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The Persian King as a Peacemaker
The Ideological Background of the Common Peace Treaties
in 4 Century Greece

ABsTRACT-. This article is focused on the involvement of the Great King of Persia in the making of Common
Peaces in Greece in the 4™ century BC. It challenges the orthodox views originating from Isocrates and shared
by some modern historians that the King’s Peace was an instrument of the Persians in their diplomatic control
of Greece from the end of the Corinthian war in 387/6 to the League of Corinth in 338/7. It argues that the
Peace of 387/6, although it reflected Persian and Greek concepts of peace, possessed ideological significance
for the Achaemenids rather than serving as an instrument of Realpolitik.

KEywoRrDs-. Greeks, Persians, Achaemenids, diplomacy, ideology, King’s Peace

REsuME-. Cet article porte sur la participation du Grand Roi de Perse a la conclusion de Paix Communes
en Greéce au 1ve siecle av. J.-C. Il remet en question la vision orthodoxe remontant a Isocrate et reprise par
des historiens modernes selon laquelle la Paix du Roi fut un instrument permettant aux Perses le contrdle
diplomatique de la Gréce de la fin de la Guerre de Corinthe en 387/6 a la Ligue de Corinthe en 338/7. Il
défend I'idée que la paix de 387/6, tout en reflétant des conceptions perse et grecque de la paix, avait pour les
Achémeénides une portée idéologique plus quelle navait de fonction dans la Realpolitik.

Mors-cLEs-. Grecs, Perses, Achéménides, diplomatie, idéologie, Paix du Roi

In his book Agesilaos and the Crisis of Sparta, P. Cartledge stresses the Persian king’s role in the
Greek world due to the Peace of 387/6: “Through this diplomatic instrument Artaxerxes achieved
by the stroke of a stylus the formal suzerainty of Greece that Xerxes had failed to secure by a
massive invasion a century earlier and the real sovereignty over the Greeks of Asia (now for the first
time collectively thus described) that Xerxes had lost as a consequence of that failure”.! It seems
this statement reflects an orthodoxy, starting with Isocrates and shared by some modern historians,
that the Persians in the fourth century B.C. dominated Greek affairs.> However, more recently J.
Hyland stressed that already after the Peace of Callias, “the kings also claimed to maintain universal
peace through interventions in disputes between distant peoples,” that is, in the regions of Pax
Persica.” He further makes an important conclusion about the ideological significance of the King’s
Peace for the Achaemenid monarch. Hyland concludes, that, according to the King’s Peace, “the

(1) CARTLEDGE 1987, p. 369.
(2) On this issue see ZAHRNT 1983, p. 250-252.
(3) Hyranp 2018, p. 8.
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98 EDUARD RUNG

proclamation of autonomy for Greeks beyond Persia’s borders was an expression of universal
authority” of the king.* Finally, J. Rop states similarly: “The settlement of the war, known as the
King’s Peace, was a huge victory for the King and for Sparta. The Empire’s western periphery was
more secure and its influence in Greece stronger than it had been since at least the Peace of Callias
in the mid-fifth century.” ®

My article argues that Artaxerxes regulated Greek affairs only formally. In reality, the Spartans,
Athenians and Thebans benefited from relations with the Great King and manipulated him to
achieve supremacy in the Greek world. They even did not use the Persian military and financial
resources to the same extent as in the Peloponnesian and the Corinthian Wars. At the start I would
like to discuss the possible Persian approaches to the peace with the Greek city-states.

I. TWO CONCEPTS OF PEACE

Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.31) cites the king’s rescript that proclaims peace for all the Greeks:

AptaképEng Paotheds vopiler Sikaov tag pev év T Aocig mOAelg €avtod elval Kai TOV viowv
Khalopevag kai Kumpov, tag 8¢ dMag EAANvidag moAelg kai (ukpds Kai peydhag avtovopovg dgeivat
TANY Afpvou kai Tpfpov kai Zkvpov: Tavtag 8¢ domep O dpxaiov eivar ABnvaiwv. dmdTepot ¢
TadTnV TV elpfvny i Séxovrtal, ToOTOLG £Y® TOAEUNOW (eTd TOV TadTa Povhopévwy kai melf kal
Katd Odhattav kai vavot kai xprjpacty.
King Artaxerxes thinks it just that the cities in Asia should belong to him, as well as Clazomenae
and Cyprus among the islands, and that the other Greek cities, both small and great, should be
left independent, except Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros; and these should belong, as of old, to the
Athenians. But whichever of the two parties does not accept this peace, upon them I will make war,
in company with those who desire this arrangement, both by land and by sea, with ships and with
money.

E. Badian stressed that the King could not be imagined as swearing an oath, on equal terms, to

a Greek city, but he could have sent down an edict setting out his terms, as they “seemed just” to
him.® However, Badian did not explain how the King could have viewed a peace proposed by him
to the Greeks. Indeed, there were two different concepts of peace in the Greco-Persian relations:
one was Greek and the other was Persian.

The Greek approach to peace was expressed by Andocides (3.11) in his oration On the Peace
with the Lacedaemonians. He makes a differentiation between eiprivn and omovdai as peace and
peace treaty respectively: a peace is a settlement of differences between equals, a peace treaty is the
dictation of terms to the conquered by the conquerors after victory in war.” It is clear that Andocides
represents a Greek concept of peace,® according to which peace was usually concluded on equal

(4) Hyranp 2018, p. 166.
(5) Rop 2019, p. 97.
(6) Bapian 1991, p. 37.

(7) elpnvn yap xai omovdai MOAD Stagépovat ce@v avT®v. eipiviy pév yap & foov motodvtat mpodg dAARAovg
dpoloynoavteg mept @V &v Stagépwvtat: omovdag 8¢, tav KpaTHowot Katd TOV TOAEpOV, ol kpeitTovg Tolg fiTTooty ¢§
EMITaypdTY TOL0DVTAL, OOTEP NUWV KpaTHoavTeG AakeSapovior T@ Todépw Emétagov UV kal T& Teixn kabalpeiv kal tag
vavg mapadidovat kai Tovg pevyovtag katadéxeobat. “There is a wide difference between a peace and a truce. A peace is a
settlement of differences between equals: a truce is the dictation of terms to the conquered by the conquerors after victory
in war, exactly as the Spartans laid down after their victory over us that we should demolish our walls, surrender our fleet,
and restore our exiles” (transl. K.J. Maidment).

(8) On the Greek views on peace see VAN WEEs 2002, p. 38-39; TRITTLE 2007, p. 180-181; RAAFLAUB 2016, p. 134-139;
GRAY 2017. The popularity of the cult of goddess Eirene (“Peace”) in the Fourth Century Athens is demonstrated by the
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terms.” Xenophon, however, uses the word “peace” (gipfivn) relating to the peace treaty of 387/6 in
such phrases as “the king sends down the peace” (Hell. 5.1.30: Bacthedg eiprivnv katamnéumnot), “the
peace which the King sent down” (Hell. 5.1.35: eipfvn fj katénepye Pactletg), and “the peace sent
down by the King” (010 Baci\éwg kataneppOeion eiprivn) (Hell. 5.1.36).

The designation of “the peace which the King sent down” may reflect a concept of peace not in
Greek, but in Persian representation, because only a king in an Ancient Near Eastern empire could
have imposed a peace on the people. As a result, the phrase “the peace which the King sent down”
may reproduce a Persian phrase with ideological significance."

Cyrus the Great’s inscription from Ur declares the establishment of supremacy over other
countries (“The great gods have delivered all the lands into my hand”), and states that he has made
the land to dwell in a peaceful habitation."' The Nabonidus Chronicle records that when Cyrus
entered Babylon, there was peace in the city and Cyrus decreed peace for Babylon (iii 18 'b-22"a).
In his Cylinder inscription Cyrus says: “When I went as harbinger of peace (sa-li-mi-is) i[nt]o
Babylon” (22); “My vast troops were marching peaceably (Su-ul-ma-nis) in Babylon, and the whole
of [Sumer] and Akkad had nothing to fear” (24); “the population of Babylon call blessings on my
kingship. I have enabled all the lands to live in peace” (Su-ub-ti né-eh-ti ii-Se-$i-ib) (36)."> It was
apparently inspired by the style of royal inscriptions found as early as the Old Babylonian period
and repeated throughout the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian periods, in which the kings,
among other merits, take credit for causing the people to dwell in peace.'? Sargon II (721-705 BCE),
for example, used the phrase “I allowed the people to live in peace” to describe putting a foreign
country under his control (RINAP II, 1, 208b; 2, 463b; 8, 6; 82, 11b; 117, ii 64). The Sargonic phrase

“I imposed peace” (su-lum-mu-u 4-$4-ds-kin) (RINAP II, 7, line 35) seems to be even closer to the
» 14

description by Xenophon “the peace which the king had sent down”.
There is little doubt that such frequent use of the word “peace” (salimu)*’ in the Cyrus Cylinder
text was intended for the creation of an image of a king-peacemaker among the local population

construction of the altar of Peace in the agora on occasion of making the peace treaty in 375 B.C. (Philoch. FGrH 328 F 151),
establishing a sacrifice and festival to Peace (see Roos 1949, p. 277; PARKER 1996, p. 229-230; LAMBERT 2012, p. 86).

(9) One can postulate a difference between the treaties declaring koine eirene for all the Greeks and previous Greek peace
treaties (Quass 1991, p. 41-42). First of all, the term eipr)vn came into use as an official name for a peace treaty known also as
ovvBfjkat and/or omovdai. As we know, omovdai (truce, peace treaty) was widely applied to designate most peace agreements
in Greece in the fifth century B.C., including those with the Persians. On the invention of eiprjvn in the fourth century Greek
diplomacy: TRoNcoso0 2007, p. 209, 220-221; WILKER 2012, p. 107; Low 2012, p. 124. Fornis 2007, p. 158 emphasized that
the terms ovvOfkat or omovdai meant “truce,” “suspension or cessation of hostilities”. This innovation therefore reveals a
change of mentality that translates at least a desire to achieve conditions of stable and lasting peace. As for truces and peace
treaties, the word omovdai is typical in Thucydides’ usage and occurs 141 times.

(10) TupLIN 2017, in spite of the title of his article (“War and Peace in Achaemenid Imperial Ideology”), pays more
attention to the role of war than the role of peace in the Achaemenid Empire.

(11) GADD, LEGRAIN 1928, p. 58, no 194.

(12) Translation: FINKEL 2013, p. 4-7.

(13) WATERS 2019, p. 36.

(14) BeECKMAN 2017, 16 supposes that in their treaty practice the Achaemenid Persian kings inherited the imperial
traditions of their Median, Elamite, Assyrian and Babylonian forbearers, and for the Neo-Assyrian kings, unilateral treaties
were tools not of securing peace, but of extending their empire. This is right, of course, but I argue that the “peaceful policy”
of the Assyrian as well as the Achaemenid kings must have been focused on the securing peace within Pax Assyriaca and
Pax Persica respectively, involving states in the sphere of their direct or indirect influence. On the concept of Pax Assyriaca
see FALES 2016; TorO 2021; on Pax Persica see BRIANT 2002, p. 79; BRos1us 2005; 2010, p. 33; SILVERMAN 2020, p. 11-12.

(15) The word “peace” in the Akkadian sSulmu/Salmu, salimu/salamu/sulummil tends to appear in the form of a
hendiadys, for example, fabtu u sulummi (“friendliness and peace”), salimum damqatum (“good peace”), abhiitu salamu
(“brotherhood and peace”) (WEINFELD 1973, 191). Similarly, some Greek inscriptions referred to the King’s Peace as “the
peace, the friendship, the oaths and the existing agreement” (tiv e[ipfvnv kai v @kiav k]ai 10¢ 6pk[o]¢ kalt Tag odoag
ovvOikag) (IG I 34, lines 5-6) or “the peace and friendship” (1) eiprivn kad i} ptAia) (RO 22 line 13).
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of Mesopotamia.'® The Achaemenid royal inscriptions use the word $iyati§ in the meaning of
“welfare,” “peace,” “happiness,” “prosperity”'’; Siyatis was perceived, like all other things in the
world,—earth, heaven, mankind, as Ahuramazda’s creation; however, it may reflect a concept of
peace in the following passage: “Saith Darius the King: If thus thou shall think, ‘May I not feel fear
of (any) other,” protect this Persian people; if the Persian people shall be protected, thereafter for
the longest while happiness (Siyatis) unbroken—this will by Ahura come down upon this royal
house” (DPe § 3).'®

The concept of peace is also suggested in another text. The Susa inscription underlines Darius’
role in pacifying his empire: “Provinces were in commotion; one man was smiting the other. The
following I brought about by the favor of Ahuramazda, that the one does not smite the other at
all, each one is in his place. My law—of that they feel fear, so that the stronger does not smite nor
destroy the weak” (DSe § 5-6)."° All these principles could be applied by the Achaemenids to foreign
relations for maintaining peace among the peoples beyond the borders of the Persian Empire.

Like his predecessor Cyrus, who represented himself not as a conqueror, but as a liberator of
Babylon, declaring peace to its people,*® Artaxerxes II considered himself a peacemaker when he
sent down peace to the Greeks. In the fourth century Artaxerxes, like his royal predecessors, Darius
the Great and Xerxes, might have seen the Greeks in the sphere of his influence.?' S. Medenieks
notes that the establishment of peace in Babylonia by Cyrus the Great from a religious perspective
was associated very closely with the concept of a cosmic order, which depended on the harmonious
relationship between the king and the gods.”* Similarly, the reference by the king’s rescript to
the righteousness of the King (Apta&éping Pacihedg vopilel Sikaov, “King Artaxerxes thinks it
just,” Xen. Hell. 5.1.31) undoubtedly reproduces an Indo-Iranian religious-ethical concept of *rta
(“truth,” “cosmic order”),” reflected also in the inscriptions of Darius. The Bisotun inscription
states: “For that reason Auramazda brought me aid and the other gods who are, because I was not
disloyal, I was no follower of Falsehood, I was no evil-doer, neither I nor my family, (but) I acted
according to righteousness (upari rstam upariyayam), neither to the powerless nor to the powerful
did I do wrong, (and) the man who strove for my (royal) house, him I treated well, who did harm,
him I punished severely” (DB § 63). The Nagsh-i Rustam inscriptions proclaim: “O man, the
commandment of Auramazda, let not that seem evil to you! Do not have the right path (pafim
tayam rastam)! Do not be disobedient!” (DNa § 6); “By the favor of Ahuramazda I am of such a

(16) See Brosrus 2012, p. 153.

(17) KeNT 1950, p. 210; SCHMITT 2014, p. 248; BACHENHEIMER 2018, p. 217.

(18) Translation: KENT 1950, p. 136. LINCOLN 2012, p. 259 interprets this sentence as follows: “If the Persian people/
army (kara) should be protected, he promised, happiness will be undestroyed for the longest time” (Lincoln always
translates Siyatis as happiness). However, LINCOLN 2021, 20 also states that siyati$ was an absolute bliss marked by peace,
calm and freedom from friction or strife.

(19) Translation: KENT 1950, p. 142.

(20) This policy of peace is probably echoed in Aeschylus’ Persians (768-769), which, like Cyrus’ inscriptions, also
presents Cyrus as a peacemaker: “...came Cyrus, a most fortunate man, whose rule brought peace (eipfvnv) to all his
friends”.

(21) On the imperial ambitions of the Achaemenids after Xerxes’ defeat see HyLAND 2018, p. 9-10. Cf. Pharnabazus’
speech to the Greek allies at Isthmus in which he encouraged them to carry on the war zealously and show themselves men
faithful to the King (Xen. Hell. 4.8.8).

(22) MEDENIEKS 2017, p. 137.

(23) HyLaND 2018, p. 165 noted that the opening phrase frames the royal decision in moralizing terms, echoing the
boast of Darius I at Nagsh-i Rustam that “what is right, that is my wish”. WIESEHOFER 2007, p. 125 emphasized that the
inscriptions of the Achaemenid kings took the loyalty of the subjects for granted, presenting it as the necessary consequence
of divine instruction and royal efforts to guarantee justice, “truth, and the well-being of all inhabitants of their realm. On the
Persian concept of *rta in general see: MALANDRA 1983, p. 13; SCHLERATH AND SKJZERV®, 1987, p. 649.
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kind that I am friendly to right (rdastam), (but) I am not friendly to wrong” (DNDb § 2); “What (is)
right, that (is) my desire” (taya rastam, ava mam kama) (DNb § 3).**

One can conclude that Xenophon was proved correct following the Persian usage of the word
“peace” when referring to the King’s Peace. As for the term “King’s Peace” (Bact\éwg eiprivn), it was
a shorter version of the phrase “the Peace which the King sent down”. Although it occurs only in
the fragment of Philochorus (FGrH 328 F 151) and in the Athenian inscription of 369/8 B.C., which
praises the tyrant Dionysius of Syracuse for his assistance in making “the King’s Peace, concluded
by the Athenians, the Lacedaemonians, and the other Hellenes” (IG II* 103, lines 23-26),* it
became the most popular definition for the Peace of 387/6 in historiography. Philochorus (FGrH
328 F 151) mentions the Peace of 375/4 as “another King’s Peace” (¢Tépag &nod Pacidéwg eipvng)
which was similar to “the Peace of Antalcidas the Laconian” (mapan\iolov adti|v it Tod Adkwvog
"AvtadkiSov). The phrase PondBlodowv Tt Pac]héwg ei[pri]vnt, given in the present tense in the
inscription in honour of Dionysius (IG II*> 103, lines 23-24), demonstrates that some peace was
regulating the Greek interstate relations at the time of the decree, i.e. in 369/8. That is why the
decree may only refer to the peace concluded at Athens in 371/0 when the Athenians and the
Spartans were going to conclude a mutual alliance in order to challenge the Theban hegemony
in Greece (Xen. Hell. 6.5.2). So, when the Greeks made an assessment of the Persian king’s role
in negotiating this peace treaty, they termed it “the King’s Peace”; if their attention was focused
on the role of Antalcidas and Sparta, then the Greeks obviously preferred to name it “the Peace
of Antalcidas”.>® When the universal character of the treaty was emphasized, the terms of which
extended to all the Greek cities, but not only to the parties of the treaty, it was called a common
peace (xown eiprjvn).”” The appearance of the various characteristics of the Peace of 387/6 was

(24) Translations: ScHMITT 1991; 2000.

(25) PHILLIPSON 1911, p. 185 suggested that the Athenians publicly praise Dionysius “for his zeal in maintaining the
provisions of the peace of Antalcidas”. However, there is an opinion in scholarly literature that the Athenian decree referring
to the King’s Peace honors Dionysius for his assistance in making the peace of 371/0 B.C. which was only one of the treaties
which renewed the terms of the Peace of 387/6 (STYLIANOU 1995, p. 383).

(26) Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.36) refers to the King’s Peace as the “so-called Peace in the time of Antalcidas” (¢n’
Avtalkidov eipnvn kakovpévn). Such phrasing occurs elsewhere. Philochorus (FGrH 328 F 149a; 151) reports of the Peace
of 387/6 “sent down in the time of Antalcidas the Laconian” (tnv én’ " AvtiaAkidov tod Adkwvog katafdcav eipfvny).
Some other authors such as Theopompus (FGrH 115 F 103. 7), Demosthenes (20.54.2 with schol.), Polybius (1.6.2; 4.27.5;
6.49.5) Diodorus (15.5.1; 19.1), Strabo (6.4.2), Plutarch (Art. 21.5), Pausanias (9.1.4; 13.2), Arrian (Anab. 2.1.4; 2.2), Aelius
Aristides (33. p. 412 Jebb; 38. p. 486 Jebb; 46. p. 286 Jebb cum schol.) referred to the Peace of 387/6 also as the Peace in the
time of Antalcidas. Some scholars assume that the term Peace of Antalcidas may have related not only to the Peace of 387/6
(KEEN 1998, p. 376), but to other peace treaties of the fourth century B.C. which were negotiated by the Persian King and
the Greeks in the fourth century B.C. and which reproduced its terms. However, scholarly arguments on this issue do not
seem conclusive.

(27) Diodorus (15.5.1) seems to be the only source telling us of a common peace in the time of Antalcidas: “The Greeks
were enjoying the common peace in the time of Antalcidas (kotviig eiprivng tig émi Avtadkidov), in accordance with which
all the cities had got rid of their garrisons and re-covered by agreement their autonomy”. Some scholars consider the Peace
of 387/6 as the first koine eirene (MARTIN 1949, p. 131; PAYRAU 1971, p. 46; RYDER 1965, p. 36; Quass 1991, p. 40-42; JEHNE
1992a, p. 110-111; STYLIANOU 1995, p. 163-164; SCHMIDT 1999, p. 82ff; Forn1s 2007, p. 158). However, there is an opinion
in historiography that this peace treaty was not “a common peace”. LEwis 1977, p. 146 believes that formally the King was
settling a bilateral war, but no one could be in any doubt whose side he was on. BADIAN 1991, p. 43 states that the peace was
not “a common peace,” but in principle a peace between the contending parties in the Corinthian War. Indeed, Xenophon
(Hell. 5.1.35) writes: “This was the first peace between the Lacedaemonians and the Athenians and their allies after the war
that followed the destruction of the walls at Athens”. Badian says that “nor should we be too much influenced by the fact
that those who swore to the Peace can apparently be called ‘the Hellenes”. A reference to “Hellenes” as those who had sworn
to the peace along with the Athenians and the Lacedaemonians, is restored in the inscriptions of the Athenian alliance with
Chios of 384/3 (IG II* 34 line 8; 35 frg. a.1 line 6), in the prospectus of the Second Athenian League (RO 22, line 14), in the
Athenian decree in honor of Dionysius of Syracuse (IG II* 103, lines 25-26). One can conjecture that the original text of
the Peace of 387/6, now lost, may have included a list of poleis sworn to the treaty similar to that which may be seen in the
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hardly accidental. Although the term “King’s Peace” was used for the Peaces of 387/6, 375/4 and
372/1 B.C., there are no reliable data that the term “Peace of Antalcidas” was ever used for the
designation of any other Persian-sponsored peace treaties but the Peace of 387/6. The name kotvr
eiprivn was the only one that referred not only to all peace treaties in the fourth century involving
Persia, but also to those that were negotiated without the Persians’ interference.?®

II. ROYAL RESCRIPTS AND INSCRIBED STELAE

The royal rescript setting the peace terms for the Greeks appeared for the first time in Greece
in 393/2, just before the diplomatic conference in Sardis. This conclusion follows from Xenophon’s
report: “Antalcidas said to Tiribazus that he had come desiring peace between his state and the
King, and, furthermore, just such a peace as the King had wished for (olaomnep Bacthedg émeBvpet).
For the Lacedaemonians, he said, urged no claim against the King to the Greek cities in Asia and
they were content that all the islands and the Greek cities in general should be autonomous” (Xen.
Hell. 4.8.14). The phrase ofaonep Pacthedg émeBvpet may imply that the King had already stated
his will by means of a rescript. The same rescript could have been discussed in the conference at
Sparta in 392/1 because Andocides (3.15) reports that neither the King nor the allies agreed with
the Athenians’ claims (o0te Bactedg obte oi ovupayol cvyxwpodowy fuiv) for the return of the
Thracian Chersonese, colonies and landed property abroad.*

Philochorus (FGrH 328 F 149a) seems to cite a condition from this royal rescript concerning
the status of the Greeks of Asia Minor, which the Athenians rejected, when reporting of the peace
negotiations at Sparta in 392/1:*° “And the king sent down the peace in the time of Antialcidas
(kal v elpfvny Ty &1’ " AvtiodkiSov katémepyev 6 Pacilevg), which peace the Athenians did
not accept, because it was written there that the Greeks who lived in Asia would all be included
in the house of the king (8161t éyéypanto év adtit Tov[g thv *Ajoiav oikodvt[ag] "EAAnvag év
Bao\éwg oik[wt T]dvTtag eivat guvvevepnuévoug)”. The phrase from the rescript Tov[g v > A]oiav
oikodvt[ag] "EAAnvag év Pacihéwg oik[wt T]dvtag elvan guvveveunuévoug includes a reference to
“the king’s house” (Bact\éwg oikog), the term which some classical authors mention frequently and

decrees for the Second Athenian League (IG II” 43 col. I, 11.79) and for the Peace of Corinth (IG II’ 1 318, frg. b. col. II).
Xenophon (Hell. 6.3.19), for instance, makes a reference to such a list relating to the Peace of 372/1.

(28) Diodorus uses the term kouwr| eiprjvn in relation to the Peaces of 387/6 (15.5.1), 375/4 (15.38.1; 45.2), 372/1
(15.50.4), 366/5 (15.76.3), 362/1 (15.89.1; 90.2; 94.1), 338/7 (17.9.5), 302/1 (20.46.6) as well as the failed Peace of 369/8
(15.70.2). BUCKLER 1994, p. 120; 2003, p. 170 erroneously considers that “the term koine eirene is as remarkably absent
from extant fourth-century sources as it is prominent in Diodoros’ later account of Greek affairs” and “the very concept of
a Common Peace as a technical term is probably Diodoros’ own creation, perhaps the result of his acceptance of Stoic ideas
of universality...”. However, kotvr) ipfivn becomes a common term for designation of a treaty setting the peace terms for
all the Greeks already during the peace negotiations at Sparta in 392/1, as the oration of Andocides (3.17, 28) clearly shows.
The inscription from Argos, now lost, usually dated to ca 362/1, known in scholarly literature as “a reply to the satraps,”
repeatedly refers to a peace (eiprjvn) concluded by the Greeks among themselves (IG IV 556, lines 10, 13-14, 16); moreover,
the inscription mentions twice kowvi) eipfvn (lines 2, 5). The Athenian inscription for the Peace of Corinth in 338/7 may also
be related to kow| elpfivn, if restoration of this term in line 20 is correct (IG IT2 236).

(29) CAwkweLL 1981, p. 70 thought that it was another rescript which was discussed in a conference at Sparta.

(30) DEVoTO 1986, p. 200 casts some doubt on the fact that the issue of the status of the Greeks of Asia Minor was
discussed in the peace negotiations in Sparta in 392/1: the phrase the peace that katémepyev 6 Pactheig is a clear confusion
of the gathering in 392/91 with that of 387/86. KEEN 1995, p. 2 quite soundly suggests that Philochorus’ report could refer
to the event of 392 for several reasons, thus rejecting the scholarly opinion that “the peace terms of 392/1 were not sent
down by the Persian King Artaxerxes II, but by the governor Tiribazos, acting on his own initiative in response to Spartan
overtures; the terms were subsequently repudiated by the King”.
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which may well correspond to the Persian usage attested in the Achaemenid royal inscriptions.**
This term in various contexts may mean a “king’s estate,” a “royal family” or “dynasty” as well as a
“kingdom,” because a kingdom in the Near East was perceived as the king’s property. Herodotus,
for example, uses the term Baot\éog oikog in each of these meanings (cf. Hdt. 5.31.4; 6.9.3; 7.194.2;
9.107.1). Thucydides (1.129) cites Xerxes’ letter to Pausanias: “an obligation is laid up for you in
our house, recorded forever” (edepyecia év T@ NUeTépw oikw £ aiel dvaypantog). The Achaemenid
inscriptions also referred to the royal house (vif-) not only as the king’s palace (DPc, DPi, DSg,
XH; AlI), but more frequently as the royal family (AsH; A2Hc § 3; DB § 14; 63K; DPe$§3; DPh § 2;
DNa § 5; DSe § 6).%* Darius in his Bisotun inscription says about restoring order in his kingdom in
the following manner: “The kingdom (xsagam) which had been taken away from our family, that

»_ o«

I put in its place; I reestablished it on its foundation”; “I reestablished the people (karam) on its
foundation, both Persia and Media and the other provinces”; “I strove until I reestablished our royal
house (viB@am) on its foundation as (it was) before” (DB § 14). It may be concluded that Philochorus
cited a royal rescript that had prescribed the Asian Greeks to be in the King’s possession. A revised
version of the royal rescript was later read out by Tiribazus, the satrap of Sardis, when he gathered
the ambassadors from Greek poleis at Sardis in 387/6.

Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.31) explicitly reports that when Tiribazus ordered those to be present who
desired to give ear to the peace which the King had sent down, all speedily presented themselves.
And when they had come together, Tiribazus showed them the King’s seal (ta Baci\éwg onpela)
and then read the writing (t& yeypapuéva). Thus, the historian reports of the royal rescript which
proclaimed the terms of the Peace of 387/6 B.C. Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.32; cf. 5.1.35) draws special
attention to the fact that the Greeks swore to the peace according to the king’s rescript (domep
& Pacéws ypappata Eleyev).”> However, a question arises how the peace terms of the King
got known to the Greeks in 393/2 and 387/6. One can believe that the King could have sent his
ambassadors to the principal Greek cities in 393/2, as he usually did when he wanted to dispatch
a message. This is confirmed by Justin (6.6.6) who notes that Artaxerxes, king of the Persians,
sent envoys into Greece (legatos in Graeciam mittit), with instructions that they should all lay
down their arms, and assurances that he would treat as enemies those who should act otherwise
and restored to the cities their liberty and all that belonged to them. However, the final version
of the rescript which the Greeks must have sworn to at Sardis in 387/6 was undoubtedly received
by Tiribazus from the King and was later recirculated across the Persian Empire and the Greek
world.** There are some other cases in Greco-Persian relations when the Persian officials during
their negotiations with the Greeks followed written instructions from the King.*® In the case of

(31) Lewrs 1977, p. 146 supposes that this Philochoros” phrase is tantalising in the extreme. It is alien to the Greek
diplomatic language. CAWKWELL 1981, p. 72 believes that Philochorus’ phrase accords well with the Persian usage.

(32) LLEWELLYN-JONES 2013, p. 10 thinks that word vif- meant “house,” “household,” and (by extension), “court” and
palace,” and also “dynasty” (p. 98).

(33) Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.32) says that the Thebans claimed the right to take the oath in the name of all the Boeotians.
Agesilaus, however, refused to accept their oaths unless they swore, just as the King’s writing directed, that every city,
whether small or great, should be autonomous.

(34) The closing lines of column IV of the Bisotun inscriptions record that Darius the Great ordered the inscription
to be composed in Aryan both on clay tablets and on parchment. And it was inscribed and was read off before the King.
Afterwards, this inscription was sent off by him everywhere to the provinces. The people unitedly worked upon it (DB § 70).
To all appearances, this text describes how the Achaemenid Kings treated documents in their empire.

(35) For example, in 480 when Xerxes had left Greece after the battle of Salamis, as Herodotus (8.137, 140) says, the
Persian general Mardonius sent Alexander I, son of Amyntas, the king of Macedon, to the Athenians on behalf of Xerxes.
When Alexander came to Athens, he referred to Xerxes’ rescript, which was addressed to Mardonius and contained peace
terms for the Athenians: “there is a message come to me from the king, saying” (¢pot dyyelin fiket mapa Pacihéog Aéyovoa
olUtw). (Hdt. 8.140A).

«
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the Peace of Callias in 449/8 B.C., Artabazus and Megabyzus, the Persian generals in Cyprus, were
authorized to conclude a treaty with the Athenians and their allies in accordance with the written
instructions that had earlier been sent by the King (Diod.12.4.4).>® However, in 387/6 the situation
was somewhat different because the Greeks were forced to accept the peace terms by Tiribazus
and the Spartans (Antalcidas and later Agesilaus: Xen. Hell. 5.1.32-34); and the royal rescript was
addressed not only to the satrap, but also to the Greek ambassadors who had gathered to listen to
it at Sardis. However, a rescript was only a natural form by means of which the king usually stated
his will to the people throughout the Persian Empire®” and even beyond its borders.

Diodorus (15.38.1) writes that in 375/4 Artaxerxes “sent ambassadors to Greece to urge the cities
to enter into a common peace by agreement”. And as for the Peace of 372/1, the historian writes:
“Artaxerxes the Persian King sent ambassadors, calling upon the Greeks to settle their internecine
wars and establish a common peace in accordance with the covenants they had formerly made”
(Diod. 15.50.4). Xenophon (Hell. 6.3.12) in the speech of Callistratus in favor of the Peace of 372/1
at Sparta states that “the King wrote that all the cities in Greece were to be autonomous” (factAedg
pev yap dnmov éypaye ndoag tag £v Tf EAAGSL TOAelg adTovopoug eival), so the historian confirms
that the King had already re-issued his rescript to the Greeks.

Xenophon (Hell. 6.5.2-3) is the only author who reports of the Peace which was concluded at
Athens in 371/0. The historian stresses that the Greeks swore to the peace terms the King had sent
down: “T will abide by the treaty which the King sent down” (¢upev®d taic omovdaic &g Pacthedg
katénepye). The Athenians, after voting that both small and great cities should be autonomous,
as the King wrote (Oomep Paoihedg Eypayev), sent out the officers charged with administering the
oath and directed them to administer it to the highest authorities in each city.

The course of the discussion of a royal rescript at the King’s court may be clarified with the help
of Xenophon’s story of peace negotiations at Susa in 367/6 when the Thebans, but not the Spartans,
were already King Artaxerxes IT’s favorites (Hell. 7.1.36-37):

¢k 8¢ TovTOL épwTdpevog VIO Pachéwg 6 Ilelomidag ti Povlorto éavtd ypagfvar einev &t
Meoonvnv te avtdvopov eivat dnd Aakedaipoviov kai ABnvaiovg avélkerv tag vade: ei 8¢ tadta
ur meiBotvto, otpatevely €’ adToOVG: €l TG 0¢ TOAG pr| €0€hol dkolovbely, £ml TavTnV MPDOTOV
iévat. ypagévtwv 8¢ todTwy kal dvayvwobéviwy toi¢ mpéoPeoty, einev O Aéwv dkobovtog ToD
Bao\éwg: viy Aia, d ABnvaiol, dpa ye DIV, ©G Eotkev, EANOV Tva gidov avti Pachéwg {ntelv. &mel 8¢
amnyyehev 6 ypappatedg & einev 6 ABnvaiog, mahwv ¢Efveyke mpooyeypappéva: ei 8¢ Tt Sikaudtepov
TOVTWV YLyvwokovotv of ABnvaiol, idvtag mpog Bacthéa Siddokely.

Pelopidas was therefore asked by the King what he desired to have written for him; he replied, that
Messene should be independent of the Lacedaemonians and that the Athenians should draw up
their ships on the land; that if they refused obedience in these points, the contracting parties were
to make an expedition against them; and that if any city refused to join in such expedition, they
were to proceed first of all against that city. When these things had been written and read to the
ambassadors, Leon said in the King’s hearing, “By Zeus, Athenians, it is time for you, it seems, to be

(36) BaDIAN 1987, p. 27 argued that the Peace of Callias was not a treaty, but an edict, an order given by Artaxerxes I
to Athens and her allies. This is partly right, but I think it was not an edict, but rather a rescript about peace which might
have been recirculated across the Persian Empire and the Greek world, and was read out to the Greeks by the Persian satrap,
as it was during the conference at Sardis in 387/6 (Xen. Hell.5.1.31), or by the King’s secretary as it was in the negotiations
at Susa in 367/6 B.C. (Xen. Hell.7.1.36-37). It was not addressed exclusively to the Greeks. Nor was it “an order given by
Artaxerxes I to Athens and her allies”. BECKMAN 2017, p. 8 rightly notes that considering the historical context it is unlikely
that the Great King could have forced an edict upon the Athenians.

(37) Quass 1991, p. 39 states rather emotionally: “Considering the document reproduced by Xenophon of the king’s
peace, it is immediately clear that this is a decree issued here of the Great King. It is not a peace treaty but rather a dictation
that takes place before the actual conclusion of the treaty”. BADIAN 1991, p. 37 believes that “the peace based on the edict
was not a peace between the King and the (or some) Greeks”.
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seeking some other friend instead of the King.” And when the secretary had interpreted to the King
what the Athenian had said, he again brought out a further writing: “And if the Athenians are aware
of anything juster than these provisions, let them come to the King and inform him.”

Next the Thebans called together representatives from all the cities to Thebes to hear the letter
from the King (mapd pacidéwg €moTtoln), and the Persian who bore the document, having shown
the King’s seal, read what was written therein (kai 6 ITépong O @épwv T ypdppata Sei§ag v
Baohéwg oppayida avéyvw ta yeypappéva). When the Greeks had listened to the king’s letter,
the Thebans directed those of them who desired to be friends of the King and themselves to swear
to these provisions (opvOval Tadta ékéhevov Pacthel kai éavtoig Tovg fovlopévoug gilovg givar).

The royal rescripts were taken as a basis of the peace treaties from the period of the King’s Peace
to other Persian-sponsored treaties of koine eirene. There are no surviving stelae of them; in all
probability they were demolished after each of peace treaty was officially broken. The prospectus
of the Athenian Second League included a reference to the terms of the Peace of 387/6 which was
intentionally erased and restored quite recently.*® So, there is only scattered evidence concerning
the stelae with this peace in written sources. Isocrates asserts that the King compelled the Greeks
to engrave the treaty of 387/6 on stone stelae and place them in public temples (4.180: kal TavTag
NUaG Nvaykaoev €v otThAalg Abivalg avaypdyavtag év 1ol Kovolg TV iepdv katadeivay; 12.107:
A TAG TolawTag ovvOnKkag adTol T év TOIG iepolg ToiG oPeTépols adTdV avéypayav). The stelae
with this treaty were referred to in the inscriptions of the Athenian alliance with Chios of 384/3:

ovppdxog 8¢ motfeto[Ba]t [Xi]og ém” élev[Be] piat kai avtov|opi[a]t pi mapapaivo[vt]ag T@v év Taig
o|mAaig yeypappévov [mtlept Thg éprvng | undév, und’ éav tig & [Nolg mapapaivnt mleBopévog katd
70 Sv[va]tov

make the Chians allies on terms of freedom and autonomy, not contravening any of the things
written on the stelae about the peace, nor being persuaded if anyone else transgresses, as far as
possible.*

Diodorus (14.110.3) seems to cite the main conditions on which “the King said to make the
Peace” (6 Baothedg épnoev €mi Toiode momjoacBat v eipnvnv), but his phrasing reminds us very
much of the formal language of the inscriptions and looks like an abridged version of the royal
rescript:*°

106 pev katd v Aciav EAAnvidag moleig vnd Pacthéa tetaxOat, Tovg 8 dAAovg EANAnvag dnavtag
adToVOpoLG elvar: Toig 6¢ dmelBodot kal pf) mpoodexopévols Tag cuvnkag St T@V edSokoVLVTWVY
TIONEUNOELY.
The Greek cities of Asia are subject to the King, but all the other Greeks shall be autonomous; and
upon those who refuse compliance and do not accept these terms one shall make war through the
aid of those who consent to them.
There is no mention in the sources of stelae containing other Persian-sponsored peace treaties. The
fragmentary Athenian inscription usually dated to the early 330s B.C., referred to t]fv othAnv v
nept TG eip[1vng] (IG IT° 1 448 lines 2-3) organizing some religious festival in Athens (possibly the

(38) RuODES 2001, p. 137 thinks that this erasure is in fact puzzling, because at the only time when Athens would be
likely to want to delete that reference, in 367 when the Persians had given their blessing to anti-Athenian terms put to them
by the Thebans, Athens had for two years been allied to Sparta and we might expect the preceding hostile reference to Sparta
to be deleted at the same time.

(39) IG II* 34 lines 16-20. Cf. IG I1* 35 lines 12-16.

(40) WILCKEN 1941, p. 16 assumes that the rescript of Artaxerxes was an extract from the peace treaty. MARTIN 1944,
p. 23 believes that it referred to the articles of the treaty which were of interest particularly to the King.
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Greater Panathenaea, in which there was a musical contest as well as a gymnastic one), however, it
is unclear what peace treaty it was.*

III. THE KING’S ROLE IN THE TREATIES: GUARDIAN OF THE PEACE?

According to the royal rescript, the Persian king appointed himself a guardian of a peace (Xen.
Hell. 5.1.31), but the text of the treaty, as far as we can infer from Diodorus’ account (14.110.3),
did not assign this role to anyone. C.D. Hamilton rightly notes that in the treaty itself, there is
no evidence of the establishment of any mechanism, whether process of appeal or formal court
proceedings, whereby alleged violations of the autonomy clause could be addressed. We must
also distinguish between the process of ratification of this treaty, which brought hostilities to a
conclusion, and future situations in which the principles of this peace might be invoked.** As for
the effect of this peace treaty on Greek interstate relations, Isocrates in his Panegyricus emphasized
the king’s role (4.121): the Persian king decided the issue of the war, directed the terms of peace, and
presided over the present affairs (kal Tod MoAépov kOpLOG €yEveTo, Kal TNV elprivny €MpuTdvevae,
Kal TOV TapOVIwV mpaypdtwy Emotdtng kabéotnkev). Isocrates (4.175) also says that the Persian
king was “guardian over the peace” (¢OAaf Tig elpfvng).** S.Payrau seems to think that this title
(and not hegemon) was the official designation of the Persian king among the Greeks,** but this
term does not occur in other authors. It was at least used by Isocrates himself: “the barbarian cares
tenderly for Hellas, and stands guard over her peace” (6 pév BapPapog kndetat tfjg EAA&dog kal
@UAE TG elprvng éotiv). Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.36) uses the term “protectors of peace” (Mpootarat
TiiG elprvnc), but it not clear whether it was an official designation for the champions of peace. But
there were the Spartans, as Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.36) confirms, who gained a far more distinguished
position as mpootdtat T elpnvng.

TPOOTATAL YA YEVOHEVOL TG UTIO Pacidéwd katameppBeiong elprvng kai TV adTOVOpiay Taig TOAEot
npaTTOVTES, TpocéAafov pev ovppaxov KoptvBov, adtovopovg 8¢ and t@v OnPaiwv tag Bowwtidag
noAelg énoinoav, odmep mdhat énebvpovy, Enavoav 8¢ kai Apyeiovg Kopwvbov ogetepiiopévoug,
QPOLPAV PIVAVTEG Em” adTOVG, el pur| €€iotev ék KopivBov.

For by having become prostatai of the peace proposed by the King and by establishing the
independence of the cities they gained an additional ally in Corinth, made the Boeotian cities
independent of the Thebans, a thing which they had long desired, and also put a stop to the doings
of the Argives in appropriating Corinth as their own, by threatening to call out the ban against them
if they did not depart from Corinth.

(41) There is an opinion in historiography that it was the Peace of Corinth concluded by Philip IT with the Greek states
in 338/7 (LAMBERT 2018, p. 292), which peace was recorded in the Athenian inscription referring to oath giving about peace
— [mept t]fg eiprivng duvvov (IG I1° 1 318 line 14).

(42) HamirTon 1991, p. 120.

(43) Isocrates was very critical of the King’s Peace in his Panegyricus (ca 380 B.C.) (4.121, 175), more restrained in his
Plataicus (ca 375 B.C.) (14.41), and favorable to this peace treaty in his oration On the Peace (ca 355 B.C.) (8.16). He states
in his oration On the Peace: “We should make peace... with all mankind, and that we should adopt, not the covenants of
peace which certain parties have recently drawn up, but those which we have entered into with the king of Persia and with
the Lacedaemonians, which ordain that the Hellenes be autonomous, that the alien garrisons be removed from the several
states, and that each people retain its own territory”. Isocrates even concludes: “We shall not find terms of peace more just
than these nor more expedient for our city” (tovtwv yap obte Sikalotépag edprioopev oUTe HAANOV Tf) TOAEL CUHPEPOVOAG)
(8.16). On the change of Isocrates’ attitude toward the King’s Peace in his orations from Panegyricus to On the Peace see
ZAHRNT 2000, p. 307; JANSEN 2017, p. 256.

(44) PAYRAU 1971, p. 44.
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Some scholars infer from Xenophon’s statement that the peace treaty immediately assigned the
role of its guardians to the Spartans.*® R. Seager, however, notes: “The royal rescript did not assign to
Sparta or to any other city the role of prostates (‘protector’) of the peace. The King himself appeared
as the sole guarantor of the peace as the self-appointed leader of those who would fight to bring
it into being. Yet Persia showed herself ready and willing to let Sparta assume the prostasia of the
treaty, for those implications of the peace that came at once to occupy the foreground and needed
a prostates to enforce them were of vital importance to Sparta but no direct concern of the King
who thus had no reason to become involved”.*® It seems possible that the Spartans took prostasia
of a peace because they considered themselves hegemones of all the Greeks and benefited from the
eternal treaty of alliance with the Persians (Isocr. 4.128: mpog 8¢ ToUg PapPapovg g dmavta TOV
Xpovov ovppayiov memompévovg). However, there is evidence that at least the Athenians did not
consider the Spartans to be the guardians of peace, but blamed them for peace-breaking. In their
decree for the alliance with Mytilene in 369/8 the Athenians praised the Mytileneans that “they
called on the other allies to go and render the support due to the Athenians, abiding by the oaths,
against those contravening the treaties” (¢t Tovg t[apafaivovtag té]g omovdag) (IG 117 107 lines
45-49). These lines probably referred back not to a specific peace treaty, but to all previous peaces
(that of 387/6, 375/4, 372/1 and 371/0) because they declared the Spartans to be “contravening the
treaties,” but in the time of the decree in 369/8 the Athenians and the Spartans were already allies
and were fighting together against the Theban hegemony in Greece. Interestingly, the conditions
of the peace treaty of 372/1 did not assign the role of guardian of peace to anyone, and yet they
included such a provision (Xen. Hell. 6.3.18): “And if any state should act in violation of this
agreement, it was provided that any which so desired might aid the injured cities, but that any
which did not so desire was not under oath to be the ally of those who were injured”. Therefore,
the Mytileneans’ call for the other allies “to go, abiding by the oaths, against those contravening the
treaties” may have been in agreement with the provision of the peace treaty of 372/1 as it is reported
by Xenophon. There is little doubt that this provision of the peace treaty in 372/1 differed from that
of the peace treaty in 387/6. So, if in the case of the King’s Peace the war was to be waged against
those who did not accept the terms, in the case of the treaty of 372/1 it was to be against those who
violated them. According to the draft of the peace treaty in 367/6 the King did not proclaim himself
as guardian of a peace, as he did in his rescript of 387/6 and did not assign a role of protector to
any Greek state. Therefore, the provision for protection of a peace was similar to that in the Peace
of 372/1 (Xen. Hell. 6.3. 18; 5.2). The only difference was that in 372/1 it provided reprisals by the
Greeks against the state that first violated the treaty, and in 367/6, as it was in case of the Peace
of 387/6, against the one who would not accept this treaty (Xen. Hell. 7.1.36): “if they refused
obedience in these points, the contracting parties were to make an expedition against them; and
that if any city refused to join in such expedition, they were to proceed first of all against that city”.
In 387/6 the Spartans took informal protection of the peace, enjoying the Persian King’s support.
Having convened the congress at Athens in 371/0, the Athenians evidently decided to take over the
role of the protectors of peace from the Spartans because of the difficult position of Sparta after the

(45) WILKEN 1941, p. 17; Quass 1991, p. 49; UrRBAN 1991, p. 126; JEHNE 1994, p. 40-41; MORITANI 1988, p. 573.
PAYRAU 1971, p. 47 considers that in the King’s Peace it was the Persian king himself who, at least theoretically, as gUAag
Tiig elprvng must initiate the response to aggression and lead the campaign against those who have violated the peace. In
practice the Persian king never intervened, leaving to his Spartan allies, as mpootatat Tiig eipfvng, care to make observed
by the Greeks the terms of the treaty. HAMILTON 1991, p. 121 says that the Spartans might have been able to convince their
fellow Greeks that they were worthy of the title prostates tes Hellados (protectors of Greece). Instead, they appear to have
employed their self-appointed position as enforcers of the peace to their own advantage.

(46) SEAGER 1974, p. 38. Fornis 2007, p. 167 also suggests that the royal decree of Artaxerxes did not assign to any
Greek state the prostasia of peace. It was Sparta that granted herself this power, with the connivance of Persia.
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defeat at Leuctra. However, it was only a peace congress in which the Athenians made the Greeks
swear to the peace treaty, “sent down by the King” (Xen. Hell. 6.5.2-3).

Some years later, in 367/6 the Thebans also considered themselves Persian-backed hegemones
of Greece. According to Plutarch (Pelop. 30), Artaxerxes proclaimed the Thebans to be the King’s
ancestral friends (@npaiovg 8¢ matpikodg eilovg vopileobar Bac\éwg). The Thebans attempted
to compel the Greeks to accept the terms of the peace with Persian support. They called together
representatives to Thebes from all the cities to swear to peace terms. Xenophon (Hell. 7.1.39-40)
writes that the representatives from the cities replied that they had not been sent to give their
oaths, but to listen, and if the Thebans had any desire for oaths, they bade them send to the
cities. Accordingly, inasmuch as those who had come together refused to take the oath at Thebes,
the Thebans sent ambassadors to the cities and directed them to swear that they would act in
accordance with the King’s letter, believing that each one of the cities taken singly would hesitate
to incur their hatred and that of the King at the same time. When, however, upon the arrival of
the ambassadors in Corinth, their first stopping-place, the Corinthians resisted the proposal, and
replied that they had no desire for oaths shared with the King, then other cities also followed
suit, giving their answers in the same terms. Xenophon (Hell. 7.1.40) sums up: “Thus it was that
this attempt on the part of Pelopidas and the Thebans to gain the leadership came to its end”.
However, the treaty was later signed. At the new congress, the Thebans, Phliasians, Argives and
other Greeks concluded a peace treaty on the condition that each of the states would preserve its
own territory (Xen. Hell. 7.4.10-11). But Xenophon says nothing of the participation of the King in
the convocation of the congress. Diodorus (15.76.3) reports that Artaxerxes in 366/5 sent envoys
and succeeded in persuading the Greeks to settle their wars and make a common peace with one
another. So, one cannot be sure that any stela with the terms of the Common Peace treaty, unlike
the royal rescript of 387/6, ever included a clause of the king’s sanctions against those who had not
accepted or broken the peace. There is no evidence that after 387/6 the King ever employed his
military forces and navy against the Greeks.

IV. THE KING’S STATUS ACCORDING TO THE PEACE TREATIES

Some scholars assume that the peace treaty of 387/6 included the Persian king as a contracting
party,*” but others consider that it was only a treaty among the Greeks who bound themselves by
common oath to the King. C.D. Hamilton notes: “That there was no question of a peace treaty
between Artaxerxes and the other Greeks, for the reason, pure and simple, that he was not at war
with them”; “But there was no question of any formal, legal treaty or agreement between Artaxerxes
and the Greeks at Sardis in 387. Artaxerxes was not at war with anyone but Sparta, and he had
already concluded this war at Susa”.*® E. Badian writes: “The peace based on the edict was not a
peace between the King and the (or some) Greeks... It follows from this alone that the King was
not intending to be (and in fact was not) a party to the peace which the Greek belligerents were
instructed to work out among themselves. He therefore did not swear to the King’s Peace”. He
continues: “As for what was ‘written on the stelae’ of the peace... that could not have included
an oath by the King, since the peace was not one between the King and any Greek state (or ‘the
Greeks’), as we have already noted”; “It was not a peace between the King and any Greeks, nor (at
least in origin) was it a ‘common peace’ including all the Greeks. The wording of the edict makes it

(47) CAWKWELL 1981, p. 77.
(48) HamiLTON 1979, p. 314-315.
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clear that it was imposed only on the two sides at war”; “Those who swore, of course, had to swear
in accordance with the King’s edict, i.e. both to leave Asia and Cyprus to the King and to recognise
the autonomy of all Greek cities not in Asia. This by itself does not necessitate an oath on the part
of those whose autonomy was thus recognised, any more than it necessitates an oath by the King”.*’
G. Cawkwell, however, notes: “But a representative of the King swore to the peace as the Chios
decree... shows”.*® Indeed, the inscriptions of the Athenian alliance with Chios of 384/3 refer to
the peace (eiprivn), the friendship (¢ukia), the oaths (tog 6prog) and the existing agreement (kai
1a¢ oboag ovvBijkac), to which the King had sworn (IG II? 34 line 5-7; 35 frg. a.1 line 3-4), i.e. the
King’s swearing to the treaty is clearly expressed in the text—ddpooev facth[edg] (IG I1* 34 line 7);
d[p]ooev Paothed[g] (IG II? 35 frg. a.1 line 4).>!

The King as swearing to the peace treaty is surely mentioned in the decree of the Athenian
Second League (RO 22, line 14). Moreover, most classical authors unanimously attest that the
peace treaty of 387/6 was the peace of the Greeks with the King (Isocr. 8.16; 12.60.2; Dem. 15.9.29;
Diod. 14.117; Theop. FGrH 115 F 103.7). E. Badian poses a question whether the King swore to
the peace in person. This may be answered based on the proposition that the Greeks could have
seen the King as a party in the treaty, not as a person who had sworn to the peace, but who was
involved in its making and secured its implementation. The use of the word Spvopu (“to swear”) in
this context may be misleading, but it can be interpreted not as meaning that the King actually had
sworn to the peace, but that, as Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.35) reports, “the states had sworn that they
would abide by the treaty which the King had sent down”. Arrian’s references (Anab. 2.1.4; 2.2.2)
to the treaties concluded by the Mytileneans and the Tenedeans with “King Darius in the time of
Antalcidas” further clarify the King’s role in the treaty of 387/6. Of course, the name Darius should
be excluded from the lines of the text which refer to the treaty “in the time of Antalcidas,” but
this testimony may show that the Persians considered the Greek cities which had been previously
proclaimed autonomous according to the Peace of 387/6 (the Mytileneans and the Tenedeans as
islanders would not have been subjected to the Persian King), as the allies of Darius III in the period
of Alexander’s expedition to Asia. However, the status of ovppayot of the Persian King obviously
belonged only to the Spartans (Isocr. 4.128). The Peace of 387/6 does not seem to have assigned
such a status to any other Greek poleis. That is why the terms of the Mytileneans’ and Tenedeans’
agreements with Darius III about an alliance with the King, in reality may refer to the declaration
of peace and friendship (eiprjvn kai @ia) which was stated in the heading of the peace treaty
inscribed on a stela (IG I1* 34 frg.a-d.1 line 5; 35 frg.a.1 line 3; RO 22 line 13).

The peace treaties dated to the period of 370s and 360s B.C. were considered by the Greeks as
ones concluded with the King. Demosthenes in his oration On the Liberty of the Rhodians (15.9)
records that the Athenians in 366/5 sent Timotheus to help Ariobarzanes and added a clause
to their decree, “provided that he does not violate a treaty with the King” (npooypdyavteg 1@

(49) Bapian 1991, p. 37.

(50) CAwkwELL 1981, p. 77. It should not be ruled out that the satrap Tiribazus, of course, might have sworn to the
peace treaty at the gathering of the Greek envoys in Sardis on behalf of the King in 387/6 because there is an example of
such swearing in the past. Xenophon (Hell. 1.3.11-12) reports of the procedure for taking oaths at the conclusion of an
agreement in Calchedon in 409 B.C.: Alcibiades made oath at Chrysopolis to the representatives of Pharnabazus, Mitrobates
and Arnapes, and Pharnabazus at Calchedon to the representatives of Alcibiades, Euryptolemus and Diotimus, both parties
not only giving the official oath but also making personal pledges to one another. However, it was a private agreement
between Alcibiades and Pharnabazus as commanders about the status of Chalcedon, not involving the Athenian demos and
the King (see AMIT 1973).

(51) Almost the same phrase can be read in Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ biography of Lysias for the Peace of 375/4 B.C.:
HeTd yap AlkioBévny dpyxovra, ¢’ oD Thv elprvnv ABnvaioi te kai Aakedatpdviot kai facheds dpooav, “after Alcisthenes’
archonship, under which the Athenians, the Lacedemonians and the King swore the peace” (D.H. Lys. 12).
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ynoiopatt pn Avovta tag omovdag tag mpog tov Pacthéa). Timotheus, seeing that Ariobarzanes
was in open revolt against the King and that Samos was garrisoned by Cyprothemis, who had been
stationed there by Tigranes, the King’s subordinate, abandoned his intention of helping the satrap,
but used his force to liberate the island. So, this general was initially commanded by the Athenians
to provide Ariobarzanes with military support against Autophradates because both satraps seemed
to have been in a “private conflict” with one another. However, when Timotheus learned that
Ariobarzanes was opposed by Autophradates on behalf of the King, he changed his mind and
decided to remove the pro-Persian tyrant from Samos, since this action did not contradict the peace
treaty and could be easily explained to everyone as an act of care to restore the Samians’ autonomia.
When Timotheus abstained from breaking openly the peace treaty with the King, it seems possible
that he followed the Athenians’ instructions who were strictly observing the recently concluded
treaty, i.e. the Peace of 366/5. There is little doubt that the Greeks ceased to consider the Persian
King as a contracting party sometime after 362/1 B.C., when he was not involved in a common
peace. The inscription from Argos (IG IV 556, lines 8-17) that includes the so-called reply to satraps
dated probably after 362/1 makes clear that the King had already abstained from the peace:*?
[B]acirel 8¢ 00déva mdAepov olda[tow {oldacwv} Svtar Eo[c] | dv <n>cuyiov Emu kol un cuvBdAint
1006 &[yovtals TNy <y>eyevnuévnv npiv sipivny Enyepnifoe] | [undlemdr unde pnyavit, €opev
Kol Npetg &g Blajohéar €av 8¢ molepfit mpdc tvag T@V[de A mpd|y]potd Tior mapéynt ént Stoddoet
hg elpfi[vn|c] évavtiov toic “EAAncw toig tivde [momcas|w], fi dAlog g TV ék Thg éke<{>vov
xoplag, nuelc] | [rdvrels délog thg te vOv yeyevnuévng g[ipivn|g duovod]uev [kol tdv mpoydvov]
They are not aware that the King has any war against them. If, therefore, he keeps quiet and does
not embroil the Greeks, and does not attempt to break up the peace that has come into being for
us by any craft or contrivance, we too shall keep quiet in matters with regard to the King; but if he
makes war on any who have sworn the oath or provides money for the breaking-up of this peace,
either himself in opposition to the Greeks who have made this peace or anyone else of those from
his territory, we shall all resist in common, worthily of the peace that has now come into being and
of what we have done before now.
This inscription in theory may refer to either common peace from the peace treaty of 362/1 or to
the Peace of Corinth of 338/7, but the mention of satraps makes scholars think that it should be
dated to the Great Satraps’ Revolt in 362/1 B.C.** J. Rop has proposed that it relates to the decision
of the League of Corinth,** however, the content of the inscription, although it reflects a panhellenic
rhetoric, is not anti-Persian but rather neutral. It is hardly possible that Philip II as an architect of
the League of Corinth may be seen responsible for this decision.

However, one can propose that this document placed at Argos was a resolution by the
Amphictyonic League (in which Argos was a member) with an answer to the invitation by
the Persian envoys coming from the satraps on behalf of king Artaxerxes III Ochus to reassert
agreements and provide the King with Greek military support on the eve of the Persian expedition
to Egypt in 344/3. Diodorus (16.44.1) reports that the Persian King, thinking it a matter of great
importance, in view of his former defeat, in order to overthrow Egypt, dispatched envoys to the
greatest cities of Greece requesting them to join the Persians in the campaign against the Egyptians.
The Athenians and the Lacedaemonians replied that they continued to observe their friendship
with the Persians (v @ukiav &pacav v mpog IIépoag tnpeiv), but were opposed to sending
troops as allies. The Thebans and the Argives provided the Persians with their military support

(52) JeHNE 1994, p. 98.

(53) The date of 362/1 is commonly supported in historiography (RYDER 1965, p. 142-144; PAYRAU 1971, p. 49, MOYSEY
1991, p. 111-120).

(54) Rop 2017, p. 304-322.
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(Diod. 16.44.2-3). However, Androtion (324 F 53), Anaximenes (72 F 28) and Philochorus (328
F 157) record the Athenian reply to the Persian request which was almost the same as in the
inscription from Argos:
o0 DW\inmov émt &pxovrog Avkiokov ABfvale mept eipivng mépyavtog, Paciéwg mpéopelg
ovpnpoonkavto ol *ABnvaiot, AAN& die[po]nTikdTEpOV T} EXpTV SteAéxOnoay adTolg-eipnvedety yap
1po¢ " AlptaképElny, av uf éni tag "EAAnv[idag] int [néAels. agnyodv]tau tladt]a *Avdpotinv &g
Kai tloD elne (?) kai *Ava]Eévng. €in & v duetvov [t Tod OiJAoxdpov mapaypdyat. tpobeig yap
od[tog &]pxovta Avkiok[ov] drotibnow “¢mi TodTov Pacihéwg Tépyavtog A [valle Ttpéoperg kai
&€lodvtog TV [@ihiav Stapevel]v Eavt@L TV Tatpdlay, dne(kpi]va<v>to [toig t]péoPeot *ABHvnot
(?) Sape[velv] Paothg[t Ty @\ ]iav, €av pn Pacthedg enfi Tag] “EAAnviSag it moAels”.
When Lyciscus was archon, Philippus sent proposals for peace to Athens, and at the same time the
Athenians received envoys from the king, but they replied to the envoys in a more disdainful manner
than was necessary. They said that they would be at peace with Artaxerxes, if he did not attack
the Greek cities. These events are described by Androtion, who also [spoke] at that time, and by
Anaximenes. It will be best to quote the words of Philochorus here. In his account of [the year] when
Lyciscus was archon, he says: “When he was archon, the king sent envoys to Athens and requested
that the city should remain in friendship with him, as it had been with his father. They replied to
the envoys at Athens that the friendship with the king would continue, so long as the king did not
attack the Greek cities”.*®
It seems such a reply may be given to the Persians not only from every Greek city visited by envoys,
but together from all the Greeks on behalf of a certain panhellenic organization which was the
Amphictyonic League. The intimate relations of the Argives with the Persians since the Persian
Wars may be a good reason for bringing the stele to Argos. In this case a common peace referred
to in the inscription was the Peace of Philocrates in 346/5.

V. THE KING’S INTERESTS

One needs to pay some attention to the position of the Asian Greeks who were proclaimed
subjects of the Persian King according to the Peace of 387/6. According to Diodorus (14.110.4),
the Lacedaemonians consented to the terms of the peace treaty and offered no opposition, but the
Athenians and Thebans and some of the other Greeks were deeply concerned that the cities of Asia
should be left in the lurch. But since they were not by themselves a match in war, they consented of
necessity and accepted the peace.’® Indeed, the decree for Erythrae shortly before 386 demonstrates
the Athenians’ concerns about the fate of the Asian Greeks. It records a reply of the Athenian people
(now lost) to the Erythraeans’ request not to give up Erythrae to the barbarians (RO 17 lines 11-16:
niept 8¢ 10D pr| €xdidoadat EpvBpaiovg toig fapPapotg, amokpivacBat toi¢ Epubpaiotg, 6t déSokta
[T@]t Snpwt T@dL ABnvaiwv). The Athenian decree for Clazomenae of 387/6 B.C. referred to the King
in an uncertain context (IG II* 28 line 26).>” The decree establishing the Second Athenian League

(55) Didym. in Demosth. 10, 34 col. 8, 8.

(56) Platon in his Menexenus (245b-e) follows his panhellenistic bias to criticize the Athenians’ consent to abandon the
Asian Greeks to the Persians: “None the less, we were isolated once again because of our refusal to perform the dishonorable
and unholy act of surrendering Greeks to barbarians” (dpwg 8° odv épovabnuev maktv S 1o piy é0éhety aioxpov kai
avootov épyov épydoacBal’ EAAnvag BapBapotg ékdovteq). Aelius Aristides in his Panathenaic oration (293) justifies this by
the necessity to wage a war on many fronts: “For they were the last of the Greeks to concede the peace and not before they
realized that they would not only have to wage a simultaneous war with the Lacedaemonians, the King, Seuthes, Dionysius,
and the Peloponnesians, since they were prepared for this, but also with their own allies. Thus, they were betrayed”.

(57) On the relations of Erythrae and Clazomenae with the Athenians and the Persians in the period of the King’s Peace
see LANZILLOTTA 1981; SATO 2006. On the impact of the King’s Peace on the Greeks of Asia Minor in general see DEBORD
1999, p. 279-282.
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intentionally excluded the Greek poleis which were the king’s subjects from the list of the Athenian
allies: “If any of the Greeks or of the barbarians living in Europe or of the islanders, who are not
the King’s (8a[ot pny paoct]Aéwg eiotv), wishes to be an ally of the Athenians and their allies, he may
be—being free and autonomous” (IG II? 43, lines 15-25).

There is no doubt that the Asian Greeks under Persian rule after 386 B.C. started again paying
a tribute®® and serving in the Achaemenid army and fleet,” while being considered by the Persians
as autonomous as it was established by the reform of Artaphrenes who after the Ionian revolt in
494 B.C. “restored to the cities their laws and laid upon them fixed tributes according to their
ability to pay” (amédwke TODG VOUOUG TAIG TTOAEDL Kal TakTOVG QOpovg Katd dvvapy énétaev)
(Diod.10.25.4). In the last years of the Corinthian war the Persian King was already restoring his
satrapal administration in the Greek coast of Asia Minor. The satraps may have served as mediators
in resolving intra-poleis disputes as the inscription from Miletus recording the arbitration between
Miletus and Myus just before the Peace of 387/6 shows (RO 16).

This arbitration was probably made also on the basis of Artaphrenes’ settlement, about which
Herodotus (6.42) writes: “Artaphrenes, governor of Sardis, summoned ambassadors from the cities
and compelled the Tonians to make agreements among themselves that they would abide by the law
and not rob and plunder each other”.*® The Milesian inscription (RO 16), dating to the period from
391 to 387 B.C., records that the Ionian jurors charged with resolving the dispute for the territory in
the Meander valley, turned to the Persian king and resorted to the arbitration of Struses (Struthas:
Xen. Hell. 4.8.17-20; Diod. 14.99.1-3) the Persian, who is entitled in the inscription as the satrap
of Ionia (¢§artpdmng ¢dv ’lwving). The inscription lists jurors from Erythrae, Chios, Clazomenae,
Lebedos and Ephesus (the names of other Ionian cities did not survive). As for the process of
arbitration, the lines 19-32 of the inscription report the following with reference to the jurors:

kol t[e]felong thg dikn|g VO Milnoiwv kal Munciov kol @y | [plaptdpop papropnodvimv
apeotép|[o]ic kal Tdv obpwv arodexdéviov Th|[g] yic, el Eueliov ol dikaotal dik|av v dikny,
Eumov v diknp Mui[o|t]or ot 8¢ mpodikaotal todta ypdy[a|v]tes Edocav &g tag Torews aitve[c)
| Tv iknv 8fkalop, paptoplag eiv|ar. &gl 8& Muiotot tv diknv Eumolv, Ztpodong drodcag TdV
Idvov 16V [8]kactéev, éartpdang éov Toving, [t|é]hog énoinee Ty yiv eivar Miina[{]|ov.
The lawsuit having been undertaken by the Milesians and Myesians, the witnesses having witnessed
for each party and the boundaries of the land having been displayed, when the jurors were about to
judge the suit, the Myesians abandoned the suit. The prodikastai wrote this and gave it to the cities
which were judging the suit, to be a witness. When the Myesians had abandoned the suit, Struses
the satrap of Ionia heard the Ionians’ jurors and made the final decision that the land should belong
to the Milesians.
From the data of this inscription it is clear that the process of arbitration took place in two stages.
At first, the case was considered by the jurors, elected in the same number from each city of Ionia,
however, if the decision for some reason was not made, or did not satisfy one of the sides, then
the jurors turned to a higher authority, which was the local satrap and the King himself. Struthas’
arbitration in Asia Minor took place in the period between his appointment as satrap after the
failure of peace negotiations at Sardis in 393/2 (Xen. Hell. 4.8.17; Diod. 14.99.1-3) and the return of

(58) Isocrates (4.123) asserts that the Greeks of Asia Minor must have been forced to pay a tribute (SaopoloyeioBat)
and their acropoleis were occupied by their foes, i.e. the Persians.

(59) Diodorus (15.2.2) says that Orontes and Tiribazus, being appointed by the Persian king commanders of the Persian
army and fleet in the Cypriote war, took over the armaments in Phocaea and Cyme, two Greek poleis in Aeolis. According
to Isocrates (4.135), most of Tiribazus’ fleet had been brought together from Ionia.

(60) On Artaphrenes’ reforms in Ionia see EVANs 1976, p. 344-348; WEISKOPF 2008, p. 83-91. According to this
settlement, disputes between cities might be resolved by arbitration (ScoTT 2005, p. 535).
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Tiribazus in 387 B.C. Then the Persian King issued his decree that prescribed the Asian Greeks to
be included in the “king’s house,” i.e. in the possession of the Great King of Persia.

Other significant evidence for the Persian activity in Asia Minor after the Peace of 387/6 occurs
in the treaty of alliance between Sinope and Heraclea Pontica, both cities formally subjected
to the King, dated to the mid-fourth century B.C., that includes a defensive clause concerning
involvement by the King and satraps (IK Sinope 1, lines 2-15):

dv [ émi] | Zdrtupov Nt Tovg Khedpyov naidag i Hpla]kkeiov it [tv] | xdp[nv] émotpatednton
iy Baoiémg Bonbely | Zw[on]éag mavtl obéver kata 10 | dvatov kal dv Tig €[] | L[w]oniug
otpateintot | v xopny Ay Baciiéo[c] | [Bo]nbelv Tdrupov kai Todg KAedpyov moidag mavtl
cO[ével] | kot t0 Svvardv: &av 8¢ O dmotpatelov éml Tdrvpov | fi Todg Khedpyov moidag f
‘Hpaxieiav fi my xdpnv | it Twvdmnv i v xdpnv ofit peta Baciéog émictpated[ew] | méumey
peta 1od émotpatedovtog Gyyéhoug mpog Puciidn | kal antov keledew dvoywpely &k Thg xdpng: [€]
av 8¢ un | ANt 0 motpatedwv cvuméume[wv dylyéhoug kol avoyope[tv] | [€]k Thg xdpng Ponbelv
Ao mlavti oBével katd O {vac.} | duvatdv.
If anyone, for excluding the King, will go to war against Satyrus or the sons of Clearchus or Heraclea
or her chora, then the Sinopians should provide help by all possible means, and if anyone, for
excluding the King, will go to war against Sinope or against the chora of Sinope, Satyrus and the
sons of Clearchus must provide assistance by all possible means. If the attacker on Satyrus or the
sons of Clearchus, or Heraclea, or the chora of Heraclea, or Sinope, or the chora of Sinope will say
that he attacked on behalf of the king, then the ambassadors should be sent along with the attacker
to the king and demand from him (the attacker) to leave the territory. If the attacker will not want to
send ambassadors and clear the territory, then one should help each other with all possible means.
This provision concerns not only a specific status of the two cities in the southern Black Sea region,
which may be also considered as autonomous in relation to the Persian King in the Achaemenid
Empire even after the Peace of 387/6, but probably attests to more typical practice.®’ As it follows
from this documentary evidence, the citizens of the two Greek poleis in Asia Minor under Persian
rule may defend themselves unless they are attacked by a subject (satrap?) of the King; in the latter
case they should appeal to the King for a settlement.

The special reference of the royal rescript to Cyprus needs no comment because it formally
deprived Euagoras of Athenian military support and led the Cypriote War to its end, whereas the
mention of Clazomenae requires an explanation. S. Ruzicka soundly proposed: “Given Persia’s
compelling need by late 387 to use the Gulf of Smyrna for preparations for the Cypriote War,
Artaxerxes was certainly concerned with ending Athenian involvement in the Gulf of Smyrna
region and with precluding the possibility of any direct Athenian interference which might impede
Persian preparations. It was undoubtedly this concern that lay behind Artaxerxes’specific claim to
Clazomenae in the edict of Sardis in late 387”.°> However, it is not clear whether the text of the
treaty on a stela really included the clauses about Clazomenae and Cyprus (it is surprising that
Diodorus did not mention this: Diod. 14.110.3). There are no data in the sources that other Persian-
sponsored peaces included any references to terms which immediately concerned the King.

(61) As for the Greeks of Asia Minor, autonomia, in the Persian interpretation of this Greek term, meant self-
government with paying a tribute to the King (SEAGER, TUPLIN 1980, p. 144). Tithraustes’ peace proposals to Agesilaus
after the battle of Sardis in 395 and the execution of Tissaphernes are stated as follows: “the King deems it fitting that you
should sail back home, and that the cities in Asia, retaining their autonomia, should render him the ancient tribute” (Xen.
Hell. 3.4.25: tag 8’ év tf) Aciq mOAelg adTovOpoLG 000G TOV dpXaiov Saopov avTd AmogépeLy).

(62) Ruzicka 1983, p. 108; 1992, p. 65; 2012, p. 81.
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VI. THE KING’S INVOLVEMENT IN THE GREEK ARRANGEMENTS

To all appearances, the peaces in the fourth century B.C. must have been viewed by the
contemporaries as “common peaces” because their clauses of adtovopia kai éAevBepia concerned
all the Greeks, except those who were in Asia Minor under Persian rule.®> One can propose that
there was a difference between the Greek and Persian interpretations of these principles. If the
Greek concept of avtovopia kal éAevBepia in the fourth century B.C. meant that the Greeks were
“governed under whatever form of government their wished, neither receiving a garrison nor
submitting to a governor nor paying tribute,”** the Persian approach did probably imply self-
government under the King’s direct/indirect influence.

The appearance in the royal rescript of the provision about Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros as
belonging to the Athenians may, at first sight, be considered as Persian interference in the Greek
affairs, but it looks like a success of the Athenians who by means of diplomacy returned their
control over these three cleruchian islands lost since the end of the Peloponnesian war. Xenophon
(Hell. 4.8.15) says that the Athenians’ fear of losing these islands prevented them from accepting
Antalcidas’ peace proposals, including the terms about autonomia for all Greeks, in the conference
at Sardis in 393/2. Andocides (3.12, 14) emphasizes that the Athenians’ claims for these islands had
already been recognized by the Greeks in the course of the peace negotiations at Sparta in 392/1.
In the 370s and 360s the decisions of the Greeks and the Persian King regarding the recognition of
the Athenian rights to possess Amphipolis and the Thracian Chersonese may serve as an example
of the King of Persia’s participation in resolving Greek affairs.

Demosthenes in his oration On the false Embassy (19.253) reports that the King of Persia
and all the Greeks recognized Amphipolis as an Athenian possession. In another speech of the
Demosthenic corpus (9.16), it is stated that the Athenians’ claim to the Chersonese was recognized
by the King of Persia and by all the Greeks. Much controversy in historiography is caused by three
interrelated questions: 1) Was the decision about Amphipolis and Chersonese part of the same
document, or two documents that appeared at different times and on different occasions? 2) Which
peace congress or congresses of the Greeks in the fourth century B.C. recognized the Athenian
rights to these territories? 3) Were the decisions taken by the king and the Greeks jointly on the
recognition of Amphipolis and Chersonese for the Athenians, or were they taken on different
occasions and independently of each other? Initially, scholars believed that the decisions of the
Greeks on the recognition of the Athenian claims to Amphipolis and Chersonese belonged to the
same case and were taken simultaneously with their approval by the King of Persia. This view was
held, for example, by F. Hampl, who dated these events to the time of the peace congress of the
Greeks at Sparta in 375.°° S. Accame, on the contrary, believed that the Greeks and the King made

(63) On the meaning of avtovopia kai éevBepia in the fifth century B.C. see KARAVITES 1982. CAWKWELL 1981,
p. 72-75 traces changes in clauses of autonomia in various peace treaties. KARAVITES 1984, p. 191 concludes that the term
é\evBepia was used in the fifth century to describe the state of freedom from all external coercion, while avtovopia denoted
some sort of voluntary or involuntary coercion. In the fourth century é\evBepia used in conjunction with avtovopia
(éevBepia and avtovopia) became a fourth century formulaic locution, with the concomitant loss of all distinction between
the two terms. In this context, avtovopia is used interchangeably with é\evBepia whereas é\evBepia was sometimes used
where avtovopia had earlier been employed.

(64) moArt[evopév]wt moltteiav fjv &v BoAntan prite [@poplav eiodexopévwt uijte dpxovta vmo[dexJopévot pinte opov
@épovtt (IG IT* 43, lines 19-24). On the Greek concept of autonomia relating to the Common Peace treaties see MORITANI
1988, p. 574-575; WILKER 2012, p. 104-106. WILKER 2012, p. 103 suggests that the autonomy clause was to be codified as a
permanent, valid structuring principle for interstate relations in Greece. This represented a critical transformation and, for
the first time, formulated what would be a key element of all later Common Peace treaties: a general autonomy guarantee of
unlimited term that, at least in principle, would involve all of the Greek states.

(65) HampL 1938, p. 18.
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their decisions on different occasions, but, as for the decision of the Hellenes, he attributed it to
the peace congress at Athens in the spring of 369 B.C.%° This opinion was accepted by G. Cawkwell
who argued that, firstly, the decisions of the Greeks regarding Amphipolis and Chersonese were
taken on two different occasions, and, secondly, their approval by the king could not necessarily
be synchronous with the adoption of the decisions by peace congresses of the Greeks. So, as for
the Chersonese, then, according to G. Cawkwell, the decision on it should have belonged to the
so-called Common Peace of 366/5; then the Persian King could have approved both decisions
of the Greeks (about Amphipolis and Chersonese) at the same time.”” Despite the different
approaches to defining the chronology of the decisions of the Greeks regarding Amphipolis and
Chersonese, most scholars prefer to date their approval by the Persian King to the period after
the peace congress at Susa in 367/6 B.C.°® This dating was also argued by J. Heskel, however, only
in relation to Amphipolis. As for Chersonese, she adheres to a paradoxical point of view that the
Athenian rights to Chersonese were recognized by the satrap Ariobarzanes on behalf of the king
during a conference at Delphi in 369/8 B.C.*” R. Sealey, agreeing that the Greeks and the Persian
king could have recognized the Athenian rights to Amphipolis and Chersonese in Athens in 369,
however, allowed another possibility. He made a suggestion that the decision could be attributed to
the congress of 372/1.7° Let us now turn to the sources.

The basis for dating the decision of the king about Amphipolis is the report of Demosthenes
(19.137) that after the execution of Timagoras, ambassador to the King in 367/6, by the Athenians,
the Persian king again recognized the Athenian claims to this city. However, the adverb méAwv
(“again”) used by the orator when talking about this event, speaks in favor of the fact that after 367/6
Artaxerxes had already agreed for the second time to approve the Athenian rights to Amphipolis
(but not to Chersonese, about which Demosthenes does not say anything at all here). The need for
such a decision was caused by the fact that the Persian king, having been convinced by the Thebans
at the negotiations in Susa, declared Amphipolis an independent city, a friend and ally of the Persian
King (tote ovppaxov adtod kol @ilnv éypayev). Thus, it must be assumed that the first decision
of the king regarding Amphipolis was made sometime before the congress at Susa in 367. R. Sealey
made a suggestion that the decision could have been taken at the congress of 372/1. This opinion
seems to be the most convincing. On the one hand, the peace treaty concluded in the congress at
Sparta in 372/1 was based on the royal rescript and, on the other hand, the Athenians could have
gotten the Spartan support for their claims. The phrases of Demosthenes Baothedg kal mavteg ol

“EA\nveg (9.16; 19.253) and oi"EAAnveg kai Paciedg 6 Ilepo@v éyngicavto (7.29) attest to a joint
decision by both the Greeks and the Persian King at a peace congress.”* Aeschines’ words (2.32)
that a common decree of the Greeks (16 kotvov doypa t@v EAAjvwv) concerning Amphipolis was
taken at the meeting of the Lacedaemonians and their allies immediately refer to the peace congress
at Sparta. There were only two congresses involving the Persian King and they were held at Sparta
in the 370s (in 375/4 and 372/1). Xenophon (Hell. 6.3.2-17) reports that the Athenian envoys spoke
at the meeting of the Lacedaemonians and their allies in 372/1. Aeschines’ testimony (2.32) that
Amyntas III, the king of Macedon, supported the Athenians’ claim to Amphipolis makes it possible

AcCCAME 1941, p. 155.

CAWKWELL 1961, p. 80-81; 2005, p. 188-189.

JUDEICH 1892, p. 199; RYDER 1965, p. 81; SEAGER 1974, p. 62.
HESKEL 1996, p. 103-113.

SEALEY 1993, p. 75-76.

66
67
68
69
70
71) JEHNE 1992b, p. 275-276.

(66)
(67)
(68)
(69)
(70)
(71)
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to propose that it was the congress of 372/1 which took place between Amyntas’ alliance with the
Athenians in the late 370s (IG II* 102) and the death of this king of Macedon in 370/69.7?

The recognition by the Greeks and the Persian king of the Athenian claim to Amphipolis was
actually a violation of the declared principle of autonomy of large and small Greek cities, stated in
the text of the treaty of 387/6 and repeated in the peace treaty of 375/4, but this provision could
have been considered by the Greeks as an exclusion from this principle like the recognition of the
Athenian rights to Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros, and the Persian ones to Clazomenae and Cyprus.
As for the Athenian claims to the Thracian Chersonese, it is only on one occasion that Demosthenes
(9.16) says that they were recognized by the Persian King and the Greeks (Baot\edg kat mavteg oi

“EA\nveq), and therefore it is impossible to come to any certain conclusion about the circumstances
of this decision.

The problem of Messenia in the 360s was the most important controversy in Greek interstate
relations in the resolution of which the Persian king was immediately involved. As we know,
during the first Boeotian campaign in the Peloponnese in 370/69, Messenia was torn away from
Sparta and in 369, on the initiative of Epaminondas, the city of Messene began to be rebuilt (Diod.
15.66.1; 67.1). The Persian king, still supporting the Spartans, sent Philiscus to Greece in 369/8
with a proposal to conclude a common peace which would have reflected the changes in the
military situation due to the Boeotians’ invasion of Peloponnese and conclusion of the Athenian-
Spartan alliance in 370/69 (Xen. Hell. 7.1.27; Diod. 15.70.2). Philiscus gathered the Greeks at the
conference in Delphi.”? The Persian proposals to the Greeks at the conference in Delphi may have
required the participants to agree to the principles of avtovopia and éAevBepia as they had done at
earlier peace congresses at Sparta in 375/4 and 372/1 B.C. and at Athens in 371/0. A new political
development was that Messenia had become independent in 369.7* The recognition of its status
was one of the important tasks of Theban diplomacy in the 360s. The Great King in his support
of the Lacedaemonians, however, refused to recognize its autonomous status and instead insisted
on its continued subjection to Sparta. The Athenians might have supported the Spartan-Persian
demand for Messenia’s subjection, just as the Spartans had earlier supported the Athenian request
for control of Amphipolis and the Thracian Chersonese, but the Thebans were opposed to this
demand. The congress in Delphi in 369/8 yielded no result and the problem with the status of
these territories led to diplomatic debates among the Greeks at a number of congresses in which
the Persian King was deeply involved. Sometime later, in 367/6, Artaxerxes II in the conference
at Susa was prompted by the Thebans to include in the draft of the common peace the condition
of autonomy for Messenia (Xen. Hell. 7.1.36) and proclaimed Amphipolis to be an autonomous
city, as well as an ally (Dem. 19.137). As part of the conditions of the Common Peace of 366/5, the
Messenians won recognition as autonomous (Diod. 15.90.2), while Amphipolis was acknowledged
once again by the Persian King as an Athenian possession (Dem. 19.137). According to Diodorus
(15.90.2), the Spartan support for Tachos, the king of Egypt, against the Persians in the period of the
Great Satrap’s Revolt in 362/1, was due to the fact that the Spartans were estranged from Artaxerxes
because the Messenians had been included by the King under the same terms as the other Greeks
in the common peace. So, the history of the King’s involvement in the Greek arrangements clearly
shows that the leading Greek states manipulated him to defend their own interests in the course of
the intensive struggle for hegemony in Greece in the 370s and 360s B.C.

(72) Borza, 1990, p. 187, however, considered that Amyntas III took part at the peace congress in Athens in 371/0 B.C.
and supported the Athenian claims to Amphipolis.

(73) See RUNG 2013, p. 35-50.

(74) On Messenian independence, see LURAGHI 2008, p. 209-230.
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CONCLUSION

To summarize, the Persian-sponsored peace treaties in Greece in the fourth century B.C., from
the King’s Peace of 387/6 to the Peace of 366/5, were a result of the competitive hegemonial policies
of the Greeks, and the status of protector of peace was a prize in these competitions. The King’s role
in peaces was formalized in royal rescripts which, of course, reflected more ideological significance
than the King’s real participation in Greek affairs. However, a factor of the military and financial
strength of the King was used by the Greeks to achieve advantages in peace treaties, and getting the
Persian King’s support played a leading role in this.

Eduard Runeg
Kazan Federal University
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