
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Map 2-31. Plan of Ardeshir (Shavur) Palace and traces of mud brick walls 
found on the site. Plan of the columned hall of Ardeshir Palace in which its 

mud brick walls and stone pedestals discovered during excavations have been 
highlighted by dark color (Perrot, 2011) 

 

 

Photo 2-32. General view of Shavur Palace (Perrot, 2011) 
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2.a.5. EXCAVATIONS in SUSA17 

The excavations of ancient Susa, whose ruins document more than 6,000 years of settlement, 
themselves have a long history, similar to those of the great Mesopotamian centers of Uruk, 
Nippur, Babylon, and Nineveh. From the mid-19th century, explorers replaced travelers, and 
a new stage thus was reached in Near Eastern archeological research. 

In 1809, Captains Anglais Monteith and John Macdonald Kinnear noticed a strange “black 
stone” near the “Tomb of Daniel”; the drawing later reproduced by William Kennett Loftus 
(1857, p. 419) shows that it was probably a kudurru (a boundary stone, often used as the 
record of a grant of land made by the king) that had been removed from Babylonia as war 
booty. This was the first archeological evidence known from Susa. The local people 
considered the object as a talisman on which the prosperity of Khuzestan and its inhabitants 
depended, and they collected 2,000 tomans (BP 1,000 in the early 19th century) to pay to keep 
it in place at Susa. Not long after, it was destroyed—according to one version of the story, by 
an unscrupulous blind man of the Bani Lām tribe and his accomplices, who hoped to enrich 
themselves with treasure they thought they would find inside. 

 

 

Photo 2-33. Early excavations at Susa (de Morgan, 1900)

                                                      
17 Hermann Gasche, Originally Published: Iranica Encyclopedia, July 20, 2009 
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Picture Major Finds 
Research 
Location 

Research 
Duration 

Country 
Researcher/ 
Excavator 

No. 

-Stone staircase 
-Sculpted slab 
- Cuneiform inscription  

of marble slab 

Acropole 
Tomb of 
Daniel 

 

1840-1842 Britannia 

 
Austen 
Henry 
Layard 

 
1 

- Tterracotta cone of Puzur 
Inshushinak 

- Column base with 
inscription of Artaxerxes II 

Apadana 
Royal City 

1851-52 Britannia 

 
William 
Kennett 
Loftus 

 
2 

 

-Frieze of lions 
- Frieze of archers 

Apadana 
Acropole 

Royal City 
1885-86 France 

 
Marcel and 

Jane 
Dieulafoy 

 
3 

 

-Massif funeruire/high 
terrace 
-Stele of Naram- Sin 
-Temple of Inshushinak 
- Code of Hammurabi 
-Bronze Plate Sit- Shamshi 
-statue of Napir-Asu 
-statue of Narundi 

Apadana 
Acropole 

Royal City 
 

1897-1912 France Jacques 
de Morgan 

 
 

4 

 

- Statue of Puzur Inshushinak 
- Two facing sphinxes 
- Vaulted tombs 
- Sassanid coin hoard 

Apadana 
Acropole 

Royal City 
Craftsmen 

City 

1913-39 France 
Roland 

de 
Mecquenem 

 
5 

 

 
-Persian Achaemenid village 
-Islamic Mosque 
-15 Stratigraphic layer (City) 
-Neo-Elamite tombs 
- Sassanid wall paintin 
 

Apadana 
Royal City 

1946-67 France Roman 
Ghirshman 

 
 

6 

-Stratigraphic layers  
of Acropole 

Acropole 1954 America 

 
Robert 
Dyson 

 

 
7 

- High Terrace Acropole 1967-68 France 
 

Marie Joseph 
Steve 

 
8 

 

-Statue of Darius 
-Darius Inscription 
-Hadish Palace 
-Shavure Palace 
- Darius’s Propylaea 
-Islamic Khanaqa/bathroom 

Apadana 
Acropole 

Royal City 
Craftsmen 

City 
Shavur Palace 

1968-79 France 

 
 

Jean Perrot 
 

 
 

9 

-Uruk Period Architecture Acropole 1978 America 

 
Henry 
Wright 

 
10 

-Western Terrace of   
Apadana Palace 

Apadana 1983-1995 Iran 

 
Mir Abedin 

Kabuli 
 

11 

This image cannot currently be displayed.
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2.a.5.1. The visits of Henry C. Rawlinson and Austen Henry Layard 

In 1836, Major Rawlinson visited the site briefly and discovered fragments of columns, as 
well as an inscription by a “king of Susa.” Layard stayed in Khuzestan between 1840 and 
1842. He, too, was interested in the famous “black stone” of the Tomb of Daniel, which had 
already disappeared before Rawlinson’s visit. Within the precinct of the Tomb of Daniel, he 
noticed small capitals of the Achaemenid type, and near the same monument, on the bank of 
the Šāhur (Šāvur, Šāur) river, several large steps of a stone staircase. These remnants 
resembled the six steps of another staircase discovered in 1976 by an inhabitant of the 
modern city (Boucharlat & Shahidi, 1987), about 1400 m north of those discovered by Layard. 

Among the debris on the banks of the Šāhur, there was a sculpted slab (Layard, 1894), perhaps 
the base of a statue, which is illustrated by Loftus (1857, p. 415; cf. a British Museum copy 
of the original drawing by Henry A. ChurcTappeh, in Curtis, 1993, pp. 14-15 and fig. 12). At 
the “Acropole” (Layard’s “great mound”), Layard rapidly copied the cuneiform inscription 
engraved on a “marble slab,” after which the guides urged him to leave the place, alleging 
fear of an imminent attack by the Bani Lām. 

 

2.a.5.2. The work of Colonel Fenwick Williams and William Kennett Loftus (1851-52) 

Though sparsely mentioned in archeological literature, Loftus’s work marks the beginning of 
modern exploration of the ruins of Susa. The occasion was an Anglo-Russian mission that 
was to demarcate the frontiers between Persia and the Ottoman provinces, from the Persian 
Gulf in the south to the Ararat mountains in the north. In 1850, Colonel Fenwick Williams, 
head of the British delegation for this project, asked the geologist William Kennett Loftus, 
who had just achieved some results on the Warka (ancient Uruk) site in southern Iraq, to go 
to Khuzestan and begin excavations at Susa. Despite the intrigues of a hostile population, 
Henry A. ChurcTappeh, the surveyor and interpreter of the British delegation, provided the 
first map of the site (Loftus, 1857). The excavations started in 1851; the first campaign was 
directed by Williams, the second (1852) by Loftus, under the supervision of now Colonel 
Henry Rawlinson. The four principal Tappehs of Susa were summarily distinguished as 
follows: “Šušān the Palace” (which later became the Apadana), the “Citadel” (Acropole), the 
“Great Platform” (the Royal City), and the “Ruins of City” (the Artisans’ City). Thirty-odd 
trenches were dug in the course of these two campaigns; the most ancient finds published 
dated from the mid-2nd millennium BCE (Curtis, 1993) and from the Meso- Elamite period 
(Curtis, 1993); a considerably more ancient fragment of a terracotta cone of Puzur- Inshushinak 
may not be from its original context. 

Northeast of Susa, Loftus recognized the Apadana of the Achaemenid palace. South of the Royal 
City, another much damaged building revealed a column base with a trilingual inscription (A2Sb) of 
Artaxerxes II (r. 404-359 BCE; Kent, Old Persian, p. 154; Lecoq, 1997, p. 273) which is not attested 
elsewhere. 
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It was later retrieved by the Dieulafoys and is now in the Louvre Museum. Less than 100 m to the 
southwest, another re-used Achaemenid base bears the inscription “Pythagoras” (Loftus, 1857). 
Despite these encouraging discoveries, Rawlinson and the Trustees of the British Museum did not 
finance any further excavations at Susa. Loftus returned to Warka (1854), and in 1854-55 he worked 
at Nineveh for the British Museum. 

 

The work of Marcel and Jane Dieulafoy (1885-86) 

More than thirty years after Loftus, Marcel-Auguste Dieulafoy and Jane Dieulafoy were to be 
the first French investigators of the ruins of Susa. They thus initiated a period that was to last 
until 1979, with interruptions in 1887-97 and during World Wars I and II. 

Marcel Dieulafoy, a civil engineer, had already traveled to the Middle East in 1881. His 
research there led to the publication of his L’art antique de la Perse (1884-89), which made 
him a natural choice to resume the excavations of Susa, for which he had received funds from 
the Department of National Museums. The plan of the site in question would be carefully 
worked out by Charles Babin, but only covering the three main Tappehs (Acropole, Apadāna, 
and Royal City); it does include all the sections explored by Dieulafoy (1893, plan II). 

 

 

Photo 2-34. Early excavations at Susa (Dieulafoy, 1893) 
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In the first campaign (March-May 1885), Dieulafoy investigated all three Tappehs but 
worked more on the Apadāna, where Loftus had already recognized the hypostyle room of 
the palace. Dieulafoy organized his excavations with a view to seeking at Susa a replica of 
the Persepolis palace, which he knew well. In a trench opened 60 m south of the 
southernmost columns of the hypostyle, there appeared elements of the “frieze of lions”. 

During the second campaign (1886), several trenches were dug at the Royal City. On the 
eastern side, towards “Trench P” (J. Dieulafoy, 1888, plan on p. 87), the existence of a city gate 
was assumed, which Jean Perrot was to uncover about 90 years later. At the Apadāna, the 
“frieze of archers” (M. Dieulafoy, 1893, pp. 280-85) was discovered. 

 

 

Photo 2-35. Glazed Brick Reliefs discovered by Dieulafoy (Perrot, 2011)   

 

On a little Tappeh about 4 km northeast of Susa-the exact site is not known-Dieulafoy 
uncovered a building that he called by the Old Persian term āyadana “sanctuary, place of 
cult,” which is borrowed from the Bisotun inscription of Darius I (DB I.64; Kent Old Persian, p. 

169). However, the Achaemenid date and the purpose suggested by Dieulafoy are no longer 
tenable. Some scholars regard it as a stately residence, more or less resembling Greco-
Bactrian buildings; others consider it as a temple, with no further explanation. The date is 
generally presumed to be the late 3rd or early 2nd century BCE. However, the technique used 
for the foundation of this edifice (gravel) and the re-use of elements of Achaemenid 
architecture make it possible to consider it as a reconstruction of an older monument (Steve et 

al., 2002, cols. 389-90, 500). 
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Photo 2-36. Inscribed Bricks discovered by Dieulafoy (Perrot, 2011)   
 

 

 

THE DÉLÉGATION EN PERSE 

The Excavations of Jacques de Morgan (1897-1912). During an exploratory mission in Persia 
(1889-91), Jacques de Morgan visited Susa in 1891. “It is from these countries,” he was to 
say later (1905, p. 6), “that we must expect the solution to the great problem of origins.” In 
1895, René de Balloy, the French minister in Tehran, acquired from Nāser-al-Din Shah the 
French monopoly for archeological excavations in Persia-the result of ten years of effort and 
a cost to the treasury of the Third Republic of more than 50,000 francs. The agreement was 
renewed five years later, at which time it awarded France an exclusive and perpetual 
monopoly for carrying out archeological explorations all over Persia, and possession of all 
objects discovered in Susiana; compensation in value by weight of all precious metals was to 
be returned to Persia. 
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Photo 2-37. Contract letter of de Morgan (Left)(Perrot, 2011); de Morgan (Right)(Perrot, 2011)  

 

Meanwhile, the Délégation en Perse was created (1897), and Jacques de Morgan, who at the 
time was head of the Department of Antiquities of Egypt, was asked to assume control of this 
new institution. He arrived in Susa on 16 December 1897 and started excavations two days 
later; work continued under his direction until his resignation in 1912. The earliest 
collaborators were the Assyriologist Father Vincent Scheil, O.P., the Egyptologist Gustave 
Jéquier, Joseph-Etienne Gautier, and Georges Lampre, who had been resident in Persia since 
1887 (for subsequent members of the Délégation, see Spycket, 1997). 

 

 

Figure 2-9. Excavation on the Acropole. Drawing after photo by: de Morgan or André?, 1898 
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De Morgan was a man of various talents. He was a geologist, prehistorian, and naturalist, as 
well as a talented cartographer, fine draughtsman, ethnologist, archeologist, and even 
numismatist, a scholar whose sure understanding of things, vast knowledge, and great energy 
were generally admired. Yet he also thought of excavating the “Citadel” (i.e., Acropole) -the 
main focus of work up to 1908- with a series of trenches 5 m wide and 5 m deep, which were 
positioned with the aim of revealing the stratigraphy of all periods of history at the site. 
Fortunately, the extent of the Acropole was too great for completion of this formidable aim, 
which was more an engineering project than archeology. 

 

 

Figure 2-10. Excavation on the Acropole, Drawing after photo by: de Morgan, 1983  
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Photo 2-38. Primitive form of Susa Castle , 1902  

 

2.a.5.3. The work of 1897-1902 

At the southern end of the Acropole, five underground galleries, evenly spaced vertically, 
were dug from the very start of the excavations The objective was to obtain information 
about the nature of the deep levels before exploring them in open trenches; then in 1897-98, 
nine open trenches were made there (de Morgan et al., 1900, p. 52). The most remarkable finds 
were the “Obelisk of Manishtushu” and the “Stele of Naram-Sin” with the inscription of King 
Shutruk-Nahhunte of Elam (r. ca. 1190-55 BCE) on it, indicating that it was war booty taken 
from Sippar (Scheil, 1901, pp. 40-42). Among the objects from the Meso-Elamite period 
were an incomplete “bronze table” supported by five divinities, a fragment of a bas-relief in 
bronze, as well as several Kassite kudurru (for descriptions and provenances in trenches 7, 7a, and 7b 

of the Acropole, see de Morgan et al., 1900, fig. 167 and pp. 141-82). 

De Morgan also provided an initial summary of “archaic ceramics” (Susa I and Proto-
dynastic) collected in the deep levels (ibid., pp. 183-90). Two trenches were also opened in the 
Royal City and seven in the Apadāna, among which no. 9 has revealed the system of 
foundations used by the architects of Darius’s palace (ibid., pp. 75-76). 

The year 1901 marked the discovery of the “Offering to Didymaean Apollo” (publ. Bernard 
Haussoullier in de Morgan et al, 1905, pp. 155-65). Not far from a rich tomb of the late 
Achaemenid period (Jéquier et al., 1905, pp. 29-58; Tallon, 1992), a small square sanctuary in 
enameled brick was found. It had been built by Shutruk-Nahhunte II (r. 717-699 BCE; Jéquier et 

al., 1905, pp. 34-35, fig. 66; for the inscription of the foundation text, see Scheil, 1904, pp. 62-66). 
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Recoveredfrom more ancient levels were fragments of the “Stele of Untash-Napirisha” (de 

Morgan et al., 1900, pl. III.d; Soutzo et al., 1911, pl. VI.1-3; Amiet, 1966, pp. 374-77; de Miroschedji, 1981b, 

pl. 8), as well as proto-Elamite tablets. The most significant archeological discovery was the 
“Code of Hammurabi,” found in three pieces in January 1902 (de Morgan et al, 1905, pp. 28-29, pl. 

V), not far from the Obelisk of Manishtushu and the Stele of Naram-Sin (cf. Soutzo et al., 1911, 

plan facing p. 72); it was published a few months later by Scheil (1902, pp. 11-162). 

 

 

Photo 2-39. Discovered the law code of Hammurabi during the 1901-1902 season 
 

2.a.5.4. The work of 1902-08 

Toward the western center of the Acropole, the religious complex of the Inshushinak and Nin-hursag 
temples was cleared. The two sanctuaries both revealed eight concealed recesses, each of which 
contained a foundation figurine and a tablet bearing the same inscription by Shulgi, the second king of 
IIIrd Dynasty Ur (r. ca. 2094-2047). The position of these sixteen deposits is indicated on plans that 
are hardly intelligible (Scheil, 1902, pp. 68, 70); only one figurine has been published (by Roland de 

Mecquenem in de Morgan et al, 1905, p. 63 and pl. XI), and the text of the Inshushinak temple tablets 
(Scheil, 1905, pp. 21-22 and pl. 6.2). 

The two buildings underwent numerous modifications, attested by several pavements and bricks 
inscribed with rulers’ names (whose reading remains inexact), as well as by the discovery, in the 
northern sector of Nin-hursag’s section, of the bronze plate with the ritual scene called Sit- Shamshi 
(Soutzo et al., 1911, pp. 143-51), which the inscription attributes to Shilhak-Inshushinak (r. ca. 1150-20;  
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Scheil, 1911, pp. 58-59, pl. 11.1). A further discovery was the statue of Napir-Asu, wife of Untash-
Napirisha (r. ca. 1340-1300), the builder of the new city of Dur-Untash, which is better known by the 
modern name of Chogha Zanbil (Jéquier et al., 1905,pp. 245-50 and pls. XV-XVI). The two temples 
of the Acropole were situated, one to the west, the other to the east of the High Terrace of the Agade 
Period (ca. 2335-2155) (Steve and Gasche, 1971, pp. 46, 59-62, and plan 1 at end), and what was left of 
them was razed to the ground by the de Morgan excavations. The High Terrace may have had an Ur 
III phase or, more probably, contained a first ziggurat, the remains of which were described as a 
“nucleus in unbaked bricks and crushed earth” (see, e.g., Soutzo et al., 1911, p. 65). 

 

 
 

Photo 2-40. Brick of Shilhak-Inshushinak with Elamite inscription (Louvre musuem) 
 

 

In the same area, but in a particularly unclear context, a rather motley heap was found in 
1904, which some described as “foundation offerings,” and others as “funerary deposits.” 
This included, notably, small lamb bearers in gold and silver, and a sharpening stone with a 
gold handle in the shape of a lion, as well as many intact or broken objects, jewelry, 
statuettes, votive arms, utensils, nails (de Morgan et al., 1905, pp. 61-136), and perhaps at this time 
the head of a statue (ibid., p. 125, fig. 448) which, sixty-four years later, joined its body 
(excavated in 1907) at the Louvre Museum (Spycket, 1968). This was the so-called “statue of 
the goddess Narundi,” a name based on an interpretation by Walther Hinz (1962, p. 16), rather 
than on the inscriptions engraved on it (cf. Scheil and Legrain, 1913, pp. 17-19 and pl. 3). 

In 1907-08, virgin soil was reached 28 m under the surface of the Acropole. In a trench dug 
southeast of the Tappeh, there appeared a “necropolis,” of which the claimed extent, shape, 
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and number of tombs were to change considerably from one publication to the next (see Steve 

et al, 2002, col. 404); these tombs provided “two or three thousand (vases) covered with 
paintings” (Pottier et al., 1912, p. 7), that is, practically all the vases among the beautiful ceramics 
of Susa I. In the same sector, but at a more recent level, there appeared two “cached vases” 
(Soutzo et al., 1911, pl. 5; Pottier et al., 1912, pp. 23-24, fig. 117; p. 114, no. 287; Allotte de la Füye et al., 

1934, pp. 189-90, fig. 21). At the Apadāna a trench was dug southeast of the hypostyle room, and 
the first soundings were carried out on the Tappehs of the Artisans’ City. 

 

2.a.5.5. The work of 1908-12 

Roland de Mecquenem, a mining engineer who had been introduced to de Morgan by Scheil, 
arrived at Susa in 1903. He took charge of the excavations in the absence of de Morgan from 
1908 to April 1911. 

At the Acropole, excavations continued in depth, and the sector of the Susa I “necropolis” 
was enlarged. In the inexhaustible sector of the Nin-hursag temple, fragments of a statue of 
Puzur-Inshushinak with double inscription in Linear Elamite and Akkadian were discovered 
in 1909 (Scheil and Legrain, 1913, pp. 7-16, pls. 1-2). Many proto-Elamite tablets were found 
at 10-15 m depth. At the “Apadāna,” work resumed south of the hypostyle room (de 
Mecquenem, 1910, pp. 45-47) and east of the palace, where bricks of the “Archers’ Frieze” 
had been re-used in the building of Islamic-period conduits. In the central courtyard, 
enameled bricks discovered in 1911 led to restoration the motif of “two facing sphinxes.” 
Information about work in the “Royal City” is found in Mecquenem’s “Mission Report” for 
1912 (National Archives, Paris, AN F17 17246); discoveries included about twelve tablets, 
and, on the southeast edge of the Tappeh, a 40-meter enclosed precinct was uncovered. 

De Morgan resigned on 12 October 1912, stating reasons of health, but in fact making a 
dignified response to charges of mismanagement of funds, etc., fomented by L. C. Watelin 
(dismissed in 1903) and Lampre (dismissed in 1907), who compiled “their complaints and 
accusations in a pamphlet that they distributed widely in the scholarly world and to 
Parliament” (de Mecquenem, 1980, p. 20). 
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2.a.5.6. THE MISSION ARCHÉOLOGIQUE DE SUSIANE 

The excavations of Roland de Mecquenem (1913-39) 

A week after de Morgan’s resignation, the Délégation en Perse was dissolved; Roland de 
Mecquenem and Father Vincent Scheil then worked jointly within the framework of the 
Mission Archéologique de Susiane. The working methods remained unchanged, and 
excavations continued at the Acropole, but principal operations shifted to the Apadāna and 
the Royal City. It is difficult to follow the progress of the excavations over this long period; 
only overall surveys that combine several campaigns are available. World War I interrupted 
the work, which was not resumed until 1920. 

 

 

Photo 2-41. Excavations of de Mecquenem (Perrot, 2011) 

 

(1) Acropole: Sounding 1: Begun in 1913, this sounding was resumed in 1920-21 and reached 
the level of Susa I (Allotte de la Füye et al., 1934, pp. 179-88). 

Sounding 2 (southeast of the Acropole): This involved enlargement of an old trench and 
exploration of “five levels of excavations,” at varying depths, in order to reach virgin soil 
(ibid., pp. 188-206, fig. 20, section; de Mecquenem et al., 1943, pp. 5-34). 

It yielded pottery of the Susa I and “II style” (= Proto-dynastic/Susa IV), a dish with inlays in 
white paste, proto-Elamite tablets, dishes in aragonite and in alabaster, and bulla with seal 
impressions.
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Central sounding: Excavations were resumed in 1909-10 in the sector of the Nin-hursag 
temple. There was only a mass of “piled-up earth” with decorative nails in it (de Mecquenem  
l., 1943, p. 34); this might be the eastern edge of the “mass of unbaked bricks” situated in the 
center of the mound, which was later known as the “High Terrace. 

 

 

Photo 2-42. Excavations of de Mecquenem (Perrot, 2011) 

 

(2) Apadāna:  The program here was more or less followed until 1939. The aim was to clear 
the Achaemenid palace and, east of it, what was called an Elamite “necropolis” (but in fact was 

not; see Steve and Gasche, 1996, pp. 329-31 and n. 1). In the latter sector, an aqueduct had been built 
for Darius’s palace with molded bricks quarried from a temple built more than 600 years 
earlier by Kutir-Nahhunte II (r. ca. 1155-50) and Shilhak-Inshushinak (r. ca. 1150-20; de 

Mecquenem, 1947, pl. 1.2). In the palace area proper, the excavators only found a pavement 20 m 
x 20 m (de Mecquenem, 1947, p. 13). In 1947, de Mecquenem presented a summary of the works 
carried out on the Apadāna (ibid., pp. 1-119) and a reconstruction of the palace (ibid., plan II on pp. 

24-25). 
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Photo 2-43. Excavations of de Mecquenem (Perrot, 2011) 
 

 

(3) Royal City: In 1913-14, new worksites were opened here. These were extended after 
World War I, especially those along the southwestern edge of the Tappeh; the “first and 
second soundings” and the excavations of the “Donjon” mound (Allotte de la Füye et al., 1934, pp. 

206-37 and 222-37; Mecquenem et al., pp. 41-69 and 69-137) left deep scars on the site. 

In 1928 and 1929, vaulted tombs were found with portraits of heads in polychrome unbaked 
earth; and during the 1930-31 campaign, a Sasanid coin hoard was discovered (Allotte de la 

Füye et al., 1934, pp. 68-76; Gyselen, 1979). In the sector of the Donjon, excavations continued 
between 1929 and 1939, and several sections of an “Achaemenid enclosure” were discovered.  

The end of 1932 marked the discovery of a Sassanid palace, of which the foundations 
appeared to go back to the Achaemenid period (Allotte de la Füye et al., 1934, pp. 222-26; de 

Mecquenem et al., 1943, pp. 70-74; de Mecquenem et al., 1947, pp. 82-85, pl. 6; regarding this hypothesis, see 

Steve et al., 2002, cols. 486-87). Under this palace and down to virgin soil, the excavations 
revealed hundreds of tombs of the late 4th and the 3rd and 2nd millennia BCE (de Mecquenem et 

al., 1943, pp. 74-126). De Mecquenem’s unclear interpretation attributed them all to a “funerary 
mound” (ibid., p. 74), but he also pointed out the presence of other structures, housing, and 
non-funerary objects (ibid., pp. 126-27, 107, 135-37).  
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Despite the muddled presentation of the remains, the Donjon provides the earliest testimonies 
of a population at Susa outside its earliest centers, the Acropole and the Apadāna; the Royal 
City was to expand gradually from this nucleus. 

(4) Artisans’ City:  More modest worksites were opened here from 1926 on (de Mecquenem, 

1980, p. 35). During the 1932-33 season, tesserae were excavated from soundings near the 
center of the Tappeh (Allotte de la Füye et al., 1934, p. 178, fig. 1; 239-44). Soon after were found, 
toward the western edge of the mound, ordinary interment burials, fragments of Parthian 
sacophagi, and underground vaults (Mecquenem et al.,1943, pp. 137-38). 

 

2.a.5.7. THE DÉLÉGATION ARCHÉOLOGIQUE (FRANÇAISE) EN IRAN 

The excavations by Roman Ghirshman, 1946-67  

In view of the importance of his work at Susa and in Susiana, Ghirshman once more obtained 
the status of “Delegation” in 1966, under the condition of not making it a pretext to ask for 
additional credits. He regularly published preliminary reports in the Revue d’Assyriologie, 
Syria, and, above all, in Arts asiatiques. For the overall results of his activity, reference must 
be made to the volumes of which he was the author or project managerin the Mémoires de la 
Mission archéologique en Iran (vols. 36-38) and Mémoires de la Délégation archéologique 
française en Iran (vols. 39-47, 50, 53, 57). 

(1) Royal City: When Ghirshman took charge of the Mission in 1946, one of his priorities was 
to work out a stratigraphy of the recent periods of Susa, a task often neglected by his 
predecessors. He therefore opened the great stratigraphic site “VR A” north of the “Royal 
City,” which was to reveal Islamic, Sasanid, Parthian-Hellenistic, and Achaemenid levels (I-
VIII); farther down, he found Neo-Elamite tombs dug out from a Neo- or Meso-Elamite level 
(IX), two further Meso-Elamite levels (X and XI) and four from the Sukkalmah period (ca. 
1880-1450 BCE, according to the low chronology proposed by Gasche et al., 1998). The 
most ancient of these (level XV) appears to go back to the Siwe-palar-huppak period, 
contemporary with Hammurabi of Babylon (r. 1696-54 BCE); these last remains were 
excavated during the 20th campaign (1965-66).  

Cached at level XII (cf. Steve et al., 1980, pp. 123-24) were discovered a group of literary tablets 
(publ. René Labat and Dietz Edzard, 1974); at the same level, there surfaced a legal text with the 
seal of Kidinu (ca. 1450 BCE), the first sovereign of a lineage which followed the long 
dynasty of the Sukkalmah. 
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To complete the stratigraphy from the beginning of the 2nd millennium, between Siwe-palar-
huppah, roughly, and the beginning of the Simashki/Ur III dynasties, Ghirshman chose a 
stage within de Mecquenem’s “2nd sounding,” southwest of the “Royal City” (VR B). 

 

 

Photo 2-44. Excavations of Ghirshman (Perrot, 2011) 
 

(2) Apadāna: Seventeen major and minor soundings were carried out on this Tappeh, and 
some limited work was done in the palace. A project that was slightly more modest than “VR 
A” was supposed to shed light on the approaches to the hypostyle room of Darius’s palace. 
But all the work done from this point of view invalidated the hypothesis that there would be a 
foundation of the type found under the Apadāna at Persepolis, and likewise the idea of access 
by stairs. On the other hand, it was shown, at shallow depth, that there were installations of 
the Susa I periods (with a section of an enclosing wall), the Uruk period (ca. 4000-3100), and 
the first half of the 2nd millennium BCE (Steve and Gasche, 1990). 

(3) Acropole: In 1954, Robert H. Dyson (1966) sounded the deep layers there, and in 1963 
Jean Perrot opened a survey trench. In 1965, Marie-Joseph Steve for the first time established 
a stratigraphic sequence from the Agade Period to Susa I. 

 (4) Artisans’ City: Ten soundings were made, seven of them on the western border. The most 
important one, known as the “Persian Achaemenid village” (Ghirshman, 1954), has led to 
numerous controversial interpretations. Further east is an early Islamic mosque, which was 
later investigated under Perrot. 
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Photo 2-45. News of Susa Excavations published in world magazines and newspapers 
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Photo 2-46. News of Susa Excavations published in world magazines and newspapers 
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Figure 2-11. Excavations of Marie-Joseph Steve on the Acropole (Steve and Gasche, 1971) 
 

2.a.5.8. Excavations under the direction of Jean Perrot, 1968-79  

Jean Perrot assumed the head of the Delegation in 1968, when the work of Steve’s team 
ended. Perrot was the first archeologist to use modern technique of stratigraphic excavation in 
Susa. He worked in close cooperation with the Iranian Center of Archeological Research. 
which provided him with the assistance of professionals as well as students in every phase of 
the project (cf. Tissot, 1994, p. 239). The worksites were distributed across the whole of Susa; 
results were published mainly in the fifteen volumes of the Cahiers de la Délégation 
archéologique française en Iran and occasionally in the reviews Paléorient and Syria. 

(1) Acropole: Working from 1969 on, Alain Le Brun (1971, 1978a, 1978b) established, in the 
sounding “Acropole I,” a reference stratigraphy for the 4th and the first half of the 3rd 
millennium. The transition from counters to tablets with numeric notation, which was to lead 
to the beginning of writing, is relatively well documented in levels 18 to 16, that is, ca. late 
4th millennium BCE (cf. Le Brun and Vallat, 1978). An attempt at reconstructing the architectonic 
development of the High Terrace identified by Steve was carried out in the “Acropole II” site 
(Canal, 1978). 

 (2) Apadāna: The clearing of the hypostyle room and the most important sectors of the 
palace (Perrot and Ladiray, 1972, 1989) led to a considerable addition to documentary knowledge 
about this prestigious complex, the dimensions of which vie with those of the palace of  
Babylon. During the 1969-70 campaign, further foundation charters of Darius I (inscriptions 
DSaa and DSz) were discovered (Vallat, 1971; Lecoq, 1971, pp. 243-45).  
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Map 2-32. Plan of Apadana Palace by Jean Perrot (Perrot, 2011) 
 

  

On 23 December 1972, while cleaning Islamic installations on the edge of the “Apadāna,” 
workers came across a “gray angular stone” (Kevran, 1972), which turned out to be the upper 
part of a statue of Darius I. This sculpture was still in place, with its back against the southern 
side of what was called the “Darius Gate,” facing the palace (“East Apadana” site). The 
statue was published by David Stronach (1972, 1974) and Michael Roaf (1974), the 
inscriptions by François Vallat (1972, 1974) and Jean Yoyotte (1972, 1974). 

On the basis of the observations made on the Apadāna-Royal City sites, the hypothesis of a 
causeway between these two Tappehs has been formulated for the Achaemenid period. 
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Photo 2-47. Darius statue on the Perrot`s Excavation (Perrot, 2011) 
 

(3) “Chaour Tepe” (Tappeh Šāhur): Following the chance discovery of an Achaemenid 
column base, excavations and surveys between 1969 and 1976 led to discovery of a palatial 
complex (Labrousse and Boucharlat, 1972; Boucharlat and Labrousse, 1979), which is attributed to 
Artaxerxes II (r. 404-359 BCE; Vallat, 1979). Above it were Parthian, Hellenistic, Sasanid, and 
Islamic remains, including a sugar mill (Boucharlat, 1979). 

(4) Royal City: Another monument of the Achaemenid royal complex was found northeast of 
the Royal City; it was somewhat rashly called “Darius’s Propylaea” (Perrot and Ladiray, 1989, pp. 

62-63). On the eastern side, facing the Artisans’ City, another Achaemenid gate in unbaked 
brick was excavated (ibid., pp. 62-65). 
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With the data acquired on site VR I, Elizabeth Carter (1980) proposed to define the 
archeological sequence of the 3rd millennium and “on these bases to provide a new 
interpretation of the material already discovered by previous research” (Steve et al., 2002, 
col. 402; see also Jan-Waalke Meyer, 1983-84, a review of Carter, 1980). The same 
stratigraphic objective was held by Pierre de Miroschedji (1981a, 1987) at VR II, where 
installations from the Meso-Elamite to the Islamic period were discovered. 

(5) Artisans’ City: Excavations (Rougeulle, 1984) in the mosque identified by Ghirshman (1947-
48) have led to establishing that there were two successive buildings, one probably built in 
the course of the 7th century CE and the other in the 8th. Less than 100 m from this site, the 
excavation of the “Eastern Building” took place, which the present author proposes to 
identify with a khanaqāh or Sufi monastery (Kervran, 1984). 

Since 1979 archaeological activities aimed at identification, conservation and a more precise 
determination of core- and buffer-zones of the historical site of Susa as well as investigations 
for finding the main entrance of Apadana Takht-gah have been pursued by two Iranian 
archaeologists (Mahdi Rahbar and Mirabedeen Kabuli) but on a limited scale.    

   

2.a.6. Major Finds in Susa  

Susa is considered as among major ancient sites in human history and due to its valuable and 
exquisite relics and objects, it has a special place in great collections of the world. As a 
matter of fact it has contributed the most varied materials and objects to major museums and 
collections worldwide. As a result, British Museum and Louvre boast a significant share of 
ancient monuments of Susa. Among outstanding universal relics of Susa are: ceramic and 
metal objects, unique glazed tiles, symbolic statues as well as valuable ancient tablets and 
inscriptions. Considering their age, craftsmanship, delicacy and function of these objects have 
astonished all beholders. In fact, mere existence of such varied monuments that are 
masterpieces of human creation is one of the outstanding characteristics of the ancient site of 
Susa. In the following a few of these objects are introduced out of thousands of Susa objects 
and monuments worthy of museums: 
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2.a.6.1. Darius Statue 

Headless statue of Darius the great made of grey stone with a height of 236 cm and a pedestal 
height of 51 cm held in National Museum of Iran. 

 

 

Photo 2-48. Darius Statue (Perrot, 2011) 
 

  

This statue is regarded as one of the few three dimensional statues still remaining from the 
Achaemenian era. Without considering its upper part which has been destroyed, the height of 
the statue is 2.36 meters. In 1972, during excavations performed at the eastern part of 
Apadana i.e. the entrance into this palace complex, a stone statue was found and attributed to 
Darius based on its images and writings. At present, the statue is held in Iran-e Bastan 
Museum. It shows a standing man wearing a long robe with abundant pleats upon which 
inscriptions have been engraved. Inscriptions are in cuneiform written in three royal 
languages of ancient Persian, Elamite and Akkadian on the right as well as Egyptian 
hieroglyph on the left. Titles and nicknames of the king have been presented in these 
inscriptions:” a great god is Ahura Mazda who created earth, sky and people, who created 
happiness for people and made Darius the king. I am Darius, the great king, king of kings, 
king of this vast country, son of Vishtasb the Achaemenian. This stone statue was made in 
Egypt on the order of King Darius so that future beholders know that a Persian man ruled 
Egypt.” 

The statue stands on an oblong cubic pedestal. On the front and back of the pedestal the sign 
of unification of Upper and Lower Egypt has been etched and on its sides an inscription in 
hieroglyph has been engraved depicting the representatives of 24 nations kneeling and raising  
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their hands for praying. Beneath each image, the name of its pertinent nation has been etched 
in hieroglyph.  

 

2.a.6.2. Susa Vase (kil) 

A measurement scale (kil) in the shape of a long cup, the first substitute for Shushi, mid 4th 

millennium BC 

Held in Louvre Museum, it has a diameter of 16 cm and a height of 28.5 cm and is made of 
ceramic (cooked and patterned mud). 

The container shows the apex of the ceramic art of Susa due to the harmony of shapes drawn 
and the combination of its painting decorations. Its rectangular divisions which have highly 
symmetrical dimensions enclose completely stylized curved patterns.  

This masterpiece dates back to Susa I age or the beginning of Susa city establishment about 
4000 BC. On its upper row, a frieze of birds with elongated legs and necks is seen. Then a 
row depicting dogs with elongated bodies is observed. On the lower row two wild long horn 
goats have been drawn whose bodies are made of two connected triangles with curved sides. 
Curvature of the animals back is the continuance of the fine curving motion of the horns 
enclosing a circle with undistinguishable patterns. 

 

   

Photo 2-49. Sealing showing a temple (Louvre musuem gallery) 
Photo 2-50. Susa Vase (Louvre musuem gallery)
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2.a.6.3. Sealing showing a temple  

Temple of early urbanization age/Susa/second half of the 4th millennium BC/Held in Louvre 
Museum/height: 2.5 cm 

This sealing shows a temple on a high platform as customary in Sumeria. This kind of work 
dates back to the pre-urbanization era. This is the great temple of Susa and is a prototype of 
the ziggurat destroyed by Ashurbanipal (Photo 2-49). 

 

2.a.6.4. Bronze Statue of Napir-Asu  

Statue of Napirasu/ /Wife of Untash- Napirisha/Susa Citadel/13th century BC/held at Louvre 
Museum/height: 1.290 m/width: 73 cm/ weight: 2200 kg. 

 Statue of Napir-asu wife of Untash-Napirisheh has been obtained from Nin-hursag temple 
that was built by Shulgi in the central eastern part of Acropole of Susa.  It dates from the 4th 
century BC and is made of copper on a bronze kernel. In the inscription engraved on the 
statue is read:”many endowments were made in order to keep the statue and to preserve it 
from harms so that anybody who wishes the destruction of the statue is cursed.” 

All around the dress a wide band and tassels are seen. In front of it a shawl woven made of 
brocaded cloth has fallen covering the upper torso and on its shoulders a palm-shaped clasp 
has been attached to the dress. 

 

  

Photo 2-51. Bronze Statue of Napir-Asu (Louvre musuem gallery) 
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2.a.6.5. Elamite Reliefs 

A piece of molded bricks of Inshushinak temple constructed by Kutir-nahunte and Shilhak 
Inshushinak/12th century BC/holding place: Louvre Museum/height: 1.37 meters made of 
cooked mud (dry bricks) 

Later this kind of bricks were found on east and bottom sides of the aqueduct structure of the 
Achaemenian Palace in Susa opposite the Elamite temple of which only foundations were 
retrieved in excavations. About twenty similar statues of human and bull heads were also 
discovered. These images were probably drawn all over the outer surface of the temple.  

In the inscription of this piece etched in a semi embossed manner, it has been mentioned that 
the building was started by Kutir-nahunte and finished by his brother and successor Shilhak 

Inshushinak. 

 

 

Photo 2-52. Elamite Reliefs (Louvre musuem gallery) 
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2.a.6.6. Model of Sit Shamshi ceremonies 

Sit- Shamshi /an old model which is an exceptional representation of a ceremonial practice/a 
temple and rites performed in honor of sun rise/the model was offered to the temple by 
Shilhak Inshushinak/held at Louvre Museum/dimensions: 60 by 40 cm/made of bronze 
Religious ceremonies consist of ablution and purification performed by two naked clergymen 
during which one of them pours water on the other one’s hands. The bronze model has a short 
inscription in which Shilhak Inshushinak writes this after introducing himself and his titles:”I 
made a sunrise out of bronze”.  

Sit- Shamshi was found within the premises of Nin hursag temple in Acropole. The model 
has a flat base of 40 by 60 cm on which a naked man and woman are sitting and a spouted 
container is held by one of them with the other’s palms raised up. All around the statues are 
various objects occasionally molded together with statues and their stand but the rest have 
been fixed by nails. Two stepped structures somehow reminiscent of ziggurat of Ghogha 
Zanbil exist on either sides of the statues.  

Two quadrangular basins, one huge jar, three trees, an object resembling a monumental stone, 
a L-shaped platform and two rows consisted of four semicircles fill the scene. The concept of 
Sit- Shamshi has been described as such:”a model of a rite performed during daylight in 
which two persons (probably clergymen) practiced a ceremonial cleansing at the place where 
wines were dedicated and sacrifices were offered on a daily basis.” 

 

 

Photo 2-53. Model of Sit- Shamshi ceremonies (Louvre musuem gallery) 
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2.a.6.7. The law code of Hammurabi (inscription) 
 The inscription was apparently kept at Shamash temple in Sippan (one of the cities 
belonging to the Babylonian civilization in Mesopotamia) until about 1160 BC. Shutruk 
Nahunteh, ruler of Elam has brought the inscription to Susa as booty.  It is held at Louvre 
Museum and is made of Basalt stone with a height of 2.25 meters. 

In fact, the inscription is a basalt column on whose upper part a 65 cm high relief has been 
engraved showing Hammurabi in front of Shamash (god of sun and justice). Shamash is 
sitting on the throne of the temple and his god- fraring signs are his long beard, the horned 
crown, the power ring, the royal cane as well as flames of fire spread between his shoulders. 
Hammurabi has been depicted wearing his customary Sumerian-Babylonian hat and his long 
robe while holding his right hand in front of his mouth as a sign of respect.  

The text of the inscription includes a prologue and an epilogue written in an old literary style. 
Between the epilogue and the prologue the code of laws have been listed in 49 vertical 
columns i.e. the style of recording the oldest cuneiform texts. 

Discovery of Hammurabi book of laws during the excavation season of 1901-2 in the 
presence of Gustav Jagie. 

 

 

Photo 2-54. Law code of Hammurabi (Louvre museum gallery) 
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Without doubt, Hammurabi book of laws or inscription of Hammurabi regulations is one of 
the most important historical documents and cultural heritages still remaining dating back to 
about 3800 years ago. Studying the texts engraved on the tablet informs us about laws and 
regulations on: main principles of testifying, encroaching upon properties, goods and real 
estates, commerce, women’s rights, marriage, inheritance and family belongings, assault and 
battery, bodily harms, wages, agricultural rules, rates of rents and fares, possessing and 
selling slaves. The inscription has been found in 1902 by the French archaeological team 
headed by de Morgan in the historical site of Susa. 

 

2.a.6.8. Victory Proclamation of Naram-Sin 

The stele describing the conquest of mountainous regions by Naram-Sin was brought to Susa 
as booty by Shutruk Nehunte, ruler of Elam in 1160 BC. Dating back to about 2254-2213 BC, 
it is held in Louvre Museum and is made of lime stone.  

During the early years of the first half of the 12th century BC, an inscription in Elamite by 
Shutruk Nehunte was added to the main inscription tablet of Naram-Sin, king of Akkad 
(about: 2250-2200 BC). 

Discovery of Naram-Sin inscription took place in Acropole of Susa in 6th April 1898. 

The Elamite text of the monument (12th century BC) explains that the bas relief has been 
looted from Sipar, north of Babylon. The main inscription is in memory of the battle between 
Narme-Sin and Lulubi mountain dwellers. 

 

   

Photo 2-55. Victory Proclamationof Naram-Sin (Louvre musuem gallery) 
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2.a.6.9. Statue of Goddess Narundi 

The statue is held at Louvre Museum and with its height of 86.5 cm is made of lime stone. 
Dating back to about 2100 BC, it has been offered to the temple on the order of Puzur 
Inshushinak, prince of Susa and future king of Awan. Like Ishtar in Mesopotamia, lions have 
been assigned to guard the goddess. The statue has two inscriptions on its opposite sides: one 
in Akkadian cuneiform and the other in Elamite which has not yet been read. This shows the 
cultural duality of Elamite government under Puzur Inshushinak. 

The statue was discovered in a small temple south on of Nin-hursag temple of Susa in 
Acropole. The goddess is clad in Sumerian style holding a palm branch and a container over 
her chest. 

 

  

Photo 2-56. Statue of Goddess Narundi (Louvre musuem gallery) 
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2.b. History and Development 
 

Chronology of Susiana Plain  

In Archaeology, Two types of chronologies can be distinguished: relative chronology and 
absolute chronology. The former establishes the order of phases, periods, cultures and reigns, 
whereas the latter establishes their absolute age expressed in years. Relative chronologies are 
established by carefully excavating archaeological sites and reconstructing their stratigraphy 
i.e. the order in which layers were deposited. In general, newer remains are deposited on top 
of older material. Absolute chronologies are established by dating remains, or the layers in 
which they are found, through absolute dating methods. These methods include radiocarbon 
dating and the written record that can provide exact years or calendar dates. By combining 
absolute and relative dating methods, a chronological framework has been built for every 
culturally-unified region of the world. Although it still incorporates many uncertainties it also 
continues to be refined. Due to its varied environment, Iran contains several local 
chronologies such as Susiana (Khuzestan), Central Zagros, Central plateau, Fars region, 
Kerman province etc.     

By the beginning of first Archaeological researches at Susa and its surrounding ancient sites, 
some efforts have been made to establish local chronological sequence of prehistoric to 
historic periods on the Susiana plain. Although at the time there was not any standard cultural 
sequence for prehistoric phases on the Iranian plateau, there were adequate historical periods 
after the Achemanians. Indeed, de Morgan was the first archaeologist who gained access to 
archaeological layers related to prehistorically early periods. Before de Morgan, Dieulafoy 
had identified six occupational phases at Susa preceding the Achaemanid period. De Morgan 
was originally a mining engineer who was interested in archaeology particularly in 
Prehistoric periods and had new thoughts about archaeology. He believed that an 
archaeologist not only should study ancient human life, but also must emphasize their 
environment. He supposed to find origin of civilization, excavating at Acropole is best area 
which he observed some fine painted pottery assemblage over there.  

But it was Jacques de Morgan a geologist, archaeologist, linguist, numismatist as well as a 
natural historian who demonstrated its real scientific importance as of 1897. 

Afterwards, de Mecquenem worked in some parts of Acropole and extended his excavations 
to other parts of Susa consisting of Ville royal and Apadana. Moreover, Louis Le Breton 
excavated the prehistoric sites of Tappeh Jafarabad, Jowi, Buhalan and Bandibal next to 
Susa formerly begun by de Morgan and de Mecquenem.  
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On the basis of these works, enriched material collection of consecutive phases at Susiana 
plain was provided. At last, Le Breton tried, for the first time, to gather disperse and 
unsystematic information that was available from early excavations at Susa in the form of 
relative Chronology (Le Breton, 1957: 4).  

Although the new standards of excavation that were beginning to emerge elsewhere in the 
Near East for a long time were absent at Susa, it deserves to be noted that Louis Le Breton, 
who first joined the Susa expedition in l934 and who simultaneously dug several prehistoric 
mounds in the vicinity of Susa, was well aware of the principles of stratigraphy. As a result, 
his pioneer researches led to a commendable survey of the earliest ceramics ever known from 
the region of Susiana (Le Breton, l957). 

Although before Le Breton, D. McCown (1942) and L. Vanden Berghe (1952, 1954) who 
were interested in clarifying cultural developments and interactions on a broad cultural and 
geographical scale, pioneered the comparative study of Iranian archaeological assemblages, 
nevertheless the importance of Le Breton’s work was the establishment of a local 
chronological sequence, which was enriched and modified by later excavations at Susa and 
other sites in Susiana. It also provided a basis for later survey projects to be undertaken 
within a relatively secure chronological framework. 

Le Breton established relative chronology by comparison of materials including Pottery, 
Seals and sealings, stone vases, metal types and clay objects similar to samples belonging to 
the Mesopotamian advanced chronology (Perkins,1949). Apart from being a rare instance of 
regularly stratigraphic information, he set up the cultural sequence based on the typical 
pottery assemblage, which was eventually divided to five phases as follows: 

 

- Susiana A paralleled to Jaffarabad I 
- Susiana B paralleled to Jowi 
- Susiana C paralleled to Jaffarabad II, Jowi and Bandibal 
- Susiana D paralleled to Bandibal (upper levels) and Buhalan 
- Susiana E paralleled to Jaffarabad III and Susa A 
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Table 2-2. Chronology of Susiana Plain (Le Breton, 1956) (Left); 
Chronology of Susiana plain (Delougaz and Kantor, 1996) (Right) 

 

During the following decade, based on the new approach of transformations of population on 
the Susiana plain, R. M. Adams carried out systematic surveys to identify ancient sites 
(Adams 1962). Meanwhile, another American archaeological team worked at the vast 
prehistoric site of Chogha Mish east of Susiana. Excavations on the site yielded more 
information associated to prehistoric layers, even prior to Susiana A. As a result, excavators 
of the Chogha Mish invented a new form of chronology by different words and dates. This 
cultural sequence table included: 

- Archaic Susiana related to Neolithic period, which then was divided into three small 
phases; 

- Early Susiana paralleled to Susiana A; 
- Middle Susiana paralleled to Susiana B and C, which was divided into three small phases; 
- Late Susiana paralleled to Susiana D and E, which was divided into two small phase and 

Late Susiana II is same as Susa A in the special chronology of Susa. 

These periods of time were usually assigned  as Neolithic and Chalcolithic phases, relating to 
8th millennium BC through 5th millennium BC, which were characterized by some cultural 
deposits on the Chogha Bonut, Chogha Mish, Tappeh Tulai, Qabre Shaykheyn, Bone Fazl Ali 
and Tappeh Jafarabad.  
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Indeed, these settlements on the Susiana served as precursors of Susa inhabitants, lived 
during several millenniums before settling in this place. Among the above mentioned sites, 
Chogha Mish is a unique mound that yielded large amounts of Archaeological deposits 
through continuously extensive excavations during 12 seasons. However, earliest layers of 
the site attributed to Archaic Susiana, contemporary with late Neolithic period was 
recognized by production of pottery.  

If we want to have any information about earlier people of Chogha Mish and 
contemporaneous settlements on the Susiana plain or how they developed from hunter-
gathering strategy to Neolithic period identified by domestication, pottery production, 
architecture and sedentary life, it is necessary to refer to some occupational phases at Tappeh 
Tulai and Chogha Bonut. Both sites exposed archaeological layers related to pre-pottery and 
also proto-pottery periods, called Aceramic Susiana and Formative Susiana, as what first 
phases of chronology in the lowland plain. At present, no information exist concerning 
Paleolithic or epi-Paleolithic periods of the Susiana cultural sequence, though recently Iranian 
archaeologists discovered some evidence such as stone tools relating to the middle Paleolithic 
adjacent to northern Susa, suppose to occurrence of open sites and workshops of tool 
production during these era. 

The Chalcolithic was a period of dramatic socio-economic transformation for the village-
based societies of southwestern Iran and has been described as the culmination of the first 
great cycle of population growth in some regions. The lowlands of southwestern Iran have 
been among the most important areas for the study of mechanisms leading to the emergence 
of primary states. Regional archaeological surveys in Susiana Plain suggest population 
increase up to the Susa I period, when political structure was still at a pre-state level of 
organization. Subsequently the phases after late Susiana II (Susa A) continued through a 
nonstop sequence at Susa to historical periods. Le Breton defined Susa B as having new 
unpainted pottery style, which contrasts with Susa A but is similar to the Uruk pottery on the 
south Mesopotamia (Le Breton, 1956: 97). In the Chronology of Mesopotamia, cultural sequence 
in the village periods begins with Hassuna, Halaf, Ubaid phases, which continued to Uruk, 
Jamdat Nasr and Early Dynastic, simultaneously beginning of historical periods on the 
Mesopotamia.    
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Table 2-3. Chronological table of Susa occupations (Miroschedji 2003: 20) 

 

 

Chart 2-1. Variations of the sedentary population of Susiana plain according to occupied Surfaces  
(Miroschedji, 2003: 21) 
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2.b.1. Susa I Period (Late Susiana 2) 

 

Date 
Estimate
d Area 

Parts of 
Susa 

Stratigraphic 
Phases 

Monument & 
Buildings 

Material Excavators 

4200- 
3900 
B.C 

7 hectare Acropole 
Acropole I 

(Layers 27-24) 
- Massif  uneraire 
- Great Terrace 

-Pottery 
-Stamp Seal 

-Metal 
Objects 

De Morgan 
M. Steve 
Le Brun 
D. Canal 

 

The first period of occupation at Susa, from about 4200 to 3900 BC, is known as Susa I, with 
an area of almost 7 hectares. Susa became the regional center of Susiana plain shortly after its 
foundation. Two discoveries, the massif funeraire with its multiple burials and the Grand 
Terrace (haute terrasse), a mud-brick platform with the remains of a local ceremonial center 
on top of it, both dated to this early period, suggest that Susa's importance as a religious 
center was a major reason for its growth. Elaborate painted ceramics and stamp seals with 
complicated scenes link the material culture of Susa to the Iranian highlands and distinguish 
Susiana artifacts from those of the contemporary Ubaid cultures that flourished 125 miles to 
the west in southern Mesopotamia. The political affiliations of Susa at this time are unknown.  

Shortly after Susa was first settled six thousand years ago, its inhabitants declared the 
importance of the spot by erecting a temple on a monumental platform that rose dramatically 
over the flat surrounding landscape. Workers under the direction of the eminent French 
archaeologist and geologist Jacques de Morgan found the cemetery in the first decade of this 
century while they were exploring the lowest layers of the site, whose elaborately painted 
ceramics had piqued the excavator's interest. Although the records of the early archaeologists 
do not provide enough information to reconstruct the exact circumstances that led to the 
creation of the cemetery, the vessels themselves are eloquent testimonies to the artistic and 
technical achievements of their makers; also they hold clues about the organization of the 
society that commissioned them (Hole 1992: 25). 

Although G. Dollfus has suggested that Susa may have been a ‘city of small hamlets’ not 
continuously occupying a 15 hectare area as has often been assumed18, this is not quite 
accurate. The only evidence of occupation in Susa I occurs in two discrete areas, which the 
early French excavators referred to as the ‘Acropole’, or Acropoleis (site of the French 
chateau built in the late nineteenth century), and the ‘Apadana’ mound, so called because of 
the palace constructed there in the Achaemenid period by Darius the Great (see Susa during 

Achemanid period). 

                                                      
18 Dollfus apud Pollock, 1989: 289 
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Map 2-33. Estimated area of Susa I settlement at Susa with 7 hectare (Steve and Gasche, 1990: 26)  
 

 

Apart from these two areas, the rest of Susa (e.g. the so-called ‘Ville Royale’, the ‘Donjon’ 
and the ‘Ville des Artisans’) was apparently unoccupied in the site’s earliest phase of 
settlement. Soundings conducted at various points on the Apadana mound suggest that it 
covered an area of c. 6.3 hectares while trenches on the Acropole reached Susa I levels 
wherever they were put down, suggesting that its original extent was on the order of 7 
hectares19. Moreover, Apadana was encircled by a packed mud (pisé) wall no less than c.6 m 
wide at its base. It cannot be said whether the entirety of both Apadana and Acropole were in 
turn contained within an outer wall but Steve and Gasche would not rule out the possibility20. 

 

 

 

                                                      
19 Steve and Gasche 1990: 26 
20 Potts 1999: 46 
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Figure 2-12. Reconstructed model of Grand Terrace, Susa I (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 

 

The date of Susa’s foundation based on absolute chronology is unclear but the earliest 
radiocarbon determination from the Susa I levels on the Acropole falls between 4395 and 
3955 cal. BC while the latest date from the period can be placed between 3680 and 3490 cal. 
BC21. The wide span of time represented by these dates may be due to contamination, but on 
the other hand a ceramically contemporary complex at the village site of Tappeh Jaffarabad, 
spans the period from 4140–3865 to 3890–3655 cal. BC and is thus generally consistent with 
Susa dates.  

It has been suggested that the original stock of the Susiana population came from many of the 
surrounding villages which were abandoned as a prelude to Susa’s foundation, and that the 
burning of at least a portion of the site of Chogha Mish may have had something to do with 
the foundation of Susa, possibly, as some archaeologists have suggested, ‘a deliberate attempt 
to reestablish some kind of a center and vacate the area of the previous one22. Whatever the 
reason behind Susa’s foundation and it may have been very mundane indeed, the site’s 
subsequent development was soon distinguished by a number of architectural developments 
which would seem to exceed the scope of activities normally associated with a rural life. 

 

                                                      
21 Voigt and Dyson 1992: Table 2 
22Pollock 1989: 292 
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Susa in the Susa I period was at least four times larger than any of its neighbors23 and clearly, 
by virtue of its stepped platform, was in possession of a monumental structure which, 
regardless of its exact function, must have been unusual within the context of Khuzestan in 
the late fifth and early fourth millennium BC. Whether, therefore, we wish to describe it 
using terms such as a ‘ceremonial centre’, or to characterize its level of social organization as 
‘chiefdom’, as some scholars have chosen to do, is another matter. Certainly a number of 
stamp seals recovered at Susa in layers of this period show a figure whom P. Amiet has 
described as the ‘proto-royal’24 ancestor of the ‘priest-king’ (roi-prêtre) of the Susa II period.  

However, while the Susa society clearly exhibits characteristics of ranking, it does not seem 
to have enjoyed a complex political formation on a state level of organization. It seems that 
certain groups, who may or may not have exerted direct control over production, were 
involved in some sort of periodic ritual activities probably aimed at enhancing social 
cohesion among the town dwellers of Susa, people in surrounding villages, and perhaps the 
nomadic pastoralists in the hinterland. These socio-cultural developments were nonetheless 
essential in laying the foundations for the formation of early states on the Susiana Plain in a 
few centuries.25 

 

Photo 2-57. Stamp Seals of Susa I period (Amiet, 1972) 

                                                      
23 Wright and Johnson 1985: 25; see also Hole 1985 
24 Amiet 1986c: 44; 1988c: 33; 1992a: 77 
25 Abdi 2012: 20 
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Photo 2-58. Elaborate painted ceramics of Susa I Period (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 

 

The discovery of copper axes and “mirrors” in a number of Susa I graves at Susa along with 
elaborate black-on-buff pottery and stamp seals may point to considerable social and 
economic significance of the metal at this time. Few other cultures of this time in the Zagros 
or the plateau exhibit the level of sociopolitical complexity seen at Susa. One may have been 
the Bakun culture of Fars whose long duration, wide geographical distribution and a pottery 
tradition was as sophisticated as that of Susa I26.  

 

 

 

                                                      
26 Abdi 2012: 20 
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Figure 2-13. Principal motifs on Susa I pottery (Hole, 1983) 
 

 

2.b.2. Susa II Period (Uruk Period) 

A completely different orientation in architecture, a change in brick size, and a change in the 
ceramic collection are the bases for distinguishing the second period in the Acropole I 
sounding (levels 24–17). On the Apadana, levels have been exposed which contained 
ceramics corresponding to levels 22–18 on the Acropole27. Outside of Susa itself, Wright and 
Johnson, working largely from survey data supplemented by excavated samples from Tappeh 
Farukhabad, Tal-i Ghazir, Uruk, Nippur and also Susa have used the terms Early, Middle 
and Late Uruk to identify the sub-periods dating to between c.3900 to 3100 BC28. Although 
by no means all scholars accept a tripartite division of the Uruk period (based largely on the 

Inanna  

 

 
                                                      

27 Steve and Gasche 1990: 27 
28 Johnson 1973: 54–8; Wright and Johnson 1985: 26–9 
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Temple sequence at Nippur), and H.J. Nissen continues to stress that the sequence in the 
Eanna precinct deep sounding at Uruk can really only be divided into an Early (levels XII-
IX) and a Late period (VIII-IV), the important point to recognize is that in terms of ceramics, 
most of the material found on sites in Susiana dating back to this period is apparently 
different from that of the Susa I period, and b) just as obviously similar to what one finds 
further west in Mesopotamia proper. Thus, while we may prefer here to speak of the Susa II 
period because it is a culturally indigenous term which is not borrowed from another area, the 
fact is that when Wright and Johnson use the terms Early, Middle and Late Uruk, these are 
not merely a chronological signal for those familiar with the cultural sequence of southern 
Mesopotamia, but a clear statement to the effect that ceramic types found on Susa II period 
sites surveyed in Khuzestan correspond ‘remarkably well to the reported stratified sequences’ 
mentioned above, even though ‘this is not to imply that Uruk ceramic assemblages are the 
same everywhere29. But as Wright and Johnson observe:” During Late Uruk times standard 
Late Uruk craft goods replaced goods in a local tradition30.  

Wright and Johnson have documented a number of quantifiable trends in the Susa II/Uruk 
period, including a significant increase in the sheer number of sites on the plain and metric 
evidence for centralized ceramic production and distribution which are suggestive of major 
social transformation in the region at this time. While Susa’s size, if one can believe the areal 
estimates based on limited soundings, may have declined in the initial Susa II period to about 
5 hectares, the overall number of settlements in Susiana increased, and at least three other 
sites, including Abu Fanduweh and Deh-e Now, were comparable to Susa in size. By the 
middle of the period, Susa is thought to have expanded to 25 hectares and to have developed 
a ‘lower town’ or residential area off Acropole and Apadana, a pattern observable at Chogha 
Mish and Abu Fanduweh. Also Johnson on the basis of his analysis at ceramic assemblage of 
Acropole sounding have been characterised separately local phase between Susa I and early 
Uruk periods, called the Terminal Susa associated to first phase of Susa II. We paid attention 
in details to these phases on the following.   

Some scholars, pointing out the mixed ethnic composition of lowland Susiana in general and 
Susa in particular in later times, suggest that the shift from an Iranian oriented culture in Susa 
I times to a predominantly Mesopotamian-oriented culture in Susa II indicates the ascendancy 
of individuals of Mesopotamian affiliation at Susa31.  

                                                      
29 Johnson, 1973: 59 
30 Wright and Johnson ,1985: 28 
31Amiet, 1979 
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Other scholars, however, reach bolder conclusions and argue for the Mesopotamian 
colonization of Susiana32. This era coincides with the distribution of Uruk material culture in 
a wide region extending from the Iranian Plateau to Anatolia. Recent studies point out that 
some Uruk material from northern Mesopotamia and southeastern Anatolia is more closely 
related to that from Susa than to that of Uruk. This may suggest that the Uruk expansion was 
not carried out by a centralized empire controlled from a single center, the city of Uruk; 
instead, number of Uruk polities, including Susa, may have been involved in this 
phenomenon of cultural expansion.  

In the opinion of P. Amiet, the situation of broad cultural homogeneity in the southern 
Mesopotamia and Khuzestan throughout much of the fourth millennium stands in marked 
contrast to the preceding (Susa I) and succeeding periods (Susa III). Amiet has long believed 
that the essential character of southwestern Iran’s population in antiquity was its ethnic 
duality – that portion inhabiting the lowlands being essentially of ‘Mesopotamian’ type, and 
that portion inhabiting the highlands being of ‘Elamite’ type, and that Khuzestan was, 
throughout history, dominated in a cyclical fashion, first by one element, and then by the 
other. According to his reasoning, in the Susa I period Susiana was dominated by the non-
Mesopotamian, highland elements with their painted pottery so different from contemporary 
Ubaid products in lower Mesopotamia. Susa II, on the other hand, marks a period which saw 
‘the insertion of Susiana into the proto-Sumerian cultural world’ through the seizure of power 
by the ethnically Mesopotamian and numerically larger component of the population, at the 
expense of elements of the populace descended from various groups inhabiting the highlands 
of Iran33 such that Susiana became a kind of second Sumerian country, though not a vassal to 
a then unthinkable Sumerian empire. A very different view is given by G. Algaze, who 
suggests that Susiana was actually colonized in the Uruk period by ‘settlers from the 
alluvium’, i.e. southern Mesopotamia, in a phenomenon of ‘wholesale regional 
colonization34.  

                                                      
32 Algaze 1993 
33 Amiet 1992: 80 
34Algaze 1993: 15–17 
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2.b.2.1. Terminal Susa I (Susa A) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

3900- 3800 
B.C 

5 hectare 
Acropole 

 

Acropole I 
(Layer 24) 

 
- 

Pottery 
 

De Morgan 
Steve 

Le Brun 
Dyson 

 

By the Johnson`s study for division of the Uruk period into Early, Middle, and Late Uruk, 
One additional period will be considered in the analysis of pottery assemblage at Susa. 
Terminal Susa A, immediately prior to Early Uruk on the Susiana plain, is defined primarily 
on the basis of heavy bowls with applied thumb impressed strip decoration. The type, broadly 
defined, has a wide chronological range, from Terminal Susa A through at least Elamite on 
the Susiana plain. Terminal Susa bowls have a fine mineral temper. Uruk bowls have a 
coarser, typically Uruk, mineral temper. Elamite bowls have a considerable amount of 
vegetal material added to their temper. Terminal Susa A impressed strip bowls are further 
distinguished from their Early Uruk counterparts by attributes of their rim and impression 
shapes. Field observation of this material suggested the following stylistic developments of 
the type from Terminal Susa to Early Uruk35. 

 

 

Figure 2-14. Pottery Forms of Terminal Susa A (Johnson, 1973) 
 

 

 

                                                      
35 Johnson, 1973: 59 
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There are very few radiocarbon dates available for the Terminal Susa and Uruk period as a 
whole. Johnson suggested a short time about 200 years old for this transitional period from 
4000 to 3800 BC that is related to layer 24 of Acropole I sounding36.   

Regarding the extent of Susa during Terminal Susa A period, no definite Terminal Susa 
assemblage has been reported from the site. It appears, however, to be present on Acropole: 
the small collection from Level 24 of the current Acropole I sounding will probably prove to 
be Terminal Susa A. Dyson may have material of this period from his 1954 stratigraphic 
sounding and a few examples of Terminal Susa A types have been recently illustrated by 
Steve and Gasche. These latter examples include a typical impressed strip bowl. Finally 
Terminal Susa A materials may have been included among those recovered by de Morgan 
from Gallery C, where he notes a transition from fine painted wares to coarser, predominantly 
unpainted wares37, Possible Terminal Susa A materials are then reported from roughly the 
southern one-half of the Acropole. As a result, Johnson proposed that a conservative estimate 
would place the area of the site at perhaps 5 hectares during this period. 

 

 

Map 2-34. Estimated area of Terminal Susa A settlement at Susa with 5 hectare (Johnson, 1973: 65) 

                                                      
36 Johnson, 1973: 65 
37 de Morgan, 1900:83. 
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2.b.2.2. Early Susa II Period (Early Uruk) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

3800- 3500 
B.C 

12 hectare 
Acropole 
Apadana 

Acropole I 
(Layers 23-19) 

- Pottery 

De Morgan 
Steve 

Le Brun 
Dyson 

 

Early Uruk material has been recognized primarily from Acropole.  As mentioned above, 
Gallery C may have contained Early Uruk material as well as that of Terminal Susa A. Steve 
and Gasche illustrate numerous examples of Early Uruk ceramic types including proto bevel 
rim bowls, straight spouted jars with flared expanded rims, impressed strip bowls, and chaff 
tempered thumb impressed ring base bowls. Dyson38 reports the presence of proto bevel rim 
bowls in his sounding and illustrates an early straight spout similar to one illustrated by de 
Mecquenem from Acropole Sounding I. It appears, from this admittedly miniscule evidence, 
that during Early Uruk all of the Acropole was occupied. This amounts to some nine hectares 
of site area. This occupation probably extended to parts of Apadana where possible Early 
Uruk straight spouts are reported from the Parvis de l'est39. Consequently in the opinion of 
Johnson, the best current estimate for the size of Susa during the Early Uruk is then on the 
order of 12 hectares40. 

 

 

Figure 2-15. Ceramic Forms of early Uruk (Johnson, 1973) 
 

 

                                                      
38 Dyson, 1966 
39 de Mecquenem, 1928:112 
40 Johnson, 1973: 70 
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Photo 2-59. Beveled Rim Bowl of Uruk period at Susa 
 

 

Map 2-35. Estimated area of Early Uruk settlement at Susa with 12 hectare (Johnson, 1973: 70) 

 

However, by the beginning of the Early Uruk phase, Susa seems to have been partially 
abandoned, but the rest of the Susiana Plain was dotted with several settlements of roughly 
the same size, which may represent poorly integrated, perhaps competing centers. By the end 
of the Early Uruk phase, Susa expanded and reestablished its dominance over the Susiana 
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Plain. The development of a three level administrative system with considerable control over 
villages as well as larger settlements suggests that the end of the Early Uruk and the 
beginning of the Middle Uruk phase was evidently when the Susiana Plain witnessed the 
emergence of an early state system, though regional surveys indicate a relatively low 
population density compared to Late Susiana times. In this era, we also see a gradual 
standardization of products, so that by the Late Uruk period, standard craft goods especially 
pottery produced in a handful of centers, replaced goods in local traditions as far as distant 
small valleys41. 

 

2.b.2.3. Middle Susa II period (Middle Uruk) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

3500-300 
B.C 

25 hectare 
Acropole 
Apadana 

Acropole I 
(Layer18) 

Temples with 
decorative wall 

nails 
Pottery 

de Mecquenem 
Le Brun 
Dyson 

 

It is frequently difficult to specifically identify Middle Uruk levels at Susa from the 
excavation reports, which often makes it necessary to assume their presence. It appears, 
however, that the entire Acropole was occupied during this period. Clear middle and late 
assemblages from the current Acropole sounding were discussed above. Dyson reports 
Middle Uruk material from his 1954 sounding. De Morgan reports five to eight meters of 
deposit in the Grand Tranche containing a great quantity of bevel rim bowls. Presumably 
both Middle and Late Uruk levels are represented. Clear Late Uruk twisted handles are 
reported from both Sounding I and Sounding II42. In addition, droop spouts, nose lugs and 
incised decoration are reported from Sounding I. A portion of a massive mud brick platform 
from the Sounding Centre apparently pertains to both periods43. 

 

Figure 2-16. Pottery Forms of middle Uruk (Johnson, 1973) 
                                                      

41 Abdi, 2012 
42 de Mecquenem, 1934:196-197 
43 Dyson, 1966:223 
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While Apadana was apparently occupied during the Middle Uruk period there is no available 
evidence of Late Uruk occupation in the area. Middle Uruk material, primarily bevel rim 
bowls, is reported from Sounding six44, Parvis central, the Parvis de rest, and the excavation 
"a l'est du palais". Other materials are less frequently reported, but include strap handled cups 
and clay sickles. 

 

 

Map 2-36. Estimated area of Middle Uruk settlement at Susa with 25 hectare (Johnson, 1973: 71) 

 

Allowing nine hectares for Acropole and 16 hectares for Apadana, the size of Susa in Middle 
Uruk is estimated at 25 hectares45. The Acropole contained residential houses and large 
numbers of conically shaped, decorative wall nails (as opposed to the cylindrical shapes 
attested in Susa I, but otherwise similar). 

 

                                                      
44 Jequier, 1900:74-75 
45 Johnson, 1973:71 
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Map 2-37. Administrative Buildings of layer 18 Acropole, middle Uruk Period (le Brun, 1978)   
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2.a.2.4. Late Susa II period (Late Uruk) 
 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

3300-3100 
B.C 

9 hectare Acropole 
Acropole I 
(Layer17) 

Administrative 
Buildings 

Pottery 
Seal and 
Sealing 
tablet 

de Mecquenem 
Steve 

le Brun 
Dyson 

 

Materials of late Uruk were followed by diagnostic late types including band rim bottles, 
droop spouts, and twisted handles46. Similarly diagnostic Late Uruk types are reported by 
Steve and Gasche. The late types present include cross hatch triangles and droop spouts on  
band rim bottles. No twisted handles are reported from their excavations. Regarding the 
abandonment of Apadana in this period, it seems that Susa has 9 hectares during the Late 
Uruk. The sizes of these areas were estimated from a topographic map of the site with a 
correction for enlargement of the site by extensive back dirt piles. 

 

 

Figure 2-17. Pottery Forms of late Uruk (Johnson, 1973) 
 

By the end of the Middle Uruk and the beginning of the Late Uruk phase, archaeological 
evidence indicates an elaborate central political and administrative system in operation. The 
emergence of central control with three to four levels of hierarchy correlates with rapid 
population nucleation, probably at the expense of defeated competing centers, especially 
Chogha Mish, which was abandoned by the middle of the Late Uruk phase.  

                                                      
46Dyson, 1966: 348 
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In fact, the Late Uruk iconographic evidence suggests an increasing conflict, perhaps in order 
to annex and reorganize the surrounding areas47. 

Most of the Susiana Plain was abandoned by the middle of the Late Uruk phase, with only 
Susa itself and settlements south of it yielding much pottery from the later part of the phase. 
The fact that eastern Susiana was abandoned first, followed by northwestern Susiana, 
suggests that, in addition to internal conflict, there was pressure from the east, from the Proto-
Elamites coming from Fars. The Proto- Elamite period marks the end of the Chalcolithic 
period and the beginning of the Bronze Age in Iranian archaeology. 

 

 

Map 2-38. Estimated area of late Uruk settlement at Susa with 9 hectare (Johnson, 1973: 70)  

  
 

This is indicated by the appearance of an accounting system that evolved from counters 
(calculi) to counters contained in clay balls (bullae) and finally to written texts (tablets). 
Attested in Acropole I Levels 18 – 17, the earliest cylinder seals at Susa display scenes of 
daily life: such as grain storage in tall granaries topped by cupolas. 

 

                                                      
47  Abdi, 2012 
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Photo 2-60. Level 17 of Acropole I Susa (le Brun, 1971) 
 

 

Map 2-39. Administrative Buildings of layer 17 Acropole, late Uruk Period (le Brun, 1978)   
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2.b.3. Susa III Period (proto -Elamite) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

3100-2600 
B.C 

10 hectare Acropole 

- Acropole I 
(Layers16-14b) 
- Royal City 
(Layers18-13) 

Administrative 
Buildings 

-Pottery 
-Seal and 
Sealing 
-tablet 

de Mequenem 
Steve 

le Brun 
Dyson 

 

The interpretation of the following period of Susa’s history has been as fraught with personal 
bias and ambiguity as the preceding one. To begin with, however, let us summarize a few 
stratigraphic observations made by previous scholars who have studied this material. Amiet 
has characterized Susa at this time as ‘diminished’48, certainly a reflection of the fact that 
occupation at the beginning of period III (levels 16–14b) is attested only on Acropole. Just as 
significant as the diminution of Susa’s size, however, are the signs of a rupture in the cultural 
sequence on Acropole. Although a handful of ceramic types occur in both levels 17 and 16, it 
is difficult to ascertain whether these are in context in level 16, for the overwhelming 
impression of the level 16 ceramics upon the excavator, A. le Brun, was one of a complete 
disjunction marked by the appearance of different fabrics and shapes49. Moreover, as R.H. 
Dyson, Jr. has pointed out, the Acropole I section shows that the walls of level 17B were 
covered by ‘sloping strata of secondary trash termed 17A’, and the entire deposit was 
‘terminated by leveling activity during the construction of the structures of level 16 which 
have a different orientation from those of 17B’ 50. Finally, the haute terrasse seems to have 
been definitively abandoned at the end of level 17 times, as well. As Dyson remarked, ‘There 
is, therefore, a discontinuity in the stratigraphy of unknown duration which must be taken 
into consideration. 

In the late 19th century, J. de Morgan’s excavators at Susa recovered two tablets which V. 
Scheil published briefly in 1900. Five years later, Scheil presented a larger group of similar 
texts which he called ‘Proto-Elamite’51 many of which had been sealed using cylinder seals, 
differing demonstrably in both iconography and style from their Susa II/Late Uruk 
predecessors, and that name has been retained to the present day.  

Although the early Susa excavations were such that none of these tablets can be said to have 
been recovered from a good stratigraphic context, texts of precisely the same type were later 
found in levels 16 to 14b of the Acropole 1 sounding by A. LeBrun (and to a limited extent in 
the Royal City sounding by E. Carter), confirming that they date back to the Susa III period52. 

                                                      
48 Amiet, 1992: 81 
49 Le Brun, 1978: 189–90 
50 Dyson, 1987: 648 
51 Scheil, 1905; see also Cruveilhier 1921: 143ff 
52 Potts, 1999: 71 
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Despite recent breakthroughs in the study of Proto-Elamite script, this writing system still 
defies complete decipherment. Proto-Elamite tablets were most probably used for storing 
economic information on a local level, but the utilization of the Proto-Elamite script in distant 
sites, especially the occurrence of some signs, such as the so-called fringed triangle on tablets 
discovered at widely dispersed sites like Susa and Yahya, indicate considerable interregional 
contact. 

 

 

Figure 2-18. Pottery form of Susa III Period (Alden, 1986) 

 

 
The Proto-Elamite sphere is characterized by Proto-Elamite material culture, the hallmarks of 
which are distinct administrative devices, including typically small cushion-shaped clay 
tablets inscribed with Proto-Elamite script; seals and sealings with naturalistic motifs, 
including anthropomorphized animals, especially bulls and lions, and supernatural beings; 
and a distinctive group of seals and sealings collectively labeled Glazed Steatite Glyptic 
Style, demonstrating a complex visual system of hatched design elements and individual 
Proto-Elamite signs53.  

The Proto-Elamite culture emerged in the Early Banesh phase in the Kur River basin in 
central Fars sometime around 3300 BC. Once Susa was reestablished in the Susa III period, 
around 3100 BC, the pottery was predominantly Banesh, with characteristic Proto-Elamite

                                                      
53 Abdi, 2012 
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administrative devices in abundance. By 3000 BC, Proto- Elamite sealings and tablets 
reached Sialk (IV), Yahya (IVC), Shahr-i Sokhta (I: 10), and probably Hissar II. There is also 
some evidence for Proto-Elamite contact with Khorasan, Bactria, and southeastern Anatolia, 
and perhaps as far as Egypt (Abdi, 2012). This period is generally considered to correspond to 
the Jamdat Nasr/Uruk III through Early Dynastic I periods in Mesopotamia. 

 

 

Photo 2-61. Proto-Elamite Tablet from Susa (Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992) 

 

Alden has called the Proto-Elamite/Susa III writing system a ‘highland script’ (Alden 1982: 
624), implying that it was first invented on the Iranian Plateau, perhaps at Tal-i Malyan, 
whence it spread westwards to Khuzestan and eastwards to Seistan and Kerman during Susa 
III times. In this context, it is interesting to recall the stratigraphic and ceramic evidence of a 
disjuncture at Susa between periods II and III. As Dyson put it, ‘either the discontinuity was 
extremely brief, or the hiatus represents a significant passage of time. If the former is the 
case, it would mean that the replacement of the assemblage of level 17 by that of 16 was 
abrupt, with no time for local development; the origin of level 16 assemblage would 
consequently have to be sought elsewhere. In the second situation, sufficient time would need 
to be involved to allow for a shift in ceramics and glyptic, and for the Proto-Elamite sign 
system to appear.  

This change would have occurred either at Susa, in the neighboring highlands, or in both 
places concurrently’ (Dyson, 1987: 649). Dyson himself opted for the second possibility, 
without, however, specifying where the changes occurred and how they came to manifest 
themselves at Susa. In Amiet’s view, Susa and Susiana were ‘annexed’ by the highland polity 
centered on the site of Tal-i Malyan, ancient Anshan. 
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Map 2-40. Estimated area of Susa III settlement at Susa with 10 hectare (Alden, 1986) 

 

A drop in the size of Susa’s settled population is inferred from the reduced size of the 
occupied area at the site, as is an adoption of a nomadic way of life by the site’s former 
inhabitants (Amiet, 1992: 81). Susa itself was only slightly more than 10 hectares in size, little 
more than a large village, and it represented over half of the total occupied area in the plain 
(Alden, 1986: 157). Similarly, according to Alden, Susa in period III was ‘no longer a major 
political, military, or economic force’ but a ‘port-of-trade, a weak but independent location 
where highland resources were exchanged for the products of Sumerian society’ (Alden, 1982: 

624).  

Steve has suggested that, although the steps leading up to this alteration in affairs are unclear, 
the fact remains that it appears as if the ‘indigenous’ population had finally succeeded in 
recapturing that control which, according to Amiet, was lost to the Mesopotamian elements in 
Susiana society during the Susa II period. Thereby both plain and plateau became confused, 
and one finds oneself for the first time in the presence of an Elamite country. 
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Map 2-41. Administrative Buildings of layer 16 Acropole, Susa III Period (le Brun, 1978)   

 

Thus we have a number of scholars holding the view that Susa was in decline in period III, 
when it was annexed by people from Tal-i Malyan, forcing out the Mesopotamian element 
which had been dominant in the Susa II period and simultaneously introducing the writing 
system of the Susa III texts.  

On the other hand, Alden’s suggestion that the major centre of the Susa III period was Tal-i 
Malyan rather than Susa is thus not substantiated by the epigraphic evidence, any more than 
the notion of Susa’s decline is. The likelihood that Tal-i Malyan was capable of projecting its 
power from central Fars into Khuzestan at the end of the fourth millennium BC, thereby 
reducing Susa to a ‘minor outpost’ thus seems remote. All of the evidence points to the 
opposite conclusion.   

Susa was the centre at which the Susa III writing system developed, and it was the centre of 
greatest economic activity in literate Iran (i.e. among those sites with Susa III-type texts) at 
the time (Potts, 1999: 83). 
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2.b.4 Susa IV Period (Early Dynastic and Early Elamite I, Awan) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

2600-2100 
B.C 

40 -50 
hectare 

-Acropole 
-Royal City 

-Donjon 

Royal City I 
(layers 12-7) 

-Tombs 
-Temple of 

Shugu 

-Pottery 
-Seal and 
Sealing 
-Tablet 
-Metal 
-chariot 

de Mequenem 
Steve 

E. Carter 

 

Susa IV or Susa D usually related to formation of Elamite state confederation, which 
contemporaneous to the Early Dynastic and Akkad Dynasty in the Mesopotamia. This period 
at Susa dived to sub-phases included Early Dynastic phase during c. 2700 – 2350 B.C and 
Awan Dynasty between 2330-2100 B.C. In the period Acropole continued to be the religious 
heart of the city, as attested by the probable existence of a temple ornamented with votive 
limestone wall plaques exhibiting relief decoration (Pelzel, 1977). The ceramics of this period 
included cream-colored vessels painted with red-orange-black motifs and distinctive 
iconography such as a chariot pulled by an ox, running horses, and fish. These wares are 
known as “second” or “Susa II” style and are distributed throughout a broad swath of the 
central Zagros as far north as an imaginary line running from Kermanshah to Hamadan (Potts, 

1999: 85 – 159; Steve et al., 2002: 418 – 39). The inhabited extent of the city at this time is difficult 
to estimate, but by the presence of materials related to this period, Susa was almost 40 
hectares (Schakht, 1986: 194), whereas this extent increased in the late phases during Awan 
period to 50 hectares (Amiet, 1988). However, the existence of hundreds of tombs and related 
material, excavated (albeit poorly and with little attempt at documentation) in the Royal City 
(I) and Donjon by R. de Mecquenem suggests a large urban center whose inhabitants 
continued to support high levels of metallurgical production represented by weaponry with 
parallels in Luristan and chariot wheels made of wood with nailed copper tires (Mecquenem 

1943: 123, Fig. 89; Amiet 1966: 143, Fig. 103). 

Following period II, the Apadana at Susa was either abandoned during the entirety of period 
III, or else remains of that time were completely obliterated by later activities, such as the 
excavation of a large ditch during the Islamic era. The only remains of the subsequent period, 
IVa, are those of an unspecified number of graves and pottery kilns beneath the floors of the 
Achaemenid palace of Darius (Steve and Gasche, 1990: 28). 
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Map 2-42. Estimated area of Susa IVa (Early Dynastic) settlement at Susa with 40 hectare (Schakht, 1986) 

 

The condition elsewhere on the site is only slightly better. It is believed that a temple once 
stood on the Acropole, but all that remains of it are ‘a few stone plaques and statues, possibly 
local copies of Sumerian types’ attributed to levels 4 and 3 (Carter, 1985: 43; 1980: Table 1), from 
which an interesting mother-of-pearl inlay may have come. More material was recovered in 
the Donjon at the southern end of the site. A cache of cylinder sealings of Early Dynastic I-III 
types, showing clear Mesopotamian parallels, represents the principal evidence of sealing 
practices at the site in period IVa, to which we should add a cylinder seal-impressed storage 
jar fragment which had been sealed with the type of seal attested at sites in Syria including 
Hama and Ebla (Amiet, 1985a: 9–10). Hundreds of tombs were excavated in the Donjon and 
Royal City by R. de Mecquenem, but of these only four can be reconstructed with any degree 
of certainty.  

These consisted of single inhumations accompanied by a range of ceramic and metal vessels, 
as well as a selection of other objects including copper/bronze arrowheads, belt buckles, and 
daggers or knives in leather sheaths. Of particular interest is the presence of at least one 
burial in the Donjon which included a four-wheeled chariot.   
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Map 2-43. Estimated area of Susa IVb (Awan period) settlement at Susa with 50 hectare (Amiet, 1988)  

 

The condition elsewhere on the site is only slightly better. It is believed that a temple once 
stood on the Acropole, but all that remains of it are ‘a few stone plaques and statues, possibly 
local copies of Sumerian types’ attributed to levels 4 and 3 (Carter, 1985: 43; 1980: Table 1), from 
which an interesting mother-of-pearl inlay may have come. More material was recovered in 
the Donjon at the southern end of the site. A cache of cylinder sealings of Early Dynastic I-III 
types, showing clear Mesopotamian parallels, represents the principal evidence of sealing 
practices at the site in period IVa, to which we should add a cylinder seal-impressed storage 
jar fragment which had been sealed with the type of seal attested at sites in Syria including 
Hama and Ebla (Amiet, 1985a: 9–10). Hundreds of tombs were excavated in the Donjon and 
Royal City by R. de Mecquenem, but of these only four can be reconstructed with any degree 
of certainty. These consisted of single inhumations accompanied by a range of ceramic and 
metal vessels, as well as a selection of other objects including copper/bronze arrowheads, belt 
buckles, and daggers or knives in leather sheaths. Of particular interest is the presence of at 
least one burial in the Donjon which included a four-wheeled chariot. 
This, as well as other tombs containing copper/bronze ‘wands’, comparable to examples 
found in Luristan, may have been those of high status individuals (Carter, 1985: 45). The 
existence of such tombs in the mid-third millennium immediately invites comparisons with 
chariot burials at Ur and Kish, but there is not enough little detail available to enable such 
comparison. 
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Map 2-44. Plan of level 18-17, Royal City I (Carter, 1980) 

 

Undoubtedly the best stratified early to mid-third millennium material from Susa comes from 
levels 12–9A in the Ville Royal I excavations conducted by E. Carter. Although the 
architectural remains were limited to fragments of a few mud brick walls corresponding to 
portions of several rooms, the ceramics recovered show clear links to the Godin Tappeh III 
(Potts, 1999). 

At around 2675 BC, the first unequivocal reference to Elam appears in the so-called 
Sumerian King List. The text states that after “kingship was lowered from heaven” (Col. i.1) 
“the king of Kish (En) Mebaragesi carried away the spoil of the weapons of the land of Elam 
[Col.ii. 35 – 37] and [Sumerian] kingship went from Kish to Uruk, from Uruk to Ur, from Ur 
to Awan, and from Awan back to Kish [Col. ii. 45 – iv. 19]” (Jacobsen, 1939: 83 – 97). The 
inclusion of Elam and Awan here is intriguing. At this stage in history, the extent to which 
Sumerian scribes distinguished between Awan (the city) and Elam (the highland territory) is 
uncertain. 

The fact that they are generally mentioned separately, that two of the earliest kings of Awan 
bore Elamite names, and that later Elamite kings traced their political (and cultural) identity 
to Awanite rulers suggests that Awan and Elam may have possibly been coterminous or,  
more likely, that Awan was a part of the Elamite territory. At the same time, the fact that 
Awan was mentioned amongst the cities of the Sumerian heartland suggests that it must have 
been relatively close by, even if its precise location remains unknown (Alvarez-Mon, 2012: 744). 
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Meanwhile, in the lowlands, during the Susa IV period, Susa once again became a city of 
Mesopotamian appearance, and its temples were embellished with stone statuary and plaques 
very much like those in Mesopotamia proper. Despite close cultural affiliation, it seems that 
Susa and its hinterland were not politically incorporated into Mesopotamian hegemony but 
controlled by “Mesopotamianized” locals, as evidenced by several individuals with Elamite 
names or backgrounds associated with the Elamite “dynasty” of Awan.  

Except for the brief interval marked by the reign of the last king of Awan, Puzur-Inshushinak 
(c.2100), it appears that Susiana was for all practical purposes just one more component of 
the Mesopotamian socioeconomic and political network. From the Akkadian period (c.2334 – 
2154) to the collapse of the Ur III Dynasty in 2004 BC, a sequence of Mesopotamian kings 
ruled over Susa, sending their armies on incursions into the highlands and pursuing alliances 
through inter-dynastic marriages and, one must assume, treaties of peace and exchange. 
Eventually, this pattern of asymmetric exchange and hostility seems to have fostered the 
emergence of highland alliances, eventually culminating in the creation of a multi-centric 
Elamite state. A most significant document from this period is a fragmentary Elamite text, 
found at Susa, that records a treaty between Naram-Sin of Akkad (2254 – 2218 BC) and an 
Elamite ruler whose name is uncertain (Scheil, 1911; Hinz, 1967). The content is highly relevant 
for the history of Elamite language and for the construction of an Elamite religious identity, 
as it begins with an invocation to more than 30 deities, 26 of whom are of Elamite origin. The 
“treaty” part of the document states: “the enemy of Naram-Sin is my enemy; the friend of 
Naram-Sin is my friend.”These words suggest an alliance between Akkad and Awan/Elam 
against a mutual enemy, perhaps the highland Guti and provides a warning against placing 
too much emphasis on the often antagonistic rhetoric of Mesopotamian royal inscriptions.  

Throughout this period, Susa remained under the umbrella of Mesopotamian influence; albeit 
with evidence of continuing relations with the highlands, the Iranian plateau, and the Persian 
Gulf. The physical manifestations of this are attested on the Acropole (Levels 1 & 2) in the 
form of a building interpreted as a granary and in a small area of domestic remains in the 
Royal City I. For the most part, ceramics, metalwork, and glyptic styles follow 
Mesopotamian norms. Native traditions are most prevalent in clay figurines. Puzur-
Inshushinak (c.2100 BC ), the last ruler of Awan, incorporated Susa and Anshan into the 
Awanite kingdom, conquered more than 70 Iranian towns, and raided northern Babylonian 
settlements seeking control of the great Khorasan road (the route from southern Babylonia to 
the Iranian Plateau and on toward Central Asia) and the highland kingdom of Shimashki 
(Potts, 2008). In addition to these expansionistic activities, his reign was marked by the creation 
of a unique script known as Linear Elamite (or Proto-Elamite B) that survives in only 19 
inscriptions. Of the 103 signs recorded, more than 40 are only attested once. The restricted 
number of signs and inscriptions has thus far thwarted the decipherment of Linear Elamite. 
The identity of Puzur-Inshushinak, the political character of Awan, and the characteristics of 
the “national” language of the kingdom remain matters of scholarly debate. At Susa, the
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evidence of a decorative votive nail with a text stating “Puzur - Inshushinak ens í of Susa 
šakkanaku of Elam, son of Shimbishhuk-Inshushinak, the temple of Shugu he has restored.” is 
at hand (Alvarez-Mon, 2012: 745). 

 

 

Photo 2-62. List of kings of Awan dynasty (Louvre museum)(Right) 
Photo 2-63. Votive Boulder of Puzur-Inshushinak (Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992)(Left) 

 

 



                                                                          fâát  

132 
 

Description of the Property 

 

2.b.5. Susa V period (Early Elamite II or Shimashki Dynasty) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

2015-1880 
B.C 

80 hectare 
Acropole 

Royal City 
Donjon 

-Royal City I 
(layers 6-3) 

-Royal City B 
(VII- VI) 

Temples 

-Pottery 
-Seal and 
Sealing 
-Tablet 
-Metal 

de Mequenem 
Steve 

E. Carter 

 

The majority of the twelve Shimashkian kings mentioned in the paleo-Babylonian list of Susa 
are also referred to in other sources, Mesopotamian or Susan. It appears that these dynasties 
opposed the expansionist ambitions of the kings of the third dynasty of Ur to conquer 
Susiana. To begin with, the kings of Ur took hold of the metropolis and of some urban 
centers. But soon after the reign of Šulgi (2000-1953 BC), relations worsened. They finally 
grew so acrimonious that Ibbi-Sin was taken prisoner in Elam in 1911 BC.  
He was the last king of this dynasty, who was probably defeated by Kindattu, the sixth 
Shimashkian king. From then on Susa remained under the Elamite hold until it was 
conquered by the Achaemenids. The last members of the Shimashki dynasty were 
contemporaries of the first Sukkalmah, whose dynasty was begun by Ebarti/Ebarat II, the 9th 
king of Shimashki (Vallat, 2008). 
 

 

Map 2-45. Estimated area of Shimashki period at Susa with 80 hectare (Amiet, 1988: 90)  
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2.b.6. Susa VI period (Early Elamite III or Sukkalmah Dynasty) 
 

 

By “definitely” settling down in Susa, the Elamite royalty seems to have become “semitized” 
or at least “westernized.” The majority of legal or economic tablets, those concerning daily 
life, are written in Akkadian, while the Elamite language was only used for some rare royal 
inscriptions. The Suso-Mesopotamian pantheon was not disrupted by inclusion of the cult of 
divinities indigenous to the Iranian plateau. Inshushinak continued to be the primal divinity. 
And among his set of titles, Ebarat refers to himself as “king of Anshan and Susa” and shows 
that his city has attained the rank of a capital. But with Silhaha, his successor, the kings 
adopted a Mesopotamian set of titles, attributing to the principal personality of the state the 
title of sukkalmah “grand regent,” while their eventual deputies or vice-regents were called 
sukkal. 

 

 
Map 2-46. Estimated area of Sukkalmah period at Susa with 86 hectare (Schacht, 1986: 361) 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

1880-450 
BC 

85 hectare 

 
Royal City 

Acrople 
Apadana 

 

-Royal City A 
(XV-XII) 

-Royal City B 
(V) 

Royal City 
Buildings 

-Pottery 
-Seal 

&Sealing 
-Tablet 

de Mequenem 
Ghirshman 
E. Carter 
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The most famous of the thirty-odd sukkal and sukkalmah who wielded power in Susa was no 
doubt Siwe-palar-huppak, better known from the Mari tablets than from the Susa inscriptions. 
He ruled over Mesopotamia for two years, where Hammurabi of Babylon (1696-1654 BC) 
and Zimri-Lim of Mari considered him as their overlord (Charpin & Durand, 1991). But the 
alliance of Babylon with Mari put an end to the western adventure of the sukkalmah. From 
then on, no relationship with Mesopotamia has been recorded; until a tablet dated the first 
year of Ammiaduq (1550 BC) mentioned a Kuk-Našur, the second of this name. 

Documents of the last sukkalmah, Kuk-Našur III, were found at the base of layer XII of 
Ghirshman’s “Royal City A,” while the imprint of the cylinder seal of Kidinu was discovered 
at the top of the same layer (Steve, Gasche, De Meyer, 1980). The two dynasties thus followed one 
another without any major conflicts. 

In Elam the early 2nd millennium BC was marked by a political (and territorial?) 
reorganization under the sukkalmahs followed by an expansionistic period that took Elamite 
political and economic interests beyond their “natural” territorial boundaries – i.e., the area 
bounded by Mesopotamia in the west, the Persian Gulf in the south, Fars in the east and 
Kermanshah in the central Zagros mountains to the north (Alvarez Mon, 2012: 747). This area, 
termed “Elam Major” by D.T. Potts (1999), constituted a kingdom whose prestige and 
influence were unprecedented. 

In tandem with Assyria, Babylonia, and Mari, Elam rose to be one of the main political and 
military powerbrokers of the second millennium BC. The Elamite kingdom of the early 2nd 
millennium BC was characterized by distinctive systems of government, succession, and 
titulature. The organization of power followed a tripartite structure along the lines of a “ 
triumvirate ” composed of a chief ruler or sukkalmah ; a senior coregent, the sukkal of Elam 
(often a brother of the sukkalmah ); and a junior coregent, the sukkal of Susa (often a son or 
nephew of the sukkalmah ). This system may have insulated Elam against disastrous dynastic 
struggles. Another much discussed singularity of Elamite kingship consists of the use of the 
royal title “sister’s son” ( ruhu š ak ), originally perhaps indicating royal incest between a 
king and his sister. Whatever its interpretation, it seems clear that in many cases it assumed a 
purely symbolic status with the function of providing legitimacy to the royal lineage. This 
expression, together with terms of family affiliation supported by iconographic evidence, also 
underscores the singular role played by women in Elamite history. 

The general wealth and politically expansionistic outlook of the sukkalmah period is reflected 
in the material culture of the times by a wealth of archaeological and monumental remains 
from its western capital (Susa), the Zagros mountains (Kurangun), and the eastern capital of 
Anshan (Tal-e Malyan), which at this time (Kaftari period, 2200 – 1600 BC) reached its 
maximum extent of no less than 130 hectares.  

On the other side of the kingdom, Susa expanded towards the east with a succession of new 
constructions in the Royal City (chantier A, Levels XV to XII), reaching c.85 hectares in 
extent. These neighborhoods provide important evidence of Elamite vernacular architecture 
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 (Badawy, 1958, 1966; Fathy 1986; Kubba, 1987; Manzoor,1989). Houses were constructed following 
the “agglutinative” principle – i.e., different buildings shared common walls along narrow 
streets to reduce the total surface area exposed to the sun.  
Characteristic of these houses were large courtyards and associated “reception” halls. Only 
the courtyards were paved with baked bricks (perhaps for rain collection). 
The unpaved streets were used as a dumping ground for all sorts of discarded objects, such as 
broken pottery, animal bones, ashes, and clay figurines. Level XIV of the Royal City 
combined modest houses with large villas belonging to the Susiana elite. The well-excavated 
house of Temti-Wartash, the great chamberlain of the Elamite palace at Susa, was a palace- 
like, monumental residence with no fewer than six courtyards and 50 ground-floor rooms 
divided into private and public reception areas. 
 

 

 

Photo 2-64. Royal City; Left: Layer XV-Right: Layer XIV (Steve, Gasche, Meyer, 1980) 
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The thickness of the walls around the central courtyard and “reception hall” suggest the 
existence of a second floor or, possibly, a high, vaulted ceiling. Levels XIII and XII of the 
Royal City contained similar monumental architecture, a substantial city - wall to the north, a 
building interpreted on the basis of the cuneiform texts found in it as a school, and, in Royal 
City XII, a building that may have been a tavern or perhaps a brothel with a network of large 
underground jars, presumed to have been for beer. Building also continued in the religious 
area of the Acropole. A ramp was added or restored leading to the Ekikuanna , a temple of   
Inshushinak, and to the temple of the goddess Ishnikarab, the escort of the dead to the 
netherworld. 

The material unearthed at Susa is a heterogeneous sample reflecting both Mesopotamian and 
Elamite traditions combined with materials originating from the borders of the Persian Gulf 
all the way to Bactria in Central Asia (modern northern Afghanistan and southern 
Uzbekistan). 

There is one area of artistic production that can be considered emblematic of a distinctive 
Elamite highland personality, namely the sculptural art represented in the rock-cut sanctuary 
of Kurangun and at Naqsh-e Rustam (Miroschedji, 1981: 25d; Seidl, 1986; Vanden Berghe, 1986).  

 

 

Map 2-47. Layer XIII Royal City (Steve, Gasche, Meyer, 1980) 
 

Additional aspects of Elamite religious beliefs can be teased out of a number of Elamite texts 
dating back to the late Old Elamite period (Ville -Royale, Level XII, c.1500 BC). These 
documents have no parallels in Mesopotamian literature. They identify Inshushinak as the 
lord of the underworld and a judge in charge of ordaining the destiny of the dead, and 
illustrate the Elamite belief in the importance of the judgment of the deceased (Bottéro, 1982: 

394). 
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2.b.7. Middle Elamite period  

The period of the sukkalmahs was followed by the Middle Elamite period. While details of 
the transition between these two eras are lacking, the onset of the Middle Elamite period is 
usually put at c. 1500 BC, its end c. 1100 BC. Three phases have been distinguished, each 
marked by a different dynasty named after its founder or the most significant early leader 
(thus the Kidinuids, Igihalkids, and Shutrukids). This is the period when the title ‘king of 
Susa and Anshan’, as it is expressed in Akkadian texts, or ‘king of Anshan and Susa’, 
according to the usage of the Elamite sources, is attested (Potts, 1999: 188).  

The first phase of this period (Middle Elamite I, c. 1500–1400 BC) is notable not only for the 
wealth of evidence from Susa but also for the foundation of a new and important site at Haft 
Tappeh by a king named Tepti-ahar. The second phase (Middle Elamite II, c. 1400–1200 BC) 
is characterized by inter-marriage with the royal family of the contemporary Kassite dynasty 
in Babylonia. This was also the time when one of the Middle Elamite II period’s most 
important rulers, Untash-Napirisha, founded yet another important new site at Choga Zanbil, 
ancient Al Untash-Napirisha, complete with a stepped temple tower or ziggurat, where the 
deities of the highlands were worshipped alongside those of the lowlands. Susa, too, provides 
abundant evidence of occupation at this time. The third phase (Middle Elamite III, c. 1200–
1100 BC) saw the overthrow of the Kassites by one of the most important figures in Elamite 
history, Shutruk-Nahhunte. It was he, following his conquest of southern Mesopotamia, who 
brought to Susa such significant monuments as the law code of Hammurabi, the victory stele 
of the Old Akkadian king Naram-Sin, and many other pieces of Mesopotamian statuary, 
booty taken during his victorious campaign in 1158 BC.  

Shutruk-Nahhunte’s son and successor, Kutir-Nahhunte, meted out even more punishment to 
his western neighbors, removing the all-important cult statue of Marduk from his temple at 
Babylon. Likewise Kutir-Nahhunte’s successor, Shilhak-Inshushinak, campaigned widely, 
particularly in eastern and northeastern Mesopotamia.  

Important archaeological finds from this latest phase of the Middle Elamite era have been 
recovered at Tal-i Malyan in Fars, and rock reliefs in the Bakhtiyari Mountains add yet 
another dimension to our understanding of political fragmentation and religious practice in 
this period. A number of significant sites, as yet unexcavated, are also known in Fars and 
Khuzestan where bricks inscribed in Elamite, often mentioning shrines to particular deities, 
have been found.  

If the Mesopotamian literary tradition is to be believed, the Middle Elamite period was 
brought to a close by Nebuchadnezzar I (1125–1104 BC), the fourth king of the southern 
Babylonian Dynasty of the Sealand (a term which refers to southern marshes of Iraq) who is 
said to have revenged Kutir-Nahhunte’s removal of the statue of Marduk by conquering 
Elam. Thus we reach the end of an important era in Elamite history, one in which the unity of 
highland Anshan and lowland Susa was expressed in the titulature of its kings, and revealed 
in a wealth of archaeological remains from sites like Tal-i Malyan, Kul-e Farah, Choga
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 Zanbil, Haft Tappeh and Susa. It is a period from which much information on Elamite 
religion has come down to us, and one in which Elam again figured prominently in political 
affairs which transcended the boundaries of modern Iran.  

 

 

 

Table 2-4. Comparative tables of proposed Middle Elamite and Sukkalmah periodization 
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2.b.8. Susa VII period (Middle Elamite I or Igihalkid dynasty) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument  
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

1500-1400 
BC 

55 hectare 
Royal 
City 

Acropole 

-Royal City A 
(XII-XI) 

-Royal City II 
(13) 

- Temple of 
Inshushinak 

- Southern 
Tombs 

- Glazed relief 
bricks 

- Column of 
Shutruk Nahhunte 

- Statue Napir Asu 
-Kudurrus 
-Two steles 
- Column of 

Shutruk Nahhunte 

de Mequenem 
Ghirshman 
E. Carter 

 

The image of the Igihalkide dynasty has thus been completely renewed by the publication of 
a letter found in the Berlin museum (Van Dijk, 1986; Steve & Vallat, 1989). In this document the 
sender, probably Šutruk-Nahhunte, demands the throne of Babylon from the Kassite 
sovereign under the pretext that several kings of Elam had married Kassite princesses. We 
thus learn that Pahir-iššan had married the eldest daughter of Kurigalzu, and that Untash-
Napirisha, the builder of Chogha Zanbil, was not only the son of a Kassite princess, but had 
also married the daughter of Burnaburiaš II (1354-1328 BC), thus becoming the brother-in-
law of the Babylonian Kurigalzu  

II, of the Hittite Šuppiluliuma, and of the Egyptian Amenophis IV (Vallat, 1999). This 
document further tells us that the author of the letter married the daughter of Melišihu. Thus 
three sovereigns may be added to the seven already included in the dynasty: Kidin-Hutran II 
(son of Untaš-Namiriša), Napiriša-Untaš (son of the preceding), and Kidin-Hutran III, the 
victor over the Kassite kings Enlil-nadin-šumi and Adad-šuma-iddina. 

The most remarkable sovereign of this dynasty was without doubt Untaš-Napiriša (his name 
has also been quoted as Untaš-d GAL or Untaš-Humban), who was known for building the 
famous ziggurat of Chogha Zanbil (Dur Untaš or Al Untaš; it is now listed as a UNESCO 
World Heritage Site). Despite the considerable efforts devoted to building this religious 
compound, the city of Susa was not neglected under his reign, nor was other sites of Susiana 
such as Tappeh Bormi, Deylam, Gotwand, or Chogha Pahn. At Susa itself, he built or 
restored several chapels dedicated to divinities that are not documented at Chogha Zanbil. In 
the case of Upurkupak, the “lady of the stars” (zana hute hišipri), he declares out that none of 
his predecessors had built a temple in her honor at Susa. 
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Map 2-48. Layer XII Royal City (Steve, Gasche, Meyer, 1980) 

 

The politico-religious complex of Chogha Zanbil nowadays appears as an illustration of the 
king’s policy to achieve the “Elamization” of Susiana. The great majority of his inscriptions 
are written in Elamite; he adopted the old title of “king of Anshan and of Susa”; and, above 
all, he imposed several divinities of the Iranian plateau on Susiana in order to have the two 
entities Susa  

and Anshan, equally represented in the pantheon. He went even further by attributing to 
Napiriša, the main god of Anshan, precedence over Inshushinak, the principal divinity of 
Susa. It was also during his reign that the most remarkable work of the Elamite bronze casters 
was produced, namely the statue of his wife, Napir-Asu.  
 

 

Map 2-49. Layer XI Royal City (Steve, Gasche, Meyer, 1980) 
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Important finds were uncovered in the area to the south of the temple of Inshushinak, 
including the celebrated rich deposits originally linked with the foundation of the temple.

 

A very large but poorly preserved structure was excavated in the southwestern end of the 
Acropole· It had been reconstructed from numerous inscribed bricks of several Middle 
Elamite kings found just to the north of it. Here some of the famous Mesopotamian 
monuments taken by Shutruk-Nahhunte I as booty from his successful campaigns, broken and 
dragged from their locations elsewhere on the Acropole, were uncovered. The Elamite king 
rededicated several of these works to Inshushinak. The monuments, ranging in date from the 
Akkadian period through the second millennium, included many kudurrus, among them the 
elaborately carved one of Melishipak (Melishihu), king of Babylon, whose daughter Shutruk-
Nahhunte I appears to have married.  

The southwestern building can be related to other constructions associated with the column of 
Shutruk-Nahhunte. Columns were found inside the larger rooms of the southwestern building 
along with great quantities of charred wood.  

Two steals probably erected on the Acropole by Shilhak-Inshushinak come from the 
southwestern building (the area of the last southernmost de Morgan trenches). They mention 
the construction of a kumpum kiduia (exterior sanctuary) and a whter (interior chapel) among 
other Acropole structures dedicated to Inshushinak. 

 

 

Photo 2-65. Brick Relief with Bull-Man, Palm Tree, and Frontal Figure in scriptions of Shilhak-in Shushinak   
(Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992) 
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The southern tombs and deposits may have been related to the royal funerary cult function of 
the suhter and perhaps also associated with the secret, subterranean abode of lnshushinak (the 
hashtu hole or pit) and his funerary cult. 

On the Apadana, northeast of the Achaemenid palace, a temple of Inshushinak was excavated 
along with Elamite burials that surrounded and later covered part of it. The structure, a 66  

feet (20 m) square, had, at least at one end, a Middle Elamite wall, with a 33-foot stretch was 
found, originally made up of inscribed terra cotta relief bricks forming the representation of a 
frontal figure, a bull-man, and date palms. A few bricks were found in situ, while others were 
discovered reused in aqueducts (some under the Achaemenid wall) and in later Achaemenid 
drains and walls. These bricks have inscriptions of Kutir-Nahhunte and Shilhak-Inshushinak 
mentioning the kumpum kiduia (exterior sanctuary) of the god Inshushinak. A few glazed 
relief bricks with figures were also found here. 

As on the Apadana, several Elamite funerary mounds with remains of house and temple 
constructions in their midst were uncovered on the Royal City by Roland de Mecquenem. 
The burials doubtlessly extend over a long period of time, since the temples underwent 
reconstructions and were actually moved as the cemeteries grew. Later excavations by 
Roman Ghirshman uncovered vaulted tombs containing funerary terracotta heads on the 
Royal City (Alvarez Moon, 2012). 

The interval between the last Sukkalmah and the kings of Susa and Anshan is not well 
documented. There is no textual or archaeological indication of a sudden rupture but later 
royal inscriptions employ a rhetoric of continuity suggesting dynastic links between the two 
periods. 

Whatever the true state of affairs, the geopolitical situation of the 15th century BC in 
Mesopotamia was severely affected by the gradual penetration and ascent to power of the 
Kassites (probably with links to a homeland in the central Zagros Mountains). The Middle 
Elamite period has been traditionally divided according to three ruling dynasties or houses: 
the Kidinuid house (c.1500 – 1400 BC), the Igihalkid house (c.1400 – 1200), and the 
Shutrukid house (c.1200 – 1100). This division is far from perfect, as the Igihalkids may have 
been related to the Shutrukids (Potts, 1999: 188 – 258; Steve et al., 2002: 452). 

An important synchronism has been established between Tepti-ahar and the father of the 
Kassite king Kurigalzu I, Kadashman - Harbe I (after a new reading for Kadashman d 
KUR.GAL), who ruled in the late 15th century BC (Potts, 1999: 192; Cole & De Meyer, 1999). 
Neither genealogical nor political kinship can be demonstrated between Tepti-ahar and the 
houses of Kidinu or Igihalki.  

Yet, Tepti-ahar used the title “ king of Susa and Anshan, servant of Kirwashir and 
Inshushinak, ” which suggests a conscious reference to the royal ancestry and legacy of 
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Kidinu (who also used the title “ king of Susa and Anshan”) and to the legitimacy provided 
by a tradition going back to Ebarat, the last king of Shimashki. Tepti-ahar is associated with 
the ancient city of Kabnak (modern Haft Tappeh), located in the most fertile part of the 
Khuzestan plain, about 10 kilometers southeast of Susa. 

 

 

Map 2-50. Estimated area of middle Elamite I period at Susa with 55 hectare (Schacht, 1986: 368) 

 

The Kassite king Kurigalzu I may have been responsible for the destruction of Kabnak and 
for placing a new ruling family on the Elamite throne. The family claimed descent from 
Igihalki and seems to have been based at Deh-e Now (Khuzestan Survey site 120), a high, 
c.9.5 hectares mound about 20 kilometers east of Haft Tappeh and 7.5 kilometers north of 
Chogha Zanbil (see below). The males of the Igihalkid house engaged in a succession of inter 
dynastic marriages over five generations with a number of Kassite princesses from 
Mesopotamia. Thus the eldest son of Igihalki, Pahir - ishshan (c.1380 – 1370 BC ), married  

The eldest daughter of Kurigalzu I; their grandson Humban - numena married a Kassite 
princess; Humban - numena ’ s son Untash - Napirisha (c.1340 – 1300 BC ) married a 
daughter of the Kassite king Burnaburiash II; Untash – Napirisha’s son Kiddin - Hutran (II) 
married another Kassite princess; and the founder of the Shutrukid house, Shutruk - Nahhunte 
(c.1190 – 1155 BC ), married a daughter of the Kassite king Meli - Shipak. The enduring 
association between Elamite and Kassite royal elites illustrates an endeavor to foster 
international, blood-related associations amongst the elites of the Near East. This also had the 
unintended result of establishing an Elamite claim to the Babylonian throne, which eventually 
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led to the downfall of the Kassite Dynasty and the sack of Babylon c.1150 BC (Pintore, 1978: 

24; Vallat, 1994). 

Perhaps the most important Elamite king of the Igihalkid house was Untash-Napirisha 
(c.1340 – 1300 BC), himself of Kassite heritage by ancestry and maternal lineage and, 
curiously enough, related by marriage to both the Egyptian Pharaoh Amenhotep 
IV/Akhenaten and the Hittite king Shuppiluliuma. His reign witnessed an artistic golden age 
and, as some authors have stressed, a religious “revolution” linked to the foundation of a vast 
religious complex called Al Untash - Napirisha (modern Chogha Zanbil). This complex was 
built on a high plateau overlooking, to the northeast, the plain drained by the Ab-e Diz River 
and the (presumed) ancestral city of Deh-e Now.  

The complex includes three surrounding perimeter walls and was organized around a stepped 
temple platform, or ziggurat, c.53 meters high dedicated to Napirisha and Inshushinak. The 
ziggurat consisted of four levels and, unlike Mesopotamian examples, was scaled internally 
(and indirectly) via two staircases which were flanked at ground level by pairs of large, 
glazed bulls and bird - headed griffins.  
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2.b.9. Susa VIII period (Middle Elamite II or Shutrukid dynasty) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

1400-1100 
BC 

85 hectare Royal City 

Royal City A 
(X-IX) 

Royal City II 
(12-10) 

-Temple of 
Ninhursag 

-Temple of 
Inshushinak 

-Pottery 
-Seal & 
sealing 
-Tablet 

de Mecquenem 
Ghirshman 
E. Carter 

 

Until recently, members of this family were considered to have formed the dynasty of the 
Šutrukids. But the author of the Berlin Letter, probably Šutruk-Nahhunte, claimed to be 
directly related to Pahir-iššan, the son of Igi-halki, in calling himself “the descendant of the 
eldest daughter of the mighty king Kurigalzu.” In fact, all the characteristics of the Igi-halkid  

 

dynasty are also found among the Šutrukids (the use of the Elamite language rather than 
Akkadian, the same divinities, and even the same titles, etc.). The only difference was that the 
international exogamy of the Igihalkids was followed by the incestuous endogamy of the 
Šutrukids. 

The inscriptions of Šutruk-Nahhunte and his successors have revealed the practice of incest 
within the royal Elamite family. The principal member of this family was Queen Nahhunte-
utu. This altogether exceptional woman in Elamite history, and even in the ancient history of 
the Near East, bore ten children from four different fathers, who followed one another on the 
throne of Elam. From her father, she had at least two children, a son Hutelutuš-Inšušnak and 
a daughter, Inšnikarab-huhun. When he died, she married his elder brother, Kutir-Nahhunte, 
from whom she had two or three children. Shortly afterwards, the king was killed, and she 
then married his second brother Šilhak-Inshushinak, from whom she had 4 or 5 children. 
Finally, she gave birth to Melir-Nahhunte, a princess she had had from her own son, 
Hutelutš-Insušnak, whom she had had from her own father (Vallat, 1994). 

Even though Šutruk-Nahhunte and his son, Kutir-Nahhunte, put an end to the Kassite dynasty 
in Mesopotamia by successively eliminating Zababa-šuma-iddina and Enlil-nadin-ahi, the 
most important sovereign of this period- after Untaš-Napiriša-was Šilhak-Inshushinak. He 
not only led a large number of campaigns against his Mesopotamian neighbors, but also 
enriched and embellished the city of Susa, as described by his numerous inscriptions (König, 
1965, nos. 32-59). Besides erecting a large number of religious buildings, he finished 
construction of the palace (hiyan) of the kings of Elam and its chapel, the kumpume kiduya 
(Vallat, 1994). 

The dynasty died out with Hutelutuš-Insušnak, who, long before his death, was attacked by 
Nabuchodonosor I (1125-1104). According to a neo-Elamite inscription, the fourth child of 
Nahunte-utu, Šilhana-hamru-Lagamar, was to have succeeded him on the throne of Elam. 
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Map 2-51. Estimated area of middle Elamite II period at Susa with 85 hectare (Schacht, 1986: 375)  

 

From the earliest explorations and excavations at Susa in the nineteenth century, the site has 
yielded numerous inscribed bricks and objects attesting to the great piety of the Elamite 
kings. This religious fervor, which had political overtones, is especially well documented in 
the Middle Elamite period. At that time many older monuments and temples were renovated 
and new ones were built, often using elaborate and sometimes new techniques (Heim 1992).  

 

 

Photo 2-66. Whit limestone statue fragment from Susa, possibly representing the god Napirisha (Amiet, 1973) 
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Among the Igi-halkid kings, Untash-Napirisha (1340-1300 B.C.) was the most active builder 
and restorer of sanctuaries, but the evidence found on the Acropole is from secondary 
contexts, often in later Shutrukid renovations. The next noted builder, Shilhak-Inshushinak 
(1150-1120 BC) of the Shutrukid dynasty, proudly states that he renovated or built new 
monuments at Susa with baked brick, replacing the more usual crude brick masonry of his 
predecessors. He used molded terracotta bricks of a type originally made during the reign of 
his brother Kutir Nahhunte (1155-1150 BC) in decorative panels.  

 

 

Map 2-52. Layer X Royal City (Steve, Gasche, Meyer, 1980) 
 

 

Map 2-53. Layer IX Royal City (Steve, Gasche, Meyer, 1980) 
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Shilhak-Inshushinak also freely employed an architectural faience, said to have been invented 
in the time of his father Shutruk-Nahhunte (1190:1155 BC), to embellish temples and gates. 
The glazed bricks formed of this highly siliceous faience material and first made in the 
Shutrukid dynasty seem to have been reserved for special constructions: ones dedicated to 
Inshushinak (the suhter , a door of a temple of Inshushinak, and a door called “door of my 
god Inshushinak); gates for the deities Kiririsha and Ishnikarab (along with Lakamar, 
divinities associated with the underworld) and a temple for the goddess Beltiya (probably the 
Susian Inanna/lshtar). 

Augmentation and reevaluation of the corpus of Elamite royal inscriptions, combined with 
analyses of known archaeological find spots, are increasing our understanding of the physical 
layout of the Ville Haute (the Acropole) so sacred to the Elamites. The best-known and best-
preserved structures are the temples of Ninhursag and Inshushinak in the central and western 
parts of the mound, respectively. The temple to the goddess Ninhursag, dedicated by Shulgi 
in the third millennium, remained important throughout the Middle Elamite period. It 
contained the massive, cast-bronze statue of Napir-Asu, wife of Untash-Napirisha, found in 
an upper level of the main sanctuary, as well as the bronze Sit-Shamshi sculpture inscribed by 
Shilhak-Inshushinak, found encased in plaster that, along with bricks, covered a tomb 
embedded in a wall. 

The great temple dedicated to Inshushinak, chief god at Susa, was founded in the time of 
Shulgi and was constructed at the western edge of the mound. By the Middle Elamite period 
it was elevated above other Acropole buildings, and the majority of inscribed bricks in the 
renovated walls and floors date back to the reigns of Untash-Napirisha and Shilhak-
Inshushinak.While excavators give elaborate descriptions of some of the architectural details 
(crenellated roofs and polychrome inlaid terracotta wall knobs) that are hard to verify, they 
also mention glazed inscribed relief brickwork on the main doorways on the southeastern side 
of the temple of which we have examples. This southeastern door could be the door of the 
temple of the god Inshushinak, mentioned in the inscriptions as dedicated by Shilhak-
Inshushinak.  
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2.b.10. Susa IX and X period (Neo- Elamite) 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

1050-539 
BC 

75 hectare Royal City 
Royal City II 

(9-6) 
- 

Pottery 
Seal 

de Mequenem 
Ghirshman 
E. Carter 

 

Neo-Elamite chronology is divided into two or three phases, depending on whether one 
follows textual or archaeological evidence (Alvarez-Mon, 2012: 754). In both cases, though, the 
earliest part of the period (c.1000 – 743 BC) is considered a “dark age” in Elamite history, 
represented by a gap in textual and archaeological records. This gap has been interpreted as a 
reflection of the breakdown of the middle Elamite state, the collapse of urban centers, 
territorial fragmentation, increasing pastoralism (in line with the presumed arrival of Indo - 
European groups), and a general contraction of formerly urban populations into the rural 
highlands (Potts, 1999 : 259 – 307; Steve et al., 2002: 470-87). Whatever the virtues of this model, the 
Elamite Zagros highlands provide evidence of a new sociopolitical authority around the turn 
of the 9th century BC. This is evident in the region of Izeh/ Malamir, which is nestled in a 
mountain valley about 100 kilometers to the east of Susa. Carved on the sides of cliffs and 
boulders are a total of 12 Elamite base reliefs without parallel in the artistic record of the 
ancient Near East. Most scholars date the reliefs from Shekaft-e Salman to between 1200 – 
1100 BC, but of the six reliefs carved at Kul-e Farah only one (Kul-e Farah I) has been dated 
with certainty to the late neo-Elamite period (Vanden Berghe, 1963: 1984). 

The archaeological division of the neo-Elamite period championed by Pierre de Miroschedji 
favors a bipartite division with a transition from neo-Elamite I to neo-Elamite II around 
725/700  BC. The tripartite chronological division proposed by philologists relies heavily on 
the Assyro-Babylonian documentation for an understanding of the neo-Elamite II period 
(770/743 – 653/647 BC), with the year 653 BC represented by the installation by 
Assurbanipal (668 – 627 BC) of Humban-nikash II as king of Elam and Tammaritu I as king 
of Hidalu. The terminal date of 647 BC marks the sack and destruction of Susa by 
Assurbanipal. Our understanding of the last part of the neo-Elamite period (neo-Elamite III; 
sometimes divided into IIIa & IIIb) is reliant upon local Elamite texts, principally from Susa 

(Waters, 2000). These display a language that had evolved from classic Elamite but was not yet 
the language of the subsequent Achaemenid period (Vallat, 1996: 386). While most scholars 
agree that these texts post - date the collapse of the Assyrian Empire, there has been a 
noticeable trend in recent years to shift the date of the Susa tablets, related texts, and seals 
and sealings to the 6th century BC, perhaps as late as the 520’s.  
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Map 2-54. Estimated area of neo-Elamite period at Susa with 75 hectare 
 (de Miroschiedji, 1978: 213; Amiet, 1967; Potts, 1999) 

 

The archaeological picture of settlement at the end of the neo-Elamite period is fragmentary 
and incomplete (Álvarez-Mon, 2010). Much additional survey and archaeological work remains 
to be undertaken in both Khuzestan and Fars. As it stands, settlement is attested from the 
Luristan region along a corridor covering Deh Luran, Susiana, and Ram Hormuz plains, 
ending in the Mamasani region.  

New evaluations of the neo - Elamite archaeological record rely on evidence emerging from a 
reassessment of Susa’s ceramic record, the fortuitous finds from burials in Ram Hormuz and 
Arjan, and the ongoing Iranian-Australian surveys and excavations in the Mamasani region at 
Tol-e Spid and Tol-e Nurabad (Potts &Roustaei, 2006 ; Potts & Roustaei et al.,  2006, 2009 ) and also 
Tappeh Senjar in the 15 km northern Susa (Sardari, 2008). The Susa-Ram Hormuz-Arjan 
corridor is characterized by fine polychrome faience and ceramics as well as metal wares and 
luxury goods suggesting the existence of a cultural and, most likely, urban political koine 
during the second half of the 7th and the 6th centuries BC.  

In the neo-Elamite period I, ca. 1050-770), was the longest and is the most poorly 
documented. For more than two and a half centuries, Susa provided no inscriptions, so none 
of its sovereigns is known. 

 

 



                                                                          fâát  

151 
 

Description of the Property 

 

The second neo-Elamite period corresponds with the dynasty of the Humbanuids and the last 
“kings of Anshan and Susa” (ca.770-585). It is much better known, thanks to Mesopotamian 
sources, which provide us with numerous texts devoted to the events opposing the Assyrians 
against the Babylonians, and which are closely connected with inhabitants of Susa and Elam. 
The Mesopotamian inscriptions, particularly the Chronicles (Grayson, 1975), as well as the 
Annals (Borger, 1996), and the Letters (Harper, 1892-1914), provide us with essential elements of 
historical reconstruction. But the kings of Susa, who were probably too much involved in the 
conflict, left behind no testimonies of their reigns; except for Šutruk-Nahunte (717-699 
BC).He was long mistaken for Šutur-Nahunte, who reigned after the sack of Susa. 

Hostilities started when the Elamite King Huban-nikaš I assisted the Babylonian Merodach-
baladan in his fight against the Assyrian Sargon (721-705). His successor, Šutruk-Nahhunte 
II (717-699), also became involved in the upheaval and was unable to prevent Sargon from 
imposing himself on Ellipi (q.v.), on the border of Elam, around 708. He was then confronted 
Sennacherib, who defeated the Babylonian and Elamite armies near Kish and Kutha; and the 
Assyrian king, took advantage of this to put his son Aššur-nadin-šumi on the throne of 
Babylon in 699 BC. Following this defeat, Šutruk-Nahhunte II was replaced by his brother, 
Hallušu (699-693 BC). (He was long confused with Hallutaš-Inshushinak, who also reigned, 
after the sack of Susa.) In 691 BC, there was another confrontation at Halule on the Tigris 
between the Assyrian  

Sennacherib and an Elamite-Babylonian coalition, but the name of the victor is not clearly 
known. After a period of calm under the reign of Asarhaddon (680-669 BC) who succeeded 
Sennacherib, the conflict became more acute following Assurbanipal’s (668-627 BC) 
accession to the Assyrian throne. 

The first Elamite sovereign contemporary with Assurbanipal was Uruk, but six more kings 
ascended the throne before the fall of Susa in 646 BC. This was a period of great unrest, with 
acts of treason following assassinations and usurpations. Finally the last member of this 
dynasty, Humban-haltaš III, was humiliated at Niniveh, where he participated as a prisoner in 
the triumph of Assurbanipal, as illustrated in a relief of this city. 

This sack of Susa by Assurbanipal was probably not as terrible as its story (Aynard, 1957, pp. 45-

53) purports or suggests. In any case, Elamite royalty rapidly recovered. In 626 BC, 
Nabopolassar restored to the Susans the statues that the Assyrians had taken from Utruk, and 
the Susan authorities were present to receive them. Some believe that Nabopolassar and his 
successors occupied Susa, for certain objects bearing their names were found there, including 
a brick bearing the titles of Nabopolassar. But the same inscription was found at Persepolis, 
leading to the assumption that it was a booty taken by the Achaemenids and thus disproving 
this argument. Moreover, the last kings “of Anshan and Susa” must have reigned before the 
disintegration of the ancient empire, and its sovereigns must have left written records at Susa.  
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These were Šutruk-Nahunte (König, 1965, no. 71), Hallutaš-Inshushinak (no. 77) and Atta-
hamiti-Inshushinak (nos. 86-89), who occupied the throne approximately between 646 and 
585 BC. 

The history of Susa during the third neo-Elamite period is documented by Elamite texts found 
at Susa and at other Iranian sites. At that time, Susa appears to have lost its rank as a capital. 
The last three kings, Ummanunu, Šilhak-Inshushinak II, and Tepti-Huban Inshushinak (who 
has been mistaken for the Te-Umman of Assurbanipal’s annals), no longer bore the title of 
“king of Anshan and Susa.” But we do not know what happened, for we can find no trace of a 
conflict or a war. On the contrary, things went on well between the ancient capital and the 
regions depending from it. Political, commercial, artistic and cultural relations appear to have 
been excellent, as indicated by inscriptions of various provenance, and particularly the 
economic tablets of the Acropoleis (Scheil, 1907). We learn that the ancient Elamite capital 
maintained economic relations with the Persians Huhnur, Kisat, Malamir, and with the kings 
of Zamin, Samati, Zari, and the city of Anshan. 

During neo-Elamite period, Susa rapidly fell from prominence at the end of the second 
millennium and continued to decline until about 700 BC. There were also famines around the 
turn of the millennium that seriously affected both Mesopotamia and Susa. But it was 
probably  

the political unrest, as much as ecological disaster that led formerly settled groups to take up 
a nomadic existence, retreating to upland valleys of eastern Khuzestan. Blocked by the 
Assyrian empire to the northwest, the Elamites were unable to maintain control of the foothill 
road leading toward Mesopotamia. The Median kingdoms held the uplands to the north and 
northeast. By about 1000 BC, Susiana kings had also lost their foothold in Anshan, and new 
ethnic groups may have pushed the Elamites of Fars westward into the valleys of eastern 
Khuzestan.  

Late in the eighth century BC, both archaeological and historical records document Susa's 
renewal as part of the resurgence of Elamite power. At Susa, a small temple of Inshushinak 
decorated with panels of glazed brick and glazed architectural ornaments crowned the 
Acropole mound. Large burial vaults dated to this period in which were found golden 
jewelry, richly decorated objects, and containers made of glazed hit are a sign of local 
prosperity. Susa continued to be a ceremonial and cultural center, but the towns of Madaktu 
and Hidalu, mentioned in texts, appear to have been the major centers of political and 
military activity. 
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2.b.11. Achaemenid Period 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
& 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

539-331 
BC 

100 hectare 

Royal City 
Apadana 
Acropole 
Shavur 
Palace 

- Royal City A 
(VIII-VII) 

- Royal City II 
(5-3d) 

- Chaour (3b) 

Apadana 
Palace 

Shavur palace 
 

-Pottery 
-Seal &Sealing 
-Tablet 

Dieulafoy 
de Mequenem 

Ghirshman 
M. Kabuli 

 

The date of 539 BC, which is traditionally held to be the beginning of the Achaemenid period 
at Susa, refers to the capture of Babylon, as it is supposed that Cyrus II conquered Susa after 
he took Babylon (Herodotus, 1.190-91; Strabo, 15.3.2). The history of Persia before Cyrus and at 
the beginning of his reign, and that of the relations of Persia with neighboring regions, 
indicate that Persian elements were present in the plain not far from Susa in the first decades 
of the 6th century. The administrative tablets from the Acropoleis, written by a Susan 
authority, mention suppliers with Iranian names, as well as place names in eastern Khuzestan. 
Thus it is not certain that the control of Susa was achieved by an actual conquest. 

 

 

Map 2-55. Estimated area of Achaemenid period at Susa with 100 hectare (Amiet, 1988) 
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There is no evidence of Cyrus or Cambyses having been active at Susa. Only Darius, once his 
power was consolidated, chose Susa as one of his royal residences, soon after 520 BC. In 
addition to Herodotus (3.140), some details in the royal inscriptions and in an Egyptian text 
point to such a date (Vallat, 1986, p. 281; Briant, 1993). Construction was carried out there at the 
same time that he built Persepolis. Even so, until the advent of Alexander the Greeks knew 
only of Susa, which they saw as the residence of the king of Persia and the capital of the 
empire from Cambyses to Artaxerxes II; for instance, it was at Susa that Darius learned of the 
defeat at Marathon and to Susa that Xerxes sent information about the fall of Athens, then his 
own defeat. The choice of Darius was probably influenced by the geographical position of 
Susa, nearer than Fars to the rich Mesopotamian regions of the empire, but also by the 
glorious past of the city, which was the old capital of Elam and thus an important political 
component of the empire, where it was necessary to display royal power. He also established 
other residences outside Persia, at Babylon and Ecbatana. 

 

 

Map 2-56. Layer IX Royal City (Ghirshman, 1965) 

 

The descriptive history of Susa during the two centuries of the empire is poorly documented 
by the texts, which are few in number. The royal inscriptions are dated by the king who is the 
author; there exist more than thirty on stone tablets, round or square column bases, and mud 
bricks (for the corpus accumulated since the beginning of excavation, see Scheil, 1929, 1933; Kent, 1953; 

Steve, 1987; Lecoq, 1997). They deal with the construction of buildings, but none describes 
political events. They are often trilingual (Old Persian, Elamite, Akkadian), and some are 
represented by several examples. They deal with structures such as walls, “palace”, 
“apadāna” (only once), “buildings,” “house,” but several of these clearly correspond to the 
same building or to part of a complex identified by another inscription. None of them refers 
to a temple or sanctuary. 

The clay tablets found at Susa are extraordinarily few in comparison to the discoveries at 
Persepolis. Even so, the existence of political and economic activity at Susa is undeniable.
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 Besides the important building campaigns described by the inscriptions and reported in a few 
Greek sources, the sojourns of the king and his voyages to and from Susa are documented by 
Greek sources. These apparently had no fixed rhythm; 3 months in spring are mentioned by 
Xenophon (Cyropaedia ,8.6.22), wintertime, by Athenaeus (513Fb), but there are many 
variants (Tuplin). Several tablets from Persepolis (end of the 6th–beginning of the 5th cents. 
BCE) mention satraps being received by the king (Hallock, 1969, PFT 679-80), caravan 
movements between Persepolis and Susa—sometimes coming from much farther away (ibid., 
PFT 1139, 1953, 2056), as well as couriers and workers coming from Asia Minor (ibid., PFT 

1321 and 1404). Susa is one of the places where the kings kept a treasury; according to Strabo 
(15.3.2) each sovereign built one, and at the surrender of the city Alexander found there 
50,000 talents of silver (Quintus Curtius, 5.10).  

On the life of the people, written evidence is limited to very rare economic sources found at 
Susa in Akkadian (Paper; Joannès; including a contract: Rutten), or written in Susa and found 
elsewhere, such as some tablets from the Murasu archives in Nippur (Stolper, 1992). Most of 
them are dated from one of the Artaxerxes. 

The excavations carried out at Susa over several decades have rarely given priority to the 
Achaemenid period. In spite of 70 excavation campaigns, the general image of Achaemenid 
Susa remains incomplete (Perrot; Boucharlat, 1990b and 1997; Steve, Vallat, and Gasche, 2002, pp. 485-

500 and 553-57). The work of M. Dieulafoy in 1884-86, R. de Mecquenem in 1912-35, and 
above all that of J. Perrot in 1969-78 revealed the boundaries of the city, the palace of Darius 
partially reconstructed by Artaxerxes II, and a small palace (the “Shavur Palace”) outside the 
walls on the west near the Shavur River. Another building, the so-called Donjon, at the far 
southern extremity of the city, is of uncertain date. Work resumed in 1995 on the Apadāna 
mound, directed by M. Kaboli, under the auspices of the Iranian Cultural Heritage and 
Tourism Organization. Within the city itself, our information is thus limited to the royal 
buildings. Outside the city, chance discoveries of stone architectural elements in 1977, and 
others since the beginning of this century, indicate either buildings for the elite or reuse of 
Achaemenid rooms during or after that period. 

The topography and the plan of Susa before Darius are unknown, but more than three 
millennia of occupation had shaped the three principal mounds, of which only one part was 
occupied in the neo-Elamite III period (see above, viii). To the east of these mounds, R. 
Ghirshman (1954) brought to light a group of houses, the “Achaemenid Persian village” 
which he attributed to Persian occupants, although the earliest material is clearly neo-Elamite 
of the beginning of the 6th century. 
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The royal constructions at Susa are known through inscriptions, and attempts have been made 
to match these with constructions seen in the excavations. These inscriptions are labeled with 
the initial of the king, that of the site, and an alphabetical classification (e.g., DSz “Darius 
Susa No. z”). The best-known buildings are the palace of Darius on the mound of the 
Apadāna, consisting of a residential palace and an audience hall, as well as the monumental 
gate which gives access to it, and facing these, on the Royal City mound, a covered passage 
(called “Propylaeum” by the archeologists). His son Xerxes finished his work. A century later 
Artaxerxes II restored the palace of Darius, which had burned 50 years earlier under 
Artaxerxes I, his grandfather. Only certain kings are known to have built (or, perhaps, 
completed building projects) after Xerxes: possibly Artaxerxes I, Darius II (according to two 
inscriptions), and Artaxerxes II, according to several inscriptions, one of which corresponds 
to the archeological remains outside the walls, on the west bank of the Shavur and facing the 
palace of Darius. The monument called the Āyadana, located 4 km north of Susa and long 
considered to be the prototype for Achaemenid fire temples based on the interpretation of the 
remains by the excavator (Dieulafoy), should not be listed among the Achaemenid 
constructions. It is now known to be a construction of the Seleucid or Parthian period (the 

columns are reused; Ghirshman 1996, p. 200), probably a rich residence (Schippmann, pp. 266-74) with a 
plan common from Mesopotamia to Afghanistan in that period. 

Darius surrounded the 100-hectare area of the three principal mounds in a lozenge-shaped 
enclosure. He prided himself on having rebuilt ruined fortifications, but with modifications 
(DSe). The excavations show that he greatly changed the topography. After having leveled 
the top of the Apadāna and Royal City mounds to an even height of 15 m above the plain, he 
fixed the boundary of the royal city by a retaining wall which was impressive to the visitor, 
but without fortification (“without a rampart” according to Strabo, 15.3.2); the old 
reconstruction (Dieulafoy) of a very sophisticated fortification is pure fantasy. This glacis has 
been identified on the southern, eastern, and northeastern sides of the city; measuring up to 
25 m wide at the base, it is a construction made of mud bricks, drained within by a deep 
gravel lining. We know at least one of the accesses into the city on the east through a 
monumental gate of 36 x 18 m. Within this area, the king organized the royal city with a 
citadel in the west (Ctesias after Diodorus, 2.22.3) on the mound of the Acropoleis, which 
dominated even his palace; the foundation of the enclosure wall is more than 10 m higher 
than the floors of his palace. This wall was 5 to 11 m thick, and apparently without towers (de 

Morgan, 1900, p. 89 & fig. 8). 

Despite the presence of many architectural fragments, including a bell-shaped column base 
bearing the name of Xerxes, there is no evidence of royal buildings on the Acropoleis. It may 
have been used as Treasury; in the southern part, two important objects have been found 
together, an Achaemenid bronze lion-weight of 121 kilos (Lampre; Curtis & Tallis, no. 301) and a 
large bronze weight in the form of a knucklebone, weighting 93.7 kilos, bearing a Greek 
inscription of the 6th century BCE (Haussoulier; Aruz et al., no. 154). The latter was probably  
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taken from the temple of Apollon at Didymes, after the repression of the Ionian revolt in 494 
(SEG, no. 9). This event is probably related to the deportation of Milesians (Herodotus, 6.19-
20) to Susa, then to the Erythraean Sea (the Persian Gulf). 

The royal quarter occupied the northern mound of Susa, called the Apadāna. The palace (the 
Apadāna and the Residence) occupied 5 hectares on a 12-hectare artificial platform (Perrot). 
Access to it was from the Royal City on a pavement of bricks, which passed through a 
monumental, covered square passage measuring 24 m on each side, which had two halls and 
two porticoes with two columns (Perrot, Ladiray, and Vallat). Begun by Darius, it was 
finished by  

Xerxes (XSa). Turning at a right angle, the road crossed a brick causeway and ended at the 
Gate of Darius, another square construction with a hypostyle central hall, which was begun 
by Darius and finished by Xerxes (XSd; Vallat, 1974b); it is reminiscent of the Gate of All the 
Nations at Persepolis (Perrot and Ladiray). Although this may not have been the only 
entrance to the palace (Kaboli), it was the official entrance. The passage through this gate 
toward the palace was flanked by a statue of Darius (there were probably two), much larger 
than life-size (originally almost 3 m, on a base 0.50 m high), one of the very rare examples of 
Achaemenid sculpture in the round (exhibited in the Muza-ye melli [National Museum], 
Tehran). The upper part is missing. The king is dressed in the Persian robe, but his posture—
one foot advanced, the arm folded against the breast—is Egyptian (Stronach, 1974). The folds of 
the dress carry an inscription in the three cuneiform languages of the empire and in 
hieroglyphics: “Here is the stone statue which Darius ordered to be made in Egypt, so that he 
who sees it in the future will know that the Persian holds Egypt” (DSab: Vallat, 1974a; Yoyotte). 
The Egyptian provenance is confirmed by the type of stone, metamorphic sandstone from 
Wadi Hammamat near the Red Sea. Intended for the temple of Heliopolis, it was brought to 
Susa by Xerxes. The base of the statue carries on the front and back the Egyptian symbol of 
the union of upper and lower Egypt, and on the sides the representation of the “countries” of 
the empire; each is identified by an important figure and his costume, as well as by his name 
inscribed in a cartouche (Roaf, 1974). 

The residential palace occupies 3.8 hectares to the south, across a vast esplanade (Perrot, 1981). 
It is organized around three courtyards; the eastern courtyard carried on its northern face a 
lion frieze in enameled brick (now in the Louvre Museum; Dieulafoy, pl. V; Muscarella). The 
royal apartments were made difficult to access through doors and zigzag passages toward the 
west courtyard. On either side of the entrance to the king’s apartment the foundation tablets 
were buried, square stone plaques (found intact) measuring 33.6 × 8.7 cm on each side and 
carrying the inscription DSz (Elamite) and DSaa (Akkadian). The two versions, which are 
quite different from each other, are official texts (fragments of copies on stone and brick have 
been found elsewhere on the site) declaring that the construction materials of the palace came 
from all the countries of the empire and that all the peoples of the empire contributed to its 
construction.  



                                                                          fâát  

158 
 

Description of the Property 

 

Behind the king’s apartment, a series of apartments for the family follow a similar plan; it is 
rather unlikely that they included an access stairway to the first floor (Amiet, 1994). 

On the north, projecting forward, the Apadāna is also the work of Darius, but was rebuilt by 
Artaxerxes II (A²Sa, engraved on four column bases, the first inscription which identified this columned 

building by such a name; Loftus, pp. 370-73). This square construction is slightly elevated above the 
open space that surrounds it on three sides.  

Measuring 109 m on each side, it is very similar to that of Persepolis in plan and dimensions, 
having a central hall of 58 m per side with 6 × 6 columns, and a portico on each of the three 
open sides with two rows of 6 columns and square halls in the angles, which probably 
contained stairways. The plan of the south side is unclear, but definitely had no portico, 
making the general plan very similar to that of the Apadana at Persepolis. Column bases, 
shafts, and capitals are in stone on imposing stone foundations. Walls and columns have 
foundations in a deep trench or a well filled with gravel (10 m deep). The walls in brick and 
the stone uprights of the passages are very poorly preserved. Originally 20 m high, erected on 
a high terrace and open on three sides, the Apadana would have been impressive, visible from 
far off like Persepolis. The palace of Darius, unlike Persepolis, was not burned by Alexander; 
still in use when Alexander returned from the east in 325 BC, it lost its function after his 
death in 323 BC but remained standing at least for some decades, as did the statue of Darius 
for several centuries (Boucharlat, 1990a). 

In the southern half of the royal city, signs of royalty are scarce or absent. At the southern 
extremity, at the Donjon, among the elements reused in several successive, post-Achaemenid 
constructions, certain Achaemenid fragments indicate the presence of an Achaemenid-period 
construction, unless they were brought from other sectors of Susa. Among these fragments is 
a column base, with an inscription of Artaxerxes II (A²Sb), which was reused in a Parthian-
period construction, also several stone orthostats with bas-reliefs of figures climbing a 
stairway, elements which are very rare at Susa, unlike Persepolis. Column base fragments, 
dozens of glazed bricks and even a fragment of the “Charter of Darius” (DSf) on a stone 
plaque were also found here, as in many sectors of the site of Susa. All these elements could 
have been taken, after Alexander, from the palace of Darius or the Shavur Palace (see below) 
or some unknown constructions, since much activity occurred in this sector during the 
Seleucid period; most of the Greek inscriptions come from here, as well as many coins of 
Alexander type. The Donjon could have been the administrative center of the Seleucid city; it 
is opposite the ancient royal quarter, on land that had not been occupied in the Achaemenid 
period (Boucharlat, 1990b, pp. 150-51; 2000, pp. 145-47). However, the hypothesis of an 
Achaemenid construction in this location is the explanation most often accepted (Amiet, 1972, 

p. 167); attribution is made to Artaxerxes I and Darius II (Ghirshman, 1963, Steve, Vallat, and 

Gasche, pp. 493-94) or judged uncertain (Stronach, 1985). If Achaemenid, the building may have  
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served to replace the palace of Darius after the latter was burned; in that case, Artaxerxes I 
must have built it. 

 

 

Figure 2-19. Reconstructed model of Apadana palace Susa (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 

 

The Shahur palace outside the walls is the work of Artaxerxes II, according to the trilingual 
inscription (A²Sd, found on several fragments, Vallat, 1979) on the column bases, although they were 
not found in situ (Labrousse & Boucharlat, 1974; Boucharlat & Labrousse, 1979). As in the palace of 
Darius, the much smaller hypostyle hall here (37.5 × 34.60 m) is projected forward, eastward 
in this case. There are 8 rows of 8 columns, with stone bases; the shafts and the capitals were 
in wood. This hall produced the first evidence of figurative wall paintings, with three almost 
life-size human heads framed by geometric motifs; the colors used are red, carmine (made of 
cinnabar), blue, and white, confirmed by the painters’ palettes, pottery shards full of 
pigments. These are also the colors in evidence at Pasargadae and at Persepolis. 

The plan of the complex (3.5 hectares) is quite different from that of the palace of Darius. In 
a rectangle 220 ×150 m, the poorly preserved constructions are organized around an empty 
space, very likely a garden. One of the buildings was erected on a terrace 2 m high and its 
reconstructed plan is an example of classic Achaemenid architecture: a central hall with four 
columns preceded by a wider portico opening onto the garden, surrounded by halls on the  
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other three sides. In this palace several fragmentary orthostats and hundreds of pieces of 
glazed bricks of different types were found, but never in situ. They must have been taken 
from other constructions. Like the hypothetical palace of the Donjon, the Shavur Palace 
might have replaced the palace of Darius while it was under restoration, but according to its 
location in the plain and its plan, it could also have been a place of pleasurable activity. One 
of the inscription fragments carries a word previously translated as “paradise” (Kent, p. 155), 
but this translation was later judged to be uncertain (Vallat, 1979, p. 148), then modified to 
“outside the walls” (Steve, 1987, p. 98), which has also been thrown into doubt (Lecoq, 1997, pp. 

116 & 274). In any case, the Shahur palace represents a type which is original in Achaemenid 
architecture. 

Nothing is known of the non-royal urban constructions and domestic architecture at Susa. 
Paradoxically, all the sectors excavated outside the palaces appear to be empty of 
constructions (Boucharlat, 1990b, pp. 153-54). The known elements in the southern part of the 
Royal City are limited to a few walls (Miroschedji et al., 1987, pp. 14-15, fig. 2). This almost total 
lack suggests the hypothesis of a city in which only the enclosure and the royal buildings 
were built in solid materials, while the army and the civil servants lived in light constructions 
when the court was in the city. This idea is not easily acceptable in regard to the permanent 
administrative personnel of the province and for the local population, if there was one 
(Boucharlat, 1990b). It is noteworthy that, for the following period (3rd cent. BCE), traces of 
occupation in the Early Seleucid city also are few, with no satisfactory explanation (cf. SUSA 
x). The idea of a “vast encampment” has also been put forward for Pasargadae; the question 
has not even been posed for Persepolis, where only the royal quarter on the terrace is known, 
but almost nothing of the town which must have supported it (see, e.g., Roaf, 2004, pp. 395-96). 

In this context of an empty enclosure, the princely tomb found on the Acropole mound 
remains enigmatic. Under a vault of mud bricks (an Elamite feature), a bronze sarcophagus 
contained a skeleton, identified without proof as that of a woman, alabaster flasks, silver and 
bronze vessels, jewelry of gold and semi-precious stones (de Morgan, 1905), and coins now 
dated to the end of the 5th century BC (Elayi &Elayi, 1992). This unique tomb does not indicate 
the presence of a cemetery, nor does it prove that inhumation was commonly practiced. The 
funerary rites of the population of Susa in the Achaemenid period remain unknown, and those 
of the elite do not seem to be particularly Zoroastrian, according to this princely tomb. 
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Figure 2-20. Shavur Palace (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001, Perrot, 2011) 

 

quarters Achaemenid Susa comprised four quarters: the palace on the Apadana mound; a 
small fortress on top of the Acropole mound, surrounded by a fortification wall uncovered by 
de Morgan but later removed; a residential quarter in the area known as the ‘Ville Royale’, 
surrounded by a monumental brick and earthen glacis some 20 m wide at the base and 10–12 
m high; and a large empty space originally dubbed the ‘Place d’Armes’ by early excavators 
(Perrot 1981: 80).  
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2.b.12. Seleucid and Parthian Period 

 

Date 
Estimated 

Area 
Parts of 

Susa 
Stratigraphic 

Phases 

Monument 
and 

Buildings 
Material Excavators 

320 B.C 
224 A.D 

75 hectare 

Royal 
City 

Apadana 
Shavur 
palace 

 

Royal City A 
(VI-V) 

Royal City II 
(3c-2bc) 

VR Ap (6-3) 
Apadana east 

(5e-5a) 

pottery kilns 
gymnasium and 

stadium 
temple 

Pottery 
Coins 
Inscriptions 
Terracotta 
Figurines 
Amphora 
Handles 

de Mequenem 
R. Ghirshman 

E. Carter 
R. Boucharlat 

 

Susa figures prominently in accounts of Alexander’s conquests, beginning with the 
Macedonian’s ceremonial occupation of Darius III’s throne there during his first visit to the 
city (Bosworth, 1980a: 5), and it continues to appear in accounts of the Diadochoi and Seleucid 
rulers, right through to the end of the reign of Demetrius II (146–140 BC). Pottery and other 
finds of Seleucid date have been found since the beginning of excavations at Susa when 
Loftus unearthed the first two Greek inscriptions known from site on the Apadana mound 
(Curtis, 1993:11, Pl. 7b; see also Table: 10.1.6). Sporadic finds (Pl. 10.1, Figs. 10.2–3) of Seleucid date 
were also made by Dieulafoy (Apadana, Ville Royale), de Morgan (Acropole, Apadana, Ville 
Royale) and de Mecquenem (Ville Royale, Donjon, Apadana, Ville des Artisans),but it was 
not until Ghirshman’s excavations in the 1940s that the first remains of this date were found 
in stratigraphic context (Boucharlat, 1993: 43). Excavations in level VII in Royal City A revealed 
‘large, well-built houses (about 20m long) with inner court-yards, sometimes decorated, 
having a bathroom and containing numerous artefacts including terracotta figurines and 
fragments of Greek architectural decoration’ (Boucharlat, 1993: 44). Subsequent excavations by 
de Miroschedji in Royal City II (levels 3E/D) and Boucharlat in the Apadana East/Royal City 
(level 5e) areas yielded Hellenistic pottery (e.g. fish-plates, bowls with inverted rim, carinated bowls, 

egg-shell ware; Boucharlat, 1993, Haerinck, 1983: 19–37; for Greek black-glazed pottery from Susa, see 
Clairmont, 1957: 124–30; for stamped Rhodian and Thasian amphora handles from the site, see Börker, 1974: 

44) and coins (LeRider, 1965a), but little in the way of architecture or stratigraphy (de Miroschedji, 

1987: 35–43). 

Important evidence for the re-occupation of the Achaemenid palaces of Darius and 
Artaxerxes  II by squatters in the early Diadochoi phase, i.e. prior to the Seleucid period, has 
also been recovered in the work initiated by Perrot on the Apadana mound (Boucharlat, 1990b; 

1993: 45). Industrial areas with pottery kilns have been located in the eastern Royal Cityand in 
the Ville des Artisans, while shaft graves dug into the Achaemenid retaining wall are known 
from the eastern and southern slopes of the Royal Cityand western slope of the Ville des 
Artisans (Boucharlat, 1993: 44). Over thirty Greek lapidary inscriptions have been recovered at 
Susa, perhaps nine of which date to the period of the Diadochoi and the Seleucids, the rest 
belonging to the Parthian period. These provide an important window on the political, social 
and juridical status of the Greek settlement there. Where a particular Greek title, office or 
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institution is only referred to in an inscription of Parthian date it is probably safe to assume 
that this represents the perpetuation of a feature in the late period which already existed in the 
Seleucid period. One text from the late third century B.C refers to a soldiers’ association, and 
this strongly suggests that Susa was settled as a typical Seleucid military colony by soldiers 
who were either organized into an association while still on active duty, or who formed an 
organization soon after they were settled at the site (Cohen, 1978: 76).  

A dedication from AD 1/2 by the guardians (phrouroi) of the citadel (akra) honors the 
Parthian administrator who had made improvements to the irrigation system which greatly 
enhanced the fertility of the guardians’ land allotments (kleroi). Cohen has suggested that 
‘most likely these guardians of the citadel were descended from the original colonists or 
garrison soldiers who were settled in the akra’ (Cohen, 1978: 23). Land grants (kleroi) were 
typically given to new settlers, military or civilian, but here it seems clear that the guardians 
had a military status. These indications, however sparse, strongly suggest that Susa was 
originally settled with retired soldiers who were given land around the city, if not in the 
lifetime of Alexander then early in the Seleucid period. 

 

 

Map 2-57. Distribution of Seleicide, Phartian and Sassanid remains at Susa (Boucharlat, 1985) 
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Map 2-58. Estimated area of Parthian period at Susa with 200 hectare  

 

On the other hand, the city may well have evolved from a military colony to a city-state 
(polis) by the end of the third or beginning of the second century BC. In describing the 
process whereby Bethesda was elevated from a village to a polis by Philip the Tetrarch (died 
AD 34), Josephus says that he introduced new settlers, rebuilt the town’s fortifications, and 
changed its name (Jewish Antiquities 18.28). As Cohen notes, ‘the adoption of a dynastic 
name was a right associated with the transformation of a colony into a polis’ (Cohen 1978: 84), 

and based on this criterion we are probably safe in assuming that Susa, when it was renamed 
Seleucia by the Eulaios, was also elevated in status from military colony to polis. The fact 
that we have no literary references to the new name until the reign of Antiochus III (Tarn, 1938: 

27; Tarn and Vickers, 1996: 1458; Boucharlat, 1985a: 75) is perhaps fortuitous, for the name suggests 
strongly that the change occurred under Seleucus I (321–280 BC) or his son Antiochus I 
(280–261 BC), who may have named it after his father (Tscherikower, 1927: 168, 175). It was 
perhaps in association with the new status of the city that a gymnasium and stadium were 
founded at the site, archaeologically  

unattested but implied by a text from the early first century BC (Table 10.1.3) honoring one 
Nicolaos, victor in the sacred games held at Susa (Cohen, 1978: 36), which mentions the 
gymnasiarch and stadium (Oppenheimer, 1983: 427). Similarly, a letter sent to the people of Susa 
in AD 21 by the Parthian king Artabanus III (Cumont, 1932a; Bengtson, 1964/II: 297 with earlier bibl.)
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Shows that the city still had many of the governmental accoutrements of a Greek polis, 
including the election of officials by the citizen body and a boule which proposed candidates 
and held a dokimasia (examination of candidates by outgoing officials).  

 

 

Photo 2-67. The stele of Khwasak from Susa (Ghirshman, 1950) 
 
 

The Susa inscriptions are also an important source of information on religion in the Seleucid 
period. Four texts mention Nanaya, while a fifth, to ‘the goddess’, probably applies to her as 
well. Rostovtzeff emphasized the role of ‘the famous temple of Nanaya, a large and 
handsome building, which certainly was not neglected either by the kings or by their local 
representatives. Among the stones of the temple, which were used later by the Sasanians for 
the construction of their palace, were found scores of Greek inscriptions of the Seleucid and 
Parthian periods, among them several manumissions, which shows that at this time the 
temple was the chief centre of the city, the place where important documents were published, 
statues erected, and so on’ (Rostovtzeff, 1941/I: 428, 436–7). Ma, the warlike Cappadocian 
goddess who was thought to confer victory on her followers, is named in a dedication cut into 
a circular limestone statue base found on the Apadana at Susa on behalf of one Apollodoros, 
son of Krateros. Cumont believed that this was the same individual whom Polybius (V.54.12) 
says Antiochus III installed as strategos of Susiana around 222 BC, but the text in question 
refers to one Apollophanos, not Apollodoros. 
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Map 2-59. Layer VI Royal City (Ghirshman, 1965) 
 

 

 

Map 2-60. Layer V Royal City (Ghirshman, 1965) 
 
 

The worship of Nanaya at Susa has never been properly explained. Although von Gall 
considers a text from Parthian Nisa in Turkmenistan dating to 190 BC to be the earliest 
evidence for the worship of Nanaya (von Gall, 1986b: 410), the goddess is in fact attested in 
Mesopotamia as early as the reign of Shulgi during the Ur III period (Westenholz, 1997: 82). 
Nevertheless the inscribed bricks from Susa which originally belonged to temples built or re-
built by Elamite kings give no indication that Nanaya was worshipped there prior to the 
Seleucid era. 

On the other hand, Assurbanipal says that he repatriated a statue of Nanaya to the Eanna 
temple at Uruk which had been taken to Susa 1635 years earlier and in the reign of 
Sennacherib an apparently different statue of Nanaya was taken by Elamite forces and 
subsequently restored to Assyria (Westenholz, 1997: 74). These incidents, if true, provide a 
concrete context for the introduction of the worship of Nanaya to Susa long before the 
Seleucid period.  

 



                                                                          fâát  

167 
 

Description of the Property 

 

And what of the much older shrines to Inshushinak and other native deities at Susa? Did they 
survive the Achaemenid and Macedonian conquest? It is of course difficult to say in the 
absence of any epigraphic evidence, but one unexpected insight is offered by a recension of 
the Akkadian ritual text describing bread-making at the Anu temple in Uruk which was 
discussed in Chapter 8. As noted above, the colophon of this text tells us that a priest from 
Uruk ‘looked at these tablets in the land of Elam, copied them in the reign of the kings 
Seleucus and Antiochus, and brought (his copies) back to the city of Uruk’ (Pritchard 1969: 
345). Furthermore, the colophon adds that the text was one of a number of ‘tablets which 
Nabopolassar, king of the Sealand, carried off as plunder from the city of Uruk’. The text 
says the tablets were copied in the land of Elam and it is unlikely that their place of storage 
can have been other than a temple at Susa. While saying nothing directly about religious 
practice at Susa in the Seleucid period, the circumstances of the tablet’s provenience suggest 
the possibility that temples in which cuneiform was still used existed side by side with newer 
shrines, like the one to Nanaya. This is an intriguing insight into the life of the city long after 
it had come under Achaemenid and finally Greek influence (Potts,1999). 

 

2.b.13. Sassanid Period 
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-Pottery 
- Coins 
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 - Handles 

de Mecquenem 
Ghirshman 
E. Carter 

R. Boucharlat 

 

The satrap of Susa had been loyal to the Parthian king Artabanus V, and the city was forcibly 
conquered by Ardashir in 224 after his victory over King Shāpur of Isfahan; but it appears to 
have been rebuilt immediately. The great king made Susa, like other cities on the Persian 
Gulf, into an economic trading center with Mesopotamia, Mesene and Fārs, especially 
dealing with gold (Susa had a mint). The Shavor canal linked Susa and Ahwaz. Gondēshapur 
and Susa were at times residences of the Sasanian kings besides Ctesiphon. 

In the inscription of Shāpur I (241-272) on the Kaba-ye Zardosht, the first three provinces on 
the list of countries including Pars, Parthia, Khuzestan (together with Assyria), are named as  
Aryan lands “which our father, our grandparents and ancestors took possession of.” Thus 
Susa belonged to the heartland of the Sasanian Empire.  
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Map 2-61. Estimated area of Sassanid period at Susa with 200 hectares 

 

Shāpur points out in the inscription that he founded Hormozd-Ardashir, today’s Ahwaz 
clearly an old city, which at the time of its conquest in 224 had been destroyed like Susa and 
again rebuilt, and given a new name. In Gondēshāpur-Bet Lapat the king had appointed the 
satrap Frik. In the early Islamic, and perhaps even in the Sasanian period, the three cities 
were administrative centers of three districts (Korrā) bearing the same names and the district 
of Susa was called Susianē in the Greek sources. In Khuzestan, which consisted of seven 
districts, Shapur I settled Roman prisoners of war after his victory over Valerian in 260 CE, 
among them were many Christians along with Bishop Demetrius/Demetrianus of Antioch. 

They had their own settlements and a bishop in each of the three above-mentioned cities. 
Two bishops fighting against one another were ruling side by side when, shortly before 300 
CE, Pāpā bar Aggai became patriarch of the Christians in Seleucia-Ctesiphon in spite of the 
resistance of Mīlēs of Susa and his archdeacon Simon bar Sabbā’ē. Simon became Pāpā’s 
successor. The Marcionite sect as well (Kardir distinguished between Naoraeans and 
Christians) and Manichaeans also had their followers, for Mani addressed letters to the 
community of Susiana. After Constantine had accepted Christianity as the state religion of the 
Roman Empire in 312, Christians began to be persecuted in the Persian Empire under Shāpur 
II (310-379) from 339 onwards.  

During a rebellion of Christians in Susa, the king used 300 elephants to destroy the city. It 
was probably after his victory over the Romans in Amida in 359 that he had the city rebuilt 
and had prisoners of war settled as weavers in Susa, producing silk brocades, according to an 
account in Masudi’s Morūj al-dahab. A weaver named Possy had a workshop near the palace 
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of Šāpur in Susa, and later, according to the Acts of the Martyrs, in Kerkā də Lēdān 
(Shepherd, Camb. Hist. Iran, III, p. 1108). He produced brocades in silk and gold. Susa was 
re-named Ērān-Xwarre-Šābuhr (nowadays Ayvān-e Karkha). Under Yazdegerd I (399-420) 
the situation of the Christians improved, and the patriarch Ishaq was able to convene a synod 
in Ctesiphon in 410, mentioning the diocese of Susa. The synod of Ctesiphon set up the 
Eastern Church in 484 and chose Nestorianism to stress its independence from Rome as 
against Peroz I (457-484). 

 

 

Figure 2-21. Sassanid fresque of Royal City (Ghirshman,1950)  

 

At the end of the Sasanian period, Kavād I (488-531) built the district of Eran-asankard-
Kāvad, which was often wrongly equated with Susa, but in the early Islamic period (and 
already in the list of Moses of Khorene) was part of Mesopotamia and was situated along the 
Diyala and Tigris. The Pahlavi text Šahrestānihā-ī Ērān also separates the cities ‘whrmzd-
ltšyl’n/Ahvāz, Šwš/Susa, Šwstl/Šustar, wndywg Šhpwhl /Gondēšāpur and ‘yl’n-GD-krt 
Šhpwhl/(district?) Susa from (N° 53) ‘yl’n-’s’n-krt-kw’t /Diyala valley. The heresiarch 
Mazdak came from Susiana and at first regarded Kavād as a patron. The fierce arguments 
with the Mazdakites also had their effect on other minorities, so that the Jewish school in 
Susa was closed under Ohrmazd IV in 580. After the battle of Nehāvand in 642, the Arabs 
advanced, and the Persian generals fled via Fārs to Susa, where they surrendered to the Arab 
general Abu Musa and adopted Islam. 

The gigantic metropolis of the Ancient Elamite Empire (4000-600 B.C.E.) extended over 1 
square kilometer and had been completely redesigned under the Achaemenids into a 
residential city with palaces and a surrounding wall. Its four mounds, Acropoleis, Apadāna, 
Ville Royale, and Ville des Artisans towered up to about 20 meters. During the Selucid and 
Parthian period, the entire area was twice rebuilt, and once more during the Sasanian period, 
after which it remained without further interference up to the early Islamic period.  
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In the excavation report of 1905, G. Jéquier merely mentions a hoard consisting of 700 coins 
of Khosrow II. Later on, some of the pieces from these excavations were published by 
Dorothy Shepherd and Prudence Harper (Sehpherd, Camb. Hist. Iran III, ceramics with green  
lead glaze pl. 109a, p. 1107, glass vessels manufactured in Susa, pl. 108b, pp. 1104-5, a small 
bowl in gold and rock crystal, with its hollows incrusted, and a jade bowl p. 1098 (also in 

Ghirshman, 1962, p. 222). A stucco relief was taken to Berlin. These finds lead one to assume 
that during the Sasanian period there were villas of rich merchants above the ruins of the 
Elamite temples. 

 

 

Photo 2-68. Stucco Christian plaque excavated by de Morgan at Susa  
(Louvre Museum, Potts, 1999: 429) 

 

On the Apadana, William Kennet Loftus worked on the Darius palace in the first and second 
excavations (1850-54), and found the ostracon mentioned below, which is now in the British 
Museum. Parts of the Darius palace were covered over with Sassanid buildings, which were 
investigated by Jean Perrot in his archeological excavations 60-70, 1968-78. At the Xerxes 
gate, ruins of residential buildings were found, and in one of them was a jug with 1171 
Sassanid coins of King Khosrow I (1 piece), Hormizd IV (2 pieces) and Khosrow II (1168 
pieces). The jug and some of the coins bore Pahlavi inscriptions in ink. 

In the Ville Royale, excavations of a large surface were made. In the excavations 16-38, 
1911-1939, R. de Mecquenem excavated the southern top of the mound, the donjon, and 
reported (de Mecquenem, 1943: 70) on a “palais sasanide.” The plan is rather unclear but shows 
that it was a villa, like the one in the ancient ruins of Kish in Iraq. The surface excavation 
“chantier A” of Ghirshman’s excavation 39-59, 1946-67 uncovered 15 levels of settlements, 
of which the lowest was erected around 1800 B.C.E. on grown ground. Among the uppermost 
levels (I-II of the early Middle Ages) were levels III and IV of the Sasanian period. About 
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these excavations, I have only short preliminary reports, nor could I find plans of the 
excavated buildings. Level IV had been built in the early Sasanian period, shortly after the 
burning down of the Parthian city (level V) by Ardašir I. The excavated area was densely 
built with houses on both sides of several streets, and in the center was a large building of 
clay bricks with a square hall measuring 14 m a side, surrounded by 3 corridors. Two rows of 
3 columns each on Achaemenian bases (spoils from the Darius palace) divided the room into 
3 aisles, to which there led 3 doors on the façade, the central one being broader. The floor of 
the hall was paved in brick. The fallen walls of the columned hall bore remains of frescoes: 
one of them with a red ground featured the moon, stars, and clouds in a Chinese style, another 
with a blue ground showed a hunt with riders in twice their natural size. The rider in front 
wore a long bright-red garment with lozenge-shaped patterns, and on his belt his sword 
pommel was visible, while he bent his arm for archery. In front of the second one, of which 
only the head and forelegs of the chestnut horse were preserved, thronged the group of 
tracked animals, gazelles, two boars, a buffalo, above a fallen animal and below several killed 
ones. Some flowers and a circle with rays for the sun suggested the landscape. The pictures 
were painted on a roughcast of straw and clay and were so badly broken that they could not 
be preserved, so that only one copy remained (Ghirshman, 1962, fig. 224, p. 183). The building 
stood near a large forecourt with a brick pavement and had in front of its façade a peristyle 
with Achaemenid column bases. Ghirshman considered the building as a mithraeum and 
compared the fresco with the hunting Mithras in Dura Europos, but the absence of a bull 
killing representation (tauroboly) makes his theory uncertain. 

The houses contained a lot of ceramics, unglazed or with blue glaze, as well as objects in 
bronze and iron, coins and a buried battle horse with bridle, snaffle, weapons and lances. The 
traces of destruction, the broken-in walls and the many graves of killed people including 
children in the houses, courtyards and streets, buried in jugs with signs of crosses, are 
interpreted by Ghirshman as the result of the city’s destruction at the time of the persecution 
of Christians by Šāpur II, who had used 300 elephants. The coins found in the layer ended 
with Šāpur II and confirmed this. 

Level III, which lay above it, was poorly built of pressed clay, and only few clay bricks were 
used for the houses. The non-decorated ceramic and poor barbotine ware also showed a lack 
of wealth. In one house, there was a clay bulla with 5 seal imprints. A life-size lion’s head in 
stucco was apparently guarding a door. In an intermediate layer there were several 4th - 6th 
century clay brick houses, in which blue-glazed jugs and a small “archive” with a dozen clay 
bullae belonged to a higher-class population. In the upper rubble of the houses which had not 
been destroyed by the Arab conquest, there were some early Islamic ceramics. 

On the Ville des Artisans, there was a great necropolis during the Parthian period, which was 
abandoned in the Sasanian period, perhaps for religious reasons, since Christians and 
Zoroastrians sought new cemeteries. The Islamic level with its great mosque represented a 
new beginning.
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In Susa no major Sasanian inscriptions were found. Brief Pahlavi writings in ink were 
inscribed on the coins of a treasure trove. The above-mentioned ostracon from Susa (O.191 
Brit. Mus.) has been described in CII by Jean de Menasce, Ostraca and Papyri, 1957 pl. IX 
and: Dieter Weber, text volume 1992, p. 1, 197, as “hardly legible.” Further brief Pahlavi 
inscriptions are to be found on clay bulls and seals from Susa. The bull found by Ghirshman 
in level III has the imprint of a written seal, which only in its central field bears the 
abbreviation for the district ‘yl’n without the more detailed line on the margin. Other imprints 
of seals (Göbl, Tacht-e Suleiman) have the marginal line ‘yl’n-’s’nkl-kw’ty (thus Ghirshman 
and Göbl), but the abbreviation can also be completed as Ērān-Xwarreh-Šabuhr. Herzfeld has 
published a seal of Farrok-Šabur, Mobad of Ērān warreh-Šapur (Christensen, 1944: 118) The 
abbreviation appears to be the short form for the mint of Susa. 

 

2.b.14. Islamic Period 
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The Islamic occupation at Susa lasted, in archaeological terms, about 600 years, from the 
Arab conquest in 638 until the 13th century. Though there was probably a vestigial occupation 
on the site thereafter, Susa has been principally a collection of magnificent ruins for the 
succeeding 600-700 years. This Islamic phase in the history of Susa, whether as a town or as 
ruins, lasted well over a millennium, only the most recent of many millennia which Susa has 
witnessed (Witcomb, 1986).  

The Islamic materials from Susa are known and indeed have been defined primarily in terms 
of the evidence from Samarra. What began as a much needed chronological referent has in a 
pervasive way persistently colored chronological and cultural assessment in far ranging sites. 
Periodization has been organized around the type site of Samarra, the Abbasid capital 
officially occupied from 836 to 883. This is taken as the archetype of Abbasid culture; like “ 
type-sites” in prehistoric periods, this role has an initial heuristic value for organization of 
Islamic data. The immediate and long-term effect of the Samarra publication was the 
compression of dating at Susa into the 9th century, conveniently in the middle of the assumed 
chronological range 650-1000. This effect may be seen in the periodization of the Apadana 
East excavations. The chronological value of Samarra was questioned many years ago and 
refinements in understanding the special character of this site are the most important problem 
in Islamic archaeology.
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Such a reassessment has been attempted in conjunction with the Siraf materials. Numismatic 
evidence from the excavations has not been used to full effect, in spite of the research models 
provided by Miles for Rayy and the Persepolis Region. The history of early Islamic Susa as a 
mint location has yet to be examined, some types have been described, such as ”the many fais 
with pentagram, ca 700, minted in Susa” and “the standing caliph” type which have been 
excavated in the Ville des Artisans. A series of Umayyad dirhams ranging 698 to 715 AD 
were minted at Susa as well as Abbasid coins of 751 and 779.  

Reports on hoards begin with that of Loftus, a hoard of 170 coins in a glazed jar from the 
south edge of the Apadana, ranging from 698-726 in which the Susa mint of 708 is 
represented. Miles submitted a detailed study of a hoard (1960) datable to the latest coin of 
879.  

 

 

Map 2-62. Estimated area of Islamic period at Susa (Kervran, 1984)  
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Photo 2-69. Islamic Mosque at Craftsmen City (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 
 

 

The stratigraphic excavations at Susa have produced several attempts at periodization, 
summarized by Kervran. There would appear to be a need to conceptualize these disparate 
levels into cultural phases to facilitate discussion.  

 

 

Photo 2-70. Ceramic plate of Susa (9th century) (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 
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Photo 2-71. Remains of Suger Workshop on the Shavur palce ruines (12th-13th A.D) 
 (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 

 

These begin with the post-Sasanian with an arbitrary date of 650, though one will not expect 
a sudden change in the material culture of Susa; rather period I (which is roughly equivalent 
to the Umayyad period) is a period of transition, still very poorly defined.  

A distinctively Islamic cultural Inventory may be found from 800 (allowing for a cultural lag 
after the Umayyad fall, in 750). Period II encompasses the 9th century, the period of the 
classic Abbasid occupation at Samarra. This is followed by a post-Samarran, or more 
precisely a late Samarran culture, of the 10th century, period III. These first three Islamic 
periods might be considered an early Islamic period and the periods following 1000 AD as a 
beginning of the middle Islamic period (or late Islamic at Susa). Thus period IV (11th 
century), period V (12th century) and period VI (13th century) represent divisions of Seljuq 
hegemony in the late Abbasid caliphate; as with the earlier periods, divisions into single 
centuries are at present heuristic and will be modified with refinements and additions to this 
currently very meager archaeological evidence. This dearth of comparative data is not 
confined to Susa but is typical of the state of Islamic archaeology.  
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2.b.14.1. The late Abbasid (periods IV, V, VI) 

The sugar factory offers a point of departure for this fascinating period. The Sucrerie (17) has 
been dated to the late 12th century on the basis of a Zangid coin (1170-97), a figurine, later 
sgraffiato, and trichrome (white, violet, turquoise) ceramics; this would be suggested periods 

 V, VI (1100-1250). It thus “happily completes” the Islamic sequence at Susa and should be 
useful in checking the Apadana sequence.   

The stratigraphy is characterized by initial pits over the ancient walls, then three stages of 
industrial buildings, and finally more pits after abandonment. Distribution of the ceramics 
seems to indicate distinct functional areas and strong implication that other parts of the 
settlement lie outside of the excavated area. Specific stratigraphic evidence is not completely 
presented, which is unfortunate since some of the same ceramics are attested in the Apadana 
(level 0) and Royal City (with widely varying dates). These parallels suggest an earlier 
component at the Sucrerie, perhaps corresponding to suggested period IV. 

 

  

Photo 2-72. Bathroom (8th-9th Century)(Left); Khangah (Sophie place or school) 
 (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001)(Right)  

 

The visit of Benjamin of Tudela in 1160-1170 is an often quoted source for Susa in the late 
Abbasid period and it is ironic that he is one of the only travelers and geographers who does 
not mention the production of sugar. The division of the town into a rich commercial section 
and poorer older section, the parts connected by a bridge, to be probably the Ville des 
Artisans and the Ville Royale, the latter poor and abandoned and, being higher, had “even no 
gardens nor orchards... “. 
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2.b.14.2. The Abbasid (periods II, III) 

This period was held and continues to hold the focus of interest for studies of Islamic remains 
at Susa. Much of this interest stems from appreciation of the development of ceramics as an 
artistic medium, often at the expense of other media, such as stucco. This interest combined 
with the difficult stratigraphy in the Royal Cityand the Apadana has limited the chronological 
utilizations of Abbasid ceramics. 

The most recent excavations on the Apadana have presented archaeological contexts for these 
fine ceramics. For example, the large houses in the East sector appear to be Abbasid (II) with 
transitional (I) and Sasanian levels below the floors. The ceramics abundantly presented in 
this report are almost entirely assigned to level I (narrowly defined as the Caliphal Samarran 
period); it is therefore surprising to find a sequence of loci, mainly pits or wells used in the 
seriation chart.  

A second area of the Apadana revealed a bath below 3 m of Islamic debris where the 
sequence of periods II and III may be determined. This bath compares closely with one found 
at Siraf. In contrast to the scrappy architectural fragments on the Apadana, the houses of Siraf 
are well preserved and published. Nevertheless the ceramic evidence from this port has its 
problems (not the least of which is the paucity of publication; some 17 photos, mainly 
Chinese ceramics, have appeared to date). It would be unfortunate if the refinement of 
Abbasid ceramics be defaulted to Siraf instead of the potentially more reliable sequence from 
Susa. 

Two other Iranian sites which may illuminate Abbasid ceramics, Rayy and Istakhr, remain 
unpublished. The site of Qasr-i Abu Nasr contains two relevant periods, both placed where 
the stratigraphic evidence from Susa is the weakest. The earlier corresponds to Period I and 
the late Sasanian, and the later is apparently datable to the Buyid, period III. The context at 
Qasr-i Abu Nasr is unusual and very limited and again it would be more natural to look to 
Susa for evidence distinguish in II from III, that is the 9th to 10th century.  

Literary information on Abbasid Susa may be found in the independent, though often caustic, 
observations of Muqqadasi who visited the town of the late 10th century. Muqqadasi begins 
with the usual travelogue of complimentary descriptions, then lapses into a moral critique, 
and finally historical specifics which are archaeologically intriguing and capable of 
investigation. Both the ruins of a great fort and the curious tomb of Daniel are standard 
elements in description of Susa by other geographers and historians. The central problem in 
Muqqadasi's observations is the meaning of medinah “a city” and for Muqqadasi, a very 
strictly defined entity and the suburb. For these elements one must turn to the earlier Islamic 
evidence. 
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2.b.14.3. Transitional Islamic (period I) 

The rather neglected lower east mound of Susa, the Ville des Artisans, is the obvious focus 
for this most difficult period. This is an assessment well recognized by Kervran, Whitcomb 
came to the same conclusions for different but complementary reasons. The grand Mosque 
was the principal discovery which Ghirshman suggests was built before 700 and used into the 
13th century. Kervran who studied this mosque was able to show an earlier mosque of 
smaller dimensions which appeared to be the one excavated by Ghirshman but not recognized 
as such. The same sort of expansion is evidenced at Siraf (the addition of a second colonnade 
around the court and deepening of the sanctuary) and is datable to ca 825-850. 
The plan of later expansion of the mosques at Susa and Siraf is also similar to the mosque at 
Istakhr. The date of the Istakhr mosque has been argued to have been about 660 AD, during 
the rule of Ziyad ibn Abihi. The importance of this mosque lies in the interpretation of 
Muqqadasi's description of Istakhr's city plan: “The Friday mosque stands in the bazaar.  
The bazaar surrounds the mosque on three sides. In the middle of the city is a valley-like 
depression. It is built according to the style of Syrian mosques with round columns, each of 
which has a cow at the top. They say that it was a fire temple in former times”. 
In spite of the use of Achaemenian columns, there is no evidence of a Sasanian occupation 
below the mosque. Study of air photographs taken by Schmidt reveals the organization of the 
early Islamic city; buildings were arranged into blocks and enclosed in a square, 400 × 400 
m, an area of 100 jarib. The southwest quadrant contained the mosque, the bazaar on three 
sides, and possibly a palace (obscured by a modern building). One may hypothesize that such 
an arrangement was characteristic of the first Islamic foundations and reflects a specific 
conception of urban organization. At Istakhr and other Iranian cities these Islamic 
foundations, the amsar, are usually placed next to the older Sasanian cities. 
An examination of air photos and Ghirshman's plan of the Ville des Artisans reveals 
mounding in the form of a square 100 m on a side (cf. Kervran infra : 93, fig. 2). This square has 
the orientation of the Grand Mosque within it. Presumably the bazaar surrounded the mosque; 
the location of Building B, excavated by Kervran, suggests a khan but the excavator identifies 
this building as a khanaqah which seems more likely based on Muqqadasi's description. A 
possible extension of the same size intersects with the road from the bridge and may be 
Muqqadasi's “suburbs”. Needless to say, Susa is an excellent site for testing the hypothesis 
that the amsar have a standard form and composition. Consequently, our understanding of the 
urban history of Susa is a case in point 1: early Islamic occupation (periods I, II, III) occurs in 
both the Royal Cityand the Ville des Artisans, though the former is abandoned in the last 
period. Subsequent Islamic occupation continues in the Ville des Artisans (period IV and 
possibly V) and an expansion on the west side of the river (the Sucrerie) is found in period V 
and possibly IV. In addition to shifting patterns of urban occupation and implications for 
population size, information on the economy of Susa is available from excavations or 
documentation, particularly agricultural production of sugar, rice and citron and industries 
such as textiles and ceramics. Aspects of economic activity may be seen in the growth of the 
Khanaqahs and the pilgrimage to the tomb of Daniel. 
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Chapter 3 . Justification for Inscription 
 

Summary of qualities 

Susa (Persian: شـوش Shush; Greek: Σοũσα; Biblical Hebrew ׁשּוָׁשן Shushān) was the capital 

city of the Elamite and Achaemenid empires in ancient Iran. The city is located in the lower 
Zagros Mountains on the Susiana Plain. Today, the ancient city of Susa is an archaeological 
area of around 350ha. It is constituted of a series of mounds (Tappeh) in the alluvial Susiana 
plain, which has been rich in agriculture from ancient times. The site has been subject to 
archaeological surveys and excavations ever since the first half of the 19th century. In 1851, it 
was identified as Susa by William Loftus. From 1884 it was subject to archaeological 
campaigns by French teams, directed first by Marcel and Jane Dieulafoy, followed by 
Jacques de Morgan, Roland de Mecquenem, Roman Ghirshman, and Jean Perrot to 1979. The 
finds of these excavations have been mainly deposited in various museums, particularly on 
Tehran, and in the Louvre in Paris.  

In Persian mythology, Susa was the first city in the world, founded by King Hushang, who 
developed agriculture and introduced iron work. In Greek mythology, the founding of Susa is 
attributed to king Memnon of Ethiopia, a character of Homer’s Iliad. The origin of the name 
Susa is from the city -God Inshushinak, one of the major gods of the Elamites. The city is 
called Susiana in the Ketuvim of the Hebrew Bible; it is discussed particularly in the book of 
Esther, the queen who saved the Jews from genocide. From the Antiquity the area has been 
the crossroads of long-distance trade routes and of links between peoples in the Iranian high-
plateau and Mesopotamian lowlands. Archaeologists have traced a Neolithic village on this 
site dating to c. 7000 years ago, and there is evidence of a painted-pottery civilization from c. 
4200 years ago. Susa became a proto-urban settlement in the late fifth millennium BCE, 
indeed the oldest known urban settlement in the region and in the world. It is frequently 
mentioned as a major reference in ancient written records, including Sumerian, Assyrian and 
Babylonian documents.  

The excavated site of Susa consists of four principal areas (called in Persian and French) on 
the east bank of the Shavur River: the higher Tappeh in south-west of the site is: Acropole, 
the northern Tappeh is Apadana, the third Tappeh located east of these is called Shahr-e 
Shahi (Royal City), and the area situated in the northern and eastern direction is named 
Shahr-e Sanátgaran (Craftmen City, Ville des Artisans). In addition, a structure excavated on 
the west bank of Shavur River is known as Palace of Ardeshir (Artaxerxes II) or Shavur 
(Chaour) Palace In the 19th century, the French mission constructed a castle as their residence 
on the Acropole, using ancient bricks from Chogha Zanbil site. The present-day modern town 
of Shush was built around of the ancient site. 
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Susa is considered one of the oldest known urban settlements in the Western Asia and in the 
world. The principal historic periods include:  

- Prehistoric Susa (5th-3rd millennia), including periods of Susa I, Susa II (Uruk), Susa III 
(Proto-Elamite);  

- Elamite period (2600-539 BCE), including periods of Susa IV (Awan/Old Elamite I), Susa 
V (Simashki/Old Elamite II), Susa VI (Sukkal mah/Old Elamite III), Susa VII (Middle 
Elamite I), Susa VIII (Middle  Elamite II), Susa IX (Late Elamite I), Susa X (Late Elamite 
II); 

- Achaemenid period (539-331 BCE); 
- Seleucid and Parthian period (331 BCE-224 CE); 
- Sassanid period (224-638 CE);  
- Islamic period (638 - 1218 CE).  

Susa was destroyed three times in its history: by Assurbanipal in 647 BCE, by the Muslims in 
638 CE, and by the Mongols in 1218 CE. After this, it was gradually abandoned.  

The principal qualities of Susa refer to its antiquity and long history as one of the earliest 
urban settlements in the world, and capital of two empires. Consequently, Susa has been 
creative protagonist in urban planning, as well as in arts and architecture. Being at the 
crossroads of important ancient civilizations in the heart of the Western Asian region for 
more than five millennia, it has also been a central point of fertile exchange of influences and 
generation of values.  

 

3.a. Criteria under which inscription is proposed (and justification for inscription 
under these criteria) 

The property is nominated under four criteria (i), (ii), (iii) & (iv).  

 

Criterion (i): Represent a masterpiece of human creative genius; 

Susa represents a masterpiece of creative planning and design. In its long history, and as one 
of the earliest urbanised settlements it contributed to the development of urban planning. The 
royal ensemble of the palace of Darius and Apadana with tall hypostyle hall and porticos, 
lofty stone columns and gigantic capitals and column basis, the orthostatic and ceramic wall 
decorations, together represent an innovative contribution to the creation of a new expression, 
characteristic of the Achaemenid Empire. Furthermore, Susa complemented and extended the 
technologies of metalwork, glyptic, ceramics, the lost wax technique, soldering and 
enameling, demonstrating the existence of a network diverse interchanges on a large scale. 
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Photo 3-1. Aerial photo of Susa: Schmitt,1935 (The oriental institute of Chicago archive) 
 

 

Photo 3-2. . De Morgan`s Temion, 1970 (Susa Base Archive)
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Criterion (ii): Exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of time or 
within a cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or technology, 
monumental arts, town-planning or landscape design; 

The proto-urban and urban site of Susa bears testimony, from the late 5th millennium BCE to 
the first millennium CE, to important interchange of influences and values, resulting from 
ancient trade connections and cultural exchanges between different civilizations. Susa has 
been identified as the focal point of interaction and intersection between the nomadic and 
sedentary cultures. It played a key role in creating and expanding technological knowledge, 
and artistic, architectural and town planning concepts in the region as a whole, particularly in 
the Iranian high plateau.  

 

Criterion (iii): To bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or 
to a civilization that is living or which has disappeared; 

The remains of the ancient city of Susa bear exceptional testimony to successive ancient 
civilizations during approximately six millennia as well as having been the Capital City of the 
Elamite and Achaemenid and Parthian Empires. It contains 27 layers of superimposed urban 
settlements in a continuous succession from the late 5th millennium BCE until the 13th 
century CE. Susa has been cited as an important reference and a centre of civilization in 
ancient Sumerian and Assyrian (Assurbanipal) sources, the Hebrew Bible (Book of Esther), 
as well as by Greek historians (Herodotus, Strabo, Arian and Polyclitus).  

 

Criterion (iv): Be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or 
technological ensemble or landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human 
history; 

Susa is an outstanding and rare example of a type of urban settlement representing the 
beginnings of urban development in the Proto-Elamite and Elamite periods, from the late fifth 
millennium BCE. Furthermore, from the sixth century BCE, as the administrative capital city 
of the Achaemenid Empire, Susa contributed to the creation of a new prototype of ceremonial 
architecture, which became a characteristic feature of the Iranian Plateau and its neighbouring 
lands.  
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3. a.1. Statement of Integrity 
The excavated site of the ancient urban and architectural remains of Susa, representing 
around six millennia of history and 27 layers of urban settlements, are included within the 
boundaries of the property. Even though many of the finds are today exhibited in museums, 
Susa still includes all the essential elements to express its Outstanding Universal Value. The 
property contains the entire excavated site, extending to c. 350ha, representing the known 
part of the ancient city, which is also protected against any adverse development.  

Also as the site has been conserved under the supervision of the government since 1931, its 
authenticity and integrity is in an optimal condition. 

In the following, more points are mentioned concerning the integrity of the property.  

 

3. a.1.1.  Structural Integrity  

The core zone proposed for the property contains connected ancient sites and mounds 
registered since 1931 in the list of national properties of Iran as no. 51 also it is under the 
conservation of ICHHTO. Because at that time the core and buffer zones of Susa due to its 
outstanding values had already been delineated by expert groups including archaeologists, 
also because archaeological excavations and restorative researches have been conducted for a 
better expression as well as preservation of values, the site has still kept its integrity from a 
structural point of view.   

 

3. a.1.2.  Functional Integrity 

Although the ancient city of Susa has had a variety of functions at different scales in the 
region during the settlement of various civilizations, today after the passage of 6000 years, it 
is clear that the continuance of such function is no longer feasible. But generally, based on 
values of the contemporary times, it has kept its scientific and museum role as a reference for 
major ancient civilizations 

 

3. a.1.3.  Visual integrity 

Despite the 350 hectares area of the ancient city of Susa, no interventions have taken place 
within the core zone visually. Also in the buffer zone of the property, constructions 
overlooking the site have been standardized regarding their heights. Reorganization and 
improvement of streets facades near the property has been considered in the management 
plan and relevant design studies are fortunately underway.   
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3. a.2. Statement of Authenticity 

The property has been certified as the site of the ancient city of Susa, and its history has been 
verified in archaeological surveys and excavations during more than one and a half centuries. 
The material and form of the architectural remains are historically authentic, although many 
of the decorative elements are now deposited in museums for protection.  

Authenticity of Susa can be addressed concerning various aspects of form, building materials, 
setting, traditional methods and techniques as well as function and is mentioned as follows: 

 

3.a.2. Authenticity in form 

Given the fact that Susa is an important and ancient archaeological site, it is under 
conservation using scientific and archaeological methods and approaches. Therefore, 
preserving the authenticity form of architectural remains has always been prioritized. For this 
reason, the architectural design in various periods as well as urban planning in excavated 
parts has been stabilized and conserved at its original form. 

 

3.a.2.1. Authenticity in materials 

Susa site has been built from mud bricks, dried bricks and stone materials during different 
historical eras. In fact, keeping the historical value of various layers has a direct relation with 
preserving their building materials. Thus during restorations conducted, preserving original 
building materials has been given priority which still continues. 

 

3.a.2.2. Authenticity in techniques  

Easy access to local master workers and traditional techniques has led to the applying of 
restoration methods and techniques at the ancient site of Susa following historical methods 
and experiments.  

 

3.a.2.3. Authenticity in setting 

Present location and setting in the archeological site of Susa is the same as its historical 
setting. Based on archaeological evidence, the ancient site of Susa is exactly the Susa 
mentioned in the Old Testament. From its initial formation and in the course of subsequent 
ups and downs until its final decline, Susa has always remained at its present place and has 
never been relocated. 
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3.b. Protection and Management requirements 

This entire area is protected under national legislation and managed by Iranian Cultural 
Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization, responsible for guaranteeing that the 
authenticity and integrity of the site are not subject to adverse effects.   

 

3.c. Comparative analysis 

During the ancient periods, Susa had many cultural interactions in the regional and inter-
regional geography of the Ancient Near East and in this regard had been identified as the 
major center of cultural transactions in the ancient world. Archaeological studies show that 
Susa had prominences on the many respects rather than other ancient sites.  

Significance of the site lies with its long settlement continuum from prehistoric times to the 
historical age, Susa equaled the most important cities and sites of the ancient world. A 
number of major cities and sites of the ancient world have had temporary growth and 
development. They had eventually been deserted and occasionally resettle but the trend in 
Susa indicates that from its formation until its abandonment, it has been continuously 
outstanding and impressive. For further understanding of its significance and values, various 
aspects of Susa are compared to similar ancient sites.  

These sites are actually remains of towns, big villages and famous monumental buildings 
which were recognized as major cultural centers of their local region across the Ancient Near 
East. Some of them were even the capital of the most powerful states and empires of the 
ancient world.  

In this comparison, it has been tried to select examples of diagnostic sites from Iran as well as 
from its neighboring lands. They include: Shahr-i Sokhta in eastern Iran, Sialk in central Iran, 
Takht-e Soleyman in northwestern Iran, Tell-e Malyan, Persepolis and Pasargadae in 
southern Iran, Haft Tappeh and Chogha Zanbil in south western Iran as well as : Babylon, 
Uruk, Ur, Eridu, and Nippur in ancient Mesopotamia located west of Iran, Jericho and Ebla in 
ancient Levant region, Hattusa (Bogazkoy) in ancient Anatolia (north west of Iran), Mohejo-
daro in the Indus River valley (south east of Iran) and finally Merv in Central Asia (north east 
of Iran). 
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Map 3-1. Location of comparative items 

 
Shahr-i Sokhta 

Shahr-i Sokhta or the Burnt City1 is an archaeological site of a sizable Bronze Age urban 
settlement, associated with the Jiroft culture. It is located in Sistan and Baluchistan Province, 
in the southeastern part of Iran, on the bank of the Helmand River, near the Zahedan-Zabol 
road.  

 

 

Photo 3-3. General view of Shahr-i Sokhta (Shahr-i sokhta Base Archive)  
 

                                                      
1 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shahr-e_Sukhteh 



                                                                             

187 
 

Justification for Inscription  fâát 

 

Initially Shahr-i Sokhta was discovered by Aurel Stein in 1928 and was regularly excavated 
in 1967-78 by Istituto italiano per l'Africa e l'Oriente (IsIAO) under the supervision of 
Maurizio Tosi2. After the advent of Islamic revolution in Iran, several seasons of excavations 
were performed here by Seyyed Mansur Seyyed Sajjadi. Shahr-i Sokhta is one of the 
diagnostic sites of Iran in which investigation and excavations are still underway. But 
concerning the history of investigations and excavations, Susa is ahead of other ancient sites 
of the country. It shows that due to its significance as well as the curiosity for finding the 
mysterious city mentioned in holy books and ancient historical resources, Susa was studied 
earlier than its counterparts by archaeologists.  

Shahr-i Sokhta is a huge site measuring 151 hectares in the form of adjacent mounds. They 
constitute a accumulation of the remains of buildings, industrial fabrics and graveyards which 
are buried beneath a vast pile of earth. The settlement extent of the site is less than Susa but it 
has also been made of several parts including residential and industrial sections and the 
cemetery. Slightly larger than Susa cemetery, the graveyard of the complex measuring 25 
hectares contains 25-40 thousand ancient graves. 

 

Map 3-2. Topography of the core zone of Shahr-i sokhta (Left)(Shahr-i sokhta Base Archive) 
Map 3-3. Topography of the core zone of Susa, 2012 (Right)(Susa Base archive) 

 

 

Formation of Shahr-i Sokhta dates from 3200 BC which is a thousand years more recent than 
Susa. The city includes four residential phases lasting for a thousand years before being 
abandoned in the year 1800 BC. Therefore, duration of settlement at Shahr-i Sokhta was 
much less than Susa. It is still unclear what caused the sudden growth and then abrupt demise  

                                                      
2 Maurizio Tosi, Excavations at Shahr-i Sokhta. Preliminary Report on the Second Campaign, East and West, vol. 19/3-4, 
1969 
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of this ancient city but it is thought that its formation and termination depended on the water 
resources of its nearby river so after its course changed, the city was deserted. In comparison, 
due to its fertile soil and rich water resources, Susa had a continuity lasting for six thousand 
years. It was a city that grew gradually but dynamically and survived incessantly for several 
thousand years as a center or capital of great civilizations.  

Two following Pictures showing the periods of settlement in two sites: 27 diagnostic layers of 
Acropole in Susa and 4 layers of Shahr-i Sokhta. 

 
Figure 3-1. Section of Archaeological layers at Shahr-i Sokhta (Shahr-i Sokhta Base Archive)   

                                                                                             

 
 

Figure 3-2. Sections of Archaeological layers at Susa (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 
 

Like Susa, Shahr-i Sokhta was regarded as a commercial center. Two major centers of Susa 
in west of Iran and Shahr-i Sokhta in East of Iran dominated trade transactions across 
southern and south western Asia during early 4th millennium BC and 3rd millennium BC. 
Trade relations of Shahr-i Sokhta with Mohenjo-daro cultures on its east and cultural ties of 
Susa with great Mesopotamian cities like Uruk, Ur and Babylon on the west had turned both 
cities into centers of cultural relations among neighboring lands. But archaeological 
investigations and studies on relations with eastern communities within the Iranian Plateau 
and the Indus Valley civilizations attest the greater influence of Susa.  Susa was also superior  
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in other respects for example despite their simultaneous existence in some episodes of 
history, Susa was the birthplace of many arts, techniques and early industries such as metal 
works, administrative affairs, pottery, etc which makes it unique among its counterparts. Of 
course it should be pointed out that evidence has been found showing the exceptional 
progress of some advanced techniques in Shahr-i Sokhta for example in medicine (artificial 
eyes and human brain surgery), metallurgy and ceramics which are unrivaled. 

 

Photo 3-4. Susa Painted ceramics (left) (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) and Shahr-i Sokhta 
painted ceramics (right) (Shahr-I Sokhta Base Archive)  

                                                                                              

  
 

Photo 3-5. Remains of artificial eye (left) and painted Ceramic with early Animation Motifs at Shahr-i Sokhta 
(Shahr-i sokhta Base archive) 
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Studies about the relations between Susa and Shahr-i Sokhta show that Susa had complete 
political hegemony over Shahr-i Sokhta. As a matter of fact, some of the consumer goods of 
Susa were produced by residents of Shahr-i Sokhta and were distributed in Susa via Tappeh 
Yahya, Jiroft and Tell-e Malyan. 

 

Ancient 
Site Country 

Area 
Size 

Type of 
Site 

Settlement 
Duration 

Cultural 
periods Parts of  Site 

History of 
Researches 

Susa Iran 

350 ha 
Highest 
level: 
35m 

 

Mound 
(Tell-
site) 

6000 years 
 

Acropole: 27 
layers 

 
Ville Royal: 

15 layers 

Chalcolithic 
(late Susiana) 

Bronze(Elamite) 
Achaemenid 

Seleucid 
Parthia/Sassanid 

Islamic 

Acropole 
Apadana 

Shahr-e Shahi 
(Ville Royal) 

Shahr-e 
Sanatgaran 

(Ville Artisan) 
Shavur Palace 

(Kakh-e Ardashir) 

1851 
1885-1886 
1897-1938 
1946-1967 
1968-1978 

 

Shahr-i 
Sokhta 

Iran 
(Sistan) 

151 ha 
Mound 
(Tell-
site) 

4 
Occupational 

Phases 
Bronze 

Eastern 
Residential/ 

Central Quarter 
Monumental/ 

Graveyard 
Industrial Area 

1967-1978 
1997-2009 

 

 

Persepolis 

Persepolis was the ceremonial capital of the Achaemenid Empire (ca. 550–330 BC). 
Persepolis is situated 70 km northeast of the modern city of Shiraz in the Fars Province.  

 

 

Photo 3-6.Aerial photo of Persepolis (Parsa- Pasargadae Base Archive)
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Takht-e Jamshid or Persepolis was inscribed in the World Heritage List in 1979. The 
archaeological evidence show that the earliest remains of Persepolis date from around 515 
BC. Andre Godard who has excavated the site in the 1930s believes that Cyrus the Great was 
the first person to select the site but it was Darius who built huge terraces and palaces on it. 
The first building constructed by Darius on the platform was Apadana Palace.  In fact, 
formerly he had built Apadana of Susa on a larger scale serving as a prototype for Apadana 
of Persepolis.  

 
 

Photo 3-7.Apadana Palace at Persepolis (Parsa-Pasargadae Base Archive) 
 

 
 

Photo 3-8. Apadana Palace at Susa (Susa Base Archive)   
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Map 3-4. Plan of Persepolis (Curtis and Tallis, 2005) 
Map 3-5. Plan of Apadana mound in Susa (Perrot, 2011) 

 

 Later, other Achaemenid kings constructed buildings and palaces on the platform of 
Persepolis3 but whatever distinguishes Susa from Persepolis is the existence of 27 settlement 
periods with various architectures which rarely seen in similar sites. 
  

  
 

Map 3-6. Apadana plan  of Persepolis (Curtis and Tallis, 2005) 
Map 3-7. Apadana plan Susa (Perrot 2011) 

  

 
Among the first western travelers visiting Persepolis, mention can be made of Odoric of 
Pordenone in 1320 AD, Giosafat Barbaro in 1474 and Antonio de Gouveia in 1602.  
Although during the 19th and early 20th centuries, preliminary excavations and investigations 
were conducted at the site showing its importance for Iranian studies but the first scientific 
excavations were conducted by Ernest Herzfeld and Erich Schmidt as of 1930.  
 

                                                      
3 Curtis, J. and Tallis, N. (eds). (2005). Forgotten Empire: The World of Ancient Persia. University of California 

Press 
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Photo 3-9. Decorative Motives of Acheamenid soldiers in Persepolis (Left)(Parsa- Pasargadae Base Archive) 
and in Susa (Right)(Perrot, 2011) 

 

 
Construction of Persepolis was based on creating a majestic atmosphere which was a symbol 
of the great Achaemenid monarchy for holding national festivals. On the contrary, 
construction of Susa palaces and halls had an administrative function serving as the 
governance seat of the Achaemenid state. Actually, the site contains a platform measuring 
12.5 hectares as well as remains of Parse city measuring about 350 hectares embracing the 
platform with its scattered buildings.  But Susa has been formed in a much larger area with an 
integrated urban plan in various periods of time enjoying an organic interconnection which 
has made it diagnostic among ancient cities. Additionally, its serving as the capital under 
Elamite and Achaemenid dynasties continuously for more than 2500 years has turned Susa 
into an archaeological reference of major historical eras in Ancient Near East and this is 
regarded as one of the outstanding characteristics of Susa.  
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Photo 3-10. Terrace of Persepolis (Parsa-Pasargadae Base Archive)    
 

 
 

Photo 3-11. Terrace of Apadana Susa (Susa Base Archive) 
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Figure 3-3. Reconstruction model of Persepolis Terrace (Up)(Parse-Pasargadae Base archive) and Reconstruction 
model of Apadana Susa Terrace (Down)(Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001)   
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Pasargadae 

Pasargadae4  is the capital of Cyrus the Great (559-530 BC) and also his last resting place. It 
was a city in ancient Persia, and today is an archaeological site and one of Iran’s UNESCO 
World Heritage Sites. Its palaces, gardens and the mausoleum of Cyrus are outstanding 
examples of the first phase of royal Achaemenid art and architecture and exceptional 
testimonies of Persian civilization. Particularly noteworthy vestiges in the 160 ha site include: 
the Mausoleum of Cyrus II; Tell-e Takht, a fortified terrace; and a royal ensemble of 
gatehouse (Gate palace), audience hall, residential palace, and gardens. Pasargadae was the 
capital of the first great multicultural empire in Western Asia. Spanning the Eastern 
Mediterranean and Egypt to the Indus Valley, it is considered to be the first empire that 
respected the cultural diversity of its different peoples. 

 
 

Photo 3-12. Pasargadae (Parsa -Pasargadae Base Archive, 2003) 

                                                      
4 http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1106 
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Like Susa, Pasargadae has a diverse complex of buildings and palaces which not only reveal 
the political and cultural condition of the Achaemenid era but also play a key role in 
recognizing architectural and urban planning indicators of the era. But it should be pointed 
out that Pasargadae like Persepolis is only significant as the government seat of an ancient 
great empire whose settlement continuum depends on the existence of state institutions. In 
contrast to Susa which had been a huge city with a long history dating from several thousand 
years before the Achaemenid era, Pasargadae flourished only under Cyrus the great; thus 
after the  demise of the Achaemenid and Seleucid dynasties, it lost its splendor  reducing to 
scattered settlements at Tell-e Takht during Parthian, Sassanid and Islamic eras.  

In comparison, Susa survived as an important center even after the Achaemenid Dynasty. 
Although evidence from a prehistory site called Tell-e Nokhodi has been found within the 
area of Pasargadae but apparently, it did not have an organic relation with subsequent 
settlement phases which have a 4000 year interruption. Moreover no piece of evidence has 
been found from post-Bakun periods (the 5th millennium BC) which also included the 
Elamite era. Therefore, it can be concluded that compared to Susa, Pasargadae was a city 
lacking the population dynamism of Susa; for this reason no sign of adjacent large mounds 
were found at Pasargadae. In contrast they are seen in Susa showing various layers of urban 
planning and residential buildings. But generally, Pasargadae plain contains sites pertaining 
to the 4th and 3rd millennium BC and has more surviving palaces and buildings relative to 
Susa. As an example, a building such as the Cyrus mausoleum dating from 2500 years ago is 
one of the most intact Achaemenid monuments. Also compared with Susa, a larger number of 
palaces are still standing here. 

 

 
 

Photo 3-13. Aerial view of Pasargadae (Oriental institute of Chicago archive, Schmidt, 1935)  
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Photo 3-14. Aerial view of Susa (Oriental institute of Chicago archive, Schmidt, 1935)  

 
 
Like Susa, Pasargadae has a high platform built under Darius and used as a fortification. 
Dimensions of the platform were much less than the platform of Susa and with its 6000 
square meters area has only four layers belonging to the Achaemenid era and periods after it. 
The platform has been built on a natural mound and had been less formidable than the 
platform of Susa. But buildings on the platform of Susa had firm and deep foundations. In an 
inscription found at Susa, Darius has mentioned its craftsmanship. Apparently, Pasargadae 
served as an administrative capital like Susa and most of its ordinary citizens lived in its 
suburbs.  

 

  
 

Photo 3-15. Columned hall of Pasargadae (Changy, 2003) 
Photo 3-16. Columned hall of Apadana Palace (Susa Base Archive) 
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Map 3-8. Plan of Columned hall at Pasargadae (Left.) (Stronach, 1986) 
Plan of Columned hall at Susa (Right) (Perrot, 2011) 

 

 
The setting of Pasargadae buildings has been selected properly within the cultural landscape 
of the plain and has occupied an approximate 200 hectares of area. But the extent of Susa is 
much larger than Pasargadae measuring around 350 hectares. The settlement continuum and 
widespread urban constructions at Susa is richer and more various than the volume of 
settlement layers of Pasargadae. The thirty meters cultural layer found at Susa is matchless 
and unique because within the sequence of historical strata of Ville Royal of Susa, the urban 
planning and developing of different ancient periods has been identified.  

 

Photo 3-17. Remains of columns at Pasargadae (Left) (Parse-Pasargadae Base Archive) 
&Susa (Right) (Susa Base Archive) 
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Pasargadae like Susa is among the first ancient sites attracting the attention of travelers, 
historians and archaeologists. Since the 19th century AD, explorers have given various 
accounts on Susa. Initial archaeological excavations by Ernst Herzfeld date from 1928. Later 
they were pursued by Ali Sami in 1950 and David Stronach in early 1960s. Moreover, 
restorers like Giuseppe and Ann-Brit Tilia undertook restoration and reconstruction of the 
building complex. Therefore, regarding excavation and investigation activities, Susa 
surpasses Pasargadae. 
 

  
 

Photo 3-18. Platform of Pasargadae (Left)(Parse-Pasargadae Base archive); 
 Platform of Susa (Right)(Susa Base archive) 
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Tell-e Malyan 

Tell-e Malyan5 is an important archeological site in the Kur River basin in central Fārs, 
identified as ancient Anshan, the highland capital of Elam. Tell-e Malyan is located in the 
Beiza district about 50 km north-northwest of Shiraz. At nearly 200 ha, Tell-e Malyan is the 
largest pre-Achaemenid settlement in Fārs and one of the largest archeological sites in Iran. 
Remains of the site consist of a gently mounded area of about 130 ha extending to the west 
and the south, and a relatively flat area of about 70 ha with limited archeological remains, but 
dotted with a few smaller mounds to the east. These areas are encircled with remains of the 
ancient city wall. The highest point of the site, the area adjacent to Operation EDD to the 
west, is about 10 m above plain level. 
 

 

 
Photo 3-19. Aerial view of Tell-e Malyan (Up) (http://penn.museum/sites/malwebsite/index.html)  

and satellite photo of Susa (Down) (Google) 

 
                                                      

5 -Abdi, Kamyar, Malian, Encyclopedia Iranica, 2005, http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/malian 
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Despite the large scale and the cultural-historical richness of Tell-e Malyan, the site remained 
neglected by archaeological researchers. In 1961, preliminary soundings began on the mound 
leading to the vast excavation of the site in 1968 by William Sumner. Eventually, these 
excavations resulted in the identification of Anshan City, the capital of the Elam state which 
had been mentioned in inscriptions of Sargon, Godea and Cyrus the great. Until 1972, it was 
thought that the city is located in Bakhtiari or Khuzestan provinces but inscriptions found by 
Sumner played a key role in the history of Elam because when they were read by Rainer it 
was revealed that the ancient city is located in this site. 

 

  
 

Map 3-9.Plan of Tal-e Malyan (Left)(Abdi and Alden, 2003); Plan of Susa (Right)(Susa Base archive) 
 

Like Susa, Tell-e Malyan is a Tell-Site hiding the ruins and deposits of most of its buildings 
and materials. Both cities have been mentioned several times in written Elamite resources and 
their unearthing has led to the understanding of a major part of the history of the ancient 
world.  

Concerning its form, Tell-e Malyan is consisted of several interconnected but separate 
mounds and parts with the most important of them known as operation workshops namely: 
TUV, ABC, EDD and GHI 6 . The site with its 200-hectares extent is the largest pre-
Achaemenid settlement in Fars province. In comparison, Susa is more than two times larger 
than Tell-e Malyan. The height of historical strata in Acropole of Susa is much more than 
Tell-e Malyan. This shows longer and more continuous inhabitation at Susa which is rare 
among similar sites. In fact, Tell-e Malyan has become settled since Banesh period in 
approximately 3400 BC which is at least 800 years after Susa. 

                                                      
6 W. Sumner, 2003, Early Urban Life in the Land of Anshan: Excavations at Tal-e Malyan in the Highlands of Iran, MER 3, 
University Museum Monograph 117, Philadelphia. 
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Photo 3-20. Archaeological trenches at Malyan(Left) (Sumner, 2003) 
Archaeological trenches at Susa (Right)(Carter, 1978) 

 

Tell-e Malyan has been settled throughout early Elamite, Elamite, Achaemenid, Parthian and 
Sassanid eras with is its heyday during the Elamite era but has dwindled afterward. Over the 
pre-Elamite periods, Tell-e Malyan was a major administrative, political and business center 
of Fars competing with Susa for political and economical hegemony but archaeological 
studies attest that after the Elamite era, Tell-e Malyan has failed to keep its pivotal role. Even 
before that, Tell-e Malyan or Anshan has always been subject to Susa and only under the 
Elamite Sukkal Mah dynasty, Tell-e Malyan has served as the main capital with Susa acting 
as the second capital or the seat of the regent. 

 

  
 

Photo 3-21. Proto-Elamite Tablets from Tal-e malyan (Left)(Sumner, 2003)  
Proto-Elamite Tablets from Susa (Right)(Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992) 

 
Despite its vast area and abundant properties, Tell-e Malyan has been excavated for only ten 
years which is insignificant compared with Susa. But contrary to many short-lived cities like 
Shahr-i Sokhta, Pasargadae and Haft Tappeh, Tell-e Malyan and Susa both had development 
stages with an orderly sequence lasting for thousands of years.  

Structures and architectural properties found at Tell-e Malyan mostly pertain to residential, 
administrative and industrial districts with no evidence of palaces, temples or huge platforms  
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in contrast to Susa. Thus it can be imagined that Susa as the religious center of various 
Iranian cultures boasted buildings not seen in other contemporary sites like Tell-e Malyan. 
When Anshan (Tell-e Malyan) was in a slump, grand palaces like those built at Susa were 
constructed at Pasargadae and Persepolis under the Achaemenids while at the same time Tell-
e Malyan had diminished into a small town or a village. 

 

 

 
 

Photo 3-22. Architectural remains at Tell-e Malyan (Up)(Sumner, 2003); 
 Architectural remains at Susa (Down) (Ghirshman, 1967) 
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Map 3-10.Plan of Architectural remains at Tell-e Malyan (Sumner, 2003) 
 

 

Map 3-11. Plan of Architectural remains at Tell-e Malyan (Ghirshman, 1966) 
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Sialk 

The prehistoric site of Sialk8 incorporates two mounds, north and south and two cemeteries, 
A and B. The site was until recently located in a vast and remote area, 4 km south-west of the 
town of Kashan, beside the Kashan-Fin road. Today, due to the urban expansion of the last 
two decades, Sialk is located inside the town of Kashan. 200 m south of the southern mound 
are the remains of the 3500 years-old Cemetery A and the remains of the 3000 year-old 
Cemetery B. 

 

 

Photo 3-23.South Tappeh Sialk (Malek Shahmirzadi, 2004) 

                                                      
7  ABC Trench: 4 occupational phases 
8 Sadegh Malek Shahmirzadi, Sialk and its Culture at a Glance 2004 ,pp: 200-208,  

This image cannot currently be displayed.
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Compared to Susa, archaeological excavation at Sialk had been quite scarce. They were 
conducted in several stages of which was started by Roman Ghirshman in years 1933, 1934 
and 1937 followed by those performed by Sadegh Shahmirzadi in five seasons. Also in 2007-
8, excavations were conducted by Hassan Fazeli at the site. 

Settlement on Sialk mound including northern Sialk dates back to 5500 BC which is at least 
1300 years earlier than Susa. The site with its four settlement periods from 5500 until 2900 
BC as well as two graveyards of nomadic tribes between 1500 and 800 BC and one short 
Achaemenid period had the capability to attract ancient communities which lasted about 3000 
years. In this regard, Susa with its nonstop inhabitation has a wider time span relative to 
Sialk. Such a settlement condition can be observed in the 10 hectares extent of the site. 
Although Sialk never managed to become a big city during the pre historical and historical 
eras, nevertheless it was one of the first big villages with an enclosure in the 6th millennium 
BC.  

On the other hand, inhabitants of the northern mound of Sialk migrated to the southern part of 
the Sialkrud River after 1400 years and settled at a place located on the southern Sialk 
mound. During this period which coincides with the establishment of Susa city, the two sites 
had cultural and commercial relations. As evidenced by the cultural materials of Susa such as 
sealings and ceramics found at Sialk, the superiority of Susa in cultural interchanges is 
shown. But it must be pointed out that the fine, patterned and buff colored pottery found 
belonging to the Susa I period (the 5th millennium BC) is more recent in Sialk and pertains to 
its III6 period (mid 4th millennium BC). Therefore, the only noteworthy characteristic of 
Sialk compared to Susa is its nonstop 2600-years continuum of its first era when high 
consecutive settlement layers   were formed. 

 

  

Photo 3-24. Proto Elamite Tablet, Sialk (Left)(Ghirshman, 1939); 
 Proto Elamite Tablet, Susa (Right)(Louvre museum, photo by: M.H. Talebian) 
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Photo 3-25. Stamp seal of Sialk ( Left)(Malek Shahmirzadi, 2004); 
 stamp seal of Susa (Right)(Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992) 

 

 

Photo 3-26. Sialk painted ceramics (Left)(Malek Shahmirzadi, 2004); 
 Susa painted Ceramic (Right)(Louvre museum gallery) 

 

Like Susa, Sialk had a huge platform about which excavators have different views. Initially, 
Ghirshman called it the great mud brick mound but did not mention its real function. Also 
Malek Shahmirzadi considered it as the first example of ziggurats of the ancient world built 
circa 2750 BC. Construction of the mud brick platform of Susa dates back to 4200 BC when 
it was first settled, so it is at least 1500 years older than the platform of Sialk. This platform 
was in three floors with maximum estimated dimensions of 45 by 56 square meters and a 
height of 8 meters. In comparison, the platform of Susa I was in two floors with larger 
dimensions namely 80 meters length and an approximate height of 10 meters.  
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Map 3-12. Plan of Tappeh Sialk (Left)(Malek Shahmirzadi 2004); plan of Susa (Right) (Susa Base archive)    
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Haft Tappeh 

Haft Tappeh9 is the name given to a cluster of mounds, spread over an area of at least 30 ha 
which is located 10 km east-southeast of Susa. First described in 1908 by J. de Morgan, then 
engaged at Susa, the site was excavated by E.O. Negahban between 1965 and 1978 during the 
course of fourteen seasons10. Excavations focused on the ‘tomb-temple complex of Tepti-
Ahar’, so called because of the discovery of a stele fragment in the central courtyard of the 
complex which names him, and two ‘terrace complexes’ (I and II) to the southeast of the 
tomb-temple area. 

 

 
 

Photo 3-27. Haft Tappeh (Mofidi Nasabadi, 2008) 
 
Haft Tappeh is an ancient site booming during the mid-Elamite period. In the middle of the 
15th century BC, a king from the new Elamite dynasty by the name of Tepti-ahar chose the 
city as his residence resulting in overshadowing of Susa as the government seat. But Haft 
Tappeh only flourished for a short period of about a hundred years and was deserted 
afterwards. According to sources found from archaeological excavations at the site, the city is 
the same as the ancient Kabnak of the Elamite period. In fact, like Susa the site remained 
anonymous for years on end but thanks to archaeological excavations it real name was finally 
revealed. Despise scarce information about the early years of the city; apparently Haft 
Tappeh was a city emerging abruptly during the mid-Elamite period only to be abandoned 
later. So in this regard, its settlement duration was much shorter than Susa. Of course it 
should be pointed out that most of its population came from Susa. 

 

                                                      
9http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/haft-tepe 
10 Negahban 1991: Excavations at Haft Tepe, Iran, University Museum Publications, University of Michigan 
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Map 3-13. Topography of Haft Tappeh (Left)(Mofidi Nasrabadi, 2008); 
Topography of Susa (Right)(Susa Base archive)    

 

Properties found at Haft Tappeh consist of a grave-temple complex similar to those discovered in the 
Ville Royal during archaeological excavations at Susa which are occasionally cellar-shaped. 
Additionally, the terraced Complex I is a huge mound in south east of the royal mausoleum consisting 
of a huge brick terrace with an almost square shape measuring 40 by 40 meters with a height of about 
14 meters. Moreover, a series of rooms has been built on it which seems to be a group of temples or 
the royal palace. The form of this architecture and its relevant building complex has been found in the 
remains of the workshop I of Ville Royal and other parts of Susa. Of course the building complex of 
Susa had more sequence but Haft Tappeh buildings have been constructed during only one phase of 
development activity. 

  
Map 3-14. Plan of Haft Tappeh buildings (Left)(Negahban, 1991); 

 Plan of Susa buildings (Right)(Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992)
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Different materials have been found at Haft Tappeh consisting of more than 300 sealings and 
four thousand intact or broken clay tablets. Existence of temples, schools and writing in Haft 
Tappeh attests the religious function of the site. Similar schools have been found near houses 
within the 15th layers of Ville Royal of Susa in the 18th century BC where education in the 
Babylonian style adopted from the literary tradition of Sumerian was provided. Thus it can be 
inferred that schools identified at Susa were at least three centuries older than Haft Tappeh. 

 

Map 3-15. Plan of Elamite temples at Haft Tappeh (Left)(Negahban, 1991);  
 Plan of Elamite temples at Acropole Susa (Right)(Steve and Gasche, 1971) 

 

  
 

Photo 3-28. Architectural remains, Haft Tappeh (Left) ( (Mofidi Nasrabadi , 2008); 
 Architectural remains, Susa (Right) (Ghirshman, 1966) 

 
In Haft Tappeh like Susa, gilded decorative objects made of bitumen and silver has been 
found. Most of them depict faces of beneficent pseudo-Gilgamesh heroes popular in the art of 
Mittanian period.  
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Photo 3-29. Head of Haft Tappeh (Left)(Negahban, 1991); Head of Susa (Right)(Amiet, 1988) 
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Chogha Zanbil 

Chogha Zanbil11, a city founded by the Elamite king Untash- Napirisha (ca. 1275-40 BC) is 
about 40 km southeast of Susa at a strategic point on a main road leading to the highlands. 
After his death it remained a place of religious pilgrimage and a burial ground until about 
1000 BC. Chogha Zanbil12, the antique Elamite city of Dur-Untash is situated in the vicinity 
of the river Dez in the region of Khuzestan/Iran. Dur-Untash was not built on the shore of the 
river but on a plateau of 50m height above the river level and was separated by a few smaller 
mounds from the river. 
 

 

Photo 3-30. Arial view of Chogha Zanbil (Chogha Zanbil Base archive) 
 

 
Excavations in Ishnikarab show that the construction of Chogha Zanbil was left unfinished so 
the ziggurat was used for only about 250 years. Thus in terms of settlement, Chogha Zanbil 
does not have the six thousand years history of inhabitation at Susa. Chogha Zanbil is a city 
that was built abruptly with most of it occupied by monuments and temples. But Susa as the 
center of government was not only the seat of the ruler and the residence of common people 
but also had industrial, administrative and religious functions. Unlike Susa, Chogha Zanbil 
palaces were not permanent residences but were used for temporary stops of the royal 
entourage.

                                                      
11 Carter, Elizabeth, 2011, ČOGHĀ ZANBĪL, Iranica Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, Fasc. 1, pp. 9-13. 
12Ghirshman, R. 1966 Tchoga Zanbil (Dur- Untash) Vol. I. La Ziggurat, MDP 39, Paris. 
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Map 3-16 . Topography of Chogha Zanbil (Left)(Mofidi Nasrabadi, 2004);  
Topography of Susa (Right)(Susa Base archive)  

  

 

Ziggurat of Chogha Zanbil is the biggest of its kind still existing in Iran with a plan different 
from other ziggurats of Susa and Mesopotamia. In contrast, ziggurat of Susa is much older 
and based on the available evidence, many of construction techniques and architectural 
decorations of it were repeated at Chogha Zanbil. 

 

 
 

Photo 3-31. Aerial view of Chogha Zanbil (Chogha Zanbil Base Archive)
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Photo 3-32. Aerial view of Susa (Susa Base Archive)  
 

 

Unlike Susa or Kabnak where tombs were used for several burials, the cellar-like 
mausoleums of Chogha Zanbil have only a single skeleton.  

 

  

Photo 3-33. Cylinder seal of Chogha Zanbil (Left)(Ghirshman, 1970); 
 Cylinder seal of Susa (Right)(Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992) 

This image cannot currently be displayed.
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Takht-e Suleiman 

Takht-e Suleiman13, is an outstanding archeological site with substantial Sassanid and Il-
khanid ruins in Azerbaijan, it is located between Bijār and Shāhin-dezh, about 30 km north-
northeast of Takāb, at about 2,200 m elevation and is surrounded by mountain chains of more 
than 3000 m height. The place was obviously chosen for its natural peculiarity; an outcrop of 
limestone, about 60 meters above the valley, built up by the sediments of the overflowing 
calcinating water of a thermal spring-lake (21° C) with about 80 meters diameter and more 
than 60 meters depth on the top of the mound. 
 

 
 

Photo 3-34. Takht-e Suleiman (Takht-e Suleiman Base Archive) 
 

                                                      
13Dietrich Huff, 2002, Iranica Encyclopedia, 
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excavated sporadically over the years 1959-78. During recent years, a number of excavation 
seasons have been done in years 2002 and 2003 at the site. On the whole, the number of 
excavations at Susa is much more than Takht-e Suleiman. 
Like Susa, Takht-e Suleiman is one of those sites that remained unknown for years but thanks 
to researches made over the recent century and as for the fact that a thermal lake has been 
mentioned in Middle Persian Zoroastrian literature, also based on inscriptions existing on 
seals found during excavations, it was concluded that the site must be the sanctuary of Azar 
Gusnasp which is one of the three famous fire temples of the Sassanid era. 
 

  
 

Map 3-17. Site plan of Takht-e Suleiman (Left)(Takht-e Suleiman Base Archive);  
Topography of Susa (Right)(Susa Base Archive) 

 
The earliest settlement period at the site dates from the Achaemenid era. During the Parthian 
rule, a castle and small fortifications were built on the northern edge of the lake. Late in the 
Sassanid era and coinciding with the kingdom of Kavad I and his successor Kosrow I 
Anosiravan, in the 6th century AD other buildings largely with religious functions were built 
in situ. Takht-e Suleiman also thrived during Islamic periods until the Mongol rule but was 
deserted afterwards. Therefore, regarding the duration of settlement Susa has a history which 
is over 3500 years longer than Takht-e Suleiman. Formation of Takht-e Suleiman has taken 
place simultaneous with the peak of settlement boom at Susa as the capital of the 
Achaemenid Empire. In contrast, heyday of Takht-e Suleiman dates from the Sassanid era 
when Susa had lost its pivotal role and only served as a big trade city for inhabitation of 
various ethnic groups. In the meanwhile, Takht-e Suleiman was a major religious center of 
the time having a large population in some months of the year. 
Regarding the site formation process, Susa was an ensemble made of ancient mounds under 
erosion for several centuries leading to the burying of small and large buildings. But Takht-e 
Suleiman was a complex of monuments and palaces which because of its location at north-
west of Iran, has a mountainous landscape, has not been buried deep and many of its ancient 
strata and structures remain visible.  
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Due to its shorter term settlement compared with Susa and its morphology, it has few settlement 
layers. Properties of the site are entirely within its ellipsoid wall and enclosure which encircles the 
whole site. Its size is also much less than Susa. 

  
Photo 3-35. Architectural buildings of Takht-e Suleiman (Left)(Takht-e Suleiman Base Archive);  

Architectural remains of Susa (Right)(Perrot, 2011) 
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Babylon 
 
Babylon14 was an Akkadian city-state (founded in 1867 BC by an Amorite dynasty) of 
ancient Mesopotamia, the remains of which are found in present-day Al Moundah, Babylon 
Province, Iraq, about 85 kilometers south of Baghdad. All that remains of the original ancient 
famed city of Babylon today is a mound, or tell, of broken mud-brick buildings and debris in 
the fertile Mesopotamian plain between the Tigris and Euphrates rivers. The city itself was 
built upon the Euphrates, and was divided in equal parts along its left and right banks, with 
steep embankments to contain seasonal floods of the river. 
 

 
 

Photo 3-36. Ancient Site of Babylon (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Babylon)  
 

 
Like Susa, Babylon is an abandoned tell-site which with the passage of time has been turned into 
earth mounds and its dilapidated mud brick and brick buildings have been buried under the ground. 
Compared with Babylon, Susa has a larger extent with more varied parts. Also settlement layers of 
Susa are more than Babylon and an area like Acropole showing cultural continuum and layers with a 
thickness of 30m is not seen in Babylon. At its peak, Babylon city measured about 200 hectares with 
approximate length and width of two and one km respectively. 

                                                      
14 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Babylon 
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Regarding geographical position, both sites are located on major riversides which played a 
key role in their urban life. Shavur and Karkheh rivers in Susa and the Euphrates in Babylon 
were vital for the growth and dynamism of both cities.  
 

 
 

Photo 3-37.Aerial photo, Babylon (Google 2010) 
 

 
Photo 3-38.Aerial photo, Susa (Perrot, 2011) 
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As evidenced by archaeological resources, human settlement in Babylon dates back to early 
3rd millennium BC when it was only a small town populated by Amorite tribes. But according 
to same resources, settlement at Susa dates from late 5th millennium BC in the form of a 
small town populated by nearby villagers. 
 

 
 

Photo 3-39. Archaeological Excavations at Babylon (Hall, 1928) 
 

 
 

Photo 3-40. Archaeological Excavations at Susa (Ghirshman, 1967) 
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Both Susa and Babylon had settlement continuum since their founding for a long period of 
time without any major interruptions. In fact for about a hundred years after the death of 
Alexander, Babylon was abandoned but was repopulated later. In comparison Susa has not 
experienced such an interruption, so according to stratigraphic evidence, since the beginning 
of settlement at Susa in 4200 BC until its demise by Islamic conquerors, Susa witnessed 
nonstop inhabitation. 
According to archaeological studies, widespread researches and excavations have been conducted at 
both sites by different groups dating from early and mid-19th century for Babylon and Susa 
respectively. First excavations in the former began in 1811 by Claudius James Rich for two years 
followed by others such as Robert Mignan in 1827, Willaim Loftus in 1849, Henry Layard in 1850 
and Hormuzd Rassam 2 from the British Museum. Rassam’s excavations were conducted using large 
scale techniques and resulted in the discovery of a large number of cuneiform tablets. Other 
excavations were performed by Robert Koldewey between years 1899 and 1917 which were left 
unfinished because of war but they led to the discovery of the wall of Babylon City, the Marduk 
Tomb and the Ishtar Gate 3. 

  

Photo 3-41. Reconstructed model of Ishtar gate (Left: Babylon) (Berlin Museum Gallery) 
Photo 3-42. Reconstruction model of Apapdana Gate (Right: Susa) (Perrot, 2011)  

 

Over the years 1956-62, excavations continued by Heinrich J. Lenzen from the archaeology 
institute of Germany leading to the discovery of the Hellenistic amphitheatre and the ziggurat 
of Etemenanki. More excavations were conducted in the years 1974 and 1987. Excavations in 
Babylon were started earlier than Susa and were carried out by a variety of individuals and 
institutes but Susa excavations were initially done by French archaeological teams and were  
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pursued in an orderly manner. Construction of a castle at Susa is the symbol of incessant 
archaeological investigations. Duration of these activities was longer than Babylon; therefore 
a larger volume of ancient layers were dug and unearthed at Susa. 

 

  
 

Photo 3-43.  Jagged buildings of Susa (Left) (Perrot, 2011) 
Photo 3-44. Jagged buildings of Babylon (Right) (Hall, 2011) 

 

 
Both Susa and Babylon as old religious cities of the ancient world were locations for holding 
different rituals, festivals and religious rites symbolized by the construction of tombs and 
ziggurats. Of course it should be mentioned that the ziggurat of Babylon was larger than that 
of Susa. 

 

 
 

Photo 3-45. Left. Decoration with Lion pattern, Ishtar, Babylon (Left);  
Decoration with Lion pattern, Apadana, Susa (Right) (Louvre museum gallery) 

 
Babylon was the capital of Hammurabi government in 1792-50 BC. He was renowned for 
codifying the laws of Babylonia into the Code of Hammurabi. The tablet was later transferred 
to Susa by Elamites and was discovered during excavations of the French so now it is held in 
Louvre museum. At that time, Babylon had a population of about two hundred thousand 4. In 
the mid-Elamite period, Susa gained a huge regional power and prestige because during raids 
into Babylon, many valuable objects were looted and brought to Susa.  
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Map 3-18. Plan of palaces, Babylon (Hall, 1928) 
 

 
 

Map 3-19. Plan of Palaces, Susa (Perrot, 2011) 
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Also under the Achaemenides, Cyrus managed to capture Babylon which became one of the 
capitals of the empire by Darius. Thus both Susa and Babylon served as administrative 
capitals of the Achaemenian Empire and both remained parts of the Parthian and Sassanid 
realm. Both cities had diverse cultural ethnicities and both have been mentioned several times 
in holy books and classic Greek resources.  
 

 
 

Map 3-20. Plan of Babylon palace (Left) (Perrot, 2011) 
Map 3-21. Plan of Apadana, Susa (Right) (Perrot, 2011) 

 

 

Numerous inscriptions have been found at Susa and Babylon sites but it should be pointed 
out that inscriptions hinting at the invention of writing and script were only found at Susa. 

 

Photo 3-46. Cuneiform Inscriptions of Babylon (Left)(British Museum); Cuneiform Inscriptions of Susa 
(Right)(Louvre museum, photo by M.H. Talebian) 
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Hattusa15 

Boğazköy or ancient Hattusa, located 27 km northwest of Yozgat, was the ancient capital of 
the Hittites, who established a powerful empire in Anatolia and northern Syria in the 2nd 
millennium B.C. The ancient city occupies a section of a mountain slope at the southern end 
of a small fertile plain. It lies between two deeply cut streambeds, filling the angle between 
their converging courses. The earliest settlement in the city area dates back to the 3rd 
millennium BC, in the so-called Early Bronze Age. There are no written documents that 
would reveal the identity of the first settlers.  

 

 
Photo 3-47. Aerial view of Hattusa (Seeher, 1995) 

                                                      
15 http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/71421/Bogazkoy 



                                                                             

228 
 

Justification for Inscription  fâát 

 

Bogazkoy like Susa is considered as the capital of one of the ancient civilizations of the near 
east known as the Hittites civilization. This ancient site is a little more recent than Susa and 
dates back to the 3rd millennium BC. Of course no written documents are available about the 
city which was founded in the early Bronze Age and the origin of its formation is not definite. 
The original name of Bogazkoy was Hattusa which from old times was known as the Land of 
Hatti by its settlers. The oldest inscriptions found here were in the cuneiform script of the Old 
Assyrian language related to Assyrian merchants.  

Like Susa, archaeological studies began at the site in the 19th century. For the first time in 1893, 
Ernest Chantre opened a few pilot trenches at Bogazkoy. Subsequently excavations of the Oriental 
Institute of Germany began in 1906 and continued between the years 1913-31 and 1940-51.16 Not 
only the number of excavations in Hattusa was less than Susa but also their duration was shorter. 

 

Photo 3-48. The great temple in inner city, Hattusa (Seeher, 1995)  

 
One of the most important discoveries at the site were royal cuneiform archives consisting of 
30000 clay tablets about official contracts and correspondences, legal codes, procedures for 
cult ceremony and oracular prophecies. Many inscriptions with similar content have also 
been found at Susa but no evidence is at hand from Hattusa comparable to those showing the 
formation of preliminary writing at Susa.  

                                                      
16  Jürgen Seeher, "Forty Years in the Capital of the Hittites: Peter Neve Retires from His Position as Director of 
the Hattuša-Boğazköy Excavations" The Biblical Archaeologist 58.2, "Anatolian Archaeology: A Tribute to 
Peter Neve" (June 1995), pp. 63-67. 
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Map 3-22. Topography of Hattusa (Left)(www.hattuscha.de/English/yenicekale.htm); 
Topography of Susa (Right)(Susa Base archive) 

 

Hattusa had a permanent and uninterrupted settlement continuum during the Hittites 
civilization. The first destruction of the city pertains to the year 1380 BC but under the new 
kingdom, in 1400-1190 BC, the city expanded southwards and a great wall was erected 
around it. Construction of city gates with their decorative statues such as the Lion Gate dates 
from this period. Similar lion statues albeit much more elaborate and naturalistic has been 
found in Achaemenid palaces of Susa but their construction were of course more recent.  

   

 
 

Photo 3-49. Lions of Susa Gate (Left) (Harper, Aruz and Tallon, 1992); Lions of Susa Gate (Right)(Seeher, 1995) 
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 As for human settlement, Susa was larger than Hattusa and was made of more constituent 
parts. Also the settlement continuum of Hattusa was shorter than Susa and only in the 2nd 
millennium BC, it had continuous settlement. After the demise of the Hittite kingdom in 1190 
BC, the city fell into ruin and was abandoned. Traces of a fire have been found in all parts of 
the mound. Afterwards, the site remained uninhabited for a long period of time. Later the 
Phrygian civilization appeared at the site in the 8th century BC and survived until the 
Hellenistic era in the 3rd to 1st century BC. Then scattered settlements emerged at the site but 
it was deserted eventually until the formation of Bogazkoy village in the 18th century AD 
near the ancient mound.  

 

 

 

Photo 3-50. Lions of Hattusa Gate (Up)(Seeher, 1995); Lions of Hattusa Gate (Down)(Amiet, 1988) 
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Photo 3-51. Reconstructed model of Hattusa (www.hattuscha.de/English/yenicekale.htm) 
 

 
 

Photo 3-52.  Reconstructed Model of Susa (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 
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Therefore, both Susa and Hattusa had city enclosures. Under the Achaemenid dynasty, grand 
palaces of Apadana had entrance gates and stone statues. Like Susa, Bogazkoy has a high 
mound called Acropoleis. Monumental buildings of this part which are mostly made of stones 
have been reconstructed. Residential area of Hattusa has been barely excavated but at Susa 
expansive archaeological excavations have been conducted in the trench of Ville Royal A 
located inside the residential fabric of Susa revealing considerable evidence about the 
structure of urban planning and architecture of common people. 

Susa and Hattusa were religious cities with traces of temples found in both of them. Remains 
of the main temple of Hattusa pertain to the new kingdom period and there were four temples 
in the upper city belonging to the period of urban expansion. At the climax of its civilization, 
Hattusa was an important trade center like Susa. In the 19th and 18th centuries BC, Assyrian 
merchants founded a trade station here. Of course it should be pointed out that since the start 
of its formation in the 4th millennium BC, Susa retained its regional and trans-regional trading 
centrality over various historical eras covering a vast expanse from south western lands of 
Asia and the civilization of the Indus River east of Iran as far as the Mesopotamian 
civilization to its west.  

 

 

Photo 3-53. Plan of Architectural remains at Hattusa (Seeher, 1995) 
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Photo 3-54. Plan of Architectural remains at Susa (Ghirshman, 1966) 
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Mohenjo-daro 

Mohenjo-daro17 is an archeological site situated in the province of Sindh, Pakistan on a 
Pleistocene ridge in the middle of the flood plain of the Indus River Valley, around 28 
kilometers from the town of Larkana. Built around 2600 BC, it was one of the largest 
settlements of the ancient Indus Valley Civilization, and one of the world's earliest major 
urban settlements, existing at the same time as the civilizations of ancient Egypt, 
Mesopotamia, and Crete.  
Mohenjo-daro was abandoned in the 19th century BC, and was not rediscovered until 1922. 
Significant excavations have since been conducted at the site of the city, which was 
designated a UNESCO World Heritage Site in 198018. Mohenjo-daro, the modern name for 
the site, simply means Mound of the Dead.19 

 

 
 

Photo 3-55. Architectural remains at Susa (Ghirshman, 1967) 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
17 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mohenjo-daro  
18http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/138 
19 http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/387662/Mohenjo-daro 
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Photo 3-56. Architectural remains at Mohenjo-daro (www. en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mohenjo-daro) 
 

 
Formation of Mohenjo-daro dates back to the 26th century BC coinciding with the pre-
historical civilization of the Indus Valley called Harappan.  Actually the city appeared 1500 
years after Susa. At the time, Mohenjo-daro was the most advanced city of the Indus 
civilization with sophisticated urban planning maps and urban engineering.20Its urban plan 
had a precise order with networks of street layouts and rectilinear buildings showing a social 
organizing for its approximately 35000 inhabitants.  
Contemporary with Mohenjo-daro, Susa was also a pioneer of its time regarding urban 
planning. Street layout networks and plans of big houses in existing layers of Ville Royal 
workshop reveal cultural relations and transfer of ancient engineering traditions between Susa 
and Mohenjo-daro with Shahr-i Sokhta serving as their link. 
 

 
Photo 3-57. Architectural remains at Susa (Susa Base Archive) 

 
                                                      

20  A H Dani (1992), Critical Assessment of Recent Evidence on Mohenjo-daro, Second International 
Symposium on Mohenjo-daro, 24–27 February. 
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Photo 3-58. Architectural remains at Mohenjo-daro (www. en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mohenjo-daro) 

 

 
The city of Mohenjo-daro has been divided into two main parts consisted of a citadel and the 
lower city. Public bath houses similar to those found in layers of the old Elamite period of 
Ville Royal at Susa as well as plans of big houses similar to luxury homes of Susa indicate 
the existence of an aristocrat class in both cities. 
 

   

  Photo 3-59. Archaeological Excavations at Susa (Right)(Jean Perrot, 2011) 

  Photo 3-60. Architectural remains at Mohenjo-daro (Left) 
  (www. en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mohenjo-daro) 

 
 
Simultaneous with the demise of Indus civilization in the years 1900 BC, Mohenjo-daro was 
deserted probably because of a change in the course of Indus River. Mohenjo-daro on the 
whole was booming for a mere 700 years which is not comparable at all with Susa regarding 
settlement continuity. 
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Photo 3-61. Statue, Susa (Amiet, 1988), Statue, Mohenjo-daro, Stamp seal, Susa (Amiet, 1972), Stamp Seal,  
Mohenjo-daro (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mohenjo-daro) 

 
 
 

Rakhaldas Bandyopadhyay was the first person to excavate Mohenjo-daro with his main 
diggings done in 1930s which continued until 1945. The last phase of excavations was 
conducted between 1964 and 1980s by various expeditions. Thus although expansive 
excavations were also conducted in Mohenjo-daro revealing rich information about the nature 
of the city, the history of studies at Susa is richer than those carried out at similar sites. 
Actually one of the reasons for the time delay in Mohenjo-daro excavations compared to Susa 
was its sudden abandonment and the absence of its name in resources of old historians and 
holy books. 
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Ur 

Ur21 was an important Sumerian city-state in ancient Mesopotamia located at the site of 
modern Tell el-Muqayyar in Iraq's Dhi Qar Governorate. Once a coastal city near the mouth 
of the Euphrates on the Persian Gulf, Ur is now well inland, south of the Euphrates on its 
right bank, 16 kilometers from Nasiriyah. The name of the city is in origin derived from the 
god's name, URIM being the classical Sumerian spelling of LAK-32.UNUG, literally "the 
abode (UNUG) of Nanna (LAK-32). 

 

 
 

Photo 3-62. Archaeological remains of Ur (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ur) 

 
 

Formation of Ur City dates from 3800 BC which is 400 years after Susa. Ur was populated 
even during bronze and iron ages until the Achaemenid era but afterwards it lost its boom. 
According to written resources, the site was considered as a city-state since 26th century BC 
and had its exclusive ziggurat. The ziggurat of Ur containing Nanna’s shrine was constructed 
in the 21st century BC by Ur-Nammu and was reconstructed under Nabonidus in the 6th 
century BC. It was built simultaneous with Inshushinak ziggurat of Susa albeit with larger 
dimensions. But it must be pointed out that at that time Susa had already a huge platform 
which can be regarded as one of the first prototypes of constructing ziggurats like Ur. Unlike 
the Inshushinak ziggurat of Susa, ziggurat of Ur is still standing and has intact remains.  

                                                      
21 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ur 
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Photo 3-63. Aerial view of Ur (Hall, 1927) 
 

 

Photo 3-64. Aerial view of Susa (National Cartographic Organization, 1956) 
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Ur measures between 1200 and 800 meters with a 96 hectares extent. Its highest point has 
been 20 meters above its surrounding grounds. Thus it can be seen that Ur was smaller than 
Susa and the volume of its cultural layers including remains of ruined buildings is less than 
Susa. Compared with Susa, Ur had less residential units and buildings. Its only diagnostic 
properties are its huge ziggurat, royal graves and the enclosure wall. But due to its longer 
settlement, Susa has more monuments such as a platform, a ziggurat, palaces, tombs, graves, 
an enclosure wall and its surrounding trench.  

  
 

Map 3-23. Topography of Ur (Left) (Woolley, 1955); Topography of Susa (Right) (Susa Base Archive, 2012) 

 
 
Significance of Ur in the old Bronze Age has two reasons: firstly a huge volume of cuneiform 
documents are available mostly pertaining to the empire of the third old dynasties of Ur and 
showing the complicated bureaucratic structure of the Sumerian civilization. Such an 
administrative and bureaucratic complexity was also prevalent at Susa much earlier than Ur. 
This is confirmed by stamps and clay sealings which were later turned into cuneiform tablets. 
During this period, Susa had been absorbed into the Mesopotamian civilization and had 
abundant trade relations with Ur. 

  
 

Photo 3-65. Reconstructed model of Ziggurat Ur (Left)(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ur); Reconstructed model of 
Grand Terrace (Right)(Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 
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Map 3-24. Plan of Ur City (Woolley, 1955) 
 

 

 

Map 3-25. Plan of Susa city (Ghirshman, 1967) 
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The second reason for the significance of Ur pertains to initial excavations conducted at the 
site from 1853. These excavations were done following the discovery of royal tombs dating 
from the same third dynasty in 24th and 25th centuries BC. Items found in the graves included 
precious stones and metals imported from faraway lands such as Iran, Afghanistan, India, 
Asia Minor and the Persian Gulf. In fact, due to its centrality Susa served as a go-between in 
transforming raw materials into luxury goods. Also Ur was considered as a trading port of the 
Persian Gulf with similar trade activities. 

 

Photo 3-66. Cylindrical Seal of Susa (Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992) 
 

 

Photo 3-67. Cylindrical Seal of Ur (Woolley, 1955) 
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Regarding archaeological studies, Ur was excavated in the middle of the 19th century like 
Susa so field excavations at both sites were conducted almost simultaneously. Excavation at 
Ur began in 1853-54 by the British consulate, John George Taylor and continued in 1918 by 
Campbell Thompson.  Between years 1922 and 1934, incessant excavations were done by Sir 
Charles Leonard Woolley who discovered royal graveyards. 

    

Photo 3-68. Cuneiform inscription of Susa (Left)(Louvre museum gallery);  
Cuneiform inscription of Ur (Right) (Louvre museum gallery)  

           
 

  

Photo 3-69. Jewelry from Susa (Left)(Perrot, 2011); Jewelry from Ur (Right)(Woolley, 1955) 
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Photo 3-70. Golden bowl, Susa (Left)(Louvre museum, photo by M.H. Talebian);  
Golden bowl, Ur (Right)(Woolley, 1955)   

 

Like Susa, Ur has also been mentioned in holy books for example in Koran it has been named 
as the place where Prophet Ibrahim (Abraham) was thrown into fire. In this regard, Ur like 
Susa was a favorite site for tourists. In 1625, Pietro della Valle in his travelogue described 
adhered bricks with strange stamped symbols in cuneiform. 

 

  
 

Photo 3-71. Early Excavation at Ur (Left)(Woolley, 1955); Early Excavation at Susa (Right)(de Morgan, 1902) 
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Susa 

Iran 

350 ha 
 

Highest 
level: 35m 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

6000 years 
 

Acropole: 
27 layers 

 
Ville 

Royal: 
15 layers 

Chalcolithic 
(Late Susiana) 

Uruk 
Bronze (Elamite) 

Achaemenid 
Seleucid /Parthia 
Sassanid/Islamic 

Acropole 
Apadana 

Shahr-e Shahi 
(Ville Royal) 

Shahr-e Sanatgaran 
(Ville Artisan) 
Shavur palace  

(Kakh-e Ardashir) 

1951 
1985-1886 
1897-1938 
1946-1967 
1968-1978 

 

 
 

Ur 
 
 

Iraq 

96 ha 
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level: 20m 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

3300 years 

Uruk 
Bronze (Early 

Dynastic) 
Iron 

Achaemenid 

Ziggurat 
Royal tombs 

1953-1954 
1918 
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Uruk 

Uruk22 was an ancient city of Sumer and later Babylonia, situated east of the present bed of 
the Euphrates river, on the ancient dry former channel of the Euphrates River, some 30 km 
east of modern As-Samawah, Al-Muthannā, Iraq. Uruk known in the Bible as Erech (now 
Warka), is the first major city in Sumer built in the 5th century BC, and is considered one of 
the largest Sumerian settlements and most important religious centers in Mesopotamia. It was 
continuously inhabited from about 5000 BC up to the 5th century AD. 

 
 

Photo 3-72. The Ruins of Uruk City (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uruk) 
 

 
Initially Uruk was discovered in 1849 by Loftus who began his excavations in years 1850-54. 
The Arabic name of Iraq (al-eraq) has been taken from Uruk which is also well known in 
mythical and literary resources as the city of an epic hero named Gilgamesh.  Like Susa, 
Uruk has been mentioned several times in the Old Testament as Erech. In the years 1912 until 
1931, excavations have been done by Julius Jordan from Germany and continued by H.J. 
Lenzen until 1967. On the whole, German teams conducted 39 excavation seasons at the site 
which is less than Susa.  

In the prehistorical chronology of the Middle East, the 4th millennium BC has been known as 
the Uruk era named after the ancient site. In prehistorical times, the great city of Uruk like 
Susa played a key role in starting urbanization and in forming early states. In about 2900 BC, 
Uruk had a population of 50-80 000 people living in an area measuring six square kilometers 
or 600 hectares so it can be considered as the largest city of its time. At the same time, 
despite its dwindling size Susa still had great importance almost equal to Uruk. Actually, 
Uruk measured 3 km in the north to south direction and 2.5 km in the west to east direction 
which seems larger than Susa. 

                                                      
22http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uruk 
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Map 3-26. Topography of Uruk (Left)(Adams and Nissen, 1972); Topography of Susa (Right)(Susa Base Archive) 
 

Formation of Uruk dates from 5000 BC which is a little older than Susa. In fact, it has been 
constituted by the joining of two smaller settlements during the so called Ubaid period that 
preceded Uruk. Different parts of the city included Eanna and Anu districts and their main 
function was serving as redistribution centers. Anu District is in fact the Kullaba Mound. In 
addition to these two mounds, another mound by the name of Irigal is considered as the third 
part of Uruk.  

During the 27th century BC, the semi-mythical king Gilgamesh ruled Uruk which eventually 
went to ruin in about the 2nd millennium BC. As for its settling, Uruk had 18 settlement layers 
each representing a city dating from 5000 BC. Uruk went on living under Seleucid and 
Parthian dynasties but was abandoned during the rule of the Sassanid dynasty. Therefore 
concerning its inhabitation, Susa had more settlement continuum than Uruk. Generally the 
peak of Uruk was within a two thousand years time span after which it was annexed into the 
Akkadian Empire. In comparison, Susa retained its centrality and prosperity for six thousand 
years from the beginning of its settlement until the Islamic period without losing its 
significance. Difference in the settlement continuum is seen in historical layers of both sites. 
Uruk had 18 and Acropole of Susa had 27 settlement layers which in the latter covered the 
Susa I until the Elamite periods. Afterwards, 15 settlement layers have been identified in the 
Ville Royal A ranging from the Old Elamite period in early 2nd millennium BC until the 
Islamic era.  

During the early years of urbanization, Uruk rivaled Susa in the prehistorical world of the 
Middle East because both were important regional centers. On the one hand, Uruk as the 
capital of Mesopotamia and on the other hand Susa as the capital of plains and regions of 
south west Iran, took big steps for bolstering urbanization, commerce, writing, script and 
ancient arts.  
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Although in some cases Uruk had more significant characteristics such as greater extent, 
earlier invention of script as well as wider political-cultural domain relative to Susa, but it 
should be underlined that some of the major civilization elements of Uruk in pre-historical 
times such as stamps and seals of documents as well as administrative management have 
been borrowed from Susa.  

 

  
 

Photo 3-73. Proto-Writing Tablet from Uruk (Left); Proto-Writing tablet from Susa (Right) 
(Louvre museum gallery) 

 

  
 

Photo 3-74. Administrative technology (sealed bulla and token) from Susa (Left)(Amiet, 1972) ; 
Administrative technology (sealed bulla and token) from Uruk (Right)(Boehmer, 1999)  

 

 
 
From a religious point of view, Uruk has numerous great tombs boasting complicated 
architecture and abundant decorations such as conically-shaped and colored wall nails of its 
tombs which are quite similar to monumental buildings and tombs of Susa. 

 



                                                                             

248 
 

Justification for Inscription  fâát 

 
 

 
 

Photo 3-75.Temple of Uruk (Left)(Lenzen, 1966); Temple of Susa (Right)(Amiet, 1988) 
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Researches 

Susa Iran 
350 ha 
Highest 

level: 35m 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

6000 years 
Acropole: 27 

layers 
Ville Royal: 

15 layers 

Chalcolithic 
(Late Susiana) 

Uruk 
Bronze 

Achaemenid 
Seleucid 
Parthia 

Sassanid 
Islamic 

Acropole 
Apadana 

Shahr-e Shahi 
(Ville Royal) 

Shahr-e Sanatgaran 
(Ville Artisan) 
Shavur palace  

(Kakh-e Ardashir) 

1851 
1885-1886 
1897-1938 
1946-1967 
1968-1978 

Uruk Iraq 600 ha 
Mound 

(Tell-site) 

5500 years 
 
 

18 layers 

Chalcolithic 
(Ubaid) 

Uruk 
Bronze 

Achaemenid 
Seleucid 
Parthia 

Sassanid 

Anu District 
Eanna district 

Bit Resh (Kullaba) 
Irigal 

1849-1854 
1912-1931 
1945-1967 

 

 

Eridu 

Eridu23 is one of the oldest cities in the world located 12 km southwest of Ur and 40 km 
south-west of Nasiriyah in southern Iraq. Eridu was the southernmost of a conglomeration of 
Sumerian cities that grew around temples, almost in sight of one another. Eridu (present day 
Abu Shahrein, Iraq) founded in circa 5400 BC, was thought to have been created by the gods 
and was home to the great water god Enki. The Sumerian King List cites Eridu as the “city of 
the first kings”, stating, “After the kingship descended from heaven, the kingship was in 
Eridu” and the city was looked back upon by the various tribes and city-states of 
Mesopotamia as a metropolis of a 'golden age’ in the same way the writers of the Biblical 
narratives created a 'Garden of Eden’ as their mythical paradise from which humanity fell. In 
Sumerian mythology, it was said to be one of the five cities built before the Deluge occurred. 

                                                      
23 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eridu 
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Photo 3-76. Archaeological Site of Eridu (Safar, 1981) 
 

Like Susa the city has been established on a large riverside which had a vital role in its 
growth and expansion. Also its formation dates from the Chalcolithic era. Eridu was created 
as a result of the assembly of different tribes which were made of three groups: Arab 
fishermen of the Persian Gulf, original Sumerian tribes of the region as well as nomadic 
Semitic pastoralists of nearby lands who established a colorful cultural community here just 
like Susa.  

Concerning the history of archaeological studies, Eridu was excavated from mid 19th century 
similar to Susa. Initially, in 1854, J.E. Taylor and later in 1918-19 R.C. Thompson and H.R. 
Hall dug the site. Afterwards, an Iraqi team headed by Seyyed Foad Safar and Stone Lloyd 
conducted extensive excavations at Eridu site in 1946-49. But on the whole, archaeological 
investigations at Eridu have been much less than Susa.  

 
 

Photo 3-77. Early excavations at Eridu (Safar, 1981)
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Photo 3-78. Early excavations at Susa (Department des Antiquites orientales, Louvre museum) 
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350 ha 
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27 layers 
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Chalcolithic 
(Early and Late 
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1854 
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Nippur 

Nippur24was one of the most ancient of all the Sumerian cities. It was the special seat of the 
worship of the Sumerian god Enlil, the "Lord Wind," ruler of the cosmos subject to an alone. 
Nippur was located in modern Nuffar in Afak, Al-Qādisiyyah Governorate of Iraq. Nippur 
was situated on both sides of the Shatt-en-Nil canal, one of the earliest courses of the 
Euphrates, between the present bed of that river and the Tigris, almost 160 km southeast of 
Baghdad. 

Formation of Nippur dates from the 3rd millennium BC which coincides with Ur early 
dynastic era and actually a thousand years after the establishment of Susa. 

 

Map 3-27. Topography of Nippur (Gibson, 1992)

                                                      
24 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nippur 



                                                                             

252 
 

Justification for Inscription  fâát 

 
 
 

 
 

Map 3-28. Topography of Nippur (Susa Base Archive, 2012) 

 
 
Although Nippur had no political hegemony over other Mesopotamian cities, nonetheless it 
played a key role in relations among Sumerian city-states of Mesopotamia. A similar role was 
played by Susa during the 3rd millennium BC affecting enormously the political and cultural 
relations among city states of Mesopotamia as well as central cities of Iranian Plateau. 

 Like Susa, Nippur was a religious city with several temples and a huge ziggurat. The tomb of 
god Enlil stood in this Sumerian city. Another temple was constructed by Ur-Nammu having 
a brick terrace with a height of 12 meters and occupying an approximate space of 32000 
square meters. Ur-Nammu also built a three-floored ziggurat for god Bel and next to it 
constructed buildings, shrines and treasure chambers. Also at Susa similar buildings exist 
including temples and treasure chambers belonging to different Elamite periods mostly at 
Acropole. Similar to Susa, Nippur has a long settlement continuum since its founding. It has 
been inhabited in early dynastic periods as well as during the rule of Akkadians, Kassite, new 
Assyrian, Achaemenian, Parthian and Sassanid dynasties until the 8th century AD.   

 



                                                                             

253 
 

Justification for Inscription  fâát 

 

 

Photo 3-79. Nippur map: 1000 B.C. Earliest known map drawn to scale (www.biblepicturegallery.com) 
 

 
Like Susa, the ancient site of Nippur is seen as ruined mounds bisected by the dry bed of old 
Shatt-en-Nil. The highest point of the site is a conical protrusion with a height of 30 meters 
known as “Bent el-Amir” or prince’s daughter. In addition to the temple, another huge palace 
pertaining to the Seleucid era was excavated and atop the ancient layers of the site, remains 
of a Jewish town were found.  

 

 

Photo 3-80. Archaeological Site of Nippur (McCown, Haines, Hansen, 1967) 
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Photo 3-81. Archaeological Site of Susa (Oriental institute of Chicago) 
 

 
Archaeological excavations at the site also started off during the mid-19th century. As a 
matter of fact, Henry Layard began excavations in the region in 1851. Later excavations at a 
larger scale were conducted between the years 1889-1900 by the University of Pennsylvania. 
Moreover, between the years 1948-90, 19 excavation seasons were completed by the Oriental 
Institute of Chicago25. Therefore duration of investigation and excavation activities in Susa is 
more than Eridu. 
 

  
Photo 3-82. Cuneiform tablets from Nippur (Left)(McCown, Haines, Hansen, 1967);  

Cuneiform tablets from Susa (Right)(Louvre museum gallery) 

                                                      
25 McGuire Gibson, A Re-Evaluation of the Akkad Period in the Diyala Region on the Basis of Recent Excavations at 
Nippur and in the Hamrin, American Journal of Archaeology, vol. 86, no. 4, pp. 531–538, 1982.  
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Photo 3-83. Cylinder Seal of Nippur (Left)(McCown, Haines, Hansen, 1967) );  
Cylinder Seal of Susa (Right)(Harper, Aruz, Tallon, 1992) 

 

 
During excavations at the site, forty thousand inscriptions were found in a temple pertaining 
to the mid 3rd millennium BC until the Achaemenid period with contents such as 
mathematics, school exercises, literature and religion26. Similar inscriptions have also been 
found at Susa belonging to Elamite and Achaemenid eras. A number of them have contents 
comparable to Nippur inscriptions but others are about accounting and tax issues or about the 
genealogy of kings.  
 

 
Map 3-29. Plan of Architecture at Nippur (Left)(McCown, Haines, Hansen, 1967); 

Plan of Architecture at Susa (Right)(Ghirshman, 1966) 

                                                      
26Edward Chiera, Cuneiform Series, Volume I: Sumerian Lexical Texts from the Temple School of Nippur, Oriental 
Institute Publication 11, 1929.  
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Duration 
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Susa Iran 

350 ha 
 

Highest 
level: 35m 

 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

6000 years 
 

Acropole: 27 
layers 

 
Ville Royal: 

15 layers 

Chalcolithic 
(Late Susiana) 

Uruk 
Bronze (Elamite) 

Achaemenid 
Seleucid /Parthia 
Sassanid/Islamic 

Acropole 
Apadana 

Shahr-e Shahi 
(Ville Royal) 

Shahr-e Sanatgaran 
(Ville Artisan) 
Shavur palace 

(Kakh-e Ardashir) 

1951 
1985-1886 
1897-1938 
1946-1967 
1968-1978 

Nippur Iraq 

 
Highest 

level: 30m 
 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

3800 years 

(Bronze) 
Early Dynastic 

Akkad 
Kassite 

Neo-Assyrian 
Achaemenid 

Parthia 
Sassanid 

Bint el-Amiror 
Jewish town 

1851 
1889-1900 
1948-1990 

 

Ebla 

Ebla was an ancient city about 55 km (34 miles) southwest of Aleppo that is called Tell 
Mardikh at the present. It was an important city-state in two periods, first in the late third 
millennium BC, then again between 1800 and 1650 BC. The site is most famous for the Ebla 
tablets, an archive of about 20,000 cuneiform tablets found there27, dated from around 2250 
BC, written in Sumerian script to record the Eblaite language, a previously unknown 
language that is now the earliest attested Semitic language after the closely related Akkadian. 

 

 

Photo 3-84. Aerial view of Ebla (Left)(Pinnock, 2001); Aerial view of Susa (Right)(Perrot, 2011) 

                                                      
27Gordon, Cyrus H. Forgotten Scripts: Their Ongoing Discovery and Decipherment (Basic Books, New York, 
1982), p. 155. 
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Map 3-30.Topography of Ebla (Left)(Pinnock, 2001); Topography of Susa (Right)(Susa Base Archive) 
 

 
The first archaeological excavations at Ebla date from 1964 by an Italian expedition under the 
supervision of Paolo Matthiae28. Therefore, excavations at the site are much more recent than 
Susa. As a result of the excavations, a palace dating back to the years 2500-2000 BC was 
discovered with more than 2500 cuneiform tablets in its ruins. Although most of the tablets 
were in cuneiform script with Sumerian logograms and phonetic signs, in rest of them a type 
of local language has been recorded which was known as Eblaite and was regarded as an East 
Semitic language that is closer to the Akkadian language. Thus Ebla like Susa had its specific 
indigenous language and script.  

 

Photo 3-85. Archaeological trenches at Ebla (Left)(Matthiae, 2008); 
 Archaeological trenches at Susa (Right)(le Brun, 1971) 

                                                      
28Matthiae, Paolo. "Ebla and the Early Urbanization of Syria."In Art of the First Cities: The Third Millennium 
B.C. from the Mediterranean to the Indus, edited by Joan Aruz with Ronald Wallenfels, pp. 165–68. New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 2003. 
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Like Susa, Ebla was also a huge business hub in contact with another major trade center 
called Mari. The main exporting production of the center was timber coming from nearby 
mountains of Lebanon. In inscription resources of the Achaemenid era it has been mentioned 
that the wood used in the ceilings of Apadana Hall had been imported from Lebanon attesting 
relations between Susa and Ebla. Also a number of manufactured objects made of lapis lazuli 
stone have been found at the site originating from Afghanistan. Probably these stones were 
imported by inner cities of Iran like Susa and were subsequently exported to Ebla.  

 

 
 

Photo 3-86. Tablet from Ebla (Left)(Pettinato, 1981) ;Tablet from Susa (Right)(Amiet, 1988) 
 

 
Regarding the size of the settlement, Ebla measures one hundred hectares or a quarter of 
Susa. Like Susa it had an urban enclosure with its remains still visible. Ebla as one of the 
city-states of Syria was a government center but could never parallel Susa which served as 
the capital of two great Persian governments. Over the years 1650-1600 BC, Ebla was raided 
by the Hittites state and never regained its former splendor; as a result it remained a small 
village until the 7th century AD. 
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Jericho 

Jericho29 is a Palestinian city located near the Jordan River in the West Bank. It is the 
administrative seat of the Jericho Governorate. It is believed to be one of the oldest inhabited 
cities in the world. Jericho is described in the Old Testament as the "City of Palm Trees". 
Copious springs in and around the city attracted human habitation for thousands of years. It is 
known in Judeo-Christian tradition as the place of the Israelites return from bondage in 
Egypt, led by Joshua, the successor to Moses. Archaeologists have unearthed the remains of 
more than 20 successive settlements in Jericho, the first of which dates back 11,000 years ago 
(9000 BC). 

 

 

Photo 3-87. Dwelling foundations unearthed at Tell es-Sultan in Jericho (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jericho) 
 

 
Water resources of the region such as springs were a key factor in the settlement of the site 
since the era of Natufian (hunter-gatherers). The site pertains to the Neolithic era without 
ceramics. Compared with Susa, which dates back to circa 4200 BC, its formation is much 
older with a precedence of more than five thousand years which is quite significant. The 
beginning of settlement at Jericho was much older than Susa but its continuum is similar to it 
lasting for around 7500 years. For various reasons, Jericho experienced a settlement 
interruption during some periods but no such break was seen in the settlement continuum of 
Susa.  

 
                                                      

29http://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/5704/ 
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Archaeological studies show that in 9400 BC more than seventy homes were built at Jericho 
site with a total population of a thousand people which was named the Early Town. But the 
site was deserted later and the second wave of settling began in about 6800 BC leading to the 
flourishing of the town in years 4500-2600 BC during Chalcolithic and Bronze ages. The site 
was abandoned again until the 9th century BC and was inhabited under Assyrian and 
Achaemenid dynasties. According to available evidence, Cyrus the Achaemenid king ordered 
the reconstruction of the town. Life went on at the site until the era of Alexander and the 
Roman Empire. In about the year 100 AD, a Roman garrison town was built here. After the 
arrival of Arabs into the region which was called Ariha at the time, two mosques were 
constructed during the Umayyad and Ottoman rule as part of the Imerat of Jerusalem waqf. 

Although settlement in Jericho is older than Susa and dates from before the Neolithic ages, 
the duration of inhabitation at both sites is almost equal. 
 Traces of rectilinear mud brick buildings with plaster floors have been found dating from 
late 4th millennium BC coinciding with late Susa II period. Over the middle bronze age, 
Jericho was a small but important town in Canaan region. In comparison Susa at that time 
was one of the greatest cities of the ancient near east acting as the capital of the early and 
middle Elamite state. 
 

  

Photo 3-88. Aerial view of Jericho (Left)(http://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/5704) 
Aerial view of Susa  (Right)(Kouchoukos, 2001)  

 

First excavations at the site were started off by Charles Warren in 1868. But more recent 
excavations using modern techniques were conducted by Kathleen Kenyon in 1952-58 and by 
Lorenzo Nigro and Nicolo Marchetti in 1997-2000. As a matter of fact, Jericho like Susa was 
among the first ancient sites of the world to be studied by archaeologists but on the whole the 
time span of excavations at Susa is much longer than Jericho.  
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Cultural periods 
Elements of 

Site 
History of 
Researches 

Susa Iran 

350 ha 
 

Highest 
level: 35m 

 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

6000 years 
 

Acropole: 27 
layers 

 
Ville Royal: 

15 layers 

Chalcolithic 
(Late Susiana) 

Uruk 
Bronze(Elamite) 

Achaemenid 
Seleucid /Parthia 
Sassanid/Islamic 

Acropole 
Apadana 

Shahr-e Shahi 
(Ville Royal) 

Shahr-e Sanatgaran 
(Ville Artisan) 
Shavur palace 

(Kakh-e Ardashir) 

1851 
1885-1886 
1897-1938 
1946-1967 
1968-1978 

 
Jericho 

 
Palestine 8 ha 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

7500 years 
9400 B.C 
6800 B.C 

4500-2600 B.C 
850 B.C-1500 

A.D 
23 layers 

Neolithic 
Chalcolithic 

Bronze 
Assyrian 

Achaemenid 
Seleucid 
Romance 
Islamic 

- 

1868 
1930 

1952-1958 
1997-2000 

 

 

Merv 

Merv30 formerly Achaemenid Satrapy of Margiana, and later Alexandria and Antiochia in 
Margiana, was a major oasis-city in Central Asia, on the historical Silk Road, located near 
today's Mary in Turkmenistan. Several cities have existed on this site, which is significant for 
the interchange of culture and politics at a site of major strategic value. It is claimed that 
Merv was briefly the largest city in the world in the 12th century. The site of ancient Merv has 
been listed by UNESCO as a World Heritage Site. Merv is one of the oldest link towns on the 
Silk Road in Central Asia with its primary nucleus dating from the 3rd millennium BC.31 

 

 
 

Photo 3-89.Arial View of Merv (Hermann, 1999) 

                                                      
30 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Merv 
31http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/886 
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So like Susa it was one of the trade link towns of the ancient world although Susa played a 
similar role at least one thousand years longer than Merv. Like Susa, the name of Merv has 
been recorded on Bisotun inscription. After the invasion of Alexander, Merv became the 
main town in the Province of Margiana under Seleucid, Parthian and Sassanid dynasties 
having regular contacts with Susa. The peak of its splendor dates from the Great Seljuk 
Empire in the 11th and 12th century AD when Susa was on its decline.  

 

 

Photo 3-90. Ceramic vessel of Islamic period from Merv (Left)(Puschnig, 2006); Ceramic vessel of Islamic period 
from Susa (Right) (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 

 

 

From an archaeological point of view, Merv site was established in the Bronze Age between 
the years 2500-1200 BC in Kelleli, Adji Kui, Taip, Gonur, and Togoluk districts then 
continued its developing in 1200-300 BC in Yaz/Gobekli Depes and Takhirbaj Depe districts 
and expanded during the historical era in Abdullah Khan Kala district which was somehow 
similar to Susa with its area reaching up to 353 hectares. Formation of ancients sites such as 
Merv and Susa which have developed horizontally during different periods of time lead to the 
formation of various adjacent mounds which can be studied within an organic fabric. Due to 
its large permanent population, Susa had a greater extent of 400 hectares serving for 
thousands of years as a government seat. 
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Photo 3-91. Aerial view of Merv (Left) (Hermann, 1999); 
Aerial view of Susa (Right) (National Cartographic Organization, 1956) 

 

 
The long history of settlement at Merv can be attested by the existence of layers with a 
thickness of 17 meters on mounds of the site. In comparison Acropole layers of Susa are 
about 30 meters which attest a longer history of settlement. 

 

  
 

Map 3-31. Plan of palaces at Merv (Left) (Hermann, 1999); Plan of palaces at Susa (Right) (Perrot, 2011) 
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Like Susa, Merv was a multiethnic city with various religions. In fact, under the Sassanid 
dynasty it was a place for interaction of several religions with the official Zoroastrianism 
including Buddhism, Manichaeism and eastern Syrian Christianity. 

 

 
 

Photo 3-92. Architectural decorations at Merv (Hermann, 1999) 
 

 
 

Photo 3-93. Architectural decorations at Susa (Perrot, 2011)
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Like Susa the background of archaeological excavations in Merv dates from the 19th century 
starting in 1885 by a Russian group under the supervision of A.V. Komarov. From 1992 until 
2000, the Ancient Merv Project was under investigation, excavation and conservation of a 
joint team from Turkmenistan and Britain. Generally, duration and volume of research 
activities and archaeological excavations in Susa is more than Merv. 
 
Ancient 

Site 
Country 

Area and 
dimension 

Type of 
Site 

Settlement 
Duration 

Cultural 
periods 

Elementsof 
Site 

History of 
Researches 

Susa Iran 

350 ha 
 

Highest 
level: 35m 

Mound 
(Tell-site) 

6000 years 
 

Acropole: 
27 layers 

 
Ville Royal: 

15 layers 

Chalcolithic 
(Late Susiana) 

Uruk 
Bronze 

(Elamite) 
Achaemenid 

Seleucid 
/Parthia 

Sassanid/Islamic 

Acropole 
Apadana 

Shahr-e Shahi 
(Ville Royal) 

Shahr-e Sanatgaran 
(Ville Artisan) 
Shavur palace  

(Kakh-e Ardashir) 

1851 
1885-1886 
1897-1938 
1946-1967 
1968-1978 

Merv Turkmenistan 
353 ha 
Highest 

level: 17m 

Mound and 
Monuments 

4000 years 

Bronze age 
Iron age 

Achaemenid 
Parthia 

Sassanid 
Islamic 

Kelleli/ 
Adji Kui/Taip/ 

Gonur/Togoluk/ 
Gobekli Depes/ 
Takhirbaj Depe/ 

Abdullah Khan Kala 

1885 
1992-2000 

 

 

Conclusion 

On the whole comparison of Susa with a number of key ancient sites selected from a few 
regions of the Middle East district having a variety of environmental and geographical 
landscape proves that the site has superb outstanding historical backgrounds which present it 
as one of the most effective places in the ancient world.  

In fact, it is a site that has been a big city, a major center and a capital during its six thousand 
years of uninterrupted settlement. The outstanding characteristics of Susa have placed it 
among the rarest archaeological sites of the globe. Susa was contemporary with many major 
sites of the ancient world. Among the above mentioned sites only three sites of Sialk, Eridu 
and Jericho have an older age and their inhabitation has continued even until the formation of 
Susa. Other places have been established either almost simultaneous with Susa or after it. 
Therefore, among great ancient centers Susa is considered as one of the oldest settlements. 
Like ancient sites of Ur, Uruk, Nippur, Babylon, Hattusa, Malyan, Ebla and Jericho, the name 
of Susa has been cited several times in ancient resources and even in holy books such as the 
Old Testament. For this reason the site is among the first sites which attracted the attention of 
archaeologists. The first round of archaeological and antiques hunting activities began at Susa 
in the 19th century AD. Among the sites which have been compared to Susa, only Babylon 
(1811) and Uruk (1849) have been excavated earlier than Susa.  
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Compared with the above mentioned sites, Susa was one of the largest human settlements of 
its time with only Uruk with an extent of 600 hectares larger than it. Susa is one of the first 
ancient cities borrowing some of its cultural components from older sites such as Silk and 
Jericho belonging to prehistorical times.  
As a matter of fact, simultaneous with a number of Mesopotamian cities like Eridu and Uruk, 
Susa served as a prototype of old urban planning system for other ancient cities. The urban 
planning style of Susa was similar to Mohenjo-daro in the Indus Valley and Shahr-i Sokhta in 
Sistan showing cultural interactions. Among important points observed in urban planning, 
mention can be made of the construction of large luxury homes with internal sanitary, 
educational, storage and religious facilities.  

From an architectural point of view, construction of monumental and religious buildings 
comparable to the great platform of Susa is seen only in Eridu. Other ancient sites with 
ceremonial temples and ziggurats for example: Babylon, Nippur, Ur, Chogha Zanbil, Haft-
Tappeh and Hattusa were later than Susa. The construction style of many of these sites was 
based on the structure of Susa and was borrowed from it. Despite the existence of grand 
palaces and columned halls in many sites (such as: Pasargadae, Hattusa, Babylon and Ebla) 
only at Susa vast columned halls with heights of 19 meters and a formidable, preplanned 
foundation stood. In the meanwhile only Persepolis boasted grand palaces but it had also 
been inspired by the hall construction tradition of Susa. 

At many ancient sites that were compared with Susa (like: Ur, Ebla and Hattusa) various 
inscriptions have been found similar to each other concerning their number and content; but 
Susa and Uruk are the only ancient places where the first examples of script and writing 
emerged.  

All of these indicate that Susa beside other important ancient sites enjoyed a special, 
prominent place so that in terms of being impressive and receptive to its contemporary sites 
during different historical episodes, it has always been noteworthy. Even now that the site has 
been transformed into an archaeological tell, it still boasts outstanding values in human 
history and certainly further investigations will reveal more secrets of it to the whole world.
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3.d. Proposed Statement of Outstanding Universal Value  

Susa was one the first ancient places in the world that became the center of attention for 
travelers, explorers, historians and geographers. Such curiosities finally led to the launching 
of the first archaeological plan in situ dating back to 1851. The reason why in the mid 19th 
century AD, Susa became the candid as one of the first ancient sites for excavation lies in the 
historical nature of this important city.  As a matter of fact, it was mentioned several times in 
holy texts and Hebrew sources (old and new testaments, book of Esther), sources of Greek 
historians of the classic era  (Herodotus, Strabo, Arianoy and Polyclitus), inscriptions 
discovered at ancient Mesopotamian sites, written sources of Elamite and Achaemenid 
civilizations as well as oral traditions of locals. 

Ancient Susa is consisted of properties remaining from civilizations once forming one of the 
most significant cities of the ancient world over a long period. 

 

 

Photo 3-94. Aerial photo of Susa: Schmitt, 1935 (The oriental institute of Chicago) 

 

Due to the continued inhabitation of the city for six thousand years, some parts of it had been 
abandoned while other parts were still alive because new neighborhoods were added to the 
wide expanse of the city gradually. Finally, after six thousand years of inhabitation, it was 
abandoned in the 13th century AD. Thus Susa is regarded as one of the longest lived ancient 

settlements of the world gathering values belonging to various episodes of the history.  
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Significance of Susa in the course of history is so immense that during the Classic Era, the 
Greeks thought that Susa mound had been built by Tithonus, father of Memnon (Greek: 
Mέμνων) so they called it Acropoleis of Memnon 32(Strabo, XV.3). 
Additionally, the centrality and authority of Susa for civilizations of the time resulted in x 
times mentioning of the name Susiana in the Old Testament as well as its being cited in the 
book of Esther as an important ancient place as well as the venue of Susiana Palace (Esther 
1-5). 

 

 

Photo 3-95.Aerial Photo of Susa (The national cartographic organization, 1956) 

 
 

                                                      
32 Strabo, 1969, The Geography of Strabo, Cambridge, Mass, Harvard University press. 
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Photo 3-96. Relief brick façade showing lions from Susa (Louvre museum gallary) 
 

 

 

Photo 3-97. Column of Apadana Palace (Louvre museum) 
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Photo 3-98. View of Acropole and French Castle (Perrot, 2011) 
 

 

During de Morgan’s excavations several important ancient monuments of the near east were 
unearthed. Among them were: the law code of Hammurabi, the victory stele of Naramsin, 
Napir-Asu statue as well as fine engraved ceramic vessels which are held in Louvre museum 
at present and are regarded as major monuments in the history of archaeological discoveries 
world over. These led de Morgan’s substitutes to continue their diggings in Susa. The 
excavations went on until 1979 only interrupted by the First World War for 6 years and the 
Second World War for 7 years. On the whole it seems that these were the longest excavations 
ever done in the history of archaeology. The scientific value of Susa was so immense that it 
actually resulted in the spreading of archaeology throughout the world.  
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Photo 3-99. Three main objects (Napir-Asu statue, code of Hammurabi, the victory stele of Naramsin) from de 
Morgan`s Excavations at Acropole (Louvre museum gallery) 

 

 

It can be claimed that Jacques de Morgan was one of the first archaeologists to search for pre-
Elamite civilizations of ancient near east. As a matter of fact he explored the lowest 
settlement layers of Susa for finding the formation origins of the Elamite civilization. This 
layer dates back to the time before the invention of writing. This period is known as the 
prehistory which had not been studied in Iran until then. Moreover, ancient materials 
unearthed by Susa excavations had a regular and uninterrupted continuum of time providing a 
basic chronological framework for comparison with findings in other ancient sites of Iran, 
Mesopotamia and neighboring countries, stratigraphic excavations based on modern scientific 
methods in late 1960s opened a new window to deciphering of clay tablets and in fact the 
process of writing invention. 
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Photo 3-100. Stratigraphic Excavations at Acropole during 1969-71 (le Brun, 1971) 
 

Susa is considered as one of the first cities of the ancient world in which the first evidence 
about activities related to primary urban dwelling has been shown. First traces of long 
distance trade, administration, urban planning, monumental and religious architecture, 
writing and metallurgy were found during these widespread and long term diggings based on 
the unearthed cultural materials. 

Over the prehistorical times when most of human settlements were still villages and seasonal 
camps, within the fertile and richly irrigated expanse in southwest of Iran (present Khuzestan) 
Susa City was founded which according to archaeologists dates back to the year 4200 BC.  
Before that no settlement history had been so long lasting. In this relation, mention can be 
made of another site named Chogha Mish existing two centuries before Susa at the same 
region. Although from an archaeological point of view, Chogha Mish which is known as the 
first city in the world history had an area of 18 hectares with several urban institutions such 
as administration, huge buildings, industrial and rural activities but it is Susa that can be 
considered as the first city whose formation was based on urbanization. In fact, the oldest 
evidence found from archaeological excavations at Susa (belonging to Susa I period) indicate 
the convergence of a huge population at the spot, presence of a strong governor as well as 
construction of huge buildings. Of course it must also be pointed out that in other parts of the 
near east such as: Eridu, Nippur and Lagash located in southern Mesopotamia, cities were 
being established at that time. 
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Susa as one of the first urban settlements was unique in the ancient world because it was the 
founder of some of the cultural, social, economical and political values in human history. 
Archaeological evidences reveal a great stepped platform (Huatte Terrace) within the lowest 
settlement layers with a height of 10 and a southern façade of 80 meters. The platform was a 
huge structure made of raw mud bricks and showed a group work under the supervision of 
several overseers whom apparently enjoyed a high social status. The hypothesis that the 
stepped platform of Susa was in fact the foundation of a temple has been brought up based on 
the image of a temple carved on a plaque, both of which had been found at the same time 
(Steve & Gasche, 1971:pl.39:27). 

The platform is much larger than its inferior counterpart in Eridu but the latter is slightly 
older than the former 33 (Amiet, 1988: 7). Anyway the form of the platform can be considered as 
the prototype for the construction of huge temples and stepped ziggurats prevalent in 
Mesopotamia reaching its climax in Chogha Zanbil ziggurat. 

 

Photo 3-101. The Terrace (Huatte Terrace) of Susa I 
 (Les Recherches Archeologiques Francaise en Iran, 2001) 

 

 
Based on the investigations conducted it can be postulated that the centrality role given to 
Susa was according to a preplanned program and it was built intentionally at a holy spot 
reserved for building a temple. It is possible that earlier, Susa was used only temporarily but 
gradually people found out its key role in economical and social issues. Soon after the 
centrality of Susa became established the necessary infrastructure for development and 
advancement of the central institutions was formed.  

                                                      
32 For more information on Soffeh of Erido and its comparison with that of Susa refer to part3 
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It can be imagined that following the reconstruction of the social structure of Susa, its 
community was directed by a few khans or leaders. Thus the stepped Terrace of Susa could 
be a material metaphor of the society but it is not clear that this mud brick structure was built 
abruptly or like many other temples gradually got larger (Hole, 1983) . 
Anyhow the religious significance and value of Susa in the course of history seems important 
so it can be regarded as one of the primary centers of a religious government as well as the 
combination of religion with politics which later was manifested in Sumerian and Elamite 
states of the near east. 

Beside the stepped platform a vast and unique cemetery has been discovered with about 200 
graves containing precious objects. Its excavator was de Morgan who estimated the existence 
of around 2000 graves with objects such as fine patterned ceramic vessels, 55 clay axes, 
several clay discs and mirrors, etching pens, clay Surmadan (surma-holders), several beads 
and stamp seals, five broken pieces of mace and curved spade. Finding such a large number 
of graves with such abundance of valuable objects was unprecedented for that era (late fifth 
millennium BC). 

Religious significance of Susa continued in later periods with the construction of huge 
temples during the Elamite era. They were built by two Elamite kings called Shutruk Nahunte 
and Kutir Nahunte in Susa during the 12th century BC competing with Chogha Zanbil 
ziggurat. The kings brought artistic masterpieces and bas reliefs of the ancient capital of 
Anzan (Anshan) to Susa transforming it into a unique and matchless capital. In addition, 
following the conquest of Babylon, they brought valuable booties dating back to a thousand 
years to Susa and endowed them to Susa temples thus turning the city into an exceptional 
museum of historical properties belonging to Elam and Mesopotamia. In this period, Susa 
was considered as the most religious city of the world because of having several temples of 
which the largest was the temple of Inshushinak who was the greatest Elamite deity 
protecting Susa. According to a text belonging to Shilhak Inshushinak the richest king of 
Susa in the 12th century BC, the temple of Inshushinak was erected with columns of gold and 
walls of glazed bricks later having an effect on Achaemenian Apadana palaces as well as on 
Babylonian and Assyrian palaces of Mesopotamia. Among significant archaeological finds 
attesting the unique religious value and significance of Susa is the bronze model named Sit-
Shamshi depicting the holding of a special religious ceremony. Although the object itself is 
regarded as one of the masterpieces of the ancient art of metallurgy, but its overall 
significance lies in showing the details of religious rites in ancient times.  
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Photo 3-102. Bronze Model of Sit - Shamshi (Louvre museum gallery) 
 

 

 

Photo 3-103.Section of Inshushinak Temple (Amiet, 1976) 

 
 
The great king of Assyria, Ashurbanipal who had conquered and looted Susa in 646 BC 
describes Susa as such:”Susa the grand sacred city, the haven of their deity I conquered on 
the order of Ashur and Ishtar…I destroyed Susa ziggurat which was built from turquoise 
bricks. I broke its decorations which were made of polished clay…I brought into the land of 
Assyria, 32 royal statues made of gold, silver and cast copper with white marble…” 

Among other finds of Susa during the first period of its settlement are fine ceramic vessels. 
Although ceramic production dates back to four thousand years before the emergence of Susa 
but in late 5th millennium BC, the most elaborated pottery was produced in Susa showing the 
climax of the development of this kind of containers. At that time, similar samples of 
containers were manufactured in Ubaid style in Mesopotamia and Bakun of Fars Province but 
Susa pottery of which the most prominent forms are long cups with thin walls can be 
regarded as artistic masterpieces of the ancient world.  
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Susa pottery has the most abstract style of artistic painting belonging to prehistoric people. Its 
great processing method indicates an exalted innovation enjoying absolute abstract harmony. 

 

 

Photo 3-104. Motifs of Susa I Pottery paralleled to Ubaid and Bakun pottery decoration Style (Hole, 1983) 

 

The best images have been depicted of ibexes with long horns in a way also including the 
decorative motif of the pottery. Almost no human visage is seen in Susa pottery. As a matter 
of fact a special trick has been used here resulting in the human visage being unrecognizable 
or like beasts. Several painting motifs of Bakun in Fars have been drawn in a small space. 
But in Susa the painter has worked in a regular manner and not only has fully observed the 
simplicity of images but also has tried to generate free and imageless spaces between adjacent 
images. In no area of Iran animal and human images have been drawn so skillfully. The 
patterned pottery of Susa I era shows the apex of ceramics art in Iran.  
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Photo 3-105.Susa I elaborate decorative vase (Louvre museum gallery; Hole, 1983) 
 

From the beginning, Susa City had khans serving as leaders of ordinary people and their 
superiors. Obviously, in order to manage Susa community, they needed mechanisms for 
controlling individuals. Among such control technologies were sealings put on vessel jars or 
on storeroom doors as clay locks. Moreover, in the form of hollow clay balls, sealings played 
an important role in stamping commands and sealing various communications. clay objects 
were exclusively stamped by influential men. The wide variety of sealings used for 
supervision and authentication of foods and other materials indicates a great development in 
the administrative and economical organization of early Susa settlers.  

These facts attest the founding of early management structures making Susa one of the first 
administrative hubs of the world. This center expanded even more during later historical 
periods keeping its role intact all the time. During Uruk or Susa II eras in the 4th millennium 
BC, existence of vast relations between Susa and other lands within the Iranian Plateau and 
Mesopotamia can be recognized due to these documents, seals and stamps which prepared the 
ground for the invention of writing. Also as the administrative center of the pre-historical 
world, Susa had communications with other similar centers in Mesopotamia. According to 
the reconstruction of Wright and Johnson (1975), Susa was superior to two other centers 
namely Abu Fanduweh and Chogha Mish in Susiana Plain and had administrative authority 
over about 145 villages and towns. This prepared the ground for its becoming the capital of 
the first unitary Iranian government i.e. Elam. 
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During the period of early Elamite, Susa together with Anshan (present Tal- e Malyan in Fars 
Province) became the residence of powerful Elamite kings. In this period, Sukkal-makh which 
is a title equaling the chancellor or prime minister resided in Susa. Under middle and new 
Elamite rulers, Susa retained its role as an administrative center and temples matchless in size 
were also built in it. 

Finally it was Darius of the Achaemenid dynasty who selected Susa as one of his capitals in 
an attempt to attribute himself and his empire to Elamite ancestors. Atop the mounds, he 
constructed his most magnificent palace unprecedented in the ancient world regarding the 
grandeur and solidity of the architecture. The palace which is known as Apadana is regarded 
as the prototype for the construction of Persepolis palaces and halls. So it can be postulated 
that Susa served as the ruling center of Achaemenid kings at the height of their power over a 
huge expanse of the ancient world. These lands have been mentioned in an inscription from 
Darius and it was from Susa that state decrees and edicts were issued for the most distant 
corners of the empire.  

 

 
Photo 3-106.The Statue of Darius (Perrot, 2011) 
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As a matter of fact, the civil and state laws dates back to the time when under the rule of 
Sukkal-makh, one of the Elamite princes called Atta-Hushu made a base relief on which the 
tariffs of goods sold in Susa bazaar had been mentioned. He managed to legislate following 
the model of the founder of the third Sumerian dynasty of Ur who wrote the oldest law 
known before the law code of Hammurabi.  

Apadana Place which was built in Susa is also one of the first innovative architectures of the 
Achaemenid period later transferred to other significant places. The palace was a vast 
residential complex that enjoyed valuable experiences of Iran and other civilizations but at 
the same time Darius architects managed to create a different architecture  that not only was 
efficient and varied but also compatible with Susa climate resulting in its being used as a 
prototype of the Achaemenid architecture. Importance of the palace, utilization of values and 
experiences of various nations, variety of building materials, exact knowledge of the terrain 
and the science of construction have been mentioned in an exceptional inscription. 

 

  

Photo 3-107. Two inscriptions related to construction of Apadana Palace (Vallat, 1971) 
 

 
The inscription was from Darius and was found in Susa serving as a model for developing 
Achaemenid architecture.  

One of the most prominent characteristics of Susa in the course of history was its central role 
in the majority of commercial trades in ancient Middle East. If the Middle East is regarded as 
the mediator between the European west and the Asian east (China, India and central Asia), 
without doubt lands of Iran and ancient Mesopotamia served as its main constituents. In the 
meanwhile, Susa City was the link between these two cultures as well as a center for land and 
sea transportation generating the greatest ports and bazaars. In fact, among earlier 
commercial centers in prehistoric Iran, Susa was a permanent and exceptional center involved 
in local, regional and long distance commercial activities. Since late 5th millennium BC until 
Elamite, Achaemenid, Parthian, Sassanid and Islamic eras, Susa was always booming.  
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Only few other ancient venues in the Near East served as the starting point of organized trade 
and a commercial center in the course of history. 

Local trade in Susiana Plain during Uruk era or Susa II period was performed according to a 
regular and precise administrative system. Some of the industrial mass products were traded 
with labor hours and farm crop. Seemingly here we are confronted with a trade network in 
which not only various manufactured merchandise were traded but also most probably a 
series of complicated trade systems existed. Actually, traces of the presence of Susa 
merchants in other commercial centers such as Gudin Tappeh of Kangavar Plain in Zagros 
Mountains are seen. The merchants bought clay minerals from local extractors of internal 
lands such as Tappeh Qabrestan in Qazwin Plain, Tappeh Sialk in Kashan and Arisman in 
Natanz and imported them to Mesopotamian cities like Ur, Uruk and Nippur. All of these 
hypotheses can be confirmed by evidence such as the similarity of sealings and ceramic 
vessels at these ancient sites.  

During late third millennium BC, Susa exploited hugely from marine trade. This is attested 
by an inscription engraved on the handle of a weapon presented to Susa City by a marine 
trader from Samur in honor of his lord, Shulgi the king of Ur. Thus from then on, import of 
remote lands products coming from eastern Iran, India and shores of the Persian Gulf to Susa 
increased gradually. On the whole, the increasing trade and transport significance of Susa 
during the Achaemenid rule can be attributed to the construction of the Shahi (royal) Road 
which served as the main road connecting far-off spots of Anatolia to Mesopotamia, 
Khuzestan and high lands of Iranian Plateau. According to Herodotus (52-3:5), the road 
linked the Greek Sea i.e. the Aegean sea to capital Susa but clearly it extended to India and 
Central Asia on its other side. Therefore, Susa as the center of the route not only was a 
commercial center but also linked remote spots within the empire.  

Yet another inherent outstanding value of Susa is the interaction and coexistence of religious, 
linguistic and ethnic cultures which lasted for thousands of years and is matchless in its kind. 
Such existential nature began from the formation basis of the city during late 5th millennium 
BC i.e. when inhabitants of several villages gathered together and their number increased 
with the arrival of different tribes in the course of time. According to Pierre Amiet, the 
formative nature of Susa City was based on ethnic dualism in which some of Susa residents 
had Mesopotamian culture and some others had the culture of high plateaus and the city as 
the regional center was alternately under the influence of either of them. Thus during Susa I, 
Susa II (Uruk), Susa III (proto Elamite) and Susa IV (ancient dynasties) periods, it had 
Persian, Mesopotamian, Persian and Mesopotamian cultures respectively. This ethnic 
periodicity continued during Susa V (Shimashki) period which saw the resurrection of the 
great Elamite kingdom where the Persian culture became dominant again. Under the 
Achaemenid dynasty, Persians arrived and coexisted with Elamite tribes. Based on the 
onomasticon of main characters in the Book of Esther shows that most of Susa citizens had 
ancient Persian or Avestan names instead of Elamite ones.  
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Various evidences indicate the Hellenization of Susa after the fall of Achaemenid dynasty so 
probably it had been transformed into a polis i.e. a Greek city. Under the Parthian dynasty 
and after the conquest of Alexander, a specific ethnic-linguistic group called Elymais has 
been mentioned. They are actually descendants of old Elamite residing in Susa and its nearby 
lands. Arab conquest of Susa in the 7th century AD happened without intense destruction and 
conflict. Recent excavations show that at the beginning religious communities of Christians, 
Zoroastrians and Jews lived in peace in the general area of Royal City (Shahr-e Shahi). At the 
same time Arabs settled in the deserted area of the Craftsmen Town and immediately built a 
mosque which was enlarged later serving as one of the first examples of mosque construction 
in Iran and the region as a whole. Gradually the old settlers converted to Islam which led to 
the change of their living place. This trend went on until early 11th century AD.  

The major cultural indicator of Susa City is its tradition of architecture and urban planning 
which has always served as a pattern for Iranian cities and neighboring lands. Evidence of 
these traditions has been found in excavations of various teams in Susa, which its diagnostic 
example being the excavations performed in workshop A of Royal City by Roman 
Ghirshman. The significance of these diggings which have been done on a large scale in an 
area of one hectare lies in the fact that contrary to former excavations, they were done using 
exact methods of stratigraphy and separation of settlement phases in various periods. A total 
of 15 settlement phases were identified each representing an urban stage of old Elamite 
(Sukkal-makh), middle Elamite, neo-Elamite, Achaemenid, Seleucid, Parthian, Sassanid and 
Islamic. Their partitioning was one of a kind and only the city of Troy in Turkey is 
comparable to this site. It was during these excavations that the process of architectural and 
urban planning development for Iranian cities could be clearly witnessed. 

 
 

Photo 3-108. 15th Layer of Royal City (Shahr-e Shahi, Susa Base Archive) 
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The oldest layers consisted of streets, alleys and houses in which the distribution of space and 
function is visibly seen. Among other major components of urban buildings of Susa during 
the Elamite period were halls which were built solitarily around a central yard. Their oldest 
example has been found in Susa belonging to the time of Sukkal-makhs from the 15th layer of 
Royal City (Shahr-e Shahi) site. Although the main origin of this kind of halls goes back to 
the period of old Babylon in Mesopotamia but the innovative experience of Susa plays a 
major role in the exaltation of this architecture. Construction of bathrooms in Susa dates back 
to the 3rd millennium BC when it became prevalent in Near East cities. Also schools of Royal 
City where a Babylonian style education was provided had been adopted from the literary 
tradition of Sumer. These two give us a complete comprehension of the importance and 
values of Susa community of the time.  

Among ancient sites of the near east, Susa enjoys characteristic metallurgy that distinguishes 
it from other places. Some of them are the nature of the site concerning industrial activities, 
continuance of the industry in subsequent periods and commercial transaction of metal 
objects. Such characteristics are rare in other places existing in Iran and the region. Although 
as said earlier, during periods before the construction of Susa City, other sites had produced 
metals but due to its strategic position at the intersection of low lands of Mesopotamia on the 
one hand and high lands of central Iran on the other hand, Susa was deemed as an appropriate 
place for processing raw materials extracted from central mines of Iran as well as for 
manufacturing objects not only used by indigenous people Susiana Plain but also traded with 
Mesopotamian communities. Mesopotamia is situated in lowlands devoid of minerals such as 
copper and iron so it is in dire need of raw and processed materials coming from its eastern 
neighboring regions. Existence of specialized workshops for producing metals, casts for 
metal production and objects manufactured from copper, bronze, gold and silver in various 
periods of time show that Susa is the pioneer of similar sites in using such metals.  

 
 

Photo 3-109.Massive double axe made of arsenic copper, Susa I (Benoit, 2004) 
 
Photo 3-110. Golden pendant in the shape of a jackal-like dog, Susa II, c. 3300-3100 BC;  
The soldered loop is one of the oldest proofs for this technique (Benoit, 2004) 

 

 

This image cannot currently be displayed.
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With the advancement of metallurgy in the 3rd millennium BC, Susa foundry workers began 
producing alloys in order to improve the quality of pure copper. Additionally, they were 
skilled in working with lead and silver by melting natural lead stone before casting. These 
methods made possible the production of lead containers as well as silver jewelry adorned 
with precious stones. Moreover like Palestine people, they were among the first metal 
workers who used the method of lost wax casting for making metal statues. The soldering 
technique for manufacturing gold products was yet another method used in Susa from early 
Elamite era. The peak of the metallurgy art of Susa citizens could be seen in the bronze statue 
of Queen Napir-Asu which according to Professor Edith Porada is “the most famous 
monument of Elamite art”.  

 

 

 

Photo 3-111. Jewelry of Susa (Perrot, 2011) 
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In the end, Susa can be regarded as the precursor of writing. Archaeological excavations 
show that Susa rivaled the ancient city of Uruk in developing writing and script. Concerning 
the invention of writing, there were three regions which heralded the emergence of three 
writing systems. They were the Middle East, China and Central America but evidence show 
that the Middle East preceded other regions in this regard. The writing system of the Middle 
East resulted in the invention of Sumerian cuneiform in Mesopotamia and the proto Elamite 
script in Iran with their centers of Uruk and Susa respectively. Based on archaeological 
evidence found inside settlement layers of Acropole of Susa, its chronology and the method 
of developing accounting and administration activities which led to the invention of script, 
the importance and high share of Susa in developing and expanding human civilization is 
manifested. 

  

Photo 3-112. Proto- Elamite Inscription Tablet from Susa (Potts, 1999) 
 

 

 
 

Photo 3-113. Glazed brick panel showing Sphinxes from Susa (Louvre museum gallery) 

This image cannot currently be displayed. This image cannot currently be displayed.
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Chapter 4 . State of conservation and factors affecting the property 

The Cultural Heritage Base of Susa is responsible for conducting conservation, 
documentation and research activities in the site. Moreover, assuring and encouraging 
participation of local communities in conservation affairs is among the most crucial duties of 
the base. 

 

4.a. Present state of conservation 

At present, all operations related to the conservation of Susa are conducted under the 
supervision of ICHHTO. In this regard, all plans about conservation, restoration, 
reorganization, archaeological excavations as well as any relevant decision-makings is sent to 
the technical council of the cultural heritage deputy Iranian Center for Archaeological  
Research (ICAR) by Susa Base after due investigations and recommendations. Here the final 
decision is made and approved before being communicated to the Base for implementation. 

As for the fact that the historical site of Susa is located near the world heritage sites of 
Chogha Zanbil and Shushtar Historical Hydraulic System, experiences and results gained at 
these bases as well as at instructional workshops held for restoration and conservation of mud 
bricks had been useful in restoring archaeological remains of Susa. Moreover, some building 
materials tests in particular on mud bricks can be conducted at Haft Tappeh laboratory near 
Susa.  

 

Photo 4-1. An example of field and lab experiments conducted at Choghazanbil workshop located 35 km from Susa 
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Concerning stone conservation, experts have used experiences gained in Persepolis.  

Site monitoring is given priority in these plans and consists of controlling the growth 
condition of wild plants as well as the effects of weather changes on site properties. 
Monitoring of excavated and under-excavation parts is among cases exactly executed within 
the framework of site monitoring with its details being discussed in chapter six. 

In addition to experienced experts who help in restoring mud brick and stone remains, many 
university students from various fields such as archaeology, restoration, urban planning and 
architecture also cooperate part time with the Base for training purposes and after gaining 
necessary skills join it as experts. 

In addition to such activities which are conducted within the core zone of the property, all 
executive regulations inside its buffer zone are under the supervision of the Base too. Local 
municipality, members of parliament as well as Susa citizens pay special attention to its 
values and sensitivity as an important ancient site. Therefore, public organizations and NGOs 
are active for protection and conservation of the values of this site.  

As for the existence of the permanent cultural heritage Base of Susa as well as public and 
state support for this major site, its conservation enjoys a relatively appropriate state at the 
time being. In the following, conservation activities done and all the operations conducted 
during the recent years in Susa are mentioned. 

 

4.a.1. Start of conservation activities in Susa 

From early 14th century AH coincided with the third decade of the 20th century AD on, the 
issue of maintenance and conservation of historical monuments attracted the attention of 
Iranian authorities. In this regard, "the Protection of Antiques Law" was submitted to the 
Iranian parliament and was approved. 

According to articles and regulations of this law, all historical monuments and cultural 
heritage sites come under the protection of the legal system of the country. Thereafter, 
identification of historical monuments and sites across Iran started at a wide scale followed 
by their registration in the National Heritage List. 

Susa was among the first archeological sites registered in this list but after the founding of the 
Ministry of Antiques (Historical Monuments) and Fine Industries as well as its deputies in 
provincial centers including Khuzestan, Susa came under systematic monitoring and 
protection in a formal and legal manner.  



 

fâát                                                                           

287 
 

State of conservation and factors affecting the property

 

The ancient site of Susa was one of the first sites to be excavated in Iran. Following the 
sanction of a law on establishing the Ministry of Education, Endowments and Fine Arts in 
1907, the Antiques Department of Iran was separated from it in 1918 and after gradual 
expansion of the new department, archaeological excavations in Iran was legalized.         

Before this date, foreign archaeological expeditions in the country were formalized after 
signing mutual agreements between Iranian government and foreign states. 

After 1930, the Antiques Department of Iran was changed into the Department General of 
Archaeology which operated until 1964 and was responsible for investigation, identification, 
excavation, delineation of core and buffer zones of properties as well as conducting 
preliminary activities regarding the registration of these properties in the list of national 
properties. Over these years, Susa was the center of attention of the Department General as a 
major historical site. In 1964, the Department General of Archaeology was merged with the 
Ministry of Culture and Art and was renamed the Archaeological Center of Iran which until 
1985 was engaged in the conservation and excavation of ancient sites.  

After the Islamic revolution, the Cultural Heritage Organization of Iran was established in 
1985 which officially started working two years later simultaneous with the Cultural Heritage 
Department of Susa. In 1993, after defining a project called the great project of Susa, Haft 
Tappeh and Chogha Zanbil, Susa site formally found an independent management launching 
programs aimed at its conservation. Within this process, parts of Apadana, Susa Castle and 
Shavur Palace were restored. Later, Iranian archaeologists continued the excavation and 
reorganization of the site and in the following a brief account of their activities over various 
episodes is mentioned. 

 

4.a.2. Archaeological Surveys1and conservation - restoration activities in Susa 

Excavation in Susa has started after the arrival of the first European explorer in the 19th 
century and has continued ever since for about 130 years. Regarding the history of 
conservation and restoration in Susa, it must be pointed out that before the start of scientific 
conservation of the site, early excavators of Susa at least until the arrival of Ghirshman rather 
wanted to find museum objects so no appropriate operation for conservation of the site was 
conducted.  

In fact, taking a scientific approach and trying to find out about the course of development 
and formation of Susa i.e. the chronology of Susa mounds began by Ghirshman and 
continued by subsequent teams.  

                                                      
1 A full account of archaeological excavations and explorations at Susa has been brought up in chapter two.   
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Map 4-1. The main sites (indicated by numerals) worked at Susa by Roman Ghirshman 

 and Marie-Joseph Steve, 1946-68 

 

 

1851-1853: William Kennett Loftus 

In May 1850, William Kennett Loftus camped on Acropole mound and began mapping the 
site and naming various mounds as the first conservation activity ever done in Susa (Loftus, 

1857). In these years, no restoration activity was performed with limited excavations 
conducted on Apadana, Shahr-e Shahi and Acropole.  
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Map 4-2. Plan of Susa,William Kennett Loftus, 1851-1853 

 

Under the supervision of Williams, Loftus opened three trenches on Acropole mound which 
he called the Citadel. At that time, operations aimed at registering visible architectural 
properties and discovering other properties with minimal excavations got underway. 

Also on Apadana mound, five trenches were opened and several Achaemenid pedestals, 
columns and capitals were found and stabilized in their condition of the time (Loftus, 1857).  

From mid-February of 1852, Loftus began digging Apadana and with the help of Churchill in 
drawing maps and sketches of properties, managed to prepare a plan of the site buildings. 
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Moreover, Loftus performed activities on the Great Platform now called Shahr-e Shahi. He 
opened eight trenches in the main part of Shahr-e Shahi and recorded Achaemenid 
architectural properties there (Curtis, 1993).   

 

 

Map 4-3. Loftus activities on ancient mounds of Susa, 1851-1853 
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1881-1885: Marcel-Auguste Dieulafoy and Jane Dieulafoy 

Over these years only an amount of 41 thousand French Francs of funds was allocated to 
Susa with the cooperation of national museums and the Ministry of Culture of France. They 
were given to Marcel-Auguste Dieulafoy and her husband Jean Paul Henriette (Shahmir zadi, 

1991) for their operation on Apadana mound. No restoration activity was performed in these 
years on the mound or at excavated parts.  

  

Figure 4-1. Two drowing of Dieulafoy’s excavations, 1883 

 

Map 4-4. Plan of Susa indicating the trenches, M. Dieulafoy, 1883 
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Map 4-5. Dieulafoy’s activities on ancient mounds of Susa, 1885 
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1897-1912: Jacques de Morgan  

In 1897, the government of France formed the French Scientific Delegation in Iran2 and Jean 
Mary Jacques de Morgan arrived in Iran as head of the expedition. 

De Morgan planned long term excavations in Susa. Therefore, in the winter of 1897-8 after 
soundings north of Acropole mound, he started building a castle for housing the French team 
in the style of a European middle ages castle. Jacquie helped him in this and usage was made 
of ancient building materials spread all over the site.3 Following geological surveys and study 
of geological effects in Susa, de Morgan published the results in the first volume of memories 
of the French expedition in Perse (Iran) (Musavi, 1992).  

Then after naming Susa mounds, he began digging on Shahr-e Shahi, Acropole and Apadana. 
At that time, Acropole was a great mound with an approximate height of 35 meters which led 
de Morgan to invent a new method for its excavation resembling the method of mine 
extraction.  

Initially he dug five tunnels at the south east front of the mound in order to compile a relative 
chronology for Susa (Musavi, 1992).  

 

Map 4-6. De Morgan excavations on ancient mounds of Susa, 1912 

                                                      
2  Delegation Scientifique Francaise en Perse 
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Then by drawing a hypothetical axis line on the mound in a northwest to southeast direction, 
began digging inside the Grande Trenchee. He opened two pits with a width of 5m and a 
length of 90m each on the right side corner of the above mentioned axis and later extended 
the length up to 180m. Moreover, he divided the 35m height of the mound into seven floors 
each measuring 5m. Excavations continued in this manner so that in the end a total of five 
pits each with a width of 25m were dug. The two side pits and the three middle pits had 
depths of 5 and 10m respectively. Rails were laid in the area so that the piled up soils could 
be delivered out of the site by wagons.  

  

  

Photo 4-2. De Morgan’s excavations on Acropole mound 

 

Although de Morgan launched expansive studies in Susa with his colleagues, no restoration 
activities were conducted over these years.  
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1908 -1946: Roland de Mecquenem 

The method of Mecquenem’s excavations was very similar to that of de Morgan. After 
undertaking the supervision of the team, he extended diggings from Acropole mound to other 
parts of the ancient site of Susa including the courtyard of Darius Palace, east of Apadana 
mound and then to Shahr-e Shahi, the prison and (Shahr-e Sanátgaran.)  

Acropole, Apadana yards, east, north and west of Apadana Hall, Shahr-e Shahi and Shahr-e 
Sanátgaran were explored and excavated over this period of time but no restoration activity 
was conducted at these parts.  

Following the start of World War I in 1914, British forces occupied Susa and a group of 
Bengali cavalries were positioned in the French castle.4 Two years after the end of the war in 
1920, de Mecquenem and his colleagues returned to Susa and were busy excavating different 
parts of Susa and other ancient sites until 1939.  

 

Map 4-7.  De Mecquenem’s activities on ancient mounds of Susa, 1946 

 

                                                      
4   
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In 1924 a change occurred in the working condition of the French team in Iran.  Because in 
this year, Reza Khan the future king who was the chancellor at the time, visited Susa and the 
French castle and after further investigation about the condition of their diggings in 
Khuzestan on 17th October 1927 annulled the permits issued in years 1895 and 1900  
(Masoumi, 2010).  

  

Photo 4-3. Excavation of De Mecquenem, 1913 

 

Afterwards, few other options such as limiting the excavations to Susa as well as the 
compulsory presence of a supervisor during excavations sent by the government of Iran as a 
preliminary security measure were on agenda. Later the first inspector by the name of Mr. 
Sabah who was a former teacher in Dezful began his cooperation with the French team in 
1930-31. 

Over this period, for the first time pre-historical studies, chronology of various pre-historical 
and historical episodes of Susa as well as standard classification of properties and results 
gained from years of excavations by the French were conducted. 

Following several seasons of sounding near Susa, in the years 1933-35 Louis Lebrun5 
engaged in studying properties found from previous diggings. After summing up study 
results, properties discovered at Susa were classified scientifically for the first time. 

 

 

                                                      
5  (1909-1957) BA in history and geography from Paris University and MA in English Language from  

Cambridge University of Britain. He also studied archaeology and arts history in Louvre School. 
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1946-1967: Roman Ghirshman  

From 1946 until 1967, Ghirshman launched 21 excavation seasons at Susa. Not only he 
excavated entire mounds of Susa but also conducted conservation operations.  

In fact, he began digging an area measuring almost one hectare in the northern part of Shahr-
e Shahi opposite the Achaemenid Palace. At last, in 1966 he reached virgin soil at an 
approximate depth of 15 meters from the surface of Shahr-e Shahi and succeeded in exposing 
a large part of the Elamit town. Thus, a lot of information was obtained about urban planning 
and living in Susa over a period ranging from the third millennium BC until the end of the 
second millennium BC.  

 

 

Map 4-8.  Excavation of Ghirshamn on Susa, 1967 
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Photo 4-4Excavations of Ghirshman on the Royal City, 1960 

 

Simultaneous with excavations in Shahr-e Shahi, Ghirshman started widespread diggings in a 
part known as Village Perse-Achemenide north-west of Shahr-e Sanátgaran. 

  

Photo 4-5. Susa. 20th century. French expedition archaeological excavations after the 

 Second World War, 1958 (Photo by: Dea Picture Library/De Agostini/Getty Images)(Left) 

Photo 4-6. Excavations. Second campaign of the French archaeological expedition in February,1958. Discovery of the 
first layer of the city (Photo by: Dea Picture Library/De Agostini/Getty Images)(Right) 
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Based on illustrated documents, Ghirshman paid special attention to the conservation of the 
15th layer of Shahr-e Shahi called the 15th Town. His conservation activities largely consisted 
of laying one or at most two rows of dried bricks (probably without any mortar) on top of 
mud brick walls in the 15th layer.   

 

Photo 4-7. Workshop A of  Ghirshman’s excavations on the Royal City, 1968 

 

Map 4-9. Restoration activities of Ghirshman on ancient mounds of Susa, 1968 
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1968-1978: Jean Perrot 

Jean Perrot was appointed as the head of the French team in 1968 opening a new phase of 
archaeological studies in Susa. Based on his researching background and his working 
experiences, he devised a new plan for Susa and launched an international project with close 
collaboration of the Archaeology Center of Iran as well as experts from various fields aimed 
at getting more information from the ancient mound of Susa. 

 

Map 4-10. The main sites (indicated by numerals) worked at Susa under the direction of Jean Perrot, 1968-79, 
(http://www.iranicaonline.org) 

 

Over this period of time, conservation and restoration entered a serious stage so that part of 
the activities of the excavation team was allocated to restoration. With cooperation of the 
Conservation of National Properties Organization affiliated to the Ministry of Culture and Art 
of the time, Jean Perrot conducted widespread restorations in Apadana, eastern gate of 
Apadana, Hadish and the palace of Ardashir the second. 

During the operations of Jean Perrot (active in Persepolis) the statue of Darius, a capital and 
part of a column were restored by one member of IsMEO. Irrespective of his activities at the 
eastern gate, a unitary method can be identified in conservation and restoration works of Jean 
Perrot. All the walls of the eastern gate were restored and conserved by dried bricks, sand 
mortar, lime and occasionally by lime mud.  
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Photo 4-8.  Brick production for making protective covers, 1976 (Perrot, 2011) 

 

In Apadana where most of the activities in this period has occurred, the mode of operation 
was to specify the plan, then to lay one or two rows of new bricks (measuring 20×10×5 cm)  
with sand and lime mortar and finally to lay mud bricks over dried bricks. The width of mud 
brick-laying equals the size of one mud brick (25×21×6 cm) and sometimes two rows of mud 
bricks. The back of mud brick layer was filled with earth.  

  

Photo 4-9. Various phases of the protective cover of Apadana Palace walls, 1976 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

Yet another one of Perrot’s activities regarding the restoration of Apadana, the eastern gate 
and Ardashir Palace was to reorganize the water drainage system in order to get rid of surface 
waters. Among other conservation activities performed in this period, mention can be made 
of the construction of protective walls built beside the edge of deep trenches in Apadana and 
the eastern gate. These low walls have been built with dried bricks using sand and lime as 
mortar. On the whole, operations conducted over this period are as follows: 



 

fâát                                                                           

302 
 

State of conservation and factors affecting the property

 
- Making readable the plan of Apadana: after defining plan lines, 50 cm walls were erected 

upon it using the mud brick and mud mortar matching with plan lines; 
- Reorganizing part of stone columns and restoring one capital, part of a column and the 

statue of Darius with anastylosis method; 
- Constructing protective low brick walls on the edge of eastern trenches of the eastern gate, 

the triple yards, east of the eastern yard and west of the western Iwan of the audience hall; 
- Restoration of the eastern gate, part of the palace of Ardashir the second as well as Hadish. 

 

 

Figure 4-2. Protective Cover, 1976 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

In this period, in addition to comprehensive archaeological excavations, operations were also 
conducted for keeping architectural remains including: 

- Removal of surface waters; 
- Restoring pieces of stone columns of the audience hall; 
- Conservation and restoration of a capital and part of a column. 

Moreover, various pieces of stone columns were piled up on the southern corner of the 
eastern Iwan. This process continued until the last days of the presence of the French team in 
Susa. 
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Photo 4-10. Restoration and excavation of southern corner of the eastern Iwan, 1976 (Susa Base Archive) 

   



 

fâát                                                                           

304 
 

State of conservation and factors affecting the property

 

 

  

 

Photo 4-11. Restoration and excavation of southern corner of the eastern Iwan, 1976 (Susa Base Archive) 
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1979-1983: Mirabedeen Kabuli  

In these years, due to the ongoing war in the region no significant archaeological excavations 
and restorations took place, only emergency conservation was conducted using trained 
diggers in Apadana where many mud brick protective walls erected by Jean Perrot were 
expediently covered with bricks and lime mortar. 

 

Map 4-11. Emergency conservation  activities of Kabuli on north-west front of Apadana mound, 1982 

 

Among other conservation activities of the time were studies conducted by the Archaeology 
Center of Iran headed by Mirabedeen Kabuli launched in 1982 at the north-west front of 
Apadana mound.  After the arrangement made by Susa municipality for enlarging the square 
north-west of Apadana mound, the team dug at the foot of the western wall of the huge 
platform on which Apadana Palace stood. As a result, a thick wall was exposed built on 
several rows of tar-coated bricks and was stabilized at its state of the time. Thus the 
hypothesis about the depression of the wall at its middle section was confirmed. On the whole 
from 1979- 1983, despite the restricted amount of funds allocated for the site, conservation 
activities by a few personnel working at Apadana site got underway regularly.   
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1984-1996: Mahdi Rahbar  

Over these years, limited archaeological operations as well as emergency conservation 
activities were conducted. Archaeological studies performed included: sounding the hill 
located behind the gas station north of Susa 1982, delineating the core and buffer zones of the 
palace of Ardashir the second as well as the ancient site of Susa 1989.  

The above-mentioned operations as well as scattered restoration activities were conducted at 
Susa, Haft Tappeh and Chogha Zanbil. Major operations conducted at Susa within this time 
span are as follows: 

- Restoration of the castle from 1990-1993;  
- Restoration of Apadana from 1993-1995;  
- Restoration of the palace of Ardashir the second in 1993; 
- Restoration activities were restarted in 1993 and were largely concentrated in Apadana 

Palace and Susa Castle.6 

 

Map 4-12. Restoration activities during 1993-1995 

                                                      
6 The castle has been restored and reconstructed for holding the first archeology assembly. 
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Conservation methods and processes were also conducted the same way as before.  In  1995, 
a conservation activity was done aimed at controlling the process of damage in floorings of 
Apadana Palace i.e. the damaged edge of floorings were consolidated by a sand-lime mortar. 
Among other activities performed in Apadana were: relaying of fallen bricks, coating a large 
part of palace walls and restoring part of the palace of Ardashir the second. 

  

Photo 4-12.  Restoration of Castle: 1990-1993  

  

  Photo 4-13. Re-plastering low walls of Ardashir Palace: 1993 (Left) 

  Photo 4-14. Restoration and repair of low walls of Apadana Palace: 1993-1995 (Right) 

 

Also in the years 1995-1996, partial restoration of stone columns of Apadana with 
cooperation of master stone workers of Persepolis got underway.  
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1998-2005:  

During these years, the 15th town7 as well as the eastern gate of the palace8 have been 
restored and reorganized. Low walls of the eastern and northern Iwan of the audience hall, 
the eastern gate of Apadana Palace and the 15th town have been reorganized and made 
readable with dried bricks and mortars by Susa excavation team under the supervision of 
Mirabedeen Kabuli . 

Additionally, excavations in the western low wall of Apadana platform continued in 2000  by 
the archaeologist team stationed in Susa. These tracings aimed at making visible the outline 
of platform wall. For this reason, not only the removal of wild bushes from the site but also 
creating a visit route in Apadana Palace has been done. 

Over these years, low walls of the audience hall of Apadana, the eastern gate as well as two 
blocks of the 15th layer has been restored with bricks and mortars.  

 

Map 4-13. Restoration activities in 1999-2005  

                                                      
7 The last great trench of Ghirshman on Shahr-e Shahi mound 
8 The gate had been restored before the revolution too 
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Furthermore, in the years 2000-2005, the low wall of Apadana platform on its west side has 
been made more visible using bricks and mortars to an approximate height of one meter. 
Moreover, on the northwest corner a part that has probably been the entrance gate of Apadana 
has been restored and made more visible up to a height of 2 meters using bricks measuring 
32×32×8 cm. 

Yet another conservation activity done at the time was to install a kahgel protective coating 
over mud brick surfaces of platform on its southwestern corner located opposite the museum 
building. 

 

2005-2010: 

Among activities performed in this period is documentation of the site by photogrametry 
during which all four mounds of Susa were mapped in 2006. Also in 2009, documentation 
with laser scan of Apadana Palace columns was performed. 

Restoration activities done in the palace of Ardashir the second and Apadana Palace in 2009  
are: 

- Restoring part of walls of the central yard of Apadana; 
- Plastering the south west part of Apadana; 
- Plastering the central hall walls of the palace of Ardashir the second. 

 

2011-2012: 

Operations conducted concerning the reorganization of the ancient site of Susa in 2011-2012 
are as follows: 

- Restoring and increasing the readability of the walls of Ardashir Palace with mud brick 
and kahgel plaster; 

- Reorganization and restoration of Ardashir Palace pedestals;  

Clean-up of platform area. 
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Map 4-14. Restoration activities in recent years: 2011-2012  

 

Map 4-15. Restoring and increasing the readability of the walls of Ardashir Palace 
 with mud brick and kahgel plaster, 2011-2012  
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Photo 4-15. Restoring and increasing the readability of walls, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 

  

 

Photo 4-16. Restoration of Ardashir Palace pedestals, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 
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 Operations conducted in Apadana 

 General clean-up: 

- Removal of vegetation;  
- Making Apadana more visible; 
- General cleanup of castle area and well-visited places. 

  

  

  

Photo 4-17. General clean-up, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 
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 Making more visible the plan and restoring protective walls: 
 

- Rooms located east of the eastern yard were restored with mud bricks and mud mortar 
after being made more visible and after removing their deposits and debris;  

- Protective low walls in the eastern yard and the trench on its east were cleaned after their 
debris were removed and were re-erected afterwards. 
 

 

Map 4-16. Restoring walls, 2011-2012  
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 Reorganizing signboards and visit routes: 

- Removing old signboards and replacing them with new ones; 
- Creating emergency paths for visitors so that they are properly directed and harms caused 

by their presence are decreased substantially; 
- Installing a stairway with a light-weighted structure at Apadana entrance in order to 

facilitate visiting. 
  

 

Map 4-17.  Reorganizing signboards, 2011  

  

Photo 4-18. Installing new guiding signs, 2011 
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Photo 4-19. Reorganization of site entrance, 2011 

 

 Restoration of the eastern gate 

Façades of low walls in the northern half of the eastern gate were stabilized in their present 
condition and were plastered with a kahgel protective cover. But in the southern half of the 
gate, all former restoring interventions were removed and the plan outlines of its original 
architecture were made more visible and were restored by mud-bricks.   
 

  

Photo 4-20. Making the walls more visible and restoring them, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 
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Map 4-18. Restoration of the Eastern Gate, 2011 

  

  

Photo 4-21. Correcting the gradient of horizontal surfaces such as floor of rooms and the upper 

 surface of walls,  2011(Susa Base Archive) 
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 Re-erecting the protective low wall located east of the gate for preventing any damages and 
for directing surface waters 

 

Map 4-19. Restoration of Eastern Gate, 2011 

 

 

Photo 4-22. Part of Restoration of the Eastern Gate, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 
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 Restoration of Hadish Palace 

- Mapping the existing condition; 
- Tracing and making the plan more readable;  
- Documenting the status quo after making the plan more visible; 
- Mud brick laying and restoring historical walls based on the historical plan; 
- Kahgel plastering of all mud brick surfaces; 
- Restoring brick columns; 
- Sloping of horizontal surfaces, debris removal and complete cleanup.  

 

   

      

  

Photo 4-23. Restoration and making visible again the protective covers of Hadish Palace, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 
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 Restoring part of the 15th layer  

- Mapping the status quo; 
- Replacing restorative materials with homogenous ones including original mud bricks 

and building materials (mud brick laying based on historical plan);  
- Kahgel plastering of mud brick remains. 

 

  

            Map 4-20. Plan of the existing condition of the 15th layer, 2011 

            Map 4-21. Topography of status quo15th layer, 2011 
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 Correcting former interventions: 
 

   

  

Photo 4-24. Mud-brick laying based on the orginal plan, 2012  (Susa Base Archive) 

   

  

Photo 4-25. Mud-brick laying based on the orginal plan in 15th layer 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 
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Collapsed brick walls have been restored with bricks and mud mortars and their facades have 
been plastered. Finally, all vertical and horizontal surfaces have been covered with a layer of 
kahgel plaster. 

  

  

Photo 4-26. Restoration and making visible the plan, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

 Erecting a protective brick wall 

During previous phases of excavations, a brick wall with a height of about 7m was erected on 
the common border of Hadish Palace and the 15th layer of Susa. The wall had been 
constructed in order to prevent the crumbling of trench edge and possible destruction of 
Hadish which overlooks the 15th layer. Thus the wall was restored and for better direction of 
surface waters on its southern corner, two drainpipes were installed.  
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Photo 4-27.Restoration  walls in Hadish,  2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

 Restoration of brick wall northeast of the trench 

In 2000, protective walls were erected to hinder visitors’ traffic damaging the edge of 
trenches. But due to the decomposition of building materials and erosions caused by 
environmental factors, they were harmed and partially collapsed therefore they were restored 
again.   

 

Map 4-22. Removing the walls, 2000 
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 Restoration of the Achaemenid village 

- General cleaning: including elimination of wild vegetation, gathering and sorting bricks 
scattered within the property and its vicinity; 

- Documentation of the present condition; 
- Making visible the plan and tracing;  
- Restoring mud brick walls; 
- Kahgel plastering.   

 

  

Photo 4-28. General cleaning, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 

  

Photo 4-29. Removing wild vegetation, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 

  

Photo 4-30. Making readable the original plan, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 
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Photo 4-31. Mud brick-laying after making visible the plan:2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

    

 

Map 4-23. Applying kahgel plaster, creating a protective cover against weather  

conditions in particular rainfalls, 2011 
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4.a.3. Research activities  

As for the significance of the ancient site of Susa as well as the long history of excavation at 
the site, abundant archaeological researches are available about Susa. In this chapter and in 
chapter two of the dossier, some of these investigations and excavations have been briefly 
mentioned. Moreover, results of many of these researches have been published in the 
scientific compilation of DAFI.   

Below other examples of researches and studies available about the site have been 
mentioned: 

- PhD dissertation of Dr. Robert Henry Dyson who during the 8th season of Ghirshman’s 
excavations managed to dig in Acropole with results presented in his thesis; 

- Translation and publication of inscriptions found in Susa as well as transcription of bas 
reliefs by Marie Joseph Steve who after the retirement of Ghirshman in 1967 accepted the 
supervision of the team for a few months. In 1954, she replaced Jean Contenoue as the 
linguist of the French team and conducted major excavations in Acropole together with 
Herman Gasche; 

- Studies and surveys of Genevieve Dolfus from 1968 on the surface of Jafar Abad, Jowi 
and Bandbal aimed at finding the characteristics of Susiana Plain during prehistorical era 
until the beginning of Susa I period; 

- Study and stratigraphic survey of Susa history from about 4000 until 3000 BC by Allen 
Lebrun working at the workshop called Acropole (I) as well as the excavation of de 
Morgan témoin (1970); 

- Study and research on the structure and history of Acropole mound at workshop of 
Acropole II (the high platform) by Denis Canal; 

- Studies of Elizabeth Carter from Los Angles University at the workshop of Shahr-e Shahi 
I in order to gain information and fill the thousand year time gap between Lebrun studies 
(4000-3000 BC) in Acropole and former studies of Ghirshman (about 2000-1000 BC) in 
Shahr-e Shahi; 

- Studies of Pierre de Miroschedji on layers dating from late 2nd millennium until mid 1st 
millennium BC at workshop of Shahr-e Shahi II aimed at accessing more information on 
this episode in Elamite history; 

- Studying, survey and excavation at Shavur Palace by Adran Labrousse and Ramy 
Boucharlat with cooperation of Mahmoud Kordovani (1970); 

- Studying the Islamic layers of Shahr-e Sanátgaran by Monique Kervran; 
- Geophysical studies about ancient properties of Susa and its nearby sites especially 

foundations of the Achaemenid Palace on Apadana mound by Albert Hesse in 1970; 
- Study and identification of the language and history of Elamite by a linguist called 

Francois Vallat (1970-80); 
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- Classifying and dating of properties especially stamps and seals found in Susa and other 
ancient sites by Piere Amiet (1972); 

- Partial documentation of Apadana with laser scan method as well as attempting to specify 
its core and buffer zones based on field surveys and excavations (2009). 
 

4.b. Factors affecting the property 

The overall state of conservation of the property is acceptable and under control. As said 
earlier, after the arrival of the first excavators at Susa, the process of digging aimed at finding 
objects at the historical site began and continued for more than one century. Among factors 
affecting the ancient site of Susa were: ignorance of early explorers, various methods of 
excavation by archaeologists, different problems that occurred following excavations, 
environmental conditions as well as consequences of the Iran-Iraq war.  

But the ancient site of Susa as the cradle of major episodes of human history and a precious 
model of continuous history of settlement and urbanization has kept its outstanding 
characteristics ever since. As a matter of fact, the ancient site of Susa has not fully revealed 
its secrets yet. Like its counterparts, this valuable site suffers from threatening risk factors so 
in its management plan it has always been tried to control these factors and to conserve and 
maintain the site optimally. Below, more details have been discussed. 

 

4.b.1. Development pressures 

Surveys and studies of aerial photos show that the first signs of urban development toward 
north of the site took place during early 1951. Afterwards, the urban growth continued in 
1981 until 2001 particularly in the direction of west and north of Susa site. Following city 
expansion, usage of new building materials in the form of urban architecture, urban facilities 
and equipments such as pylons and electricity masts, telecommunication cables and telephone 
kiosks have led to visual disturbances inside the buffer zone. As planned, reorganization of 
the buffer zone is to be done in three time spans with cooperation of municipality authorities.  
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Photo 4-32. Urban expansion around Susa site; Right: 2011 – Left: 1960 (Geographical Organization of Iran) 

 

 

 

Photo 4-33. Northern part of the ancient site of Susa, 2011(Susa Base Archive) 

 

 

In the two photos shown above, the process of urban development north of Susa City over a 
century from 1913 until 2011 is seen. 
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Photo 4-34. Aerial view of Susa during early excavations (oriental Institute, Chicago, 1956) 

 

Photo 4-35. Susa, various ancient mounds including the Apadana in an aerial view from southwest 

 (Stronach & Mousavi, 2009) 

This image cannot currently be displayed.
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Photo 4-36. General view of Susa, by: R. Ghirshman, 1956 

 

Photo 4-37. General view of Susa; 2010, (Susa Base Archive) 
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Photo 4-38. General view of Susa, 1931 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

Photo 4-39. General view of Susa,1969 (Susa Base Archive) 
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In the right photo, initial phases of Susa City formation during the first decade of the present 
century SAH beside the shrine of Prophet Daniel and the foothill of Acropole is seen. In the 
left photo, taken from the same angle, Susa can be seen in late 1960s. These two pictures 
clearly show the process of development within the buffer zone of the property. 

 

4.b.2. Environmental pressures 

Fortunately due to the location of Susa near rivers and farm lands, no air pollution exists. As 
a matter of fact, damages done to Susa site are largely caused by natural factors such as 
rainfalls and flooding of its properties and grounds by surface waters. The average monthly - 
studied in three meteorological stations of Susa, Hermeleh and Haft Tappeh indicates more 
rainfall in Susa. A point worth noticing is that during half of the year almost no rain falls and 
precipitations occur mostly in Azar (November), Dey (January), Bahamn (February), Esfand 
(March) and sometimes Farvardin (April) of each year. Thus in the course of time, natural 
floodways have been formed within the site mostly at foothills.  

 

Photo 4-40. Distribution of floodways at Susa site, 2011 (Google. Earth) 
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    Photo 4-41. An example of a floodway generated at Susa site, 2012 (Left)  

    Acropole mound, southern wall of Apadana mound, 2012 (Right) (Susa Base Archive). 

 

A large part of damages are caused by water erosion of walls and site grounds. Water 
currents caused by winter rainfalls on walls result in their surface erosion. On the other hand, 
penetration of water into mud brick structures leads to erosion and destruction of mud brick 
walls.  

  

  

Photo 4-42. Water erosion of historical layers at Susa site, 2011 (Susa Base Archive)  
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Other natural damages include partial erosion and destruction of mud brick walls, bricks and 
mortars of brick floorings as well as stone building materials. These are caused by 
temperature changes at days and nights as well as alternate cycles of wetness and dryness. 
Regular maintenance, monitoring, reapplication of kahgel protective plastering, launching the 
surface water drainage plan and designing a tourist path are among activities effective in 
controlling and preventing the process of erosion and destruction.  

  

Photo 4-43. Erosion of brick floorings (Left); Erosion and destruction of stone pedestals (Right)(Susa Base Archive)  

  

Water and moisture contribute to vegetation growth. During the wet season, a variety of wild 
plants grow in different parts of the complex. Growth and distribution of their roots and their 
penetration into building materials not only causes damage but also from a visual point of 
view creates an inappropriate landscape at the site so addressing this problem is a priority 
among conservation plans of the site.   
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Photo 4-44. Plants distribution, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

  

      Photo 4-45. Penetration of roots of wild plants into building materials, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 

      Photo 4-46. Soil erosion due to the growth and accumulation of wild plants, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

Presence of animals is yet another threat requiring constant vigilance of the site. Their 
damages usually consist of digging holes for nesting or accessing to their prey. These holes 
allow the penetration of water and moisture and cause further erosion and destruction of 
architectural remains. Rats are among animals that by nesting in walls and floors of the site 
cause damages to site buildings.  
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Photo 4-47. Rat nest, 2011 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

Animals such as jackals, foxes and striped hyena which eat rats can be considered among risk 
factors. They also make nests within the bodies and floors of the site. On the other hand, by 
entering nests dug by rats in order to hunt them, they cause more damage to holes and 
subsequently to the body of buildings.  

Among reptiles, a kind of lizard called Agama lives at Susa which by digging relatively deep 
and wide mouthed nests is yet another factor harming the buildings of Susa site.  

  

      Photo 4-48. Fox nest, 2011 (Susa Base Archive)                    Photo 4-49. Agama lizard nest (Susa Base Archive)          

 

Moreover, insects such as ants, spiders, scorpions, wasps, red beetles and mole crickets cause 
inner erosion of building materials by making small holes in them for nesting. Furthermore, 
some species like a kind of wasp makes nests using kahgel and creates bulges on the surface 
of buildings made of kahgel and mud brick that are hard to remove. Various methods for 
reducing such damages have been considered in conservation plans.  
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Some of the harms incurred are also caused by incorrect ways of excavation during the 
second half of the 19th century and early 20th century.  

  

Photo 4-50. Initial excavations at Susa (de Morgan, 1903) 

 

Yet another group of damages pertain to the issues resulting from abandoning of the site 
during the Iran-Iraq war and its ensuing harms. In this regard, the de Morgan Index for 
Acropole mound and French castle is of importance. In fact, Shahr-e Shahi suffered more 
than other three mounds during the war.  

  
Photo 4-51. An example of damages caused by war (de Morgan, 1903) 

  

Photo 4-52.The castle during restoration (Left); de Morgan témoin Acropole mound (Right) 
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Pathology of building materials 

Erosion of materials used in architectural structures of the ancient site of Susa is unavoidable 
due to continued environmental erosions. Although remaining buried has somehow helped 
their protection, as mentioned in the part titled:” environmental pressures “, after excavations 
done during the early years of the arrival of explorers, trenches were abandoned until 
diggings were resumed later. This resulted in direct exposure of architectural remains to 
rainfalls, wind actions, sun rays, temperature variations and more human harms. As said 
earlier, mud bricks, dried bricks and stones are major building materials used in the 
architecture of various parts of Susa site. Below damages done to each building material is 
discussed briefly: 

- Mud bricks have been used in structures of Susa site such as in: the Acropole platform, 
walls of Apadana and Hadish Palace, in the 15th town and in Achaemenid Village. 
Environmental factors and rainfalls play a big role in its erosion. Moreover, precipitation 
leads to the growth of wild vegetation, penetration of plant roots into mud brick structures 
and finally water erosion of them.  

  

Photo 4-53. Remains of mud brick structures; Apadana (Left) - Acropole (Right), 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

  

Photo 4-54. Remains of mud brick structures in the Achaemenid Village, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 
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- Dried brick is yet another building material used in various sizes for constructing walls, 

columns and floors in Apadana and Hadish palaces as well as in the mosque on Shahr-e 

Sanat-garan. 
Natural factors like rainfalls, flooding of surface waters, flowing of underground waters, 
temperature changes and the low quality of bricks used for constructions have gradually 
damaged brick bodies and floorings of Susa. Due to these factors, small and large cracks, 
inner blooming, disintegration and finally erosion and destruction of bricks have occurred. 
Additionally, early excavations as well as traffic of humans and animals are regarded as 
erosive and threatening factors. As a matter of fact, before the launch of scientific 
conservation and maintenance by Susa Base, these factors had huge negative impacts on 
properties of Susa site.  

  

Photo 4-55. Bricks of the mosque (Right); brick columns of Hadish Palace (Left), 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

  

Photo 4-56. Inner blooming of bricks (Right); brick floorings of Apadana Palace (Left), 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

- Usage has been made of stones at Susa site for constructing parts of Apadana Palace of 
which remains in the form of pedestals, doorway floors and stone heels are still available. 
In the past not only natural factors but also human factor posed risk to stone materials of 
Susa site.  
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Photo 4-57. Stone remains of Apadana Palace at Susa site, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

- A specific kind of lime mortar has been used for covering room floors, corridors as well as 
part of open spaces around Apadana Palace. From a methodological point of view, this 
mortar is a mixture having a large amount of lime and brickbats with its upper surface 
covered by two layers of lime sands. The uppermost layer of lime sand which is quite fine 
and smooth has been covered with an ocher red layer. These lime floorings like other 
building materials have been damaged in the course of time. Some of these damages are 
related to the application method and some have been caused by human and natural 
factors.  
In parts where only the thick lower layer still remains and upper layers have been 
destroyed, damage is caused by the low quality of execution and construction. Growth of 
wild vegetation is also effective in its erosion.  

     

Photo 4-58. Lime floorings, 2012 (Susa Base Archive)   

   

4.b.3. Natural disasters and risk preparedness 

As for the regional climate and geography, earthquakes and floods are among consistent risk 
factors although until now none had serious effects on the complex. Particularly, because of 
the location of Susa mound and its height from city level as well as the broad riverbed 
nearby, it can be claimed that floods pose no risk.  
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4.b.4. Visitors/tourism pressures 

Visitor pressure during Noruoz (Iranian new year) is the only concern of this kind to Susa. 
However, improving protection and providing more visitors’ facilities has been considered in 
the management plan.  

The risk has been fully managed by:  increasing the number of guards and guides, creating a 
tourist path and issuing directions for visiting the site. Priorities such as finalizing the tourist 
path and increasing the number of guides in proportion to the visitor statistics are on the 
agenda.  

  

Photo 4-59. Directing visitors by guides, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 

 

 

Photo 4-60. Creating tourist paths, 2012 (Susa Base Archive) 
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4.b.5. Number o

At present, there are no inhabitants within the property’s core zone except the staff of the 
base. Inhabitants of the buffer zone consist of pilgrims of Prophet Daniel mausoleum, 
businessmen from the market place and local residents.  

 

Area Population Year 

Core zone 40 

2011 Buffer zone 4500 

Total 4540
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Chapter 5 : Protection and Management of the property 

5.a. Ownership 

The ownership of the core zone of the historical site of Susa belongs to government of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran represented by Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism 
Organization (ICHHTO).  

 

5.b. Protective designation 

The national and universal laws, regulations and constitutions to preserve and support 
the property: 

The ancient Susa has been inscribed in the list of Iran's national monuments with the number 
of 51 in 1310 A.H (1932 A.D), it is under the below - mentioned legal support: 

By registering Susa on the National Heritage List of Iran, this property enjoys special 
protection and conservation legislation. As Susa is located in urban fabrics, there are also the 
urban regulations beside the cultural heritage regulations too. Some of these regulations are 
as follow:  

 

5.b.1. Cultural heritage law in Iran 

There are different laws and regulations for protection and conservation of cultural heritage 
in Iran. These are in the following categories:  

- Legislation governing general cases in the country, including cultural heritage; 
- Legislation specifically concerning cultural heritage;  
- International legal instruments, recommendations and guidelines that are integrated within 

the national legislation. 
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5.b.2. General regulations 

Article 558: Anybody who partially or totally damages cultural-historical religious complexes 
or buildings, places, sites registered in the National Properties List of Iran and/or harms 
installed or existing decorations, annexations, facilities, objects, scripts and motifs which also 
individually enjoy cultural, historical or religious prestige, will be sentenced to one to ten 
years imprisonment in addition to compensation of the damage sustained. 

Article 558: Anybody who steals objects, accessories as well as materials and pieces of 
cultural- historical properties from museums, historical, religious and other places under state 
protection or anybody who hides or buys such stolen objects, will be sentenced to one to five 
years of jail in addition to compensation of the damages done.  

Article 560: Anybody who without the permission of the Cultural Heritage Organization of 
the country or irrespective of regulations approved by the above mentioned organization, 
engages in activities within the buffer zone of cultural-historical properties cited in the article 
that damage or harm the above said buildings and properties, will be sentenced to one to three 
years imprisonment as well as compensating damages incurred and removing traces of the 
offence. 

Examples of the general laws and regulations relevant to cultural heritage include, inter alia: 

1. Article 83 of the Constitution Law of Islamic Republic of Iran (1920) recognizes the 
importance of cultural properties. Transferring the ownership of public monuments and 
properties considered to be part of the national heritage is forbidden, unless approved by 
the Parliament. However, transfer of ownership of monuments and cultural properties 
officially recognized as insignificant is possible. 

2. Article (26) of the Iranian Civil Law (1939) prohibits private ownership of significant 
cultural property.  

3. The Islamic Penal Law is an effective law for practical protection of cultural heritage. A 
full chapter deals with crimes regarding cultural heritage (from Article 558-569) in the 
Islamic Penal Law (1996). This law recognizes the following as a crime subject to 
punishment: 

  Damaging, theft, selling or buying stolen historical property (Article 559); 

 Violation of the regulations of ICHHTO resulting in deterioration, defect, or damage in 
the heritage property (Article 560); 

 Illicit export or smuggle of heritage property (Article 561); 

  Any unauthorized excavation in an effort to find historical properties (Article 562.l); 

  Selling or buying properties discovered from unauthorized excavations (Article 562.2); 



 

 fâát                                                                             

344 
 

Protection and Management of the Property   

 

 Encroachment on historical or religious land, property or sites registered on the 
National  Heritage List with no private ownership (Article 563); 

 Restoration, repair, converting, renovation and extension of cultural or historical 
monuments or their decoration, registered on the National Heritage List without the 
ICHHTO approval (Article 564); 

 Transferring parts of immovable properties registered on the National Heritage List 
without the ICHHTO consent (Article 565); 

- Converting the functions of monuments and sites registered on the National Heritage 
List denigrating the identity of the property and/or without ICHHTO consent. 

4. The Law for Punishment of Those Interfering in the National Economic System (1991), 
article (l), paragraph d, considers any effort towards export of national property, even 
though not successful, a crime.  All such property intended for export is confiscated. 

5. Property acquisition law for implementing public development and military projects of the 
Government (1979) allows the acquisition of any historic property, in case a project is 
prepared for this property. This law has a streamlined procedure, which also guarantees 
the rights of the private owners.  

 

5.b.3. Specific regulation for cultural heritage 

Samples of the regulations specifically dealing with cultural heritage are explained below: 

1. The Law for Protection of National Heritage (1930) is the first comprehensive law 
concerning various aspects cultural heritage. This Law defines the procedure for 
identification of cultural heritage property (Article 1). It further mandates the Government to 
prepare a National Heritage List (Article 2), sets the criteria and legal protection for 
properties on this List, and stipulates legal provisions for archaeological excavations; 

2. The Bylaw Concerning Prevention of Unauthorized Excavation (1980) stipulates 
punishments for excavation and purchase of excavated historic objects. The provisions of 
this Law are further elaborated in the Islamic Penal Law mentioned above. There is further 
regulation limiting production, purchase, use or advertisement of metal detectors;   

3. The Law Concerning Acquisition of Land, Building and Premises for Protection of 
Historic Properties (1969) stipulates further regulations for acquiring property with 
historic or cultural significance; 

4. The Law for Establishing Iranian Cultural Heritage Organization (1979) is another 
powerful legal instrument depicting a comprehensive picture for managing cultural 
heritage of the country; 

5. The Law for Establishing the Higher Council for Architecture and Urban Planning (1987), 
which concerns with both cultural and natural heritage.  
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5.b.4. Regulation regarding the movable and immovable properties 

Regulations of cultural, historical and artistic properties of government organization (number 
50446 T 25214, ratified on March 4, 2004 by the Cabinet Council):  

In their meeting on February 26, 2003, following the proposal number 5461-1/1 dated 
September 2, 2001 presented by the ICHTO, and in conformity with article 9 of the chapter 
on culture, art and physical education of Iran's Third Development Plan, and in compliance 
with the Decree Number 49454/ T/ 523269 dated January 22, 2001, by virtue of Article 122 
of the National Audit Law passed in 1987, the Cabinet ratified the Regulations of Cultural 
and Historical Properties of Public and Government Organizations as follows: 

 

5.b.5. Regulation of Cultural and Historical Properties 

Article 1: Cultural, historical and artistic properties are defined as those of scientific, 
historical, cultural, archaeological and paleontological significance, and are more than one-
hundred years of age; they should fall in one of the following categories: 

a. Historical and cultural properties: They are defined as those properties that are indicative 
of evolution of life, historical and cultural identity of man, or the historical events of certain 
period(s) which, in one way or another, demonstrate the historical and cultural devilment of 
man on the national, regional, or international scale, or show the emergence, life, and 
extinction of civilizations. Such properties should be excavated and found in archeological; 
sites on the land or the seaside through scientifically conducted excavations or other means.  
 
b. Historical properties: Such properties are objects from historical events, science and 
technology, military and social history, and the lives of leaders and significant historical, 
scientific, religious, cultural and artistic figures.  
 
c. Cultural properties: It refers to movable properties which demonstrate various aspects of 
human life in the more recent eras where research helps with understanding of historical and 
cultural features of human societies. These include ethnography, anthropology, native arts 
and culture, voice and image libraries, stamps, etc.  
 
d. Artistic properties: This is used to refer to all pieces of artwork in different fields of 
visual arts including traditional, native or contemporary arts, either Iranian or non-Iranian, 
which are created by the distinguished artists of the given field, or are listed among the 
prominent pieces of artwork, or are indicative of the birth of a certain artistic style, school, or 
era. 
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e. Research properties: It is a piece of a cultural, historical or artistic object which does not 
carry a full motif, writing or an independent cultural identity, or lacks any features worth 
protection; such objects are only valuable for the evidence they provide for the research and 
recognition of the historical era, materials and their combination.       

Article 4: Organizations subject to this regulation are expected to take due measures to 
renovate, protect, introduce, conduct research works, and organize the structure and  data 
related to the cultural, historical and artistic properties they possess.  

Article 5: The ICHHTO is obliged to decide the emergency measures in order to restore and 
protect the properties, and to notify the organization which would be bound to putting the 
regulation into practice.  

Article 6: The organization in possession of the properties mentioned in the regulation is in 
charge of protection and conservation of them. Iran’s Ministry of Economic Affairs and 
Finance would be in charge of the accounts of such properties. 

Article 7: Categorization of artistic, historical and cultural properties included in this 
regulation would be carried out based on instructions prepared and announced by the 
ICHHTO. The categorization will be biding upon ratification of the ICHHTO. 

Article 8: The ICHHTO is obliged to notify the instruction for categorization of the properties 
mentioned in this regulation and their related data to all relevant organizations and entities I 
order for them to produce and document data regarding the research work, restoration and 
protection of the properties as well as their structural information all included in general and 
specialized identification of the property. 

Article 14: All organizations subject to this regulation are required to open the specialty 
museum of their field of activity. Such museums will be managed under supervision and 
authorization of the ICHHTO. 

 

5.b.6. Higher Council for Architecture and Urban Planning [HCAUP] 

All urban plans in Iran should be confirmed by Higher Council for Architecture and Urban 
Planning [HCAUP], before their approval.   

Higher Council for Architecture and Urban Planning (HCAUP) was established under the law 
of February 1973.  Ministry of Housing and Urban Development [MHUD] is responsible for 
managing housing development as well as for developing master plans for urban and semi-
urban areas. This includes the historic urban areas, where a large proportion of the Iranian 
cultural heritage is located. The HCAUP is presided by the Minister of MHUD. The Deputy 
Minister for Urban Development and Architecture is the Secretary of HCAUP, under whom a 
Director-General manages the Secretariat. Other members of HCAUP include the Ministers  
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of Interior; Economy and Finance; Culture and Islamic Guidance; Education; Power; Jihad 
Agriculture; and Defence. 

In addition to these ministers, three Vice-Presidents are voting members of the HCAUP: (i) 
Head of Management and Planning Organization, (ii) Head of ICHHTO, and (iii) Head of 
Department of Environment.  HCAUP has four main functions:  

 Overall urban development policies; 

 Commenting on by-laws affecting zoning, land use, and determining main functions; 

 Adoption of urban master plans; and 

 Adoption of urban criteria, regulations, by-laws, etc. 

The approval of master plans by HCAUP has an established process. A qualified consultant is 
commissioned by the provincial Housing and Urban Development Organization (HUDO), 
which is the provincial office of MHUD. After the plan is prepared must be approved by The 
Provincial Planning Council. It is then reviewed concurrently by the HCAUP’s technical 
committee and the office of Physical Plans at MHUD, before final submission to HCAUP. 
The figure below shows the procedure for approval of physical plans by HCAUP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 5-1. The procedure for approval of development plans by HCAUP 

 

In principle, HCAUP does not examine the detailed plans. Such plans, as well as 
modifications which do not essentially change the existing Master Plan, are adopted by a 
commission presided by the provincial or county governor-general, head of City Council, 
Mayor, representatives of MHUD and some other ministries and (also called Commission for 
Article 5). The Secretariat of Commission for Article 5 is established at HUDO.  

Approval of the plan  

MHUD Physical Plans Office 
review 

HUDO requests HCAUP to review 
the plan 

HCAUP Technical Committee 
review 

HCAUP review and approval 
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In case of Susa which is located in urban fabrics, the Commission for Article 5 in province is 
responsible for adopting urban development control regulations that Cultural heritage, 
handicrafts and tourism organization is one of the main members of this commission.  

 

5.b.7. International legal instrument 

In the I.R. of Iran, the requirements of any international convention are integrated with the 
national legislation, upon accession to that international convention. Thereafter, it will be 
compulsory to abide with the requirements of these conventions. The I. R. of Iran has 
acceded to several UNESCO conventions concerning the conservation and protection of 
cultural heritage, as well as other conventions and charters.  Some of important conventions 
which are acceded by the I. R. Iran include, inter alia: 

1. Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972); 
2. Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and 

Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property (1954) and its Protocol I (1954) and Protocol 
II (1999); 

3. Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003). 

 

5.b.8. Other regulation 

In addition to the legal instruments mentioned above, there are other types of regulations for 
protection and conservation of cultural and historic property in the I. R. of Iran.  For example, 
according to a cabinet decision adopted in 2001, all public organizations must conduct studies 
to assess the cultural/historic impacts of major development projects at the earliest feasibility 
study stage and to comply with the recommendations of such studies during design and 
implementation. The core and buffer zones of historical buildings are considered and 
respected in the national law.  

Approved regulations for Susa core zone and buffer zone are as follows: 

 

5.b.9. Regulations of core zone 

Core zone of the ancient city of Susa contains its mounds with an area of about 400 hectares. 
Intervention and possession of any kind is prohibited; 

- All restoration, conservation, researches, excavations and archeological activities must 
be first approved by ICHHTO;  
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- Any intervention altering the authenticity and integrity of the property is not allowed; 
- Planting any kind of vegetation, conducting any agricultural activity, digging water 

wells, using vibratory and heavy machinery as well as grazing of cattle and sheep, etc 
within the core zone is forbidden; 

- Installing pylons and poles as well as constructing industrial facilities is prohibited. 

  

5.b.10. Regulations of buffer zone 

According to articles 558-569 of the fifth book of Islamic punishment laws, respecting 
specified regulations is obligatory and any infringements will be prosecuted.  

- Before launching any urban planning project and constructing infrastructural facilities, 
permission from Susa Base as well as ICHHTO must be acquired; 

- Construction of incompatible and voluminous structures, installation of any urban 
facilities, equipment and poles blemishing the landscape and polluting the environment 
is strictly forbidden; 

- Maximum height of buildings neighboring the site on Emam Khomeini Avenue (from 
the beginning of Emam Boulevard as far as Ramin Street) as well as on Taleghani and 
Amoozegar streets (zone A as specified on the map) is 7.5 meters in two floors and they 
must be constructed with an indigenous architecture (regarding building materials and 
façades). According to the approved master plan, permitted height of the rest of the 
buildings within the buffer zone is 10.5 meters in three floors above the ground floor 
car park; 

- It has been decided to purchase and remove gradually buildings standing south and 
west of Acropole mound and Shahr-e Shahi; 

- Construction of basements within the buffer zone is forbidden; 

- Should any historical or cultural properties (i.e. properties or monuments identified as 
ancient) are encountered during infrastructural, developmental or constructional urban 
activities by real or legal persons, private corporations or state administrations, the 
owner or executor of the plan is bound to immediately stop all operations and to notify 
the cultural heritage Base of Susa for supervising and decision making purposes; 

- Façade of buildings within the area particularly the part overlooking the site must be 
made of bricks; 

- Usage of glazed bricks covering a maximum of 5% of total brickwork surface is 
allowed only if compatible with traditional patterns; 

- Usage of industrial ceramics on facades is not allowed; 
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- Design of advertisement billboards belonging to commercial entities and overlooking 
the site must be in proportion to the façade area of each commercial unit and must be in 
harmony with general landscape of Susa. Moreover, it must be provided by the 
municipality under the supervision of Susa Cultural Heritage Base and should be 
deployed only after the confirmation of ICHHTO; 

- Establishing factories or workshops polluting the environment is prohibited. Therefore, 
it is evident that in the long term planning, the asphalt production facilities of Susa 
municipality located in the southern part of the buffer zone must be dismantled; 

- Any agricultural activity by traditional methods is allowed but at the same time 
changing traditional methods of planting to industrial ones is banned; 

- Any intervention within the boundaries of natural resources and the river must be based 
on regulations of the Environment Protection Organization; 

- Deploying power lines, installing poles, establishing industrial facilities and developing 
roads within this area is subject to getting relevant permits from ICHHTO and Susa 
Cultural Heritage Base; 

- Usage of gabled roofs in any color or substance within the buffer zone is banned. 

Note: Buildings standing within the buffer zone with heights more than the permitted level set 
by regulations of the buffer zone must follow the regulations of core and buffer zones during 
reconstruction. 

 

5.b.11.  Regulations of the landscape zone 

- Launching any large scale industrial projects polluting the environment and deeply 
affecting historical, cultural and natural structures of the region is prohibited; 

- All regional and trans-urban developmental plans must acquire the necessary permit 
from ICHHTO while in their feasibility study phase; 

- All ancient mounds existing within the landscape buffer zone are subject to regulations 
concerning the core zone of Susa. Thus completing the archaeological map of the 
landscape buffer zone of Susa must be done by Susa Cultural Heritage Base as soon as 
possible. In this regard, before the archaeological map of the landscape buffer zone is 
drawn, any operations (i.e. leveling, infrastructural, constructional, etc) conducted by 
real or legal persons, private institutes and governmental administrations is allowed 
only after obtaining the required permit.  
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If any historical or cultural properties (i.e. properties or monuments identified as 
ancient) are encountered during infrastructural, developmental or constructional urban 
activities by real or legal persons, private corporations or state administrations, the 
owner or operator of the plan should  

- immediately stop all operations and must notify the cultural heritage Base of Susa for 
supervising and decision making purposes; 

- Any intervention within the boundaries of natural resources and the river must be based 
on regulations of the Environment Protection Organization.  

 

5.c. Means of implementing protective measures 

According to the civil law, the Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts, and Tourism Organization  
(ICHHTO) is the authority responsible for conservation and protection of all the artistic, 
historical and cultural monuments and Sites. 

According to law, all the governmental and nongovernmental organizations as well as all the 
citizens in all parts of the country must obey the law and follow the regulations related to all 
kinds of movable and immovable properties presented by the Cultural Heritage Organization. 

Since the property is under legal protection of ICHHTO, all interventions related to it need to 
be approved by ICHHTO. Deputy of Cultural Heritage which is a sub sector of ICHHTO is 
responsible for supervising the activities done by the Base of Susa. 

The Base of Susa is the establishment responsible for management, conservation and 
protection of the property. The chart below shows the position of this base in the ICHHTO. 
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Chart 5-2. Position of the Base of Susa 

 

5.c.1. Supervisory systems 

The Base of Susa is responsible for conservation activities within the core and buffer zones of 
the property. Decision makings about long term general policies regarding the site as well as 
fostering the support of other relevant organizations is not only performed by a technical 
committee consisted of experienced specialists from various fields related to the ancient site 
of Susa but also by a steering committee made of university professors, experts in cultural 
heritage and other disciplines, agents of Khuzestan governor general office, members of the 
Islamic Consultative Assembly of Iran, the City Council, Susa Municipality and governor’s 
office as well as agents from other institutions like the Ministry of Road and Urbanization 
(the High Council of Road, Architecture and Urban Planning), Ministry of Power as well as 
administrations responsible for issues such as water and waste water, telecommunications and 
etc. Regular meetings of steering committee provide the opportunity for the members to share 
their ideas and interests. 
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Chart 5-3. Supervising system and management of property 
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5.c.2. Members of the technical committee 

- Mr. Parviz Pourfarokhi, Director of ICHHTO of Khuzestan  
- Mr. Gholam Ali Baghban, Director of the Susa Base 
- Dr. Mir Abedin Kaboli, Archaeologist  
- Mr. Bijan Heydari, Assistant director of the Susa Base 
- Mr. Hossain Rayati, Architect, senior consultant of ICHHTO of Khuzestan director 
- Mr. S.H. Musavi, Conservation architect, technical deputy of ICHHTO of Khuzestan 
- Mr. Gholam Reza Salmanpour, Restorator  
- Dr. Alireza Sardari, Archaeologist 
- Mr. Yaqub Zalaghi, Archaeologist  
- Mr. Reza Chenani, Director of ICHHTO of Susa  

 

5.c.3. Members of steering committee 

 Mr. Pouya, Deputy of the governor general of Khuzestan (chairman)  

 Dr. H. Noori, Member of parliament 

 Mr. Gholam Ali Majdian, Deputy of the governor of Susa   

 Dr. Mahdi Rahbar, Archaeologist 

 Dr. Hasan Karimian, Archaeologist 

 Dr. Abbas Moghadam, Archaeologist 

 Dr. M. Hasan Talebian, Architect  

 Mr. A. Saiediniya, Governor of Susa 

 Mr. Parviz Pourfarokhi, Director of ICHHTO of Khuzestan (secretary) 

 Mr. Gh. Ali Baghban, Director of the Susa Base  

 Mr. Seyyed Abbas Musavi, Director of the city hall of Susa  

 Mr. Ali Ghorbani, Mayor of Susa 

 

5.c.4. Local and regional management contact 

Mr. Gholam Ali Baghban, Director of the Base  

Tel: + 98916-6434840 

        + 98642-5215911 

E-mail: Gholamalibaghban@yahoo.com 
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5.d. Existing planes related to municipality and region in which the proposed 

Approved plans which influence the management and protection of the Susa are as follows: 

 

5.d.1. The Development plan of northern Khuzestan 

One of the most important macro plans for delineating the influence domain of 
Susa city is the Development Plan of northern Khuzestan in which after a 
population survey and study of its change process, necessary backgrounds for 
expansion of economical, cultural and tourism fields of Susa city have been taken 
into account. 

In the framework of the plan, it has been tried to superimpose the influence 
domain of Susa City onto natural and political borders of Susa County in order to 
study relevant geographical characteristics. 

As a result, natural borders of the influence domain of Susa city are Dez and 
Karkheh Rivers to the east and west respectively with due regard to the priorities 
in the Development Plan of northern Khuzestan. 

An outlook for the year 1405 SAH has been established based on summing up 
whole potentials and strong or weak points of northern Khuzestan area including 
Susa based on regional sustainable development theories which promote using all 
the inner potentials of northern Khuzestan regarding agriculture, industry and 
tourism aimed at forming a balanced area. 

 

5.d.1.1. Main Goals of the Plan  

In accordance with above mentioned, the main goals have been indicated as follows: 

1. Responding to needs related to accommodation and placement of services and industries 
within the area with due attention to economical developments across the area, region and 
country;  

2. Reorganization of various activities in the area considering its environmental 
characteristics; 

3. Conservation of existing resources especially from an environmental, natural, historical 
and cultural point of view; 

4. Expanding tourist activities in the area because of ancient mounds of Susa;  

5. Reorganization of farming activities while taking into consideration the existing huge local 
capabilities; 
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6. Improving communication links with other areas as well as other regions of the country; 

7. Economical expansion of the area based on potentials of developing its tourism, industries 
and agriculture. 

 

5.d.1.2.  Approach of the Plan to Historical Site of Susa 

Studies done in the framework of the plan related to historical sites of Susa conclude that due 
to the long history of the present area of Khuzestan Province, it can be regarded as one of the 
richest regions of the country concerning ancient sites and areas under the conservation of 
ICHHTO. As a matter of fact, here is the birthplace of great Persian civilizations such as 
theElamite, Achaemenid and Sassanid dynasties. Even after the Islamic conquest, the area 
still enjoys a prominent historical and Islamic status. In sum, this land boasts many ancient 
and historical properties belonging to pre-Islamic and Islamic periods. In this regard and 
considering available data about the location and characteristics of different ancient sites and 
areas within city limits of Susa, both registered and unregistered ancient properties were 
studied in their relevant tables. Obviously, conservation of these properties according to 
regulations and criteria on specifying core and buffer zones of ICHHTO is urgent. 

 

5.d.1.3. Programs of Development Plan for Susa 

Based on the outlook and main goals of regional development, relevant programs have been 
included in the plan in accordance with the following principal points. These programs 
consist of guidelines, policies and recommended plans that are contained within the 
Development Plan and have been prioritized within the frame work of short-term, middle-
term and long-term programs. 

1. Program for proportionate settlement of the population;  
2. Tourism expansion program; 
3. Program for protection and expansion of green and open spaces; 
4. Program for protection and improvement of the environment and cultural heritage;  
5. Program for expansion and completion of infrastructures including: modification and 

reorganization of traffic as well as the quality of passageways within the historical 
city center; 

6. Program for reorganization of industries and mines. 
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Susa Development Plan has been prepared in three priorities consisted of long term, middle 
term and short term programs. Because programs of the plan regarding cultural heritage have 
been included within mid-term programs, some of them are mentioned here as follows: 

 

5.d.1.4.  Middle Term Programs of Development plan for Susa 

These programs consist of all developmental operations that must be performed by 
the municipality, state administrations and other institutions in Susa. In fact, 
based on the spatial structure of the city and cooperation of relevant 
organizations, the future expansion process of Susa is determined. According to 
the plan, part of the lands within city limits belonging to its historical and ancient 
site are also considered as part of urban regions under conservation. As a matter 
of fact, they are regarded as the most important factors giving identity to Susa 
City. These lands will be preserved and stabilized within the recommended plan 
for the city because of their great importance. The master plan suggests that 
tourist activities within it should be compatible with criteria of ICHHTO. 

 

5.d.1.5.  Susa Development Plan for Tourism 

Special attention has been paid to tourism within the framework of Susa 
Development Plan aimed at attracting Iranian and foreign travelers for 
recreational, cultural, historical and scientific purposes. In fact due to the location 
of Susa City in an expanse full of historical properties, quite an appropriate 
background for tourist attraction has been provided. 

Among potentials of the city, mention can be made of the feasibility of scientific 
tourism across the region which has been taken into account within development 
programs of Susa. 

Some of the programs for tourism activities are as follow: 

- Identification and classification of historical properties of the region; 

- Preparation and implementation of the plan for conservation and maintenance 
of valuable historical properties of the region; 

- Establishment of tourist complexes for offering required services to 
travelers; 
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- Finding proper places as well as reorganizing cultural-natural complexes in 
the region; 

- Identifying and supporting the intagible heritage of the region; 

- Establishing information bases, erecting signposts, introducing historical, 
natural and cultural attractions of Susa by brochures and advertisement 
billboards as well as other public communication facilities such as the media 
and virtual space of the internet; 

- Implementing appropriate plans aimed at capacity building and raising 
awareness of local people in order to expand activities regarding the 
conservation of cultural and tourism heritage. 

 

Map 5-1. The Master plan of Susa 



 

 fâát                                                                             

359 
 

Protection and Management of the Property   

 

5.d.1.6. Some of the projects of Susa Development Plan in relation to conservation of cultural 
heritage 

 

- Expanding and spreading the conservation education of Susa historical 
properties and handicrafts by ICHHTO; 

- Equipping the meteorological station of Susa by Meteorological Organization 
of the province; 

- Study plan for establishing a model region for tourism on Karkheh riverside 
by ICHHTO; 

- Preventing and controlling floods in city suburbs by Natural Resources 
Department General; 

- Comprehensive study of soil conservation in the region by Natural Resources 
Department General with cooperation of ICHHTO; 

- Conservation and protection of forests and pastures by Natural Resources 
Department General; 

- Surface and underground drainage of Susa by Jihad-e Keshavarzi 
organization; 

- Covering of Susa streams by Jihad-e Keshavarzi organization; 

- Identification and revitalization of natural environment by environment 
protection organization; 

- Improving urban traffic and transportation focusing on the area around the 
historical mound of Susa by the municipality with cooperation of ICHHTO; 

- Project for improving urban services of Susa by the municipality with 
cooperation of ICHHTO. 

 

5.d.2. Master plan of Susa  

The master plan of Susa was prepared by Iran Amayesh consulting engineers in 2006. It 
was confirmed by the High Council of Urban Planning and Architecture [HCAUP] with 
an ICHHTO representative as one of its members.   

Based on the zoning made in the master plan of Susa, Susa city area has been divided 
into 7 main zones of which the fourth is the historical zone of the city containing its 
ancient mounds mentioned in articles 3-4 of regulations of the master plan of Susa.  
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In the master plan, regulations concerning the method of land use, dividing and 
constructing buildings have been indicated for each zone in accordance with the status 
quo. Due to special significance of the historical zone, in the master plan of Susa 
there exist special regulations to protect areas which are within the boundaries of 
historical parts of the city. General regulations of the master plan for historical 
areas are as follows: 

These regulations and criteria have been provided according to the approval of the High 
Council of Urban Planning and Architecture of Iran dated: 9/2 /1370 SAH (21/4/1991). 

Regulations concerning the method of land use, dividing and building construction within 
zones under conservation (article: 6-3 of master plan regulations) 

Within this area, boundaries and river bed of Shavur essentially enjoy a high level of 
importance in increasing the quality of the environment and cityscape, in generating 
urban vitality as well as in providing the required space for public venues, tourism and 
excursion. 

- Placement of any function or functionality within these lands is forbidden with the 
exception of allowed ones (article: 3-6-1-1-3); 

- Riverbed of Shavur has been delineated by the Water and Electricity Organization 
of Khuzestan and its boundaries have been preserved exactly in the framework of 
Susa master plan, thus any construction activity in it is banned (article 3-6-3 of 
regulations); 

- The municipality is obliged to transfer inconvenient urban businesses out of the 
historical zone based on the master plan regulations as soon as possible (article: 3-
2-4 of the regulations); 

- Only those functions which are consistent with the master plan and are safe from 
the point of view of the relevant businesses and the Environment Protection 
Organization can be continued within city limits (article: 3-2-4 of the regulations). 

 
Urban Planning Regulations related to facade making within buffer zones of areas under conservation 
(article: 3-2-2-3): 

- According to these articles, observing regulations and criteria pertaining to quality 
upgrading of cityscape and visage, cleaning facades (approved in 25/9/1387 SAH) 
15/12/2008 as well as optimizing urban sidewalks are deemed necessary; 

- Usage of glass and mercury glass in urban building facades is forbidden; 
- It is recommended that if possible usage be made of dried bricks in the design of 

all urban building facades. 
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5.d.2.1. Detailed master plan for ancient Susa 

In addition, the detailed master plan for Susa which was prepared by Iran Amayesh 
consulting engineers was revised by ICHHTO of Khuzestan to assure due protection of 
the historical Site of the city. The overall approach of the plan for protecting 
cultural heritage asset as follows:  

 
5.d.2.2. Approach of Susa Master plan to ICHHTO programs 

Due to the special role and status of cultural and historical properties in urban 
Susa as well as the significance of them for realizing developmental potentials of 
urban Susa, programs related to cultural heritage are deemed of utmost 
importance. Therefore, as for the immense shortages of present day Susa City 
regarding infrastructures and facilities related to tourism and conservation of 
ancient properties, prioritizing ICHHTO programs seems necessary. 

 

5.d.2.3. Regulation and Criteria 

Urban regulations and criteria included within Susa city Master Plan cover a wide 
spectrum of different and multiple needs of urban areas. As for the brevity of the 
text, here only those regulations are considered that are somehow effective in the 
process of urban design and subsequent configuration of the city as well as in 
conservation of its historical sites. Actually they encompass those organizations 
that are responsible for urban development, conservation of urban cultural 
heritage and its final users. In the following, some of the regulations1 concerning 
conservation of historical area of Susa are mentioned: 

This area includes the function of urban cultural heritage which largely covers 
ancient mounds of Susa city and Shavur Palace. Due to its characteristics, the area 
has specific criteria as follows: 

1. The area is under the management of ICHHTO, so all operations or related 
facilities are strictly and solely under the direct supervision and authorization 
of ICHHTO. Also any kind of intervention without permission of ICHHTO is 
prohibited within the core zone of the historical site; 

                                                      
1 These regulations concerning land use, dividing and constructions within the historical area of the city 
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2. Any interventions such as alteration of terrain topography, land division and 
function change is strictly forbidden; 

3. The existing sky line of the site should be retained; 

4. Land use and infrastructure plans should be approved by ICHHTO; 

5. All renovation and regeneration plans in the core and buffer zone must be 
approved by ICHHTO; 

6. Any expansion of existing buildings is prohibited so their status quo must be 
stabilized. The balance between the mass and the empty space of the fabric 
should be retained; 

7. Waste disposal, waste water direction into the area as well as earth dumping is 
banned; 

8. Any construction activity in this area must respect historic architectural and 
urban planning values and pay due attention to ancient site in terms of facade 
and architectural style;  

9. Changing functions of buildings inside the historic area can be done only with 
permission of the ICHHTO; 

10. Any construction permission must be approved by ICHHTO; 

11. Any intervention or urban plan in historic area is prohibited unless approved 
by ICHHTO.  
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5.e. Property management plan or other management system 

Susa Base is responsible for managing properties. The management framework of Susa is as 
follows: 

 

5.e.1.  Main Goal 

Protecting the outstanding universal values of Susa as well as preserving historical strata of 
Susa is among main goals in Susa management. These strata reveal the existence of great 
human civilizations in the course of history.  

 

5.e.2.  Management strategy and guideline 

When Susa Base was first founded in 1993, the management strategy largely engaged in 
solving problems and damages resulting from Iran-Iraq war as well as reversing the 
emergency state of the site into normal conditions i.e. a standard research-archaeological site. 
But after the normalization of situation, management policies of the Base consist of: 
increasing the quality and quantity level of the studies as well as improving the quality of 
execution and conservation activities. In this regard, attracting public partnerships, raising 
public awareness, using local talents and potentials in addition to capacity building and 
increasing the expertise power of the Base are on the agenda. Generally, the management 
strategy has been designed according to targets for conservation, monitoring, educational 
activities, security, documentation and tourism as follow:  

 

5.e.2.1.  Improving the quality of conservation and restoration plan 

- Holding regular discussion sessions (once every two or three month) with the  
participation of the steering committee including: the board of trustees as well as 
officials from ICHHTO and Base of Susa in order to achieve a common and integrated 
point of view; 

- Holding regular (monthly) sessions of the technical committee aimed at the evaluation 
of issues and the examination of the needs of Susa; 

- Cooperation with other related organizations and follow up actions about finalizing the 
approved plan on reorganization and revitalization of buffer zone of Susa. 

- Preparing a comprehensive plan for conservation of Susa; 
- Negotiation and consultation with other world heritage sites as Chogha zanbil and 

Shushtar historical hydraulic system as well as Khuzestan ICHHTO for conservation of 
Susa; 

- Continuing and expanding the operations of the archeological group stationed in Susa; 
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- Encouraging public cooperation in application of regulations regarding the restoration 
and conservation of site. 

 

5.e.2.2.  Improving the quality of monitoring of the site 

- Expansion of the activities of the monitoring team of the site as well as supplying 
monitoring equipment such as: CCTVs, hygrometer and other equipment;  

- Monitoring the feasibility of regulations relating to the buffer zone of Susa 
(consultation with local residents and others interested parties); 

- Monitoring the feasibility of regulations relating to the core zone of Susa (consultation 
with other world heritage sites in Khuzestan and common people). 

 

5.e.2.3.  Improvement of tourist services and facilities 

- Reorganizing tourism facilities in the site as well as simultaneous consideration for the 
necessity of protecting its visual integrity and outstanding universal values; 

- Increasing the number of tourist guides as well as training them and expanding their 
knowledge in order to make certain that correct info is transferred by them to site 
visitors;  

- Anticipating and preparing facilities for religious ceremony called taziyeh and 
occasions held in the site. 

 

5.e.2.4.  Improving of security systems 

- Designing and installing the security systems equipped with a burglar alarm within the 
site and museum;  

- Illuminating the site with due regard to its outstanding universal values as well as its 
integrity and conservation. 

 

5.e.2.5.  Carrying on with documentation and preparation and development of databank  

- Equipping and completing the data archive as well as reports existing in the site by 
documentation and categorization of all the available documents. 
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5.e.2.6. Development of educational plans and training at various scales 

- Collaboration with schools for the purpose of implementing educational programs in 
Susa; 

- Expanding activities related to introduction and education for different audiences; 
- Cooperation with national and foreign universities as well as scientific centers and 

other world heritage sites for the purpose of holding training courses and scientific 
assemblies in Susa;  

- Attracting research theses and projects at different levels of BA/BS to PhD. In order to 
provide for diverse requirements of Susa; 

- Developing the knowledge level of the ICHHTO Base personnel for all groups and 
levels through ongoing education;  

- Deploying experienced experts in the form of different research work forces based on 
management requirements; 

- Deploying specialist museum curators in order to introduce systematically the 
outstanding universal values of Susa as the major historical document of human being 
settlement; 

- Expansion of activities related to the introduction and education in the ICHHTO Base 
with the cooperation of public and private sectors; 

- Training and raising the awareness of city dwellers about the importance and 
outstanding values of the site as well as encouraging their willingness for conservation 
of the site. 

 

5.e.3.  Action plan 

5.e.3.1. Short Term Plans (two years) 

Within the short term plan of Susa, two main goals are on the agenda: 

1. Providing a suitable background for expanding interdisciplinary researches as well as 
conservation and restoration studies; 

2. Documentation, monitoring, supervision and emergency restorations. 

These goals have been considered under the following headings: 

 

 Archaeological activities 
- Making readable archaeological layers of the de Morgan temoin on Acropole, Shahr-e 

Shahi, Acropole and Shahr-e Sanátgaran and installment of signboards; 

- Updating the topological map of site; 

- Total gridding of the site in a north to south axis; 



 

 fâát                                                                             

366 
 

Protection and Management of the Property   

 

- Start of geophysical studies based on priorities; 

- Making readable architectural plans within excavated spots in need of emergency   
restorations; 

- Establishing the Archaeological Data Station.   

 

 Documentation & Research  
- Improving the research works and furthering cooperation with universities and 

scientific institutions; 
- Updating of different documents available in the base such as maps  and excavation 

reports;  
- Studying and research for the options available for a more successful negotiation with 

all groups interested in the conservation of the site; 
- Starting interdisciplinary studies aimed at gaining more knowledge about the site as 

well as its conservation;  
- Restoring and scanning old maps about excavations of French teams; 
- Creating a data bank of movable and immovable properties; 
- Continued documentation and catalogue preparation for objects existing in the site; 
- Continuing documentation by laser scan and photogrametry; 
- Studying methods of fighting against negative effects of vegetations on Susa site; 
- Investigations for reorganizing the buffer zone. 

 

 Conservation & Restoration 

Core zone:  

- Regular monitoring; 
- Reorganizing and cleaning the site;  
- Emergency restoration of ancient remains; 
- Carrying out maintenance plans including drainage systems; 
- Providing guide signs inside the site and museum and standardizing such signs; 

 Perfection of electronic protection systems in museum and site; 

 Conducting emergency restorations for architectural remains of the Shahr-e Shahi, the 
Achaemenid village and the mosque (Shahr-e Sanátgaran); 

 Continuing the restorations operations on eastern part of Apadana; 
- Conducting conservation and restoration operations in mud brick platform of Acropole; 
- Pathology, reorganizing and coding pieces of stone columns in Apadana and Shavur 

Palace;
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- Reorganization of storerooms for historical objects of Susa; 
- Continuing the restoration of relics; 
- Setting up a basic laboratory and a workshop for restoration of relics. 

 
Buffer zone:  

- Regular monitoring of the buffer zone; 
- Preparing a plan for improvement of walls overlooking the ancient site of Susa with 

cooperation of the municipality; 
- Elimination of unharmonious billboards of commercial and administrative places 

overlooking the site as well as providing a suitable model for them homogeneous with 
the landscape of the ancient site. 

 

 Tourism Management, Presentation & Education 

 Providing specialty brochure and guidebook for site and museum in various languages; 

 Printing brochures and various cultural productions for the purpose of informing buffer 
zone residents about the outstanding universal values of the site as well as to hold 
briefing and consulting sessions with local residents; 

- Preparing a more precise model of core and buffer zones of the site for better 
introduction of it; 

 Holding local, national and international exhibitions; 

 Installing warning signs and providing explanations for visitors in order for them 
respect the regulations and values of the site;  

 Creating an electronic multi-lingual guiding system; 

 Implementing the Bluetooth project concerning an audio visual file about the site 
making it possible for visitors to receive information about Susa via their mobile 
phones; 

 Holding expert meetings and training workshops; 
 Scientifically improving the Susa website; 

 Preparing a furniture and signboard design for the introduction of the site; 

 Designing the tourist path of the site; 

 Launching one-day tours of the area for visitors; 

 Training guides; 

 Planning for introducing and controlling of the site during the Iranian New Year eve 
(Noruoz).
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 Base Studies 

Some of the interdisciplinary studies which have launched from the beginning of the 
founding of the Base but will be ended over a middle term period are as follows: 

 

Environmental studies: 

- Fauna and flora; 
- Regional climate and ecosystem; 
- Studying the role of human actions and reactions on regional ecosystems; 
- Monitoring and completing maps relating to weather, temperature, humidity, 

precipitation and atmospheric pollutants over various years. 
 

Geological Studies:  

- Drawing morphological maps of the region; 
- Identification of mines and soil resources as well as preparing relevant maps. 

 

Chemistry and Soil Mechanics Studies: 

- Laboratory tests on historical materials (dried bricks, mud bricks, mortars, stones, etc.) 
in order to identify the quality and quantity of their constituent elements; 

- Conducting lab studies beside geological ones about quality control of soil resources. 
 

Linguistics Studies: 

- Continued re-reading of tablets and inscriptions discovered on site; 
- Providing computer (cyber) IDs of Susa inscriptions. 

 
 

 Equipping 
- Equipping and enlarging library of the Base; 
- Equipping and enlarging the archive (records center) of the Base; 
- Equipping and enlarging the computer site of the Base; 
- Expansion of welfare services for visitors such as: prayer room, WC, buffet, 

information desk, etc; 
- Continuing the project of fencing the site.   
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5.e.3.2.  Middle Term Plans (five years) 
 

 Archeological activities 
- Continued operation regarding making more visible the site by archaeological methods; 
- Continued geophysical activities; 
- Continued archaeological studies in the site; 
- Excavation in western part of Apadana Terrace; 
- Stratification excavations in Acropole; 
- Finishing and drawing the chronological table of Susa; 

 

 Documentation & Research  
- Studying appropriate methods of controlling the erosion process of the site caused by 

environmental damages; 
- Research on methods of preparing and producing construction materials for restoration; 
- Preparing the vegetation distribution map of the site; 
- Establishing a regional archaeology center; 

 
 

 Conservation & Restoration 
 

Core zone:  

- Continued documentation and monitoring; 
- Continued restoration of stone pedestals of Apadana; 
- Restoration of the historical remains in mosque, the Achaemenid village and the 15th 

town in Shahr-e Shahi; 
- Preparing the restoration plan of the western part of Apadana and conducting the 

restoration of its north western tower; 
- Restoration of de Morgan temoin on Acropole mound; 
- Continuing conservation and restoration of Shavur Palace. 

 

Buffer zone:  

- Preparing a guideline for improvement of walls as well as notifying construction units 
of the municipality for their implementation; 

- Implementing improvement patterns for facades overlooking the site; 
- Continued monitoring of the buffer zone based on relevant instructions and criteria  
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preparing a special tourist, cultural and historical plan for Susa with the partnership of 
ICHHTO and Susa Municipality; 

- Removal of urban equipments interrupting the buffer zone such as telecommunication 
poles. 

 

 Tourism Management, Presentation & Education 

- Expanding educational activities for the citizens aimed at raising their awareness and at 
encouraging them to participate in conservation, cultural, tourist and economical 
activities; 

- Assistance in expanding NGOs and programs related to urban development particularly 
concerning cultural and social issues; 

- Implementing fully the furniture and signboards of the site; 
- Full implementation of the tourist path; 
- Continued field trainings and holding of training workshops; 
- Improving touristic facilities such as installing tourist signboards right across Susa city 

with the partnership of Susa Municipality and Putting into operation an audio tour 
system within Susa for Iranian and foreign visitors and encouraging cultural and 
touristic functions within the buffer zone of the site and putting into operation the 
standard lighting project of the site for the purpose of a better representation of its 
values. 
 

5.e.3.3. Long Term Plans (Ten years) 
 

 Archaeological activities 
 

- Continued archaeological studies and site excavations. 
 

 Documentation & Research  
- Expansion and continuance of reorganizing the Archive and Documents Center 

(containing historical documents, films, photos and researches from past until 
present);  

- Developing research, cultural and scientific interactions with other ancient sites inside 
the country and abroad; 

- Cooperating with international museums and sites in holding exhibitions; 
- Continuance documentation. 
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 Conservation & Restoration 

Core zone:  

- Continued monitoring; 
- Completing the data bank of relics; 
- Continued restoration of stone columns of Apadana; 
- Continued restoration and maintenance of mud brick platform of Acropole; 
- Continued restoration of the western part of Apadana; 
- Continuance conservation and restoration activities for museum objects and site; 

 Updating security systems in site and museum.  

 

Buffer zone:  

- Continued monitoring and controlling of constructions within the buffer zone based on 
relevant instructions and criteria; 

- Expanding welfare and tourist services; 
- Spreading the urban façade making patterns of the buffer zone of Susa to the whole city 

with cooperation of the municipality as well as the Ministry of Housing and 
Urbanization; 

- Elimination of buildings adjacent to site to the west and south of Acropole mound and 

Shahr-e Shahi; 

 

 Tourism Management, Presentation & Education 

- Continued field studies with partnership of relevant universities and scientific institutes 
- Expansion and comprehensive introduction of Susa Base activities as one of the most 

important archaeological bases of the country; 
- More interaction with nearby research bases like Chogha Zanbil as well as Shushtar 

hydraulic structures and other research bases of ICHHTO; 
- Holding regional, national and international conferences on archaeology and 

conservation of ancient sites; 
- Equipping and completing the  furniture for introduction of Susa museum site; 
- Continuance of holding educational and training workshops; 
- Holding national and international exhibitions; 

 Continuance of training program for different level of students; 

 Continuance of raising awareness of variety audience by mass media. 
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5.f. Sources and levels of finance 

As a matter of fact, defining and allocating funds for conservational and archaeological 
operations on Susa site began simultaneous with archaeological excavation conducted by 
European excavators from 1881 until 1978. With the exception of the early years of this 
period (1851-3) when the British government funded the excavations, over the rest of this 
period it was the French government which financially sponsored these operations. From 
1978 (c. 1356 SAH) until 1993 (1372 SAH) when the project of Susa, Haft Tappeh and 
Chogha Zanbil was launched, all costs of the site has been covered by annual credits as well 
as by funds allocated to Khuzestan branch of ICHHTO. But after the formation of Susa Base 
in 1993 (1372 SAH), an independent budget has been allocated to three sites of Susa, Haft 
Tappeh and Chogha Zanbil. 

Since then, credits have been designated for Susa Site based on the recommended program of 
the Base. At present, Susa benefits from provincial, national and local finances which are 
presented in the following table.   

 

It
em

 

Y
ea

r 

Provincial (Million Tomans) National (Million Tomans) Sum 

(Million 
Tomans) Maintenance 

Conservation 
and 

restoration 
Research Maintenance 

Conservation 
and  

restoration 
Research 

1 2012 80 250 50 30 150 30 590 

2 2011 70 200 30 20 150 20 490 

3 2010 50 100 50 60 100 22 382 

4 2009 - 30 - 50 90 25 195 

5 2008 - 50 - 50 50 25 175 

Table 5-1. Sources & finance for Susa 
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5.g. Sources of expertise and training in conservation and management 
techniques  

Sources of expertise and training in conservation and management techniques are as 
follows: 

 

5.g.1. Research Organization of Cultural Heritage and Tourism 

ROCHT is responsible for multidisciplinary researches and training of young experts of 
ICHHTO. 

 

5.g.2. Local and National universities 

There are some local universities such as Chamran University and Islamic Azad University 
which at present its students work and study in Susa in their internship courses.  

And also in national level, high educational centre of ICHHTO and other national 
universities provide sources of expertise and training in conservation and management 
techniques.   

 

5.g.3. Short term training workshops  

Short term training and workshops are being held in local, national and regional levels 
with cooperation of universities and other world heritage sites. For example these 
workshops have been held in regional and national levels during the past years.  

- The first Archaeological workshop, date: 1994; 

 Lecture on "Archaeological findings in north of Karkheh river held in 2010; 

 

5.h. Visitor facilities and statistics 

Susa benefits from basic and necessary visitor facilities. However, due to significance of 
presenting outstanding values of Susa, promoting visitor facilities inside the property and in 
the buffer zone is one of the main priorities in the management framework. Knowledgeable 
visitor guides, Guards as well as personnel trained to act in emergency times, Guiding 
signboards in the site, Visitors' paths in the ancient site and introductory booklets and 
brochures as well as tourist maps.  
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Photo 5-1. Visitor facilities in Susa, 2012 

 

Due to the shortage of tourist and travel spaces in Susa City, the need for providing spaces 
related to tourism has been taken into account within the master plan of Susa. In this plan, 
different places have been suggested for the construction of functions related to tourism and 
entertainment such as hotels, restaurant and inns.  

 

Photo 5-2.  Sample of brochure for tourist in Susa  

 

In the above mentioned plan, it has been recommended that ICHHTO and the municipality 
with the partnership of the private sector must engage in building and launching relevant 
facilities. These facilities have been recommended to be built in the eastern part of the city 
over the mid-term period and their locations have been specified on the map together with the 
phasing of implementation, complement of passageways and other development plans aimed 
at providing tourist equipments and facilities. 
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Photo 5-3. Signboards containing information about  the history and architecture of Susa 

 

   

Photo 5-4. Sample of some presentation products 
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Photo 5-5. Visitors in Susa, 2012 

 

This table shows the number of visitors in Susa in the past five years:  

 

 

Year 
Iranian visitors Foreign visitors 

Ticket Half Ticket Free Total Ticket Total 

2008 95056 18897 31855 145808 6190 151998 

2009 106989 27442 30059 164490 6865 171355 

2010 95686 15099 37048 147833 4382 152215 

2011 90557 15544 55880 161981 4532 166513 

2012 92237 16431 32518 141186 4652 145838 

Total 480525 93413 187360 761298 26621 786919 

Table 5-2. Statistic of the number of visitors in Susa
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5.i. Policies and programmes related to the presentation and promotion of the 
property 

 

- Studying available options for conducting more successful negotiations with all groups 
interested in the conservation of the site; 

- Publishing brochures as well as various cultural productions aimed at informing buffer 
zone residents of the outstanding universal values of the site and its role in the 
collective identity of the group; 

- Conducting the Bluetooth project in which an audio visual file about the site is sent by 
Bluetooth technology making it possible for visitors to expand their knowledge about 
Susa via their mobile phones;  

- Installing signboards in spots discovered during archaeological investigations; 
- Installing signboards in different spots of the site in order to introduce and describe 

archeological excavations;  
- Installing signboards for guiding visitors across the city with the partnership of Susa 

municipality; 
- Providing a data base usable for different audiences but at the same time restricting data 

access for each group; 
- Cooperation with the private sector for making a documentary film about research 

history in Susa; 
- Publishing bilingual brochures introducing the site in Persian and English; 
- Making operational the lighting project of the site aimed at providing a standard 

atmosphere for better introduction of its aesthetic, artistic and scientific values while 
considering the necessity of conservation of the historical spirit and integrity of the site; 

- Equipping the buffer zone in order to make possible easier access into the site; 
- Reorganizing signboards within the site as well as completing the tourist information 

system of  Susa; 
- Defining a visitors' path inside the site; 
- Designing and erecting guide posts and warning signs in harmony with visual 

conditions and climate circumstances of the site; 
- Preparing a poster about tourist attractions of Susa; 
- Identifying important corridors of tourism; 
- Monitoring of signboards installed on the site, completing and removing possible 

defects such as writing mistakes, the form of the signboard, it color, etc. 

 

 

 



 

 fâát                                                                             

378 
 

Protection and Management of the Property   

 

 Partnership with Khuzestan ICHHTO for printing scientific and research findings in book 
format; 
- Reorganizing and upgrading the site museum in order to put on display objects found 

during archaeological excavations; 
- Putting into operation an audio tour system within Susa for Iranian and foreign visitors; 
- Encouraging cultural and touristic functions within the buffer zone of the site; 
- Printing a bilingual guide book and brochure. 

 

 

Map 5-2. The proposal map for tourist guiding within the Susa pdf. mr. rayati 
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5.j. Staffing levels (professional, technical, maintenance) 

 

Name Positions 

Mr. Gholam Ali Baghban Director of Base 

Mr. Mozafar Farhadpour Conservation 

Technical 

Mr. Ali Abdolkhani Documentation 

Mr. Bijan Heydari Monitoring 

Mr. Ali Chaharlang Maintenance 

Mr. Bijan Heydari Restoration 

Mr. Gholam Reaza Salmanpour Architecture 

Research 
Mr. Abdolmajid Arfaee History 

Mr. Yaqub Zalaghi Archeology 

Mr. Sajad Pakgohar Relics 

Mr. Ali Boyri monji Tourism management 

Presentation & Training Mr. Amir Yazdanfar Cultural Affairs 

Ms. Soqra Karimpour Public Affairs 

Mr. Mohammad Hasan Ebrahim amini Financial & legal affairs 

Ms. Azimeh Golestannejad Officinal Affairs 

Hasan Naser, Mr. Hasan Naser, Mr. 
Aqil Ale kasir,  

Security 
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Chapter 6 : Monitoring 
 

The historical site of Susa with its six thousand years duration of urban settlement and its 
extent of about 350 hectares is an ensemble of ancient mounds making it an important 
souvenir of Elamite, Achaemenid, Parthian, Sassanid and Islamic civilizations. At present, 
Susa is considered as one of the rare and unique ancient sites with its archaeological 
investigations and excavations dating from more than 160 years. 

The large extent of the ancient site and its exposure to natural elements has made it be under 
the direct effect of climatic and weather conditions of Khuzestan Plain. Development of the 
new Susa City around the site is yet another major issue. 

The exceptional historical and cultural values of Susa mentioned in previous chapters as well 
as the importance of its preservation have made urgent the establishment of a monitoring 
system. 

For monitoring the condition of archaeological trenches, objects found, remains of stone and 
mud brick architectures, landscape of the property and tourism, various operations which have 
been planned based on conservation and management goals of the site are as follows: 
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6.a. Key indicators for measuring state of conservation 

As explained before, archeological surveys, documentation and conservation activities in 
Susa was started since the second half of 19th century until now, therefore the site is in 
suitable state of conservation and monitoring. The outstanding values of the site whether is 
monitored through physical inspections, regular surveys, and documentation taking its 
surrounding urban fabric into consideration.  The monitoring of affecting factors is being 
implemented through cooperation responsible authorities in various scientific centers, labs 
and especially in Susa base. Based on the identification of the affecting factors, a number of 
indicators that are monitored by responsible authorities are identified for the conservation and 
preservation of various elements and parts of the site. Below are the details: 

CATEGORY INDICATORS PERIODICITY 
ANNUAL 
PERIOD 

TOOLS 

C
or

e 
zo

n
e

 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
 &

 R
es

to
ra

ti
on

 

Condition of biologic harms and their 
effects on the extent of erosion of mud 
brick & kahgel coating the ancient 
remains 

As per case 
(weekly or monthly) 

Through out 
the year 

Field visit 
& 

photo 
taking 

Inspecting the condition excavated 
trenches 

As per case 
(monthly) 

Through out 
the year 

Field visit 
& 

photo 
taking 

Condition of biologic harms and their 
effects on the extent of erosion of Stone 
remains 

As per case 
(monthly) 

Through out 
the year 

Field visit 
& 

Lab tests 

Quality state of visitor  Paths across the 
site 

As per case 
(weekly or monthly) 

Through out 
the year 

Field visit 
& 

Photo 
taking 

Monitoring the climate condition 
(assessment of humidity & and 
difference in temperature) 

As per case 
(daily) 

Through out 
the year 

Statistic 
method 

Erosion process of Kahgel coating the 
excavated trenches; caused by human 
factors (vandalism, walking on the 
edges of walls, abrasion) 

As per case 
(monthly) 

Through out 
the year 

Field visit 

Condition of places susceptible for 
nesting of Insects and animals 

As per case 
(weekly or monthly) 

 Field visit 

Rate  of  groundwater level Seasonal  
Field visit 

& 
Lab tests 

Monitoring the rate of surface water 
routes and drainage system 

Seasonal 
As per case 

(weekly or monthly) 

During the 
rain fall 
season 

Field visit 
 

Monitoring of plant growth and Weed Monthly  Field visit 

 
Monitoring the cleanliness of the site 
 

Daily  Field visit 

Monitoring of air pollution Seasonal 
Through out 

the year 
Stations  



 fâát                                                                              

382 
 

Monitoring  

 

CATEGORY INDICATORS PERIODICITY 
ANNUAL 
PERIOD 

TOOLS 

C
or

e 
zo

n
e

 

R
es

ea
rc

h
 a

n
d

 E
d

u
ca

ti
on

 
Number & quality of 
researches, books, articles, 
and student thesis produced 
about Susa 

Twice a year April- October Statistic method 

Awareness level of 
different audience about 
OUV of the Susa 

 
Annual 

 
May 

 
Questionnaire 

 

 
Number and quality of 
training workshops 

Annual 

 
Throughout the 

year 
 

Field visit 
& 

Statistic method 

 
Number of trained Tour 
guides 

Annual April 
 

Statistic method 
 

Extent and quality of 
exclusive services for  
tourists (guide books, 
brochures) 

Throw the year  Questionnaire 

 

  

CATEGORY INDICATORS PERIODICITY 
ANNUAL 
PERIOD 

TOOLS 

C
or

e 
zo

n
e

 

T
ou

ri
sm

 f
ac

il
it

ie
s

 

Accessing the rate and 
quality of services given by 
experts, masters, workers, 
and labors to the site and 
its' visitors 

As per case 
(monthly) 

 

Throughout the 
year 
 

Field visit 
& 

Statistic method 
& 

Questionnaire 

Present tourist facilities &  
Hygienic condition 
(Lavatories) 

As per case 
(daily, weekly, 

monthly) 

Throughout the 
year 

Field survey 

 
Quantity & quality of 
Iranian and foreign visitors 
(Assessment of population, 
their age, level of 
education, nationality, etc.)  

 

Seasonal 
 

Throughout the 
year 

Statistic method 
& 

Questionnaire 

 
Monitoring the state of 
tourist signs and symbols 
across the site 

 

As per case 
(weekly or 
monthly) 

As per case 
(weekly or 
monthly) 

 
Field visit 

& 
photo taking  

 

Number & type of visitors 
during occasions , religious 
ceremonies and Traditions 

As per case  Questionnaire 
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CATEGORY INDICATORS PERIODICITY 
ANNUAL 
PERIOD 

TOOLS 
S

u
sa

 B
as

e 
A

rc
h

iv
e

 

Extent and quality of updated data 
collection, referring to the 
archaeological site of Susa 

Annual 
 

April 
 

Field visit 
& 

Statistic 
method 

 

Number & quality of collected 
researches, books, articles, and student 
thesis produced about Susa 

Annual 
 

April 
 

Field visit 
& 

Statistic 
method 

 

 
Extent and quality of photo collection 
prepared and updated monthly 

 

Annual 
 

April 
 

Field visit 
 

 

CATEGORY INDICATORS PERIODICITY 
ANNUAL 
PERIOD 

TOOLS 

M
u

se
u

m
 O

b
je

ct
s

 

Condition of the museum in terms 
of maintenance and conservation 

As per case 
(weekly or 
monthly) 

 
Through 

out 
The year 

 

lab tests 

Improving   the condition  of 
objects including cleaning and 
restoration 

As per case 
(weekly or 
monthly) 

 
Through 

out 
The year 

 

Air 
Conditions 

 

 
Presiding over periodical clean up 
of the museum, inside its show 
cases as well as its objects and 
reservoirs (This should be done 
under the supervision of museum 
curator) 

As per case 
(weekly or 
monthly) 

Through 
out 

The year 
 

Demands on 
the case 

 

 
Environmental condition of the   
museum hall (assessment of the 
effect of fluctuation in temperature, 
humidity and light on objects) 

 

Daily  
 

Through 
out 

The year 
 

Hygrometer 
Surveying 

 

Monitoring the decaying terracotta  
and the other objects held in the 
museum reservoir & site of 
museum 

Weekly 
 

 
Through 

out 
The year 

 

Surveying 
 

Statistic survey of existing objects Annual April 
Statistic 
method 
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CATEGORY INDICATORS PERIODICITY 
ANNUAL 
PERIOD 

TOOLS 

B
u

ff
er

 z
on

e
 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
 

 
The progress of reorganization plans 
around the site 

 

Monthly  Field visit 

 
Effectiveness buffer zone 
regulations in terms of heights, 
façades, functions in new 
developments) 

 

Monthly  Field visit 

Urban activities inside the buffer 
zone 

Monthly  Field visit 

 
Urban equipment and services in 
buffer zone 

 

Annual  Field visit 

 
Monitoring the condition of buffer 
zone according to buffer zone 
conservation legislations 

 

Twice a year 
April-      

October  
 

Field visit 
& 

photo taking  
 

T
ra

ff
ic

 

 
The condition of the motor vehicles 
traffic in buffer zone streets as well 
as the quality inspection of 
passageways 

 

Daily  

Photo taking 
& 

Field visits 
& 

CCTVS 

 
Condition of pedestrian congestion 
during different hours of the day 
and  quality inspection of 
passageways during different 
periods of the year 

 

As per case 
(daily, weekly or 

monthly) 
 

Photo taking 
& 

Field visits 
& 

CCTVs 



 fâát                                                                              

385 
 

Monitoring  

 

6.b.  Administrative arrangement for monitoring property 

The Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization (ICHHTO) has overall 
administrative and financial responsibilities toward conservation, preservation and protection 
of historic monuments and sites in Iran. ICHHTO has its branches in every Province of the 
country. Some major historic sites such as Persepolis, Chogha Zanbil, Meidan-e Emam in 
Isfahan, Bisotun, Soltanieh, Takht-e Soleyman, Armenian Churches, Shushatar Hydraulic 
System, Bazzar of Tabriz, Bam, Pasargadae and Susa have their own Research Bases at the 
site so that constant monitoring of the state of the conservation of the property could be 
achieved. In the case of Susa, the Khuzestan Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism 
Organization is the Provincial affiliate of ICHHTO. There is also the Research Base for the 
Susa.   

Apart from the national and provincial experts a number of monitoring experts work on a 
permanent basis at the Research Base of Susa. They are all working under supervision of 
Director of the Base who is responsible to the Head of Khuzestan Cultural Heritage, 
Handicrafts and Tourism Organization. They are not only responsible for the monitoring of 
different constituents of the Monitoring Program but also for planning and giving training 
workshops to the relevant individuals as well as providing sufficient information to the 
responsible authorities with regards to the  quality  and quantity of monitoring programs so 
that they all can be a part the overall comprehensive monitoring system. They also take 
necessary actions to be in continuous contacts with relevant research and educational 
institutions, whether public or private, so that their knowledge and expertise could be used for 
enhancing the monitoring of the site. 

Following are the professional details of some of the experts including their skills and contact 
details who are included in the monitoring unit of the research section of Susa Base: 

 

Name and contact information of the personnel: 

Mr. Bijan Heidari, expert on restoration of historical buildings 
E-mail: Shush107@yahoo.com 
Tel:+ 98 9169457359 
  
Mr. Yaqub Zalaghi, archeologist 
E-mail: y_ zalaghi@yahoo.com 
Tel: +98 9379658809 
 
Mr.Sajad Pakgohar, expert on restoration of historical-cultural relic 
E-mail: spakgohar@gmail.com  
Tel: +98 9169426730 
  
Mr. Gholam Reza Salmanpour, architecture  
E-mail: Salmanpour.re@gmail.com 
Tel: +98 9363584642   
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Following organizations are in close contact and collaboration with the ICHHTO of 
Khuzestan, particularly Susa Base for implementation of monitoring programs. In addition, 
the Susa Base has close collaboration with the private sector in monitoring activities. 

 

- Chamran University (Ahvaz) 
-  Tehran University 
-  Isfahan University 
-  Science and Technology University  
-  Tehran Islamic Aazad University 
-  Shahid Beheshti University  

- The Higher Education Centre of ICHHTO 
 
 

 

 

Chart 6-1.Position of the monitoring team in the management system 
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6.c. Result of previous reporting exercises 
 

Susa was among the first archeological sites registered in the national list and after the 
founding of the Ministry of Antiques (Historical Monuments) and Fine Industries as well as 
its deputies in provincial centers including Khuzestan, Susa came under systematic 
monitoring and protection in a formal and legal manner. After Islamic revolution, 
conservation and safeguarding of this site was transferred to ICHHTO. Conservation, 
restoration and monitoring plans have been regularly reported by Susa Base, ICHHTO and 
the steering committee every six months. As a matter of fact, conservation, restoration and 
monitoring plans have been regularly reported on a six-month basis by Susa Base, ICHHTO 
and the Steering Committee. Results of a number of former operations conducted in various 
years are as follows: 

- Proper maintenance of historical mud brick remains from excavations;  
- Kahgel plastering of low mud brick walls over various years on a regular basis; 
- Protecting the site from human damages caused by creating a proper tourist path at the 

site; 
- Providing optimal conditions for research activities, pathology and appropriate methods 

for restoration of objects; 
- Creating a data bank of archaeological findings for easy access; 
- Improving the tourist services and facilities;  
- Full implementation of the tourist path.  
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6.c.1. Illustrative monitoring of state of conservation and alterations in the complex according 
to historic photographs 

 

 

Map 6-1- Map of Susa   
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Apadana 

 

 
 

   
Photo 6-1. A1. Left (1974) - Right (2011) 
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Photo 6-2.A2. Left (1980) - Right (2011) 

   
Photo 6-3.A3. Left (1980) - Right (2010) 

     
Photo 6-4.A4. Left (1979) - Right (2007) 

  
Photo 6-5.A5. Left (1985) - Right (2010) 
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Photo 6-6.A6. Left (1974) - Right (2010) 

   
Photo 6-7.A7. Left (1974) - Right (2010) 

  
Photo 6-8.A8. Left (1978) - Right (2012) 

  
Photo 6-9.A9. Left (1975) - Right (2012) 
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Photo 6-10.A10. Left (1970) - Right (2009) 

      
Photo 6-11.A11. Left (1975) - Right (2009) 

   
Photo 6-12.A12 Left (1969) - Right (2012) 

    

Photo 6-13. A12. Left (1969) - Right (2003) 
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Acropole 

 
 

   

Photo 6-14.B1. Left (1969) - Right (2005) 
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Photo 6-15.B2. Left (1969) - Right (2003) 

      
Photo 6-16.B3. Left (1969) - Right (2008) 

      
Photo 6-17.B4. Left (1969) - Right (2003) 

      
Photo 6-18.B5. Left (1969) - Right (2003) 
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Castle 
 

 
 

  

Photo 6-19.C1. Left (1974) – Right (2005) 
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Photo 6-20.C2. Left (1969) - Right (2003) 

   
Photo 6-21. C3. Left (1900) - Right (2013) 

   
Photo 6-22.C4. Left (1996) - Right (2013) 

  
Photo 6-23.C5. Left (1900) - Right (2013) 
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Photo 6-24.C6. Left (1900) - Right (2012) 

  
Photo 6-25.C7. Left (1900) - Right (2003) 

  
Photo 6-26.C8. Left (1900) - Right (2003) 

  
Photo 6-27.C9. Left (1900) - Right (2003) 
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Royal City & Hedish Palace 

 

 

 
 

  

Photo 6-28. D1. Left (1977) - Right (2012) 

 



 fâát                                                                              

399 
 

Monitoring  

 
 

  
Photo 6-29. D2. Left (1974) - Right (2011) 

  
Photo 6-30. D3. Left (1974) - Right (2011) 

  
Photo 6-31.D4. Left (1971) - Right (2012) 
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Hedish Palace 

 

  
Photo 6-32. E1. Left (1974) - Right (2012) 

  
Photo 6-33. E1. Left (1974) - Right (2012) 

 

  
Photo 6-34. E2. Left (1974) - Right (2012) 
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Chaour Palace 

 

 
 

  
Photo 6-35. F1. Left (1971) - Right (2001) 
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Photo 6-36. F2. Left (1971) - Right (2004) 

 

    
Photo 6-37. F3. Left (1972) - Right (2013) 

  
Photo 6-38. F4. Left (1974) - Right (2013) 

  
Photo 6-39.F5. Left (1970) - Right (2013) 
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6.c.2. Monitoring of development in the buffer zone 
 

 
Photo 6-40.Aerial photo (1994) 

 
Photo 6-41. Satellite photo (2008) 
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6.c.3. Monitoring of development in the Core zone 
 

 
Photo 6-42. Aerial photo (1955) 

 
Photo 6-43. Aerial photo (2007) 
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Photo 6-44. General view (1935) 

 
Photo 6-45.  General view (2006)              

      
Photo 6-46. Left (1979) - Right (2012) 

      
Photo 6-47. Left (1974) - Right (2008) 
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Photo 6-48. Left (1935) - Right (2002) 

      
Photo 6-49. Left (1910) - Right (1900) 

       
Photo 6-50. Left (1941) - Right (1960) 

      
Photo 6-51. Left (1971) - Right (2003) 

 



 fâát                                                                              

407 
 

Monitoring  

 

6.c.4. Monitoring of tourism 
 

    
Photo 6-52. Left (1974) - Right (2009)                                  

    
Photo 6-53. Left (2007) - Right (2010)                                     

    
Photo 6-54. Left (2010) - Right (2011)                                       
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Photo 6-55. Left (2008) - Right (2011)                                                        

      
Photo 6-56. Left (2005) - Right (2009)                                                               
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6.c.5. Statistic on the number of visitors in Susa 
 

 

 

Year Iranian	visitors Foreign visitors 

Ticket Half Ticket Free Total Ticket Total 

2008 95056 18897 31855 145808 6190 151998 

2009 106989 27442 30059 164490 6865 171355 

2010 95686 15099 37048 147833 4382 152215 

2011 90557 15544 55880 161981 4532 166513 

2012 92237 16431 32518 141186 4652 145838 

Total 480525 93413 187360 761298 26621 786919 

Table 6-1. Statistic of the number of visitors in Susa 

 

 

Chart 6-2. Statistic visitors in Susa 
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Chart 6-3. Iranian visitors 
 

 

 

Chart 6-4. Foreign visitors 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

Ticket 95056 106989 95686 90557 92237 480525

Half Ticket 18897 27442 15099 15544 16431 93413

Free 31855 30059 37048 55880 32518 187360

Total 145808 164490 147833 161981 141186 761298

0

100000

200000

300000

400000

500000

600000

700000

800000

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

Iranian visitors Ticket 95056 106989 95686 90557 92237 480525

0

100000

200000

300000

400000

500000

600000



 fâát                                                                              

411 
 

Monitoring  

 

6.c.6. Major earthquakes in Susa 

 
Some of the most important earthquakes in this region, according to historical documents are as 
bellow: 

- Earthquake in 840 A.D, Ahwaz, 6.5 Mag;  
- Earthquake in 1052 A.D, Ahwaz and Arjan, 6.8 Mag;  
- Earthquake in 1130 A.D, Ahwaz, 6.8 Mag;  
- Earthquake in 1666 A.D, Zagros region, 6.5 Mag;   

- Earthquake in 1909 A.D, Silakhur (southwest of Borojerd), 7.2 Mag; 
- Earthquake in 1929 A.D, Ize (Andica), 6.3 Mag. 
 

Date 
Time 

(UTC) 
Time 

(Local) 
Lat. Lon. Depth Mag. Ref. Region 

1977/06/05 14:49:20 18:19:20 32.35 48.14 59 mb:4.1 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

North-West of Susa 

1977/06/05 15:17:25 18:47:25 32.12 47.91 33 mb:4.5 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

West of Susa 

1977/06/06 18:13:36 21:43:36 32.27 48.11  M:4.3 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

West of Susa 

1977/06/08 09:28:31 12:58:31 31.99 48.22  M:4.3 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

South of Susa 

1979/03/25 21:16:54 00:46:54 32.34 47.84 33 mb:4.3 ISC 
Ilam,  

North-West of Susa 

1980/04/05 02:45:23 06:15:23 32.07 48.29 33 mb:4.3 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

South of Susa 

1985/02/26 10:39:02 14:09:02 32.26 47.83  mb:4.7 ISC Ilam, West of Susa 

1988/01/11 14:49:37 18:19:37 32.02 48.46 10 mb:4.3 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

South-East of Susa 

1988/01/19 21:03:21 00:33:21 32.25 48.02 10 mb:4.1 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

West of Susa 

1999/03/09 15:42:59 19:12:59 32.21 47.75 15 mb:4.1 EHB 
Ilam, 

 West of Susa 

1999/07/10 05:05:42 09:35:42 32.16 48.12 15 mb:4.4 EHB 
Khuzestan,  

West of Susa 

2000/08/27 17:14:28 21:44:28 31.95 48.32 33 ML:2.6 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

South of Susa 

2000/11/06 15:45:09 19:15:09 32.14 47.94 40 ML:2.9 ISC 
Khuzestan, 

 West of Susa 

2001/02/19 21:46:08 01:16:08 31.98 47.93 6 ML:2.7 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

South-West of Susa 

2001/08/09 15:53:00 20:23:00 32.36 48.03 33 ML:2.7 ISC 
Ilam,  

North-West of Susa 

2001/09/05 21:41:47 02:11:47 31.96 48.13  ML:3.4 ISC 
Khuzestan,  

South-West of Susa 
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2001/09/05 21:53:50 02:23:50 32.10 47.74 40 ML:2.8 ISC Ilam, West of Susa 

2001/09/05 23:44:43 04:14:43 32.06 47.66 19 ML:3.2 ISC 
Ilam, 

South-West of Susa 

2002/11/29 17:38:49 21:08:49 32 48.35 8 ML:3.4 ISC 
Khuzestan, 

South of Susa 

2006/04/04 00:46:12 04:16:12 31.92 47.71 14 ML:3.3 IIEES 
Iraq, 

South-West of Susa 

2006/04/04 01:06:48 04:36:48 32.02 47.77 14 ML:3.2 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

South-West of Susa 

2007/03/13 10:43:48 14:13:48 32.06 48.33 35 ML:2.6 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

South of Susa 

2008/06/22 18:21:08 22:51:08 32.33 48.16 14 ML:2.7 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

North of Susa 

2008/10/01 21:07:41 00:37:41 32.23 47.67 18 ML:3.5 IIEES Ilam, West of Susa 

2010/01/16 21:26:18 00:56:18 32.35 48.22 39 ML:3.9 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

North of Susa 

2010/07/21 18:02:29 22:32:29 32.12 48.39 18 ML:3 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 
East of Susa 

2011/05/15 21:09:33 01:39:33 31.85 48.43 14 ML:3 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

South-East of Susa 

2011/05/17 00:43:28 05:13:28 31.88 48.36 14 ML:2.7 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

South-East of Susa 

2011/05/17 02:56:42 07:26:42 31.90 48.40 14 ML:2.9 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

South-East of Susa 

2011/05/17 10:11:06 14:41:06 31.87 48.41 14 ML:3 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

South-East of Susa 

2012/05/15 15:50:50 20:20:50 32.15 47.83 16 ML:2.7 IIEES Ilam, West of Susa 

2012/09/16 21:29:16 01:59:16 32.12 48.06 18 ML:2.7 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

West of Susa 

2012/11/19 06:57:53 10:27:53 32.22 48.12 18 ML:2.7 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 

West of Susa 

2012/12/26 07:16:30 10:46:30 32.21 48.47 14 ML:2.9 IIEES 
Khuzestan, 
East of Susa 

 

--International Institute of Earthquake Engineering and Seismology (IIEES)1 

--This search was done on 2013/01/06 20:17 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                      
1 http://www.iiees.ac.ir/iiees/EQSearch/%28S%28kdjhiqcdxidmtaup15lkabby%29%29/AsciiEvent.aspx 
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Map 6-2. Seismicity Map - 1900 to Present 
Re: http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/world/iran/seismicity.php 
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6.c.7. Schematic diagram of the faults in the region of Susa 
 

 
Map 6-3. Faults in the region of Susa 

 

 
Map 6-4. Expanding the faults in the region  
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6.c.8. Statistic on the meteorology of Susa 
 

Average Weather for Khuzestan, Iran2 

Location 

This report describes the typical weather at the Ahvaz Airport weather station over the course 
of an average year. It is based on the historical records from 1999 to 2012. Ahwaz has a hot 
desert climate. The area within 40 km of this station is covered by shrub lands (93%) and 
croplands (3%).  

 
Temperature 

Over the course of a year, the temperature typically varies from 8°C to 47°C and is rarely 
below 4°C or above 49°C.  

 

Daily High and Low Temperature 

 

Chart 6-5.The daily average low (blue) and high (red) temperature with percentile  
bands (inner band from 25th to 75th percentile, outer band from 10th to 90th percentile) 

 
The warm season lasts from May 18 to September 24 with an average daily high temperature 
above 41°C. The hottest day of the year is August 3, with an average high of 47°C and low of 
30°C.  
The cold season lasts from November 24 to February 28 with an average daily high 
temperature below 23°C. The coldest day of the year is January 20, with an average low of 
8°C and high of 17°C.  

 

                                                      
2 http://weatherspark.com/averages/32794/Ahwaz-Khuzestan-Iran 
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Fraction of Time Spent in Various Temperature Bands 

 

Chart 6-6. The average fraction of time spent in various temperature bands: frigid (below -9°C),  
freezing (-9°C to 0°C), cold (0°C to 10°C), cool (10°C to 18°C), comfortable (18°C to 24°C),  
warm (24°C to 29°C), hot (29°C to 38°C) and sweltering (above 38°C). 

 

 

Sun 

The length of the day varies significantly over the course of the year. The shortest day is 
December 21 with 10:06 hours of daylight; the longest day is June 20 with 14:12 hours of 
daylight.  
 

Daily Hours of Daylight and Twilight

 

Chart 6-7. The number of hours during which the Sun is visible (black line), with various degrees of daylight,   
twilight, and night, indicated by the color bands. From bottom (most yellow) to top (most gray): full daylight, 
solar twilight (Sun is visible but less than 6° from the horizon), civil twilight (Sun is not visible but is less than 
 6° below the horizon), nautical twilight (Sun is between 6° and 12° below the horizon), astronomical twilight 
(Sun is between 12° and 18° below the horizon), and full night. 
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The earliest sunrise is at 6:03am on September 21 and the latest sunset is at 8:24pm on July 2. 
The latest sunrise is at 7:18am on March 21 and the earliest sunset is at 5:12pm on December 
3. Daylight savings time (DST) is observed in this location during 2012, starting in the spring 
on March 21 and ending in the fall on September 20.  

 

Daily Sunrise & Sunset with Twilight and Daylight Savings Time 

 

Chart 6-8. The solar day over the course of the year 2012 . From bottom to top, the black lines are the 
previous solar midnight, sunrise, solar noon, sunset, and the next solar midnight. The day, twilights  
(solar, civil, nautical, and astronomical), and night are indicated by the color bands from yellow to gray. 
The transitions to and from daylight savings time are indicated by the "DST" labels.  

 
 

Clouds 

The median cloud cover ranges from 0% (clear) to 40% (mostly clear). The sky is cloudiest 
on January 5 and clearest on August 26. The clearer part of the year begins around May 14. 
The cloudier part of the year begins around November 1.  
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Median Cloud Cover 

 

Chart 6-9. The median daily cloud cover (black line) with percentile bands 
(inner band from 40th to 60th percentile, outer band from 25th to 75th percentile). 

 
On August 26, the clearest day of the year, the sky is clear, mostly clear, or partly cloudy 
70% of the time, and overcast or mostly cloudy 1% of the time.  
On January 5, the cloudiest day of the year, the sky is overcast, mostly cloudy, or partly 
cloudy 38% of the time, and clear or mostly clear 37% of the time.  
 

Cloud Cover Types 

 
 
Chart 6-10. The fraction of time spent in each of the five sky cover categories. From top (most blue)  
to bottom (most gray), the categories are clear, mostly clear, partly cloudy, mostly cloudy, and overcast. 
Pink indicates missing data. Outside of the United States clear skies are often reported ambiguously, leading 
them to be lumped in with the missing data.  
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Precipitation 

The probability that precipitation will be observed at this location varies throughout the year. 
Precipitation is most likely around December 29, occurring in 26% of days. Precipitation is 
least likely around July 29, occurring in 1% of days. 
  

Probability of Precipitation at Some Point in the Day 

 
 

Chart 6-11. The fraction of days in which various types of precipitation are observed. 
 If more than one type of precipitation is reported in a given day, the more severe precipitation is counted.  
For example, if light rain is observed in the same day as a thunderstorm, that day counts towards the 
thunderstorm totals. The order of severity is from the top down in this graph, with the most severe at the 
bottom.  

 

 

Over the entire year, the most common forms of precipitation are thunderstorms, moderate 
rain, and light rain.  

Thunderstorms are the most severe precipitation observed during 43% of those days with 
precipitation. They are most likely around April 8, when it is observed during 11% of all 
days.  

Moderate rain is the most severe precipitation observed during 29% of those days with 
precipitation. It is most likely around January 14, when it is observed during 10% of all days.  

Light rain is the most severe precipitation observed during 27% of those days with 
precipitation. It is most likely around January 30, when it is observed during 8% of all days. 
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Types of Precipitation Throughout the Year 

 
Chart 6-12. Relative frequency of various types of precipitation over the course of a typical year 

 

During the warm season, which lasts from May 18 to September 24, there is a 2% average 
chance that precipitation will be observed at some point during a given day. When 
precipitation does occur it is most often in the form of thunderstorms (55% of days with 
precipitation have at worst thunderstorms), light rain (37%), and moderate rain (8%).  
During the cold season, which lasts from November 24 to February 28, there is a 23% 
average chance that precipitation will be observed at some point during a given day. When 
precipitation does occur it is most often in the form of moderate rain (36% of days with 
precipitation have at worst moderate rain), thunderstorms (33%), and light rain (27%). 
  

Warm Season Precipitation   Cold Season Precipitation 

 
Chart 6-13. Relative frequency of various types of precipitation during the warm and cold seasons respectively  

 

 
Snow 

Either snow is exceptionally unlikely to fall at any time during the year at this location or this 
station does not reliably report precipitation types.  
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Humidity 

The relative humidity typically ranges from 8% (very dry) to 91% (very humid) over the 
course of the year, rarely dropping below 6% (very dry) and reaching as high as 100% (very 
humid).  

The air is driest around June 14, at which time the relative humidity drops below 10% (very 
dry) three days out of four; it is most humid around January 10, exceeding 88% (very humid) 
three days out of four.  

 
Relative Humidity 

 
 

Chart 6-14. The average daily high (blue) and low (brown) relative humidity with  
percentile bands (inner bands from 25th to 75th percentile, outer bands from 10th to 90th percentile) 

 

 

Dew Point 

Dew point is often a better measure of how comfortable a person will find the weather than 
relative humidity because it more directly relates to whether perspiration will evaporate from 
the skin, thereby cooling the body. Lower dew points feel drier and higher dew points feel 
more humid.  

Over the course of a year, the dew point typically varies from 0°C (dry) to 19°C (muggy) and 
is rarely below -6°C (dry) or above 28°C (very oppressive).  

There are two periods in the year that are most comfortable: The first is between March 24 
and August 13 and the second is between August 31 and December 24. The air feels neither 
too dry nor too muggy during these periods.  
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Dew Point 

 
 

Chart 6-15. The daily average low (blue) and high (red) dew point with percentile bands 
(inner band from 25th to 75th percentile, outer band from 10th to 90th percentile) 

 

 

Wind 

Over the course of the year typical wind speeds vary from 0 m/s to 7 m/s (calm to moderate 
breeze), rarely exceeding 10 m/s (fresh breeze).  

The highest average wind speed of 17 m/s (gale) occurs around March 19, at which time the 
average daily maximum wind speed is 5 m/s (moderate breeze). The lowest average wind 
speed of 2 m/s (light breeze) occurs around December 5, at which time the average daily 
maximum wind speed is 4 m/s (gentle breeze). 

  
Wind Speed 

 
Chart 6-16. The average daily minimum (red), maximum (green), and average (black) 
 wind speed with percentile bands  (inner band from 25th to 75th percentile, outer band 
from 10th to 90th percentile). 
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The wind is most often out of the west (23% of the time) and north west (18% of the time). 
The wind is least often out of the north east (2% of the time), east (3% of the time), south 
west (3% of the time), and north (5% of the time).  

Wind Directions Over the Entire Year 

 

Chart 6-17. The fraction of time spent with the wind blowing from the various directions over the entire year. 
Values do not sum to 100% because the wind direction is undefined when the wind speed is zero 

 

Fraction of Time Spent with Various Wind Directions 

 

Chart 6-18. The fraction of time spent with the wind blowing from the various directions on a daily basis. Stacked 
values do not always sum to 100% because the wind direction is undefined when the wind speed is zero  

 

 

 



 fâát                                                                              

424 
 

Monitoring  

 

Monitoring of the surface water (rate of rain) on the Apadana  

 

 

 
 

6.c.9. Topographic archaeological site of Susa 
 

 
Map 6-5. Topography map of the Site  
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7.b. Text relating to protective designation, copies of property management 
plans or documented management systems and extracts of other plans relevant 
to the property 

 

In the fifth chapter of this document the management framework of Susa is discussed. The 
short, mid and long term programs which mainly focus on conservation and presentation of 
special values of Susa are as follows: 

 

7.b.1. Short term plans (two years) 
 

 Archeological activities 
- Making readable archeological layers of the de Morgan temoin on Acropole, Shahr-e 

Shahi, Acropole and Shahr-e Sanátgaran and installment of signboards; 

- Updating the topological map of site; 

- Total gridding of the site in a north to south axis; 

- Start of geophysical studies based on priorities; 

- Making readable architectural plans within excavated spots in need of emergency   
restorations; 

- Establishing the Archaeological Data Station.   

 

 Documentation & Research  
- Improving the research works and furthering cooperation with universities and 

scientific institutions; 
- Updating of different documents available in the base such as maps  and excavation 

reports;  
- Studying and research for the options available for a more successful negotiation with 

all groups interested in the conservation of the site; 
- Starting interdisciplinary studies aimed at gaining more knowledge about the site as 

well as its conservation;  
- Restoring and scanning old maps about excavations of French teams; 
- Creating a data bank of movable and immovable properties; 
- Continued documentation and catalogue preparation for objects existing in the site; 
- Continuing documentation by laser scan and photogrametry; 
- Studying methods of fighting against negative effects of vegetations on Susa site; 
- Investigations for reorganizing the buffer zone. 
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 Conservation & Restoration 

Core zone:  

- Regular monitoring; 
- Reorganizing and cleaning the site;  
- Emergency restoration of ancient remains; 
- Carrying out maintenance plans including drainage systems; 
- Providing guide signs inside the site and museum and standardizing such signs; 

 Perfection of electronic protection systems in museum and site; 

 Conducting emergency restorations for architectural remains of the Shahr-e Shahi, the 
Achaemenid Village and the mosque (Shahr-e Sanátgaran); 

 Continuing the restorations operations on eastern part of Apadana; 
- Conducting conservation and restoration operations in mud brick platform of Acropole; 
- Pathology, reorganizing and coding pieces of stone columns in Apadana and Shavur 

Palace; ; 
- Reorganization of storerooms for historical objects of Susa; 
- Continuing the restoration of relics; 
- Setting up a basic laboratory and a workshop for restoration of relics. 

 

Buffer zone:  

- Regular monitoring of the buffer zone; 
- Preparing a plan for improvement of walls overlooking the ancient site of Susa with 

cooperation of the municipality; 
- Elimination of unharmonious billboards of commercial and administrative places 

overlooking the site as well as providing a suitable model for them homogeneous with 
the landscape of the ancient site. 

 

 Tourism Management, Presentation & Education 

 Providing specialty brochure and guidebook for site and museum in various languages; 

 Printing brochures and various cultural productions for the purpose of informing buffer 
zone residents about the outstanding universal values of the site as well as to hold 
briefing and consulting sessions with local residents; 

- Preparing a more precise model of core and buffer zones of the site for better 
introduction of it; 

 Holding local, national and international exhibitions; 

 Installing warning signs and providing explanations for visitors in order for them 
respect the regulations and values of the site;  

 Creating an electronic multi-lingual guiding system; 
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 Implementing the Bluetooth project concerning an audio visual file about the site 
making it possible for visitors to receive information about Susa via their mobile 
phones; 

 Holding expert meetings and training workshops; 
 Scientifically improving the Susa website; 

 Preparing a furniture and signboard design for the introduction of the site; 

 Designing the tourist path of the site; 

 Launching one-day tours of the area for visitors; 

 Training guides; 

 Planning for introducing and controlling of the site during the Iranian New Year eve 
(Noruoz). 

 

Base Studies 

Some of the interdisciplinary studies which have launched from the beginning of the 
founding of the Base but will be ended over a middle term period are as follows: 

 

 Environmental studies: 

- Fauna and flora; 
- Regional climate and ecosystem; 
- Studying the role of human actions and reactions on regional ecosystems; 
- Monitoring and completing maps relating to weather, temperature, humidity, 

precipitation and atmospheric pollutants over various years. 
 

 Geological Studies:  

- Drawing morphological maps of the region; 
- Identification of mines and soil resources as well as preparing relevant maps. 

 
 Chemistry and Soil Mechanics Studies: 

- Laboratory tests on historical materials (dried bricks, mud bricks, mortars, stones, 
etc…) in order to identify the quality and quantity of their constituent elements; 

- Conducting lab studies beside geological ones about quality control of soil resources. 



fâát  

438 
 

Documentation 

 
 Linguistics Studies: 

- Continued re-reading of tablets and inscriptions discovered on site; 
- Providing computer (cyber) IDs of Susa inscriptions. 

 
 Equipping 

- Equipping and enlarging library of the Base; 
- Equipping and enlarging the archive (records center) of the Base; 
- Equipping and enlarging the computer site of the Base; 
- Expansion of welfare services for visitors such as: prayer room, WC, buffet, 

information desk, etc; 
- Continuing the project of fencing the site.   

 

7.b.2. Middle term plans (five years) 
 

 Archeological activities 
- Continued operation regarding making more visible the site by archaeological methods; 
- Continued geophysical activities; 
- Continued archaeological studies in the site; 
- Excavation in western part of Apadana Terrace; 
- Stratification excavations in Acropole; 
- Finishing and drawing the chronological table of Susa. 

 

 Documentation & Research  
- Studying appropriate methods of controlling the erosion process of the site caused by 

environmental damages; 
- Research on methods of preparing and producing construction materials for restoration; 
- Preparing the vegetation distribution map of the site; 
- Establishing a regional archaeology center. 

 
 

 Conservation & Restoration 
 

Core zone:  

- Continued documentation and monitoring; 
- Continued restoration of stone pedestals of Apadana; 
- Restoration of the historical remains in mosque, the Achaemenid Village and the 15th 

town in Shahr-e Shahi; 
- Preparing the restoration plan of the western part of Apadana and conducting the 

restoration of its north western tower; 
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- Restoration of De Morgan temoin on Acropole mound; 
- Continuing conservation and restoration of Shavur Palace. 

 

Buffer zone:  

- Preparing a guideline for improvement of walls as well as notifying construction units 
of the municipality for their implementation; 

- Implementing improvement patterns for Facades overlooking the site; 
- Continued monitoring of the buffer zone based on relevant instructions and criteria 

preparing a special tourist, cultural and historical plan for Susa with the partnership of 
ICHHTO and Susa Municipality; 

- Removal of urban equipments interrupting the buffer zone such as telecommunication 
poles. 

 

 Tourism Management, Presentation & Education 
- Expanding educational activities for the citizens aimed at raising their awareness and at 

encouraging them to participate in conservation, cultural, tourist and economical 
activities; 

- Assistance in expanding NGOs and programs related to urban development particularly 
concerning cultural and social issues; 

- Implementing fully the furniture and signboards of the site; 
- Full implementation of the tourist path; 
- Continued field trainings and holding of training workshops; 
- Improving touristic facilities such as installing tourist signboards right across Susa city 

with the partnership of Susa Municipality and Putting into operation an audio tour 
system within Susa for Iranian and foreign visitors and encouraging cultural and 
touristic functions within the buffer zone of the site and putting into operation the 
standard lighting project of the site for the purpose of a better representation of its 
values. 
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7.b.3. Long term plans (ten years) 
 

 Archeological activities 
- Continued archaeological studies and site excavations. 
 

 Documentation & Research  
- Expansion and continuance of reorganizing the Archive and Documents Center 

(containing historical documents, films, photos and researches from past until 
present);  

- Developing research, cultural and scientific interactions with other ancient sites inside 
the country and abroad; 

- Cooperating with international museums and sites in holding exhibitions; 
- Continuance documentation. 

 

 Conservation & Restoration 

Core zone:  

- Continued monitoring; 
- Completing the data bank of relics; 
- Continued restoration of stone columns of Apadana; 
- Continued restoration and maintenance of mud brick platform of Acropole; 
- Continued restoration of the western part of Apadana; 
- Continuance conservation and restoration activities for museum objects and site; 

 Updating security systems in site and museum.  

 

Buffer zone:  

- Continued monitoring and controlling of constructions within the buffer zone based on 
relevant instructions and criteria; 

- Expanding welfare and tourist services; 
- Spreading the urban façade making patterns of the buffer zone of Susa to the whole city 

with cooperation of the municipality as well as the Ministry of Housing and 
Urbanization; 

- Elimination of buildings adjacent to site to the west and south of Acropole mound and 

Shahr-e Shahi. 
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 Tourism Management, Presentation & Education 

- Continued field studies with partnership of relevant universities and scientific institutes 
- Expansion and comprehensive introduction of Susa Base activities as one of the most 

important archaeological bases of the country; 
- More interaction with nearby research bases like Chogha Zanbil as well as Shushtar 

hydraulic structures and other research bases of ICHHTO; 
- Holding regional, national and international conferences on archaeology and 

conservation of ancient sites; 
- Equipping and completing the  furniture for introduction of Susa museum site; 
- Continuance of holding educational and training workshops; 
- Holding national and international exhibitions; 

 Continuance of training program for different level of students; 

 Continuance of raising awareness of variety audience by mass media. 
 

7.b.4. Other plans relevant to the property  

 Completing fencing the site; 

 Fully Implementation of the tourist path; 
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 Preparing the systematical monitoring for controlling the core and buffer zone; 

 Preparing the plan for restoration of the castle; 

 Making walk side in the eastern part of the site (Kamarbandi St.) with cooperation of    
municipality;  

 

 
Religious ceremony, photo by: M.H, Talebian,2011-2012 

 

 Expanding of Archaeological Museum of Susa; 
 Holding exhibitions of different historical periods of Susa; 

    Risk management preparedness for acting against frosting, winds and storms, fire, etc; 

 Preparing a plan for improvement of walls overlooking the ancient site of Susa with 
cooperation of the municipality; 
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According to prepare a plan for improvement of walls overlooking the ancient site of 
Susa the current facades of the walls have been drown, some of the facades in the first 
phase of the project are as follow: 
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7.c. From and date of most recent records or inventory of property 

- Survey of the site, 2012; 
- Reorganizing the Archaeological documents, 2012; 
- Updating of architectural maps of the site, 2012;  
- Surveying and reviewing of buffer zone and conservation, regulation of the site, 2012; 
- Photography and documentation, 2012 & 2013; 
- Preparing the archaeological programs for conservation activities, 2011; 
- Preparing the studies and maintenance plan for ancient remains in the site, 2011;  
- Preparing the Identification of relics in the site, 2011;  
- Documentation of Apadana palace by laser scanning, 2009; 
- Preparing the Identification of museum objects, 2009.  

 

7.d.  Address where inventory, records and archives are held 

 

Susa Base 

Susa site, Emam Khomeyni Ave, Ya zahra Sq., Susa, Iran, P.O. Box: 113 

Susa, Province of Khuzestan, Iran,   

Tel-fax: (+98) 642-5215911 

 

The main office of Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization of Iran, 

Tel: (+98) 21-66084577 

Fax: (+98) 21- 66027418 
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Appendix I: Glossary 
 

Arg: Citadel 

Azar: The 9P

th
P  month of the Iranian calendar (November) 

Bahamn: The 11P

th
P  month of the Iranian calendar (February) 

Dasht: Plain 

Dey: The 10P

th
P  month of the Iranian calendar (January) 

Esfand: The twelfth month of the Iranian calendar. (March) 

Gatch: Gypsum 

Golmikh:   Gol :Flower, mikh=Pin, A metal pin with flower pattern 
that used in architectural decoration 

Iwan: Porch 

Jarib: Acre, An acre is about 40% of a 4Thectare4T 

Kahgel: Mud and straw mortar  

Keshavarzi: Agriculture 

Khaneghah: Sufi place 

khans: Local Leaders 

Khordad: The third month of the Iranian calendar (June) 

kudurru : Boundary stone, often used as the record of a grant of land 
made by the king. 

Kushk: Kiosk, pavilion 

Mahtabi: A balcony or terrace (to enjoy the moonlight) 
 

Meidan: Square 

Ordibehesht: The 2P

nd
P  month of the Iranian calendar(April)  
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Pedeh: A kind of willows 

Pishevaran: Artisans 

Qabrestan: Graveyard 

Qasr: Palace 

Shabestan: Nave, Covered Prayer room, 3TBedchamber,3TSeraglio 

Shahi: Royal 

Soffeh: Terrace, Porch, Platform 

Surmadan: Surma-holders 

Tagh-nama: Decorative false arches 

Takht-gah: Platform 

Tappeh or Tepe: Mound 
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Appendix II: National registration documents of nominated Susa 
 

Province City Property name National Registration 
number 

Khuzestan Shush Susa 51 
 

 
1TNational registration document of Susa 
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Capital of a column from the audience hall of the 
palace of Darius I 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This colossal capital from one of the thirty-six 

monumental columns which supported the roof of the 
Apadana at Susa is evidence of an architectural 
tradition purely Iranian. 

 Achaeminid Period, reign of Darius I, c. 510 BC 
 Tell of the Apadana, Susa, Iran 
 Sculpture in the round, limestone 
 Excavations by Marcel and Jeanne Dieulafoy, 1884-86  
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Ritual basin decorated with goatfish figures 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 It was used for ritual libations. 
 Middle Elamite period 
 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 H. 62.8 cm; W. 92 cm 
 Jacques de Morgan excavations, 1904-05 
 
 
 
 
©2005 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

 
 
Statue of the goddess Narundi 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This is one of the few surviving examples of cult 

statues of deities. It shows the extent of Mesopotamian 
influence in Iran, and more specifically in the 
metropolis of Susa, an influence still felt even during 
its periods of independence. This statue of the goddess 
Narundi displays numerous iconographic and stylistic 
features that recall the Mesopotamian world. 

 Acropolis, Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1907,  
 Inscription en élamite linéaire et en akkadien 
 
©1998 RMN 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

  
 

 
Hedgehog & Lion mounted on wheels 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 These little animals mounted on carriages with casters, 

are part of a valuable deposit found at Susa, near the 
temple of Inshushinak.  

 Middle Elamite period, c. 1500-1200 BC 
 Acropolis, Susa 
 Limestone and bitumen 
 W. 7.50 cm; H. 3.60 cm 
  J. de Morgan excavations, 1904 
 
©2008 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/enSource: www.louvre.fr/en 
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Gazelle relief 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This tablet sculpted in soft limestone depicts a gazelle 

passant. The gazelle is an animal often found in art 
from the Neo-Elamite and Achaemenian periods in 
Susa.  

 7th-6th century BC 
 The "donjon" in Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 H. 13.3 cm; L. 15 cm; T. 2.10 cm 
 Excavation led by Roland de Mecquenem, 1932 
 
©2010 RMN/Raphael Chipault 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

         
Bearded head of a man 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This head of a man with beard and mustache reflects 

both the general conventions of Parthian art and local 
characteristics of the art of Elymais, a region of 
southwestern Iran from which the head originates. 

 1st century AD 
 Royal City of Susa 
 Stone 
 R. de Mecquenem excavations, 1934 
 
©2008 RMN/Gerard Blot 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

        
 
Perforated stone with a coiled serpent 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Reign of Puzur-Shushinak, c.2100 BC 
 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 H. 56.5 cm; W. 39 cm; D. 62.5 cm 
 Excavations of Jacques de Morgan 
 
 
©2007 RMN/ Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

        
 
"Unfinished" Kudurru 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Beneath the rings of the serpent that lies coiled around 

the top of the kudurru, the principal deities of the 
pantheon are represented in symbolic form. Below 
them is a cortege of animals and deities playing 
musical instruments 

 Kassite period, attributed to the reign of Melishipak 
(1186-1172 BC) 

 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 J. de Morgan excavations  
 
©1998 RMN 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 
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Victory stele of Naram-Sin, King of Akkad 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 A major work illustrating the imperial art of the 

Akkadian Dynasty, this victory stele celebrates the 
triumph of King Naram-Sin over a mountain people, 
the Lullubi. This large victory stele of exceptional 
quality, carved in pink limestone, was found not in 
Mesopotamia but at the Iranian site of Susa.  

 Akkadian Period, c. 2250 BC 
 Spicular limestone 
 H. 2 cm; W. 1.5 cm 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1898 
  
©2009 RMN/ Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

        

 
Bust of bearded god holding two serpent Dragons  
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 The inscription mentions the gods and Napirish 

Inshushinak. 
 XIVP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 Excavations by J. de Morgan 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

        

 
Lower part of a divine statue sitting on a Throne 
decorated with snakes 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 XIVP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

        

 
Bird originally mounted on wheels marble 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite period, 1500-1200 BC. 
 Acropole 
 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 Excavations by J. de Morgan,1904 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Stele-Adda-Hamiti Inshushinak 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 H. 93.50 cm; W. 65.60 cm 
 Excavations by J. de Morgan 
 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

        

 
Fragment of a Royal statue colossal head  
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Reign of Darius I (?) period, (522-486 AV. J.-C.) 
 Apadana 
 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 R. de Mecquenem excavations 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

        

 
Fragment folds of a colossal statue cloth  
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Reign of Darius I (?) period, (522-486 AV. J.-C.) 
 Apadana 
 Susa, Iran 
 Limestone 
 R. de Mecquenem excavations 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Kudurru of Meli-Shipak commemorating a gift of land 
to his son Marduk-apla-iddina 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Kudurrus (small steles recording royal gifts of land) 

first appeared during the Babylonian Kassite Dynasty. 
This example records a gift of land made by King 
Melishipak to his son Marduk-Apal-Iddina. 

 Kassite period, reign of Melishipak (1186-1172 BC) 
 Susa (where it had been taken as war booty in the 12th 

century BC 
 Limestone 
 J. de Morgan excavations  
 
©2007 RMN/Rene-Gabriel Ojeda 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

  

     

 
Law Code of Hammurabi, king of Babylon 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This high basalt stele erected by the king of Babylon 7T. 
 Mesopotamian civilization,1792–1750 BC 
 Susa, Iran 
 Basalt 
 H. 2.25 m; W. 0.65 m 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan, 1901–1902  
 
©2009 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

     

 
Obelisk 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This pyramidal stele bears a long cuneiform inscription 

in Akkadian. 
 Akkadian Period, reign of Manishtusu (c.2270 BC) 
 Susa, Iran 
 Mesopotamia 
 Diorite 
 H. 1.40 m; W. 0.6 m; Th. 0.6 m 
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan, 1897-1898 
 
©2005 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

     

 
Royal head, called "Head of Hammurabi" 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This small sculpted head of a man is one of the world's 

most famous works of ancient oriental art. The 
exceptional quality and the advanced age of the person 
depicted have led some to believe that this is a portrait 
of  Hammurabi, King of Babylon  

 Early 2nd millenium 
 Susa 
 Diorite 
 H. 15.20 cm; W. 9.70 cm; D. 11 cm 
 J. de Morgan excavations  
 
©Musee de Louvre, dist. RMN/Raphael Chipault 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 



 

 Susa 
 

527 
 

Appendix IV 
 

 

          

 
Seated statue of a Mesopotamian prince 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This near life-size seated statue of a Mesopotamian 

ruler was found at Susa in Iran where, according to the 
inscription he had carved on it, the Elamite king 
Shutruk-Nahunte took it in the twelfth century BC as 
part of the spoils of war. 

 Late second-early third millenium BC 
 Susa, originally from Eshnunna 
 Diorite 
 H. 89 cm; W. 52 cm 
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan at Susa? 
 
©1998 RMN 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

          
 
Babylonian stele usurp a king Elamite 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa, Iran 
 Basalt 
 Jacques de Morgan excavations 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Stele representing King Untash Napirisha, "King of 
Anzan and Susa" 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This stele with four registers was commissioned by the 

Elamite king Untash-Napirisha for the city of Chogha 
Zanbil. It was later moved to Susa by one of his 
successors, probably Shutruk-Nahhunte I.  

 C. 1340-1300 BC 
 Sandstone 
 J. de Morgan excavations  
 
©1999 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

          

 
Stele fragment: Head of Snake Dragon 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Acropole, Susa 
 XIVP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 Sandstone 
 J. de Morgan excavations,1899  
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

 

 
Base for a ritual offering, carved with animals 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This base for a ritual offering is made of bitumen. This 

material was plentiful throughout the Middle East, but 
only in Susa was it used in sculpture.  

 Elamite period, mid-3rd millennium BC 
 Acropolis, Susa, Iran 
 Bituminous rock 
 H. 19 cm; Diam. 11 cm 
 Jacques de Morgan excavations, 1908 
  
 
©2009 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

 
 

          
 
Statuette of a praying figure, called "Cubist praying 
figure" 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Figures at prayer form one of the great themes of Susan 

sculpture of the Early Dynastic Period II. Placed in 
temples, their function was to stand in perpetual prayer 
on behalf of the worshipper. The geometrical treatment 
of this statuette, of c.2700 BC, is typical of Elamite 
work, while also showing a strong Sumerian influence. 

 Alabaster 
 J. de Morgan excavations 1908  
 
©1997 RMN/Beatrice Hatala/ Konstantinos Lgnatiadis 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 
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Statuette of a praying figure 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Statues of praying figures served to perpetuate 

worshippers' prayers in the temple. They became 
widespread in the Sumerian world in the 3rd 
millennium BC, but first appeared several centuries 
earlier at Susa. The position of the figures, kneeling in 
their gowns, is characteristic of these statues 

 Late Uruk period, c. 3300 BC 
 Alabaster 
 
 
©RMN/Chuzeville 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

 

 

 
Alabastron Vase 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Adornment was found in the discovery of the tomb 

Acropole. 
 Achaemenid period, c. 350 BC 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Marble  
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1901 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Le Palais de Darius/Jean Perrot  

 

 

 
Stele of victory 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 This monument is a royal statue base as shown 

intended to commemorate a military victory it bears on 
each side of warlike scenes. 

 Basalt 
 Susa 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  

 

 

 
Comb with a representation of the king  
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Ivory and Gold  
 H. 14.40 cm; W. 10.5 cm 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1905-6 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  
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Medallion adorned with a star 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite period, XIVP

e
P. XIIP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 Susa, Royal city 
 Fritte  
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem,1932 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  

 

 

 
Cylinder seal: scene Banquet 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite period, XIVP

e
P. XIIP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 Susa 
 Fritte  
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  

 

 

 
Bird 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite period, XIVP

e
P. XIIP

e
P s. av. J.-C 

 Apadana, Susa 
 Fritte  
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  

 

 

 
Hedgehog 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite period, XIVP

e
P. XIIP

e
P s. av. J.-C 

 Susa 
 Fritte  
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1908 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  
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Foundation charter of the palace of Darius I  in Old 
Persian 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This tablet inscribed in Old Persian is one of the first 

texts drawn up by Darius I on his accession to power. 
 Reign of Darius I (522-486 BC) 
 Susa, Iran, palace of Darius I (found under one of the 

Apadana gates) 
 Clay 
 W. 42 cm; H. 42 cm 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan and Roland de 

Mecquenem, 1911 
  
 
©1997 RMN/Herve Lewandowski 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Panels of molded bricks 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 These panels of molded bricks were used to decorate 

the facade of the exterior temple on the Susa hill. 
 Mid 12th century BC 
 Apadana mound, Susa,Iran 
 Baked clay 
 H. 1.355 m; W. 0.375 m 
 Excavations led by Roland de Mecquenem 1913-21 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

       

 
Dynastic list of the kings of Awan and Simashki 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Tablet listing the 12 kings of the Awan dynasty and the 

12 kings of the Simashki dynasty 
 Sukkalmah dynasty, early 2nd millennium BC 
 Susa, Iran 
 Terracotta, clay 
 H: 82 cm; L: 84 cm 
 Excavations at Susa, 1932 

 
 
©2005 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

        
Fragments of a jar seal with the stamp of a cylinder 
seal showing the priest-king fighting his enemies 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 circa 3300-3100 BC, Late Uruk period 
 Acropolis mound, Susa 
 Clay 
 H. 3 cm; L. 2.2 cm; th. 1.8 cm and H. 6 cm; L. 4.5 cm; 

th. 2.6 cm 
 Excavations led by Roland de Mecquenem, 1937 

 
©2009 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 
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Funerary portraits of men placed in tombs in the form 
of burial vaults 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This funerary head, almost lifesize, is in unbaked clay. 

It was found in a grave in the "Royal City" of Susa 
 C. 1500 BC 
 Susa, Iran 
 Painted unbaked clay 
 R. de Mecquenem excavations, 1924-28  
 
 
©Musee de louvre,dist. RMN/Thierry Ollivier 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

               
 

 
Funerary portraits of men placed in tombs in the form 
of burial vaults 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 The invention of writing corresponded to the 

economical needs of a society at a time when the 
development of cities was giving rise to increasing 
number of exchanges and transactions. 

 Proto-Elamite period, circa 3100-2800 BC 
 Acropolis mound, Susa, Iran 
 Clay 
 H. 21 cm; L. 26 cm; H. of seal mark: 4.2 cm 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan, 1901  
 
©2009 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 Susa 
 

533 
 

Appendix IV 
 

 

 

 
Sit-shamshi  
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Model of a temple, made for the ceremony of the rising 

sun 
 12th century BC 
 Acropolis, Susa 
 Bronze 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1904-05 
 
 
©1998 RMN/Herve Lewandowski 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

  
  

  
Statue of Queen Napirasu, wife of Untash-Napirisha 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This statue is of Queen Napirasu. 

Wife of Untash-Napirisha, who ruled in the Middle 
Elamite period as one of the greatest Igihalkid kings. 

  C. 1340-1300 BC 
 Tell of the Acropolis, Susa 
 Bronze and copper 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1903 

 
 
 
©2010 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

 

 
Weight in the shape of a knucklebone 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 It is one of the largest bronze Greek pieces bearing an 

inscription that was dedicated to Apollo in the oracle 
temple at Didymus by two visitors from Miletus in the 
third quarter of the 6th century BC. 

 522-486 BC 
 The Acropolis, Susa, Iran/ Didymus, Greece 
 Bronze 
 H. 27.5 cm; W. 39 cm; L. 24.5 cm 
 Jacques de Morgan excavations, 1901 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Table decorated with serpents and deities bearing 
vessels spouting streams of water 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This table, edged with serpents and resting on deities 

carrying vessels spouting streams of water, was 
doubtless originally a sacrificial altar. The holes meant 
the blood would drain away as water flowed from the 
vessels.  

 14th century BC 
 Tell of the Acropolis, Susa, Iran 
 Bronze 
 H. 19.5 cm; W. 15.7 cm; L. 69.5 cm 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Double cylindrical vase decorated with wickework and 
house with door and windows with curved lintels 
motifs 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This two-part chlorite vase has an unusual shape. The 

One side of the vase is sculpted with a wickerwork 
motif, the other features is architectural motifs. 

 Middle of 3rd millennium BC 
 Susa, Iran 
 Steatite 
 H. 6.20 cm; Diam. 18.50 cm 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan, Roland de 

Mecquenem 
 
©1990 RMN/Gerard Blot 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

 
 

 
 

 
Vase decorated with bulls and horses in high relief 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This bronze vase is decorated with two friezes of 

animals whose forequarters are projected in high relief. 
The upper frieze shows reclining bulls, the lower 
frieze, horses.  Middle-Elamite period, circa 1500-1100 
BC, Susa, Iran 

 Bronze 
 H. 11.30 cm; W. 15.10 cm; Diam. 8.40 cm 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan  
 
©2009  RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
  

   

Weight in the shape of Lion 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Achaeminid Period  
 Acropole, Susa, Iran 
 Bronze 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan,1901  
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 

 
Statuette of a god wearing a coiled serpent and 
mounted on a chariot 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This god riding a chariot has the ears of a bull and a 

long beard edged with twisted locks, which enables us 
to identify him as Nergal, the Mesopotamian god of the 
devastating summer sun, sometimes associated with the 
Underworld. 

 End of the Sukkalmah period, 16th-15th century BC 
 Susa 
 Copper 
 J. de Morgan excavations  
 
©2009  RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 
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Hammer decorated with heads of two birds and 
feathers 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This votive bronze weapon is characteristic of Iranian 

metalwork, Decorated with birds' heads and feathers. 
 3rd Ur Dynasty, reign of Shulgi (2094-2047 BC) 
 Iran, Royal City of Susa, Acropolis mound 
 Bronze 
 H. 12. 3 cm; L. 11 cm 
 Excavations led by Roland de Mecquenem 

 
 
 
©2005  RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

 

 
Rod surmounted by a figure of an ibex copper layer 
Louvre Museum 

 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa, Royal city 
 Copper 
 Roland de Mecquenem, 1927  

 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

  
Furniture leg shaped protome Griffin 
Louvre Museum 

 
Technical description: 
 Sassanid Persian Period 
 Iran 
 Bronze 

 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

 

 
"BARRIERS" with a dedication to Shilhak-
Inshushinak, king of "Anshan" and "Susa " 
Louvre Museum 

 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa, Acropole 
 Bronze  
 J. de Morgan excavations,1991 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Vessel decorated with palmettes 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Fin VIP

e
P-IVP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 Susa 
 Bronze  
 J. de Morgan excavations 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Bushel with Ibex Motifs 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This large painted vase, magnificently decorated, was 

among the funerary objects of the first inhabitants of 
Susa. 

 Susa I period, circa 4200-3500 BC 
 Necropolis, Acropolis mound, Susa, Iran 
 Painted terra-cotta, hand thrown 
 H. 28.90 cm; Diam. 16.40 cm 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan, 1906-8 
 
 
©1990 RMN 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

 
 

 

 
Bowl with Human figure 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Painted ceramics were the principal medium for artistic 

expression in prehistoric Iran. The objects have a 
simple, often open form. 

 Circa 4200-3800 BC 
 Necropolis, Acropolis mound, Susa 
 Terra-cotta with brown painted motifs 
 H. 10.6 cm; Diam. 22.3 cm 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan, 1908 
  
©1990 RMN/Christian Larrieu  
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

 
 
Miniature model: Cavalier  
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Period of the Third Dynasty of Ur dynasty and 

Simashki, (2000-1940 avant J.-C.) 
 Susa 
 Terra-cotta  
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan, 1907 

 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Miniature model: Busted of a Man 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Period of the Third Dynasty of Ur dynasty and 

Simashki, (2000-1940 avant J.-C.) 
 Susa 
 Terra-cotta  
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Miniature model: Nude women in arms fins 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Period of the Third Dynasty of Ur dynasty and 

Simashki, (2000-1940 avant J.-C.) 
 Susa 
 Terra-cotta  
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan,1903-5 

 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Miniature model: Busted masculine 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Period of the Third Dynasty of Ur dynasty and 

Simashki, (2000-1940 avant J.-C.) 
 Susa 
 Terra-cotta  
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan,1907-8 

 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Miniature model: ? man 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Period of the Third Dynasty of Ur dynasty and 

Simashki, (2000-1940 avant J.-C.) 
 Susa 
 Terra-cotta  
 Excavations led by Roland de Mecquenem, 1924 

 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Miniature model: Naked woman with clasped hands 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite, (XIVP

e
P-XIIP

e
P siecle av.J-C.) 

 Susa 
 Terra-cotta  
 Excavations led by Roland de Mecquenem, 1924 

 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012  
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Painted Beaker 
British Museum  
 
 
Technical description: 
 This vessel is typical of pottery discovered in graves in 

a large cemetery at Susa; it is carefully made by hand. 
 Susa A, late 5th-early 4th millennium BC 
 Susa, Iran  
 Painted terra-cotta 
 H: 20.50 cm; Diam.: 17.00 cm (top); Capacity: 2.460 litres 
 Excavations took place in 1906-8  
 
 
Source:www.Britishmuseum.org   

 

  
Small plaque: mask of the demon Humbaba 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This terra-cotta tablet depicts the demon Humbaba, 

guardian of the Forest of Cedars, who was beheaded by 
Enkidu and Gilgamesh, a tale recounted in the Epic of 
Gilgamesh. This figure with coarse features and a 
grimacing, even menacing expression, is here shown 
with a more kindly appearance.  

 Terracotta 
 H. 5.70 cm; W. 4.10 cm 
 R. de Mecquenem excavations, 1927  
 
©2005 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

 
 

 
Jugs 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa 
 Glazed terracotta 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Lion guard door 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 It was found near the temple of Inshushinak 
 Middle Elamite period 
 Acropolis, Susa  
 Terra-cotta glaze 
 Jacques de Morgan excavations, 1903 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  
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Moulded clay figure 
Figure: British Museum  
Moulds: Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 It is one of a series of some 200 essentially identical 

examples, all made in moulds. Some forty of these are 
now in the British Museum. 

 Elamite, about 1400-1200 BC 
 Susa, Iran  
 Terra-cotta  
 Excavated by W.K. Loftus in 1852  
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012/ Louvre Museum 
Ref.: www.Britishmuseum.org 

 

        
Architectural ornament in the shape of a Bull 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa, Iran, Royal city 
 Terra-cotta  
 H: 22 cm 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem,1935 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 Susa 
 

541 
 

Appendix IV 
 

   
Vessel handle in the form of a winged ibex with its 
hooves resting on a mask of Silenus 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 The fine detail on the body of this winged ibex, a 

hybrid creature depicted on the point of leaping, has 
been achieved by use of the lost-wax technique.  

 4th century BC 
 Silver, partially gilt 
 H. 27 cm; W. 15 cm; D. 10 cm 
 Purchased 1898 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

      

 
Praying figure clutching a young goat 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This prayer figure sculpted in gold was found in a 

cache with numerous other objects made of precious 
materials (lapis lazuli, carnelian, agate, gold, silver) on 
the Susa mound, near the temple of Inshushinak, the 
great god of the city. 

 Middle Elamite period, c. 1500-1200 BC 
 Acropolis, Susa 
 Gold and copper 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1904  
 
©2008 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

      

 
Small Dog with a Ring 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This small pendant in the shape of a dog is one of the 

first examples of gold- and silverwork in the late 4th 
millennium BC. It encapsulates all the metalworking 
techniques known at the time, and also provides 
valuable information about one of the two principal 
breeds of domestic dogs in the Susian plain. 

 Acropolis, Susa 
 Gold 
 H. 1.40 cm; W. 1.50 cm 
 R. de Mecquenem excavations, 1939 
 
©1986 RMN/Pierre et Maurice Chuzeville 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

      

 
Silver Vessel 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Adornment was found in the discovery of the tomb 

Acropole. 
 Achaemenid period, c. 350 BC 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Silver 
 Diam. :18.4cm  
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1901 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Le Palais de Darius /Jean Perrot 
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Rhyton (drinking horn) with Gazelle protome 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This silver vessel testifies to the taste for luxury 

tableware among the dignitaries of the Achaemenid 
Empire. Animals were often chosen to decorate these 
splendid pieces in an Iranian tradition reaching back 
thousands of years. In Iran, animals appeared on 
painted pottery in the 4th millennium BC, especially on 
the large bushels found at Susa. 

 Acropolis, Susa 
 Late 6th-4th century BC 
 Partly gilt silver 
 H. 28.6 cm; D. 13.5 cm 
 Purchase 
 
©1997 RMN/ Herve Lewandowski 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 
 

       
The gadroons Vessel  
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 plain of Susiana 
 neo-Elamite period, VIIIP

e
P milieu du Vi P

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 silver-coloured 
 Donated by society of Friends of the Louvre,1996 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

       
A flared rim Situla (urn,jar) 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 This jar decorated by scales nested on the base and 

registration of "Ampirish, king of Samati, son of 
Dabala" incised inside of the lip. 

 neo-Elamite period, VIIIP

e
P milieu du VIP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 silver-coloured 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

      

 
Dish decorated with Lilies and dimple in relief 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa 
 Fin VIP

e
P-IVP

e
P s. av. J.-C. 

 silver-coloured 
 Excavations J. de Morgan  
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Three-footed bowl with ibex 
 Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Simashki dynasty (2000-1940 BC) 
 Tomb 1, Apadana mound, Susa, Iran 
 Bituminous rock, gold, bronze, shell (plates on rim and 

whites of eyes), lapis lazuli (pupils),The use of bitumen 
as a sculpting material was an original feature of Susa 

 Excavations led by Roland de Mecquenem, 1921  
 
 
©1991 RMN/Herve Lewandowski 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

 
 

 

 
Bas-relief fragment, called "The Spinner" 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This figure of a spinner is one of the rare images of a 

woman in her personal domestic environment in the 
ancient Orient. 

 Bitumen  
 J. de Morgan excavations  

 
 
©2010 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

 

 

 
Applies decorated a lion head 
 Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite period 
 Bitumen, Bronze, Silver, Gold 
 Susa  
 M.Forooghi,1975  

 
 

 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum  
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Piece of jewellery composed of beads 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This necklace is a remarkable example of jewelry from 

Achemenid Persia. 
 Achaemenid period, c. 350 BC 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Agate 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1901 

 
 
 
 
©2010 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en  

 
 

 

 
Pair of Bracelets decorated with lions head inlays 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Lavishly decorated with gold, turquoise and lapis 

lazuli, this bracelet set with lion's heads from the 
Achaemenid Persian period. 

 Achaemenid period, c. 350 BC 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Gold, lapis lazuli, turquoise and mother-of-pearl 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1901 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

       

 
Pearl necklaces semi-precious stones and Necklace 
pendants Inlaid 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Adornment was found in the discovery of the tomb 

Acropole. 
 Achaemenid period, c. 350 BC 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Gold, Agate, Lapis lazuli, Turquoise, Carnelian 
 LR1R: 70cm        LR2R:70cm 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1901 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012/ Louvre Museum 
Ref.: Le Palais de Darius /Jean Perrot 

 
 

  
Earrings and Buttons 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Adornment was found in the discovery of the tomb 

Acropole. 
 Achaemenid period, c. 350 BC 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Gold, Lapis lazuli, Turquoise, pearl and Cornelian 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1901 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012/ Louvre Museum 
Ref.: Le Palais de Darius /Jean Perrot 
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Dove figurine 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Middle Elamite period, 1500-1200 BC. 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Gold, Lapis lazuli 
 J. de Morgan excavations, 1904 
 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 

 
 
Dagger chape 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 The decoration of this chape- the mount of a scabbard 

is remarkable. It depicts a lively and realistic scene of a 
lion devouring an ibex.  

  539-333 BC 
 Iran 
 Bone 
 H. 30 cm; W. 45 cm; D. 10 cm 
 Antoine-Barthélémy Clot Bey collection  
  
 
©1997 RMN/Herve Lewandowski 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 
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Frieze of Archers 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This decorative frieze shows an army, the men carrying 

spears, bows and quivers. The frieze is probably 
inspired by the brick friezes of Babylon, although the 
technique is different. 

 Achaemenid Persian Period, reign of Darius I,c.510 BC 
 Apadana, Palace of Darius I, Susa, Iran 
 Polychrome glazed siliceous brick 
 H. 4.75 m; W. 3.75 m 
 Marcel Dieulafoy expedition, 1884–1886 
 
©2010 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

 
 
Frieze of Griffins 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 The artists of the Achaemenian period inherited a 

pictorial vocabulary rich in mythological creatures. The 
griffin-lion, often represented at Susa, is here pictured 
on an element of architectural decoration from the 
palace of King Darius I the Great (522-486 BC). 

 Circa 510 BC 
 Apadana, west courtyard of the palace, Susa, Iran 
 Glazed siliceous brick 
 W. 4.22 m; H. 1.65 m 
 Excavations led by Jacques de Morgan and Roland de 

Mecquenem, 1908-13 
 
©1971 RMN/Droits Reserves 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

 

 
Panel with sphinxes 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This complex traditional iconography is rendered in a 

pure Persian style. 
 Achaemenid Persian Dynasty, 522-486 BC 
 Apadana, Susa, Iran 
 Glazed siliceous bricks 
 W. 1.17 m; H. 1.20 m 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem, 1911 
 
 
©1997 RMN/Christian Larrieu 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 

 

 

 
Winged bull between two floral friezes 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 This relief of enameled, polychrome bricks found at 

Susa is of a winged bull passant between two friezes of 
rosettes and palmettes. The bull is the symbol of the 
constructive force of the Achaemenian Persian empire 

 Circa 510 BC 
 Palace of Darius I, Susa, Iran 
 Glazed siliceous brick 
 W. 1.83 m; H. 1.40 m 
 Excavations led by Roland de Mecquenem, 1908-13  
 
©2010 RMN/Franck Raux 
Source: www.louvre.fr/en 
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Ramp and staircase parapet 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Achaeminid Period  
 Palace of Darius I 
 Susa, Iran 
 Glazed siliceous brick 
 Marcel Dieulafoy expedition, 1885–6 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Fragmentary tile decorated with horned heads of 
Lions, floral and geometric 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Achaemenid Persian period 
 Palace of Darius  
 Susa, Iran 
 Glazed siliceous brick 
 Marcel Dieulafoy mission, 1885–6 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Tile decorated with a rosette center and edges of 
triangles 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Achaemenid Persian period 
 Palace of Darius  
 Susa, Iran 
 Glazed siliceous brick 
 Marcel Dieulafoy mission, 1885–6 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
A geometric Title Décor 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Achaemenid Persian period 
 Palace of Darius  
 Susa, Iran 
 Glazed siliceous brick 
 Marcel Dieulafoy mission, 1885–6 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Tile applies with enrollment Shutruk-Nahhunte II, and 
quarter rose motif 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Acropole, Susa, Iran 
 Faience (Siliceous) glaze 
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan, 1898-1899 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Fragment of tile decorated applies a Genie standing on 
mastering Griffins wings and two Monsters 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Royal city, Susa, Iran 
 Faience (Siliceous) glaze 
 Polychrome 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem 
 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 

 
Fragment of Tile and glazed siliceous Brick 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Shutruk-Nahhunte II Temple 
 Acropole, Susa 
 Faience (Siliceous) glaze 
 Excavations by Jacques de Morgan  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

   

 
Heads pommel shaped rosette 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa, Apadana, under the square west of the palace of 

Darius 
 Faience (Siliceous paste) glaze 
 Polychrome 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem,1933-9 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Statuette of praying 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 Susa, Iran  
 VIIIP

e
P - VIIP

e
P s. av.J.-C. 

 Forecourt of the palace Apadana  
 Faience, polychrome glaze 
 Excavations by Roland de Mecquenem 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Vase with floral decoration 
Louvre Museum 
 
 
 
Technical description: 
 VIIIP

e
P - VIIP

e
P s. av.J.-C. 

 Susa, Iran 
 Apadana, west of the Darius Palace  
 Faience, Polychrome glaze 
 
 
 
 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Amulets 
Horus-eye 
pendant: lion head and head of the Egyptian god Bes 
Louvre Museum 
 
Technical description: 
 Achaemenid Persian period 
 Susa, Iran, Apadana and Royal city  
 Faience glaze 
 Excavations by: 

Roland de Mecquenem,1908; Jacques de Morgan; 
R. Grishman; 

 
Photograph by: MH.Talebian/2012 
Ref.: Louvre Museum 
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Appendix V: Identification of relics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0002 
 
 Length: 161cm 
 Width: 114cm 
 Height: 112cm 
 Center point:     x: 131.88            y: 89.21 
 Extend proportion: 75% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0003 
 
 Length: 38cm 
 Width: 28cm 
 Height: 24cm 
 Center point:     x: 132.48            y: 90.90 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0005 
 
 Length: 126cm 
 Width: 88cm 
 Height: 80cm 
 Center point:     x: 129.78            y: 89.85 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0011 
 
 Length: 113cm 
 Width: 95cm 
 Height: 68cm 
 Center point:     x: 127.28            y: 88.44 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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No.: A00014 
 
 Length: 144cm 
 Width: 104cm 
 Height: 82cm 
 Center point:     x: 124.88            y: 87.99 
 Extend proportion: 90% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A00018 
 
 Length: 75cm 
 Width: 6cm 
 Height: 60cm 
 Center point:     x: 130.08            y: 88.54 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0020 
 
 Length: 155cm 
 Width: 113cm 
 Height: 60cm 
 Center point:     x: 129.51            y: 87.41 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0023 
 
 Length: 90cm 
 Width: 62cm 
 Height: 23cm 
 Center point:     x: 127.88            y: 87.30 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0032 
 
 Length: 130cm 
 Width: 120cm 
 Height: 100cm 
 Center point:     x: 133.38           y: 86.65 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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No.: A0035 
 
 Length: 46cm 
 Width: 70cm 
 Height: 43cm 
 Center point:     x: 129.58           y: 86.74 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0036 
 
 Length: 94cm 
 Width: 58cm 
 Height: 38cm 
 Center point:     x: 136.83           y: 85.65 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0050 
 
 Length: 130cm 
 Width: 86cm 
 Height: 67cm 
 Center point:     x: 129.75           y: 84.04 
 Extend proportion: 95% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0053 
 
 Length: 77cm 
 Width: 56cm 
 Height: 50cm 
 Center point:     x: 127.68           y: 85.14 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0054 
 
 Length: 50cm 
 Width: 40cm 
 Height: 55cm 
 Center point:     x: 126.58           y: 84.74 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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No.: A0062 
 
 Length: 180cm 
 Width: 140cm 
 Height: 95cm 
 Center point:     x: 126.18           y: 83.04 
 Extend proportion: 75% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0064 
 
 Length: 110cm 
 Width: 60cm 
 Height: 30cm 
 Center point:     x: 133.18           y: 83.04 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0067 
 
 Length: 160cm 
 Width: 100cm 
 Height: 70cm 
 Center point:     x: 132.28           y: 83.14 
 Extend proportion: 75% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0068 
 
 Length: 118cm 
 Width: 114cm 
 Height: 80cm 
 Center point:     x: 130.88           y: 82.60 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0069 
 
 Length: 160cm 
 Width: 150cm 
 Height: 54cm 
 Center point:     x: 129.08           y: 82.60 
 Extend proportion: 75% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 



 

 Susa 
 

554 
 

Appendix V 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0070 
 
 Length: 100cm 
 Width: 73cm 
 Height: 54cm 
 Center point:     x: 128.73           y: 82.59 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0071 
 
 Length: 200cm 
 Width: 110cm 
 Height: 73cm 
 Center point:     x: 126.58           y: 81.14 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0078 
 
 Length: 70cm 
 Width: 56cm 
 Height: 33cm 
 Center point:     x: 134.48           y: 81.60 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0080 
 
 Length: 47cm 
 Width: 40cm 
 Height: 30cm 
 Center point:     x: 134.48           y: 80.35 
 Extend proportion: - 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0086 
 
 Length: 70cm 
 Width: 50cm 
 Height: 20cm 
 Center point:     x: 132.28           y: 81.80 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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No.: A0090 
 
 Length: 120cm 
 Width: 60cm 
 Height: 70cm 
 Center point:     x: 131.54           y: 79.99 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0096 
 
 Length: 150cm 
 Width: 72cm 
 Height: 58cm 
 Center point:     x: 130.46           y: 79.44 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0097 
 
 Length: 157cm 
 Width: 90cm 
 Height: 100cm 
 Center point:     x: 129.78           y: 80.40 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0099 
 
 Length: 34cm 
 Width: 33cm 
 Height: 25cm 
 Center point:     x: 132.39           y: 79.50 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0109 
 
 Length: 68cm 
 Width: 44cm 
 Height: 42cm 
 Center point:     x: 135.25           y: 78.58 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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No.: A0118 
 
 Length: 125cm 
 Width: 102cm 
 Height: - 
 Center point:     x: 126.81           y: 77.82 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0122 
 
 Length: 130cm 
 Width: 120cm 
 Height: 56cm 
 Center point:     x: 136.49           y: 76.72 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0127 
 
 Length: 124cm 
 Width: 124cm 
 Height: 40cm 
 Center point:     x: 135.50           y: 77.30 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0132 
 
 Length: 92cm 
 Width: 60cm 
 Height: 40cm 
 Center point:     x: 134.63           y: 76.87 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0135 
 
 Length: 128cm 
 Width: 70cm 
 Height: 56cm 
 Center point:     x: 133.93           y: 76.07 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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No.: A0150 
 
 Length: 130cm 
 Width: 120cm 
 Height: 55cm 
 Center point:     x: 127.95           y: 75.62 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0200 
 
 Length: 72cm 
 Width: 45cm 
 Height: 63cm 
 Center point:     x: 132.95           y: 72.98 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0204 
 
 Length: 162cm 
 Width: 103cm 
 Height: 73cm 
 Center point:     x: 134.16           y: 73.04 
 Extend proportion: 75% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0230 
 
 Length: 152cm 
 Width: 77cm 
 Height: 48cm 
 Center point:     x: 132.73           y: 69.85 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0232 
 
 Length: 78cm 
 Width: 75cm 
 Height: 45cm 
 Center point:     x: 132.53           y: 71.25 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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No.: A0235 
 
 Length: 90cm 
 Width: 58cm 
 Height: 33cm 
 Center point:     x: 131.22           y: 71.48 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0242 
 
 Length: 47cm 
 Width: 33cm 
 Height: 27cm 
 Center point:     x: 130.27           y: 67.99 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0244 
 
 Length: 140cm 
 Width: 72cm 
 Height: 48cm 
 Center point:     x: 129.76           y: 68.28 
 Extend proportion: 50% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0246 
 
 Length: 85cm 
 Width: 55cm 
 Height: 40cm 
 Center point:     x: 29.38           y: 69.53 
 Extend proportion: 25% 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No.: A0247 
 
 Length: 73cm 
 Width: 78cm 
 Height: 70cm 
 Center point:     x: 128.83           y: 69.77 
 Extend proportion: - 
 

Ref.: Documentation of Apadana Palace 
N.A.T Consultant Engineers company 
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Appendix VI: Archaeologists and researchers in Susa: 
 
2TIn 2T 2Tover 1602T 2Tyears of2T 2Texcavation and studies in 2Tancient 2TSusa, many2T 2Tarchaeologists and2T 2Tresearchers have 
been there and2T 2Tmany2T 2Tstudies 2T 2Thave addressed2T in 2Tthis2T 2Timportant2T 2Tsite. Here some of them are mentioned 
as follows:  

 

 

Sir Austen Henry Layard 
1817-1894 
 
 British Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1840-1842 AD 

 
 
 
 

 

William Kennett Loftus 
1820-1858 
 
 British Geologist 
 Susa, 1850-1854 AD 
 Head of British Team in 1851 

  
 
 
 

 

Marcel August Dieulafoy   
1844-1920 
Jane Dieulafoy (Juan-Paul Rachel) 
1851-1916 
 
 French Civil Engineer  
 Susa, 1881-1886 AD 
 Head of French Delegation 
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Jacques de Morgan 
1857-1924 
 
 French Geologist/ Archaeologist 
 Susa,1891-1912 AD  
 Head of French Delegation in 1897 

 
 
 

 

Father Jean-Vincent Scheil 
1858-1940 
 
 French Linguist 

 
 
 
 

 

Rolnad de Mecquenem 
1877-1957 
 
 French Engineer/Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1913-1946 AD  
 Head of French Delegation  

 
 
 
 

 

Maurice Pillet 
1881-1964 
 
 French Architect/Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1912-1913 AD  
 Activities: 

- Drawing  general plan of Susa in 1913 
- Providing Watercolor Plan and minute plan of 

excavation in Darius palace / 1914 
- photographic documentation. 
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Roman Ghirshman 
1895-1979 
 
 French Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1946-1967 AD  
 Head of French Delegation in 1946 

 
 

 

Robert H. Dyson, Jr 
1927 
 
 American Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1954 AD  

 
 
 
 

 

Father Marie-Joseph Steve 
1911-2001 
 
 French Linguist 
 Susa, 1967-68 AD  

 
 
 
 

 

Francois Vallat 
 
 French Linguist 
 Susa, 1968-1979 AD  
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Jean Perrot 
1920-2012 
 
 French Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1968-1979 AD  
 Head of French Delegation  

 
 
 
 

 

French Crew  
1974 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Elizabet Carter 
 
 American Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1969-1976 AD  

 
 
 
 

 

Remy Boucharlat 
 
 French Archaeologist 
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Pierre  Amiet 
 
 French Curator 

 
 
 
 

 

Henry T.Wright 
 
 American Archaeologist 
 Susa, 1978 AD  

 
 
 
 

 

 

Mir Abedin Kabuli 
 
 Iranian Archaeologist 
 Susa, 

First phase1982-1984 AD 
Second phase1992-1994 AD  

 Head of Iranian Team 
 

 
 
 

 

Mahdi Rahbar 
 
 Iranian Archaeologist 
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Appendix VII: Slides 
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In the Name of God 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix: 

 

 General and Historical Maps  

 Acropole 

 Apadana 

 Shahr-e Shahi (Royal City)(Ville Royale) 

 Shahr-e Sanátgaran (Craftsmen City)(Ville des Artisans) 

 Shavur Palace (Chaour Palace)(Ardeshir Palace) 

 French Castle 
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Additional information on: sources and levels of finance, number of 
visitors as well as conservation activities based on programs of the 
management plan (2013). 

 

- Sources and levels of finance in 2013:  

 

It
em

 

Y
ea

r 

 

Provincial (Million Tomans) National (Million Tomans) Sum 

(Million 
Tomans) 

Maintenanc
e 

Conservation 
and 

restoration 
Research Maintenance 

Conservation 
and  

restoration 
Research 

1 2013 110 300 150 80 200 70 910 

 

 

- Number of visitors in Susa during April-November 2013:  

 

Year 
Iranian visitors Foreign visitors 

Tickets Half-priced Tickets Free  Total Tickets Total 

2013 64046 1378 42365 107789 2926 110715 

 

         



4 

 

• Operations conducted concerning reorganization and conservation  
in 2013: 

- General clean-up and removal of vegetation;  
- Making Apadana more visible; Tracing and making the plan more readable in the eastern 

part; 

- Kahgel plastering of mud brick remains; 
- Improving the drainage system; 
- Continuation of completing the fence of Susa core zone 

 

• Removal of vegetation;                                                              
Cleaning and removing of vegetation has been done in an area of approximately one hectare 
in Apadana (the eastern gate and the palace), Hadish and Shahr-e Panzdahom. The activity 
was performed 3 times in the course of the year.  

    

    

   

Removal of vegetation 
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• Improving the readability of the Apadana in eastern part  

       

As seen on the map, during the 2013 conservation activities, the northern 
structures as well as the two rooms have been restored after archaeological 
studies. As a result, after removing debris, 255.63 meters of walls were restored. 
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Improving the readability of the Apadana in eastern part, summer 2013  
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After improving the readability of the Apadana in eastern part, summer 2013  

  

  Improving the readability of the Apadana in eastern part, summer 2013  

       

Eastern wall before and after reorganization  
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  Improving the readability of the Apadana in eastern part, summer 2013  

     

Sloping of horizontal surfaces, debris removal and complete cleanup. 
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Mud brick production   

5000 mud brick were produced (10×17×34cm) in the workshop for restoration 
activities. These dimensions were chosen so as to be identifiable. 
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Walls were restored with mud bricks and mud mortar after being made more visible 
following archaeological studies  
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• Restoring parts of the Apadana Palace  

   

  

   

   

Walls were restored after being made more visible following archaeological studies 



Proper sloping and disposal of surface water

  

State of surface waters on the walls before restoration  

Making optimal slopes and improving a proper water disposal system

  

  

Field Studies about flooding areas 

12 

disposal of surface waters and improving the drainage system

of surface waters on the walls before restoration 

improving a proper water disposal system 

 

    

Field Studies about flooding areas in Eastern part of the Apadana

 

s and improving the drainage system 

in Eastern part of the Apadana
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     The surface water disposal process is as follows: 

- Sloping the horizontal levels or wall tops: sloping was done considering 
the surface of walls and the maximum flow rate so as to minimize the 
number of drainpipes required. 

 

      

   

       

- Installing drainpipes on parts needed 
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The slope configuration of rooms and halls 

 
State of surface waters on walls after restoration 
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• Kahgel plastering  

     Mud brick remains were plastered with a kahgel protective cover. 

 

         

          

  

kahgel protective cover 
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Cleaning around doors of the central hall and the general area of the eastern 
courtyard 

          

  

   

After cleaning around doors                            before cleaning          

   

After cleaning around doors                            before cleaning          
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• Continuation of completing the fence of Susa core zone 

 

       

      
600 meters of the remained enclosure has been done in 2013 
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Evaluation of the nomination of the “Susa” 

 (Islamic Republic of Iran) for inscription on the World Heritage List    

 

This report is concerning the ICOMOS letter of GB/MA 1455, 22 December 2014 on the 

additional information for the nomination of Susa. Hereby the state party expresses its deep 

gratitude for the ICOMOS cooperation in the filed of cultural heritage. The detailed report is 

prepared with regards to the clarification of the aspects mentioned in the letter as well as the 

relevant PDF. files. 

Additional information for clarification on:  

- Criteria 

- Boundaries 

- Protection 

- Management system 

- Risk strategy  

 

ICOMOS found that the nomination dossier provides a rich illustration of the geographic setting as well 

as of the historic contexts of the different phases of Susa, its role in the different periods and of the 

attributes that would support their justification. However this richness is not adequately reflected in the 

justification of the criteria proposed to substantiate the justification for inscription of Susa, and this is 

particularly true for criteria (i), (ii) and (iv). Therefore it would particularly be useful if: The State Party 

could further expand the arguments presented for criteria (i), (ii) and (iv) relating these arguments to the 

relevant attributes, that is the relevant features and elements that would make explicit the proposed OUV 

and criteria;  

 

Regarding the subject of criteria, as mentioned in the results of ICOMOS surveys, detailed 

discussions can be found about justification of the proposed criteria in the nomination dossier 

of the property. However, based on ICOMOS guidelines the highlighted parts have been 

added in order to emphasize and strengthen the first, second and fourth criteria. 

 

Criterion (i): Represent a masterpiece of human creative genius; 

Susa represents a masterpiece of creative planning and design. In its long history, and as one 

of the earliest urbanized settlements, it contributed to the development of urban planning. 

The royal ensemble of the palace of Darius and Apadana with tall hypostyle hall and 

porticos, lofty stone columns and gigantic capitals and column basis, the orthostatic and 

ceramic wall decorations, together represent an innovative contribution to the creation of a 

new expression, characteristic of the Achaemenid Empire. Furthermore, Susa complemented 

and extended the technologies of metalwork, glyptic, ceramics, the lost wax technique, 

soldering and enameling, demonstrating the existence of a network of diverse interchanges 

on a large scale. 

To recapitulate, Susa stands as one of the few ancient sites in the Middle East, where two 

major social and cultural developments took place: 1) the development of the early state and 

2) urbanization. Thus, Susa has been and still is among the few sites in the Middle East and 

the only ancient site in the entire country of Iran where the dynamics and processes that led 
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to these monumental human achievements has been documented, and still holds a huge body 

of important evidence to better understand the early and mature stages of social, cultural and 

economic complexity. As the earliest urban site in Iran and among the few in the Middle 

East, the preservation of Susa is of utmost importance for the world cultural heritage. Apart 

from its long, uninterrupted sequence of urban development from ca. 4300 BC to the Neo-

Elamite period (ca. 640 BC), Susa was also the first and foremost capital of the Achaemenid 

Empire.   

 

Criterion (ii): Exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of time or 

within a cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or technology, 

monumental arts, town-planning or landscape design; 

The proto-urban and urban site of Susa bears testimony, from the late 5th millennium BCE to 

the first millennium CE, to important interchange of influences and values, resulting from 

ancient trade connections and cultural exchanges between different civilizations. Susa has 

been identified as the focal point of interaction and intersection between the nomadic and 

sedentary cultures. It played a key role in creating and expanding technological knowledge, 

and artistic, architectural and town planning concepts in the region as a whole, particularly in 

the Iranian high plateau.  

In more details, Susa is unique in ancient Iran in terms of its multi-ethnicity and millennia old 

economic and cultural interaction with both lowland Mesopotamia, Zagros intermountain 

valleys, highland Fars, the southern coast of the Persian Gulf and even the Iranian Central 

Plateau (the Markazi Province). In the late 4th and early third millennium BC, for example, 

Susa proto-Elamite civilization with its far-reaching economic tablets has been documented 

in much of modern-day Iran. Through its sustained interaction, both hostile and friendly, with 

the above regions, archeological and architectural materials discovered at Susa exhibit a 

variety of styles and forms, representing an international ancient city that both influenced and 

was imitated by its neighbors; these realms of interaction in tangible material include 

metallurgy, stone carving, glyptic, monumental building, as well as intangible mythological 

and religious borrowings and lending that has been documented in numerous books and 

articles over a 100 years of research at the site. Even so, much of Susa, including the 

Acropole, the Mound of Ville Royale (Shahr-e Shahi), Ville de Artisans is left unexplored 

and its preservation for future scientific research undoubtedly add much to our understanding 

of this ancient capital of the Elamites and the Achaemenids. In addition, the Royal City, Ville 

de Artisans (the Craftsmen City) and the Islamic City, northeast of the mound complex were 

the early loci of early Islamic times where evidence of Islamic influence on and borrowing 

from the Sasanian Empire can be documented. 

 

Criterion (iii): To bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or 

to a civilization that is living or which has disappeared; 

The remains of the ancient city of Susa bear exceptional testimony to successive ancient 

civilizations during more than six millennia as well as having been the Capital City of the 
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Elamite and Achaemenid Empires. It contains 27 layers of superimposed urban settlements in 

a continuous succession from the late 5th millennium BCE until the 13th century CE. Susa 

has been cited as an important reference and a centre of civilization in ancient Sumerian and 

Assyrian (Assurbanipal) sources, the Hebrew Bible (Book of Esther), as well as by Greek 

historians (Herodotus, Strabo, Arian and Polyclitus).  

 

 

Criterion (iv): Be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or 

technological ensemble or landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human 

history; 

Susa is an outstanding and rare example of a type of urban settlement representing the 

beginnings of urban development in the Proto-Elamite and Elamite periods, from the late fifth 

millennium BCE. Furthermore, from the sixth century BCE, as the administrative capital city 

of the Achaemenid Empire, Susa contributed to the creation of a new prototype of ceremonial 

architecture, which became a characteristic feature of the Iranian Plateau and its neighbouring 

lands.  

Other archaeological evidence for the paramount position of Susa also exists. Susa is the 

oldest archaeological site in Khuzestan, ancient Susiana, where processes of urbanization 

crystallized in the late 5
th

 millennium BC. The focal point of this early urban settlement was a 

large monumental platform at the zenith of which a complex of temples had been erected. 

Unfortunately, because of negligent and unscientific methods of the early excavators at Susa, 

today no traces of these buildings remain. However, a decade of scientific excavations from 

1968 to 1978 revealed parts of the temple complex and the urban architecture which were 

adequately documented in a number of books and scholarly journals.  

The same decade of archaeological and philological works at Susa also documented the 

development and changing characters of this early urban center throughout the millennia. But 

since a rigorous program of preservation was not in place in those days, the evidence is only 

available in published materials, with the sole exception of the urban setting of the 

Sukkalmah period (1900-1700 BC) in the Shah-e Shahi (Ville Royale). Another source of the 

town planning and cityscape during the Neo-Elamite period (1000-640 BC) are the Neo-

Assyrian stone reliefs from the palace at Nineveh in northern Iraq. The published 

archaeological reports testify that Susa continued to be a major city well into early Islamic 

times. 

The preservation of Susa as a world heritage site with rigorous scientific planning for 

excavation and preservation will reveal much of the tangible evidence of architectural 

development and technology of which we now have evidence in published form, as huge 

parts of the site still remain unexcavated and unexplored. 
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Boundaries  

ICOMOS has also found that clarifications are needed concerning the delineation of the boundaries of 

the nominated property in relation to the results of recent archaeological investigations in the 

surrounding area and to the potential to contribute to and enhance the understanding of the values of the 

nominated property (paragraph 100 of the operational Guidelines), as apparently the ICOMOS mission 

has found that relevant areas and elements could been located outside the boundaries of the nominated 

property: for instance, it would be useful if the State Party could clarify why the Ayadana temple, and 

the Achaemenid cemetery have not been included within the nominated property.  

It would be equally very important that the State Party could explain why the boundaries of the buffer 

zone have been defined so tightly and close to the nominated property, considering the width of the area 

bearing archaeological potential.  

The Ayadana is actually an ancient mound dating primarily to the Parthian period, when 

some architectural pieces from the Achaemenid Apadana were reused at that site. A brief 

archaeological investigation by the French expedition revealed only fragmentary remains 

of Parthian period building with Achaemenid components. The site is in the buffer zone 

and we intend to purchase, excavate and preserve its remains. These activities are 

recorded in the calendar of events. 

What has been named “the Hussein-Ābād cemetery” is located southwest of Susa proper. 

This area has been for generations used by farmers and still is under cultivation. Two 

decades ago, an Iranian archaeologist accidentally stumbled upon two coffins of 

Achaemenid dates. But it was never established if these were accidental burials or a vast 

cemetery. This area is also in the buffer zone and we intend to purchase the land and 

conduct geomagnetic survey to assess the extent of this possible cemetery. Once this is 

done then we proceed to excavate and preserve the site. 

The delineation line is primarily determined by several criteria. These include the history 

of building activities in the urban area surrounding the ancient mound. Such activities 

showed that the possible remains of the off-site archaeological remains are actually found 

in the old town. Beyond that boundary, where the town expanded because of increase in 

the population, we rarely find remains of the ancient site and this is also shown by the fact 

that until the construction of the Karkheh dam, the area close to the Shavur was inundated 

by the Karkheh and no settlement ancient or modern could have been sustained in the 

area. In addition, the line of delineation follows both the natural boundary of the river and 

the boundary between the old and new town; the northern part actually includes a large 

block of the new town and therefore its shape. Nevertheless, the meandering line that 

delineates the buffer zone does not mean that any area outside it will be unprotected. The 

area beyond the buffer zone in the new town is also subject to the construction regulation 

of the landscape zone.   
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Protection  

It would also be important to know when the measures for the protection of the nominated property and 

the buffer and landscape zones have been put in place and enforced and which is the size and 

cartographic representation of Susa protected national monument, as of the latest update.  

Additionally, the ICOMOS World Heritage Panel noted that the regulations for the Landscape Zone 

include the requirements that the archaeological map for the buffer zone of Susa be completed as soon as 

possible: ICOMOS concurs with the view of the State Party and recommends that this map be extended 

to the wider setting of the nominated property also beyond the Landscape zone if the results of all 

previous research suggest to do so. In this regard, ICOMOS would be pleased to receive an updated 

implementation calendar.  

 

The schedules of necessary measures with short, middle, Long-term programs as well as 

the new topographic map are included as an attachment. (Attached Map Ref. A)     

 

 

The file of implementation calendar is attached. 
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Equally the ICOMOS World heritage Panel observed that point. 4 of the regulations for the buffer zone 

mentions plans to purchase land to the south and west of the Acropole and Shar- e Shahi mounds and 

remove gradually constructions built therein: ICOMOS considers that this measure is very important to 

ensure the integrity and the protection of the nominated property and would be grateful to receive 

updated information concerning an implementation calendar for such a measure.  

 

Taking possession of western parts of the area has also been included within middle and 

long term planning for Susa conservation. Moreover, it has been mentioned in the 

management plan. Conducting required studies in various phases will be realized within 

the framework of short, middle and long term plans. Among them are: geophysical, 

archaeological and excavation studies as well as identification of ownerships and 

necessary prioritizations. The process takes fifteen years and will be enforced according to 

a scheduled timetable. 

 

Implementation calendar for purchase and removing buildings  

 

 
 

 

Explanation: Hussein-Ābād zone and Eastern parts of the core zone will be purchase in the 

middle and long term planning based on archaeological investigations and geophysical 

studies and the possibility of archaeological remains existence. (Attached Map Ref. B)     
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Finally ICOMOS considers of great importance that updated information on the finalization and 

implementation of the guidelines being prepared for building construction and monitoring in the buffer 

zone be provided.  
 

As for the expansion of Susa town around the ancient core zone as well as the significance of 

Susa relative to regional history, special attention has been paid to the historical area of town 

in its master and detailed plans (concerning the ratification of master and detailed plans of 

cultural-historical cities and regions, ICHHTO participates as the main member and regarding 

heritage core and buffer zones, ICHHTO has a veto right). Therefore, all the issues necessary 

for urban development have been included while taking into consideration a conservation 

approach about core and buffer zones of Susa. Relevant details and required measures for 

constructions are provided as guidelines for owners and builders during operation.  
These criteria are under the control of the municipality and ICHHTO with special sensitivity 

so that during the issuance of required permits for construction activities, an initial inquiry 

from ICHHTO is performed by the municipality and ICHHTO representatives oversee 

constructions and control all criteria. Additionally, as the main member of the council, 

ICHHTO makes the final decision about the issue. Also NGOs acting as groups interested in 

the cultural heritage cooperate with governmental authorities in this regard.   
Following the request of owners from the municipality for construction, the municipality 

inquires from ICHHTO and only after acquiring its consent the permit is issued. Even 

afterwards, not only the municipality but also an ICHHTO representative oversees the entire 

construction activities. In this regard, strict rules have been enforced and several successful 

cases of stopping the work of violators are at hand in Susa.  
 

      
Elimination of the extra floor and legal action against any violation in urban constructions 

 

Examples of construction criteria within the buffer zone as considered in the master plan. 

According to articles 558-569 of the fifth book of Islamic punishment laws, respecting 

specified regulations is obligatory and any infringements will be prosecuted.  

 

 Maximum height of buildings neighboring the site on Emam Khomeini Avenue (from 

the beginning of Emam Boulevard as far as Ramin Street) as well as on Taleghani and 

Amoozegar streets (zone A as specified on the map) is 7.5 meters in two floors and 

they must be constructed with an indigenous architecture (regarding building materials 

and façades). According to the approved master plan, permitted height of the rest of the 
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buildings within the buffer zone is 10.5 meters in three floors above the ground floor 

car park; 

 Construction of basements within the buffer zone is forbidden;  

 Façade of buildings within the area particularly the part overlooking the site must be 

made of bricks; 

 Usage of glazed bricks covering a maximum of 5% of total brickwork surface is 

allowed only if compatible with traditional patterns; 

 Usage of industrial ceramics on facades is not allowed; 

 Usage of gabled roofs in any color or substance within the buffer zone is banned. 

 Note: Buildings standing within the buffer zone with heights more than the permitted level 

set by regulations of the buffer zone must follow the regulations of core and buffer zones 

during reconstruction. 

 

Management system  

With regard to the management system, while ICOMOS knows the well-established protection/ 

management framework set up by the State Party for Iranian cultural protected properties under the 

responsibility of the ICHHTa, it also notes that the nominated property is now located within the modern 

city of Shush.  

This has been taken in due account by the State Party as the Steering committee set up for the nominated 

property includes representatives from different institutional and administrative bodies. However, in 

ICOMOS' view, the evidence and level of engagement and commitment to contribute, each in its 

respective sphere of competence, to safeguard, conserve and promote Susa could be reinforced if a 

memorandum of understanding or other document formalizing the common intent to cooperate to reach 

the above mentioned aims had been signed by all relevant stakeholders including the representatives of 

the local communities.  

 

Because of the importance and location of the ancient site of Susa in Susa Town as well as its 

popularity, a letter of understanding has been concluded regarding its integrated and 

comprehensive management aimed at attracting the joint cooperation of state administrations, 

public institutions and NGOs. In this protocol, responsibilities and duties of all related 

organizations or institutions have been specified and their fulfillment has been guaranteed. 

This is done under the overall supervision of ICHHTO and is managed comprehensively and 

integrally. The letter of understanding and its text translation is as follows. 
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The agreement on integrated management of Susa, Signed by:  

Dr.Sayahi,Development deputy of the provincial governor general- Mr. Reza Nejati, The governor’s 

office of Susa- Mr.Yusof Zamani, Susa Municipality- Mr. Baharam Karim por, Islamic town council- 

Mr. Lavamiyan nejad, Ministry of Power (Electricity Distribution Company)- Mr. Ansari, Ministry of 

Power (ABFA Administration)- Mr. Ahmad Naser, Road, housing and urbanization administration- Mr. 

Malek zadeh, Agriculture Ministry-Agriculture Administration- Mr. Haji Keli, Environment Protection 

Organization- Mr. Rashid Hedayat khah, Sport and Youths Administration- Mr. Iraj Tohidi, 

Telecommunications Company- Mr. Alireza Abolhasani, Endowments Administration- Mr. Saeed 

Dinarvand, Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization (ICHHTO)  
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Translation of the agreement text:  

 

In the name of God 

Cooperation agreement on integrated conservation and management of the ancient site of Susa 

 

Considering the outstanding values and significance of the historical site of Susa, widespread 

cooperation and collaboration of relevant organizations seems necessary in order to realize an 

integrated management aimed at preserving cultural-historical values of this important ancient 

site of Iran. As a matter of fact, the site serves as part of the identity of human history. 

Realization of such cooperation within the framework of a letter of understanding indicates 

the existence of a special vision for promoting a culture of collaboration regarding 

conservation of valuable historical monuments in the region. Present agreement is concluded 

and exchanged in accordance with conducting comprehensive management and conservation 

plans in order to improve related introductory and educational programs. The protocol is 

regarded as a general framework for mutual cooperation among all relevant organizations so 

that each of them is committed to preserve cultural heritage values of the ancient site of Susa 

which has been nominated for registration in the World Heritage List.  

Article 1: topic 

Integrated conservation and management of the ancient mound of Susa 

 

Article 2: goals 

Writing and implementing the letter of understanding aims at establishment of cooperation 

among organizations in charge of preserving outstanding values of the ancient site of Susa as 

well as a comprehensive and integrated management of this major ancient site. 

 

Article 3: responsibilities and obligations of relevant organizations 

3-1- Governor’s office, municipality and town council  

Core Zone: 

 -Taking measures for closing down and transferring the local Friday market 

-Improving and organizing the lighting of tourist tracks in town. 

-Correcting and rearranging urban furniture on tourist tracks. 

-Repairing and organizing the façade of buildings overlooking the core zone and the urban 

landscape. 

- Close partnership with the urban management for liberating the eastern part of the core zone 

which can be done following archaeological studies within the framework of long-term 

planning. 

- Taking appropriate measures for transferring the asphalt-producing factory out of the area 
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located in south of the core zone (Hussein-Ābād lands)  

Buffer Zone:  

-Any development activity within the buffer zone needs initial inquiry from the cultural 

heritage organization 

 

3-2: Ministry of Power 

3-2-1: Electricity Distribution Company  

Core Zone:  

-Improving and reorganizing the power supply of castle and museum area 

-Improving and organizing the lighting of tourist tracks in town 

Buffer Zone:  

-Removing or concentrating all the pylons of the buffer zone in one spot 

-Passing of power lines and erecting new pylons must be done after obtaining permission 

from the local cultural heritage office. 

 

3-2-2: Water and Wastewater Administration (ABFA)  

Core Zone: 

-Transferring the existing wastewater disposal canal out of the core zone 

Buffer Zone:  

-Any excavations is forbidden including the digging of canals exceeding one meter in depth. 

-Additionally, moving earth and leveling ancient fields and mounds is prohibited. 

-Digging wells requires obtaining a permit after necessary inquiries from ICHHTO 

3-3: Telecommunications Company 

Core Zone: 

-Refraining from installing tall telecommunication poles  

Buffer Zone: 

-Asking for information about installing telecommunication poles from the Cultural Heritage 

Organization and obtaining a permit is necessary 

 

3-4:  Agriculture Jihad Administration 

 Core Zone: 

-Any change of the  farming function within Hussein-abad lands which belong to the core 

zone of the ancient site is strictly forbidden 
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Buffer Zone: 

-Changing the function of farmlands is prohibited 

 

3-5: Environment Protection Organization 

Core Zone: 

-Supervising the observation of regulations about Shavur and Karkheh rivers is required 

according to bylaw no. 48556/31100 of the Ministry of Power dated: 3/8/1379 SAH 

Buffer Zone: 

-Respecting the core zone and buffer zone regulations concerning Shavur and Karkheh rivers 

is compulsory 

 

3-6:  Sport and Youths Organization 

Core Zone: 

-Full observance of regulations and laws related to protection of mounds existing within the 

area of Takhti Stadium 

3-7:  Road, Housing and Urbanization Administration 

Buffer Zone: 

-Preparing master plans for Susa County requires respecting laws and regulations on core 

zone and buffer zone of Susa national heritage area as well as coordination with ICHHTO for 

acquiring a permit after inquiry about relevant issues 

-Any developmental activities as well as road construction and expansion of existing roads 

within the buffer zone requires initial inquiry from ICHHTO 

 

3-8:  Endowments Organization 

Core Zone: 

-Any expansion of spaces belonging to religious places depends on seeking information and 

obtaining a permit from ICHHTO 

Buffer Zone: 

-ICHHTO ratifications about core zone and buffer zones are binding 

 

3-9: Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization (ICHHTO) 

Core and buffer zones: 

-Issuing permits and conducting the entire operations related to conservation, restoration and 

archaeological excavations 
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Article 4: Supervision 

High supervision of all urban planning activities in accordance with conservation and 

management of the ancient site of Susa is a duty of ICHHTO (Cultural Heritage Base of Susa) 

 

Article 5: Cooperation Process and Procedure 

5-1: exchanging the cooperation protocol 

5-2: holding strategic and planning sessions 

5-3: prioritizing aimed at conservation of the ancient mound of Susa as well as its detailed 

management plans 

5-4: preparing an action plan for management and conservation at each relevant organization 

under the supervision of ICHHTO 

5-5: implementing urban projects under the supervision and collaboration of ICHHTO 

5-6: Evaluating and monitoring the operations periodically 

5-7: submitting regular periodical reports 

 

This letter of understanding has been prepared in five articles and all the following 

organizations will cooperate and participate in realizing its goals. 

 

Signed by:  

Dr.Sayahi ,Development deputy of the provincial governor-general 

Mr. Reza Nejati, The governor’s office of Susa 

Mr.Yusof Zamani, Susa Municipality 

Mr. Baharam Karim por, Islamic town council 

Mr. Lavamiyan nejad, Ministry of Power (Electricity Distribution Company) 

Mr. Ansari, Ministry of Power (ABFA Administration) 

Mr. Ahmad Naser, Road, housing and urbanization administration 

Mr. Malek zadeh, Agriculture Ministry - Agriculture Administration 

Mr. Haji Keli, Environment Protection Organization 

Mr. Rashid Hedayat khah, Sport and Youths Administration  

Mr. Iraj Tohidi, Telecommunications Company 

Mr. Alireza Abolhasani, Endowments Administration 

Mr. Saeed Dinarvand, Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization 

(ICHHTO) 
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Risk strategy  

ICOMOS notes that the nomination dossier recognizes that the property may be prone to two major 

natural disaster threats: earthquake and flood, although flood is claimed to have no relevance in the 

specific case. While ICOMOS sees that the river banks are not in direct contacts with the mounds edges, 

however it also notes that, in case of flood, the waters of the river may reach the base of the mounds of 

Acropole and Apadana and, in conjunction with the erosion due to run off, may weaken substantially the 

stability of these mounds.  

This consideration also applies to earthquake, as the vulnerability of the mounds to the effects of 

vibrations may be higher due to the effects of surface water erosion and run off. Therefore ICOMOS 

considers that developing a risk preparedness strategy for the nominated property would assist the State 

Party in foreseeing the possible disaster scenarios and the necessary measures to mitigate their effects.  

Could a timetable please be provided that indicates when each of these recommended improvements will 

be undertaken and when each is expected to be completed?  

 

According the natural disaster, the town of Susa has a municipally established crisis 

management headquarter for natural disaster that also includes the entire site of Susa. 

While earthquakes cannot be predicted, the same Susa Crisis Management headquarters for 

the search and rescue of the personnel of the site and the museum. Both the museum and the 

Castle are routinely monitor, inspect and under investigation from point of view of 

conservation, so that the buildings will be consolidated and reinforced. 

The flooding of the Shavur is highly unlikely as the Shavur is not a real river. Its sources are 

located 40 km north of Susa and the water is provided by small natural springs and seepage 

of the Karkheh. Nevertheless, in recent years, several dikes have been created upstream the 

Shavuor which made it impossible for any possible flooding.  
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