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	Abstract
This brief article discusses the research history of the second paragraph of the Old Persian ver-
sion of XPl, in which an ambiguous word is attested, and attempts to revisit the issue. 
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Introduction
On January 24, 1967, a stone tablet of Xerxes was found in the northern quarter of 

the Persepolis Terrace, 1700 meters northwest of the Terrace on the old Shiraz-Isfahan 
route. Soon after Badri Gharib (associate professor at the Pahlavi University at that 
time) examined the tablet, she determined that most of the inscription (except for the 
last paragraph) is similar to DNb at Naqsh-e Rostam (Old Persian version: 1–49) with 
certain differences, including orthographical variations in several words, attestations 
of some new words, and other variations like the omission of the last two paragraphs 
of DNb and insertion of a new paragraph at the end of the text (Museum no. PM 1536; 

1	 École Pratique des Hautes Études, Centre Sarikhani d’Études Élamites, soheil.delshad88@gmail.com.
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hereafter XPl02: 55–56).2 It also became clear that three limestone fragments found 
by the Oriental Institute (now Institute for the Study of Ancient Cultures) excavation 
team led by Ernst Herzfeld in 1932 in the so-called “Fratarakā Temple” about 300 
meters northwest of the Persepolis Terrace are not copies of DNb (as Herzfeld sug-
gested),3 but a copy of XPl (XPl01a: ISACM A 19349, PFr 415; XPl01b: ISACM A 19350, PFr 
416; XPl01c: ISACM A 19351, PFr 417).4 

During the “Classification and Documentation Project of the Achaemenid 
Epigraphical Evidence” at the Persepolis World Heritage Site (hereafter PWHS), the 
staff of the Persepolis Museum, in collaboration with the Center for Epigraphical 
Studies (PWHS), decided to reorganize the exhibition part of the museum and move 
the inscribed objects and tablets to display case vitrines located in the western cor-
ridor. As a result, XPl02 was removed from the display case in the museum’s central 
hall and moved to the conservation and restoration room on March 6, 2021, for exam-
ination and photography of the inscription. At the same time, urgent conservation 
measures were implemented to preserve the damaged areas, particularly the obverse 
side of the tablet.5 While the conservators of the PWHS were working on the damaged 
parts of the inscription, the author had the opportunity to revise the text. During 
re-examination of the inscription, he observed that the signs at the end of line 6 and 
the beginning of line 7 do not represent the same word attested in DNb (6), i.e., ⸢a-v-
a-k-r⸣-[m], but a hapax legomenon, as some other researchers already noticed (see 
below). This article discusses the previous readings of this specific part of XPl02 (lines 
6–7) and the problems of a full reconstruction of this word. 

2	 See Gharib 1968, pp. 55–56; Hinz 1969, p. 45; Schmitt 2000, pp. 104–105 with references.

3	 Herzfeld 1938, p. 4.

4	 See Harmatta 1973, pp. 74–75. An Elamite stone fragment (PM 331) was recently found in museum storage 

and published by Soheil Delshad (see Delshad 2022). Based on epigraphical evidence on the preserved parts 

of the fragment, the original tablet must have been the Elamite version of XPl (XPl05, for discussions, see 

Delshad 2022, pp. 4–9).

5	 This project started with the collaboration of the staff of PWHS, Mojtaba Doroodi (the director of the 

Persepolis Museum), Mohammad Reza Rafei (the curator of the Persepolis Museum), Mohammad Reza 

Alikhah and Ensieh Shiri (staff of the Department of Preservation and Restoration, PWHS) under the su-

pervision of Dr. Hamid Fadaei, the former director of PWHS. In this project, Mohammad Ali Mosallanezhad 

kindly agreed to take precious photographs of the inscribed objects in the museum’s storage and in situ 

inscriptions in Persepolis and Naqsh-e Rostam.
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Previous Readings
Badri Gharib was the first epigraphist to work directly with the inscription and 

publish the full text of XPl02 in 1968. She was also the first researcher who correctly 
distinguished the last three signs of line 6 as “a-r-t”.6 Due to the damage at the begin-
ning of line 7, she could not rely solely on the preserved traces in this part and decided 
to read the damaged part of line 7 as “-c-a : a-v-a-k-r-m :” to restore the same “a-v-
a-k-r-m” attested in DNb Old Persian (6) with a slight difference, i.e., “a-v-a-k-r-m” 
in XPl02 is preceded by “a-r-t-c-a”: “and Arta”.7 Still, she decided not to set aside the 
other possible readings and added the alternative reading “a-i-ta” for the last three 
signs of line 6.8

One year after Gharib’s publication, Walther Hinz published a new edition of the 
XPl, in which he proposed his reading “a-[d]-m [: a-v-a-k-r-m :]” for the same part of 
the inscription.9 Walther Hinz and Ralph Norman Sharp suggested that three signs 
at the end of line 6 should be read as “a-[d]-m”. As a result, the third sign, which is 
carved “t”, was regarded as a stone-cutter’s error.10 Richard Nelson Frye rejected 
Hinz’s reconstruction and suggested the alternative reading proposed by Gharib, i.e., 
aita, as a correct reading.11 Therefore, those two words should be aita avākaram “this 
of such a kind.” He believed that aita is used in this part of the text “simply for empha-
sis”.12 In the same year, Philippe Gignoux read the first part of the word as “a-r-t” 
and added that:

“ce serait la première attestation d’arta- comme forme nominale isolée, alors qu’il 
n’apparait en v. perse que dans les composés et dans un dérivé, si l’on met à part le 
fameux «artācā brazmaniy» de l’inscription des Daēvas de Xerxès, considéré récem-
ment comme adjectif”.13

6	 Gharib 1968, p. 57.

7	 Gharib 1968, p. 60.

8	 Gharib 1968, p. 59.

9	 Hinz 1969, p. 46.

10	 “In Zeile 6 lese ich am Schluß mit N. Sharp a[da]m, obwohl das m anscheinend in t verschrieben ist” (Hinz 

1969, p. 46).

11	 “At the end of line 6 I would restore a[i]ta, simply for emphasis, rather than a[da]m. The final t then would 

not be a mistake as assumed by Hinz” (Frye 1972, p. 210).

12	 Frye 1972, p. 210.

13	 Gignoux 1972, p. 156.
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Yet, Manfred Mayrhofer preferred to read the last three signs of line 6 as a sepa-
rate word, “a-[+]-t”.14 He also confirmed previous readings at the beginning of line 7, 
namely “a-v-a-k-r-m :”. After about two decades, XPl became the subject of renewed 
discussion when Günter Schweiger published his PhD thesis in 1998. He followed 
Gignoux in reading the last three signs at the end of line 6 as “a-r-t” and proposed 
the following reading: “⸢a-r-t⸣-[m : d-u]-š-[t-a] :” with the meaning “Arta zugetan”.15 
Having distinguished the sign “š” in the damaged part of line 7, he concluded that 
what precedes “a-h-mi-i-y” in line 7 is certainly not what other previous researchers 
proposed as “a-v-a-k-r-m”.

Rüdiger Schmitt, however, preferred to retain Hinz’s suggestion, namely, “a-[d]-m 
[: a-v-a-k-r-m :]”  with the following translation: “I (am) of such a kind”.16 However, 
he correctly noticed that the attestation of the pronoun adam in this phrase is an 
“inessential addition” because there is already the verb ahmi in line 7 and proposed 
that “the alternative would be to find another word which would make sense here 
without being essential as regards content”.17 Schweiger, in his review of Schmitt’s 
book, refused his reading in this specific part of XPl and repeated that the attestation 
of “a-r-t” at the end of line 6 is certain.18 Hence the sentence after vašnā A.uramazdahā 
should be read as ṛtam dau̯štā ahmi  “I am a friend to the Ạrta (= I love the Ạrta)”.19 
Nonetheless, Schweiger’s arguments did not convince Schmitt to revise his reading 
in 2009 and in the second edition in 2023.20

Revisiting the Hapax Legomenon in the  Second 
Paragraph of XPl

As mentioned above, during the close examination of the tablet on March 6, 2021, 
the author saw at the end of line 6 the same signs which Gharib and Schweiger already 
saw (see Fig. 1): three damaged signs, “a”, “r”, and “t” (from left to right). Due to the 
severe damage at the beginning of line 7, the following traces are observable (see Fig. 2):

14	 Mayrhofer 1978, p. 22, fn. 13.

15	 Schweiger 1998 (v.1), p . 40. See also his footnote (fn. 4) on the same page: “Tatsache ist jedoch, daß ⸢a-r-t⸣ 

gelesen werden muß ... Man kommt also daran nicht vorbei!”

16	 Schmitt 2000, pp. 99, 103.

17	 Schmitt 2000, p. 105.

18	 Schweiger 2001, p. 236: “Am Ende der Zeile 6 lese ich ohne jeden Zweifel die volle Zeichenfolge -ha-a : 

˹a-ra-ta˺. ...Tatsache ist jedoch, daß ˹a-ra-ta˺ gelesen werden kann und muß”.

19	 Schweiger 2005, p. 134, and fn. 4.

20	 Schmitt 2023, p. 171.
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1.	 The preserved wedges of sign no. 4 indicate that the sign begins with a short sin-
gle horizontal wedge and a standard vertical wedge on its right side before the 
damage, which erased the other elements of sign no. 4.21

2.	 Due to severe damage to the surface, no trace of wedges survives after the begin-
ning part of sign no. 4.

3.	 As Schweiger also noticed,22 traces of a sign (sign no. 6) with at least two vertical 
wedges, a horizontal wedge above them and likely a Winkelhaken, can be seen after 
the damaged part (likely an “u”).

4.	 The remaining part of the sign, “š”, confirms Schweiger’s reading of the sign no. 
4 in line 7.

5.	 Sign no. 5 starts with at least one horizontal wedge.
6.	 In the damaged area after the remaining horizontal wedge on the left part of sign 

no. 5 and before the eroded word divider, there are traces of a vertical wedge and 
a Winkelhaken. Still, it is not certain whether these traces result from erosion or 
remaining wedges of a cuneiform sign.

Before discussing possible readings of the signs in the damaged area of line 7, it 
is worth considering the physical problems of this specific part of the tablet, as the 
nature of the damage(s) on the obverse side may influence the reconstruction of line 7. 
Based on a new study of the tablet’s damage by staff of the Department of Preservation 
and Restoration, PWHS, four kinds of damage can be distinguished on the obverse side: 
1. diachronic erosion, 2. detachments, 3. mud deposits, and 4. human damage. The 
damage at the beginning of line 7 is generally due to diachronic erosion.23 Such an 
observation may affect the number of missing signs in the discussed part of line 7 and, 
hence, the interpretation of the word(s) within the damaged area. Yet, the following 
discussions are based on the hypothesis that the intense damage at the beginning 
of line 7 (on the right part of the sign “m”) occurred after the carving process was 
finished, namely, that it was secondary damage.

While Schweiger’s reading of the sign “m” could correspond to the preserved 
wedges (see Fig. 3), it is important to note that two other signs, “v” and “j,” also start 
with the same sequence of wedges.24 As Schweiger observed, the second and third 
signs could be “u” and “š”, but what follows “š” is unclear. At least one horizontal 
wedge is visible in the damaged area after “š” (see Fig. 4).25 Such a horizontal wedge 

21	 See Schweiger 1998 (v. 2), p. 123, fn. 34.

22	 Schweiger 1998 (v. 2), p. 123, fn. 35.

23	 Personal communication with Mohammad Reza Alikhah and Ensieh Shiri (PWHS).

24	 See also Schweiger 1998 (v. 2), p. 123, fn. 34.

25	 See Schweiger 1998 (v. 2), p. 123, fn. 36.
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limits the possible readings of the sign to seven, i.e., “m”, “t”, “b”, “v”, “n”, “j”, and 
“ru”.26 As mentioned above, in the damaged part before the eroded word divider, 
which marks the end of the word, traces of a vertical wedge and a Winkelhaken are 
visible. If these two traces belong to a cuneiform sign rather than  being incidental 
surface marks resulting from damage, then they represent one of the following signs: 
“y”, “mi”, “x”, “j”, “f”, or “ϑ” (see Fig. 5).27

The following table shows the legible signs (marked in black) along with damaged 
and unclear signs (marked in red):28

line 6 line 7
1 2 3 4 5 6? 7 8 9 10 11? 12

a r t

m 

+ (+) u š

t y

(+) :

b mi

V n x

j

m j
v f
j ϑ
ru

Based on these observations, the word after vašnā Au̯ramazdahā connects Xerxes 
with the rest of the sentence, namely a king who is “friendly to right and not friendly 
to wrong”, with the erroneous conjunction taya instead of the expected haya.29 
Schweiger’s reading *ṛtam dau̯štā results from the same idea.30 However, his sug-
gested reading has a couple of problems. One problem is that alternative readings of 

26	 Another possible sign is “l”. However, the attestation of the sign “l” seems impossible in this context 

because such a sign is not attested in Old Persian except for the loanwords, see Kent 1953, p. 38, § 107.

27	 Cf. Schweiger 1998 (v. 2), p. 123, fn. 37, who believes the traces represent the sign “a”.

28	 As discussed above, whether each damaged area contains one or two signs is not certain. Therefore, sign 

nos. 6 and 11 are marked with “?”.

29	 On conjunction taya, see Schmitt 1995, pp. 291–292.

30	 Compound names like Avestan ašō.zušta- (V. 17. 9) “Aša’s favorite” (see Bartholomae 1904, p. 259), Greek  

Άρτοζώστρη (Hdt. 6, 43, 1), which reflects the Old Iranian form *Ṛta-zau̯štrī- “devoted to/friend of Ṛta” (see 

Schmitt 2011, pp. 122–123 with references), Elamite HALir-da-su-iš-da (PF 1972: 05f., PFNN 2188: 09, PFNN 

2371: 34f.)), which reflects the Old Iranian form *Ṛta-zušta- “loved by Ṛta” (see Mayrhofer 1973, p. 165; 

Tavernier 2007, p. 306), may have influenced Schweiger to propose his reconstruction.
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both sign no. 4 “m” (at the beginning of line 7)31 and sign no. 9 challenge Schweiger’s 
proposed reading (see Fig. 6). Another problem is the lack of sufficient evidence to 
confirm Schweiger’s reading of the sign “a” at the end of the word. It is also doubtful 
that a word divider was actually used between two words.32 The repetition of dau̯štā 
ahmi three times within the second paragraph of XPl, i.e., … vašnā A.uramazdahā *ṛtam 
*dau̯štā ahmi, taya rāstam dau̯štā ahmi, miϑa nai̯ dau̯štā ahmi, seems quite unlikely, but 
not entirely impossible. Finally, the use of the conjunction taya before rāstam would 
lead one to expect an adverb like avākaram attested in DNb (OP 6f: …vašnā A.uramazdāhā 
avākaram ami, taya…), and this is perhaps the reason why Schmitt rejected Schweiger’s 
reading (see above). However, the erroneous use of haya instead of taya in line 24 of 
XPl may reflect the erroneous use of taya in line 7 (see also below).33 

One of the critical factors in discussing the reconstruction of the word is how it 
continues after “a-r-t”.34 In other words, does sign no. 4 mark the beginning of the 
second part of the word, or does it mark the end of ṛta, as proposed by Schweiger?

One possible interpretation is that sign no. 4 could mark the beginning of the root 
of the second part of the word, rather than the case ending of ṛta-; therefore, such a 
hapax legomenon could be composed of two parts, with no word divider separating 
“a-r-t” from the rest of the word. 

Candidate Words
Because the word does not appear in other Achaemenid royal inscriptions, recon-

structing it can be challenging and uncertain. Nevertheless, it is valuable to examine 
Iranian sources, especially words containing ṛta-/aṣ̌a-, to find a possible solution to 
this mystery. This method has its limits, as the contexts of Achaemenid royal inscrip-
tions differ from other texts like the Avesta, administrative tablets, and other sources, 
in which compound words starting with ṛta-/aṣ̌a- are common. This issue also affects 
royal inscriptions from different periods or rulers. A key question is whether a word 

31	 The idea that the first element, i.e., Ṛta-, could be in the accusative case is possible, for example, cf. personal 

names like *Ṛtam-bara-/*Ṛtam-pār̆a attested in the Nebenüberlieferungen (see Zadok 2009, p. 101; Schmitt 

2011, p. 119 with references).

32	 Cf. Schweiger’s reconstruction (1998 (v. 2), p. 123) contains ten signs, including a word divider between 

the words ṛtam and dau ̯štā.

33	 For the mistake in line 24, see Schmitt 2023, p. 173, n. A.

34	 As previously mentioned, a key uncertainty in re-examining this part of the tablet concerns the type of 

damage on the obverse side. It is still unclear whether the severe damage at the start of line 7 was caused 

after the inscription was made or was present beforehand when the engraver added the text. 
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seen in the Avesta, tablets, or other secondary sources—appearing as titles or names—
was also recorded in royal inscriptions to reflect the king’s views on truth and false-
hood. Nonetheless, the frequent appearance of ṛta- in both Iranian and non-Iranian 
sources may offer useful clues about the possible structure of the word discussed here.

Based on the assumption that sign no. 4 marks the beginning of the root of the 
second part of a compound word, and not the case ending of ṛta-,35 one needs to look 
at the roots or stems that started with one of three possible readings, i.e., “m”, “v”, 
and “j.” Yet, the reconstructed word should fit the context of the second paragraph of 
XPl, i.e., a root that connects ṛta- to the king’s attitude toward the right (OP rāsta-) and 
wrong (OP miϑah-).

If the second part of the word starts in line 7 and sign no. 4 marks its beginning, 
then the following candidates would fit the context of XPl OP §2:
1.	 man- “to think”: *Ṛta-man- “(the one who) thinks Arta”.
2.	 vah- “to dwell, remain”: *Ṛta-vah- “(the one who) dwells in Arta”.36

3.	 van- “to desire, to wish”: *Ṛta-van- “(the one who) loves/desires Arta”.37

4.	 vand- “to praise”: *Ṛta-vand- “(the one who) praises Arta”.38

5.	 vard- “to work, to make”: *Ṛta-vard- “(the one who) makes Arta”.39

6.	 vas- “to want, wish, desire”: *Ṛta-vas-na- “(the one who) desires Arta”.
7.	 vaz- “to run”: *Ṛta-vaz- “(the one who) carries Arta”. 40

35	 For the noun compounds, see Pohl 1976, pp. 300–308. Among the attestations of compounds, only Ariyaciça 

(DNa 14f, DSe 13f) and paruzanānām (XPa 8, XPc01–02 7, XPc03 11f, XPf 11) include a word divider as a separator 

element in the middle of the compound. Note that among the Achaemenid personal names, at least one 

example includes Ṛtam- in its first part, i.e., *Ṛtam-bara-. For references, see Tavernier 2007, p. 298. Among 

the compound names attested in Old Persian Nebenüberlieferungen, one may also find the word (AŠ)kán-za-

um nu-da-nu-iš (*ganzam-nidānya-) “treasury-storeroom” (PT 56: 7 and PT 1963-11: 7) which may have a 

neuter ending “m” (either in nominative or accusative form) in its first part (see Pohl 1976, pp. 303, 311 

and 314; Hinz 1973, pp. 86–87). Although the presence of “m” at the end of the first word may have had 

another reason, namely, to mark an Iranian loanword (*ganza-) in Achaemenid Elamite texts (kanzam). 

36	 See Schmitt 2014, p. 145, under āvahana-. See also Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben (p. 293) under the 

pIE root *h2u ̯es- “to dwell, to spend the night.” Cheung 2007, p. 202, who proposes the root “*Hu ̯ah2”.

37	 See Schmitt 2014, pp. 275–276. See also Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben, pp. 680–681. Cf. Cheung 2007, 

p. 405), who proposes the root “*u̯ah2” rather than van-. Note that the other van- (to throw, spread) attested 

in the Old Persian verb avaniya (Schmitt 2014, p. 275) does not fit the context of the second paragraph of XPl.

38	 See Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben, p. 681 and Cheung 2007, p. 205.

39	 Note that Ṛtavardiya- is already attested in DB Old Persian 3: 30f, 33, 36, 43. Such a personal name beginning 

with Ṛta- can be an example of a compound name in Old Persian. See Pohl 1976, p. 316.

40	 See Avestan aṣǎ-uuāzah- “das Ṛta fördernd” (Mayerhofer 1996 (v. II), p. 536). 
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8.	 vazdah- “flourishing, power, endurance”: *Ṛta-vazdah- “flourishing through Arta”, 
or (factitive) “causing Arta to flourish”.41

9.	 gad- (jad-) “to ask, to wish”: *Ṛta-jad- “(the one who) asks/wishes for Arta.”42

10.	va.u- “good”: *Ṛta-va.u- “(the one whose) goodness (is) of Arta”. 43

After identifying the core issue with reconstructing the left part of line 7, the next 
step in exploring potential solutions for this scenario—specifically, a compound word 
starting with ṛta- plus a word (or verbal root?) beginning with “m,” “v,” or “j”—is to 
look for similar words containing the following elements:
a.	 ṛta- as a fundamental element must be included in the first part,
b.	 at least the vowel “u” (sign no. 7) and the consonant “š” (sign no. 8) must be in its 

second part,
c.	 one of the possible consonants of sign no. 4 (v, m, j) must be included,
d.	 one of the possible consonants of sign no. 9 (t, b, n, m, v, j, ru) must be included,
e.	 the word must be written with a minimum of nine and a maximum of eleven 

cuneiform signs (without a word divider),
f.	 the word must fit within the context of the second paragraph.

Among the words in the Iranian personal names, the author has found the follow-
ing cases, which include the elements a-c:44

1.	 *Ṛtamanyuš- (HALir-tam₅-man-nu-ú-iš) “with the mentality of Arta,” attested in the 
Persepolis Fortification archive (PF 0774: 3 and PF 1942: 01).45

	 There are other similar compounds in personal names with the root man-: 
Ardumaniš attested in DB Old Persian 4: 86;46 Ar-ta-am-ma-ʾa (*Ṛta-manah-) in 
late Babylonian texts,47 and “ʾrṭmnws” (Artamanos), who was an Egyptian Jewish 
author, perhaps contemporary with Ptolemy IV.48 

41	 “Durch Ṛta Gedeihen habend oder (faktitiv) dem Ṛta Gedeihen verschaffend” (Schmitt 2011, p. 99). 

Schmitt’s reconstruction is based on Avestan Aṣǎ-uuazdah and Άρτάβαζος attested in Greek sources (see 

Schmitt 2011, pp. 97–99).

42	 Schmitt 2014, p. 178; Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben, p. 217; Cheung 2007, pp. 220–221.

43	 For va.u-, see Schmitt 2014, p. 277. 

44	  There are other cases which include elements a and b, but not c, e.g., *Ṛtāvahyā-, *Ṛtavana-, *Ṛtavanta-, 

*Ṛtavanya-, *Ṛtavarmā-, *Ṛtavarϑa-, *Ṛta-vaϑāna-, *Ṛtavāzā-, and *Ṛtavāzaya-; for attestations, see Tavernier 

(2007: 303–304). To those cases, one can also add *Ṛta-vant-a- (see Zadok 2009, p. 113), *Ṛta-vant-a- (see 

Schmitt 2011, pp. 114-115, 123), and *Ṛta-vantā-/-ī- (see Schmitt 2011, p. 114) to this group.

45	 See Mayrhofer 1973, p. 169, Tavernier 2007, p. 297 with references. 

46	 For the etymology of Ardumaniš, see Schmitt 2014, pp. 135–136.

47	 See Zadok 2009, p. 102.

48	 See Gignoux et al. 2009, p. 42.
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2.	 *Ṛtāvanuš (⸢SAL?⸣ir-da-ma-nu-⸢iš?⸣) “loving Arta,” attested once in the Persepolis 
Fortification Archive (PFNN 1005: 3f).49 Two further personal names have simi-
lar structures: Ar-ta-ba/ma-nu (*Ṛta-van-) in late Babylonian tablets;50 and ʾrtwn 
(*Ṛta-vāna-, *Ṛtāvan-), which is attested in Parthian sources.51

3. 	*Ṛtāvahuš  “good through Arta,” which is the reconstructed form of the personal 
names HALir-da-u-ú-iš (PF 1958: 3), HALir-da-u-iš (PF 1960: 1; PFa 31: 21/PFNN 0578; 
PFNN 0558: 22; PFNN 2200: 26; PFNN 2206: 9, 10, 28; PFNN 2490: 35, 37; PFNN 2668: 
10), and HALir-da-ú-iš (PFNN 0762: 32) in the Persepolis Fortification Archive, is also 
noteworthy in our discussion.52

4.	 HALir-da-⸢x-(x)⸣-ú-šu-ti-iš (PFNN 0688: 3f) is another personal name attested only once 
in the Persepolis Fortification Archive. Hinz read the name as HALir-da-[u(?)]-ú-šu-ti-iš 
and proposed the reconstructed stem as *ṛtāvahušūti- with the uncertain meaning 
“durch die Rechte Ordnung das Gute bewegend?”.53 Later, Hinz and Koch read the 
name as HALir-da-[ma?]-ú-šu-ti-iš and reconstructed its Old Persian stem as *ṛtāva-
huçutaya-.54 Tavernier reconstructed the whole name as *Ṛtāvahuçū̆tīš and proposed 
the meaning “good and famous through Arta”.55 A re-examination of the images 
of PFNN 0688 led to the conclusion that the damaged part of the third line of the 
tablet may encompass more than one sign (likely two signs), and the first damaged 
sign after da begins with at least one horizontal wedge, which is neither u nor ma, 
probably am or um, and so forth.56 Therefore, neither of the above reconstructions 
is satisfying. The attestation of *Ṛtau̯šta- or Ṛtau̯šti- (Άρτόστης) in Ctesias’ Persica 

49	 See Tavernier 2007, p. 303.

50	 See Zadok 2009, p. 102.

51	 See Schmitt 2016, p. 50.

52	 See Tavernier 2007, pp. 303–304 with references.

53	 Hinz 1975, p. 217. According to PFNN 0688, HALir-da-⸢x-x⸣-ú-šu-ti-iš received 22 marriš of wine from Muška 

and transported it to a place called AŠpár-na-ma-ti-iš (Parnamatiš/Parnuttiš). Parnamatiš/Parnuttiš is also 

attested in other PFA tablets (PF 0046, PF 0047, PF 0048, PF 0049, PFNN 0272, PFNN 0383, PFNN 0489, PFNN 

1373, PFNN 2265, PFNN 2366, PFNN 3043). In some of those tablets, it is followed by the phrase ukbeyataš 

EŠŠANA-na-ma (ukpiyataš, “as royal tax, storage”/ “as tax, storage of the king”, see Stolper 1977, pp. 254-

599; Hinz and Koch 1987, p. 1209 translated it as “Sachbedarf, Lagerbestand”).

54	 Hinz and Koch 1987, p. 770.

55	 Tavernier 2007, p. 303.

56	 The author wants to thank W. F. M. Henkelman, who provided him with some close-up images of the tablet 

PFNN 0688.
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(F 15 § 51) as the third son of Darius II may help us to propose other possibilities in 
which OIr. *u̯šta- and *u̯šti- could be used in the second part of the name.57

To the problem of the second part of the word, which most likely begins with sign 
no. 4, one must add the problem of identifying possible suffix(es).58 Considering the 
traces of two wedges in sign no. 10, one may assume that sign no. 10 could be “y” and 
could mark the suffix -i ̯a- in Old Persian noun and adjective stems.59 If so, the word 
in the nominative case might have ended with -ya, and there is no sign between sign 
no. 10 and the word divider.

In short, the possible structure of the discussed hapax legomenon could be one 
of the following choices:
1.	 ṛtam-(+ word divider)+ stem (sign nos. 6–9)+case ending (sign nos. 10–11?).
2.	 ṛta-+stem (sign nos. 4–9)+suffix -i̯a- (sign no. 10)+case ending (∅).
3.	 ṛta-/ṛtam-+stem (sign nos. 4 or 5–8)+suffix (sign no. 9)+case ending (sign nos. 10–11?).
4.	 ṛta-/ṛtam-+stem (sign nos. 4 or 5–8)+suffix (sign nos. 9–10)+case ending (sign no. 11 

or ∅).
5.	 ṛta-+stem (sign nos. 4–8)+two suffixes (sign nos. 9–10)+case ending (sign no. 11 or ∅).

Concluding Remarks
A close inspection of the obverse side of XPl02 (PM 1536) confirms the previous 

observations of Schweiger in distinguishing a hapax legomenon at the end of line 6 
and the beginning of line 7. Despite DNb Old Persian (§ 2), which contains the word 
avākaram, the attested word in the same paragraph of XPl differs, as a word describing 
the king as an Arta king. This hapax legomenon was chosen by either Xerxes or the 
royal scribe(s) who composed the Vorlage of XPl to make it different from DNb, as can 
also be seen in other words and phrases throughout the inscription.

What led the composer of XPl to make changes, sometimes with different errors, 
in the original text of DNb is unclear. If there were an original text from which DNb 
and XPl were copied, as Schmitt suggested, then the royal scribe, who had the duty 
to compose a revised version of the original text, was asked to adapt the text accord-
ing to the statement or ideology of the Great King, as in XPh compared with DNa. 
Such a recomposition of the text caused orthographical changes and the insertion or 

57	 See Schmitt 2006, pp. 227-228; 2011, p. 125.

58	 According to the sentence structure and the attestation of the verb ahmi at the end of the sentence, the 

word is expected to get a nominative case ending. For the morphology of nominal compounds in the Old 

Persian, see Pohl 1976, pp. 310–314. Possible endings (in nominative singular) based on the assumption 

that sign no. 9 marks the end of the stem: -t-a, -t-i-š, -b-∅, -n-∅, -m, -v-∅, -ru-u-š.

59	 See Schmitt 1989, pp. 81–82; Kent 1953, pp. 50–51, §144.
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omission of some words and phrases. Another key factor in recomposing an existing 
inscription is the limited space on the new material support (a stone tablet in the case 
of XPl). Changes in paragraphs 1 to 10 also include orthographical and grammatical 
peculiarities and errors.60  At the same time, some hapax legomena were added to 
XPl. In reconstructing the damaged word discussed in the current article, we face 
both the challenge of interpreting a hapax legomenon and the grammatical error in 
the related sentence. Therefore, it is unlikely that the word can be fully reconstructed 
from the current textual evidence.

However, one can say for sure that the reading “a-r-t” at the end of line 6 is not a 
stone-cutter’s mistake. Due to the damage at the beginning of line 7, what follows the 
word ṛta is still ambiguous. The word is directly related to the following sentence: the 
king says he is friendly toward truth and not to the wrong. Schweiger’s suggestion to 
reconstruct this hapax legomenon as ṛtam dauš̯tā is remarkable, but due to the damage 
in the beginning part of line 7, it is neither provable nor refutable.

The attestation of the conjunction taya before rāstam in line 7 results in expecting 
an adverb like avākaram similar to DNb(6–7): avākaram ami, taya rāstam…. Nonetheless, 
the wrong use of haya instead of taya in martiya taya upari martiyam ϑāti (XPl: 23–24) 
could be a possible explanation for such an erroneous use of a conjunction in XPl (7). 

Considering the possibility that the word might have been a compound word (ṛta 
+ the second stem+case ending in nominative singular masculine) without any word 
divider in the middle, sign no. 4 could have marked the first consonant of the second 
stem’s root. If so, then due to the remaining wedges of the sign, it could be one of 
the following signs: “m” or “v” or “j” (the first two possibilities appear more likely). 

Still, all our efforts to reconstruct this hapax legomenon and analyse its structure 
have encountered several unsolved problems. A fully reconstructed form of the word 
seems impossible. It should be postponed until further evidence becomes available.

The use of such a hapax legomenon to describe the king as an Arta king can be 
compared with the emphasis of words like ṛta- and ṛtāvan- in XPh and even the throne 
name Ṛtaxšaça- attested for later kings, including his son Artaxerxes I. 

Finally, the author proposes the following transliterations of the second para-
graph of the Old Persian versions of DNb and XPl:

DNb Old Persian, §2: 5-8
5. ⸢ϑ⸣-a-t-i-⸢y : d⸣-[a-r]-⸢y-v-u-š⸣ : ⸢x-š-a-y⸣-
6. ϑ-i-y : ⸢v-š⸣-n-⸢a : a⸣-u-⸢r-m-z-d⸣-[a-h]-⸢a⸣ [:] ⸢a-v-a⸣-k-⸢r-m⸣ [:] ⸢a⸣-
7. ⸢mi-i⸣-y : ⸢t-y :⸣ r-a-⸢s⸣-t-⸢m⸣ : ⸢d-u⸣-[š-t]-⸢a : a-mi-i-y : mi-i-ϑ : n⸣-
8. [i]-⸢y : d-u-š-t-a⸣ : ⸢a⸣-mi-i-y :

60	 For epigraphic and exegetical problems in the Old Persian versions of DNb and XPl, see Schmitt 1996; 1999, 

pp. 37–42.



Achemenet Septembre 2026 13

http://www.achemenet.com/pdf/arta/ARTA_2026.002_Soheil_Delshad.pdf

XPl02 (PM 1536) Old Persian, §2: 5-9
5. ⸢ϑ-a-t-i-y :⸣ x-š-⸢y-a-r-š-a⸣ 
6. ⸢: x⸣-[š]-⸢a-y-ϑ⸣-[i-y : v-š]-⸢n-a : a⸣-[u-r-m-z]-⸢d-h-a : a-r-t⸣-
7. ⸢m/v/j?⸣-[+-(+)]-⸢u-š-+-+⸣-[(+)] ⸢: a-h-mi⸣-i-y : t-y : ⸢r-a-s-t-m : d-u-š⸣-
8. ⸢t-a : a-h-mi-i-y : mi-i⸣-ϑ : ⸢n-i⸣-y : d-⸢u-š-t-a⸣ [:] ⸢a-h-mi⸣-[i]-
9. ⸢y⸣
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Fig. 1. “a-r-t” in the last part of line 6 on the obverse side of XPl02

(Photograph by M. A. Mosallanezhad).

Fig. 2. The beginning part of lines 7–8 on the obverse side of XPl02

(Photograph by M. A. Mosallanezhad).
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Fig. 3. Detail of sign no. 4 of the hapax legomenon (m/v/j) on the obverse side of XPl02 
(Photograph by M. A. Mosallanezhad).
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Fig. 4. Detail of sign nos. 7–9 of the hapax legomenon (u-š-+), on the obverse side of XPl02

(Photograph by M. A. Mosallanezhad).

Fig. 5. Detail of sign nos. 9–12 of the hapax legomenon (+-+-(+) :), on the obverse side of XPl02

(Photograph by M. A. Mosallanezhad).
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Fig. 6. Drawing of remaining signs and wedges of the hapax legomenon on lines 6–7 
(Photograph by M. A. Mosallanezhad).
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